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Wotfis I J a n e t  

Frofll: 
S~mt: 
To; 

~,~=  ~ . ~  
Fr~sy. M~y t8> 2~)7 S:M Akl 
Wolfe. Jan~ 

I t  i l  sy ~ d e r s t a r ~ L t n g  t h a t  ~p[:co p ~  t o  ~ 1 1  s e v ~ l  p ~ c e l s  o£ land  i n  ~b~ UP and ~ a t  
".-heio l i u ~  abut  f o r l . l t  l l ~  t~ l i t  £1 • v i t a l  b i b i t a t  f ~  w l i d l l t e .  I ~I~o ~ l U u l d  t /  
t im licenmes that  I bo l~ i  on tbelle l i n d i  to be i o l~  r i ~ l l  uppoo to  m l h l l l  w l l i l l l l e  
h a b i t a t .  ( : l ~  t b~e le  rachel, I am ~ t ~ l i i l b e d  t ha t  u3~:o could evem co=~ider  the  b u i l d i n g  
boat docks to ~id res ident ia l  d l n . i l o~ l i ~ t  in  tb~se s i t e s .  I t  should ~ot be a l l o ~ .  You 
should  ze¢:onnlder the 
terml of your lice~u~e$. 8[ncerely Jamee H. Graves ~.D. 

W o l f e  r J a n e t  

F~om: 
$e . t :  
To: 
SubJec~ 

Frk~y, May 18. 2007 1;iO I ~  
W0~/e. Jane~ 
Pro~e~ Nu-nbe~ 1864, 2402. 108~, 10854. and 2506. 

I urge you not to 6evelop ~ter ibe~ areaa , lakel, I~da, etc. owned by UPPCO aa it II 
m~t likely to negatively ef~ect wilc111fe. 

Pleas~ Ber t ' ,u~]y  con&ider this rIKlFaoit. 

Kim ~. Grne:i 
P.C. Box ~71 
Calumlt. MI i~gi3 

! 
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Wolf~, Janet 

From: Imct~e And~son kmde~m2(bC~glo~.s~J 
~hm~: Friday. May 18, 2007 6:3~ PM 
TO: WOI~, 
Sui~s¢~ I.~PCO ~ ~am ~ 1 ¢  0omms~ 

,lanet Wolfe 
Communications Manager 
UPPCO 
PO Box 130 
Houghton. M] 49931-0130 

Dear Ms. Wolfe: 

This is to inform you that I strongly ~ ooma'uction of docks ~ pmposod by '.he t ippca- P~:insula 
Power ~ y  at PrickeR, Victoria, Au Train, CataracL Boney Falls. and Bond Falls ~ile* l am 
t'~'fer'riOg tO ~ t lojcc~: 

Project No. 1864 (Bond and Vic,.ona) 
Project No. 24O2 (l~rick~) 
Project No. 108.56 (Au Tram) 
Project No.10854 (Cataract) 
Project No. 2506 (Boney Fallsl 

Liven the complexity of Ibis i~u¢ and the ~ ~ of the Shorela'~ ManageTncm Plan. an 
Enviroameaml Assemment should be nxluircd of UPPCO in this matter [ undt.n'~tm~d that hccnsc 
agreements issued from the Federal Energy R ~  Agency (FERC) for the gen~afion of 
hydrocleclric power rcqui~ that UPPCO pcot¢ct ~ ¢a~no¢ wildlife habilaL provide for public access 
and manage the forest for old-growth at th¢~ rca~coirs. UPPC'O's plans, which would threaten lh¢ 
health of forests, wood tu~¢~ loons, eagles, migratory birds, and sturgc~,~ appear to be ccmtrar~, to these 
ag fc '~cNc~ t  s 

1 am also a customer of UPPCO mKI f~ l  had about supporting a (×.mpany that pu,'~ profit abox c rcsp¢~ ~.. 
tbr thc envimnmcnt 

1"hank you thr con:~id~.~ng lhesc com.mcnls. 

Sinccrd~. 
Michele A ndc~..1 
I-tanc~ck. Michigan 

I 

5.11g q0~r' 
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Wolfe T Janet 

From: 
S4mt: 
TO: 
Subject: 

I 

otane M ~  ~ m U . ~ l b ~ u . ~ ]  
Fdd~/. Mey ~ S. 2007 ~4~ PM 
WoI~. 
UPPCO% I ~  for deveoome~t (p~ec~ numbe~ ~8fl4. Z402, 10856, 10854. aM 250-3 

am reqlgterlng my vlewoQ ~PCO's pla~ to d~vQlop lighted boat ~ocke and vlewsheds cn 
~he area reservoirs. Pleage do ~ dO Z/~/e. These lakes ~re appreclated for their 
wildness, and £0 ch~sge their ~ t e z  now would pose halar4s to wildllfe a~d C~Dge the 
spirit of the places. It would ~wlolate the spirit (and perhaps the letter as well) 
of your orlg,nal sgreemm~t ~ D g  theme prolpert ie8. 

Plese allow ~ . r  the contln~ed p~tectlon of the4e places. Thae~ you. 

Diane Miller 
Ph.D. Can~i~it e 
D~partme~t of Huma~itlu 
Michigan Te~hnolog2cal ~verllty 
1400 Townaand Drive 
H o u g h t o n ,  N~ 49932 
(9C6) 370 1069 

"If y~ can't find the truth where you are, where d~ you think you will find it?'--the 
Suedha 

V 
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J,net 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

F ~ .  tkw l& ~oy ~51  PM 
W~ Jena 
docks 

UPPCO. . .  
: aR w r i t i n g  to o b j e c t  t o  y o u r  p l a n ~  t o  I ~ i l d  docks  a~ t h e  h7:lo e l e * z t r i c  r e l e r v o i r s  i n  
y o u r  i t ~ l l L h i p .  
guch d4velopmant  w i l l  encourage the t y l ~  Of b u l l d i i ~  c h a t  b~- .d ly  f u l f i l l s  t h e  d i e t a t e o  o f  
youx l lee t to l~  ag~e~Imm~, ", . . to  protect a ~  ~ wildlif,~ habitat, provide for public 
a c c e s a  and  manage  t h o  ~ o r ~ t  f o r  o l d - g r o v t h , . . "  
Ple4t.~a do n o t  t a k e  ~ h i e  p a t h .  
Si ~A~erely, 
Rick Loduha 
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Wo~tJa~t  

Fr~cn: 
S~mt: 
To: 

Sa~rday. May 19, 2(X)7 3;14 PM 
W~fe. Janet; ~ , ~ . ~ o ~ n  
UPP~O Sh~elk~ Management Plan 

T h i s  E - m a i l  ~ n t a l n B  ~ e m ~ n t s  r l g a z d l ~ g  P r o J e c t l  lS64,  2402,  2506,  10856.  10854 

Regiet ration? 
~am~ kevin botklnm 
Addremm? 4514 fl~ G 
City? ea~le rivor 
Sta~e? wi 
Zip ~'~ds? 54521 
E-real1? ke~Inm~ evlnsk@nnel, corn 
Phone Number? 715 479 6188 
~oet COmments on w~b eite? yes 

C~mm~qt~? I ~ wrltl~ ~ Ee~i0~ ~ oppoeltion to the pla~ docks on Bond Falls 
flowage. H~andrede of ~ and path8 a~i lights wo~tld d/mlnleh the aeethatlc ~ of 
r.hls area. The affect of dz~Lk~ 0a~ EIIh habitat is w~ll documented and thle proj~ would 
ad~,ers~ly i~t a fL~e f i ~ z ' y .  

also antlclpate m c~14~cm and oonfllct vlth t h i s  quail-private property on public 
land. AdJaclu~t ~ i  ~zR~Id fmml they were afforded oome sort of privilege that they 
aren,t necessarily entltle~1 to. Rifts are aure to develop het~ recreational users and 
homeowner ~. 
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Woff~! Janet  

From: ~ t u . o c ~ u  
~ :  SaCJtday, M~y ~9. 2007 8~8 AM 
To: Woi~. Jan~ 
SubJe~ ~ 

I I I I  

N~. WO] re, 

*Bread and clrcumem, is s~bat kmpt the creaky, rotten 9 ol,'J Roman l~ire goir~ lon~e¢ than 
it should. Does Aat~ric~ r e 4 d ] y  ne@d MOEE ~ays t o  enter~,*~n ~t~If by colon£zln~ and 
t e c h n o l o < j i z i n g  y e t  ~oze of Ire wllderness a ~ e a s ?  

UPPCO can be a lea¢~ i ~  ~ v ~ r ~ t a l  p r e e e r ~ a t i o n  aJ,d p~otoctlc~1 o~ i t  can ~ yet 
a n o t h e r  r i n ~ - i n - t h G - r ~ o ~ s  = g r a b a c l o Q l  m { C a r i b b e a n  t e r m  f o r  
"greedy-) follow~r as o~mer o~ p ~ t s t l n e  p r o p e r t y  chat s c r e w y  ~ua ts  t o  co~ver,, into 

We know t h a t  ~ ~ l o ~ d / y  and ms~ryChing Jn / U ~ r i c , ~  i .  j u m t i f i ~ d  on eoo~D~/c  t e rms .  
so sc~e o f  u~ must g i v e  v o i c e  t o  l i m p l y  p r ~ e r v i n g  non-vo , :a l  .~ature v h l c h  o p e r a t e e  w i t h o u t  
l u s t  f ~ r  .w~ney al i t s  p r i m e  d i r e c t l y .  

P 1 e ~ s e  ,."~3~,'t d e ~ l o p  t he  ¢e~4urvo i r  a.reaaii 

~ r l e  K i n d r e d  
I ~ n c o c k .  MI 
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Wolfe I Janet 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

I I I  

S ~ y ,  Lt~/20. ~ 0 7  7:40 PM 

UPPCO She~el~n~ M ~ n x ~  Rae Comm~n~ 

T h i s  g o ~ l  c ~ . a l l ~ m  OOIIR~n~J r ~ l ~ g  P r 0 J ~ t J  2 8 6 4 ,  g 4 0 2 ,  250G, 10856, 10q54 

Regislt ratio~? 
Name? A n n a  D r o ~  
A~tdreem? 44C C~4m-ry ~C.  
C l o y ?  N e g a u n ~ , ~  4 9 8 6 6  
S t o r m ?  
Z i p  c o d e ?  
g - m a ~ l  ? A n n J  may  1 6 1 y ~ = o o .  corn 
PhOr~  Nund~sr?  906  4 7 5  S728  
~o~t Cc~waantn ~ ~ mica? ye~ 

~ t s ?  NO ~XJq~F.JJJ 

V 

V 
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Wol/~! Janet 
F r o m :  
~ m t :  
To: 
Subt*¢~ u m ~ o  ~ Mm.m~meV PW, ¢.amme~, 

This  ~ - I n 4 i l  c 'o~utruJ cclmesltn rec/ardLt~ i~'o~ects 1864, 2 t 0 2 ,  2S06, 10856 ,  10854 

R e s i s t  r a t  i o n ?  
~zame? Kathleen Kratu|e 
Addrems? 38565 Aml~zy Pa~k 
City? Clinton Township 
S'.ate? Mr 
Zip code? 48036 
E-mail? k£&us~7~HtotJl~ 1. ~m 
Phone Nxw~b. r ? 
Post Commie_his on ~ site? yes 

Ccqmra~-nts? S a v e  ~ i4~ks, p l e a ~  ~'t ~ tO ~utti~ in the clocks. We are the 
caretaJserm [or futwe ~Zi0~a. We lows it Zbe ~y ~ Is. A,m.t ~.In it. 8en. D~bble 
Stabenow evln people Eros ~ ~ t y  emJoy thlm bea~tlful pIAoe we expect you to step 
up asd mto~ this: This m amppoee ~o be f o r  th~ ]m~bll~" tn e n j o y  i n  a n  ~viror~%e~tal~'.- 
safe wmy. Retain the matt~el Muty of the a r u .  Save the BOY! ! 
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Pattie I o f  I 

Wolfo, Janet 

From: Sue Be t  ~ [~m.qNy(~styc,om] 
8~a~: 8ueele/. May 20, 2007 9:34 PM 
To: Wolfe, Janet 
SubJ~: N~ DOCKS 

NO [X)CKS at Prickett, Victoria, Au Train, Cataract, Boney Falls, and Bond Falls sites. 

Sue Ellen Kingsley 
53044 Hwy M203 
Hancock MI 49930 
(906) 4a2-ea27 

V 

v 
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Wolfe, Janet 

From: ~ Lynn Thumm [ h w l ~ . c o m ]  
S~r,t: ~ ,  May 20. 2007 t 1:29 PM 

To: Wol~, ~ 
SUI~IN~ l'he IMan tO ¢levelop I ~ t  docks 

Dear Ms. Wolfe, 

Relating to Project Ntutlm~ 1864, 2402, 106f~i, I0~54, tnd 2500. 
The plan to dev~ li~ l~IVtt~ boat docks and =viewshods" on six. area hydro~c reservoir~, 
(i,e.. Pnck~t Otto, Bond Palls, Victam F~_.,b ̂ .  Tnm~ Cataract. and Boney. F~ls) 
whk.h would tmhlm¢~ tile ~ of adjsc¢~ I/rids which Upp¢o pl/ms 1o sell t0 a de~eloper, d<~ks 
:rod devcloptmmt would, howev~, lm~ potential hazards tn wildlife floon.;, eagles, wood tutlle~. 
,rod reigning" birds) trod mrrSetm. 

Bastcally. UPPCO's pltms viol .u, the lctttr and c ~ y  the sp~t of tht4r original licensing agreemc..m 
(admmi~mt~d by FERC, theF.ttdt~r~_~_~_Et~,Jtlly..._lt~.~n.l 

Pt¢-,~e rccornn~. Thank 
Joanr~ L. Thomas 
Allouez, Mi 

ucke~ -pu~cjL~._ with award-winning im.~CtiDrt. 
T O, the fr~'¢ Y~13t.~:.Mmt [ ~  
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V 

Fro~: 

To: 
Sub~: 

I I 

~ G O m  
S~tay, ~ /ZO.  2007 H .~  PM 
Wo~e, Janet; ~ , , ~ m m ( ~ a n ~ ¢ o ~  
UPPCO ~ Mwa~m~'~t P ~  C o m ~  

V 

T h i s  g - m i l L 1 0 ~ . t J ~ L u  ~ t s  ~ I;~OJeCt~ 156 t ,  2402,  2$06,  10856, 1085~ 

Rog£mtraZi~*?  
tomB? Tom ~ m r c h  
Addze,ue? PO ~ 7 ? |  
C i t y ?  ~ h a t s r ~ ,  
gt&t®? 499G9 
Zip 00¢~? 
B - m a l l ?  C r o o k o d l ~ ¢ ~ o l .  o ~  
P h i l ,  I ~ b e ~  906-3S8-4171 
1 ~ s t  ComNnr~ on tmb nl 'ce? y e s  

, ~ s ?  ~ a ~ o f  t h e  ~ t ~ n u  ~ G ~ p ,  w h i ~  t ~ s  ~ e s ~ l o d  to p r o v i d e  £uput  f o r  
S h o r e l i n e  ~ t  P I ~  Z do no~ f ~  ~ ~ h ~  d o ~  J ~ t t c e  t o  t h e  ~ u t  

r o c ~ v l d  f ~  t~o  ~ Oroup nmmb@1~. UI~C0 mm~8 ~o p r o v l d o  p r i v a t e  docks  on P r o j e c t  
t o  ~ L ~ 8 @  p r o f i t s  f r o m  t h e  ~ l @  o f  ~ - P ¢ o J ~ - ~  *.ands. and t h e y  have  wsed t h e  

5hor~11ms ~ e  Plamp t o  a£rmmvlm~ t h e  ~ ~ m ~ ,  ~h~ ~ b l i c  and t h e  r~l~L~rem~n~ 
Of tb@ ~ I i ~ .  
~ , t e r ~ N ~ t  ~¢m~b . t p  Board ,  o~ ~ h i e h  Z sez've, h l ~  ~ L o e d  i t s  op~o~£t lo~ to  p r l v a ~  dock~ c~ 
Project i ,  ~ t h o s e  do~k~ ~ e  a ~ A l ~ b l o  f o r  m ~  by ~h@ p u b l i c .  T h a t  a l ~ p l e  
• ~ t  OZ l ~ b l i ~  8oOcmo t o  ~ny d o d ~  on ~ o J ~ t  ~ has  ~ r ~ t l y  b,~nn r ~ J ~ t @ d  
~'IP~O. T h i s  ~ 1 ~ s ~ l y  L ~ L c ~ t e e  t o  8m t h ~ t  U~I~O'o  a t t £ t u d s  of  m ~ O . z i n 9  p r o f i t a  
~ o ~  ~b~ r ~ q t ~ t o  o f  ~h~ ~ U ~  Or ~b~ d ~ i r m ~  8rod ne~dt  o f  t h e  ~ u b l i c .  

I s t r~m~Iy  ~ r g e  ~ImC t o  r e J w t  t t ~  p r o p o s a l  from ~ f o r  p r i v a t e  docks  on P r o j e c t  1~nde. 
and that ~ hold U~I~O to ~ r~qu~x~m~nts of  t h e  l i ~  for all of t~eae proJeoc~. 
It Is ~ r ~ n t  t h a t  PI~C work f o r  t ~  p u b l i c  good i n  the  r e v i e ~  and en fo rcemen t  of  ~ h ~ e  
~ i e e m ~ g .  
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I'ag.¢ I of  l 

Wo~ J~ 

From: ~ O o n ~ o ~  p o u e _ ~ o ~ a ~ o ~ o ~ )  
Sere: 5un4W. May 29. 2007 lo:39 A~ 
TO: V'4~e, Jene~ 
$uldect ~ W~  Re,errors 

I AM ~ T  0 ~  TO THE C~ItgTR~DTZ~ OV DOCKB at P r i c k e ~ t .  Victorla, Au Train, 
a~d Bond Falls sltmm as proposed by the ~ ~In~ala ~ Oam~mny. 
The Shozelime Nl~gemmnt Plan w u  Ima4~quate ~ d i ~  not  mlder all of =he [mporta 
A S ~ t  should be rmqulred of UFPO0 vlth r~2arde to this i~ue. 
IncrBesed acceJm ~ DO~ ~ave to me,lilt motorlze~ acce,s, ~hlch will .harm rut only wi 
Thank yo~ Eor co~slderi~g ",9 views. 
Louie Dombro~kl 
M~lla., NT 

Sick sense oflramo¢7 ViJil Y~.~! UC's ~ t o  ~ wlm~ on, where. 

" "  ; 2 { ~ -  
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~.-  Wolfe! Janet 

From: 
$4rJt: 
To: 
Subject: 

we~o~men~m@u~ec~m 
S~n~y. M~y 20, 2007 'JO:~ N ~  

UPFCO S h o ~ e  Msnsosnm~ PI~ C o m m ~  

~ s  E - m a l l  ¢ < ~ t a l n s  oomNmts r e g a r d l ~ g  P ~ o j e c t a  1864,  2402,  2506.  1085~, 10854 

Reglst rat lc~? 
l i e ?  Lo~£e ~ r ~ k i  
J ~ ?  34236 C31 4)8  
C i t y ?  Pk~ t i l  l a n  
8 t a r e ?  MI 
ZI~, cod~? 4~a53 
I - n s . t  1 ? l ou . t  e - dcmb r~sk  i eyahoo ,  corn 
Phone ~h~be~? 906-2Sl -O291 
~ost C ~ n t e  on ~ b  s i t e ?  no 

C ~ n m a t s ?  I ~4  SII~Cn~¥ OePOSl) TO 1 1  comr11~oc~x0w o i  ~ a s  ~ by Oppe~ 
P e n l n m i l a  Po~sr  Cost~uy a t  P r i c k ~ t t ,  V i c t o r i a ,  au  T r a i n ,  C a t a r a c t ,  Boney r a 1 1 8 .  
and Bond Y&l l s  s i t e s .  Oiv~n ~he l l m l t e d  scope  o f  t h e  S h o r e l i n s  m w a g e m m t  p l a n ,  an  
~ v i ~ a !  ~ s ~ t  should be rmq~Ized of O]F~CO in  ~A~ts mat t~ .  
Le~ 'm preaex~r~ them s i t e s  n o t  J~ust t o t  v l l d l l ~ m ,  ~ ~Or p e o p l e  vho ~ t  t ~  e n j o y  ¢ham 
q u / e t l y .  T1~exc a r e  t o o  many lake~  i n  ~ a t a t e  s l r e e d y  t h a t  a l l o y  m o t o r i z e d  t r a v e l .  
Yhank ¥o~ f o r  c ~ n ~ I d e r l n g  my v i e t m .  

W 
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Wolfe I Janet 

Front: 
~mt: 
To: 
Cc:  
Sul~'ect 

I 

L~d~ Om ~e~n~(~mm~L~] 

W~e, Jen~ 

Up,e, ,~ao,e~e ~ R ~  

~az M~. Wolfe. 

:'m writing to e~q:~ce~r my ol~ItiO~ tO t~ ¢ 0 ~  o f  ~cka by UPPCO at &u Train, 
~ictorla. PriVetS, C~tara~t, Bond Fable. ~ ~ ~Im. 

I chink ImoJmt Of us ~ho llve in the U.P. emJ~ ira rural-wilde~u character and r~tllso 
~ow rare this hem ~ i n  ~ .uper-~r~ali~, bJ.,~3.¥ u x l r J / l l ~  world. Protlcti~ 
the lakes from ower-developmemt ~s ~ r t ~  to ~ thJm J u s t  ¥ o o p e r s ,  h o v e r e r  Z v o r y o ~ m  
~n Ninbigaun and bgyo~d our bordQro can baAotit f~ the rlcb blo~iv~rroity and the natural 
beauty we have in the U.9. we need to take much va|usl geri~mly, and do our parl to 
protract and e~hau~ce the8 I~, 

Be a q o o d  neighbor. 

S i n c e r e L y ,  

108 Wit~erg I~, 
Skandia. MI 498B5 

No docks, plmaee. 

;~a)ce e v e r y  IM con.nO. V o ~ m l o a d  ~ a ~ r  a n d  J o i ~  r . ~  i ' m  [ ~ r ~ i a ~ v e  now 
[t't~ f r e e .  http://im.liv~.~lr~.~mq~cger/lm~hcmm/?mourcs~.Y3l~_~y07 
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Wolfe! Janet 

Froclt: 
Sent: 
To: 
SubJeOt: 

w e e  Oeo Ounn |s~r~n~ho~nal.com] 
Sunday, ~ / 2 0 ,  2007 I:~1PM 
Wo~e, Jan~ 
Upper ~ Ma~a~m~l Ran 

[~Jar kLg. W o ~ f ~ :  

I w a n t  t o  r e g i s t e r  my o p p o m i C i o ~  ~o UYPCO'g p z ~ O o ~ d  d o c k  c o n s t r u c t l ~  a t  Au T r a i n ,  
V i c t o r i a ,  P r l c k e t t ,  C a t a r a c t ,  Bond  F a l l s ,  an t i  B o n e y  F a l l s .  T h e s e  a r e a s  a r e  n o t  t h e  r i g h t  
a ~ e a e  f o r  t h i s  s o r e  o f  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  

L i s t e n  t o  t h o s e  o f  u g  who  l i v e  h e r o ,  who  hay@ l i v e d  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  n o r t J ~ s r n  G r e a t  I~skes  
r e g i o n  a l l  o u r  l i v e s  - -  k e e p  t h e  U . P .  w i l d l  ~ o  t o  U1PPCO'a p r o p o s e d  d o c k  c o n m t l ~ c t l o n !  
Hat a violation o f  t h e  p u b l i c  tx~4~t .  

~ t m e e  L .  ~ z L  
108  N £ n ~ e r g  ~ d .  
8kandJ.a ,  )41 4 9 8 8 5  

No~*e p b o ~ o 8 ,  ~ o r e  n v s a ~ a ~ a ,  m o r e  i t o r i g e r - g e t  2 0 8  w ~ t h  W~sdov8  LLwn H o ~ m l £ ~ .  
h t t p  ~ / / l m a g  ~ h e -  w i n d o v 8 1  i r e .  c o m / h o t m a i  1 / ? 1 o ~ a l e . e u  . u e & o c i  AoTXT T a l ~ 9 4 _ m i g r a t  i o n  F B 4 _ n d n l _ 2 0 _  
0 ~ 0 7  

V 



]nofflclal FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0143 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#: P-i0856-000 

Page I ofl  

Wolf~,  Janet  
• 1 i i , 

Froen: WILDLANDCO@B~.com 
Se~t: Monday, May 21,2007 11 48 AM 

To: Wolfe, Janet 
Co: WILDLANDCO@aoI.eom 

Subject: Protect Bond Falls, Prickett Victoria. Au Tram, Boney Falls Cataract 

May 21, 2007 

RE: Project No.~ae4 (Bond and ',r~o~) 
Project No. 2402 (Prk~ett) 
Project NO.10856 (Au Train) 
Project No.10854 (C,=arad) 
P r o ~  No 2s08 (ram,., F ~ )  

Jafl~ Wolfe 
Commun~...at~ons Manager 
UPPCO 
POBox 130 
Houghton. MI 49931-0130 

Dear MS Woffe: 

The purpose o~ this lariat is to oppose c~On~In..,ction of doc~ks and other ,,X,.veiopmem as p,oposec by Upper 
Peninsula Pov,,er Company at t:h"~kett. Victoria. Au Tram. Cataract. B(~oy Falls, 
and Bond Falls sales. Given the complexity of thts issue and the limimd scope of the Srto~ehne Management 
Plan. an Environmental Assessment should be required of UPPCO in ~ts matter L,IPPCO r, as the opportunity to 
be a good steward of these prJstir,,e natura; areas. Please reo.)nsider !hese shod sk"jhteo development plans 

Thank you for your consid~m'ahon 

G~r~a Nicho1#s 
13992 Smith Fisheries 
Mohawk. MI 4995(} 

See what 's  f ree at http:/ lwww.ao: ( :ore 
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From: 

To-" 

t~PCO measure ~ E m ~ m e . ~  A~e~me~ 

Janet W o l f e  
Co--cat ioas M a n a g e r  
UPPCO 

D~u"  Ms. W o l f e .  

X am w r i t i n g  As a l on~ - t JJae  t ~ e r  o f  iMevmxal of Uhe reservoirs t ~ a t  UPi~D has ma~ag~t ,  
unt%~r YID~C reguletiona, for many Me•re. X am c~neerned t h a t  major changes wall occur 
through the sale of these I ~  to • l~ta-beaed d e v e l o p e r ,  a n d  thlnk that 
~ ; v i r ~ m n m n t a l  ~ m m e a m ~ t  i s  in  sECtor t o  a• lumls  t h r e e  p o t e m t i a l  uhangee.  UPPCO i s  c h s r ~ e d  
w i t h  m a n t a J ~ i n q  t h e  w i l ~ t t t e  b a b t t o t  sad  ~ i d  n a t u r e  o f  t h e s e  p l a n e s ,  w h i c h  m t h e y  
should stay pretty mu~ 4m they ~ure. The =Ight~ need not be lll~inated b y  d o c k  lights, 
the v £ e ~  enleu~e~ ~ pa~ a~ ~ cutting, t~ ~ateze o h ~  thro~ docks 

stump r~,aovml. These are ~ ~ -- not t o  ~tio~ the ree/dentlal devaluer 
met beck but v~zy oI~ to these ~mt~k~ bo~e~ -- and do not appear to ~ conaist~t with 
~PPCO'e stewardship of these I ~  ~ ~ters. 

X ha~.~ o Z t e n  Ln t h e  ~t fl~ the ~r~ hel~ Prlekett Dam. One y e a r  r h a d  t~ unusua l  
expmzien<~ of ~ttc~ting • huge mt~u~ ~ u~re~m to spawn. X have alas ~otmd, and 
~ I i ~  the a~lis Of ~ tlXtl~le~ ~ t~t~e stretch of ~ter. Both s~le.s ~M~e~ 
m]pe~£ ~1 a ~ t e ~ t i c R l ,  a ~  any  ~ t o  E T l c ~ e t t  Dam r e s e r v o i r  (Project No. 2402)  m ~ t  
~ a ~ s i ~ a t ~ a ~  O~ t h e  ~ c t J ~  O~ P , ~  two m~ism, 

~8 r~Z~o~r li~ W~t2XID the ~ Z ~  R/~ l./~ma, which is ~4&rtially ~otecI~ed udder 
the federal Wild ~ SCe~/c  ~Ltveze ~ .  TO ~he West along the river is th/rty ~ea 
o~ Ot tmtm Itatlo~a/ l~remt, ~au~h o f  it WI~ the Trap H i l l s  escarpment-- a m~e~ial corfier 
of the U.P. that ~e~erw~e ~ protection am • nattonal treasure. Victoria Reservoir 
le  ~ wild p l a c e  today, and I f i n d  the pk"~p41ct Of residential settlement near its shores 
incom~atlble wLth t~JLa WiI~ ~acter | • ~  • ~  An the river system and in  the Trap Hills). 
Thlm i s  r~t a well u~ re~T~ttlol~ ~rri¢~r, llke ~ey Falls (Project No. 2506) or Bond 
Falls. Theme dtfferncee ~ the zlmervuire should also be noted ~n an ~nvlronmental 
A~mmment of ill mix reservoirs, for each oE them ~ms a d*fferent character. 

day• e r e  l~g ~ma ~ it m the t~ o f  public h<~ie~ to ~acilitate the 
e~ploltati~, o f  natural r e ~ u r c e m  for l~iw~t@ gain. The preaumptxon today is that private 

~m~t ha fiascOs&sly ~%*~tlfle~, when it affects orbs* values n~atively. The male ~u%d 
private re(~,flcDaratlo~ o~ t~• mlx reservoir• Is such a case f o r  rigcrous public review. 

Tha~Ik y ~  £oz nearing my views. 

120 ~. ~ a r k  S ~ r ~ e t  
w~rq~et ce, MI 4')855 

c, FRRC 

Mor~ p h o t o s ,  ~ o r ~  I s s u e s ,  more s t o r • c j ~ r - ~ e t  2GB w i t h  N i n ~ w , ;  L~ve H o t m a t l .  
htt]~://Im~gln,,.wL~owellv~.cc~/hotr~ail/?locsle.en-u.~Socld.TXT T ~  .,~IGr:~.'~on. HM m:nL 2C, 
050"? 



,Wolfel Janet 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject 

I I  I I  I I  I I 

Ro rnary [rgr   re nc  
tvlood~. I ~  2~. 2007 t1:08 P~ 
Wolfe, Janet 
SMP 

I I I l l l L l [ l  I I I  I II 

. . . ' ~ . ~ J ~ I : L  .,T th~ ~sterI% U.P.  
• , :  ~ - : : , ~ :  to~-:evei :~egat~.v~iy aite~ 

a.nd I strongly oI~oee the l ~ g e  
the unique wilderl}ees areas of all 

~.?.'I'~" 'w,-.~ ~,:~r_ b'~ ~:~ educator at Dialim U~ers in ]U~C #I. 

~n trio d r a f t  
t.he UPPCO 
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Wolfe, Janet  
I I I  I~ I I I I  

F r o m ;  

Sent: 
To: 
S-bj~ct: 

I I  I I I I I  I I I  I I I I I I  

Pace 
Monday. May 21, 2007 11:24 
Wolfe, Jane( 
Dock Co~ruc~n 

I I  I I I  I I I  I I I I  

,' _~m strcJngly opposed to the docks that UPPOO is p~ing to b~Lild on various, altem in _ 
~, ..... t,~ ,,heee are Pro~ect No. 2506, Project NO, I0854, Pr~ect No. 10856, Pro~ec~ No. 2402 
~d Prospect 1864 (~ey Falls, Cataract, Au TEa/n, Prleke¢~ a~ BaBd and victoria). These 
proposed projects and other aspects of UPPOD'm ,~oreli~e Ma4Dngmment P]~Lns" seem 
inconsistent with UPPCO's legal Qbllgatlam~ to protect an~ e~hance wi1~llfe habitat. 

T ~,~:!_~e Lh=y do not mezve tb~ loog-t~rm public good. 

,.'~.T'. ~ .r' ~.C e 

! i:~ s~qsbee St. 

}'hc~_.~: : {906; 482-5413 
',.:el:.: <906) 370-5439 
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Wotfe,~ Jane t  ,, 

P rolTl: 
Sent :  
T o  
Su~ec~ 

I I  I I I I I  

~ : o m  mentform ~ppaccom 
Mor~ay. May 2 I. 2007 1125 
',%,'(>:re. Janet a ~ w a ~ e ~ k ~ , . ~ o r n  
UPPCO Shoreline ManaOement Plato Comments 

' . h i s  ~ -m, - lJ l  ::¢ntains comments regarding Projects 1864, 2&02, 2506, I08~6, 10854 

Pt~.,.>ne: N',m%ber? ~ 0 6 - 4 8 2 - 5 4 ~ 3  
~-',:,-,~ "r'~,.n~ ,~n w~b .site? yes 

" ~'--o:.~ .~" v S.--ROWGLY OPPOSE CONSTRUCTIO~ OF DOCK~ as proposed by t ~  Peninsula i~o~er 
,,::':cr.p.--~:-.-:, o t  ~rlckett, Victoria, Au Train, Cltazact, B ~  F&lls, 
:~;,J i:<*~-~,~ ~,~]S .~te8. Given the ccll)lexlty of th~s issx~e ao~ the 
. ' . r . : : . e ~  :~ccpe of the S~reiine Man4~@eme~t Plan a~ l~nwiz0mu~l~al Aile~l~a~nt ilhould be 
~eq~..i : ed ,')[ UPPCO in this matter. UI~PCO ll~It be ma~4~ tO C(~ll)~y With i~i legal agreemen5 to 
: : ~:~ct wild] if(, as .Dart of '.cs agreement to ~le these areal for l:he generation of po~r. 
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Wolfe, Janet 
I j  lJlJll l I I I I 

F r o m :  
Sent: 
To: 
Sut~ject: 

I I I  I I I I I I I I I I I I I I  I . . . . . .  

John Sl~n [ f ~ . n o t ]  
Monday, MaT 21,2007 11:47 PM 
Wolfe, Janel 
projecl nos. 1864, 2402. 10856. 10854, and 2506 

~CZ~C~Y OPPOSE CONSTRUCTION OP DOCKS all propol~ by Upper Peninsula Power Company at 
~-~.~t~, victoria, Au Train, Cataract, Boney FalLl, ind loz~ Falls sites. OLven the 
~:.:~i~e:~i:y of ~.hls isaue and the lira/ted scope of the 8horelloe 14ama~emlemt Plan an 
;_'nv" ~-¢n~ental A~seseme~ Ahould be reqUlrOd Of ~l~X) ~ th~s ~tter. UPPCO a~%re21tly 
ag::eed to protect wildlife am a cQ~4tlti~ to generate powiE oa t ~  ~ J  and run,st be 
he.d t.:~ that agzeea6nt. Bui~di~ 4k)ckll ~ d~[~IZ1~til~ t]0~ l%IZzO~g ~ will not do 
a:~'thing to protect wLldllfe and can oolM be detrimental to l~l~Ife. 
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Wolfe, Janet 

S4m/: l~nd~/. Moy 2 t ~00"/2:3~ ~4 
To: Wolfe. Jm~el 

To ' ~  it, n~ly o)noeo~: 

h~l a ~ o ~  'o ~ won~,~l  t~emees Idms d lhe ~ In~ourd~snk ~ V~da .  l~Id, oll. snd Bond r-ols 
dams IF th~ mue/chsnlgO. I u~o ~ Io l~ol~ II Ndo b- w¢Idllle I~ k o o ~  l~e wlldm~noss ol~m~lw ~ ~ 
bodlos all ..v,~/~. 

,npo~nd~ i~ tl'~ WUI~ Up 
r h@nk ~ou, 
Consta,~c~ Sherry 
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Wolfe r Janet 

From: 

TO: 

v 

This E-~il cca~tain~ ~ t s  regar~/~ proJect~ 1564, 2402. 2506, IOB56, 10854 

~i|t rat Ic~l? 
~mmJ? J ~  ~In 
Addx~ms? 420 l~mmmylv~tla Avenue 
C i t y ?  Ontor~gom 
; 3 ~ t e ?  I ( l  
Zip oode? 49953 
3 -m~Ll?  J e l w r a ~ c b a c ~ e r ,  naac 

iq~mber ? (90E) 884-2903 
Point (~ncm an ~ m i c e ?  y ~ l  

.~te? r am a 30 y e a r  l a n d o m ~ r  o~ p~ty ~m Bond F 1 o w ~ t  a n d  a n  a v i d  cutdoox 
a n ~ m £ a m t  ~ t ~  b ~ l  ~ 4 ~ U l i Y 4 L ~ y  u t i l i z e d  t h e  ~l~t~Ge a r  u m  f o r  z ~ m e z ~  r e ~ t r e e t i o n a l  
o ~ p o ~ c u n i t i ~ .  01M~O I ~ J  ~ p ~ n a i t t ~ d  ua o r  ou r  m ~ r m  t o  have p r i v a t e  4 o t i s .  
~PPC~'B o o ~ t e  lp011~'  ham a l w a y  p r o b 2 ~ | t e d  pa'L',mce do~.e i n  t h e  Flare  p r o j e c t  l a ~ .  

O n l y  a t t a r  r .be m i l e  o f  ~ - p ~ o J e c t  lan~kl t o  ~ a t e r r a ,  UPPCO now ol&Lma p r i v a t e  d o c k s  ~ o r  
t h e  nmv N a c e r r a  1o~ Oq~ar~ are ~ p r o p r l a t e .  The  q u ~ l t i o n  i o  "~hy?*  T h e  a n m ~ r  a s  ,An 
e x t r a  $ 3 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 . 0 0  d k ~ l l a r s . "  

As a l a n d o w n e r  t d ~  1£ i n t i m s t e l y  ~ a m l l l a z  w i t h  t h i s  e n t i r e  ~ l o ~ e  area,  I t o t a l l y  
d l e a g r ~ e  ~ I c h  UIM~O'O ~ [ I m m c  ¢~m~m~L~ul .  Thin b / ~ l y  £ 2 ~ a ~ t ~ J  ~t~ l~"  l e v e l s  alcmm, axe 
n o t  com~c~m t o  d o c k s  o f  a n y  k 4"w~. & d d ~ t L n a l l y .  p r l w a ~  d o c k e  ~ t o  d l r e ~ c l y  c c ~ r m i t  
w i t h  ch~  t e r m m  ~ ~ i z ~ t  o f  t h e  ~ l l c m ~ L ~ g  ~ I r e e a ~ .  I b e l i ~  p r i v a t e  d o c k s  a n d  
other e ~ c l u s l w ~  am~tlee p l ~ @ d  £ o r  t h e  ~te&nta 1o~ ~ l ,  are n o t  ~ist~t with the 
F~RC k i canne  r s ~ u i ~ t a  Of  - ~ n h a n c i n ~  a n d  p~x~ti~ the o c e n i c ,  r~cr~atto~" a u d  
e n v l r o ~ m ~ u ~ a l  v ~ l ~  o f  t he  h y d r o  p r o j e c t . "  

! ~up~ort :to~ echo &he req~mte o f  o v ~  3700 imlt~ualm, who urge  FERC to order a n~w KIS 
to  d~temJne the c1~tllti~ eff~l thami ~v~Io~m4~t propOSals ~ I I  have on tl~e se~Isltive 
e n v i r o n m e n t .  ~ f ~ t m ,  $~etlo b ~ a t y ,  r ~ c r m i t l 0 a a l  o ~ t u ~ I c i e e ,  a n d  abundant and 
v a r i e d  wildlife ~e~i~ O~ ~he f l O ~ g S S .  I aleo J u ~  a~d echo the r~queet t ~ :  I.~'.~ 
studies and requelt that the campground dlsplacem~1~te be rmiclnd~d and re-examined aa part 
of the E~fP'e, ~O ~ t e  ~ublic ~r~olveme~t can be u t l ~ r t ~ a k ~  ~ a~y changes w~li ~e 
~alr to the public, i~letead dE w~t has happened w i t h  ~ i ~  the previosly dlmper~.ed 
c~apsi[ es 

A~SO, private ~ks w i l l  O~truct th~ pre~ntly exletin9 unlasc1~red public access 
enjoF~d by t h o u J a n d m  o~ visitors to Bo~d avory year. &8 s landowner who will be advo~sley 
affecte~ b/ t~a 8horsllne ~ n t  Plans, I vehemently oppose the UVPCo/WPS & H~v.e~ra 
fan5. 

Kee~ your ~rc~ime.~, OPPCo/WPS and manage :hese flowagee for the publlc. 
the r tq.~ ' t  t h i r ~  ~ eto~ the d o c k e .  

NO private dock~ in the ~ pro~ect lands. NO L~CKS~ 

C~cd~aqcn MI  ~ d  ~ Pall6 Visage 
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Wolfe I Janet 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

I I I 

Wednm~ay. M~y 23. 2007 12:17 AM 
Wolfe. Jan~ alwamm~Wnadots.cor~ 
UPPCO Shoreline Manag~e~t Ran Comme.:'. 

This E m~! contains c(~llt8 ~eqa.rding Projects I~6~. :4~'~2. '2f.06 :~.5~ 10854 

Nd=~? W~de Fleming 

Add'.e;>:~? I ~8 Cemetery Road 
?:tv c .~z~ct, Crossing MI, 49912 

enhan:'~, ~:;yth~ng~Prlvate trail~ Co.qne2tJng wLl:l. 0;-b[;~ ' ~a:~;; *~.'~'t 6 :;<>. ] d~a i~ 
c*eat'e p':oblems between the gen.za', pu/0lir- an;J ,I, c_~ ',:,.,~ *r;e ~Je*.,e-: ;.~.-t.,,:: : .r'-. .~ 
• rlese _' l.:w~qes '.sn'~ a go(~d deve:opment! 
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From: 
Sent 
T o :  
Subject: 

I I I  

webcommentfom~u ppac.com 
Friday, May 25, 2007 10:50 AM 
Wolfe, Janet; i ~ . c o m  
UPPCO Shoreline Management Plan Comment~ 

I I I 

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

Regletrat ion? 
Name? 
Address? 
City? 
State? 
Zip code? 
E-mai l?  
P h o n e  Num~be r ? 
Post Ccem~en~ on web 81re? yes 

Comments? I STR£)NG~Y OPPO6E CONSTRUCTION OF DOCK8 as proposed bY Upper pen/nsula Power 
Coa~g~uLy at Prlckott, VictoriA, Au Train, Cat0urlct, ~ Falls, and Bo~d Falls glte4J. 
Much of t~he UPPCO-owne4 I~ 011 thsse relervolrn Is suxrounded by National Fortmt ~ hal 
beem protected for many generations. I belleve ma/n~.aID/m~ private docks on regulated 
reeervolrg for the purpose of maklmg them more attractlwe t o  dewelo~ers devla&eA from the 
'ntent of the hydro-llce~me agreements. Given ~be co~lexlty Of this iSAUe and the 
imlted s c o p e  of the 8horellne M a n a g m ~ , n t  Plan an Invlronmontal Assessment should be 

~equ~red of UPPCO in thim matter. My com,ents e~ply to all of the projects listed belch: 
Project N0.1864 (Bond and Victoria) 
Project No. 2402 (Prlckett) 
Project Mo.10856 (AU T~aln) 
Project .NO. 10854 (Cataract) 
Project No. 2506 (Boney FAlls) 

The UP is a special place to llve and enjoy. It would be a shame to develop all/m~ch of 
the shoreline of the lakes and reservoirs as is the case in lower Michigan. In the UP, 
~uch of the develo~xaent on ~ter bodies i~ for ~ time use only. In the Ke*~enaw 
Penlm~ula, shoreline that has been open to the public Eor ge~eratlons has bean sold and 
4000 sq. ft. houme8 have been built on the mhoreline. These h~gs homes are used ~or maybe 
six weeks out of the year. However, the landacape has been permanently altered, ~ the 
public c~n no longer enjoy the shoreline. PleAse preServe the special areas listed &born 
/or w.~Idltfe, natural beauty, and natural ~n~oyment. 

Norms Veurlnk 
813 w. Kdwards 
!~oughton, MI .%9931 



Wolfe, Janet 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

I I 

ruelKlay, May 29, 2007 11:20 PM 
Woh'e, Janet; atw-arre.@jamadoC=.com 
L~M~CO Shoreline Manaoeme~ ~ Comments 

T h i s  E-thai"  corttains coms~%te regarding Projects ~g64, 2402, 2506, 10856, 1085(I 

• eg:m~ TeL : Dn- F e d . l . n o ,  

N4~? Victoria J~m~s 

Address? 106 N ,  4th St. 
C~ty? Ont onagon 
St&[e? Mr/:.. 49953 

E mail? v]amesl.Acharter.net 
Phcne ~h.~nQ:)~,? 906-884-6103 

F'.~t ~r~n',.~ 0:% web site? ye~ 

f . ' ~ .~ . en t s ' . '  : have alcead¥ sent my Fo~s Grou~ c~m~ents to UPPO0/~PS/~aterra sepera~ely, 
tc YERC a few days ago. If WPS/Naterra had been honest~ about ~hmir recent dieclo~zres 
h;ri~g t.h~: r'e[ censing process, my feel~ngs may have bee~ ~iiffere~t. 

and 

" - ..... "" e~i-tnought out development in our area; after all, we llve here, and we need a 
.,,:~:,~::~aL!e e,~,,nomy, However, the cavalier matho4~ em~10yed by 0PPCO/WPS/~aterr& lead me 
.... ;~,: ~u,~y doubt whether this v~nture Is the kind of e~o~c (]evelopment that the area 

~-r;.~::e :-a ~. ~- 1 y r:eed~. / 
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Comments on the UPPCo SMP for the AuTrain Basin 

Our sportsman's group w~,uld like to thank UPPCo for trying to allow a long tmac 
tradition of  waterfowl hunting along Project Lands at the Basin. It appears that you have 
a plan that will allow hunting within 450 feet o f  a residence in certain areas by making it 
mandatory that pernlissior, be ~an ted  t ~ m  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 thi~ must be done in writing to be t 00% legal. 
The following comments refer to important changes we feel are needed tn tire SMI'. 
First o f  all, as we pointed ,mr at the last Eastern Focus Group Meeting. there is no 
prDvision for keeping the Wildlife and Waterfowl Refuge il~ place. At a bare minimum 
we need to keep the current northern and southern boundary of  the Refuge as is during 
the closure period o f  September 1 thru November 10. Due to the unknown status of  a 
potential sale along the west side to the MDNIL we would like to see all project lands 
(water and land) closed to the public during the Refuge Closure south o f  the present north 
boundary o f  the Refuge with the exception o f  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 t(~ 
see the entire Refuge boundary remain as a no hunting and no firearm discharge area 
during the closure period. This is very important i f  the Basin is going to at'tract and hold 
numerous spoeies o f  waterfowl and other migratory birds during the fall. 
Second- while we do need an additional landing at the end of  26 Road, and ~,me minor 
improvements at the SE landing, our members are against any major improvements 
(t.~hancements) that will add u.seage or detract from the"natural'appearance and aesthic 
va lu~  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 dus te r  dc~ck~, 
are in the best interest o f  the general public and will g rea th  deter from the natura] beauty 
o f  this unique area. Multi-slip cluster docks stretching 150 feet into the water on b~th 
sides should not be allowed. We feel individual docks only need to go out ttl a depth o f  6 
feet at normal high water and not 10 feet as requested. Based Dn nomaal size b~)ats tbr 
this water body ( 12-18 It. ) 2 feet of water is more than enough depth to moor a boat with 
tire motor tilted up on In~ water conditions. The problem it, we see it is the quantit)' tff 
docks that will crop up oll this impoundment. Not every properly owner nectls or wants a 
dock. We recommend n,~ rm~rc than 1 single dock for each 400 f~er of  frontage and no 
boatlifls. Fhe single dock could acconm~odate2boats  from tw~ different owners "I'he 
developer would have to decide which lots would have dock access. 
Fourth- with single docks ol'61) feet or less there should be no ne~.M lbr lights :rod x~e arc 
against allowing any dock lights. We also feel that 4 foot sht,uld be the maximtm: ~!ock 
width 
Filih- on the southwest s~ie of the }'h.~in from where the current ReUse  Boumlao'  t,n the 
:~orth intersects the water, then south along the Project Boundary lbr over one-half mile, 
there should be no docks alh~wed It appears that tills m:a.x.' !aave been an oversight as the 
detaih:d aerial shows dock ,  hcing adlowed in this area t~pp~ltc pg. 7.,..) ill the SMI' lh;s 
area is totally within the ct~rlem Refttge Boundary. 



Jnofflclal FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0143 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#: P-i0856-000 

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. 
l~ug Scheuneman Sr. 
ACFGA 
Munising, MI 
April 25, 2007 
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Z30 IGIN L 17439 N Cctrmcry. P.d 
Ewen. MI 49925 

May 8. 2007 

i • . . . .  • : "  

. ._ i I . ; : "  
• . -  , f  . (  ." 

MI IS D 2:SI 

Upper Peninsula Power Company 
P O Box 130 
Houghton, MI 49931 
Attention Janet Wolfe 

• - . . . . • 

" " [ " ~ ,  : ; , C t : .  

Dear Ms Wolfe 

Ore* the past year, I attt~aded several meetings hosted by UPPCO. I had hoped I would 
be permitted to speak and ask questions. Instead, UPPCO made a mockery of this 
important "pubfic" prooess. Questions had to be written on cards only to be screened by 
the facilitator. We we~ told we could not ask any questions about the prolmsod 
development or the impact the development would have on the flowages. When a 
question was read, it was only lmrfia/ly answeatd, flit was answered at all. Follow-up 
questions were not Ix'rmiRcd. UPPCO told us only what they wanted the public lo bear. 

I am a property owner on Calderwood Rd, (Interior Township) and do not believe docks 
should be permitted at Bond F'lowage orany of the other flowages in the U.P. 

I must use tbe public access to lannch my boaZ and then take it home at the end of the day 
or according to the draft SMP, pay to use a "public dock". I believe the new lot owners 
should follow the same restrictions the rest of us do. As an avid fisherman and hunter, l 
believe ca~ must be taken to protect the natural resotmms of the aw.a. The placement of 
lighted docks, electric hoists and trails within the project lands will cause irreparable 
damage, particularly affob-'tin8 the wildlife halMtant and the aesthetic values of the 
flowages. None oftbese uses should be permitted. 

i 
Tom Wolfe C 
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DORIGINAL 
i I L L D  

::i: F iCE Of: TI'IE 
?l: {;i,': FARY 

11~1 HAY 1t4 1:9 tI: 2q 
4815 Culver Road 
Golden Valley, MN 55422 

. -I ..... .~ ...... ..,!:.'..'~: 
May 9. 2007 

Magalie Roman Salas, Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street NE 
Washington, DC 20426 

Dear Ms. Salas: 

1 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 (Pdcke,), 1864 (Bond/Victoria), 10856 (AuTrain) and 2406 (Boney 
Fails) 

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

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

Thanks you very much for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Robe~. R. llagen, Jr. 

cc: Janet Wolfe, UPPCO 
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P Ihsoclattol :ff [0uPl[{ [ommissi0ners 

PC) Box 6C6 
2501 !4th Aw>nue South 

Escanaba M149829 

906.786.470! • :ax 906 786 5853 
www.upcap.or~'j 

WHEREAS,  Upper Peninsula Power Company hits unveilcd Shoreline Management 
Plans for project lands at its t i re hydroelectric prqiects I Number~: 2402, 10854. 2506. 
10856 and 1864) located in numerous U.t'. counties; and. 

WHEREAS,  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 
enhancing the scenic, recrcatiortal and other environmental values of each project; and, 

WHEREAS,  these draft plans were developed based on more than 14 months of  input 
from state and federal resource agencies, local government officials and the public. In 
addition. UPPCO conducted focus groups consisting of various stakeholders, including 
representatives from county and tov,,'nship boards, hunting and fishing interests, outdoor 
enthusiasts and economic development. UPPCO also conducted public meetings and 
invited comments from citizens concerning the plans. The company also engaged the 
public over man) months regarding plans to sell tJPPCO private property, at the five 
hydroelectric projects; and. 

WItEREAS.  the flow'age.~ these Plans address will continue to be open for people to use 
alongside numerous acres of I i.p. acres already available t~ citizens, ineluding state and 
federal lands such ,as the Hiav, atha and Ottawa National Fore~s that are offl imits  to 
de','elopmcnt; and. 

WIIEREAS,  it is projected that an)' development resulting from the .'.;ale of property at 
the projeelrs wit{ over time assist the [I.P. constnwfion tr;'~{e~ induslry, hc}p local 
busincsscs and grow {octd tax b`ases to the benefit or" schot+ls, as well a.s township and 
cotmt.~ units of govenlment and the programs and ~'rvice+ they provide to citizens• 
{'lroadcning the tax base in I ;. P. counties is welcomed, rcco~znizing the state's currenl 
tin:racial status and economic c, ull,.)t+k: t .>w Iherefurc. 

BE IT RI';SOLVEI), that the I:ppe r Peninsula Association ,H" ('ounty Commissioners 
([J PACC) hereby approve:, this te.,~4dt,tion of supl~+n for tht" Plans with the expectation 
that t +pp('C) '.~.ill continue x,,orkin8 with local umt : .  of. tzov,. ' rnn'~cnt and other stakeholders 
a~, the process ctmtinues a~,d directs that a cupy ~,I !hit. d<x:'.~tnent l',e ~msmitlcd to I ' I '  
l'o,.~er ('tHnpany and appr,,prialc st;tic ;rod Ileder;,I ,q'f~cial-. 

Jtqt; . , th:tn Mead. I :P.,%( 1( ~ ~'~1 r.' t : ~ 

\l:,v 12, 2(,17 
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OP, IGINAL 
RE: P- 1864, 2402, 10956. 1~54, 2506 
RE: The appllcalloe by UPPCO ~ i~ SMP for all of  the above 
Attention: 
Janet Wolfe ~ommunicatiom manager UPPCO 

CC: KimbeHy D. Bose Federal ~ B_eplatmy Commiukm 

Dear Janet and Kimbedy, 

' ~ LC./3 
, ; ;::7 i)7 )-HE 

+~IH~Y Ib I ~ ~ I'I 

Iolppo~emodificatloestotheofisimdlic~mdlopposetbenewSMPa~j:: : ' . ':$ ;i:i 
UPPCO. 

As 1 viewed the SMP's for Bond and Prickee and looked at fl~e maps of  the areas it is c l ~  ~ 
the hurmm d~urbeace will ~ the ecosystem+ I am a n~red Environmental Science 
lnstJuctor, and in my mmlysk to allow developm~t of buildlnll sltes and the~ plers tnd d~ &~ 
pmpmed would ~ a l n l y  Interfere with the ~miSuous habitat requiremenls ofa  nt=nber of 
sperm. 

While many ~e~ics can adal~ to humans including whit~ail de¢¢ and the skeak, it h the much 
t i t ~  e~l m d u g e t e d  or threetmed ~ i e s  thst will not be able to adapt. 

All speet~ Imve m Zea~ ef  Tel~ram~ duq~ed Iflte a bell ~h~oed ~ ,  now divkie thai bell with 
5 vertical zones with the center beln S the optimum range, every specks has its own range of whm 
it om tolcrate earl thus its ovm bell ~ p e d  offve for evtqry w v i w e l ~ t l a l  radar ,  such a~ 
temperature, stmlisht . rainfall, compc~tkm on a~l on, hmludie 8 man made faelm~ such as noise, 
u well ,a habitat f r a ~ t a t i o n .  When a species is forced to Uy to llve out aide o f i~  optimum 
re.nge it encounters stress. 

This coukl resuk ia a variety of comequeace$ ranging frown poo¢ rel~xlu~tion (to no 
n:pmdacfioe) to Io~ of  the ~ecle~ The ~ may simply move ,ed  leave the an~ (emlgratio~) 
m" nmy I~ish while t~3,ing to adapL Plato species oaa nat pad~ up e~l go. A coyote c<mM ~ 
the timbe~ wolf  woukl not, the whitetail deer would adapt the Moose would not, now include all 
specle~ includin8 mlsmtmy rang b i n k  (The US Army C4x~ of Engiaem ~ up~ae yee m e w  
Fedenl MilFatmy Bkd Act wbkh weeld hsve m h ~  on the wet]and ~ ta¢~ m flood ~ ~ ~ 

all ri~,n.) In addition human dislmbance will lead to Ihc inlrusion of  a number ofinvasive species 

1t is well d o n m l e d  tirol t i e  s l i t h e r  o N  erase of • ~ of  s p ~ i m  b 1ore of  habi~tt. 
Today truism them is a natural d t m m r  the nmia ~ o f ,  k~s of  habttm gtat~ wlth 
fra~nentatloe ofthe ortgbml habit~ by lamums. Add to thh other environmeatal facqo~ t~ch a~ 
climate chanBe and Lhe e c o ~  is severely stressed, and fnxh itself in an mtiftcial zone of  
ten~ioa. Plant species and eveey~in 8 elm ~ i m e d  would be altered forever. 

I am n¢¢ opposed to sskss to some types of ccns~vafien minded groups, nor ara I opposed ~ aft 
types of developmem. Bm to take throe huge tn,cks of land and change their m~,gemem to 
dlow for mult~k ~ildinS sltes ~ d  wwm- aooe~ w ~ l  be s f~d  blow to the ~ u it ~ 
evolved over the t h o e ~  of  yem,s shoe Ihe glackn. 
st  ,y, . / I )  

+rove Hovel 

W6¢54 Cre~me~ R~d FON ~inson, Wl. 53538 
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ORIGINAL 
Jim Lyons 
POB 698 

Buxton NC, 27920 

May 17, 2007 

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

• ~ , L l ~ : t  " + "  

t+° : A .c=,+ ffl 
. "  

: tO 
* + o 

, 

Re: Please protect Michigan's undeveloped water bodies: Project No. 1864 (Bond and 
Victoria), Project No. 2402 (Pftckett), I~oject No.10856 (Au Train), I~0ject No. 10854 
(Cataract) and Project No. 2506 (Boney Falls). 

Secretary Bose, 

I STRONGLY OPPOSE CONSTRUCrlON OF DOCKS as proposed by Upper 
Peninsula Power Company at Prickett, Victoria, Au Train, Cataract, Boney V-alia, 
and Bond Falls sites. Given the complexity of this issue and the Iifffited scope of the 
Shoreline Management Plan an Eaviroamen~ Assessment should be required of UPPCO 
in this mater. 

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 (el Bond Fall,, and Victoria Reservoirs) as previously 
agreed. 

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

Sincerely, 

Jim Lyons 
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Upper Peninsula Envh'onmenlal Coalifon 
C/O William Malmsten 
22300 County Road C-. 
]shpcming, M] 49849 

May 17, 2007 

Janet Woltl:, Commtmicadons Manager 
Upper Peninsula Power Company 
PO Box 130 
Floug,hton, MI .~1993 ~. -0130 

RE: C_O.M..Mt'_brI'S O. _N DI~k_FT S _ _ H _ ~ A I ~ A G E M E N T S  PLfiNS F__Q_R__~__ 
BASINS IN ql}!F, UPP~ ~ P~N]N~Q..F MIqHlf-JAN 

Dear Ms. Wolfe: 

The IbUowing tx)mment~ ,~re h~ regard to the draft Shoreline Man:~gement Plans (Sb.,IPs) 
tbr six basins ie the Upper Peninsula of  Michigan, specifically t~s fi)]lows: Project 
Numben3:10854 (Catau~o), 2402 0arieketl), 1864 (BondA,~ctnria). 10856 (AuTrain), and 
2406 (Boney Falls) t'th.e R,~in.,~ hereinafter). 

These comments arc submitted on behalf of  the Upper Pe~,msula Environmental 
Coalition (UPF.C). UPEC is a grass roots nonprofit organization with about 309 
members. We are dedicated to the protection of  the unique enviromnental qualities of  the 
Upper Peninsuia of  Michigan. Our members tend to enjoy natures quiet splendor while 
participating in such actit4ties as hiking, canoeing, bi,'d watching, and nature 
photography. Many of  our mcanbcrs use or would like to use the Basins in qu~tion for 
thc pursuit of  such at~tiv,~es. 

The Basins are CUrrently in a relatively natural ctmdition suitable lbr the enjoyment by 
our members. In general the it|lense development provided for in your draft ~MPs wouhl 
severely degrade the natural conditiors of  the Basins making them poorly suited for the 
enjoyment by our incmbers. This interim level of  development is inconsistent with the 
provisions and intent of'b.~ ~39erati~ig licenses from the Federal Energy Regulatol.'y 
(Tt>mmission. 

Our objections to OJe dr,~tI 5MP~ cenler on the p ~ s e d  nou-project use of  ptoiect lands, 
specifically the proposed ~:r~amng of  easements to property owners of  lands bardering the 
project lands for the following parpo~s: The installatitm ot private boat docks up to 150 
fcet in length The il~stallation of power lines to powt~ IB3h!~ on the docks with up to 300 
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watts per dock add to power boat lifts on the docks. The clearing of view corridors up to 
200 feet in width through the projects lm~ls so that bordering p~'operty owner~ will be 
able to view the basins from their homes. The construction of  f~ur-foot wide pathway~ 
through the project lands fi'om private homes to their private docks ca* the basins. 

While the Division of Hydropower Administration and Cumplianc¢ (DHAC) Compliance 
Handbook-Standard Land Use Article, appendix H Article (a), and the corresponding 
0rovisious in each project lieer~se,, provides for non-pr~)ject use of project lands, it states 
that "The licensee may uxercise the authority only if the proposed use and occupancy is 
consistent with the ptu 'po~ ofprgteetio, aud enhancMg the ~ _ e ~ . . i _ o n ~ d  
,~ht~ environmental v,~lue~ of the project." (emphasis provided) The proposed easem~ts 
wo~fld neither protect nor enh~¢¢ the scenic, recreational or environmental values of the 
project basir~. 

Boat Dt~k Installation: 
Perhaps the largest negative impact would occur as a result ofthe proposed &~k 
iastnllations. 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 deCa'ie power could be used 
by dock owners for other Imrpose.s such as powering boat lights Dr electronic music 
sound systo~as. The negative impact on the scenic values of the basins by the docks alone 
would be severe. When 837 boats am added to the doe.ks, the affect would be devastating 
Dn the scenic and environmental values of the basins. 

While UPPCO does not have diree~ authority over boating activity on the basins, the type 
of boat launch Iheility and the presence of the docks would have a major impact on the 
intensity of boat use and the type and size of watereratt present. Larger boats and pontoon 
boats may be impractical to tt~ on the basin because of the difficulty in launching sad 
retrieving the boats in the b~ins. But if the boats can be launched and left in the baai~m at 
the private hosI docks for the entire boating season, then the us~ of thee  larger boats will 
b¢ feasible and their use is likely to occur. The prepuce of thee  larger boats at the boat 
docks m~d a l~  their use on the basins would negatively aff¢c"t the scenic and 
environmental value.g of the b ~ n s ,  and they would also negatively affect the recreational 
values of our members and of marly other people who ~joy  the nat-,tral beauty of the 
"basins. 

The presence of  larger numbers of larger sized boats o~uld also b~ expected to ne~tively 
impact water quality. The following excea'pt is from the Environmental Assessment for 
The Use of  Motorized Watercraft In the 5~ylvania Wilderness, Ottawa National Forest, 
United Stat~ Department of Ag~culture, July 1994 (emphasis provided): 

"lhe degree to which enghles emit pollutants depends on a variety of factors 
including the size of the elaJ~, e, the age of the engine, the Lvpe of engine (two-cycle, 
four-cycle, jet, etc.) type uffizi  used mad'or the degree to which the engine is tuned 
and maintained. 

~.~ ~ _ ~ : ~ ,  . . ~ C ~ _ - - . - 2 - ' ~ . - 7 ~  L -  ~ . - ~  : -  . . : ~  . 7 -  ,~ - ~ : ~ . . ~ . :  . . . . . .  N : r ~ . T i : . ~ : .  ~ . ~ .  7 . . ~ . " - ~  . - ~  - ~ . 2 . . ~  . . ~ ' : H : ~  • ~ . . .  ~ . " - ' : T ~  . ~ . . F  A _ - - i ' . . ; . ~  . . ~  
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Once discharged into the water, petroleum hydrocarb-ns may remain suspended in 
tlm water column, cor.centrate at rite surface, or settle to the bottom. Many 
hydrocarbon compounds may not persist for very long because of  their immiscibility. 
volatility, or biodegradability. However, while petroleum may disappear rapidly 
from the water coJmn.a, the portion that read~es the seoimtmt rnny persist fL, r several 
years. Lead corn[rounds from gasoline additives tend ~o s i ~  to the bottom sedimanL~ 
{Pollution Impacts Jkom Recreational Boating: A Bibliography and Summary 
Review, Millikan and Lee, 1990). ~ l . u _ _ [ ~ t " i l ~ ¢  enKin~ i , ~u t~  
£ ~ r ,  ~and Off taste_~! fish and tox~,q effects on aquatic organi~s .  

Powex boats also have been shown to impact bottom sedim~Ls of lakes and to 
increase turbidity. In 1974 the Fzwironmcatal Protection Agency (EPA) published a 
study analyzing the irnlmet's of  boating activity on turbidity in shallow lakes (defined 
a.~ those with a maximum depth of  30 feet). 'llaey ex:unined the impact of varying 
horsepower engines on lakes of  varying depths. The study concluded that even a I 0 
horsepower cosine could produce substantial stirring of bottom sediments a~ depths 
up to 15 feet and that engines with grtmter ~L._~__...~...~wgr can do even ~ D . ~  
al..~tL~t:lMler en,o..ine:i (Power boats on shallow lake_s: .4 brief . ~ m a t y  of literature 
and ea-pcrierwe on lake Monegan (NY), Wright mad Wagnea', 1991 

Thus if the installation oft.he large nmnber ol'doclo ¢allml for in the draft SMPs results 
in increased boatit~ aeta~ity and Lncreased boat size, the negative ctwironmemal impact 
would be substantial. 

The environmental studies commiasioned by UPPCO ptx)x,)ded a detailed desc~plion of 
the basins, the as~nciatexl project lands, at,d the llora and tauna pr~ent. However the 
impact of  the proposed devetol.n'ntrnt on the flora ;rod fauna was trot covered or was not 
covered adequately. Many of  the wildlife species noted in the studies, such as ~t~Je~, 
loons, and great blue henrns, are know to be sensitive to haman activity. The increa~ in 
boating activity, and the d i~turbanc-~ of  'shoreline habitat with 150 fi long boat doc'~ 
would neither protect nor ~nhancc environmental conditions fDr wildlife in and around 
the b~ins .  

View Corridor: 
While the View Corridors up to 200 tbet in width are intended to provide a view of the 
basins horn the homes on lands bordering the project lands, such clearing would also 
make the horne,s visible from thc basins. Our membea's and nthet.'s who are visiting the 
basins to view file uatvr,d beauty of the landscape would Ix: negatively impacted when 
the view of  nature is repla,=e by the view of private homes Wildlife using the habitat 
provided by project land', would be negatively impactt,M by the clearing of the v~e',~, 
corridors and by the increase human activity in the v'iew corridors. ['he presence of  the 
view corridors would ncifl'cr protect not" enhance the sc.~l'tic, rexxeational, and 
envirottment~d values office project as requir~ by the prq!cct licen~s and by :he 
Standard Land Use Article. 

_~,  . . . . . . . .  .:..:,~ ,:~ ,~ .~  . . . . . .  . . . . . .  = . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ,~.= - .....-5,; ~ . 
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Whde thc eonveyanca of  easements is provided for in the license a~eements for cx~am 
purposes under certain circumstances, the clearing of  View Corridors is not among the 
listed possible puWo~ for easements. 

Pedestrian Paths and Wooden Waikways: 
The tbur-foot width of  the pedestrian paths would seem to be wider than necessary for 
lbot travd. The presence of  wooden stairs and walkways could ~mgatively affect the 
scenic values oft.he project. The provision allowing the storage of  docks, boat liRs, and 
~anps on the pedestrian paths within in project lands would negatively affect soenie 
values of  the project. 

Predetermined Outcome of  Plarming Process: 
UI'PCO seems to have used the elaborate planning process to try to justify the intense 
level of  dovelopmmat that they had aheady decided Ul~tt before the planning tm'ocess 
began. 

As a member" of  the eastern basin Focus Omup I attended every easter'n basin focus group 
meeting. At each meeting I made most of  the points that are listed above. The members 
of  the oastea'n basin focus group were largely oppo,,~d to the intense development of  the 
basitm. Yet the opinions of  the focus group members seemed have been largely ignored in 
the draft SMPs in favor of  the desires o f  Naterra l,and Company managers, the purelmser 
of  the bordering Don-project lands. 

I understand that Wiscor, sin Public Serviee's {'UPPCO's parent conrpany) 2005 report to 
:~tock beldam indicates that UPPCO sold a portion ofits real eslatc holdings for 5.9 
million dollars, with the vo~ibility of  finalizing up to an additional 3.0 million dollars as 
certain contingencies are resolved. If in fa~t those contingencies include the project larat 
easements being granted to Naterra's lot purchasers, then it may be dear why UPPCO is 
favoring Naterra over the needs and desires o f  the people. It appears that it wilt be very 
difficult for UPPCO mangers to objective in the devdopmem of Shoreline Management 
Plans and that dose scrutiny by The Federal Energy Regulatory. CommisMon is in erda. 

Conclusion: 

The rapid dovelopmealt of  the shorelines of  lakes and .~area.rtts for homc construction in 
file Upper Peninsula of Michigan is causing ~vildlif¢ habitat, and scenic and recreational 
opportunities to disappear. The licensing agreements for the hydroelectric projects were 
designed to protect the shorelines from developmem for wildlife habitat and for the 
scenic atxd reereatiortal enjoyment by the public. UPPCO is trying to cash in on the 

: ~ - _ ' _ - - - ~ ; - : r e - ~ z = :  - ~ "  ~ : - . ' - ~ : > - - .  ~ - ~ : r - . - ~  "-7- "~"-~ ' :*-~ ' ~ r -  . ~ : ~  " " : ' r ~ ' . ~ . - ~ ' 2 ~ - - ~ ' ~ : ~ . ' . . g # . .  ' ' ~ ' ' - ~ ' ' - ~ ' - ' ~ "  : - ~ - - ' - - - Y ~ L - - - 2 -  "~  ~ 7 : m ~  - ~ . . . : ~ - _ - - ~ . ~ , - r - -  
~ . ~ . ~ ! ~ : - . ~ , . . . .  • . . : : : ~ . ~ .  • , :  ~ ~ -  ~..~*=,r:¢-.~.~-~.~ ~ z * - _ :  ~_ , , ~ . ~ H ~ . - . : ~  ~: .  - - i . ~  ~ ~ ; . : ~ ! F ,  ~ . 2 ~ . - - - ~ 7 "  - ~ h .  ~ . : : : - ~  ~ . .  ~ .~.+ . . . . . . .  ~ . . . . H . V . : ~  ~ e r : ~ . ~ . . .  ~ . ~ ; . ~ . . . ~  ~. 
- ~ " ~ # - - ' ~ :  ~ . . ~ L a : - - _ :  . .  ~- - - ' ~ ' : .  . ' ~ ' -  . 7  / . '  " -  . - . q ~ . ~  . m ~ : . ' - . v ' ~ - ~ : ' : : . ~  ....................................... :" ~ ' ~ . .  . H - ~ - 7  ~ : ~ ' ~ ' ~ ' 2 " ~  ~ : ' - -  j ' . . : ~ - ~ ' . ' L f f ' ;  " 7 "  " : "  " "~  "'" / "  . . . . .  ~ - " ~ . ' 2 ~ : ' " ' . >  : ' " ~ - :  : " - ' -  '." : "  
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demand for shoreline lots by developing the project basins in coatlic~ with thv ~pirit and 
letter of the licensing a g f ~  The process used to develop the SMPs is flawed 
because of UPPCO manager's bias for development An Em,lronmcntal A.,~,es.s'ment by a 
neutral party is needed in order to determine the affect of the propo~,-ed development on 
the sotmie, recroatlonal, and other eavironme~tal values of the prcg'.'eet We believe that 
the proposed emements r.hrough project lands should not be allowed. 

Si,:teerely, 

William Ma]mste~ Vice, Pr~ident. Upper Peninsula EnviJonn~'utal Coalition 

co: FERC 

% 
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M A T U R A L  
IPlSlONS David L, Sladky 

b13709 Hwy 17, IdertiIl, WI 54,1S2 
f7, 15) 536-4t 12 

5-18-07 

,lanet Vvoll~ 
C~.nnmunications Mai~ag<~" 
UPPCO 
PO BOX 130 
Flt~ughton. MI 49)3 ! -0 i 3,) 

Dear Janet Woil.L~. 

I! is essential to re.,,peci our natural home arid reser,,c l)iac~.m Lbr qm¢i 
teiuvenalion. The long term monetary vuluc of  k,:¢p.~g nature natural will 
thr exceed any short term profit or ¢.onvenienec, l~cks  and shoreline 
development :viii onJ} encoiirage disrespect ~nd d~,harmony, Iowerm.q 
p~'ol~:rtv value. For wal ~alue, t;)l the bcncl]l ,_q' f'l!tute !encrations. for our 
home, lot  %'oi11" legacy keep nature nalural. 

[I|,~u|k_.vo|.l lot vo~ ur:nc. 
, < 

David L, SIadky //' 
/ 
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ORIGINAL 
, ,L . r . .O 

Upper Peninsula Power Company ' 7 F ~i:.7, OF" THE 
PO Box 130 . .., : IAR¥ 
Houghton, MI ,,9931 
Attention: Janet Wolfe ~ ' l  MJL'f 25 I ~ 3: 0q 

. _ ; L ~ A L [ , l ~ . i ~ f  
Dear Ms Wolfe: .- .' _A~ 3:'~ '/ ~,,0r,r',' 5~,"°'- 

May 18, 2007 

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

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

According to the license agreements (and associated prans), UPPCO agreed to protect a 
mirimum 200 foot buffer atotmd these impoundments. However, the draft SMP outlines 
many planned uses, including private lighted individual end cluster docks. None ofthesc 
will protect the shoreline and definitely do not enhance the reasons I value these 
flowages. It also causes me to question the integrity of  UPPCO's promise with the FERC 
and genenfl 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 arc made known and the effects 
evaluated, these pro~sed uses for the project lands should not be approved. 

If UPPCO is truly serious about protecting these fragile environments, they should 
uphold the license by establishing pem'ament protection of the shondine and prohibit 
private docks. 

Sincerely, 

H~d|to~, M! 49419 

Copy to: FERC Projects 1864, 2402, 2506, 10856, 10854 
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May 18, 2007 / C  5 " : ~  

Janet Wotfe 
Communications MaJ,/age-r " 
UPPC0 
PO Box 130 
Houghton, MI 4993 l-0130 

I 

' LEE; 

• . , ..,?y 

_30 

Dear Ms. Wolf 

I oppose the recent plans for housing development for the Bonds Falls proj~t 
(project no.1864) andothcr similar projects in the ~ The following report is reason 
enough for UPPCO to reconsider thc planned development m this region. This report is 
based on scientific research conducted in northern Wisconsin in recent years. 

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 arc.as 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 biediversity. 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 lakes scattered across the northern third of the state 
(WDNR 1996). Vacationers have been attracted to this region for decades, and more 
recently, increasing numbers of people are replacing small seasonal cottages with large 
year-round houses along the lakeshorc. Housing development has increased an average 
of 216% since 1965 on lakes greater than 10 ha in northc~'n Wisconsin (Figure I.WDNR 
1996). Gonzalc'z-Abraham et aL (2006) suggest that lakes are the single most important 
factor determining both housing density and spatial patl~n of human development. Their 
results revealed that 41% of human development occurred within 100 m of [akeshores in 
northern Wisconsin since [he 1930s, and most buildings were located within 50 m of each 
other, suggesting people will tolerate living close to one another on lakes (Gonzalcz- 
Abraham et al. 2006). This concentration of housing development along lakeshores has 
ncgative consequences for wildlife habitat and the ~a'uct~re of  riparian bird communities 
(Raccy and Euler 1983, Lindsay el al. 2002, Woodford and Meyer 2003). 
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Figure 1. Percentage of shoreline development in northern Wisconsin since 1965 
ONDNR 1996). 

Shoreland Building Increase 
% increase In number of dr i l l ings (average = 216%) 

V 

0 10-49 50-99 100-199 200-499 500-999 1000,+ 
Lake Size (Actor) 

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 appeal when the shoreline is naturally vegetated 
(Engel and Pederson 1998). Recent studies have documented the negative effects on the 
floral and fauna due to lakeshore alteration caused by housing development. For 
example, species composition of breeding birds differ significantly (Lind.say et 01. 2002), 
abundance of green frogs is substantially lower (Woodford mad Meyer 2003), and 
vegetation stn~tme 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 haliaetus) avoid lakes with a high level of human disturbance (Newbrey et aL 
2005). Furthermore, high-development lake shorelines have less course woody habitat 
(Christeusen et 01. 1996, Elias and Meyer 2003, Marburg et ol. 2006) and aquatic 
vegetation (Radomski and Goernan 2001) which reduces habitat for waterfowl and fish 
(Moyle and Hotclddss 1945, Jennings et aL 1999) and decreases fish growth rates and 
population size (Schindler et 01 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 stnacture. Their results revealed several species and 
some resource guilds were more abundant in one lake development type or the other 
(Figure 2). Ground nesting and insectivorous birds were more common on low- 
development lakes. On high-developmem lakes seed-eating and deciduous-tree nesting 
birds were more abundant (l,indsey et oi. 2002). 

Figure 2. Comparison of avian species composition (L~dseT, t  at  2002) 

Ak What has Happened to Songbirds? %,.. 

~,~ev~p,,d L, kee O e v ~ ,  .lu,~ 

Several species that are listed in U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service Region 3 Resource 
Conservation Priorities (2002) appear to be mote abundant around low-development 
lakes (Table 1 ; Robert.son and Flood 1980, Clarke eta/. 1983, Moors 1993, Meyer et 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). 

Table 1. USFWS Region 3 species of conservation priority, which are associated 
with low-development lakes in northern Wisconsin ('MeTer et aL 1997, LindseT et aL 
2002~ N¢wbr~/et M. 200 
Common Names 
Black-throated Blue 
Warbler 
Canada Warbler 
Common Loon 
Counecdcut Warbler 
Golden-winged Warbler 

i Osprey 

;T Meyer 2006). 
Species Foraging 
Vermtvora pinna 

Wilsonia canadensis 
Gavia lamer 
Oporonis agilis 
Vermlvora 
chrysoptera 
Pandion haliaetus 

I lover glean 

i{over Blean 
Surface diver 
Ground Glean 
Foliage Glean 

High dive 

Diet Nesting 
Insect Shrub 

Insect , Ground 
Fish Ground 
Insect Shrub 
Insect Ground 

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 et 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 negatively Influenced by shoreline 

Common ~qamea" Species 
American Redstart 
Black-and -White 
Warbler 

Setophaga ruticilla 
Mniotilta varia 

Foraging Diet Nesting 
i Ground glean Insect Deciduous 
Bark glean Insect Ground 

Black-throated Blue I/ermivorapinus Hover glean Insect Shrub 
Warbler 
Black-throated Green 
Warbler 
Blackburian Warbler 
Brown Creeper 
Canada Warbler 

Dendroica virem 

Dendroica fusca 
Certhia americana 
Wilsonia canadenais 

Foliage glean Insect Conifer 

Foliage glean Insect Conifer 
Bark #can Insect Conifer 
Hover glean Insect Ground 

Chestnut-sided Dendroica Foliage glean Insect Shrub 
Warbler ~ensylvanica 
Common Loon Gavia immer Surface diver Fish Ground 
Common Yellowthroat Geothlypis trichaz Folia~e 8lean Insect, Shrub 
Connecticut Warbler Oporonia agilia tT_n~und Blean Insect Shrub 
Golden-winged Vermivora Foliage Glean Insect Ground 
Warbler chrysoptera 
Hermit Thrush Catharm gtatatus Ground ~lesn Insect Ground 
Magnolia Warbler Dendroica magnolia Hover glean Insect Conifer 
Mallard Anasplatyrhynchos Dabbles Seeds Ground 
Nashville Warbler Vernivora ruficapilla Foliage glean Insect Ground 
Northern Parula Parula americana Foliage glean Insect Deciduous 
Ovenbird Seiurus aurocapillux Ground $1van ~ t  Ground 

Pi!e~_!~ Woodpecker Dryocutmspileatus Bark Blean Insect Snag 
Pine Warbler Dendrociapinua Bark #van Insect Conifer 
Rosc-brea=ed Pheuciwus Foliage glean Insect Deciduous 
Grosbeak ludovicianus 
Scarlet Tanaser Piraga olivaeea Hover [Jean Insect Deciduous 
Solitary Vireo Vireo Solitarius Foliage glean Insect Conifer 
Song Sparrow Melospiza melodia Ground 8lean Insec!. Ground 
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Swainson's Thrush 
Tennessee Warbler 
Tree Swallow 
Veer,/ 
Warbling Vireo 
White-throated 
Sparrow 
Winter Wren 

Yellow Warbler 

Catharus ustulatus Ground 8lean Insect I Shrub 
Vernivoraperegrina Foliage glean Insect ! Ground 
Tachycineta bicolor Aerial fo.m.ge Insect ~ Snag 
Catharus fuscescens Ground 8lean Insect Crround 
Vireo gllvus Foliage gl!:an Insect Deciduous 
Zonoricia albicollis Ground glean Insect Ground 

Troglodytes Ground glean Insect Snag 
troglodytes 
Dendroica petechia Foliage 8lean Insect Shrub 
Sphyrapicus varius Bark glean Insect Deciduous Yellow-bellied 

Sapsucker 
Yellow-rumped 
Warbler 
Yellow-throated Vireo 

Dendroica Coronata Foliage glean Insect Conifer 

Vireoflavifrons 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 
(Oehler and LiWaitis 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 trophie level carnivores, which 
may control mesopredator populations or result in a 'hnesopredator release" (Crooks and 
Soule 1999, Schmidt 2003). A mesopredator release involves the release or increased 
density of a consumer speci~ usually following a decline in predation by species at 
higher truphic 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 turn 
can cause prey populations to decline and can potentially alter community structure 
(Terborgh et al. 1999). Certain mesopredatovs adapt well to human development (Hecht 
and Nickm,son 1999, Prange et al. 2004) and prey heavily on nests of wetland and 
songbirds, waterfowl and raptors (Johnson et al. 1989, Sargent, A.B. et al. 1993, Schmidt 
2003, McCann et al 2005). Certain avian species that nest on or near lake shores are 
currently in decline, which may be do to an increase in mesopredators (Lindsey 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 
carnivore, 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 (C-ehrt 2004, Prange et al. 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 Gottsehang 1977, 
Prange et al. 2003, 2004). Raccoons often lose 50% of their body mass over winter 
(Mech et at 1968), but in suburban areas raccoons may lose only 10% (Riley et al. 
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1998). It is well documented that raccoon densities are higher in urban and suburban 
areas (Hoffman and Gottschang 1977, Broadfoot etal .  2001, Prange etal.  2003). Prange 
et a l  (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 et al. 2004). Furthermore, Hoffman and 
Gottschang (I 977) documented that raccoons use linear 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: 

It is well documented the effects housing development has on lake ecosystems. 
Therefore, I urge UPPCO to reconsider the current development plan on Bond Falls and 
other projects in the region. I 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, 

W Dan Haskell 
P.O. Box 589 
South Range, MI 49963 
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The Upper Peninsula Public Access ('o:dition 
P O Box 102 

Ewen, MI 49925 
www.uppac.com 

May 19, 2007 
Upper Peninsula Powcr Company 
PO Box 130 
lloughtun, MI 49931 
Attention: Janet Wolfe 

P,e: Draft SMP ( .ommen.s  P-1864, P-2402, P-10956, P-10gS..:. P-25<)6 

Dear Ms Wolfe: 

a c~.allt oa o f  concerned citizens. Upper Peninsula Public Access Coalition (UPPAC) is "" ~ " 
The common thread that connects us all is our enjoyn:en" and cut,tern Ibr the lakes, 
streams, rivers and woodlands in Michigan's Upper Peninsuhl 

To date, we have garucred support from over 1760 imlividcals who believe IqiP,( ; ~,hould 
force UPPCO to tbllow the Section 5.4 l landbook process and order the preparation of  a 
new environmental impact study. We believe FERC should not z~pprove any 
conveyances until a new EIS has been prepared and shared with the public because gw 
planned sale and residential development of  adjacent 1JPPCt) lands '.,,'ere never disclosed 
to the public during the relicensing process. 

We be!ieve it is critical that all citizeus be aJlowcd :be opportunity to participate at each 
level of  the process involving the phmned uses for the public waterways and pro cot lands 
stu'roundmg the llowagcs at Bond, Victoria, Prickett, Au'l'raJ:~. Cataract and Bt~ney Falls. 

As stakeholders, UPPAC fought for a Shoreline Mmlagemeru Plau. We bclicvcd one of  
the most basic goals for development of  the plata was for the hccnsce (UPPCO) to bring 
together all interested pattie,,, fur open discussion. I.~PPC(3 made public promises they 
would, but like many othel promises, UPPCO fcll terribly sh,~:l 

Public Mceting~ 
Throughout this process, UPI'CO/WPS held several " , " nfo.~ ~tu~ I aeetngs. I-Iowever, 
:ileir many "rules" limited public parhcJpation: 

7~ Questions had to be in writing 
; ! Only qucstions rclatt~t to the topic being discussed thz:t night could be submitted 
I No other topics co~dd be raised 
1; Anything wrilten had :o be in the form of a questio~: (nt~ comrueJ:ts wcrc 

allowed) 

[ I No matter how po.r ly the question '~as "answered'" r o Ibllo~,-up question'~ w'cre 
permitted 

I 
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Due to the limited time UPPCO permitted, very few questions were read. For those that 
wcre, UPPCO representatives often either partially answered it or missed the point 
altogether and failed to answer it at all. One just has to look at attaclmaents 69 and 70 of 
the Draft SMP to read the number of qnestions/comments submitted either at the 
meetings or via email (some of the questions/comments are even cut off) that still have 
not been addressed by UPPCO. 

The AuTrain public meeting was hehl 4/3/07 despite a prediction of8-11 inches of snow 
and dense [bg along the Lake Superior Shoreline keeping many people away. 

The meeting for Boney and Cataract was held 4/4/07, even though more titan a foot of 
snow fell during the day, with winds gusting to 50 mph, closing m,'u~y roads and 
canceling flights, llere is an excerpt from the 4/5/07 edition of the Mining Journah 

M.ARQUEI7£ -. • ltigh wind gusts and record snowfatl re,de the idea t~f spring in April a far-off 
dream fi)r Marquette County r~ulents 

The National Weather Ser,,tce in Negmmee lownship measured 24 incbe~ oJ snov, fall We~hze*day, 
breaking a 1974 record o f  l 2 inches. Meteorologist Jason Ah,mbta~gh also said the .~nuwfidl total 
i~as the set ond largest 24-hour total h~ the office's histor),. . 

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

l:ocus Group_ss 

UI'PCO has now presented their Sborelme Management Plan stating it is the result of 
"consultation" and "collaboration" with local government officials, agencies, and 
members of the public, including two specially formed focus groups. Consultation 
implies there were discussions amoug focus group members and with [)PPCO. Attempts 
by any member to initiate a discussion were not tolerated. UPPCO never snught 
consensus and it was made clear that the tocus groups would riot have any role 
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 
l cstricted participation: 

At the begilming of each meeting, we were permitted to make a statement. 
: No one was allowed to ,ask any questions during the UPPCO presentations. 
r Following the presentations, each member was given a chance to make another 

~tatement or ask a question. On rare occasions, and if time allowed, we were 
permitted a follow-up question. 

k. The public was not allowed to observe the meeting 
'5_ Reporters were not allowed 

, We were not permitted to record any meeting. 

A" the 5/2/06 public "informational" meeting, the public was told that the Shoreline 
x, lanagement Plan "will address concerns." Yet, focus group member~ were never 

2 
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allowed to discuss many d o u r  concerns. Those that were n:cntloned, such as the impact 
unburned ~el/fucl  spills wmdd 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 comrnents were not recorded in UPPCO's official minutes. UPPCO even led local 
government representatives to believe their concerns over private docks didn't matter 
(uuless they supported them) because the final decision rested with The FERC. 

UPPAC suggested separate locus groups be formed for each o f  the flo,.vages or least each 
project, to accommodate more public participation; I;PPCO refused. We asked for a 
team of"tecbnical advisors" such as biologists, wildlife managers emd other experts who 
could be available at meetings to answer our questions; UPPCO refused. It became clear 
li'om the begx~ming that UPPCO was merely going through the motions but not the 
process by hosting focus group meetings. UPPCO was just not interested in any input that 
opposed their plans to convey private uses of  the project laud~ 'a> Naterra. 

Following complaints about the composition and rules for tl~e focus group, UPPCO 
issued a letter to focus group members dated 6/13/06 that stated " I f  you continue to 
attend, we consider it an acceptance of  the meeting structure ~lnd guidelines in this letter." 
In t,thcr words, take it ol leave it. 

Section 6 7 of  the SMP indi,,'ates the majority of  the plan.ned enhancements are the resuh 
o!'"cm~sultation" with members  of  the focus groups This is simpl 3, not true. Most were 
"'t~hmted ' '  ideas, initiated by UPPCO representatives at the focus group meetings. UPPCO 
representatives even met privately with selective tbcus groul~ members at other times a~d 
locatior~s to barter support for their "enhancemeuts" end private conveyances to Na'+erra. 

tJPI~AC requested a meeting devoted solely to the licenses and hoped tbr a mcaningfill 
dialogue UPPAC anticipated a meaningful dialogme. We ~.cre hopeful that the 
proposed uses tot the project lands would be compared to e~lcil license and assocmtetl 
plans. Instead, at the 6,'22/06 meeting the focus group w ~  t~td this was not our role. 
UPPCO representatives read selective sections frotu the liccn+,e while v,,e were expected 
to sit and listen. "l'hosc of  us v,,ho read the license were frustrated because we were not 
allowed to question I_;PP('O or discuss the numerous inconsistencies. For example: 

I'l:icket_t 
A key element o f  the Prickezt license, Article 414, was never even mentioned at the tbcus 
group meetings and was not posted to the UPPCO website unsl IIPPAC brought it m 
their attention in la:e March 2007. We believe this was a cti!ical ornission it4 this article 
refers to the shoreline buflel zone a.s an area where :here should be a "no tree cutting 
zune." Althuugh UPPCt) substituted the wording in the 1.al~d Use and Retreat!oN 
Matmgcrnent Plan to read "q:o timber harvesting", no one antic:pared a major 
development or that "enhanced" view corridors would be phumcd. When asked. UPPC() 
responded that they interprc;cd "no timber harvesting" to mc;m. "'no commercial 
harvesting". The intent o t  Article 414 is clear -- no ,rec cutting; the license v,,ould have 
stated no conunercial ha:-vesting had that been the i~:tent. 

3 



Jnofflclal FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0143 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#: P-i0856-000 

2aUI0524-SDTfl F~.:RC PDF (Unofficial) 05/24/2007 21:48:1g P#4 

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

_Au l'_r~tin 
Appendix D (Private I .and Use Guidelines, applying to corporate lands) of the 
Cmnprehensive Land Management Plan, approved May 1999, states "4.2 {Jnauthmized 
Priw.te uses of llydro Lands - private docks and shorel let  se. 

Tile intent of the approved CIMP is clear, there will be no private docks or use of the 
shoreline at AuTrain. 

('ataxact 
The Comprehensive Land Management Plan and Wildlife Plan, approved by the FERC in 
19c)9, called for aesthetic management "aesthetic management is applied to areas that 
have unique qualities lhat require more restricted management policies or prescriptions. 
Such ,areas include but are not limited to 200 ft shoreline buffer zones ..due to the 
importance of the areas within the 200 ft of  shoreline, any management within the 200 tl 
it)tie will be conducted only after consultation with MDNR." 

Among the objectives stated was "UPPCO's goal is to work in partnership with nan]re 
through proper management of the project lands for opthnu n enhancement.' However, 
G o a l 6 o f t h e d r a f t S M P  " " " " " is to mmmnze impacts to the aesthetic quality of the shorelne. ' 

']'he approved Wildlife Plan also states "the relatively undisturbed condition of the 
property within the project boundary provides for excellent wildlife habitat.., land 
management activities will incorporate wildlife management techniques to enhance 
wildlife populations." However, the draft SMP, Goat 8, states to "avoid or minin'tize 
impacts to sensitive wildlife species." 

"lhe approved Wildlife Plan thrther states "Shoreline buffer zones and environmentally 
sensitive areas axe treated different ti-om other areas. All shoreline buffer zones are 200 ft 
wide and aesthetic management techniques are the only management activities allowed in 
these axeas. Active vegetative management can take place within this 200 fl zone if 
approved by all parties (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 
I:EI~.C to believe their dratl SMP is consistent with the apprDved license and plai~. They 
arc not even close. 

l:_~gn_A(! 
The recreation plan submitted by UPPCO anti approved by FERC stated "In order to 
obtain old growth chasacteristics along the shorelines of project reservoirs as described in 
:l',c Buffer Zone Plan, to enhance loon nesting potential ~s described in the Wildlife and 

v 4 
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Land Management Plan, and to provide mort isolated habitant for waterfowl and 
threatened species, UPPCO proposes to develop two designated camp site locations neat" 
the boat launches o f  the Bond Falls Reservoir. one on the east side and one on the west 
side' o f  the reservoir. "' 

UPPCO lead us to believe elimination of the dispersed campsites wa.s for cnvirnnmental 
reasons, while in reality; they were planning for an extensive land sale to a maior 
developer. It was not until alter UPPCO obtained FERC approval for consolidation of the 
dispersed campgrounds (November 2005) that they unveiled their plans :o sell their non- 
project lands to Naterra and to convey easements tbr trails atRl private piers and (locks to 
the new lot owners. 

Now that the true reasons have been revealed, the entire canlpgrouud contiguration 
should be re-evaluated as part of t!fis process. 

The Recreation Plan approved by I'ERC allowed for: 
I-; A canc~e take out area with directional signage to Agate I- alls for canoe launching 

opporVanities 
i A hard surface boat launch at Barclay boat landiug 

l A skid pier at Barclay boat landing 
i Improvements to parking a: Barclay Boat landing 

Now, UPPCO states these enhancements for the public will Ix: done WITIIIN TWO 
YEARS OF PLACEMENT OF THE FIRST DOCK for Natcrra's lot owners or 2010. 
This is just another ploy by UPPCO to mislead the public: If you support the private 
docks; UPPCO will "give" you a canoe take-out while in reality, t!lcse recreational 
enhancements are required by the license. 

Nearly all tile other public rccreation~.l enhancements need approval by FERC or 
consultation with agencies but UPPCO says they are now contingent upon the first 
private dock being placed on the project I,'u~ds. These additional enh,'mcements are merely 
a manipulative tool by UPPCO, hoping to buy support for Naterra's pliwtte docks on the 
project lands. 

Individuals who did not rcat~ the license were given thc impression that thc proposed 
planncd non-project uses of the project lands wetc in eomplia:wc. 

General Comments Regat_'ding the Drati Shoreline Management Plan 

We believe UPPCO has a responsibility to ensure that shoreline development activities 
tilat occur within prqjeet boundaries are consistent with the intent of the FERC approved 
hccnsc(s) and associated management plans. 

According to FI'RC guidelires, a S!loreline M~magement l'hm (SMP) is a comprehensive 
plan tu manage the muhiple resources and uses of the project shorelines in a manner that 
is consistent with liccalse rccuircments and project purpose.,,, end addresses the needs of 
the public. However, UPPCO has sta~ed the purpose of the SMP is "managing and 
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mitigating the impacts of anticipated development of non-project lands so as to 
complement or have neutral effects on those natural resources." LIPPCO fails to mcntion 
compliance with the license requirements. 

The Upper Peninsula Public Access Coalition opposes all private individual and cluster 
docks at all six Upper Peniusula flowage~. We do not support "pedestrian paths" or 
"n:dmnced" view corridors. We believe these uses to be in conflict with the current 
licenses and/or management plans for the flowages. The project shorelines are 
tmdeveloped with little human disturbance. The proposed uses will degrade not only the 
aesthetic values ofthe shorelines, but will also negatively impact wildlife and waterfowl 
habitat. 

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

IJPPCO would like the public to believe thorough environmental a.qsessments were <lone. 
They even claimed at the 5/02/06 public meeting that they consider "its environlnental 
study to be equivalent in scope to all Enviromnental hnpact Statement." We disagree. 
"1 he assessments done by EPRO were merely an overview of some of  tile reservoir 
features. They were poorly prepared, omitted vital information and provided only a 
snapshot of the natural features of these flowages. When EPRO was asked at a pubIic 
meeting why the assessments did not address the impacts UPPCO's proposals will have 
on the project lauds, they responded they were not hired to address the impacts. 

UPPCO now states "Until such time when development proposals at each of the 
impoundments are put forth, it is not possible to assess the potential resource impacts on 
project lands and waters." We believe all nfUPPCO's  and Naterra's development plans 
should first be put forth. Then, the potential resource impacts on the project lands and 
waters can be made known through a FERC ordered Environmental Impact Study 
followed by a public comment period. 

Given the way tbcus group and public "informational" meetings were conducted, it is no 
surprise that the Draft SMP reflects everything UPPCO had originally proposed ill their 
NEI.A of December 2005 with one exception. UPPCO did remove the ban on public 
fishing within 100 fl of  Naterra's private docks. In virtually every other way, this Draft 
SMP is a direct reflection of UPPCO's original goal: private boat slips for every Naterra 
lot owner. 

S t , ,mmary 
"lhe l)raft Shoreline Management Plans are inadequate. None address the cumulative 
impacts the proposed sale and development of the non-project lands will have on the 
project lands including water quality, wihtlite habitat and the aesthetic value. The 
i~roposed non-project uses of the project lands are not consistent with the license and will 
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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 Comnai.,,sion to order a new 
comprehensive Environnlcntal Impact Study for each of the ilowages, along with public 
hearings followed by a public comment period, prior to the approval of  any convcyant:cs 
on the project lands 

Thank you for tl;e opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

(filed electronically with 1.iPPCO) 
Nealcy Warren 
Slmkesperson 
Upper Peninsula Public Access Coalition 

Copy to FERC 
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19 May 2007 

Janet Wolfe 
Communications Manegnr 
Upper Peninsula power Company 
P.O. Box 130 
Hoaghton, MI 49931-0130 

RF- Comment~t on the draft Shoreline Manas~ae~t Fhms for propo$od develolmaems on 
Bond Falls, Vie.retie. PeekeR. AuTmm. Bo~)cy FalL'.. a.d Cataract Resexx'oit* (FE~C 
hydroolectrm lm~joet~ nttml~rs P-1864, P-2402. P.10856. P- 2506, P-10854) 

DcarMs. Wolf¢: 

"l'hank you for the ol~o~ntmty to comment on the dr~fl Shoreline Marmgemes~t Pla~x'~ 
(SMPs) for each of the FEgC-mgulated n~sowo~* list~i above. 

The Slandard Land Use Article (Article 420) of the current license asreemtmts h ~  
FERC and L~PCO allows UPPCO to grant l~rmlsMon for some u~t; of project lands on 
th~ rcservoin% lint oo/y for thos~ ~ ~ are "'cur~lsr~mt ~ th  lhe purposes of  protecting 
amt e.hancing lhe sceT~ic, recreational, tmd other environmental values of the project", l 
wtll make retercm;c to this statement m these commc6;ts to deanomate how l Imlieve tim 
action.q proposed in the SkIPs for those r(~.,,a~oirs m-c inconsislent with the spirit of tl~ 
FF_RC tic¢lxse agreements with UPPCO. 

We in the w~ttan Upper Ptmiusula are fornmate to lmve abundant public lands which 
protect mtural reao~trces and provide recreatiotml oplxm~miti~. UPPCO's own 
commi~ioned " ~ t  of the Recreation, Wildlife~ Loon, and Aesd~i¢ Resom'c..~" 
(prepared by E/PRO m 2006) states that ".,4 dwfining chwxlcter of  UP [at¢es in general ~s 
their remote, undev, elopedfeer'. Hewers, with the istereasing value of walga'from 
property, few~ and fewer shorelines retain this wild fcel---cwcn within the hmmhr/oa of 
large tracts of public land, such as the Ottawa National Foreat, much ofll~ tak~hore is 
privately-owt,,~d a.d cl6~,elo~. Since the flmctmn ~¢ tl'm~ l~oject lands ha~ pr'/madly 
been to generate eleotricity, and secondarily to fulfill the associated fed~d lieet.amg 
reqmrements, the~e reservoirs have de factO beam maintained as wild ]end~ap~ with 
limited dovelopna~L providing ample habitat for wiHlifa aud tocnsational opportunities. 

As evideace of~ hi~ ~'alue the public places on natural end :~.~cnic larakculx's, I t'd~ 
to the ~ame UPPCO-commissioncd report cited above, in which surveyed t~ ranked 
the "nnturnl character ~ of these reservoirs as the mO-,t important t~ctor why people 
choose to use them tbr recreation Furtl~'mmr~. usc~ also valued remote lake, 
umk-'vek:,ped shoreline,s, ample wildlife viewing oppOrt~t~ities, seeing few poodle, and a 
d.rk r, fight sky morn than they valued develOlX:d c.mW~.rmagh. Why thtm is UPP(X) 
proposing additional eampgrouml developmem and ~ w  public docks as couccssions for 
developing the lake for private interests, and coeching tt~s¢ concessions as "rccaxationnl 
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e a ~ e a t a "  whey your own su.P,'cy mtggcsls tkcs¢ arc nol anx~ng the thing~ that tbe 
public wou.kl idcnti~ as "enhancements" on thee  pvJ/.Jcula~ reservoir~? 

I believe tl~ developmen-~ UPPC'O p."opo~s in the SIv[Ps ~ remove stumps (on Pricker 0 
and add vic-w'ing area.q, a~cc~ patio, docks, and dock lighting in FERC-~gu~ated project 
aiacas will dograd¢ ra~h~ :ha~ protect and enhane~ the sea.i,.', r¢croa~mal and 
cvvironmemal vatue~ local fsuch as myself) and tourist ..~c'~ ~."ck , t  t hee  ~it~. 

I am particularly c, onccq~cd that proposed actions in the SMP for I'fickot'~ Lake will ha'~¢ 
a dditarious nnpact o .  both 0~ c~tvironmcmal and acsthcuc .~egtity o f this site. l'he 
F/PRO re'port states lhet the t~>p~,raphy s ~  Prickatt Lake. "is .o~'cwo~ly/'or th,.: 
I.lpp,~ Peo/~gpJa" mid thai "this quality is ~b...mced by long-dzsumce view~ f/ore the 
southea!R¢~ ~ n i / s  ui'.qiiver MountQin" (S¢~tion 5-9). Adding the proposed tra/ls (aad 
stairs), docks and lights WOllld significantly alter the tc%'k.qc.iafic, n, . ' t p p e a ~  afal feel of 
this landSCal~. Addi/itmoJly. as I tnldel'slal~ the area just below the Prick¢,. Dam 
~ R ~ r t s  one. or: a ~  pc~ hap.s the only remaining, fl~'e.t anging, sel f-$t~staiuhag polmlat/on 
of Lake Sturgeon in the Great L a k ~  Basin. WMI¢ the SMP doe~ conc*.'sde tSar stump 
removal ~ d  dock additio~Ls would likdy eaLtse temporary, inctoas~ in rarbidity, ~ plan 
in uo way ¢,valumes the potential long-t¢~'lm tmp~ts of  these ~cavitie.s on dov~nslT~m 
Lake Sturg¢oa. I believe imy actions whic, h exmld jeopardize the h~lth of  thi~ population 
woukl v/o/me the FER(" I;ccn~ agreemcnL 

1 ~trge UPPCO m not orAy uphold the. (e.rras of ~l.,¢tmg licensing agreements with FERC 
on thc~ hydrock, ctric ptofect rc-s<a'voas, but also to be a reader in tm~d slvv,,ardshin by 
consid~rmg partm..'~h:p:~ with coustcvaaon bnycrs ~.'m non-p:q~c<t lands rather tlr,.~ 
d ~welOlm~Onl interests 

1 rvcommend Pr ick~ Lake as an id~ml place to pcactice Ihe "..'.pc of land steward.~hip. 
Protoetiag lh~ aroa would b~" a great corltrilmtlon to the. c~nunuluties you sc'rva m the 
Upp~ Peninmda and wouid go few in improving your cow, man~nt to being ml 
e-nvlronzllclRnlly scnsiti~ c comlmny. 

I hopo you t~ukc thosc ¢ommer~.s and co:~ccrns mlu considarati~m. 

Si,tcer~:ly, 

K creo Tisehler 
49820 L/meri£k Rd. 
Hancock, ~U 49930 

Ca: FERC, Cot]gr~g.qmal~ }]art StopaL Senator Carl ( .~ in.  Senalur .Oebbic St~benow 
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.'~ May 2007 

Janet Wolfe 
Commumcatinns Manager 
Upper Peninsula Power Company 
P.O. Box 130 
Flo~ghton. MI 49931-O131) 

Subject: Commenl~ on draft Shoreline Management Plans for Upeer Pcnh~ula hydroelectric 
projects: Bora:l Falls (P-1864); Prickett (P-2402); Au Train (P-tOgSo). 'Esc~mba River Dam #4. 
Boney Falls (P- 2506); Cataract (P-1085.4). 

Dear Ms. Wolfe, 

We appre~iam the opltx~tmlty to pruvide Comments on the draft ~hot~line MatxtEt"mt:nt Plans 
(S~Ps)  for the nix re~'ervotrs o .  which private development mad increased public use is b,.~ing 
proposed by the Upper Peain~ula Power Company (UPPCO). 

Chn" urg.mm,at~tm :~ dediee, tcd to the ~udy and pmt~:t~on of  comm*on k~ns in Michigan. Out 
biologist~ work closely ~,~dlh public aseacies, corp~ratinn$, and ~he private ~eclor m an eflbrt to 
htcrease appn~iation trod m~derstandi,g of this Stat~-listed sl~ec,c.~ ()fir ~xpent~llCe with looks 
spans over fifteen years, and iacl,des the monitoring of  loon l~)ist:lalitms t.iwoughout the Upper 
Peninsula. includit~g the ORawa Nati~nM Forest, lsl~ Royale Natv.mal Park and Seney Nafioml 
Wildlife Refuge q'lm. following comments will addre:.-s t~m,'.t~ ;*f the SMPs tirol have the 
potential tt~ influeac¢ tim ]~ae<:~ion and co]refinement of  Io~m:* and incn habitat ~m (ht~..'c 
reservoirs. 

We are eonoet-ncd that the drMt SMPs ~ no! coil,icy a ~,-9nlmim~ct~t I'rc, m UPPCO re p ~ e c |  and 
enlmnce condlt~onz for nes.tsng loons on the~  hydroelectric pmjL'ct laud't, trod we identily this as 
tim major cleficieuey of  the pl*~t~q. We believe that the Asse,~vmen; o/the' Reo'e~:tion. Wildl!/~.. 
Loom and Ae.~theti,: Re:verona:co on the reservoirs (completed fbr ! ;PP('() by I-YPRO in 21306) 
provided in~fficmnt i~dl.7~mtio,t for determining the approprial,:' number and placement of  
~k~cL~ and trails so a_s to ntini~'~tize lnapa~ts In breeding Ioon~ and thtur ne~ing habiud. 
Furthermore. we believe tl~" the current managem0'nt of'the Otx).Bx:t lauds that allow.~ !br widely 
fluc'o, lating water levels to b~" the priam:?,., limiting factor tbr the ~J:,c of t iPt'(x') reser-,otrs by 
breeding loons 
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Our own cursory sorveys of  the Bond FalLs, Ao Tram aM Pri~ert res~ervoirs st ~ggez! that while 
thc .umber ofcuneot  loon tcaritories on these rc~crvoira appears to be much lower than that 
mlfgesled by thair overall size and their froqzmncy of nesting habitat, there, is considerable 
potemial to st~porl additional loon territories by enhancing tlfm habitat to accommodate the 
pax ,-icular chaneterisdes of  the impoundments. Specifically, the ase of  floating n~ t  platforms 
for loons can be very effective on reservoirs that experience large fluctaatiens in water" lc'vcis 
(e..g., Bond Falls and Au Train). We have successfully used this ooe~ea'v~ion tool in tbe wesl~rt 
tipper Peninsula to mitigeae, the loss of nesting habitat due to slzm~lino developmem, and nesting 
platforms are in widespr~td use on FERC-regdated projoels in N~v England (EverS 2004. p, 
39). UTPCO is obligated by Article 414 of ttm relicensing agrecmcul on the Bond Falls Projeel 
to pl~:,e two s~ch platforms on Bond Fal]a and otto on the Victoria Reservoir. HoweVer, at tiffs 
lame no platforms have been placed, nor has UPPCO assesu~d the number of  loon territories that 
could feasibly be sl~pportcd o,a each o f ~  reservoirs wilh the use o f k ~  platforms. Until a 
complete asse. '~lr~¢~ of  buth existiug and potential loon territories L~ unden.a.ken, including an 
evaluation of  the mog  appt'opriate loeatiom in which to position potential platforms, we believe 
~az any proposed alteratioos to the impoumb330nt shorelines or islands thai w-ill incroe.~v or 
coneentma: mca'cationaJ use of  the reservoirs is premature. We balieve that the impacts of  such 
l',,x,po.~l ,-~ons on current and future loon use cannot yet ~ aecan'stely evahtatcd. 

V/c arc additionally ota~ceraed that UPPCO's proposal to develop docks and a'ails adds a new 
layer ofcomplexi .ty fur maintaining these wmm" ~ l z ~ _ s  for loon producdoo. Development and 
rccrea0,m ,.to oot necessarily preclude sztcccssfui loon o~opaney and productivity, but it is 
widely estnblirdied that n~eling loons can be disturbed I~,. humata rex:zcatiOtL Understanding 
iml~.'ts of  tfus recreation on loon productivity is complex, and reqlr/res carefidly designed site- 
specific strategies to assure successful protection (Ev~rs 2004). For example, loons nesting on 
mtiliclal platforms in high recreation areas often treed a buffer area (cheated by f l ~ f n g  buoys) to 
reduce distx~rbanee. In oo.r exp~e~e. ,  it tak~ a c o n i c  commitment to mamtmo and 
nmnitor artificial r ~ a  platfo.as text buoy~ to ~ e  success ful use by loons, and an additional 
investment of  time and energy to educate the public regarding the appropriate buffer distances 
rexluired by these nt.~ting pairs. 

lu light of  these con.s~h~tions, we offer the following recommendations i'u protect and 
loon populations on FERC-regulated Upper Peninsula imponndmcntls. We urge UPPCO to 
iac.orporatc these rcconmacndatio,ts in the final SMPs. 

1) We recommend that UPPCO establish go~ls for the number of  looo pairs to be 
nuonh'lined on each ~ o i r  through the developmem of  a long-term artificial herd. 
platform and txloniltnmg prog~m. Our con~-~,~ve esutnatcs lot the number of  
potential loon te, t'ritoric,~ on the Bond Falls, Priekclt and AuTmm rese.rvoi,~ arc: 

a Bo~t~J..F_.~: poterttlal for 5-7 loon territories (at least three c.n'ently exnt) 
b ~ :  potondal for 2 loon tcmtories (no known territories currently exisO 
c. A . ~ :  pOrtraYal for 5-6 loon territories (no know,, tcrmorics currently exist). 

V 
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"l'h~e eslim~es are based upon surveys of  the current conditious on ~ wated0odies. 
and otmn loon territorial densities oa a) ne.arby reservoirs that experiem~ morn natural 
water level flt~ctustmnts (i.e. Cisco Cintra), ~ b) large ~atm'al lakes sysl.ems ~ Isle 
Ro~ le  National Pa~k. We believe that these estimates relrr~senl reasonable goals that 
elm be t~hieved within a lh,e-year time frame, and we strongly encourage U~PCO to 
adopt them witlah~ them within the fnml SMPs. 

2) We recommend tlmt UPPCO develop an artificial loon ne.s~jng platform and monitoring 
program l~-ffore taking mea,,~mes to b~crea~ ~cre.ntiorml ,)pport~milies Oil sl~.n~eliue and 
ishmd arm, s through censtructioa of  docks, trai!% and new c~mpsite~. Prior establistametat 
of  an artificial loon ne.s~ing platform and monitoring program would allow for a less 
disruptive approach :o the subsequent placement of  any development infrastructm'e. 

3) We recommend tlu~t the SMPs ilmorpomte all potential loon nesting habitat (including 
island.?., wetlands and areas surrounding pest pl~ffonn sites) into Conservation Areas, 
especially on reserx'om~ with maximum likelihood of supporting nal~'~ loon nesting sites 
(i.e., those that are managed in a "run-~f-river" mode and cxperient~ limited water level 
fluettmtiorm). Specifimdly, on tim PrJekelt Iml~tmdnmnt we lecomuv:nd that all 
shoreline to the east of the Lslards el the South ¢txl of  ll~ lake be designated as a 
Conservation Area rather dmn an .~:c,~l Pathway Alea. 

4) As thel~e is linlc e~dcacc (published o=" anecdotal) that the pr,~;secl no-wake zonez 
outllned in the SN~d ' ~ill be effective in proteeting t~sting loons, we recommend removal 
of  rK~-wake zones them the final SNIPs if they were included .*br the benefit of  Iootks. 

5) We r~ommend IfPPCO evaluate the potential impact of  proposed increa.~.s in 
recreational tL~e oa nc.qting loons and modify tile Development mad Recreational 
Enbancen~ent PT~lU~.sals of the SMPs accordingly. 

We hope you th,,d th¢~ colmnents tLseful. We offer our expertise to you as IYPP(:O cnn~ders 
measures to protect and ¢nhmlee loon ttutge o f  its Upper Pertinsul~l reservoirs. 

Director, Common Cxmst Re~carch & Con_~er~.atlon 

Co: FI '~C, USFWS. USFS. ~',IDNR 

Literature cited: Evers. D C 2t~,3,1. StattL,~ asse~lne~lt a .d  eonservati:Jn plan Ibr the Commtm 
Loon (Ga',4a ~n.nt'r) in North Arueric.u.U.S. Fish gild Wildlife S,~o, ice. Iladley, MA. 



Inofflclal FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0143 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#: P-i0856-000 

Upper Pcnninsula Power Company Au Tram (FERC NO. 10856) 
[.AND .~,AI I.iS ('ONSUI ]AIION I)O(?UMIiN IS 

Allachmen! 74 
20 May  2007 

PIJBI.I(: C()MMI~N'FS ].'RO%l NI( O I. POLL%CK 



Jnofflclal FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0143 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#: P-I0856-000 

3649 Bayou 
West BLoomfield, MI 48323 

20 May 2007 

Janet WoLfe 
Communications Manag~ 
Upper Peninsula Powe~ C~m~p~ny 
P.O. Box 130 
Houg.hton. MI 49931-0130 

RE: Commtmts on draft Shoreline Managenntml Plans for Upper Peuinsula hydroelectric 
project:  l~vad Falls (P-1864): Prickett (P-2402); Au Tram (P-1~3856); Escanaba River 
Dam #4, Boney Falls (P- 2506); (hmraet (P-10854) 

Dear Ms. Wolfe: 

Thank you for tl~ trpportunity to provide ~Jblic comment ot~ U !~per l'emr~ula Power 
Company's  (UPPCO) Shoreline Management Plans. UPPCO. a subsidiary of  Imegrys 
Energy Group, Inc. (formally g ~ S  Resources Corporation) contends they e h ( ~  Naterra 
l.and (formally Taylor Investment Co~poratio~a and Four Sear.am% Reality) to dea,elop 
land surrounding U.P. re.~ervnirs because Nattara Land has a "'w,~lition and commitment 
for quality projects that are harmonimm with tim surrotmding cm, ironment" 
Unfortmm~ely, Wisconsin circuit court s)mlem (h'tp://wcca.;',icour'e:,.gov) and the: I..'.S. 
Army Corps o f  I'q)gineers records indicate this may not be the ca~e, as Natterra Ltmd is 
well rcpre..~emext in the file~ of both (see infonn~don below), fc addition, there are 
several instm~ee~ wh~re Naterra Iamd h~.q su~l local plarmmg ~×,nnus~sitms and/or 
conscrvatiou disttJek~ when these authoriti~ have movex| to txm~.~ol the scope of  Naterra's 
development It concerns me ~.tt~t several of  the r~ea'voir prtscct,~ ;tre in rural art,~ts that 
may have no i:a~teetive zoning mer~nre~ in ptat~ thus making them ~alru:rab.le to 
urtscrupulou~a developers 0.e. }long, hlon Cormty's pcrthm of  Prickett, FERC No. 2402). 

Though UPPCO may viex~ commentary on Naterra l .and beyond ",he limited scol:~e of  the 
Shoreline Management Plvn.s I believe it is important fi)r [ rPPcO to elarit~y of defend 
Nattcrra's "track reconr' in regard to potential past xdolatinns such r,s those provided 
below. UPPCX) is on record promoting Natlerra Land's reput:,t~on as ~ contentious 
developer. 1 believe it is mrnie~l to e~xtlual~ im~ problems o~ !.'PPCO's duvdopment 
partner so that fl~e character of the reservoigs in qu~;tion is lit',[ neg:~tively impacted hy 
UPPCO's proposed plans to provide private docks on FERC :'cgula~'d flowages. What 
continllcncie~ de, us UPP('O CulTelltly have in place wi~'h Natt:,ra i~tld regarding the 
developrnent ofdoek.,~ on UPPCO tlowase.s? 

l wnukt like to brow why ~ JI'PCO c~onteuds Nalterra is "the i:t,st of  the tn..~t" w~'~l it 
comes to developers and, specifically, what US Arm) Corp of I~n~m."ers ca,',~e,s reprcs~u 
vinlatio~t~ of  navigable watem. Furthermore. can UPPCO provide any other F~:deral or 
St,Ire agency recmds concurring violations of protex:~k,e staluc.~ by Nalt~.n~'t Lat~d ,at its 
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atiast,.'s (e.g. the Environmental Protoerinn Agency or the St=¢ of Mimle~ota)? What 
mcasm~es can be put in place to avoid the kind of mimmderstandings that lead to lawsuits 
between any potea~tial dcvdopcr and local plarmmg agetacie*? 

Fitmlly. UPPCO has sought the support of local governments atal school districts to 
support their proposed Shoreline Managenacnt Plans on the premise that such 
development will lead to more tax motley for schools and municipalities. Can UPPCO 
lwovide any cvidtmce., such as a Cost of Services Analysis, tha! can su~ort  the 
a*;sumption that docks and trails will produce much need tax Ivvedme for t hee  rural 
communiti~? It s~*m.,~ that any increase in tax revenue will most certainly be oft'set by 
the cost of dcvdoping and maintaining infrastructure in such remote anti rural locations. 
I recommend UPPCO provide a sm'amary in the SMP'~ of what measures it has taken to 
gain the suppoa of local units of governments ~ what informatio~t was provided to 
these decision making entities that was not shared at the planned l~blie meetings to 
disca~ the SM]'. 

UPPCO's proposed actions as ouflin~ in the SMPs have been the focus n fa  lot of 
concern by the public, organizations, and resource agencies. ] do not agree with UPPCO 
approach of separating project and n~n-project uses as it tries to ~ k  approval for 
"h~rpmvcments" that are nacessary for Inrga-sc',de residential development around thee  
Unpoundmcmts. Chan~fing the use o f th¢~  areas from predomin~-,ly forestxy to that of 
residential should not be taken lighdy and I strongly advocate that UPPCO deals with 
these contains in a more thoughtfu! rammer though the dcvdopmeut of an Environmental 
As.sessmont under National Environmental Policy Act rcquirelnents for each of UPPCO's 
FERCqicensed facilities. 

I appreciate your consideration of my concerns regarding UPPCO's proposed Shoreline 
Mfmagemem Pl~s.  

Sim.xa'dy, 

Nitxfle Politick 

Fresh the Wisconsln ¢irc~fit court system (http:/twcca, wieourts.gov) 

.lanuary 2005 - Case No. 2005FO 000045 (Ashland County) 

Slat= of Wisconsin vs. Bradley J. Stillings (Alia.s: Nnterra Land - Doing Busint.~s As) 
Violations: 
Fail/Obtain Construction Site Permit (Statute NR 216.43- Citation R176353) 

Aug~,~t 2004 - Case No$. 20PMFO 000342 through (~'10347 (Iron Count)') 
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State o f  Wisconsin vs. Taylor tnveztmems 
Violations: 
Enlarging a Waterway without a Permit {Statute 30.19( t g)(al -- Citation R172620 & 
R172616) 
Faib'Revise Plans to Protect W~ter~ (Statute NR216,50 - Citation R172614) 
Fail lpr~are ~ o r m  Water Pollution Plan (Statute NR 216.27 -- Citati{m R172613) 
F a i ~ t a i n  Erosion Control BMPs (Statute NR 216.46(I } -- Citation R 172618) 
Fail/Implement Site Erosio, Control Plan (Statute N-R 216.46 -- Citation R172610) 

December 2002 - Case No. 2002FO 001552 (ODeida County~ 

State o f  WLsco-asin vs. Taylor Investment Corp 
Violations: 
Remove Foil/Bank Sweam withoul Permit (Statute 30.19( I)(~:., -- Cilation R147033) 

Dec~'n~ber 2002 - Case Nos. 2002FO 000394 through 0003% (Lincoln Comity) 

State of Wisconsin vs. Taylor Investment Corp 
Violafi(ms: 
Fail/Maintain Erosion C(,ntrol BMPs (Statute NR 216.46(1 ) .- Cik~ion R 147034) 
Fail/Inspect Erosion (~mtrol BMPs (Statute NR 216.48(4) - Citation R147035) 
FaiL,'tmplement Site Erosion Control Plan (Statute NR 216.46 - Citation Rt47032) 

AumLs't 1999 -- Case No. t%'gFO 000319 (Sawyer ('oun~y) 

Zoning - Sawyer County vs. Taylor Investmeaat Corporation 
Violations: 
l:aihae to Obtain l,and Use Permit (Statute 9.2- Ci:ation Z345) 

September 1996 - Case Nt}. ic.~)6FO 000673 (Vila.s C o u n t )  

County of  Vilas vs. Tabor  Inveslment Ccwp 
Violatmns: 
Cutting Shorlmld [sic] w/o a Permit (Statute 6.2 - Citation 9292) 

August t995 - Case Nos. 1995FO 000511 through 00051 ) ( : m~xfin C.olmty) 

State of  Wisconsin vs. Ta)'h.Jr |nvestment Corporation 
Violations: 
Remove Soil/Bank Stream witho'at Permit (Statute 30.19( I )(,:~ -- ('ilation R23070 & 
R23082) 
Lhmutt~orized Boom ('on~t! t!t:tiowNavigable Water (StatuW 30.15(1 )(c) - Citafon 
R,23083} 



Jnofflclal FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0143 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#: P-i0856-000 

United States A)Tny Corps of Engh~cers - File caves Ibr Nalerra [.and (under associated 
a iases) - NOTE: these eases do not l,,ece.tsarily rel 'a 'e~t  pemait violations. 

2"~)57421 Naterra Land-Pike I.ak¢ Subdivision 
20(~-~459 Nat~rra Land, Ine.-Raymond tlaberoth-d¢li 
20055829 Naterra Land Inc. Cartway Petition Kntil 
20055673 Na~rra Land Co. - Brule Rivtz" 
20955592 Naterra Land, Inc.-  Longfellow Rolxest 
20055467 Christine King-housing-Rod Cedar River 
201)54925 Rt~d Cedar Ridge S'trbdivision 
20054859 Naterra l ~ d  
20051274 Mar Wik-os Tru~ Plat Bear Paw 
2~)4160876 Taylor lnvesUnent Corp. Bass Lake wetland 
200405363 Floodwood Lake -Wetland Delineation 
200404898 Taylor hwestment - I~ttle Long Lake 
200404243 I..essard - Nature's Way Plat 
200403607 Aaron Lake E.~ales Dri~-wuy 
20041~541 Taytn" lnve~-U'nent Corp - Clfippewa Ridge Dev 
200402471 Taylor Investment Corp -- Superior Heights 
200401271 Taylor havestmen! Corp, Tilden Millpond - housing 
200400240 Taylor invest  Corp. 
200400177 Taylor lnvestmtmt - Whispering Willow Preliminary Plat 
200309251 Taylor Investments --The P~¢seave at Stewart Lake 
200307971 Construct Roadway to West Elbow Lake Estates 
200307889 Rolling Meadows Subdivision 
200307244 Tay]or Investment - Mistwood Boat Ramp 
20,3306056 Taylor investment Corporation Bluebill Pa~ Roadway 
200305183 Taylor Investment Corp Fill/Road Wetland 
200305131 Taylor Investment -. N. Br. Peliea, 
200303140 C, rouse Ridge, Pickerel l .ake 
20<)302630 Taylor lnvetCanent Big Lake des, 
209301702 Taylor lnvcstments-Polato River 
200300279 Taylor Investment Coq). - City of Mr. Iron Subdivision 
200208375 Taylor investments - n e w  construction 
209206915 Taylor Investment/Rosa Lake/"Woodland" development road 
20<Y206738 Taylor Investment Polk Co ~ad and 32-1ot subdivision 
20021)6585 Taylor investment, CP, e.~ide~tia] Area 
2092-05926 R and L Land Development Riprap 
200205104 Ta~/tor havestment CorpAVhilefish Lake Estates 
200202,983 Taylor Investment Corlxwati~ Trimbelle Acres res dave 
200202736 Oak Ridge Preserve 
2f)0202434 Taylor Inv~tm¢,mt Corp- Vermilion Trail Estates 
200201695 Taylor lm, e:araent aerator 
20~)201089 Taylor Inv'estmeat - Mistwood Propt.~y 
20010,,[~)00 Noah Ten Mile Estates 
200105743 Taylor Investment Corporat/orgPlat 

V 
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2.00104351 Me,an/Juniper  Shores 
200103951 J o ~ n ' s  Point Flat 
200102757 Pickerel Lake Shore~q'hor 
200102007 Taylor lnvestmc~ - Rivers Edge Dry. 
2001009')2 Taylor Investment - Spirit River Flowage 
200007014 Taylor lnvestmc.t Corp. 
200006730 Taylor Investment - Terry Wiley 
200096296 Taylor lnve.~t. Corp o fWI  - Bridge Uk Trib McKinley Lake 
200006114 Fishs Island Lakt Shores plat developmt~t 
200004885 F.a~! Silent Lake S h ~ a g e n e r  
200004883 Glawe Bead~ 
200004533 Beauty Lake Es~tee./Hubbord County 
200002744 East Silent Lake 
200002446 Taylor lnvestmvtlt -- Landing Lake 
200001792 Jessie Lakes [: ~at~'~ 
200000613 Four Sea~ns  Scott Lake outlet, road 
200000409 Taylor Investment - Bak~ Lake 
199807367 Taylor Investment Corporation - rtmd 
199804 159 Taylor lnvestme-ets Bridge 
109803543 Taylor Investme-at - While Ash Iake 
199801431 Taylor Investments Walsh Lake Devdopmen~ 
199706109 Taylor investment crossing 
199705391 Taylor lnves'trnent Corporation - unnamed Tributary 
199704582 Eagle Est-at~.~ Develol~nent 
199_703906 Taylor Investment Aeration System 
199703226 l-teleo~q'nnk L:,ke Dtweloprnent ro~d by Taylor InveStment 
199703207 Pleasant l.ak.e E~tates 
199702507 Taylor InveStment - Spirit IUvcr Flowage 
199604923 Preliminary Plat 
199604381 Taylor hlx'e.~lmcnt ttt K.athryta Lake 
199603190 F.a.~ Indium Sbol~t..~ 
199602828 TAYLOR INVESTMENT 
199602232 Walsh Ridge E,,~at~ 
199508030 Taylor luvestmenl - ~'ceess off  Sheep Camp Road 
199508030 Taylor Investment .- access off  Sheep Camp Road 
199507746 Radgewood Eraate.~ 
19950741 t 
199505484 
190503842 Taylor Inv~lmeat projta~t - Lotus Lake 
199503615 Btlteau - Lo .g  Lake in I tarrison Hills 
1995030c/j Taylor Inv. C, ,  9. 
199501736 Taylor Invesrr.ent Corp. 
190501735 Tyh~r Inveslmci~t project 
199501731 
199501327 Lawrence l.~k,: invpcrty 
1995001079 
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190407140 
10940691,~ 
109406096 Upgrade a Private Road 
I ~405589 Maunee Balte~ F_,~tat e 
1~403971 Carey Cove Development 
199402967 Wilderness Retreat Pain 
1,~304557 
1~J302453 PAINq~ LAKE POINTS 
199302294 OX LAKE }lOUSING DEVELOPMENT 
1~)301777 
199300927 
199206069 LEECH LAKE DEVELOPMENT 
19~)200926 
199190273 TAYLOR INVESTMENT CORPORATION 
199162673 TAYLOR INVESTMENT 
199162658 TAYLOR INVF.STMENT CO 
19th')62192 TAYLOR INVESTM'~NT CO 
I c~000767 TAYIX')R INVESTMENT CORP 
191~963182 TAYLOR rffVESTMENT CO 
| 9:~962951 TAYLOR INVESTMENT CO 
198901017 TAYLOR INVESTMENT CORP 
19~860928 TAYLOR INVESTMENT CO 
19380¢J869 TAYLOR INVESTMENT CORP 
199800549 TAYLOR INVESTMENT CORP 
19',)800136 TAY LOR INVESTMENTS 
1998(y0108 TAYLOR INVESTMENT CORP 
1 o~660107 TAYLOR INVESTMENT CO 

The Daily Register - IL -- March 1997 
w~vw.dailyregister,com/omdoot~/slorie~ckinknid032997.html 
(sTchived at hrtp://www.zoaminfo.eorn/dircetary/Taylor_Phil_2CO62890.htm) 

At Kinkaid, A Devdapar Wants Cash Again 

By Joe McFarland 
American News $¢rvic_.o 

MURPHYSBORO (March 28, 1997) -- Two yr, ars after a proposed housing development 
was nixed by the .~ate at Kinkaid Lake near Mu~hysboto, the developer who attempted 
the business deal is denutading mor~ than 3 million dollars from the local conso'vaney 
di:arict. 
l'l 'il Taylor, t'n'esident of Taylar inw~ments of Mim~¢apolis, Minn. claims the failed 
building deal to put hlmdred~ ofhotm~ on the shore of Kinkaid Lake cost him more than 

v 
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$3 million dollars in lore profits, a turn of events for which he is suing the lake's 
government managers for hjeach of contract. 

A Janum-y letter from Tayloc's lawycrs to the Kinkaid-Reeds Creek Conservancy District 
st,'eks $3,6 million dollars to compera~ate Taylor for profits he expected to make by 
leasing the building sites at ~he Jackson County lake. The forested lake property is jointly 
o~ted  and m~naged by the D~artxnent of Natural Resources. The Shawnee Natiomd 
Forest und the cDnservancy district. 

An April, t994 contract sidled bt,'twoen Taylor mad the conservancy district would have 
allowed Taylor t~ 50-vear !e~e on ccrtuin Kinkaid land owned by the dismet m~l thc 
former Departroe, nt of Cnt~servntion. 

Taylor said at the time he intended to develop the land to hltslude .~ many as 2,000 
homesites and would build a golf cx)urse and lodge at .sOme liner d~te. }tt~wew.-r, 
considerable Ixtblie opposition developed aflt.'r the Ira)posed deal became public in early 
1995. and tho state r~fused fo allow the land to be transferred to Taylor effectively 
blocking the project. 

tn a letter denying the land, Department ufConscrvatirm (now DNP.) Director Brant 
Mtuaniug said Taylor's proposa.I did not meet the terms of the 1981 Big Kinkaid Creek 
Project Agree.anent, "nor dot.-g it comport with l!linoi.~ law." 

DNP, spuk~woman Carol V, alowles szid Wednesday that 'I't~ylor ~s never r~ponded to 
M'anning's letter. 

Taylor also did not re.qx, n'J. to m~ssages regarding the lawsuit teP~ ~t his office this week. 
Conservedcy officials say only that they do not intend zo pay the $3.6 million. 
All of this h~s pl~ven to he au u1~expeeted topic to discuss at the annual meeting cff a 
local gTa.ssroDtS org~miz, atiolJ called Friends of Kinkaid L',d<c. which lormed during the 
original controversy. 

"Now we'll rt~dly have something to talk about," says Diauna Exner, eluh stx:ret;~ry. 

The meeting, scheduled for Tues&,y, April 8 at 7 p.m. at the Murphysb~)ro High School 
Auditorituu. also will discuss tht: p~.,ssibility of elk being rei]:troducexl here. 

~." 1998 Liberty Grm~p l'ublishmg 
Comments to Joc McFarhn¢l 

Daily Times -- ].,~ - 10/22;2-'005 
http:/iwww.thedailytim~.com/sitext,'story/html/220654 

Developer Suc.s County 
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V 

by l.,esli Balcs-Sherrod 
of The Daily'rimes Staff 

It's dt~ia vu all over again. 

Naterra Land, owner of 1"he Homestead development that straddles the Blotmt and Sevier 
county lines, filed eatit against Blount County arid the Blotmt County Planning 
C~mmission again Friday. 

The new suit in Blotmt Cotmty Chancery Corn1 takes the place of the one the company 
filed against the Planning Commission in July, said Natctra attorney Arthur Seymour Jr. 
Tl'utt suit was filed after the Planning Commission danied the preliminary plat of The 
Holrt~t¢~d Phase 2 on May 26. 

Now the company is suing over the Pla~ming Commission's Sept. 22 denial of the stone 
preliminary plat. The plat was before planning enmmimiont*s a second time because 
Natetra was .granted a varianoe by the Blount County Board of Zoviug 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 catrdcious" because file 
Planning Commission changed the county's subdivision ragulations after Phase 2 was 
first proposed and then refused to grandfathez the development. East Millers Cove Road, 
which leads to the Blount County side of f.he development, does not meet the new 
stazzlard of 18 feel with 2-foot shoulders, =nd Naterm is unable to obtain from property 
owners the right of way neccs.~u'y tO widen the road. 

" I t  ts unfair to change the rules in midstream, full well knowing we were going to 
develop," Seymour said in a telephone interview Friday. "'It is impossible for us to 
comply with thor regulations." 

The now smt go~  a step fmthe.r, however, clmllenging also the commissione'ts' "'thilurc 
to rcoogoiz~ a valid variance as granted by" the BZA. The stilt notes that Planning 
Commissioner Rick Brownlie. who made both motions Sept 22 to declare the variance 
mdl and void and to dt,-ny Phase 2, signed a petition regarding The Homestead before he 
bc~:amo a planning commissioner. The petition dated June 15, 2004, is attached to the suit. 

"" Filing lawsuits is rK~t the way we want to do busincs~ but we arc between a rock and a 
hard place and there is nothing elso we can do," said Mel Lager, who joiz~:l Naterra as 
vicc president last month. "We would be glad to work something out with the county and 
nol have a lawsuit, but they left us no choice." 

This is actually the third time the company, fon~erly called Four Seasons Properties, hns 
sued tbr pmlimina.,'y 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 conmlission for reconstdotaliog 
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Phrase 1 almost ready 

While Phase 2 is tied up in c~urt, Phase I is coming fight ah',tW.,. Lager said Friday. 

The roads are in, but lack paving, Lager explained on a tour of the Blount County side of 
the devdopment Friday. 'rhe~fore, Naterm will be back belbre the Planning Commission 
Thursday, asking for another six-month extension of the Phase t preliminary plat. 

An initial six-munth extc"nsiol~ wn..,~ granted M0a'ch 24. 

According to an Oct. 15 memo from the Blotmt County Planning Dqm,rtment to plamm~g 
commissioners, planning staff will recommend Thursday for renewal of the Phase I 
preliminary plat. 

Lager said he intends to file for final plat approval of Phase I in time for the December 
planning commission meeting. If approved, N~erm will stunt marketing those 40 tots as 
early as January,, he added. 

On the Sevier County side of the development, 55 homes arc completed or under 
construction, said Rt,~ioxml Sal~  Manager Ed Garrett. About 290 home sites c,n the 
Sevier County side have been sold. he added, and the development boasts owllers fi-tm~ 
26 states as well as Canada and Sv, dtzerland. 

New VP looks to fi~ture 

A month into his new job as vice president and gtmeral manager N:aterra's Tetmessee 
properties, Lager said he is looking to the fimt,-'e. 

" I  c.an't go back and chnnge anything in the past," Lager said Friday. "'But ~ven the 
same information, re~sonaNe people will come to the same cnnehlsio~. '~ 

l.ager formerly served a-g the vice president and general manager of ALCOA lnc fie left 
the company in May to olx~n his OWe t':OIX'~'ult~, company, whicb he still maintains. 

Lager said hc joined Naterra tot two reasons: because he wanted to stay in East 
Tennessee axed because he believes in the ~,mpaay's vision. 

"'I value that the company has been a steward of the l ~ d  and ~ntinues |o prt~.~t the 
environment," he said. "" You're not going to stop development, btrt I know we're going in 
there and doing the right thi;:g." 

" lhe Dni ly  T i m ~  - "I'N 7/2005 
htlp :/ /www.thedMl)limes cc.m~sitedlstory/html/213640 
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W 

"r,l~-~lay, chMIcngbsg the plamting ¢ommiasion's May 26 actual o! its I'aasc n 
prdimmaw plat, 
Tho company ~- which changed its name earlier this year from Four Seasons Propmlies to 
Naterm Land - a l ~  filed suit ia 2003, after planning commissioners denied its Pha.sc I 
preliminary plat. 

The Phase I preliminary plat was aplaovcd in May 2004 after a Knox County judge ruled 
the denial "'arbitrary" and remanded the matter to the planning commission fur 
reconsaderarion. 
Now Naterra [,and is asking that planning eommigsiormrs' denial of the Phase II 
preliminary plat also be ruh,'d "'arbitrary" because the dmial was based on th~ county's 
sttbdivision regulafio~ts as they exist now, not as they existed when Phase II Driginally 
wts  proposed in April 2004. 

The change iu the county's subdivision regtdations took place in January 2005, when 
phnming commissiomws approved new mad-width regulations of 18 feet with 2-foot 
s h o u l d ~  on each side. East Millers Cove Road, which loads into the Bloum County side 
of  the devck~ntmt  does not moot those standards. 

N,.terra Land asked planning t.xmamissioners in January to "'grandfa~el ~ existing 
dcvdopmea~ts from the new roaA-width regulations, but plamfing commissioners did not. 

Nmerra Land notes m the lawsmt tlmt Phase U was before the plmmmg commtsmon on 
sc'¢c~'al Frevious occasions" - it was pulled from the agenda three times and deferred four 
times -- whilo the compmzy tried to re, Dive the road issues. 

With neighboring land owners refusing to ~ l l  the noc~t~ary, right of way, Nat~ra [and 
first asked the Blount County Commission to use ¢nfineat domain to condemn the land, 
but commissionet~ ref~c, ed. 

Naterra Land later offcr~d to gate the development and, finally, proposed paying 
$500,000 of the $507.000 estimated for mad improvemca~ts. 

Shll, plamfing commissione*~ denied ~ c  Phase I1 preliminary plat %2, with one platming 
e,)m,uis.qioner r~'using hhnsclf 0zv.l two ab~nL 
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The suit alleges the planning conmfissiou created "'an impo.,sible condition" by requiring 
The Homestead to mere new road-width regulations when Nat~ra l.and cannot gain the 
necessary right of way. 

Further, the suit contends "bat the ~xriet application of the new ro~t-vddth regulations 
violates both the federal ~md state eon~dtutious "'as it con.stitutea a taking of (Naterra 
Land's) property without just compensation." 

[:'or that rea.~n, the suit ask'z that the new road-width regula',i,,|~ be ruled 
unconstitufio'nal. 
"It  is impossible tbr (Naterra Land) to acquire right of way ~nal landowners who have 
stated lot the record that they ate unwilling to ~11 their prolx-~y, '' the suit stat~. 
"'Therefore, the planning deparUneDt'S reeommeadation that the develol~r secures fights 
of way mad widens the entire leaglh of... Fast Millers Cove Road from developmeut 
entrance to Old Wall,and Highway is illegal and unenforceable." 

Blount County Planning I)ir¢tlor Jolm l.amb received the .,uit Wednesday twat handed 
copies of  the suit to planning commissioners at their meetim;, i hm.'sday night. 

t'lamzing ca~mmissioner-J did not discu,~,~ the suit. 

The deveh~t'anent 

The HomesteM is a 2.000-acre development that straddles the Blount and Sevier count), 
l in~. wilh 1,200 acres in BIount. Although th~ maiD entrarxe is located off Wears Valley 
Road ill Sevicr Cotmty, the t!cvelopment mu.~t connect to Ea:,t Millers Cove Road to meet 
Blount County regulation~ fu~ inne, r looping. 

Phase I, which consists of-lO lots on i20 acres, is tu~l,.,r omstm~ion. 

Phase II al~o consis/s of 40 lots on t 20 a¢'te~. 
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Upper Peninsula Power Company Au Train (FHR(" NO. 10856) 
l .ANI) ~AI.hS CONSt~I.TA'I ION l)(.)( "[JMEN IS 

V 

Attachment  75 
21 May 2007 

COMMEN'IS FROM .%|ENOMINEE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS, 
SI!BSII'I'I'EI) BY BARBARA I~|ORRISON, (~OUN'I'Y CI.ERK 
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Menominee Cmmly Cmwlhouse 
839 IOth Avenua 
Menominee, Michigan 49858-3000 

MENOMTNEE COUNTY OF COMMISSIONERS 
tL,:/:iCE OF THE 

~F :-~"- TARY B,'laa Neumeicr. County Administrator 

Z~I JUL 23 P 2:38 

R E S O L U T I O N  0 7  - 0 9  

Jami¢ Wenzei - Administrative Assistant 
Ttlephone: (906) 863-7779 or 863.9648 

Fax: (906) 863-8839 

WHEREAS, Upper Peninsula Power Company has unveiled Shorelme Management P}ans for pr(,lctl 
lands at its five hydroelectnc proiect~ (Numbers: 2402 10854, 2506, 108.56 and 1864) located in 
numerous U.P counties, and, 

WHEREAS, the Shoreline Management Plans include proposals to protect the envtronment and enhance 
recreational opporlurunes for citizens at the flow'ages, as well as ensure, that proposed acttvtnes are 
consstent with the purposes of protecting and enhancing the scenic, rectea~onal and other enwronm¢'ntal 
values of each project; alld, 

WHEREAS, these draft plans were developed based on mote tha~J 14 months of input f rom state anti 
federal resource agencies, local government officials argt the public. In addition, UPPCO conducted focus 
grtmps cons,sting of various stakeholders, including representatives from county and township boards, 
hunting and fishing interests, outdoor enthusiasts and economic development. UPPCO also conducted 
public meenngs and invited comments from citizens concerning the plans. The company also engaged the 
pubhc over many months regarchng plans to sell UPPCO private property at the five hydroelectnc proiects, 
and, 

WHERF, AS, the flowages these Plans address will contanuc to be open for People to use alongside 
numerous acres of U.P. acres already available to citizens; including state and federal land~ such as the 
Hiawatha and Ottawa National Forests that are off llmlts to development; and, 

WHEREAS, it is pt~ected that any dcvdopmem resulting from the sale of property at the prolects will 
over tame tssist the U.P. conslxuc~on tcades industry, hdp local businesses and gXow local tax bases to 
the benefit of schools, as well as township and county units of government and the programs and 
serwces they provtde to ctfzens. Broaderang the tax base in U.P counttes ,s welcomed, recognizing the 
state's current  financial status and economic outlook; now therefore. 

B E  IT RESOLVED, that the Menormnee County I:k)ard of  Commiss,oners hereby approves thas 
resolution of support for the Plans with the expectation that UPPCO w~ll cant/hue worhng with local urats 
of  government and other stakeholders as the process conlanues and diretts that a copy at th~s document be 
transrrurted to U P. Power Company and at~roptiate state and federal otfioals. .~ 

4tl# L i / 
County Board Chairperson 

Dare 

Mi,.j..pe. // ! 
Deputy Cou al,~'C21 erk 

S-2/-o7 
Date 

Jim Lynch . Chairperson Gre 8 Furmanski - P~ce Chairperson 

Bernie Long Floyd Berger Bill Kaku~ 

i01er'.0~n,nt~ COLmlV Is An EfO/~ I~ mDIoyer TDD IM,ch~an Relay C~nlef) I ~ 649.3711 
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~,~lb~. COT.. Berger 
~,2oo'/ 

,sxo~=d~ Com. Purmanski the tl~ msola~oa be adop0~ [:~c: ~ 

A~ 5 N~. 0 Ab~al ~ne 

l, Bazbem Morra(m. Ibe du.ly quMified *m:l * c ~  Cl~k o f IMknmmnee Co'*mw. do b ~  ~ f Y  ~ ~ ~ U ~  ~ ~ 

V 
% • 
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V 

21 May 2007 

Ja,ct Wolfe 
Communications Manaser 
Upper Peninsula Power Company 
PO ~ox 130 
Houghum. MI 49931-0130 

RE: Commentary concerning the draft Sho~line Management Phm for U PPCO's hyclro¢lcctric project 

at the Au Train l ~  (P-10656) 

LMar Ms. Wolfe. 

In p~ddlmg the Au Tram hnpoendmem on v inous  occasions in 2006 and 2007 I have often been 

remirKk'd of  Isle Royale National Park. the federally-protected wilderness withia Lake S,.g~erior. 

SpccilicaUy. lhe rese~rvoir's collection o f  nan'ow, rock), islands has ftequemly called to mind the ragged 

islets, which populate many of  pati0's IXOtected harbors and lakes. My purpose in paddling Au Train has 

b¢~. Io assess its suitability for and usage by commot3 loons (Gawo imrner), and my foons upon its 

i~,land~, relates to their imporlance has breeding habitat it is upon their shores that loons, protected from 

matt:land predato;~, will most frequendy establish their nests in late spring and early summer. For 

example. I~le Royale's 534-acre Lake Ritchi¢ harbors t ' t,.c breeding loon pairs, all of whom use islands 

fbw I~UZir nesting. Similarly. the park's 354-acre Sargent L'tke accommodates five island-nesting pairs. In 

~u~::ytrtg the 1490-acre Au Train Impoundment this year and last. I have derem'tined that there are at 

le~',l six potenti~ loon terrilofie~ -- thai is. six discrete areas that feature both viable nesting habitat aJ~d 

c,o.. gh ~buffer space" to satisfy a breeding Iotm's res(,lure scm.e of  territoriality. 1 am a wildlife biologist 

,.,.ith the Michigan-ba~ed t'~onprofit Comn~n Co&st Research & CoP.scrvation (CCRC). which strives re, 

StUds" and protect common Itmns and the waters UlXm whtch they rely. I have been working with the binls 

m the Upper Peninsula lbr over ten years, mgl so it xs with some n~asum of cxperk.'m:e that l have 

cone ludcd that the Au Tram Impoundment. which seems to offer no sho,agc of hab,at for breeding 

I~ms. t:urrently houses no nesting pairs. 

I hc region mv, hich the in',pOUl~ne.t is located - we*;lerrt Alger County is cer~i.I) no k]e Royalc. 

whwh (:o.ta~ns the high¢~ density of flcstl~ig }m)ns tn the slate o[ Michigan. Nt~thcle~. the abscr~:c of 

,m~ brc~ding pairs on the rc~rvoir is both notable and discouraging. Why ~s the Au Tram Impoundment 

de'. ,,Id o f  neHing? in nl.. [.~n)fessional opimon, the answer lie5 most c(msptcuou~ly In the l]octUali.g 
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wate~ levels ~. hich characterize the reservoir. Loons. exceedingly awkward on land. typically position 

their nests quite close to the edge af  the shoal |he ,  and incubate their clutch ofo~e or two eggs for 

roughly 28 days. Because p ~ ,  '...ill often m-nest if their fi~t ~'or e'.en ,.econd~ a t lem~ fails, the witldow 

o f potential incubation for loon:, in norlhern Michigan can strmch from early May through mid July, 

During this period, there ate t h t ~  mechanisms by which a fluctuating '... ater level can dismp~ the n~t ing  

process: l ) rising water can flo-d a nesl. 2) falling water cm~ render the distance be |wee ,  shoreline and 

nest untertably long. and 3) fallin~ ~.'ater can transform an island mto a peni~tt la,  leaving a nes! 

vulnerable to mainland predator'-. In its commissioned reporl to I.'PP£ t ) i"As.;essn~ent o f  the Recreation. 

Wildlife. l.tmn, and Aesthetic Re . tor tes  of  the Bond Falls. Victoria. Pnckett, Cataract and Au Train 

lmpoundm~)ts") co~ceming p~,tcntial loon habitat on the Au Train Im~undn,,¢~t. the em, ironmental 

consulting finn E/Pro - after c \  ~rniniag the range of  surlhc¢ elevation u:~dcr which the reser','oir is 

licensed to operate - concluded that "'it i~ possible that water level flucluat:on~ exceeding the known 

range of  tolerance fi')r nesting leo .s  could potenti~dly occur during the ..,m'.ner months." 

1 he [i. Pro report which tbund no, other obvious impedhnef+t, to I<~+n 1t.'sting on Au  Train quali f ied the 

:eservoir 's f lucluating w a t ~  le'.el a.s a potential l imi t ing factor fi~r repr,ducf ion: +'This may not af l -~ l  

whether loons a t~mpt  to br'eed on ~ lake. ~ it may tmpact their stwcc~,, i f  they v+c-,r~ to nest." Strictl) ' 

speaking, this is tr, Je: A loon pair  that se l~ ls  a nest site in May ~+ not ~v, are o f  an impending dmwdown 

,.hat may ultunately spoil their p,'productive effort. Why then were theft, no teni tor ia l  pairs even 

~ttempti.g In rest  when I I~lfl lcd the reservoir this pa~ weekel~l of May '. 8-20? To answer thks question 

it is perhaps necessary to conskler the fw.en~do not in term.~ of one isa"daled breeding seLson, but r'afl'~r as 

~* *tern|rye process sl~nnmg many years. What happens, for example, r)  a h~)n p~r  that abandons their 

:wst in respottse to a substantial &'crease in ~ater  ',evel? Do they re-re.st ah)ng an exposed, onvegetated 

sm;tch of island beach that has ~ 'en  uncovered by the reservoir's rece~,,,.n ? Very. likely the'. d~ nol  [D 

• ,e,'u'ch of better habira[, do th~. rek'K~te In another waterway ? Poss~hlv If they rermun on An Train. 

feeding throughout the summcr month_s and then ~turning m the follo~ mg spring. ,,..'hat happens when 

ttv.. ~n'.e phenomenon again fi~ds their attempt to breed? More imponandy, what happens when this 

disturbance ts manifested ~peatcdty over ume ? Among the rc~earch .~,.r~vit~es of  Comn~m ('~',ast has 

.h._-e n 'the long-tarot monitoring ,,r color marked loons at Upper Pemn,;u!a ~.tud~ sites such as Seney 

Natmnal Wddlite Refuge. Isle R.yale Natmnal Park and the OIta'.,,a N~,.~nal Forest: amone our findmg~ 

has been tile confirmation of the mtuili',e troth that many oI the it~)n ,:hk:k~, pn~dnced in a given }e.~r 

e ' .e. tuaU) return a~. br,,:eding adults ro the '.eP.. same takes and p ~ l s  h,,m v, htch th~,~ were I]cdged, 

II[C:!I tpOI1 avqt~irlnt~ u territorx ,~. their owrl These 3c.u~g bird,, • r:, pn ,Ill. 3 ~ ' | ' ~ e e f l  th[~t"  :tlIG 1~%¢ }v~lr', 

o[  At~e ;~llc uhi ln : l re l~ ,  re~.ponr, i:,lc fi~r maintaining the C o m i n l l t t )  ; , [ 3  ['4 ,ptlh~Hon: i |  the} a r e  ~)1 hatched 

,n the first place then the Iong-lenn -lability of  this popular|on uan t~ tSrt'm~'ned Pi'tv.lueti~ lty in Ol~C 

~ene i"a t lo l l  h,¢get>, oucupancy I11 ~hc n e X I  | "h t lx .  w h i l e  | ] n f l u a [ l n q  ~.~t?!  ¢~t ']~ n t : ly  nell dirt.'.cil~, d,cw" the 

l lCSlin~ a t l t ' n l p t $  o t  ]OOU pair~ , , ' .  a c  n l p o ~ L n d m e n t ,  the~. in;t~. ~u[ [  v~rl ta ' , ' ,~ tc  h, a n  abrence o |  ,,udh reqln~ 

l~;llt "~ lit lillUff2 g e n t - l a ! l o n s  In  l~t" ' ,t 'n%e I h a t  ~ttfh conditions J!a~c [kut:., f¢ :d l l rv  ~ |  IlK' At l  I r :ull  

[ n l p o n f l d l n e n l  fo r  ! i , l / l \  ) 'eara, ,  i[ ~v~aird~. r c e m s  plaustNc th.n It:, t tlrrc¢l[ ~.[: ol'hwedtn£ ~11'~ I', 

p a f l l ; d ] y  r~'l ']e¢(ivt '  ,~| Ihl ,  p;l~l t',.q,.~t~l:C:lcc~ t~t I h c s c  %% : , o r  IlLIIt.'12¢n?C!l~ ,Ir: t l t ' ff  I fS  
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Artificial floating nest platfolms, which can accommodate water level volatility, have pR+vionsly been 

emph)yed with succcsa on FERC-licensed mmn'o i~ throughout the Noah Amerleart range u f commtm 

|onas. In recognition of their efficacy. UPPCO has agreed (in article 414 of the On~er Approving 

Settlement and Issuing New License for the Bond Falls project) to "protect and enhance common loon 

lx>pu atinns" on their Bond Falls and Victoria tmpoundmcnts by. establishing tv,,o and one "loon mils". 

respectively, on these reservoir. However, no comparable provision has been established for the Au 

Train Impoundment. Cottcerned by this omiSsion, acc, r..somum of officials from state and federal 

agencies collectively opined that "we recommend that UPPCO pu.rsue an amet~lment to the Au Train 

FEKC license for the protection and enhancement of the common loon populatioo." UPPCO responded 

by asserting that it was "unaware of any evidence which suppotta the need to amend the Au Train license 

for the pro~ection and onhancement of common loon populations." In attempting to parse the precise 

iog~: of this statement, fl s~mxs prudent to comidcr the comcxt h't which it seems to have been expresaed. 

In ansv,~fing additional agency comments concerning loons on its Upper Peninsula impoundments. 

UPPCO n~camd~y sntmcd in its reSlXmSes that the purpose of the ~ study was "to ¢wluau~ and map 

potential n~ting habitat, not to evaluate loon use." With this in mind, UPPCO's stated po*ition is strictly 

accurate - if no data coneeming the actual usage of the rescr¢oir by loons has been collocted, then it is 

impossible to fomaulate an opiuion about g~at those loons may or may not requite in terms of protective 

and/or tdaptive managetnent policies. You certainly cannot safegultrd, 13alCh less ~ .  a population 

alxmt which no information exists. 

And yet such information does exist. F./Pro's primar'~, objective in su~eyi,g the Au Train Impoundment 

was. as previously stated, to evaluate and map areas of potential loon breeding, and to that end it 

idealified three specific sites of high quality nesting habitat, and unother four of"potential, but 

suh',ptimaP" quality. However, the report also included detailed conunentaW regarding actual loon usage 

of the reservoir. Despite the careful inspection on fnot of all highly suitable habitat, no evidence of 

nesting was docmnented by E/Pro persc, nneh similarly, despite "frequent visual sweeps of the lake" to 

searrh lur loons on the open wmer, no evidence of pair territoriality was detected. A fair cnnciyan of this 

effort by E/Pro is its abbreviated duration all work was undertaken on a single day last summer (June 

12. ~006). I-{nwever, my own surveys in 20(}6 aud ."0(17 ha'.e broadl> agreed with the group's 

conclusions regarding the availability of hx, n habitat, and have confilmed their observation ~gardtng the 

al~eace of loon resting none of the pos,;ihle Ptu ] rain temtoneb arc cur~ntly being utilized by breeding 

pa;~.. Stronger evidence in support of the need for population cnhancen'¢nt wmlld, in my mind, be 

difli.:uJt to envision. 

My work on Au Train has cmre:ided with comparable surveys of the Bond Falls and Pricken 

lmp~mndmeuts by my Comrocm Coast colleagues. Thetr findings have largely echoed mine: both 

rc~¢ ~,'oirs contain an abundance of neslmg habJtat that tat exceeds the dcmonstratnd occuparv.:y of tlcsting 

I,v.,ns, a circurastance which seems most directly attributable to the annual '.,,ater level fluctuations of 

thr..e imlx~U~mems. As an organization v.e arc xn agrccmt-nt thai an ¢nomc,,u.s potenlial exists to 

dc','f, lop thesc three watert',odies into truly vlbmnl preserves Ibr rnuhiple pair~ of o..,mrunn loons 

• ,an.:tuarie~. that can demonstrably help the cau~ of thts slate-threatened species. But this will require 

,;omzthmg o la  pamdignl shift in the logic thai inl',~rra,, UPi"Ct)'s marlagemcnl ~.l~degic~: If there is I!o 
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reason to helieve that breeding loons would otherwise nest upon its re ~.rvoirs. then the addiuon ol on~ or 

two floating platforms would indeed ~re t~nl  some modes~ measure ofenhancemem. If, however, the 

very mechamcs of the reservoirs themselves have teen negatively affecting prospective brt;eding pairs lor 

many deca6cs, then a vision for true ~ n t  should n~t seek guidance from the status quo of the 

chronically ~ ~ .%s a stamn 8 Ilolm it must ask m~t ~ ha; :~ ~cre' but rather what ~houM be 

here;' 

The Shoreline MiL~genwnl Plans (SMP) thlt U~PCO Js currcmly de~elopmg present an opportumty for 

just such a zransformadon in d~ managemem of  ootumon loons ou Upper Pemn.su]a ~se~'oirs such as the 

Au Tram ]mpoundmem. Our organizaf i~ is supplying specific r~ommen~dons zo UPPCO in a 

separate letter signed by our director, Joseph Kaplan. As these sugge~,v, ons relate Zo Au Train. we v/ould 

advocate that a) provisions for the enhancement and pro~ction of Ioon~ an: expficidy incoq~orated into 

the inmoundmem's SMP. b) the enlmnct'n~nt of~h¢ population includes the e.stablishmem of a 

comprehensive nesting platfom~ program for multiple pairs of loon pairs, and c) the protection of the 

populatkm includes measures to en t r e  that nesting loons are not advczsely impacted by any fumrr 

development (such as the construction of docks outlined m the SMPI or by Ihe increased n~reational 

pressure that would anend such d~velopment. My p~pose hem. however, ha.,, not been to recapitulate the 

recommendations of my organization; rather. I have atlemp~txi to articulate wln, 1 believe that loons on Au 

Train land. by extension, other trPPCO reservoirs ~ith similar operating characteristics) merit more 

consideration than they have thus far reo~ived. 

A full Au Train Imlx~undment, ~plete with ample nesting habitat and a healthy forage base of fish, 

represents something of a prom,so to the bn~'gling loons who annually return to our regmn in sea.mh of an 

alzractive envmmment in which to hatch and rear offspring. In the sen,.e that the reliability of this habitat 

has (~l]cr) proved inconstant, the lcgao' of the reservoir stands, in p~ .  :s a pr,mise twoken UPPCO's 

ad,~ption of improved management mandates policies that could ass:.t ~'sting loons without impeding 

the n¢c¢,~.a~ flu', o f  the ref-,er~,~ir',, x~.ater level - v.ould, in m? Ophl~on signal 111¢ estabJishntent of  a 

steadt'ast pledge to the specie,...+nd "...',,mid serve as a p¢~werfid rcmindcr that the constraints - t  busines, 

IIt'cd not lul~lion to the dcWin~nt Of one Of Michigan's mo.t iconic, arvA InC, q threatened, m~nlfes',atiotls 

,~ ~ I~dlile What a notable :~'c,~Olplishmcnl thai c~,uld be 

l~:1. ' Ik %~R! | o r  }OUr L'r)/iSl~er3|i~,ll 

l)amon L Mc(omllck 
( 'Ol l l lJ] t . )r l  Coac, t r~.,~23[L!| tl~ ( ' l l l ;~?l 'X,3Jl~i t  t 

t .:: I I R(" 
M~,DR 
t bt~A% 
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tJppcr Pcnnmsula Power  Company  - Au Train (FERC NO. 10856) 
I,ANI) ,~AI.ES CONSUI.I A FION DOCUMI~NTS 

v 

A t t a c h m e n t  77 
21 May  2007 

(_~OMBINED A(;ENCY COMMEN IS ON DRAFT S,MP 

V 
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Michigan Hydro 
Relicensing Coalition 

May 21. 2007 

S h a w n  PI.17CD 
k p p e r  Peninsula PDWCr Company 
P.O. Box 19001 
(keen  Bay, WI 54307-90(12 

R[!: Resource agency con3menls on draft Shoreline ?Vlanagemt'nt Plans (FI{RC Pro.iect Numbers 

1864. 10854. 2506. 2402, and 111856) 

L)ear ~,'1I'. Puzen: 

Please lind enclosed combined comments  from the Michigan I~epartmcnt of  Natural Resources. 
L.S. Fnrcst Service Hiawatha ai'ld Ot tawa National Forests. Nammal  Park Service. I. ".S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. Michigan H?,,dr,~ Reliecnsing Coalition and Kewcenaw Bay' Indian Comnmni ty  
(collectively referred to as "Reso Jrce Agencies")  on the drati  .Vhorelme Management  Plans 
(SNIPs} for Federal t!nergy Rcgu atory ( 'ommiss ion  (FERCI hvdroelectric project< ] ,'.104. 1(}854. 
2506. 2402, and 10856. Thesc comments  arc providcd by the I~esource Agencies m con,~ultation 
\~.ith Upper Peninsula Power ( ' o m p a n y  (UPPCO) as part o f  the FIiR('  Shoreline Management  
l 'hmnmg process. "lhc ovcra rchmg goal Dfthe agencies m this process is to assurc tha'. an?. non- 
project use o f  project lands does not compromise  the integrit) o(  lhe licenses in place...\1', 
Resource : \gcncics  arc not in\ olved in every projcct: theretore. ~s c are providing I able ] 
(attached) to clarity.' agency inx.,b, ement. 

Irl ~umnlar%, file SMPs idcntit},' various zones around each ba lm ~ here differen~ t)'pes o~ non- 
pr~\lect and project uses would bc allowed. Types of  n,,n-proiec' use o i  project hinds discussed 
in the SMPs include installation o f  trails, access pathv~ ays. ba ,  n : lew corridors, public and 
pri%~.le bc&i[ docks ,  al |d o!.h~21 Fk-crcalional u.n}lfll'tCelrlcnts. [ h e  ,-Id,:slI1ca~Jon areas  prusclltCd li/ 
the SNIPs ,acre Project ()perati, ms. Conservation.  Enhanced \~cx~.. Pafluvay Acce.,s. and (icnera! 
Use.'Formal Recreation. Proje~l Operation:, areas include those lands lhal arc necessary ii,l 
electrical generation or transn'tissiorL According to the SMI'.  ( "onser,.ation Areas were intended 
to be set aside to pl'Otcct important n a t u r a l  resource ti:ature~, al td  \~. o t l l d  al[o'~ ~. [ i , r  devclop!llCI'll ol" 
trails. Some of  the basins would also have enhanced ', ic'a are~r-- where brush and tree limbs 
coukl be removcd to allow ~ icx~. lrom a residence to thc x~ ate1 Pal}lvea}, Access area'~ allow 



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

v 

v 

installation ot pathways (or paths) from non-project lands through project lands thereby 
facilitating aco.:ss to docks. "lhe installation of buried electrical lines t~.~r dt~ck lighting is also 
proposed in the Pathway Access areas. General ['sc/Fomaal Recreation Areas would allow dq~ck 
placcmcnt, coilsllqJction of paths and raads, cutting of enhanced vie',',' areas, and construction of 
recreational lacilities. The SMPs suggest that increased public use of these basins is anticipated 
as a result of implementation of these non-project related activities. 

We apprcc:ate the close communication between the Resource Agencies and UPP('O during the 
dcvelopmcnt of the SMPs. Much of this communication is evidenced in the SNIPs Appendix A: 
Record oi ,\gcncy and Public Collaboration, although several documents v,cre not included 
which pro,.ide important intonnation on the consultation process; these documents shouh] be 
included in the tinal SMPs (sec 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 believe this language overstates our involvement and parlicipation m drat~ing the 
SMPs. ~'e clarify that the dratt SMPs are solely the product of UPPCO and remind UPPCO that 
our involvement, comnmnication, and comments do not imply endorsement. 

We have identi fled several potential issues of concert1 with respect to the draft Shoreline 
Managemcnt Plans. Thcse issues are discussed below under specific comments |br FERC 
License and Plan Consistency, Environmental Studies and Shoreline Zones. Potential hnpacts to 
l.'nvironnx:ntal Resources, and SMP hnplementation. The following points summarize our 
detailed comments: 

Non-prnject related activities identified in the SMPs, such as trails, pathv,'ays, and docks, 
arc not consistent with the FERC licenses or approved plans. New threats and resource 
impacts associated with these activities were not identifiezt or mitigated in the original 
license or plans. New phms should be written concurrently with the SMPs to specifically 
address these new threats. 

The Assessment of the Recreation, Wildlife. I.oon, and Aesthetic F, esources 
(Environmental Studies) conducted by E/PRO either lacked infiwmation on important 
aquatic and forest related resources or (lid not tollow recommended agency protocol for 
collecting such data. This lack of reliable data makes it difficult to thlly understand the 
impacts of various activities along the basins' shorelines. This requested intbmlation 
nceds to be provided and UPPCO needs to clearly show how all environmental study data 
v,ils utilized in developing appropriate shoreline zones. 

Non-project related activities have the potential to impact fish, wildlife, recreation and 
aesthetic resources on each of the basins by direct habitat loss, fragnnentation, and 
increased human disturbance. These impacts need to be analyzed and discnssed in the 

SMPs. 

.M:m~toring and enforcement plans shouht be developed concurrently with the SMPs, 
,aith input from the Resource Agencies. Updates of the SMP should be completed e;ery 
li;c ,,'ears reflecting new intonnation and changcd conditions discovered through 
n;,mitoring. These updates should be prepared with the agencies and re-filed Ii~r F'ER(" 
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approval. 

FERC License and Plan Consistency 

The SMPs suggest that, outside ,4 the Recreation and Land L. se I'lans, many of the management 
phms for each project do not need amendments. We ha',e fimnd multiple inconsistencies among 
the licenses, associated plans, and SMPs ('Fable 2.3, 4, 5. and 61 We believe that most 
management plans need to be rew:itten to incorporate the new threats associated with SMP 
implementation. 

The existing plans were written a~ help protect or enhance a van et.,, uf natural resources 
associated with each project. \Vhen these plans were written, si!:nir]cant resource threats were 
ahnost solely from lbrestry operations within the project boundaries. Development of project 
lands through trails, public and prwate docks, new recreatiom, l L,cilitics, and enhanced view 
corridors, were not anticipated during the relicensmg process. 1 hcrctore, the impacts associated 
with SMP implementation were n,~t considered during development of the plans. As part of the 
SMP process and concurrent with SMP development, these management phms nlust bc rewritten 
to help protect resources from these new threats. 

Shoreline Classification Areas and Environmental Studies 

Conservation Area 

According to the SMPs, the Conser,,ation Areas were intended t,, protect important natural 
resource features at each basin. With the limited intbmlatiDn provided in the SMPs. however. 
wc identified several examples x~hcre important resources were nul prutected or included in a 
Conservation Area. For example, at Au Train the entire area designated as a Wildliti: Rctilge by 
Michigan Department of  Natural Resources (1)NR) was not included m a Conservamm Area. 
"['here are instances at all the basins ,.,.here inlf, ortant rc,,ources .,uch as wetlands, loon I~esting 
habilat, areas of high aesthetic x aluc, and bald eagle roosts v, cre ntff inchlded in a Conscrvatitm 
Area. Without being included m a ( 'onsc~'ation Area. some ot ',hose resources are likely to bc 
detrimentally impacted by' the various proposed activities. 

If Conscrvatinn Areag arc being .,et aside tbr conser,.ation purpo,;c,,, it is inappropriate to 
incorporate trails into these zones.  VcL.,ctation removal :rod inc:cased hulnan use of these areas 
as a result of trail placement cottht impact sensitive species (cg. .  loons, eagles, and osptc} }. 
Reducing human disturbance is noted as a key priority Ior protecting these species m many of the 
license's management plans (Table 2.3. :4., 5. and ¢~J. ( onscr',.atlon .\reas should prmec'. 
sensitive environmental lCsourccs and provide areas where the,< species could be expected to 
Ihrlve. Although access to ( 'on ' ,erxatiol l  Areas should bc allmx ud. it should not bc encouraged 
through the development of trails. 

Additionall.~, the Conservation :\rcas are fragmented b> z,.)n¢~-, of higher de,.elopment and higher 
human activity such as the }'ath'.~ ay Access and General t l ' s el Rccrcati(.)n zonesL klichigan's  
V','ihtIil~ Action Phm (t{agle e' al. 2005~ identified habitat fragmentation, the dr, islon of 
contiguous landscapes into hablt::t patches, as the highest prior r,. threat to wildliA: habitat ill 
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Michigan. Numerous studies discuss the risk of habitat ffa-,'mcntation, including llawbaker ct al. 
(2(X)5) who describes the fragmentation of forested landscapes across Norlhem Wisconsin from 
1937-199~). In a related study, Robinson et al. (1995) described the negative effects of tbrest 
ffat~mentation on nesting migratory birds, including several rare or dcchning species in our 
region. The fl'agjnentation by trails and access pathways areas make these habitat areas less 
valuable and functional than'a contiguous area. Even what may be deemed minimal disturbances 
(e.g., placement of a road or path) may be detrimental, especially to less mobile species such as 
reptiles and amphibians. To avoid fragmentation, it is recommended that large tracts nfland arc 
protected (Askins 1995). F'ragmmnting the Conservation Areas with public paths and trails also 
increases the risk of introducing non-native invasivc species due to the heavy human use at many 
points around the shoreline. For these reasons, UPPCO should consider consolidating 
Conservation Areas and reducing fragmentation by consolidating or reducing the number of 
proposed new trails, Pathway Access, and General Use/Recreation Areas. 

Environmental Studies 

As the basis fi~r developing the SMPs, you completed Environmental Studies tbr each basra m 
summer 21X)6. We believe 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 summ~irily rejccted or not adequately addressed. As 
such, the linal Environmental Studies havc many dcficiencies v,,hich limit thcir uscfulness as a 
tool for protecting important resourccs. 

With limiled substrate data and no bathymctric data ff, r the basins, we are unable to determine it" 
proposed dock locations protect important fish spawning and wateri'bwl foraging areas. In fact, 
based on anecdntal intbrmation provided by tribal fishermen, several General Use/Formal 
Recreation zones would include areas that arc important to walleye spawning and may impact 
tribal spearing opportunities at Bond Falls and Prickett (A. McCammon Soltis, Great Lakes 
Indian Fish & Wildlife Commission, personal communication; G. Mcnsch. Keweenaw Bay 
Indian Community, personal communication). Without more detailed substrate and bathymetric 
information for each basin, it is impossible to identify the degree of impacts to fisheries and 
wildlife habitat which would likely result from proposed dock placement. 

In our comments on the Scope of Sel',,'ices for the Environmental Studies. ,.vc requested that you 
identify high value or rare tbrcst types within the project boundaries, including forest stands with 
old growth characteristics, stands that contain high-value mesic conifers (e.g., hemlock, white 
pine), and stands that contain red oak. In response, you stated that this intbrmation already 
existed through recently conducted timber surveys. This intbnnation, however, was not 
provided as part of the Environmental Studies and we must assume it ,,','as not utilized in 
development of the draft SMPs. We believe this inffmaaation is needed to fully evaluate the 
impacts c,f non-project uses on high-value habitat areas. 

With the limited information provided in the SMPs, it is not clear how infommtion from the 
Environnlental Studies was used in the shoreline chtssification process. Aerial photographs, with 
resource inlbnnation overlaid, should bc provided in the SNiPs. It would also be helpful to 
provide ;: map shnv,'mg thc location of the resources and the f, roposcd shoreline classificati~m 
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areas. 

Potential Impacts to Environmental Resources 

The SMPs suggest that environmental impacts would be neutral ,,r potentially beneficial, l 'he 
agencies suggest that there could be detrimental impacts to water quality, aquatic resources, 
wildlife, forest communities, recreation, and aesthetics as a rcsu',l of implementing the SMPs. 
The impacts on these natural res,,urces need to be articulated and analyzed within tile SMPs. In 
many cases the FERC mandated management and monitoring plans fi~r each project need to be 
re-written in order to address the new threats and impacts associated with the proposed non- 
project use ofprnject lands. 

lI2zter (.)ualit" 

Potential Iong-teml effects on w:~ter quality could arise fl'om in~ reased boating-re a ed snurcc~ 
attributable to use of the prol'U)scd public and private docks and i:ew boat launch Ihcilities. In 
shallow water, motor boats arc capable of disturbing bottom sediments leading to increased 
turbidity (Engel and Pederson 1~08: Mosish and Arlhington IOOb;). Additionall}. increased use 
of motor boats intensities the risk of water pollution due to uncontrolled release of" fuel, motor 
oil, and exhaust tumes (Mosish :rod Anhmgton 1()98). It is possible tbr these pollutants to 
remain m tile sediment tbr long !~criods at levels Inxic to fish and invertebrates IAsphmd 2000). 
Given the number of boats likely to use the docks and boat launches, there would be a greater 
potential for accidental t1 e sp s. oil discharges, and leaks from normal boating operations. 
These additional sources ol"pollution would incrementally contribute to cumulative wa:e r  qual i ty  
impacts. To avoid these impacts, recreational boating should bc limited by avoiding or 
minimizing tile installation of &,cks. 

The increased boating activity on these basins could create impacts to water quality that 'acre not 
considered during the FERC rchc,msmg process. Therelore, the water quality plan lbr each 
basin shoukl be rewritten to include nlonitoring that would docnmciH pai'allleters ¢4uch as 
UllCOlllbusted luc] that Ilia}' increase in the project waters as a result of nnn-project use of project 
lands. Tile new plan sllould inciu'te a mitigation or control strategy if water quality is impaired. 

lmasive .Species 

,,\s a result of non-project use ot project lands, hunlan activity on or adjacent to the basins is 
likely to increase. Increased vehicular, pedestrian, and boating use on prc~iect lands and waters 
brings a higher risk o f  n]n~.enlcnt and  spread of non-native in~a,ivc species. The inva~ivc 
species plans for each basin should be re-written to address the higher threat of introducing 
nuisance plants and animals. F,r  example. F-urasian waterinilthil is typically introduced in|o 
water bodies via motorboats and increased boating on the basins ~ HI increase the potential lbr 
introduction and spread ot this plant. It would, thcretbrc, be prudent to do more frequent surveys 
tbr aquatic nuisance plants and ,mimals than is currently requm.'d under lhc plans. 

['he risk of introducing terTestrial nuisance plants, including species not contemphltcd ~ hen the 
or ig ina l  plans were prepared, ~ ill also he grea te r  as a result <H !oil-pro.leer LISC orproject lands, 
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"Fhcreforc, surveys tbr both aquatic and terrestrial invasive plants and animals should be given 
more emphasis than it is in the current plans, including more frequent surveys and an expansion 
of the sur\ eyed list of nuisance species. At a minimum, garlic mustard, rusty crayfish, zebra 
mussel, quagga mussel, spiny water flea, curly-leaf pondweed, Eurasian watenniltbil, and purple 
Iooscstriti: should be identified in the plans as a priority lbr survey and control. The plans should 
also specily that UPPCO will consult with the agencies annually to determine if there are new 
mvasive phmts and ,mimals of concern that need to be included in future surveys. 

We supD)it your recommendation to incoiporatc additional invasive species sig, n~ige at each 
basin. This eftbrt also should be added to each basin's nuisance species management plan along 
with the point that additional cflbrts may be necessary in the future to reduce the introduction 
and spread of non-native invasivc species. 

Aq~mtic Resources" 

The placeraent of public and private docks, new boat launches, and subsequent increases in 
boating activities anticipated with the implementation of the draft SMPs could have adverse 
impacts m aquatic plants, fish, and other species. Lakeshore development is wall known to 
negatively impact fish and plant species in northern temperate lakes (Jennings et al. 1999; 
Schindler ,.:t al. 2000; Hatzenbeler et al. 2004; Scheuerell and Schindler 2004). Development of 
the shoreline and increased recreational use of a water body ,.','ill result in reduced availability of 
woody material, aquatic vegetation, and coarse substrate (Christensen ct al. 1996: Radomski and 
Goeman 2001; Hatzenbeler et al. 2004; Jubar 2004). Many tish species exhibit smmg 
preferences tbr coarse spawning substratc while others prefer wood structure or vegetation (e.g., 
bluegill, ,aalleyc. muskellunge, largemouth bass, and smallmouth bass). Sboreline alteration, 
through placement of docks and vegetation removal, may reduce suitable spawning habitat and 
result in greater substratc embeddedness through the introduction of line materials (Jennings el 
al. 2003). The reduction in available substrate will impair the ability of fish to use nearshore 
habitat fi~r spawning, foraging, and rethge during various life stages. 

Corresponding with an increase in lakcshore development, several studies found a decrease in 
aquatic vegetation (Radomski and Goeman 2001; Jcnnings ct al. 2003; Hatzenbeler et al. 2004; 
Jubar 200,1). These decreases in vegetation may be attributed to increased recreational use, 
manual rc noval, or shading by docks. For example, Ostendorp et al. (1995) tbund that emergent 
plants decreased with increased wave action associated with recreational use of lakes. Radomski 
and Goeman (2001) lbund that lakeshore development in Minnesota contributed up to 28% 
reduction in emergent aquatic vegetation. In a related concern, it has also been found that the 
loss of native plants encourages the establishment of invasi;'e species such as Eurasian 
watermilloil and curly-lcafpondweed (Engel mad Pederson 1998). 

As previoasly noted, the Environmental Studies did not provide adequate data to determine 
important aquatic resource zones along the shoreline. In the case of aquatic resources, we 
previously reconnnended 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 ~r'ly m general tcn'ns in the Environmental Studies. "I herefore, v.'e do not bcliexe that 
the data ulilizcd by 1 ;PP('O is of the quality and speciticity nccdcd to determine the 
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cnviromnental impacts of any pr,)posals seeking shoreline alteramms, dock placement, or wood,, 
habitat manipulation. 

_C.~3_!~citv 

lhe  boating carrying capacity tbr each basin was calculated based on water surface area and the 
type of watercraft anticipated to be used. The calculation invoh cd averages and range of  boating 
densities which did not appear to be based on relevant literature (basin'; sinlilar to the remote 
Upper Peninsula basins) or any <,n-the-ground observations. In ~,tir comments on the 
Environmental Studies, we noted that any meaningful calculation of bo'~ting carrying capacity 
needs to start with a determination of  desired condition l'br each reservoir. Yet. lhis desired 
condition v, as not identitied in the &all  SMP as part of carrying capacity determination. 
Understanding and defining this tuture desired condition is a prelude to determining boating 
capacity, types of v, atcrcraft, and other appropriate recreational uses. We recommend using a 
decision making taramcwork, such as Visitor Experience and Rc-;,mrce Protection (VERP: 
National Park Service, 1997) or Water Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (WR()S: Haas. ct al. 
2004). to aid in idcntil~,lng a furore desired condition for each basin. I hc se  methods, x~ idely 
accepted by State and Federal Resource Agencies and other entrees involved m recreational 
planning, step through a process of  identifying the sigmificance of an area. the desired conditions 
(range of  visitor experiences and resc, urcc conditions) for it. what combination ot  visitor 
experiences will best protect and enhance the water body' values, and how to achieve and 
maintain the desired condition o~ cr time. This would inch, de idcntit}.'ing possible managcn3cnt 
prescriptions t6r different shorelice zones, and then setting standards to be used Ior monitoring 
that would trigger management actions if  standards were exceeded. Desired condition lbr each 
basra should bc identified and should intbrm subsequent boat and dock related decisions 
(number of docks, public access sqtcs. ,,,,'hat types of boats). \Vc arc willing to work with ?.ou on 
developing a future desired condition for each basin using WR()S or VERP. Without defining a 
future desired condition for each tlowage, any assumptions made regarding ~,.alercratt capacity, 
type of v,'alcrcrafl, or other appr,}priate recreation is premature. 

After reviewing the carrying capacity studies (which wc believe.- nccd to bc modified based <m 
luture desired condition) inld draft SMPs. we noted instances v. here the calculations were based 
on fla,a ed data and where conclusions ,.,,'ere not incurporalcd inu, lhc SMPs. For example, the 
entire surface areas of Prickett and Au l r a i n  were inaccurately ::tih×cd in calculating boating 
carrying capacity'. At Prickctt. i;mch of the basin has extensive ~,na!.,,-~ and stumps v.hich would 
reduce the usable water surtacc area. At Au "['rain. the entire surtace area of the basra ,.va,: 
utilized in delermining carrying capacity although a sigmificant portion of the basra is closed as 
part o f a  DNR wikllifc refuge Ii-mn September 1 to Nuxembcr IO. I he Au'lrain SMP suggests 
that the wildlife rclhge was not :i3ctorcd into the carrying capacny analvsi'~ as the oh,sing did not 
occur within the peak boating season. \Ve again point out the error oi this omission, as the 
extcnsive use of lhe  basin bv x~ alcrtbwl hunters in the lall mak,.", this one ot 'thc bu~,icst N,ating 
period. Realistic calculations o l  water surlace areas at each of!he projects should be lhctorcd 
into boating carrying capacity c.-,timates. 

Fmlher. wc iIoted instances v, hcrc the rcsuhs nf the  carrying cal~aCit', study were not  

incorporated into tile SMPs. A~.c,~rding to the boating can'.,.m-:, apacily study, additional Boat 
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docks arc r,ot appropriate at both Cataract and Victoria. Nonetheless, additional boat docks or 
slips are proposed in the Pathway Access Area at Cataract. Docks are not appropriate at Victoria 
as well, pc" the boating carrying capacity study assuming a 200' hurter and combined use. The 
carrying coacity is already exceeded by the numbcr of boats originating t:rom the public launch. 
Given this information, it is not clcar why docks are being proposed on eithcr of these basins. 

l)ocks 

Docks coukt, depending on placement, have long term negative impacts on important fish, 
wildlife, and aesthetic resources. A study by Dahlgren and Korschgcn (1992) determined that 
the installation of docks in areas of watertbwl breeding habitat l'brced watertbwl to move to less 
attractive sites. As previously discussed, dock placement can also impact tish spawning and 
nursery ha:'~itat. As ncarshorc habitat was not fully mapped, it is unclear how "dock zoncs'" 
avoided these habitat areas. Anecdotal data provided by the Great Lakes Indian Fish & Wildlife 
Commissitm and Kcwcenaw Bay Indian Community (KBIC) suggests that on Bond and Prickctt 
flowages, dock placement areas could overlap with iml'x~rtant nearshorc walleye arcas. Without 
detailed substrate and bathymetry data, it is not possible to fully cvaluate the extent of potentially 
significant adversc eftL'.cts to aquatic resources. Such data is needed to determine if and where 
dock placement may be appropriate. 

In order to tiarther review dock ,'rod dock placement, wc not only nccd more detailed aquatic 
resource information, but wc also need valid carrying capacity cstimates based on a desircd 
future con, lition as discussed above. 

hnplemen:ation of the &all SMPs, including development of trails, pathways, new launch 
tb.cilitics, docks, and view corridors could impact important wildlife habitat through direct 
moditicalion (cutting of small diameter trees for view corridors or paths), fragmentation, or 
human disturbance. Many ncotropical migratory songbirds are especially sensitive to 
fragmentation of nearshore areas since fragmentation olten results in the loss of ground cover 
and other ~abitats used fi)r nesting, and may also lead to increased nest predation and nest 
parasitism (Austin 1961 ; Askins 1995; Robinson, et al, 1 (;'95: Engd and Pcderson 1998; Lindsay 
et ah 2002). Cutting trees for trails, pathways, and vie;,,' corridors could result in habitat 
fragmentation and loss of migratory bird nesting habitat. 

Increased human use of the shoreline and flowages as a direct result of access pathways and dock 
placement also could negatively impact sensitive wikllife specics. To protect disturbance 
sensitive oecics, Asplund (2000) recommends limiting human access to undisturbed shorelines 
that provide habitat fur species such as loons, herons, turtles, and eagles. In addition, several 
studies have tound that increased use of motor boats led to increased disturbance of nesting birds 
(Asplund 2000), with migratory birds being of most concern due to their increased energy needs 
and resulting delayed migration (Kahl 1991 ). The trails and pathways proposed m the SMPs will 
promote treater human activities around the basins and no proposed SMP zones would prohibit 
trails. Incividual docks, dock clusters, and new launch facilities will allow greater boating 
activity ~ll each basin, in lure creating more disruption to wildliti:. 
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These impacts to wildlife would e,mtlict with license and phm ob.iccttves which relate to 
protection of these species and their habitat, hnplementing the draft SMP would also conflict 
with the general requirement in the licenses to protect and enhance the resource values at each 
project. In addition to not meetinv the objectives of the existin..,, iiccnses and phms. the SMPs as 
proposed v.ould result in additional long-term degradation and h,ss of wildlife habitat. ] 'he 
impacts to wiktlite resources should be clearly discussed in thc '-;M Ps. The projects' plans 
should also be rewritten to address the new v.ildlife threats and "mpacts associated with 
implementing the SMPs. 

Spec_Les of Conce[t~ 

All the project's licenses address several species of  special conccFn m d u d m g  tcderal and state 
listed threatcncd or endangered species such as the bald eagle, ~+lay wo l f  common loon, wood 
turtle, and osprey. Increased human disturbance and modification of habitat associated with 
implementing the drati SMPs could result in negative impacts to these species, fhese  negative 
impacts are not consistent with licenses and plans which articulate i. 'PPCO's responsibility to 
protect and enhance habitat tot these species. 

Bald I',a!4_,'< 

All projects identify the need to protect and enhance habitat lor bald eagles. This typically 
ir, cludes contributing to annual nest surveys, reducing human disturbance around nest sites, and 
protecting suitable habitat i'br cagles. At some basms, pmtecti(m oi tbrage and roost trues is also 
mcorporated mto the license and plans, l h e  implementation of ti+c draft SMPs could negatively 
affect eagles through increased human disturbance and direct m+,(tiliuation (',f habitat. 

The proposed conservation zones dr+ not incorporate all nesting and ft,raging sites. Based on our 
review, it apf, ears that ( s l y  bald eagle nests which ,.','ere active in ~,ummer 2(lOb v.cre placed m 
the SMPs most restrictive conscrx atiDn zone. In many situations, bakl caL.les utilize se'. eral nest 
sites in a gcneral area and often switch activities among these nests .',eat" to .,.'ear. l'his is true at 
Prickett and Au Tram basins where one bald eagle pair has several nests on each basin. "1 hese 
alten'Jatc nest sites need to be incorporated into cDnsenation z(,nes \Vc consldcr nests t,.+ be 
"'historic" only al~cr ten years have passed without any nesting: acti~ ilv. 

Bald eagle foraging arcas and t'(,t+st trees v. crc not thoroughly ducumentcd m the En,,iromnental 
Studies and. when documented, these areas werc n(.)t protected I11 conservation zone'-;, l"or 
example+ it is noted in the Bone\ Falls f'ndangcred and Threatened Species Manageinent Plan 
that the basin is used extensix ely :+,.',' lbraging bah.l eagles. The Plan mcludes a map of tile 
important furaging areas. /'all o"thcsc tbragii'~g areas were not inco:'p(,rated into a conscl~.ation 

zone. 

Increased human disturbance v.~thin project boundaries could in:pact iora{,,ing or ncstmg bald 
eagles. In addition to pedestrian activity along the shoreline on trails and pathways, the expected 
inercase in watercrati activity may also adversely affect eagles +':,tudies have shown that bald 
eagles are affected by shoreline d..:~ clDpmcnt (Buehler et al. I')')1 + and may be totted to spend 
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additional energy on feeding as their nests are moved flirther inland to avoid human disturbance 
(Fraser et al. 1985). The implementation of the draft SMPs would likely reduce eagle nesting 
attempts ot nesting success on project lands in the future. 

As currently proposed, implementation of the draft SMPs could adverscly impact bald cagles and 
cont]ict with license objectives tbr protecting and enhancing bald eagle habitat. Increased 
boating activity, trails, pathways, and nurnerous docks are new threats to eagles which need to bc 
clcarly addressed in the SMP. In addition, caglc rclaled managemcnt plans for each basin need 
to bc re-xvritten to address any new impacts. 

Gray wolves are found throughout the Upper Peninsula of Michigan. Since gray wolves move 
extensivcl',' throughout the area, it is presumed that project lands are utilized by wolves at least 
pcriodicaliy. Gray wolves were recently removed fl'om the list of federally threatened and 
endangered spccics, but still remain on the Michigan endangercd species list. 

Thc existing project management plans tbr gray wolves focus on reducing threats fi-om logging 
activities including closing logging roads and protecting den and rcndezvous sites. Given the 
proposed changes to project lands discussed in the SMPs, protective measures that address 
threats of logging activities on wolves are no longer relevant. The plans need 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 areas by wolves. The numerous new access points around 
the shoreline proposed by UPPCO in the SMPs, along with trails and other recreational 
enhancements around the flowage shoreline, wouhl bc in direct conflict with license direction 
and likely lead to irreversible degradation of wolf habitat. 

As curremly proposed, implementation of the draft SMPs could negatively impact gray wolf and 
conflic! v,'ith license objectives for protecting and enhancing wolf habitat. Increased human 
disturbance associated with trails and pathways are new threats to woh, cs which need to be 
clearly addresseat in the SMP. In addition, wolf related inanagemcnt plans for each basin need to 
be re-written to address any new impacts. 

('omm¢pA Loon 

Based on the Environmental Studies, common loon or common hum habitat was found at Au 
Train, Bond, Prickctt, and Victoria basins during a one or two day visit to the basins. Only the 
Bond Falls license (Bond and Victoria basins) specitically identifies measures 1o protect and 
enhance habitat for loons. With loon habitat observed at Prickctt and Au Train, we believe 
protection of loons at these basins is important and managemcnt plans are warranted. 

Increases in human disturbance and boating activity as a result of SMP implementation would 
ncuativch' impacl hxms. Loons arc highly sensitive to human disturbance (Evcrs 2004). l,oons 
arcalso known to be affected by both shoreline development, v.hich often rcsuhs in the removal 
of ncstinv material, and increased recreational use ('1 itus Lnld VanDruft 1981 ; Evcrs 2004). 
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During our review, we also noted that not all h i~l  qualily loon habitat ,,.,'as protected by a 
Conservation Area. For instance, only a portion of the high quahty habitat at Bond Falls tlowage 
would bc placed in a ('onservati.~n Area with accompanying no wake signs. Several other high 
quality loon areas on Bond Falls. however, are not protected in .~ conservation zone. In one 
location, where the agencies reo~mmende(t loon plattorm placement. I, IPP(?O proposed a cluster 
dock (see Figure 8-2 of the Bond I:alls SMP). 

As currently propose(J, implementation of  the draft SMPs could mmact common loon and 
conflict with Bond Falls license t~hjectives of  protecting and enhuncing loons and hum habitat. 
Increased watercraft activity and increased human disturbance ~ssociated with trails, pathways. 
docks, and new boat launch faci tries arc new threats to loons which ,.','ere not addressed in the 
relicensing process. These impacls to loons nee(I to be clearly addressed in the SMPs. The Bond 
Fulls Wildlife Plan needs to he re-w'lilten to incorporate and ton'alder these nev,, threats to loons, 
l,oon protective measures need m he udded to Prickett and Au I Tain wildlil;e management plans. 

St t ~ l ' r i c k e ! l  and i/ictL~ri~O 

Lake Sturgeon is listed as a star,: threatened species in michigal~ ('urrcnt]y there are only three 
known river spawning locations remaining for this species within the U.S. side of the Lake 
Superior basin. One of these spawning locations is just dmvnstrcam of the Pricker| dam on the 
Sturgeon F, iver. Downstream of  Victoria Dam on the Ontonugml River, there are ongoing etlrbrts 
to restore a spavenmg t'u)pulation of  lake sturgeon. Increases in boating activity on these basins 
coukl result in water quality dcgradatkm and impacts to downstream spawning adults, eggs, or 
larvae. I 'hc SNiPs need to address tx~tential impacts to take stur!.,eon. 

Old Growth, Land .~,hmav'cment 

Each of the proiects has an approved hind management phm th:d reibrs either to management Ii)r 
old growth tbrest or protection ,,d'lbresl vegetation. In all instance-:, the proposed non-project 
uses of project lands and pen'nitted activities v.ouhl negatively ,ll'l~:ct old growth or mhcr totes| 
communities v, ithin the pn'~iect ;~.undarics. l 'hercibre, these acli\ tries would be inconsistent 
with the FI!P,(" liceilse~, and al',prex cd plans. 

The licenses tbr Bond Falls and (, ataracl refer to management t.; the project hinds tbr old 
growth. The I)NR uses a working delhlition of old gray.Ill: "()hi .growth tbrests arc those that 
approximate the structure, composition, and fi.mctiDns of natix c lk~rcsts, l 'hesc native conditions 
generally include more large trees, canopy layers, native specie',, and dead organic mater ia l"  As 
prolx~sed in tile SMPs under Permit |able Activities. cutting hru,,h or small trees and removing 
tree limbs or dead organic nlalclial for paths and enhanced '.ie~ areas would not he consistent 
with old grov,,th forest development. "frcnching along tile paths to install electrical lines would 
also negati', ely impact old grm~ tl~ i,.,rcst, as il would damage trec root systems and disrupt 
~.round-level ,. egetation. 

While Au l'ruin. Pricker|. and Bone> Falls pro.lects do not have ,;~ecilic old greY, dl management 
objectives, thev ha',e approxed : I'R(" plans |hal include pro~ is:, ,ns lbr pr. teclion o i  lorcst 
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vegetation In each plan, project lands are to be maintained with a diversity of vegetation types 
and age classes to encourage wildlife use and preserve project aesthetics. Since the creation of 
enhanced ,,Jew areas, trails, and pathways within project lands was not envisioned when these 
phms were written durmg relicensing, they need to be amended or rewritten to address these new 
threats. 

R(','realion 

}_{gcreat onal Enhancements 

Significant recreational enhancements are proposed in each SMP. According to LJPPCO, these 
enhancenv.mts, in addition to what is provided tbr in each license, will assure that recreational 
access to the general public is provided as the land surrounding the project boundary is 
developed. UPPCO intended Io site these recreational facilities to avoid sensitive environmental 
resources md to ensure that their use was consistent with existing FERC license phms. 

]'he proposed recreational enhancements are inconsistent with the licenses. Many of the 
enhancements conflict with key license objectives', particularly those relating to protection of 
wildlitE habitat, minimizing human use of the project shoreline, maintaining existing walk-in 
access tbr dispersed recreation, and protection of shnreline aesthetics. For exmnple, the 
proposed i..ittle Falls access point and parking area is located within one of the most 
environmentally sensitive areas along the Bond Falls shoreline. As noted in the Environmental 
Studies, the sand bank ahmg the cast side of the Little Falls Bay contains high quality wood 
turtle nesting habitat and wood turtles were observed in this area during the 2{)06 survey (wood 
turlles arc a U.S. Forest Service Sensitive Species and also a State of  Michigan Species of 
Concern due to declining populations). Two of the primary threats to wood turtles are poaching 
by humans and human disturbance of turtles during their nesting season. Additional human use 
of this area would contlict with the objective of protecting this rare species and its habitat. 

To avoid unnecessary conflicts with the existing FERC license plans, the agencies recommend 
that recreational enhancements not be implemented at this time. While some of these 
cnhancemenls such as public docks to alleviate use and crowding at public launches may be 
needed in the future, there is currently nu dernonstraled need. Because many of these 
cnhancerc.cnts may have negative cnvirnnmentah recreational, and aesthetic impacts, recreational 
enhancen+,ents should only be considered when a need is indicated by the periodic recreational 
use assessment (FERC Fonn 80). Further, if it is demonstrated that recreational enhancements 
are warranted, the implementation schedule should not be tied to dock placement. 

l_m__p+ct ~ to.P, e c r e t _ t ~ s . ' e  

Currently, each of  thE projects is located in a rural, mostly tbrcsted landscape. Recreation, for 
the most ;'~a11, is informal with many users participating in bird watching, fishing from boats and 
shore, or hunting. Many of UPPCO's recreation sites are primitive in nature and consist of a 
boat launzh, canoe portage, and outhouse. ThE public has become accustomed to this type of 
recreational experience at all of these projects, and the existing licenses and license plans arc 
written I(. provide this type of use. Current recreational uses, suctl as tribal fish spearing at 
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Prickctt, could be negatively impacted by development of thc  project shoreline and installation of 
docks. Allowing the proposed non-project uses Df projcct lands ',,,'ill result in a different 
rccreational experience and. in sornc instances, conflicting use  

One of the Resource Agencies" cnncems with the increased non-project use of the project lands 
is the negative impact to hunting. Hunting is very important to Michigan's rural economics. In 
2001, 754.(100 Michigan residents and non-residents spent $490 million dollars on equipment. 
travel, and hunting licenses (U.S. Department of the Interior cta!. 2001}. Recreational hunting is 
especially mlportant at the At, Tram project, which includes a 2.n00 acre wildlife ret~ge that 
covers a significant portion of thc  southern basin. The I)NR describes the AuTram Basin 
Waterlowl Project as the most productive game lands in Alger (",runty because of the divcrsity in 
cover types including nDrthern thrests, aspen, and cherry, all mixed with small and large 
Dpcnings that provide tbr excellent wildlife habitat. Although lhc Au'l'rain SMP status that the 
sale of non-prqject lands will not impact hunting practices becau.<e thc Non-exclusive I icense 
Agreement will require designated homeowners to allow v,'aterlmvl hunting within 200 tbet of 
their dwellings (State law prohibits hunting from within 450 ft.-el o f a  dwclling without ~ ritten 
permission from the owner), we are concerned that the designated locations only represent a 
small portion of the basin. Other flowages and surrounding shorelines also cxpericnce 
considerable use by bunters, particularly watertbwl hunters and upland game hunters. ~ c  
maintain that proposcd non-project uses of  project land would restrict the ability o l t h e  public to 
participate m current recreational uses, including shoreline hunting. 

IlTkt Rice (l'rickett Only) 

Pricketl Reservoir has been idcnttfied by KBI( ? as a potential area tor wild rice establishmcnt. 
"1"o date. there have been limited areas identitied around Baraga and l . 'Anse wherc wild ricc 
would be successful and where tribal members wDuhl have unh!ndcred access. The potential lbr 
increased boating, water quality degradation, and non-natixe species introduction as a result of 
SMP activities could impcdc establishment of wild rice at this re,ervoir. Placement of  docks and 
subsequent boating impacts may conflict with KBIC's culturally significant wild rice planting 
and harx est. hnpacts to wikl rice establishment at Prickctt should be addresscd ,,vithul the SMP. 

,\'avi£,ation ('kannel (Prtc/~ctt ()nlv) 

The resource a~cncies have pre ~, musly expressed several conccrlls ~lbout rcnloving slumps or 
snags from this reserwfir (sec August 28, 2006 agency commen's). \Ve believe it is premature to 
propose removal of stumps and snags from this water body prior to preparing a reereati~m 
opportunit) analysis and cstabhsh:ng a "desired conditior(" for lhc reser'~oir (see our related 
conlnlcnts under (~arrying Capacity aboxe). Until a desired condition is established and the 
appropriate types of water-based recreation lbr the reservoir fire defined, the necessity of stump 
and snag remox al is unkno~,t.n. [:or example, if  the prirnary recreational uses of the rcscr,,oir are 
fishing and observing nalure wi!h small watercraft (canoes. kayaks, small fishing boats), then tile 
presence of stumps and snags x~ ould likely enhance the recrcationa', experience and their removal 
~ould not bc desirable. It shouhl !'m noted thal the primary u'~e , ,fthe reservoir at the presen! 
time is pmnari ly by this type of m'ml] watercraft. 

5 21.2007:'4:22:30 PM 13 



Inofflclal FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0143 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#: P-i0856-000 

V 

Snags ha,,e considerable w~lue for several bird species that nest in this area. Bald eagles and 
ospreys utilize some of the larger snags as places to perch or tbrage. The Prickett Bald Eagle 
Managenu.nt Plan requires protection of important eagle habitat, which would include snags 
utilized by eagles. Several cavity-nesting bird 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 Priekctt E.'PRO Report (p. 3-25). 

Further, llooded stumps and snags have considerable value as fish habitat and as a substrate liar 
aquatic in,.crlebrates, as previously indicated to UPPCO bythe resource agencies. The revised 
(OctDbcr, 2~,006) Prickett E/PRO Report Section 3.3.4 discusses the value of this wood to the 
fishery in the reservoir. This information, which indicates a probable decrease in benthic 
invertebrate production, fish growth rates, and fish production if flooded 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 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 be inconsistent with the 
license and license phms in several areas, including protection of natural aesthetics, protection of 
bah.t eagle habitat, and protection of wildlife and fish habitat. 

Aexthetics 

Activities associated with the SMPs, such as installation of docks, predicted increases in boat 
traffic, cutting of view corridors, and installation of trails could impact the aesthetics at each 
basin. Cu.'rently these basins arc primarily remote tlowages with few to no docks or other 
shorelinc development and limited boating activity. Noise and visual disturbance from boating 
can impact the character of an area. In FERC's Guidance tbr Shoreline Management Planning at 
Hydro~wer Projects it states: "The licensee shoukt have an idea of what the proiect's aesthetic 
resource-, arc, areas of the project that are considered to have high aesthetic values, why those 
areas have high values, and who values the aesthetic resources. Aesthctic attributes that are 
commonly valued include vegetated shorelines, clean water, the presence of wildlife, and views 
of water Conversely, licensees should have an idea of highly valued shoreline views that are 
threatened or havc been degraded by past development." 

It is unclear in the SMPs how the intbrmation on aesthetic resources ,,,,'as utilized in developing 
appropriatc shoreline classitication zones. Some of the highly scored aesthetic units identified in 
the Enviromnental Studies were not placed in Conservation Areas and could therefore be 
degraded )y some level of development activity including construction of trails, pathways, 
fDrma] recreation areas, or docks. 

Shoreline Erosion 

Increases in boating activity on these basins could result in greater shoreline erosion. It is well 
understood that motor boats may cause shoreline erosion through increased v,,avc action (Engcl 
and Pcdmson 1908; Mosish and Arlhington 1908). Most shoreline erosion ti'om boating is 
anticipated to occur in shallow and nearshore areas (Asplund 2000). 1he SMP should discuss 
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this potential for shoreline erosi~m. Shoreline erosion plans tot each project should be re-wntten 
to address this new threat and inct~rpurale monitoring and appxt,priatc mitigation measures. 

1Fedands 

'I'hcrc arc x arious wcthmd types associated ,a ith each tlowagc both ahmg thc shoreline and 
slightly inland within the project boundary. According to Michigan's Wildlife Action Phm 
(Eaglc ct al. 2005)+ "'Wetlands arc vital for a variety of .MlchigaH species: thcy providc i:'nlx,rlant 
breeding, spawning, and rmrscr>' habitat for many fish species: qcarly all of Michigan+s 
amphibians are dependent on wetlands, particularly tbr breeding:: they providc nesting sites fi)r 
migratory watertbwl and nestm!.' or toraging sites for a variety u!'landbirds, waterbmis, and 
watcrfi+wh and thcy are preferred by n'mmmals such as muskrat>, ottct, and beaver." Protection 
of Michigan's  varying wcthmd types is a conservation priorit> 

Some of the wetland areas idcntilied as part ot+the En,,ironrnen:al Studies were nut incorporated 
into Conservation Arcas. Impacts to these wetlands couhl occur if they are filled to facilitate 
non-project uses of project land,;. In addition, the SMP should discuss how nears|lore wetland 
communities may be affected by increased boating activity. '~,ctlands within the project 
bemndaries coul(l be impacted a,~ a result of implementing the SMPs+ 

SMP Implementation 

UPPCO shouM develop a SMP n:onitoring and enforcement plan concurrently v,'ith the SMPs, 
with input from the P, csource Agcnmes. We also believe that the SMPs should be monitored and 
reviewed on a regular basis to determine their effectiveness. \\:c recommend monit~rmg the 
tbllowing items as a minimum (this list may increase as the S\,IPs are developed and additional 
mnnitormg needs are identitied I: amount of undisturbed shurchne, changes in fish and ,a ildliti: 
habitat/l]sh and wildlilc use of prt~ject lands and v, ater. change m condition ol 'butlbr strip and 
project land vegetation, numbc~ <,fdocks. number of boats launched, number of permit \ iolamms 
and how addressed, and changes it/adjacent land use. We also recommend that+ if  agreement is 
reached on the Shoreline Classitication System. the designated areas rernain in place ibr the 
term of the license, v.ith the exception that additional areas n|a', bc designated fur conselwation 
put-poses ff warranted (e.g.. identitication of sensitive species}. 

hup]cnlentation of the SMPs t+; also likely to require tile devc:.opnlent of road access t~, nun- 
project and project lands. At Au '1 rain, Bond Falls. Prickett and Victoria access through 
National Forest System lands may be needed. Obtaining appim all and any required permits fi,r 
access through National Forest %vstem hinds will need to be pursued directly ,a ilh the l liar. alha 
National Forest tbr Au Train and v, ith the Ottawa National l'orcst lbr Bond Falls. Prickett and 
Victoria. It is also important to note that this connected actior, needs t<+ be thl l)  d>,closed and 
evaluated by l-El/(" in any En,.iromnental Assessment or I'.px i:t,nmental Impact Statcinelll the,, 
prepare ill response to these SMPs. 

Summar3 

Ill summary, non-project related ..lclivitics as described in the .",NIPs arc not consistent with 
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Table I. List of organizations and their in',olvcment ~;ith I,)ppcr Peninsula Power Company ov,'ncd Bond Falls, Victoria, Prickctt, 
,ku I'rain. Boney I-'alls. and ( 'aimact basins. I hesc basins are regulated under Federal Energy Regulatory Commission licenses. 
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Table 2. AuTrain License Articles, Management  Plan Objectives~ and potential conflicts with activities as proposed in the draft SMI~ IL'A%: 
Plan Objectives 

Noxious Plant 
404 Monitoring Plan 

Monitor and control for Eurasian 
watermilfoil and purple Ioosestrife 

405 
Bald Eagle 
Management 
Plan 

Protection of current nests, areas of 
medium to high potential for nesting. 
abandoned nests, historical nesting 

Conflict 

An amendment is needed to include UPPCO's proposed nuisance species 
education program, as well as monitoring and control of addd~onal nuisance 
species (e.g., garlic mustard, curlyleaf pondweed) when requested by the resourc( 
a£encies. 

The description of Article 405 needs to include protective zones around all eagle 
=nests- active and inactive- rather than only nests that have seen activity within the 
last year. 

areas, _a_t)d blown down nests. __ . . . . . . . . . . . . .  -- 

Protect existing and potential habitat, 
=including nesting sites, perch trees, and • Non-project use of project land will result in negative ~mpacts to bald eagle habita 

roosts In the plan, the entire basin is and nesting success. 
classified as potential bald eagle habitat, 

406 
Wildlife 
Management 
Plat~ 

:Protection of environmentally sensitive 
areas by 1) forest habitat management 
and development. 2) waterfowl 
management, and 3) endangered or 
sensitive species management 
M~nimize impactto the buffer zone.- 
increase the overall number of waterfowl 
usiqg the project, and protect sensitive 

_ species 
Maintain the forest witb a diversity of 
vegetahon types and age classes and 
protect cavity nesting and super canopy 
trees. 

'Not all environmentally sensitive areas, including wetlands and high value forest 
~types, 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 objectlve, 

407 
Land 
Maqagement 
Plan 

Fruit and mast bearing trees and shrubs 
will be retained for the enhancement of 
wildlife; lowland stands of conifers for 
winler cover of white-tailed deer will 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 
placement of walking paths is in conflict with the intent of this plan. Protection of 
terrestrial resources should be maintained and Arhcle 407 should not be 
eliminated. 
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Table 2. AuTrain License Articles, Management Plan Objectives, and potential conflicts with activities as proposed in the draft SMP 

License 
Art ic le Plan Objectives Conf l ic t  

he majority of the shoreline is ~n a 
natural state and all iands are open for 
public use As a result, the lands are 
managed to orovide both recreation and 
protection of the natural beauty ef the 
area 

Anll]lJ~ll s t ; o r £  ' inn  e r e £ ' o : l  ntonltor;r ' (1 

Use of the Buffer Zone for hunting would be essential;y eliminated in areas 
adjacent to private Jots, since Michigan Law prohtbtts dtscharging a firearm for 
hunting within 450 feet of an occupied residence 

' UPPCO proposes to eliminate Article 407, tt]ereby eliminahng ani~ual shoreline 
erosior~ monitoring Gwen the potential change in ,~urrour, d,ng land from forested 
to rousing developfne),I, a[u)Lal ~i~u:eiiH~ ' erosiu. H,t.,r,itu'.~g a,,d uu ~t, ui i~ 
essent{al to protect natural resources 

409 

Ne.,. 

Recreahon Plan Development of agreed upon recreational 
facihties and improvements 

VV;¢ter O,.al:t'/ 
Mu'~,tu'i.c Plarl 

Scet : :c  v i e w s  |ran1 !he  w a t e r  a re  of an  

undeveloped s h o r e h n e  V i e w s  f rom the  

p u b h c  r e c r e a t i o n  fac i l i t ies a re  scen ic ,  

t ,nobs t ruc~ed,  a n d  aesthetically pleasing 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

;t'va:e ! t~tl;{,lly i l iOl i i [ [ ) [ l lb~ ,£ IlOt re(.ltJlreo 

urcer the existiqg !,cer'se basec, h'~ parE. 
on the mmunal poteRtial [or dev,elopn:o'q 

UPPCO has proposed add~Uonai recreational enhance:nents in anticipabon of 
increased use Rather than propose recreational enhancements ~zow, 
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-oroject use of project land will result in development of the shoreline and 
decreased scenic and aestl~etic value 

A ;,,,alter qLJall[y IliOItI[OHII(~ L)ia:; .,,,11 :.,u i :c~:dud . ,,,j:,!~ [;..(ji,', 1 i~:,~,,~-~b 
i i : assnc;iated with k:cfcased d~ve!up"'~Ht adJd£.~nl[ Iu :: ~ ~. je ~ aAc, i,~:~,~:~e,.I 

r ec rea t i ona l  tJsage of the project lands and water 

N~.'.' 

I o o q  Pro!co:t ier! 

a r ~ ( 1  

E r l ! ' a l l c e m ( ] r l t  

P :an  

Loo- protection ;s not reqtn'ed under ttle 
existing lice,',se 

We reconlmend that the license be amended to include a Loon Protection and 
Enhancement Plan As recommended in EiPRO's EHv ronmental Assessment. 
observations and studies of commor~ :dOllS a t AuTrain Impoundment should 
continue The conbnued studies will allow for protection o" preferred habdat. 
idenhf,cation of any limiting factors, and form the bas,s fo' recommending any 
enhancement measures necessary to insure ttlture nestir]~ success 
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~ 3. BoneyLicense Articles, M a n a ~ e n t  Plan O b ~ i v e s ,  and~tentlat conflicts with activities a s _ ~ s e d  in the draft SMP 

;e 
Article Plan 

Water Quality 
403 Monitoring Plan 

409 

410 

Recreation Plan 

Objectives 

:Momtor DO downstream of the dam on 
an annual basis 

Noxious Plant Monitor and control for Eurasian 
Monitoring Plan watermilfoiL and purple Ioosestrife 

Threatened and 
Endangered 
Specie s P~an 

Conflict 

An amendment to the plan will be needed to address water quality ~ssues 
associated with increased development adjacent to the project and increased 
recreational usa£1e of the project lands and water 
An amendment is needed to include UPPCO's proposed nuisance species 
• educabon program, as well as monitoring and control of additional nuisance 
species (eg ,  garlic mustard, curlyleaf pondweed) when requested by the resourc( 

agencies. 

Minimize or restrict access through areas Non-project use of project land w~!l result in negative impacts to the buffer zone 
where special concern resources occur ,and less protection for sensitive species. 

:Toprotect bald eagles,thebuff-er zone is Any cutting of vegetation within the buffer zone will conflict with this obJective. 
designated as a no harvest zone . . . . . . . . .  
14uman ectivityts restrict~ within ihe " -Previous studies have found that eagles n~tirlg in the vicinit-y of-ibis proje~ are 
buffer zone during the bad eagle nesting ,sensitive to human activity. Non-project use of project land will result in negative 

'period and winter months impacts to bald eagle hab at and nesting success. . _ _. . . . . .  - . . . . . .  . . . .  - -  - . . . . . .  - - - .  

, Minimize disturbance by human activity Non-project use of project land will result in increased human use and less 
to protect raptor and waterfowl nesting protection for raptor and waterfowl nesting and feeding . . . . . . . . .  
success and feeding _ . , -- . . . . . . .  
N0-tr~s shall be removed from the 

'buffer zone without prior consultation with Any cuthng of trees within the buffer zone will conflict with this objective; therefor{ 
,the resource agencies, Trees should 
only be removed if required for disease 
contr_ol.£r pF.blic safety. _ _ __ 
Protection of the shoreline from 
excessive development 

, tree removal is not approved by the resource agencies 

hon-proiec~use of pr~lectiar, d willresult in negative impacts-to-the buffer zone 
and less protection for sensitive species. 

412 

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

Development of agreed upon recreational,enhancements should occur only if needed based on Form 80 recreational use 
facilities and improvements and further determination of environmental impacts associated with increased non 

.project use of_project lands . . . . .  • - _ _  . . . . . .  - . . . .  

'P-reject lancJsare to be managed i o  " 'The proposed recreational enhancements would degrade from the natural beauty 
provide both recreation and protection of 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 

413 

4 i6 

[.and Use 
Managemenl 
Pla), 

Protect the natural and scenic character 
o '~ the projec', shoreline by hmiting 
development and m l n l n l i z i n g  t h e  v ; e w s  to  

timber harvest areas 
Protect sensitive w~ldhfe habitat and 
species 

' No-harvesF pohcy for timber w~th~n the 
bt;ffer zone h~d v~(h,a ~ trees U~at pose a 
s;ifety !'azard, ~nt(~rfere with pro~ect 
operabons, or detract :ram the aesthetic 
qualibes of the sde may be removed ~n 
consultation wiU] the resource agencies 

1 o limil development wi~lln {l~e-i~uffer 
zone. no facility development will be 
permitted in this area 
No additional or extenswe disturbance 
shall occur within the buffer zone 
Improve bird and waterfowl nesting 
op,oortunities though mstal!ation and 

. . . . . . . . . .  q!~]_intennnce o' nestLn£ structL, res 
W,:UI f(; Min.~')zn or restr,ct access through areas 

Management w!,ere specie! concerr: "esou'ces occur 
P l a n  

"Minimize disturbance by iluman activity 
withir~ the Boney Falls and Dam No 3 
area to protect raptor and waterfowl 
nesting success and feeding 
Protection (.)f wetlands from human 
cevelopment 

The proposed non-project uses would degrade from the natural beauty of the 
pro;net and are inconsistent with the approved plan 

Non project use of project land will result in negative ~mpacts to the buffer zone 
a[~d :ess protection for sensitive species _and_t_h_eir habitat. 

UPPCO proposes to exclude Boney Falls impoundment from the Land Use 
tVlanagement P~an We do not concur with the exclusion of Boqey Falls 
in~oour]drr~eut from tne Escanaba Project I and Use Manaqel;ion~ P,an for seve[a; 
reasons There is no need for UPPCO's to amend this license arbcle to prohibit 
timber harvesting practices, s~nce harvesting wdhin the buffer is already explicit 
prohibited 

Certain non-project uses of project lands (e g ,  docks) are considered facility 
development and inconsistent w~th the approved plan. 

"Non-project use of project land will r--esult in increased disturbance of the buffer - 
zone. 

Existing nesUng structures may be compromised by proposed noq-project t~ses of 

project land 

Non-project use of projecl ~and will resu.t in ,~e.(}ab,'e '~:'pacts to the £)Hffer 7(}')e 
and less protecbon for sensitive species 

Non-project use of project land will result in increased human use and less 
protection for rapier and waterfowl nesting and feeding 

Not all enviror;nlentally sensitive areas, including wetlands, are proiected by Ihe 
proposed shoreline classification. 
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T_ a_ble 3f 

I License 
Article 

Boney License Articles t Management Plan Objectives, and potential conflicts with activities as proposed in the draft SMP 

Plan Objectives Conflict 

No trees shall be removed from the 

buffer zone without prior consultation with Any cutting of trees within the buffer zone will conflict with this objective; therefore. 
the resource agencies Trees should tree removal is not approved by the resource agencies 
only be removed if required for disease 
control or public safety 
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Cataract License Articles~ Mana~]ement plan objectives, and potential conflicts with activities as proposed in the draft SMP 

I 
Table 4. 

License 

70: 
Objectives Plan 

Water Quahty Monitor DO and temoerature every 5 
Mon~torlng Plan years for tqe duratior, of the hcense 

Nox~ot.s Plar't Mot'no ~ and control for Eurasian 
408 Control Plan watermilfoil and purp,e Ioosestrife 

- -  " P'ot~.~cbon of env;ronn;entally sensi',ive 
W.!d'.,.fe areas by 1 ) fr~rest habilat manac'emen; 

4!U Management and development, 2) waterfowl 
Plan manageme),t, and 3)endangered or 

sensitive species r)'~anagement 

Protect sensitive species and habitat 

Maintain the forest with a diversity of 
vegetation types and age classes and 
protect cavity nesting and super canopy 
trees 
Manage t!:e buffer zone for old growth 
and natural olant sucgessiuci 
I : : l ; ) ' o ' . ' e  b , r c  , ~ n ( :  ' / . , , t t e H o , , ' , : :  r - ( I s l , , t . !  

opportun;t:es thOUgh ~rzstaqabon a{~o 
mauttenance o~ neshng structures 

Land if'tent of plan is to estabhsh pohcies for 
4 1 1 Mar~agement existing and future management of the 

Plan .shoreline buffer and project lands 
Project lar'ds will be managec re' old 
g'owth and natural plan succession, w,[h 
any mar~agement with the buffer zo,~e 
p,oceeding on!y if approved by the 
natural resource a,qencies 

Conflict 
An amendmerq to the plan w~ll be needed to address water quality issues 
associated w~th increased development adjacent to the project and increased 
recreational usage of the proiect lands and water, 
An amendment ~s needed to include UPPCO's proposed nuisance species 
educabon progranh as well as monitonng and control of add;tional nuisance 
species (e g. garlic mustard• curlyleaf pondweed) when requested by the resource 

agencies 

a l l  ~ h v , , u r 1 , , , e , , ~ o , , ) ,  . - , e , , o l , , , o  ~, . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  g , .  ~. d s  

types, are protected by the proposed shoreline classifica!ion 

Non-project useof project land will result irl T~egatwe impacts to the buffer zone 
.a.nd less protection for sensibve sE)ecie§ . . . .  

Any cutting of vogetahon within the buffer zone will conflict w~U~ th~s objective 

use of project a. Non-project I-, ld w II co ~flict vv t 1 the intention of this plan 

L X , S  , ~(J. l U S t  L~. b ,  I . d l ~ . ~  H,H~,. b e  " ~  ' " '  '" "rE . . . . . . .  " ' ) "  ' v ' n - ; ~ ' ~ J  ~ r [  q ~ " "  

project laHd 

Because surrounding land use is expected tn change from forested to res:dential. 
the plan does not fake into account few threats to terrestrial resources and is no 

longer valid 

Non-project use of project land will resutt ~r'~ negabve unpacfs to the buffer ;'one 
and are not approved by the resource agencies 
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Table 4. Cataract License Articles, Management plan objectives~ and potential conflicts with activities as proposed in the draft SMP 

License 
Article Plan Objectives Conflict 

Fruit and mast bearing trees and shrubs 
will be retained for the enhancement of 
wildhfe; lowland stands of con;fers for 
winter cover of white4ailed deer will be 
maintained; and hollow, wolf trees, and 

;den trees will be retained 

The majority of the shoreline is in a 
natural state and all lands are open for 
public use. As a result, the lands are 
managed to provide both recreation and 
protection of the natural beauty of the 
area 

UPPCO's proposal to allow removal of vegetation to instal', e!ectrical lines and 
placement of walking paths is in conflict with the intent of this plan. Protection of 

'.terrestrial resources should be maintained. 

Use of the Buffer Zone for hunting would be essentially ehminated in areas 
adjacent to private lots, since Michigan Law prohibits discharging a firearm for 
hunting within 450 feet of an occupied residence. 

41 3 Recreation Plan 

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

Development of agreed upon recreational:enhancements should occur only if needed based on Form 80 recreational use 
ifacilities and improvemef s and further determination of environmental impacts associated with increased non- 

__ . pFoject use of.£roject lands. _ . . . . . . . .  

Project lands ~rre to be managed to The proposed recreahonal enhancements would de§rade from the natural beauty 
provide boU~ 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 

Menitor DO and temperature for ~nitial 3- 
An art~enrtment to the plan wilt be needed to address water quality issues 

409 Water Quality year period, subsequent monitoring as associated with increased development adjacent to the proJect and increased 
Mon,tonng Plan needed based upon results for first 3 

recreational usage of project lands and water 
years 

An amendment is r~oeded to include UPPCO's proposed nuisance species 
NL,sance Pla;'t Mon~tor and control for Eurasian education program, as well as momtoring and control of additional nuisance 

411 
Control Plan waterm~lfoil and purple !oosestrife species ( e g ,  garlic mustard, curlyleaf pondweed) when requested by the resource 

. . . . . . . . . . . .  a£encies 

P . . . . . . . . . . .  e . . . . . . . .  f vegetation .r, the 
41J Buffer Zo~e PI.a¢~ Buffer Zone to allow old .growth forest to 

continue to develop 

Prote~.:t)orl oi we[iands from human 
development 
Plan cornplernents other license plans 
such as Wddhfe P!an and T/E Soecies 
Plan. by provid,ng for ~ncreasec 
:')rc).ect;o'~ and enha)~cement of w~ld'.ife 
habitat along the project sho'elme 

P'an a'lows w;dk ~f~ pubhc access to the 
R,Jfer Zo:~e for ;~ct:,~t;es s..c:~ as 
.'-,,ghtseeing. hiking, huqt,~g, an~.! fb l . l ,c  

Sholehne Buffer Zo'](~ is fr~)gme{~ted by ,),Jm(.;rou.-, (t(~veloj.,eG ,:,leas wh:(;~ iiiay 
threaten the integrity of the old growth forest in this area Proposed cult irg of 
ve§etation and trenching within the Buffer Zone for pathways and public trails 
would confli£t with this objective 
Not all erwironmentally sensitive areas, i~clu(Jirlg Wetlands. are protected by the 

, proposed shoreline classification 

Now proposed recreahona ~ enhancements, general use/formal recreation areas, 
and pathway access areas may conflict with tills intention by e:~couraging human 
use of shoreline areas that could result in disturbance to se~sitive wildlife species 

~ . S  : , ' r  ( . : ; ]  o ~ . e ( !  : ! ' e  S f ' , ! P  . . ;  ~ ; ~ ? d  ~. . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . "  . . . . .  ? . o  " . e  -n ,  .,.-. : ,  : ,  " ~ . - ' ~ ' ~ ' ~ "  ' ". "~-  , ,  , ~  . . . .  . . . . . . .  

la:,ds ~nless such access was v:a ~-~ (Jes ; ( ] t i ~_~ te (J )~ { th , . ' vay  
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Table 5. 

L cense 
Article Plan Objectives 

Bond Falls License Articles~ Management Plan Objectives~ and potential conflicts with activities as proposed in the draft SMP 

Conflict 

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 

4!4 

Protect Common Loons and their habitat. 

W~idlife and Land Designate ~slands open/closed to 
camping, so that some islands can be 

Management protected as loon neshng habitat. Place 
Plan !loon nest platforms at Bond Falls (2) and 

Victona (1) 

Install osprey nest platforms at Bo,]d 
Falls and Victoria Manage osprey 
habitat consistent with USFS osprey 
management gu[de!ines. _ _ 

Plan complements other hcense p[ans 
such as Buffer Zone Plan and TIE 

identified for placement of loon nest platforms are not adequately protected from 
human disturbance. Large increase in watercraft on the fiowages may adversely 
affect loons; no analysis done to determine effects Increased human use of 
shoreline at Access/Pathway areas, new recreation areas, and trails may result in 
disturbance to nesting loons. As recommended in E/PRO's Environmental 
Assessment, observations and studies of common loons at Bond Falls 
Impoundment should continue. The continued studies will allow for protection of 
preferred habitat, identification of any lirn~ting factors, and form the basis for 
recommending any enhancement measures necessary to insure future nesting 
s u c c e s s  . . . . .  

No protection zones identified for area where osprey nest platform is to be located 

New proposed recreational enhancements, general use'formal recreation areas, 
Soecies 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 d~sturbance to sensitive wildlife species, 
habitat along the project shoreline 

415 
[ hreatened and 
Endangered 
Species Plan 

Protect Threatened and Endangered ;Several proposed non-project uses of project land, including construction of new 
Species from activities on project lands recreation areas, pathways, docks, trails may conflict with this objective 
and waters . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  • . . . . . .  

. . . . . .  Not all existing and potential nesting, roosting, and feecl~ng areas are included 
Establish Bald Eagle management areas within Conservation Areas. The Conservahon Area is fragmented by numerous 
which ~nclude protechon of nesting, areas of heavier human use (access pathways, general recreation areas) that may 
roosting, and feeding areas adversely affect eagles 
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Table 5. Bond Falls License Articles, Mana£1ernent Plan Objectives, and potential conflicts with activities as proposed in the draft SMP 

License 
Article Plan Objectives Conflict 

Manage Shoreline Buffer Zone as old 
growth forest, to enhance eagle habitat 

Close iemporary i-cads that access 
project lands to prevent human 

Shoreline Buffer Zone is fragmen!ed by numerous developed areas which may 
threaten the integrity of the old growth forest in this area Proposed cutting of 
vegetation and trenching within the Buffer Zone for pathways and public trails 
would conflict with this intention. 

Non-project uses of proJect land appears to conflict with this intention. See 
dislurbance of eagles, ospreys, gray wolf. statement on p 7-3 of the SMP indicating that existing roads within the project 
Manage road densities so that vehicular 
access is ill!~l;[!l:zeu 
Do not construct OUlidlngs along the 
shorehne near eagle feeding areas 

Designate and relocate camping a~eas 
on Bond Falls and Victoria Reservoirs to 
concentrate human activity and minimize 
human disturbance of TIE species 

bo,.mdary will be left open and mah',tained to County specifications 

Facilities planned for "recreational enhancen~ents" may confhct with thls inteption 

Although the SMP does consolidate can)ping areas as required, new proposed 
recreational enhancements, general use/formal recreation areas, and pathway 
access areas may conflict with this intention by encouraging human use of 
shoreline areas and result in disturbance to eagles and other TIE species 

• ) • , '  R t ~ c l ( ? a ~ l t > l l  ~ I ; ) 1 1  

Consolidate campgrounds and oiher 
concentrated recreational activity to two 
main camoground areas (east side arxt 
west s:de), so that most of the project 
.,-,l~eli)le can be "etal):~d as .,,.,l!dl fe 
habitat for eagles loons, ospreys and so 
U)at o!d growth forest would be allowed Io 

.develop naturally 

Continue to allow walk-in access to the 
Shorehne Buffer Zone for sigl)tseeing, 
fishirlq, hunting, hiking 

Install gates on ex!sting roads to 
dispersed campsites to reduce hu,nar) 
disturt)ance to wildlife 

Numerous new proposed recreation enhancements, pedestrian paths, trails• and 
docks along the shoreline would conflict with a major objective of this plan. which 
is to consolidate recreational use into two main campground areas and thus retain 
most of the shoreline as wildlife habitat for soecies tl;;-_)t cannot tolerate I~igh le,,els 
of human activity (eagles. ospreys• loons). Adverse imaacts to old growth forest 
may a]so result 

• SMP would elimina{e most general walk-in access to project lands, unless such 
access was via a designated pathway Use of the Buffer Zone for hunting would 
be essentially eliminated in areas adjacent to private lots, since Michigan Law 
prohibits discharging a firearm for bunting within 450 feet of an occupied 
residence 
UPPCO's proposal appears to conflict witli this intention. See statement on p 7-3 
of the SMP indlcati))g that existing roads within the project boundary will be left 
open, and maintained to County specifications __ 

I 

eO 
I1 

t ~  
eo 

o 

t~  
Q 
Q 

t~  
Q 

I 
Q 

eo 
O 
eo 

eo 

M 

O 

M 

t~  

t~  
Q 
Q 

0 
O 

eo 

I 

0 
CO 
U1 
oh 

I 
0 
0 
0 



( ( ( 

Table 5. Bond Falls License Adicles~ Management Plan Objectives~ and potential conflicts with activities as proposed in the draft SMP 

License 
A[ticle Plan Objectives Conflict 

UPPCO has proposed additional recreational enhancements in anticipation of 
Specifies nun~ber and type of increased use. Rather than propose recreational enhancements now, 
recreational facihties 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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Table 6. Prickett License Articles, Management Plan Objectives, and potential conflicts with activities as proposed in the draft SMP 

License 
Article Plan Objectives 

410 Water Quahty 

Nr)x,ous Plants 
412 k, lon~[ol u~g Plan 

4 14 

414 

Bald Eagle 
Management 
P!an 

Co'npret-ensive 
Wildlife. Land 
Use, and 
Recreation 
Mar)agement 
Plan 

lvlonitor DO arid lemp at Iocato ]s and 
frequency specified in the Plan 

Men;for and control for Eurasian 
watermilfoil anc purple Ioosestnfe 

F)p~,gna!e bak! eagle m a n n g c n l e l l t  a r e a s  

using criter;a ~dentified in the PhJn and 
protect these areas from hab'tat 
alterahoq a),d htJnla[i disturbance 

Conflict 

An amendment to the plan wilt be needed to address water quality issues 
associated with increased development adjacent to the project and increased 
recreational usage of project lands and water 
An amendment is needed to include UPPCO's proposed nuisance species 
education program, as wel! as monitoring and control of additional nuisance 
species (e g, garlic mustard, curlyleaf pondweed) when requested by the resource 

agencies 
SMP appears to locate some Access/Pathway areas, trails, docks and other 
deVelopments within eagle illal,i~guilietnt areas Roads accessl):g e3g!e 
management areas are to be closed, per directloq in line Plan. hut tills IS ;lOt 
addressed in the SMP Proposed removal of flooded stumps and snags may 
negatwely ~mpact fish habitat and fish poaulabons, which are important as forage 

for bald eagles 
Some "bald eagle perch trees" are ider)tified by E/PRO, but critical eagle roosts 

Identify "crihcal eagle roosts" within are not identified in the SMP These areas should be )dentified to avoid locating 
proje.ct boundary and protect these areas human use areas, pathways, docks, etc in areas intended for protection of critical 
from human disturbance .eagie roo§ts, 

Retain coniferous :roes and/or shrubs as 
screening for eagle forage areas to buffer Removal of vegetation for enhanced view areas, pathways, and other purposes on 
eagles from potentialty disturbing human project lands may cocffllct with tiffs intent)on 

actr,.'~ty . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Close unnecessary roads accessing 
p'oject ands to protect (}ray wolf habitat 

P;ace b.*,o osp,ey nest p!atforms, arId 
protect ,'esting ospre~,s from hLlm~.~,l 
disturbance 

No d~scussion of gray wolf habitat within the SIvlP. ,ncluding management of roads 

accessing p"oject lands 

L'PPCO did not discuss the Iocaho ' of these we osprev olatforms or how they w,II 

be protected Iron, haman disturbance 
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Table 6. Prickett License Articles) Management Plan Objectives, and, potential conflicts with activities as proposed in the draft SMP 

L cense Conflict 
Article Plan Objectives 

No timber harvest activities• including 
single tree selection, are to occur within 
the shoreline buffer According to the 
plan, by not allowing cutting, these lands 
would remain in their present condition 
and any old growth trees on these lands 
would continue to benefit the species that 
are dependent upon old growth areas. 

Maintain the foiestw~h ihe diversity of 

UPPCO proposes to remove vegetation to create "enhanced view areas" within 
the Shoreline Buffer Zone Removal of vegetation for pa!hs, trails, and other 
purposes is inconsistent w~th the intent of Arhcle 414. 

vegetation types and age classes, 
'including maintenance of den/cavity treesiAny cutting of vegetation within the buffer zone will conflict with this objective, 
and shade intolerant forest habitat for 
grouse and deer __. - . . . . .  
Protec{ion of wo()d turtles and their ',/kreas of confirm~::l wc:~d tu~e nesting are included in bo{~enera i  Use and 
habitat through educational signage Access Pathway areas _ __ • , . . . . . . . .  ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Improve bird and waterfowl nesting Existing nesting structures may be compromised by proposed non-project uses of 
opportunities though installation and ., J • . projec! lane. 
maintenance of nesting structures ' . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Prot~t ion of areas wiih unique aes~etic "The highest scoring aesthetic subunits are not fully included in tl~e Conse,vation 

quahties Area . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . .  UPPCO hasproposed additional recreational enhancements in anticipation of 

.Recreation Plan calls for the increased use. Rather than propose recreational enhancements now, 
construction, operation, and maintenance enhancements should occur only if needed based on Form 80 recreational use 
of specific recreational facilities and further determination of environmental impacts associated with increased non- 

project u_s_e of projec_t !ands. 

UPPCO proposes installation of docks• new pathway areas, enhanced view areas, 
and Access/Pathway areas without any discussion or analysis of the effect of 
these structures and facilities on the natural and scenic character of the area 

Recreation i)lanrequ,res that recrea{iorl 
facilities be compatible with the natural 
and scenic character of the surrounding 
area 
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ORIGINAL 

I will not both~ you with all the doqtgm remtom you have ahcsdy reoeived from rushy, many 
of us who believe the devdopemR idaas i re  ~ eJem violation of the pemdu: 

NO I N ) C I ~  ~ m ~  d t l~  pfoj~'tz: 

^ # 1864 Bond and Victoria Falb 
P -  #2402 Prickett 
p " #10856 Au Train 
P - # 10854 Cataract 
~-~2506 Boney Falh 

r . .  ... ..y 

"c~ .2., ~ 

Kay L. Hoff 
1593 Mclrdnney Lane 
Minoc.qua WI 54548 

715-588-]409 
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V 

Wolfe, Janet 

From: L~oug Comett (doug@~d=wi ld.~g]  
S~nt: Monday, May 21, 2007 3;46 PM 
To: Wotfu. J ~ t  
Subject: Environmental Assessment Comments - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

May 21, 2007 

Dear Ms. Wolfe, 

] am wr48ng to comment on the Environmental Assessments for the AuTrain. Bond Fells, 
Boney, Cataract, Pdckett, and Victoria Reservoirs. 

The envlmnmental assessments conducted by E-PRO, the finn hired by UPPCO/WPS, are 
inadequate. These assessments did not address the Impact development would have on 
project lands, including wildlife species and water quality. Certainly the development will 
significantly alter the environment of the flowages in their present state. As an alternate 
member of the Eastern Focus Group, i was dismayed that UPPCO's representatives 
consistently evaded questions on water quality and the increased impacts that motorized uso 
will have on these flowages. In fact, UPPCO represo~atives arrogantly answered that 
development of "non-project" lands was not UPPCO's concern, and that State and local 
regulations would take care of Impacts from the development and that "UPPCO will sell all 
non-woj ~,'<:t land." 

Development of "non-project" lands will certainly Impact water quality of "project lands and 
water. Individual septic systems, groundwater removal from individual wells, runoff from new 
roads and driveways, runoff from lawns using fertllizem and pesticides, and motor boats 
spewing oil, gasoline and exhaust directly into reservoir waters, is not addressed anywhere in 
the Assessments. The cumulative impacts of all the elevated use of "non-project" and "pmjecF 
lands should be addressed in the EA's. 

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

Naterra Land has not revealed development plans for any of the flowages. There must be full 
disclosure of tl '~r plans before the impacts can be fully assessed and any conveyances 
approved. 

UPPCO led people to be,eve the consolidation of campgrounds at Bond Flowage was for 
environmental reasons, while in reality an extensive land sale to a major developer was being 
ptanrmcl. The derision to consolidate can~ogrounds was made without public input. 
Elimination of dispersed campsites and campground redesign should be re.evaluated as part 

of Uv~ Shoreline Management Plan process. 

5/2 b2007 
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I am opposed to any private lighted individual and ctu~er 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 I;e conducted for each of thB developments. The public needs 
to see both benefits and costs to the taxpayers because the r~lstine character of  these 
t~wages will be lost forever. 

Thank you for con:~idedng these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Douglas R. Cornett 

P.O. Box 122 

Marquette. MI 49855 

No viru.~ r~ l~ l  ifi, this oU~g~)/~g menage. 
Checkr~d by AVG Free Edison. 
Version: 7.5.467 / Vma8 D-alabas¢: 2.~.7.~-~I4. R c b ~ .  D a ~  5/21i20~,7 2:01 PM 

5r21 ~0o7 
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Wolfe t Janet 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Co: 
Subject: 

Steve and Nancy [asimina@ecoisp.com] 
Monday, May 21. 2007 7:14 PM 
Wolf~. Janet 
asimlna~e~oisp corn 
Public comment on UPPCO Shoreline Manageme'~! Pans (MIch~n) 

~y 2 1 ,  2007 

Janet Wolfe 
Co~municat ions M~anager 
UPPCO 

PO Box 130 
Houghton, M] 499~i-0130 

j wolf e~uppco, cora 

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 
Federal ~nergy Regulatory Co,%mission 

888 First S~reet. NE. 
Washington, DC 20426 
{Corm~ents sent via USFS) 

Re: UB[~O Shoreline Management Plans for F~C Projects ~-:~6~ 
(Prlckett) P-I0856 (Au Train), ;)-I0854 (Cataract), and F :~0~{ 

!Bond and 'victoria) P-2402 

iBoney Pal~s) 

Janet Wolfe: 

I am wziting to comameut on t]~ Draft Shoreline Maunagement ~'lans (DSMPS] co,~iled by Upper 

Peninsula Power COm~makny (UPPCO] and its holding company, wp9 ~esourees. Because the DSMPs 

for these projects are so similar to each other (much of ~he ",ex~ <~f the 5 DSMPS is 
identical except for place ~ames, etc.) t~y con~net:ts app]~: . ~c, ,-,ll 5 unless otherwise note(]. 

PART 3. REGIONAL DF14OGRAPHICS 

First I wlsh to po-~nt OUt that when it comes to the envlr: :~me~Val ~mpac: ~ belng consldered 
in the DSMFs, UPPCO takes the a'.t~:,~de that it has -he l¢.c-,~ r~ght to :~el! r*onproject 
]ands for mass~ve residential development and wl]] do :it.. ,,:d !hat its ~nly =esponsibillty 

is to manage its project lands ,~nd hydroelectric pt0]ect;{ ::< a way "-ha', minimizes the 
impact of thls develop~ent. But the tone of Part 5 .$f ea~'L .'-::]MP is quite ,~.:fferent. There, 
they List all manner ~;f demographi,; statistics for ~-ach ~(.,;vc[ ~ve cushily, it~ an attempt 

to imply {without hard evidence that developmen[-¢~ pr~'D,.:(,* f..r no:~pro~'.'t ],~n~is will 

greatly beneflt these countles and l~'ca] resldents. '?le " ,:<~u~ae m~,y h~. :~ub~ ~e bu~ the 
implicatlo:l is clear. As with thulr press reieas,-'s ~nl ,'..~: ~ ::'.,~tez~en'~:, <!;C'CO seems t,~ 

hold the view that the ~mpacts ,~.~ the sale and deve[,)p:!!..:' : :t; !~o:*pr:. ~(-t. i~*z~ds oT1 

environmental and rec:eational reso*Irces should nst ~)~, ,'~;:. :d. ?ed when cv.~iu,~t inq these 
DSMP, while the economlo (but ~:,~! necessarily qu~l] i ~ y ~-: ::,.' .i~[,]c~ ,,[ • h~.s~ ~,~]es ,in'~ 
drastic changes in ];~n<! us~ s h : "  ~]~I be. UPPCO cannc, r :1,iv., t -!. wz:,:{. 

The Regional Dem~gr~phi< :~e,:~ L::~ ! .r ed,',): DSMP p< :=!'!~ (:,:' • !4' :?:~. '.~:~::~= :~i:; : :.'.L:;dlng [5(-::~ 
tlowages ~re cc;ns~der.~hly more uz,~" ar:d "tend to nave ~,.',.'~'r ~sures ": ,.,c<.i: ,:ili(' we-ll - 

being (fez ~,~xample, income and home va!,le} ' t).:]n ~., ,~v.,:,,:~,. ~.,r F::f'h:,:~:~. t\~ { . h e  same 

time a footnote at the b~)ttom :,' : he t i. rst page of 7'i:~ : , ~ e,lch [)SMP :;r,lt(.~ t.h]t ,ill 
these areas are socioecoz.omical ?. ~imilar to surrs<:nJ~l,1 ::;:'.::~tles ar.<i "h,, 'I~ as a 
whole. UPPCC is therefoze in ~:,{};¢.iY:e c.c~parJ:<q !}l~- .,~-~:c,: : , 9".lt~:s -~' ~-.-.ch :'n[,%cred 
comr~ulnity to that. of Mich~qa,n'~ Lower Peninsula, e,';,~ [.,~ ;!.: "h~ LP h~- ~ -,. ...... ~'~ ~i ;~, : , 

proposed de:'elopmen~s wl]l i:i,'!:.,<,-u= :ncgme, 'a.'d '.'~]u,-:: " ~:,: ~:':,'. .,-:: :* .,'ant b'/ 

~mpiication, the "<[,*ailr,/ cf i[e" of cuzrent resld~':,':~ . !-st:r.! . 'h,-<..c- " i i:ms, N'~ 

COST-BENEFiT ST~FDY }IA~ ~tV}.'.R EEE~I ~,]~[DUCTRD FOR AI4Y :~i ~!{!:. ~?; ;~(]~;E5 DE'.:5[L[?[~!4Eb'~.5. [:l:,~ee!~i 
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it is my understanding that UPPCO, Naterra Land Corp., and/or a handful of individuals on 
a town, ship board have actively opposed requests from citizens to do such studies. 
Obviously if property values go up, property tax revenues will also go up, but resldent's 
property taxes will go up as well. With ~ore full- and part-time residents, more services 

~.~such as road maintenance, police and fire protection, social services, etc. will be 
needed, and the cost to local governments for these services will also rise, eating up 
so,he or all of these additional tax revenues. The cost of living will increase. The pttbllc 
needs to be informed of these costs as well as the purported benefits of these proposed 
developments in order to rmmke the best decisions for their cotmmunities. Because if 
Naterra's development plans go through, the pristine nature of these flowages wil] be lost 

forevez. 

Certain regional economic interests, including the Western Upper Peninsula Planning and 
Development Regional Commission and the Ontonagon Conservation District, have submitted 
comments to FERC (posted on the FERC website) in favor of thesn developments, stating that 
uPPCO has solicited commex~t from local citizens, hunting and fishing interests, 
environmentalists, local gove~ts, and representatives of state and federal land 
management agencies. What they don't mention is that, except for a few narrow groups 
withing certain local governments, all of these groups are overwhelmingly OPPOSED to these 
pro~sed deve)opments. This has been evident at all three UPPCO "public meetings" I have 
att~ulded, as well as from the majority of letters-to-the-editor in local newspapers, and 
in conversations with others aro%n~d the western UP. And it is also demonstrated by a fall 
2006 survey send to all Halght Township residents (posted on the FERC webslte at 
http://elibrary.ferc.gov/Idmws/common/opennat.asp?fileID'll165071 ) where 66% of 
res|~ndents were against any development and 74% were against docks on Bond Falls Flowage: 

Finally, the demographics sections of all 5 DSMPS assume that residents measure "well- 
being" and "quality Of llfe" si~ly by the monetary value of their homes and bank 
accounts. They clearly i~ly that the rural nature of these areas is a negative, something 
I and I'm sure ,u~ny 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 o[ course that's not meLntioned) as co,~ared tO IJower Peninsula residents, the 
quality of li|e here is therefore low and that UPPCO'a and Naterra's developa~ent plans are 
needed to "fix" this "inadequacy". This arrogant attitude has been obvious throughout 
UPPCO's axld Naterra's push for develop~ent around these flowages. 

pART 6. ENVIRONMENTAL, RECREATIONAL, CULTURAL ANDAESTHETIC RESOURCES 

Given the n~s!;ive development being planned by Naterra on nonproJect lands, it seems clear 
that the following articles (and probably 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 BPIT and MDEQ on whether further monitoring is needed. 

UPPCO claims that this Article does not require amendment. But ringing nonproJect lands 
around this ! lowage with roads, houses and accompanying lawns and septic tanks (in a rare 
detall on flowage develop~,ent plans from Naterra, 424 houses have been proposed) will 
undoubtedly result in a siglliflcant lowering of water quality. If the proposed 
deve!cpments are implemented, A~tlcle 409 MUST be amended to include monitoring of 
additional relev~It water quality parameters such as turbidity, total dissolved solids and 
feca~ coliform bacterial c~Jnts. Otherwise this environm.ental issue could turn into a 

human health issue as well. 

v 

Article 412. Noxio~is Plant Monitoring Plan: 
Pazt i of each DSMP states that a goal is to "Avoid the introduction and/or the spread of 
nulsance/invaslve species". The signs and educational materials and activities that UPPCO 
proposed to use may help slow the influx of invasive species. But with ~ssive development 
and the influx of people, vehicles, boats, etc., from areas where many of these species 
are already rampant, numerous non-natlve, invaslve plants and animals ranging from ac~atic 
ant terrestrial pests to pla~It diseases and earthworms are sure to be introduced in spite 
Of these efforts. (No terrestrial earthworms are native to the northwoods, and all the 
ea, thworms here today are ~ntroduced from Europe. These int:oduced earthworms have severe 
,ict ~ _r*ental impacts o n  northern hardwood fciesl.s, beudu~c they consume the Litter layer on 
wh.ch nu~ny f :r~n~t plants and ground-llving animals depend.) Invasives plants !.hal should 
be ~>nitolec an,] controlled include curly-leaf pondweed (Potam:~get¢>n c:ispus~, Eurasian 

? 
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bush honeysuckles (Lonicera tatarica, L. morrowii, and L. x bella), and co~a~on and glossy 
buckthorn (Rhamnus cathartics au~d R. frang~/la). Glossy buekthorn Is already ra~t around 
Victoria flowage and on surrottnding Ottawa Natior~al Forest lands, where the ONF is working 
to control it. Helping with these efforts at least on its own lands would show that UPPCO 
was really concerned about Invasive species around these f~owagee. 

One of the most serious invasives likely to be introduced sooner or later is the zebra 
mussel (Dreissena polymorpha). This Eurasian NR/ssel dler~/pts aquatic food chains and is 
notorious for fouling water intake plp~e and other underwater equlpmetnt. In Canada, 
Ontario Hydro has reported zebra mussel impacts of $376,000 annually per ge/lerating 
station (New York Sea Grant 1994, cited in US-ACE ERDC 20('7) 

Zebra mussels 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 
greatly increased boat traffic to and from these flowages, it eee~ms only a matter of time. 
before this major aquatic pest ~s introduced to one or more of them. Once established, 
there is no known way of eradicating them. Prestunably UPPCO would be actively working to 
prevent zebra mussels and other pests fr~ gaining a foothold in these flowages, at for no 
other reason than to avoid potential problems with the operation of its hydroelectric 
facilities. 

part I of each DSMP states that UPPCO will do "routine inspections" to "monitor project 
lands and waters for introductions of terrestrial and aquatic invaslwe species as a result 
of development activities." Artzcle 412 should be modified to add0ress the almost certain 
infltux of invasive species resulting from the proposed developme~Its, and at least give a 
general outline of how UPPCO intends to carry cut this monitoring. Invaslve terrestrial 
plants (and certain aquatic plants, such as curly-leaf pondweed) can so#aeries be 
eradicated from an area i~ infestations are caught early. Therefore com~rehe~ssive surveys 
for Invasives should be conducted over the entirety of the project lairds (and nonproJect 
lands) at least once and preferably twice per year, to catch early-flowerlng species such 
as garlic mustard as well as pl~ts such as the introduced buckthorr~s that are detectable 
well into the fall. If populations of invssives are found, strategies should be in place 
to control or eradicate thean. 

Article 4 1 3 ,  Buffer Zone Plan Bond/Victorla DSMP): 
Here UPPCO propus~s to ~ncrease the amount of project lu*:dH TC b~ managed for old-growth 
by 23.4% at Bond Falls and 20.]~ at Victoria Flowage. But the license agreement for this 
project states that ~UPPCO CO~ts to develop a buffer zc>n~ plan covering 'uPPCO-owned 
project lands' with a management objective to achieve old growth forest" (FERC 2003, 
Section 4E, Faqe 12) : Therefore under the licence agreemen," essentially ALL the forest 
around these flcwages sho'.11d be manaqed as old-growth, not }ust a portion of them. 

Article ~14 FBond/Victoria DSMP~ Wildlife and l~and ganage~n," Plan: 
UPPCO promises to classify 68.5% ar)d 66.5% of lands at BC,r,d Fa')s and Victc~ri~1. 
respectively, .~s ~c<Jnsezvation" |ands. But again, the_ lJce~:se agreement states that the 
management ¢~b:ect~v~ for ALL %he forested lands around Bor.,: and Victoria is for reengagement 
as old growth! Firther~re, on l~ond Falls in partlcu[a~ tP~se so-called "conservation 
areas" do not cons:s: of o~e st a few continuous blocks c,! hahn[at, but at~ instead broke~ 
into ma~ny, mostly s,~]] chunks c : f  Land scattered ar,:und the ~[o.waqe. Many of these 
fragments ~re s~: small and tsol~ted that they will be, hic)']'/ :~Liscept. ible to the adverse 
effects of ~ragmen~at:on, includlng colonlzatl,3n by ::i';a[.:ve~. ,Ind :listurbance from hun~n 
activlt~es, and will ~]ke]y be ~ f little conservati,in "..:~i., 

Article 415. Thre~itel-~ed ,~I:d en,1,-~:~t~d sp~cles ].~rot.~ct [¢,I .l~:i ~t:hancemer~t p]a[; 
LPoI!dlVLc +. orl ;i [~3M~'s , wi ! h m~.n- :,-: 5. + Cataract D~M..~:~I : 
Thi:; Artt.-:e ml~.:~" s~,ecif!ca|l~ i ,: .czel!d~d to ii)cltld.. ~:;~:~;:-~,-'., and prL, tec) l:bn of hltbi~a~ 
for twc) star.- "Thc~at,!nc'd" anc :::, state "Special C:ncerr:" ::'.:*~(:!es. Fh..! flr~it 
"Thzedt~ned" spe,.:ies is the meal 1 :Fall's eolu~,]r.~i,~li . qh::, ta~:on wa~ noted by UPPCO'~: 
c'¢)nsu]tant E--PE~ (E.DRC Englne~.~:.t= and Cons~itiT~g LLC h,.~(..J ~:: ~L][~%e~ ~; ~heir reports 
for Borld/Victo~ ia a~*d Ci~raracT f :,gwaqes (as discuss~d l,ei, :.,'. , L,.~t not rec'~Dgnlzed a~; b~zrlg 
a stare-iigted specieg (~r at ; * a .~T  F:.PRO did not ~r~.a" t" .~:; such ITI theLr report}. The 
s~ctn*d "Threat ('fled" s~>ec]es is A .~ t1~ c/:s?o. Colt.go:lilt; ,~r ' ,-'!" ~;i]~O kno'-T~ ~ " [ak~ 
herring- . whlch is f,Dut:d at I~;~:;% at !~end and %')ct..~ia ~T w~ce~;, but a.~c: no." ccnside:e:; 
in These report s 3: ti:e D S M P 8 .  I, '~peci;]l Concern" ~;[.~ec!e:4 :~-/ mentioned ~n E.PRC'c 
~urveys Or the BunU, ~,icturia ~.~.:FE" _~ ~ :are plant, .~'~t:u~u~:. .,~t~:: sta:wr~tl. ~Cullitzichu 
hermaphrodit, ica), found !n at "~.-..~ TWO locations on ~>i:i :,,~[.~ F~,Dwage. .:"(!e the 
discussion under Part 7 I > ~ : ( > w  f, t ndditl3nal iI*form;*t ~cm. ":,;.',-~, ' h~H~ tar~ .~[.~:c~es nr,- 
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not considered in any of the relevant DaMPs, even though the license agreements require 
UPPCO to provlde ,Threatened, endangered, and sensitive species protection for all UPPCO- 

owned project [ands" (FERC 2003, Section 4E, page 12). 

"--~ Additional rare species probably inhabit these flowages and surrounding project lands as 
well. Comprehensive rare species surveys should be done by qualified individuals at. the 
appzoprlate times of year, to insure that any additional rare and endangered species are 

protected in accordance with the license agreements. 

Article 416, Recreation Plan (Bond/Victoria DAMP) : 
UPPCO suggests a number of amendments to thls article, including an amendment to Sections 
2.1 and 2.2, stating. "The recreational enhancements proposed for the Bond Falls 
Devalop~ent are consistent with the policies, shoreline classifications, 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." As discussed above, the DSMP for Bond Falls is clearly NOT 
consistent with the shoreline classifications and development guidelines because it did 
not consider three rare species documented on this flowage: the merlin, the lake herring 

and the autumnal water sta,'~ort. 

Additionally, part (b) of this article clearly states that the licensee may only grant 
perm/sslon for -NON-CO~MERCI.AL piers, landings, boat docks, or similar structures" 
(capitalization added) without FERC approval. Thus the marina/cluster docks for boat 
rental proposed for Bond at the Barclay boat landing, and at Victoria near the dam would 
appear to be prohibited without FERC approval, and would presumably require an amendment 

to this artic]e to construct them. 

Article 419, Historic Resources Management Plan (Bond/Victorla DSMP) : 
UPPCO claims that implementing the DSMP will have no effect on historic sites around the 
flowage. But with the attempted (and I believe llcense-vlolating} cha~ges to the 
management of the project lands proposed in this DSMP, including moving campsites, 
replacing "old-growth" with developed "recreation areas", etc. revision of this article 

would seem to be in order. 

PART 7. SHORELINE MANAGEMENT pi~%N CLASSIFICATIONS AND GUIDELINES 

Part 7 of each DSMPs once again asserts that UPPCO and E-PRO have conducted adequate 
environmental assessments of Bond, Victoria, and the other flowages. THIS IS FALSE. AS 
pointed out. in previous comments to FERC, the brief E-PRO surveys conducted in 2C06 
resulted in cookie-cutter "draft reports" which were very superficial ar.d so much alike 
that even the names of the flowages were occasionally wrong. 

In my 2006 comments to ?ERC 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 lo~king for. Included in their bird sightlngs were reports of marlins (Falco 
columbarius) at Bond Falls, Victoria, and Cataract Flowages. At Victoria and Cataract 
Flowages, the E-PRO reports even mention seeing marlins acting aggressively, indicating 
li~ely nesting nearby. These consultants either didn't realize that the merlin was listed 
as "Threatened" by the State of Michigam, or if they did (as UppcO claims on page 18 of 
Attachment ~t of the DAMP, in response to my August 2006 comments to FERC, included in 
attachment 47) they inexplicably didn't me[ttion that this bird was state-"listed" or treat 
it as such in their report. Aquatic plant "surveys" si£aply listed several gelzera co,~non in 
lakes throuchout the eastern US, e.g. p,~tamogeton spp., NaJas app., Myriophyllum app., 
etc., and apparently made no attempt to identify these plants to species, or to figure cut 
if the plants they saw might be rare, Emergent and shoreline plants were not surveyed, n~)r 
was there a~,y attempt to assess how migratory birds might use these flowages. 

In Septembez 2006 I visited Bond Falls Flowage (for a canoe trip with others). There I 
cau,e ',*Don two populations o! a rare aquatic plant the consultants had never menL:<>ncd: 
Callitrlche hermaphroditica (autuR~lal water 8tarwort) . This plant is lis~ed as ".4pecia] 
Concern" in Michigan. It was locally cci~mu:~ in shallow water near Little Falls :)*: the 
sou!h side o[ the flowage, and a',. the m,o',~th ,)f Dead Creek on the west side of tb.~. f!owage. 
(I c~u,l.cte~. ~everal specimens and ~ent them to the Unlversity of Michigan Herb,~u~- it. 

, .~,(_llt..<.) veLiLitJ by L|.~ CULa%~/. DL A. A. |,<z**~:uh. 1 A: i n  Azbuz w|cz%" the p eLI ~) ~ ' %vdS 
a]::o :;'ubml,-'c,l ,1 rare pl~*:~.t rep:~it, lrlg f¢ :in to; '.he Mlc~!q~l[l N.3t*lral F~i~.£s llp,'ol]tor~' _.. 
: ,a:%~.r~g.i  A' b,,~.h 1 , , c a ' . i e : : s  l h e  [, .)p~:lat : , n g  w~:ze : a r q e  a l :d  ¢>bviou~ e~.ouq.h I .hu:  ~e','en i~  t h e  

I 
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consultants were only able to identify common genera of a~atics, they should have seen 
this plaint, recognized that it was ul~usual, and used one =>f several widely available plant 
taxonomy works releva-,lt to the region to flgz~re out what -~ was. 

Another rare species inhabiting Bond Falls flowage .has been co~pletely o{~t%tted fresh the 
DSMP for this flowage - a clsco, Core(~onua artedi (also known as "lake herring"). In Table 
D-I of Appendix D o~ the 2001 Draft Environmental Impact :qzatement for rellcensing (FI~RC 
2001), this fish is listed as inhabiting Bond Falls Flowaqe and two of three other large 
water Do<lles (Gogebic and Cisco Chain of Lakes) included _:x the Bond Falls project. The 
lake herring is listed as "Threatened" in Michigan (M~FI [999) . Yet its presence is not 
mentioned anywhere in the DSMP or E-PRO's reports, so the potential Impact of the DSM~ on 
this state-listed species isn't considered. 

The Bond Falls Flowage map classifies both the areas with ~utumm.al water starwort as 
"General Use / Forr~al Recreation Areas" where "recreatlon,~l enhancements" would occur 
(Section 7-3). While these water starwort populations can presumably handle occasional 
foot or canoe traffic (and are mostly in too shallow of water to be significantly affected 
by motorboat traffic), they are likely to be signific~r, tI7 impacted by the "proposed 
recreational enhance~nents" planned for these areas. UPPCO's claim that these areas were 
"carefully planned based upon data collected as part of the 2096 environmental studies" is 
further evidence of the gross inade~cy of these studies 

According to the license agreement for Bond Falls Project (FERC 2003), UPPCO com~nits to a 
"land management plan that includes timber management, revegetation measure.s, and 
threatened, endangered, and sensitive species protection for all UPPCO-owned project 
lands." (Section 4B, page 12) . I would assume that Special Concern species such as 
auttur~al water starwort wou~d fall under the terra "sensitive 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 ~PPCO'S ow~ consultants, re~pectlvely, no meaningful surveys have been conducted for 
them, and no consideration of thegn (let alone provisions [or their protection) exists in 
the DSMPs for Bond Falls or (for the merlin) Cataract Flowages. What other rare, 
threatened, and endangered species Inhabit these f]owages and surrounding project lands ~ 
Nobody knows, because despite the 2006 B-PRO surveys. NO c~M4PR~HE~SIVE ASSESSMENT OF RAPE 
PI~kNTS A~ ANTMII,S HAS BEEN DONE on Or around these flowaqes 

The E~MP goes ~:n to state how -.he various layers of *data' ~ere overJald on ar~a] 
photcgraphs, and how the resu~tinq maps "ser-;ed as [~he primary aid in the classifying 
Shoreline Management Plan areas" (slc). But because much ~.,f the biological ~data" 
collected by UPPCO and E-PRO is haphazard, incomplete, ~t:-,~levant, and/or superficial, 
.n%aps th,*t rely on this "data" are presumably superf~o~a._ .c~'3 uz,reliable as well 

any 

PART 9. E~'~/-TRONFIKNTAL IMPACTS 

The 8c:n~ ~. Fails DSMP contradicts the "Draft Envlronmenta[ ~mpac~ Statement" (FE.~C 2001', ,~s 
to how m~(:h wetland exists around this f!owage. On [)age ~4. FERC (2001) states that 
~Althc.ut~h we~.[ands around Bond F~lls Peservozr aze limit~: because st the seas0nai 
drawd¢:%-.l, a narrow band of will.2ws is present arott~.J th~ ~,~rLmeter of the impoundment " ~n 
," r y ~ x l q  tu justify sit1~:g some d.~cks over shrub wer'~ands, " : l e  ~.SMP (page 9 3} states. 
"'These we~:lands e×~st throughout the majority c..f the B~tnd ua~is impoundment and ut.e 
wet:~,::d type is very COmZ~on al0ng tI%e majority of the s::c:,'/ine. Because this i~abitdt t':.[~e 
is v~ry c~,;nmoll at. Bond Falls, and is ol%ly available to :~|~,~cie~; such as fi.~h ...... the 
extent ~ impa~-ts associated with seasonal dock pla::em-n~ : n ~ :~es~. areas Lb e×pected tc~ );~ 
;nlnlt!;cll:' '['~le cufi:~us "only avai \aI~[,~ to fish" comment as i !.?, ~s Bond Falls Flowage 
surrcun~ed by a n~rrow ban'.] ~f ,.l[ows, as stlted iu FE~C 23C:~. ~)~ by ~x~t,n~;i,.,o shr~ 
wet:it, e.>-. nf~ stated in the draf, D:~MP ~or th~s [i:~wa~e? 

P ~ l q e  "1. ! ~ : t  t h .  • B : , I ~ d / V - c L o L  i a  :)~.b,IF . 3 t a t e r . ,  " M t 3 d e r a ~  ~, i o - ~ c  " ~-.~gl : . I T p - R c t s  I.C w~tt  C'Z q u . ~ l  L t . y  
I. hLLnJgh Ih(~ ir:t reduction el addilional nutrient su[;pJles .~: h o  l~,Irn oi tJt:cii.~l)uste-J ~i_~ 
could ~%~tentid!ly result from the )pe~Ation an(] m.~llntcn~:~c,! ,)9 .~dditJonai boats assocl,~!,,,1 
w..t~ -he ;,ttposed docks" Stnc~ when h.:~s ur, co,,'nbu.,:t.(.1 f.;,~l Le~n ~onnider~-d ,-, n,trz'~en" i ~ 
Alsc the. :)..:~e:l! i.%i im~,l:?t, of ,;:l<orrbusted fllel ~.s ~mltte~ ~ :cr~ " he D~qM|;:~ f<::l in," ~! h¢~ 
t ~O'~',I,[~, t2",oe[~ :hc,11gh r:ew dcckg az,~ pro!:<;s~fl f:,r {~ i ' ,-;,' 

C'ONC I .U~; lOFl  

5 
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http://web4.msue.msu.edu/mnfl/data/specialanlmals.efm (May 2007). 

{MNFI] Michigan Natural Features Inventory. 1999. Michigan's Special Plants. 
http://web4.mHue.msu.edu/mnfl/data/specialplants.cfm (May 2007). 

New York Sea (:rant. 1994. Agency Activities. Dreisae~al (Zebra Mussel Clearinghouse, 250 
Hartwel] Hall, :~I/NY College at Brockport, Brockport, NY 14420-2928), 5(3), 1-2. 

{US-ACE ERDC] US Army COrpS of Engineers, Environmental Research and Development Center. 
2007. Zebra Mussel Information System (ZMIS}. Vicksburg, Miss. 
http://el.er'.L:.usace.army.mil/zebra/zmls/zmlshelp.htm and links (May 2007). 
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tJppcr Pcnninsula Powcr Company ALl Tram (Fi'IRC NO. 10S56) 
[.AXI) ~.".1. [S (_'ONSUL IA I ION Dc~(t ~11:>, IS 

Attachment  81 
23 May 2007 

PUBI.](" COMMENTS FROM JI.NE .~( |IMA %1. 
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V 

Janet Wolfe, Communications Manage, 
l.q'PCO 
P.O. Box 130 
I foughton, M149931-0130 
May 23, 2007 

Dear Ms Wolfe, 

As a long-time resident of the lake district of northern Wisconsin, I 
.,;peak from experience re~gardmg the effects on pristine shorelines of 
over-development by greedy or ignorant humans. 

The proposed n~an~ement plans for Project Lands surrounding 
reservoirs m the Upper Peninsula of Michigan inevitably will result in 
detrimental impacts on this splendid area. Surely, tn 2007, there must be 
some environmental awareness of the inevitable damage that will otxTttr 
with the introducUon of docks, lights, paths, and viewing corridors and 
unenlightened property owners. 

I urge that WPS-UPPCO honor its FERC license and protect the 
shoreline habitat from human intervention and aJl of the environmental 
destruction that will surely follow. 

Sincerely, 

'3une Sehnmal 
1163 Hwy 47 West 
Arbor Vitae, Wi 54568 
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Upper I'erminsu[a Power Company Au Tram (Iq:RC NO. 10856) 
| ,..\', D ,~,',l [!~. CONSUl. IA'I ION 1)O( t :MiN ] S 

Attachment  82 
25 May 2007 

PLiBI,I(. ( 'OM~<IENTS FROM HENRY %%. PEI EI,tS 
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l ~en ry  W. P~ter.~ 
(906) 932-4715 

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) 
888 First St. N.E. 
Washington D.C. 20426 

E. 513~ Wildew¢~¢l  Ln. Apt 102 i r o n w o o d  M! 4 ~ ) 3 8  
hwpclers@provide.net 

: • , - . _ 

May 24, 2007 . . . . . . .  '...- 

ORIGIN/\  ==", 

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 Falls) 

V 

Dear Secretary Bose (and Commission), 

Enclosed below are my comments on the SMP regarding the land sale and projected planned development 
anticipated to follow in the above referenced hydropower domains. I sent these comments, in timely fashion 
to UPPCO (i.e., May 21, 2007, the official deadline for public comment) by emaU.., so the form differs slight- 
ly, printed. I also corrected, for clarity of understanding, several misspellings and typos (and will therefore, 
resend remarks to UPPCO, noting slight changes). 

The short of it is; I find extremely disconcerting the fact that (as far as I know) UPPCO/WPS/Nantera, Inc., 
has largely attempted to bypass public awarenesses regarding their intentions and perhaps even worse, the 
legally mandated regulatory authority 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 well 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.., allowing 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 
rise, etc. (see footnote below on page two). 

These "resources" above mentioned (and many not) address also, a future, POTENTIAL state of the world• 
The wheel is still in spin..• It may be that citizens currently residing in these areas, will, or will not respond 
appropriately to the call for responsible actions to protect the above, but the opportunity for doing so would 
have no moral/ethical basis, if this same opportunity were removed from the realm of the possible by means 
of their own governmental indifference. This is your charge. I prey you act with appropriate consideration tor 
ALL of the inhabitants of these areas. 

Thank you for your consideration to this matter. 

Sincerely, ~ . . . . . . . . .  ~ 

• 7 

/, ryw. Pe,erV /, -- - 

yl 

Footnote: 
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H e n r y  W. P e t e r ~  
(906) 932-4715 hwpclcrs(.~ providc.ncl 

1 <http://en.wikipedia.org/wikiJG raylmg_%28species%29> 

The grayling t"Thymallus thymallus) is a species of freshwater fish in the salmon family (family Salmonidae) 
of order Salmoniformes. It is the type species of its genus. Native to ~he 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 Morocco in 1948, it does not appear to have become established there. 

(snip) 

The grayling prefers cold, running rwerine 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, including Eurasian minnows and yellow 
perch. Graylings are also prey for larger fish, including the huchen (Hucho hucho). 

With the Arctic grayling, 7". thymallus is one of the economically important Thymallus species, t~emg raised 
commercially and fished for sport. 

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

(emphasis added) 
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Henry W. P e t e r s  

(906) 932-4715 

Ms. Janet Wolfe 
Communications Manager 
UPPCO 
PO Box 130 
Houghton, MI 49931-0130 
Emall: jwolfe@uppco.com 

E. 5132 W i l d e w o o d  In.  Apt 102 ' .  !lFo~w~od M! 
49938 

hwpetcrs@provide,nel 
~'" " ~D [:.: ?LI 

May 2t, 2007 

. . . . .  , • . . . .  

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

Numbers: 
Project No.1864 (Bond and Victoria) 
Project No. 2402 (Pdckett) 
Project No.10856 (Au Train) 
Project No.10854 (Cataract) 
Project No. 2506 (Boney Falls) 

Dear Ms. Woffe, et. al., 

Basically, in regards to the above referenced UPPCO/WPS hydropower area land sale areas to 
Nanterra, I wish to state my firm objection. 

Off the top, as a Iongtime area resident of this area in the upper peninsula of Michigan and now 
land steward of my family's properties, 160 acres approximately seven miles south of Victoda res- 
ervoir (since 1941), from the time of my birth, I have lived off and on, or near my grandparents 
1928 homestead, my expedance tells me that any where near the placement of the projected wa- 
tercraft in these commercially designed developments as outlined in the current edition of the 
"Shorline Management Plan" (SMP), with accompanying docking facilities, strikes any person who 
has some reasonable amount of awareness, experience and sensitivity to the magnificent but yet 
fragile diversity of ecosystems in the considered sale areas (and for the sake of discussion here: 
especially the project lands), of which some is just now beginning to recover from well over a can- 
luries' previous mistakes, espeolaUy in regarding this abundant divermty as an inexhaustible re- 
source of forest, mineral/water or atmosphere. Unfortunately some ol these areas, in close prox- 
imity, continue to take a beating.., e.g., road building inappropriate logging, or other manner of oft 
mindless exploitation, and some areas, it is yet to be demonstrated even their potential for resil- 

ience. 

If you get nothing more trom this letter than this: I say, NO TO DOCKS IN THE SALE AREAS. But 
there is more, and I wo~JId now take this opportunity to expand a bit. 

First of all, the license agreement, accomplished in 2003 between the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commismoe (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 a license for its continued operation, as 
long as no new construction is proposed,54 and UPPCO proposes no new con- 
structlon In Its re l icense application. 
(emphasis added) 

And further it states: 
- 1- H. Peters/UPPCO 
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] l e n r y W .  P e t e r s  

(906) 932-4715 

E . s 1 3 2 ~ A / f l d e w c ~ d ~ . A p 1 1 ~  
49938  

I r ( m w ~ ) d M l  

hwpeter~t@prnvidc nc[ 

18 U.S.C. §808(e). 

LICENSE TERM 
108. Section 15(e) of the FPA 63 provides that any new hcense 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 that propose little or no redevelopment, 
new construction, new capacity, or environmental mitigatJve and enhancement meas- 
ures: 40-year terms for projects that propose moderate redevelopment, new con. 
struction, new capaci~/, or mitigation and enhancement measures; and 50-year terms 
for projects that propose extensive redevelopment, new construction, new capacity, or 
enhancemenL 110. In Section 2.5 of the Agreement, the mgnatories agree to a 40- 
year license term. In 1991, UPPCO completed reconstruction of the Victoria dam and 
related facilities costing approximately $14,000,000. UPPCO also completed a 
$6,000,000 replacement of the wondstave pipeline with a sptral wound steel plpehne in 
200 I. In light of these expenditures and the enhancement measures and operational 
changes proposed pursuant to the Agreement, a term of 40 years is appropnate Ac- 
cordingly,  the n e w  l icense for the Bond  Fal ls  Project wil l  have a term of  40 
years. 
(emphasis added) 

In other words, the way I read this, the current license was granted to all areas under the condition 
that UPPCO did not  project any mere 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 lands which are supposedly open for any business that the 
"owners" may choose... We might debate, in an other, more kind forum, the wisdom of this "any 
business" however, I wish to focus on my main concern here. the project lands and the project 
waterways... 

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

• UPPCO/WPS commissioned a "drive by" biological survey.., about a several day time fine, 
during only one season of many here which transpire, using, for example, a helicopter to do 
raptor surveys...(absurd!). The "Michigan Hydro Reiicensing Coalition" (MHRC) states in 
their August 28, 2006 letter to UPPCO that: 

"We recommend that UPPCO not identify these stud,es as "Enwronmental 
Assessments." Environmental Assessment (EA) has a specific meaning un- 
der the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). These assessments do 
not meet the requirements of an EA as defined under NEPA. In general, an 
£A includes brief discussions of the following: the need for the proposal, an 
analysis of alternatives, environmental impacts of the alternatives, and a Itst- 
mg of agencies and persons consulted." 

• They go on to politely suggest that you call your over vie,',' preliminary, biased view 

-2- H. PetersJUPPCO 
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assessment (of the publics willingness to digest the superficial!) as an 
"Environmental Baseline Assessment." I most respectfully cease my agreement 
with the MHRC 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 natural relations that show them through time and 
space. 

• That said, from even a cursory glance at the comments 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. 

• I would further add, besldas an ,CA that, because of the scope and magnitude of 
these projects, both site specific and inclusive of the total projects areas covered In 
this proposed landscape modification of which a Federal Agency is the rogulaton/ 
overseer (FERC), cumulative effects which include, by legal mandate, Item the 
NEPA as sited below, an EA, a Biological Evaluation (BE) and also appropriate 
Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) need be done to maintain any credible 
compliance with the letter and spirit of applicable laws. 

NEPA 
40 CFR PART 1500 
Sec. 1508.7 
Cumulative impact. "Cumulative impact" is the impact on the environment 
which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to oth- 
er past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless ot 
what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other ac- 
tions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively 
significant actions taking ptace over a period of time. 

• Nature is, one way or another, in a dynamic condition... Where are the now, relatively every 
day discussed possibilities of GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE considerations in relation to 

these projects? t 

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

• Where is the analysis of the probabilities, given you are inviting multiplying possibilities for 
who knows who, from who knows where regarding "viral hemorrhagic septicemia virus, 
VHSV, which causes anemia and hemorrhaging in lish," as sited in below included article, 
not to mention other invasive species of plant and animals (i.e, zebra muscle, etc.)? 

• In this "Shoretine Management Plan" numbers of "proposed recreation enhancements are 
listed.., very impressive.., and supposedly members of the public ("local stakeholder") have, 
for example, asked for -fish cleaning stations." Well, I have been to most every public meet- 
ing (other than the so-called "focus groups.*) and I have not once heard any one ask for a 
-fish cleaning station." As a mater of tact, the vast majority of comments I have heard ex- 
pressed serious and troubled concern over the presentation and direction of this kind ot arti- 
ticial city in the "wildernass." Looks to me, like most folks view this as developing a rich per- 
sons playground at the expense of something many, including my salt 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 §ood lord offers... The chance to give to future generations, some 
semblance of what potential the world, untrammeled by total human misery and degrada- 
tion! 

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

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

No Docks! 

Thank you for 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 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  forward ...................... <>>>> 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, Comell professor of aquatic animal medicine 
in the College of Veterinary Medicine. 

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

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

"It's pretty obvious this is an epidemic even if it isnl official," stud Bowser. "There are just so many 
species affected and so many mortalities." 

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

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

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

Other species from the Great Lakes Basin area that have tested positive by Cornell iocMde blue- 
gill, rock bass, black crappie, pumpkinseed, smallmouth and largemouth bass, muskellunge, 
northern pike, walleye, yellow perch, channel catfish, brown bullhead, white perch, white bass, 
emerald shiner, blunthose minnow, freshwater drum, round goby, gizzard shad and burbot 

Bowser suspects the virus may have originated from an infected marine fish off the Atlantic Coast. 
Other possible sources include the movement of infected fish by airborne or terrestrial predators, 
anglers using infected bait minnows, contaminated fishing equipment or live water wells in boats, 
boating activities and ballast water. 

"Basically, we don't know how it got here, but it is here and it's spreading," said Bowser. "It would 
be wonderful if we did know. However, I don't think we ever will." 

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

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

The spread of the virus could have a devastating impact on aquaculture and particularly the chan- 
nel catfish trade, which constitutes about 80 percent of aquaculture business in the United States, 

said Bowser. 

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

NOTICE: In accordance with Titte 17 U.S.C. Section 107, this material is distributed without protit 
to those who have expressed a prior interest in receiving this information for research and eduCa- 

tional purposes. 

V 

-5- H. Peter~UPPCO 
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Re: FERC mojed= 2402 (Pdctketl); 1864 (Bond FalbNtdor~); 10058 ~ Tmkt); 10154 (CeMm¢~; 25(~ (Boney 
Foils) 

I o l l x l l  conllnilion of docll  i I  PIIcklll. Vl l tw/ ,  ,l,u T n / ,  C I l l i ~  I l l i l l f  F i l  
and Bond Fsh 01tu, mm '4ds ~4n dlgrade wtldli~ h i l ~  I ~ romovail o f l lmps  mt P d c ~  d ~  N ~ ~ i  
alk:x~ the incroamocl bsfllc of m o ~  bolts to go Id ~ r~gher slpeldm mind Qmom/o mol'e n o i L  I OPlPOmo M 
u t a l ~  of ' ~  c o n ~ "  m thM would further ~ ~41dtHro/ l~  

In my oginlori, the UPPCO SMP do~  no( 13ndKt r d  m Mld lb  Imbl l l  I IreqdrM b/F1ERC. Givat Iho 
complexRy of i n s / m e  and Ihe I . t ted ~ope of the S lx~ lne Managemml Pin.  ~ ~ i 
should be req,dmd of UPPCO in this mlttef. 

The wildne~ of the Vk;t~l~tfld Pdctkett dim I r m  (of which I im ~ ~ i l  ~ ~ i spooIM. 

Berb Quena ( ~  
Ph: 906-482-7478 
Enifl: pguer zj@h~h.,~Lnot 

7-<' 

5" -17-  o 7 

k-,,.., Zy 
o_ '-<'by" 

4 Y a a.a /_xx_~-s ~, <~ " 
. 

ik-/~ ~/,~- /~,~, 
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Project No.10856 (Au Train) 
PTo~ct NoJ 0054 (Oa~r~t) 
Prolect NO. 25oe (Bo~y F~s) 

Mike Stock.nil1 
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ORIGINAL 
Kimberly D. Bose, SecreU~ 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
888 F'tral St. N.E. 
Washinglon D.C. 20426 

May 20, 2007 

Dear Kimbefly Bose, 

. . . .  : "  ~F THE 

2~I 14~ 2q P ~: 3U 
. .!:.~Y 

...'..A;~,~ ( CtAi.iiS5~:. 

This letter addresses the foOov~ng FERC reservoir project numbers: 

> Project No. 1864 (Bond and Victoria) 
> Project No. 2402 (Pr icks)  
> Project No.10856 (Au Tram) 
> Proje~ No.10S54 (Cman~) 
> Project No. 2506 (Boney Falls) 

rm a resident of the Upper Peninsula of Michigan and am greatly conc.en'~d by the proposed 
management plan. I have visi%ed and hiked near most o f ~  special places, and i STRONGLY 
OPPOSE CONSTRUCTION OF DOCKS u proposed by Upper Pe~inmla Power Company at 
Prickett, Victoria, Au Train, Cataract, Boney Falls, and Bond Falls sites. Given the complexity of  
this isauc and the limited scope of the Shordine Man~emem Phm an Environmem~d Assessment 
should be required of UPPCO in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

S u ~ n n e  Van Dam 
702W. 
Houghton, M] 49931 

(906) 483-4729 
Suzanne. vandala@tinlandla .edu 

V 
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United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WII,DI,IFE SERVICE 
East 1,ansing Field Office (ES) 
2651 Coolidge Road, Suite 101 

East l,ansing, Michigan 48823-6316 

September 2 I, 2007 

Mr. Shawn Puzcn 
Upper l'eninsula Power Company 
700 North Adams Street 
PO Box 19001 
Green Bay, Wisconsin 54307-90001 

Re: [.;ndangered Species Act Section 7 Technical Assistlmcc; Draft Shorcline M,'magement 
Phms for Bond Falls, Prickett, Cittm'act, An Train, and Boney Falls (FERC Project Nos 
1864, 2402, 10854, 1 I)856, and 2506 respectively). 

Dear Mr. Puzen: 

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on your draft Endangcred Species Act 
(Act) section 7 effects detemrinations for the draft Shoreline Management Plans (SMPs) at the 
above referenced Federal Fnergy Regulatory Commission (FERC) licensed hydroelectric basins. 
This letter provides technical assistance to help you in thrther development of your endangered 
species effects determinations or biological evaluations (BEs). It is our understanding that 
section 7 consultation ;viii be requcstcd by FERC in the future. 

The information contained in your BEs addressed the tx)tential afllzcts of implclnenting the draft 
SMPs on gray wolt, bald eagle, and Canada lynx. Currently, Canada lynx is the only species that 
may occur within the action area and which would require section 7 ~:onsulmtion. As of March 
12, 2007, wolvcs in the Western Great I,akes District Population Segment, which includes 
Michigan, were removed from the federal list of endangered and threatened species. Bald eagles 
were dclisted on August 8, 2007. Wolves and bald eagles no hmger 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 eagles no longer receive protection under the Act, they are protected by the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA). Activities 
associated with implementing the SMPs have the tx~tential to disturb bald eagles. Thus, we 
rcvicwed the bald eagle portion of your 13E and are providing comments below to help elm'ify 
yot, r bald eagle protection and management efforts and to highlight activities which may disturb 
eagles. "l'hcsc cornmeuts are provided Io help you comply with BGEPA, tim FERC licenses or 
appro,,ed plans for these projects ,nay require additional effbrts or considerations not ;tddressed 
below. 
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L t B l a ~ ! ~ i g s  Act Comment_.,i 

Your assessment indicates thai there is no available informatim~ indicating that (Tanada lynx arc 
currently present or use the prqicct areas around Bond, Prickett. Cataract, Au Train, Boney, or 
Victoria impoundments. Wc cg:ee that if Canada lynx are prc-;cnt in tile action areas they arc 
likely limited to a small number of dispersing individuals and :hat there is no recent or current 
documentation of lynx brcedirg I lowever, detection o f a  vc:'3 love number of di~,pc:'sing 
individuals may be diflicult. ",V,z believe that lynx may be present within suitable habitat in the 
Upper Peninsula and that project assessment for potential effects to h'nx is prudent. 

Therefore, we recommend yot. identify any potential lynx hahitat within the FH<(7 projcct 
boundaries around these basin< Wc realize that these areas arc narrow buffers around the 
basins, and without adjacent habitat, would not provide large enough habitat areas lot lynx. 
When determining lynx habitat suitability, thesc impoundmcm areas should be reviewed within 
tile context of the larger surrounding hmdscape. If suitable habitat exists around the basins, then 
you should analyze the potential impacts to that habitat ,'rod lynx as a result of irnplenlcnting the 
SMPs. 

A dctcrminatio.~ regarding tile c fleet of the project on Canada I> nx was not artic'flatcd in the 
drat~ ]31-. A determination o f  no effect, not l ikely to adversely aftbct, or l ikely to adversely aft'cot 
should I~c stated and justified i ,  your determination. 

National Bald and Golden }-~l,~J~,z Protection Act Comnlcnts 

Bald eagles receive protection under BGEPA which provides criminal and civil pcnahics for 
persons who "'take" haht eagles. '['he definition of"take" under GEPA includes distn:'b. Disturb 
n lCa l lS :  

"...to agitate or bother a bald or golden eagle to a degree that causes, or is likcl3 
to cause, based on the ~cst scientific intbrmation available, I) injury to an eagle. 
2) a decrease in its productivity, by substantially interfering vVith norn:al breeding. 
feeding, or sheltcring hchavior, or 3) nest abandonment, by substantiall 3 
interfering with normal breeding, fccding, or sheltering behavior." 

Your BI.: and SNIPs suggest that increased boating and othcr recreatiomtl activities on or around 
lhcsc basins is expected as a rc-::dt ot ' implementing the SMPs Some of the activities described 
in the SNIPs are the developm,:f,t of cluster docks, individual docks, pedestrian trails, and 
pedestrian pathways. I)cpendmg on their location, these nev,' developments, and the people 
associated with them, could disturb foraging and nesting bald eagles. ['hcrcibre, protccti,.'e 
ii~casl.ll'eS t;:)r bald eagles should be incorporated into the SMP,~ Below v,'e provide the important 
protecti', e measures that ",verc discussed in the I?.E. potential di'~mrbing activities that require 
further c~msidcration, and other cmnlncnts to help chn'if~ your document. 
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Proteclive measures discussed: 

• Commercial timber harvesting will be prohibited around the impoundments allowing 
previously used nest trees aud supcrcmu~py trees to remain. 

• • ) • A 660 ~rbot radius around existing nest trees will be designated m the SMI as a 
Conscrvation Arcas where no "development" would be allowed. 

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

• Restricted human entry within 330 feet Dfa nest, unless needed for eagle monitoring 
or research, during the breeding season. 

• At P, oney Falls. the winter bald eagle fi)raging areas will be delineated and ingress 
and egress into tbesc areas would be minimized. 

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

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

• Intbrmational buoys will be placed in thc water around the outer edges of the primary 
zone to discourage boaters from approaching active ncsts, t.'dueational materials will 
be provided to the public to encourage cooperation in avoiding disturbance to eagles. 

I 

The above protective measures should be incorporated into the SMPs. 

Potential disturbing activities: 

Increased boating and recreational activities on the impoundment could disturb 
important baht eagle tbraging areas. Our May 2007 National Bald Eagle 
Managemcnt Guidelines (Guidelines) suggest avoiding commercial and recreational 
boatiug and fishing near critical cagle foraging areas during peak feeding times. 

Developlncnt of docks and other long term water facilities (ramps or docks) could 
impact bald eagle fDraging areas. Our Guidelines suggest locating long-term and 
permanent water dependent thcilities away from important eagle foraging areas. 

• [Jnder your phm, new nests would not receive the same level of protection as 
currently occupied re.st'" sl:cs."- " This could result in disturbance of birds hr, on-going, 
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recreational activit:es. Specifically, the BI" stoics that i fa  pair o f  eagles choose to 
establish a new nest m an area already receiving hut:ran use resulting from recreation 
facilities, there will be no restriction of  human act!'. ~ties in that area during the 
breeding season. ()ur Guidelines state that some inl.:rmittent, occasional, or ii'regular 
uses that pre-date eagle nesting in an area may distqrb eagles and that activities in 
these areas may nccd to be adjusted to avoid disturi~ance. Wc recommend as ncv,' 
nests arc initiated that area activities and their potential to disturb eagles slmuld be 
evaluated on a case-by-case basis. 

Activities that create hind noises (such as tirc,,vorks ; v.cre not addressed in the BF. or 
SMPs. These actix tiles could disturb bald eagles a'ad should be prohi!fited Tzcar nest 
sites during the breeding season. 

We recommend you incorporate and address these concerns in vour SMPs. We encourage you tO 
further review the Guidelines m:d determine if  other a¢[iustmcnts in the SMPs are necessary to 
protect eagles. Bald eagle guidt:lines and other relevant inlbr:nation can be timnd maline at 
http://u wwfivs.gov/migrator3"bi,'ds/baldeagle, htm. 

Otlner comments:  

• Please define for clarity primary, secondary, and tertiary zones around nest trees. 
Also, please define critical and moderately critical thne periods. 

Your BE states that no development will occur within a 660 tbot radius (ffa nest tree. 
What are you consid,:ring development? We assume all activities discussed in the 
SMP would be considered "developments." Please clarify. 

Your BE discusses primary and secondary nesting "'areas." Wc believe you arc 
discussing primary and secondary nest zones or buffers around nest trees. Primary 
and secondary nesl areas could also be interpreted ¢lS two:ahemate nest trees. Please 
clarit)'. 

• At Boney Falls, plea:;c explain the nature, extent, and timing o f" iugrcss  and egress"  
through foraging areas and how you intend to minimize these actix itic~,. 

Please describe hmv alternate nest trees ,,,,ill be prolected and for whal length of tii'ne, 
Our Guidelines suggest the same protection should be provided to alternate nest trees 
as arc provided to active nest trees. Once 5 years ~ffcti-~usc have passed then 
protection may n~ longer be warranted. 

In reviev,'mg tile BI ,  wc noted various da 'cs  for tilt' critical period, modera ldy  critical 
period, and dates of  prohibited entry. We also nosed diR'crent bu['!br zcmc radius'  
around nest trees. Wc understand this is due to diffi.':'cnt language in each o[ ' thc 
F~'.'R(! managenlent phms. We recommend auleuding tiffs part o f  each role\ ant 
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Mr. Shi~wn Puzen 5 

managemcnt plan to reflect the current knowledge reg;trding important bald eagle 
nest periods and nest tree buffer zones. 

Future nest locations may not occur in Conservation Areas where "no development" 
v.,ould occur. If these nests occur in an area where paths or seasonal docks were 
allowed, explain how human disturbance would be avoided. We recommend that 
new nests are provided a similar level of protection from disturbance as current nests. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on UPP(?O's draft SMPs and BE. If you have fttrthcr 
questions or need additional assistance, please contact Ms. Christie I)cloria, at (906) 226-1240. 

Sincerely, 

• " . " .  
" 

Field Supervisor 

v 

C C :  IJ.S. Forest Ser,~ice, Ottawa National Forest, Iron River, Michigan 
(Attn: Susan Spear) 

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

Keweenaw Bay Indian Community, Natural Resources l)epartment, L'Anse, Ml 
(Atm: Gene Mensch) 

Michigan Hydro Re-licensing Coalition, I loughton, M1 (Attn: Bill Deephouse) 
I:edcr',d Energy Regulatory Commission, Washington, D.C. (Attn: Robert Fletcher) 
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Att. 58: Comments  received at Public Meeting 

Keith E Bond 

Jessica Brown 
- Kouala 

Maggi Brown 

Maggi Brown 

Cindy Ellsworth 

Chris Fmk/ 
Cold Springs 
Forestry 

-Scott I-'hckman 

What is your projected time 
table for restoring the water 
level in the Au Train Basin? 
Are there people leasing 
shoreline property? What is 
their chance of buying? 

-W-14at a~  the economic 
benefits of UPPCO selling 
their non-project lands? Was 
UPPCO's non-project land 
public or private property prior 
to the dectsion to sell? 

~ u l d  the Au Train Project 
have the s a m e  positive 
impact on local school 
districts as the Bond 
Reservoir Project is proving to 
have on the Ewen-Trout 
Creek School District ? 

What % of the shoreline 
around the Au Train Basin will 
be set aside for conservation. 
What is the total amount of 
shoreline that's included in 
the Au Train Project? 

What protections/restrictions 
has UPPCO included in their 
SMP to protect the 
environment? 

-Will UPPCO be responsible 
for access roads into primary 
recreation areas? Will 
UPPCO maintain an 
eradication program for Garlic 
Mustard? (on FERC Lands) 

The continuous tra=l through 
the SMP proposed to encircle 
the basra will negatively affect 
species sensitive to 
fragmentation/human 
intrusion within the 
conservation zones, Trails 
should be places outside of 
these zones at a habitat 
interface. 

~PPCO 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 UPPCO will be working with these individuals on 
the future of the leases. Any sale of project land that is 
currentty leased will require an individual filing with the 
=ERC and the FERC approval. 

The property sold to Naterra is located outside of the project 
boundary and is not subject to the SMP, 

It is anticipated that the proposed SMP will increase the 
market value of the land outside of the project boundary. 
However. the project lands are the subject of the SMP 
)rocess. 

7a5~1% of the project lands in the Au Train project boundar~ 
ve been classified as "Conservation. 

Protections and restrictions are detailed in Section 7.0 of 
each respective SMP. 

For those existing roads owned by UPPCO, UPPCO will 
continue maintenance For those facilities that are currently 
accessed by public roads, the current public entity will 
remain responsible. UPPCO will continue the effort of hand 
pulling garlic plants and properly disposing of the plants for 
five years (2007-2011) within the Bond Falls Project. 

While the SMPs do permit the development of a pubic trail in 
some of the Conservation Areas, UPPCO has developed 
very stringent design criteria that will ensure there is no 
break in the forest canopy and no forest fragmentation. 
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Scott H~ckman 

Scott Hickman 

Mary Hintze 

[Mary Hintze 

Douglas L 
Miron 

There are at least 22 species 
of birds considered 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 DNR waterfowl 
refuge. Given the biological 
significance of this area. 
Michigan's current financial 
problems, and UPPCO's 
public responsibilities, would 
UPPCO be willing Io donate 
the south (Au Trairl?) basin 

! lands to the DNR or sell them 
on a very long term contract 
to Ihe DNR? 

" r h ~ ~ i  areas of the- 
SMP will be ineffective if 
development imrnediately 

,. outside them (lar d potentially 
to be sold) is not controlled 
(prohibited) Do SMP 
designations• conservation 
designations in particular. 
restrict the development 
allowed immediately outside 
their boundary 

What kind of recrealional 
entlancements have been 
included in the Au Train 
SMP';' 

Will the water ang-the 
shorelines of the UPPCO 
project lands remain open to 
the public after UPPCO sells 
il's "non-project" land';' Will 
there be a numbe, r of different 
access points available to the 
public', ~ 

i_. 
Reference 26 road access - 
The Alger County Road 
Commission maiqtains 26 
road the possibility of excess 
use of 26 road for basin 
access will be of interest and 
the road comm~s:~ion I 

. . I 1 ~  

UPPCO is curremly working with the MDNR on a purchase 
of the walerfowl "efuge lands outside of the project 
boundary. UPPCO has modified the proposed SMP to 
classify the waterfowl refuge property within the project 
boundary as conservation-limited public trail 

The SMP design;~tions only pertain to project lands they 
have no bearing on adjacent non-project laqds 

i See section 8 of the Au Train SMP, 

Yes. Ihe waferand shorelines of the UPPCO project lands 
will remain open Io the public. The SMP states that any 
pedestrian paths that are constructed will be open to the 
public, However formal public access polrts will remain at 
public recreation facilities 

Commenl Noted 
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DouglasL 
Miron 

Robert Nelson 

-Debi R-olsTo-n " 

m _ .  

Bill Rolston 

Bill Rolston 

James B 
Heikkinen 

Pertaining to roads within the 
proposed basin project - The 
developer should contact the 
Alger County Road 
Commission with any design 
~lans for roads and if they are 
interested in those projected 
roads being within our 
system. 

We are leasing on Forest 
Lake and all the meetings we 
have attended have been told 
we will have first option to 
3urchase property. We are 
still waiting to hear when this 
will be happening. 

Where does UPPCO get their 
ideas from when considering 
enhancements to be included 
in their draft SMP? 

. . . .  ~/Vill all of the property that 
UPPCO sells from the various 
projects across the UP. be 
classified as residential or will 
there be some that will be 
available for "commercial"? 

I I 

" ~ p x  25% of the land 
I I  

included in the Au Train 
Project are classified as 
"conservation". What does 
Ihat mean and how does 
UPPCO insure that? 

I think that the shoreline 
management plan that you 
propose is a fine way to make 
better use of these natural 
resources Now they are 
underused and th~s plan 
should open the area up for a 
number of opportunities to 
expand use. 

Comment Noled 

This is outside of the scope of the current SMPs. 

Recommendations for enhancements are the resull of a 
consultation between UPPCO and state and federal 
agencies, local units of government, the public, and two 
focus groups consisting of representatives from government, 
conservation, hunting and fishing and economic groups 

- -  --The l an~a les  are occurring outside of Ihe project boundary 
and are therefore outside the scope of the SMP planning 
process. 

ATihe Au Train impoundment. Conservation-limited public 
trail means that with the possible exception of low-impact 
public trails, any management deemed necessan/by the 
resource agencies to move towards preserving or enhancing 
forest resources, these areas are not to be disturbed. 
Conservation Areas will not contain any dock structures. 

m _ .  

Comment Noted 
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Art. 59: E-mail Correspondence 

Karin Andrus 
I)aml)am4(a>jamadots.com 

1 g r ew  up c a m p i n g  on Bond  l .akc,  so did my children.  It is a t ragedy  that the next  genera t ions  o f  
nay lhmily  will have  to miss  out olt this exper ience .  Bond  ,.'.'ill never  he the same  aga in  because  
of ,g reed  and  lies. Let the b u c k s  stop h e r e . . . N O  D O C K S ,  like l'~,nd just  the ~`.ay it is . . . . . . . . . .  

Response: Opinion noted 

Wade Fleming 
wadefleming( a hotmail.com 

N O D ( ) C K S ,  N()  W A I . K  W A Y S ,  N O I . I G I I T I - D P A ' I I I S  like Bond. iust  the ~ a y  it is! l l i k c d  
the d i spcrsed  camps i t e s  . . . . . . .  d()n't  care  much  for the new and improved.  

response: G'l'l>('O has revi,~ed the lhnM l'bll~' S.$lP t,.v r(,duc.l~ tilc. total mmd~er o f  dock shps 
and  eliminatin,~ the installation ~,f underground electri< al ~upp!~ amt  permanent  hghtin.~ on 
~hu k.~ ]'her(, will t,e m~ l ighted p,ahwm's.  

Kelly Niemi 
kniemi(a',nfidrivers.c.m 

L~Dnd Lake \`.'ill never bc lhe same after dcvclopnlent. Can wc nrcscr~c SDnlC sercmty7 l )ocks 
and l ighted p a t h w a y s  will take a w a y  the last o f  any  r ema in ing  : ,crcnity this haven  held. 

Response: U P P ( ' O  iris revis~.J flu. Boml  I'blLs' S M P  t 9' n'~h.'in~ the t~,tal number  o/ ~bJck ~lip~ 
and  eliminati .k,  the in~talAitioH ~;/ ttpld('l'~rolold (./('( lri~ al ~/q~p/', and  permanent  li.,..,htim,~ ~.l 
~h,(k~ Thcrc wdl  hc m~ liglltcd l:athw¢l~ ~. 

Teresa Davis 
keysumland(a aol.com 

1 am aga ins t  thc de`. c lopmcn t  eft" Bond  Falls. "I he docks  and lights Ille prospccti`,  e hu~crs  want  to 
pul in v,. ill rum the lake for the rest o f  Ihc us,,:rs. A h h o u g h  In',nl ,a hal I unders tand  ',.ou d o n ' t  
real ly care  ahoul  the people  thai have raised their f amihcs  on llw lakc, Mc bcin~ onc  ¢~f 
th(msan(ls. 

Response: ( "PP( "0 ha.~ rcvi.~c,I 'he Bond  l'~dls S.~IP h;  re~h~( i.'.Z' flu" total numt,cr . I  cb,ck .~lit,,~ 
and  eliminalin:- l/it' in~tallalio~ ~!/ tmdergr~mnd ch'~ tri~ a/~up/dl  ~lPld lAU.latlclll /i~htitt'.; on 
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mine' 

,Ion anti Norma Miller 
bambam4(a)jamadots.com 

We like I-~ond Lake the way it is. This area will not benefit from lakes like the ones in the lower 
peninsula. Traverse City is a jungle. NO DOCKS. NO LIGtlTS, NO WALKWAYS ....... 

Response: UPl'CO Ims revised the Bop d Falls SMl~ by reducing the total mm#wr qf  ~b'ck slq z~' 
and eliminating the installation of  underground electrical .s'uppl~' and permanent lightin,t~ on 
doc£~'. 

Wade l,len|ing 
wadefleming@hot nmil.com 

Bond should be left the way it is! There shouldn't be any houses, docks, paths! By putting tbur 
hundred some houses on Bond, will destroy the lake for everyone! 1)o you really think those 
people would probably much rather to go shopping in Eagle River! Most of them will probably 
go eat in l.and 'O'  Lakes! 

Response: Opinion noted. 

I,. Ursin 
lu rsin(a klaucens.com 

1 find the proposed dock plan Ibr Bond Falls to be totally unacceptable. The idea of 424 boat 
slips on land that is supposed to be managed for the public is not my idea of managing the hind 
tbr the public. Nor is having homes ringing the lakes managing the land for the public. Nor is 
turning our wilderness camping into camping with your neighbor right next to you roanagmg 
hind tbr the public. In face, there is no part of your plan that takes anyone's interests mto 
account except for UPPCO's. 

Response: UPPCO has gone to consideralde <]]brt to produce SMPs that protect and enhance 
the project's natural resources and the project~ primary [unction. the proth,'tion of  electricity. 
while providing public recreational enhancements and directing, managing and mitigating the 
impacts of  anti('ipated development of  mm-prq/ect land~" so as to complement or have neutral 
~[]~.('ts on those natural resources. In a~ktition. (]I'I)CO has dramatically increased 
Conservation l.amA' at all qf  the Prq/ects. pr ,  i#hited commercial tree hata'esting (enhancin~4 ohl 
growth [ort, M characteristicA) and will he prohihiting vehi('uhtr access oil many e.risting hJgging 
FOKIdS. 

Wade Fleming 
wadefleming(a)hotmail.eom 

No docks, no paths, no lights 

Response: ()pinion noted. 
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I)arren Yirek 
da rrenyirek(a:charier.net 

[~We have seen it time and lime again, The bottonl line is money ,,\s long ;is "'they" can lure a 
profit, there isn't any concern ~hat  happens it) tile landscape, x~ ildlili:, or serenity o f  this lake. or 
any other lake/property like it. ] h e y  will conduct tests, and .ju,iil) any mix iromncntal impacts, 
hul the bottom line is the serelllly o f  the lake ;,,'ill stllli:r no nlatler ,,,,'bait they say or test, You Call 
never get screnity or pristine short:lines back once htllnans dig ill. t,l,"e are the Oiliy stx'cies that 
has It) protect ourselves, from ourselves, whell it comcs to g rcc t  We ]laVe been raised to belic,,e 
that nlakmg nloney by clearing and cutting Mother Earlh is a g,,od ;hmg, a good idea, a good 
business venlurc. Since money i~ the driving ft.)roe, it is near mtpossfl~le to get an American 
business man to reverse his ,>,ay o f  thinking ,,',hen it conics Io Hus Iopic. They believe the earth 
is here to bow down it) them. I)laring their working lives they f<onstruction conlpanies, real 
estate companies, etc.) will try to make as Intlch as possible el1 ,,tlr phinet to pro,,idc for their 
own needs and desires, and it gctsjusiified as "good dcvck)pmcnt opportunity". \Vhcn does it 
stop? 

Response: Opinion.s noted  

Mr.  James  A. Pietila 
jinl.pietilagl)bcpl.slaie.wi.us 

( 'omnlcnts  regarding docks al lh>nd Falls flowage. Please, no docks'.U 
Response: ()pinim# noted, 

Brei I l a u l a m a k i  
bha  u ta l l ia (aumieh .ed  u 

AS a iDajor la|ldt)wner, taxpayer in bolh hltorior & l laight towll,,hlp~,, I am adalflalitiy opposed Io 
ally deveh)pnlent on project lands ;is proposed by tile I;Pt)C() ~,MP li is iil ob\ ious conllict with 
the pro\ isions o f  the FERC license agrccnlcnt and poses a signil]canl danger It) a Iixlerally 
protected watershed and cfosy'q¢lll. AL a nlhlhnum, till independent, biologically-sound, 
environnlental impact Sttldy should be iDandalcd betbre all~, considcralion bc gi~,cn. Please "'do 
the right thing". 

Response: Olmmm.~ mm>d 

, lennifer "ryDiinski 
jenl) nlinski(a hoimail.conl 

(~)tlest it)llSl 
Is tile map Ihat sho\,,s tile lois a: B(md Falls ,.% posted to the l !P l ' - \ (  t~ehsite aecllratcL ~ 

l fyes,  why ,aasn't it nladc a',ai able to the public by [qqX'(Y) 

0 
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Why haven' t  'a.e seen the dc' ,elopment plans lbr the other tlowages where hind has been sold to 
Natcrra? 

If this m;~p is not accurate, when will UPPCO release the preliminary development plans of  the 
lakes where land has bccn sokt? 

Whcthel or not the map is accurate, v.'e all know tile hind ,,,,'ill be developed Why hasn't  the 
impact die prDposed development and private uses of  the project lands ,.viii have on the water 
quality been addressed in the draft Shoreline Management Plan. 

l-yen though several Dfthc lakes flow into rivers designed under the Wild & Scenic Rivers Act, 
the Draft SM P indicated that no special studies were planned because the flowagcs are not 
designated. This appears to bc in conflict with the Wild & Scenic River Act & I bclicvc the issue 
of  water quality as it pertains to those rivers must be addressed. 

It, esponse:  Opinions noted Tiw h,t layout is not part ~('the subject matter included in the SAIl' 
proces.s cts it is cmt.s'ide ~[ the project hounck, y. Development ~?/non-pr~?ject lands" is not suhject 
to the S ~ l[',~ or l"ER~'jurisdiction. 

Katie Alvord  
k t a lvo rd@myvine . cnm 

1 ,'q'l'l~,ON(.il.Y OPP(-)SI" CONSTRUCTI()N OF DOCKS as proposed by [-pper Peninsula Power 
(. 'ompany at Prickctt Lake, Victoria, An l ' ram, Cataract, Boney Falls, and Bond Falls sites. A 
full and adequate environmental impact report should be required of  UPPCO in this matter. 

Response: Opinions noted. 

Darren Yirek 
darren~ irek(a~charter.net 

it is beyond me how people can dcstrDy our hmdscapes, environment, and our serenity all for the 
love o f  money. Once you start digging, that 's it, you have taken another piece of  our north,.~,oods 
a;vay forever. Money comes and goes, but what you are proposing is final and permanent. I Iov.' 
can you think that what you are doing is "good business" or a "nice development". It is money, 
and that 's  all it ever is, it has to be. No one wilt) visits or lives in that area wants this, and if they 
don ' t  then who does? The people who it means the least to are the ones who will be developing. 
and those people just follow the stench of  money. Wc are at a very critical point with our 
(northwoods) cnvirDnment, as well as the entire planet itsclE If these developments don ' t  
happen, then what, someone doesn' t  get the new Benz they 've been eyeing. This whole thing 
stinks of greed. If these phms go through I hope those responsible can answer tot themselves to 
our children and their children. Maybe the responsible party can give them a new car or 
something shiny, because that 's  what all this is about. You are not l'c~)Jing anyone. 

I~,esponse: Opinicm.~ nutc~ 
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Chris (;ale 
cbgale(a~up.net 

I have lived in the l,;p for nearly 40 years. My filmily has owned property in this area lbr nearly 
a hundred years. 1 have had tilt: good fDrlune o f  being able to have access to the various 
impoundments within an hour ~r Ix;o of  where 1 live, to go hiking, camping, fishing, bDatmg, and 
picnicking with my lamily. The prcsence Dl'&mks at these Iocalions lot the benefit of  a few, and 
to the detriment of  all. is a bad idea Rcmoval of  stumps v,,hich nrovidc safe refuge lot fish and 
other water-based wildlife is a mistake. 

I t,nderstand the temptatiDn to de~ elop these lands in the short ,  un tbr much needed funding to 
support power generation, but again, this is a bad idea. I am ready tD pay for the tree cost of  
energy, to keep what we have. As humans, we are simply the "'owners" o f  the land. Think about 
the generations to come, the generations who have benefited to date, and what you "~.afnt to leave 
as your Dwn personal legacy. I cannot believe that the legacy that }oil, or anyone at UPP( 'O 
wishes to leave to thturc generatimlS is the destruction o f lhe  waterfront and wildlilc by a l~\~ 
w h o  w a n t  <locks alld clear boatllli~. 

Response: Opinion.s no ted  

Matt Van (;rinsven 
jahrifl(a.holmail.com 

Fragmentation ofv,'ikl area begins ~ith seemingly srnall scale development. Collccti,.el> these 
individual development project,~ lead to more and more alteration ol 'suilable habitat. Shoreline 
dc,,elopnlenl will ha',c dramatic impacts on wild game such as lish and birds, v.hich brings m 
money to [ocal economies. Shorelirtcs arc incredibly producli; 'c providing food and sheller lbr a 
dix crsc array o f  wildlife inchuhng hlons .  \ vood  turtles, eagles, and ,;ttlrgeon just to llal]lC a [C%%. [ 
strongly oppose construction ol docks and all associated devclopment proposed by the Upper 
Peninsula Power ( ' ompany  at Prickett (:i2402), Victoria (~ I g64 l, .,\u Tram (.'4 I Og561, Cataract 
(;d 0854). Boney Falls (#25061 and blond Falls (#1964") sites. Providing access to the general 
public to appreciate such arcas ~s quite different than calcring to large scale ale',elopers, '.~ho will 
polentially rid these areas o t ' th t  vcr 5' wildlife which attract people to these places. An 
knx ironmcntal Assessment should be required of  I;PP( '() ,  as I do nol believe the Shoreline 
Managelllcnt Plan is enough to ensure that these areas are propclly nlanaged and protected 

Response: U P / ' C O  has ,ZmlC t,, . ml~idercddc e/torl to pr, ,dm c .','AIP~ that pr¢,tccl and  enhon~ e 

t/l¢"/~l'O]('C'l 'X nalllr¢i/rc.~TJll/ 'cc~ Ind  I lw  prc!/ecl!~ l~r imoFl ' / i l l lc l ion, the prod l /c t ion u/c /c( I r i< i l l ' .  
u l l i le [H 'ov id i l l~  l~l~/)/ic rvcrcot l ,mol  ell/ lOll( ('mClI/.~ ond  dircclill.,., pl:on~l~il l~ c/rid mili£,<llini~ li ly 
hnpucl~ o/~ l l l l /C lpo lcN devel.l,mCnt o~ n~l l -pro /c 'c l  ImuA ~o a~ t,, c~Jnlp/Cm~'nl o r  ]iclt'~, Ph'lal'~I/ 
C//C( t~ 011 lhllg'c l l l l l l l l 'd /  l'CgI)lll'~ "I'.% 
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Elaine Dougovito 
eladnug(.~up.net 

Please (.onsider leaving Prickett l)am and Bond Falls as is. It is a beautiful prislinc area and it 
w()uld bc nice if'it could stay that way. If you musl sell it for financial gain. consider an agency 
who wnukl not dcvek)p it. Thanks for your considcratiDn. 

Response: Opinions noted 

Thomas Hovel 
Bea rcul)41 (aWerizon.ne! 

Please note my opposition to the development of  current UI'PCO/WI)S property along or near 
the Bond Falls Flowagc. In a time nfr i s ing  energy costs, increased loss o f  natural environment 
due to development, and a decline in the overall quality Df water resDurces, it appears that any 
typical cx-urban development will only exacerbate the destruction o f  the precious environment 
that is presented by the Bond Falls flowage. While much of  the falls has been already effected 
by hnman ' s  to produce energy, that shouht not re)vide any impetus to further effect the land 
a r e a .  

Instead. 1 would suggest, that if development ; to occur, a small coo-friendly development on a 
small amount o f  acreage that could bc used as a model for other development. The development 
could be accomplished in accord with the new standards being dcvelDped by I.EEI)S. With such 
a development you can develop a small area, say 80 or less acres, and yet the cnvironnlent 
remains protected and the rcsourccs remain in a viable long lasting manner. 

Response: No development is bein~ proposed in the project houn(htrv, which is tit(, sut!/ect r~[ 
the Sh.rcline Mana,gement Plan.~. 

J im Tyminski 
j imtynf i  nski (£hntnmil .com 

After reading the Draft Shoreline Management Plan, 1 am very upsct to see that you arc still 
planning for private lighted docks, pedestrian paths and at some tlowages viewing corridors, l 
believe IIlcse uses ,.,,,ill destroy the acsthetic qualities of  these lakes and project lamts. The 
shorelines should remain undisturbed. 

Response: UI't>CO attempted to minimize visual impacts" by locating indivithlal docks and 
clu.ster docks m areas that were sheltered.fi'om prominent viewin~ locations around the 
inq)oundments, maintaining low prqfile ~h~cks and utilizing natural Onuted) colorx that do not 
stand out against the background landscape. Additionally, IJPPCO has prohibited the 
installation q/<k~cks, boat lifts, and a~'sociated permanent lighting at the Victoria impoun~hm'nt, 
therdi~rc no itlq)acts tit aesthetic resource.s" sit the Victoria impot#l~hncnl are anticqmted. For 
the rcnmtning impottn<hnct~t.s, ho~ [ 7)1)( "0 ha.s dr~nnali~'alh' rcth.'ed the overall numher <,[ t,oat 
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~'lips" h(,ing pr~q)os('d, has proh;h.qcd the instalhition ~/ boat  I!tt,. h~t.~ re<ht~'ed the m tmber  ~!/ i i ew  
enhancement  areas, and  ha.~ l . o h i h i t e d  the installation o /pcr . , , Jncn t  Uock li~htin.~. Ali  o / t h e s e  
mcosltt'ds ~IF~" ittlctldcd to minimi.:c visual impacts.  

Suzanne Tyminski 
sly min ski(a~.hotmail.com 

1 am oppDscd to all private usc~..fthc project hinds, includin~ lighted docks and paths lhcsc 
paths, while technically "'Dpcn m tile public" will lead from the iicw lot owners pri,.ate property 
It) a private lighted dock. I do lint support a public trail around the flowagc. [ believe il will only 
fiirthcr lhigmcnt wildlife habital. 

Response: U P l ' ( ' O  has gone t+, cons iderahle  e.[f)rt to pro~h.  ~ %Ml'~" that protect~ a m t  cnhances  
the pr,#ect '~ natural  resources  a m / t h e  project 's  pr imal  3" fim~ "ti, m. the pro~h.  'lion ~/ el( '~ tri('i 0 '. 
~t hth" provid ing  publ ic  recreati~mal enhancements  and  directi..~, managing  and  mitt<~atin~ the 
impacLs c?f anl ic ipaled  dcv~'lo[JDll'tll ¢~[ #ton-pt'ojecl hll#C~" so  ~t~" Io comlJh'menl or h(lvc neutral  
cJJi'c'L~" on those natural  r('xoltr( cs. P I:'R(' h~oks to license~'~ re, pro l iek. the p u h h c  ~ith ac~e.s s" to 
pro jec t  laml~ and  watch,'. 

Kennelh Kraft 
kkrafl(a,pnrtup.conl 

The decision to consolidate the pclblic campgrounds was made without public inpul, l 'hc 
elimination of the dispersed campsites and campground rcdesi.~n should bc rc-c~ ahiatcd as part 
of the Shnrcline Management Plan prDcess. It should bca  camp-lifo design lhat must benefit the 
public. 

I am opposed to any private lighted individual and cluster duck,, or '.ic~ ing corridors ci ally o f  
the llowagcs None of these activities is consiSlelll with the ctlrrcnl license. 

i Wallt tile I'cderal Regulatory ( ' o m m i s s i o n  Ill order a n e w  [';11\ iionmonlal Impact ~l l ldy 1o assess 
ihc full impact o f  this doveh.>pnlcnl on the prujcct lands 

Respunse: Opinio,~ re,ted. 

Raymond DaPra 
milo~l 'pnrlup.cnm 

After readinjg the Draft Shoreline Manavcnlcnl Plan. 1 am ~er} ilpSCi Itl scc that ytlu arc plaill l i l lg 
fi,~r private lighted docks, trails and pedestrian paths at all the six l]o~agos. ] do not support the 
stl.ir;lg¢ o f  boats on tile pmiects hind or vicwin 7 corridors. I beht.,~ c these uises arc COllqib.[clll 
with the license since the inteilt o f thc buffer zone is ID protect Ihcsc areas. Thc ~horclincs 
~hould remain undisturbed. 
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Response: 7he non-project uses of'the projects lamA" inch+de paths, trails, recreation 
enhanccment~', amt dock structures. Ihese uses are eonsi.~wnt with achieving an ~q~propriate 
halanee I,etween develolmwnt, public atul private recreation and the presen'ation ¢!f i.q~ortant 
natural, environmental, or cultural [~'ature.~ r~f the project land( and watetw. 

Pal Ole jn iczak 
I'olen ic k 1960(O':,hnt m ail.conl 

1 am not impressed with UPPCO's  increased "conservation areas". It is just an attempt to 
rnitigatc damage caused by private docks as well as trails and viewing corridors. I cannot 
support private docks on the project lands, l lave any of  the lolks revolved cvcr stopped cvcn it" 
for just a moment to think about the disruption of  wildlife? 

Response: Opinions noted 

v 

I .ynette Potvin 
Lrpotvin(a) mtu.edu 

I STRONGLY OPPOSE CONSTRUCTION OF DOCKS as proposed by Upper Peninsula Power 
Company at Prickett (Project No. 2402, Victoria (Project No. 1864), An Train (Project No. 
10856)+ Cataract (Project No. 10854), Boney Falls (Project No. 2506), and Bond Falls (Project 
No. 1864) sites. (.liven tile complexity of  this issue and the limited scope of  the Shoreline 
Management l'lan an Environmental Assessment should be required by UPI'CO in this matter. 

Response:  ()pinion,~ noted 

Nancy (;atta 
ngatta(a,j a madots.com 

Please support the docks proposal lbr the Bond Falls development. As a teacher at Ewen-Trout 
(:reek School. I sce this development as a boon to our economy and to our school. The tax 
revenues generated by this can help save E-TC School, but without the docks, [ cannot imagine 
that the hind will look as attractive to potential buyers. 

Response: Comment noted. 

Roseanna Larrin 
rlarrin(a nmu.edu 

"l'hc SN'II' meeting held at I.I-T(" SchoDl ;vas the first UPPCO public meeting that [ ba;.c attended 
and it v, as '+cry disappointing. \Ve are used to having public mce t in~  with sonlc kind o+"ol+R.'n 
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forum and tile way you conduo  your public meet ings  is vcr,, controlled. ()bx iously, you do not 
want to hear  what the public has to say through an open fo rum I assure you v,c c a n  c o n d l l c l  

ourselves its responsible, calm adults. Demanding  that we writ,, out questions on cards al lowing 
you to choose which ,,lUeSIiOIlS yOU answer  or  which part t',f tile qucslions you answer  is not 
having an open, public meeting.  It is manipulat ive and jusl another v, ay to control mfornaation -. 
a symbol  o f  the low regard you have for the people o f  this area I,) make informed, reasonable. 
and rational decisions. 

The  SMP report itself is full of"carrots , ' "  what you think the people o f  this area v.ouht respond 
It). But, it is things that people like you and people v,'ho will bc purchasing those h,ts, urban 
people, think are fine ideas. M:my o f  us do not feel this way.  \ \  c like Bond Lake as it i'~ now, in 
its natural state. The things you are planning are things that lnal,., bc tk'~l.nld on ;1115' developed 
lake, any place ill Ainerica. Bond l.akc, as it is now, is not. 

And, o f  course, everything thai you arc planning enhances  the :;rea for the urban people Natcrra 
plans on enticing up here, as x~cll as adding to your  $), million , ' tmlmgency fi:c fl'onl N a t c m c  It 
is reprehensible that you reprcsem these plans as "for  the h w a g "  v.hen they are no such thn lg  

Your doublcspcak is also dcmcardng ]:or cxanlplc, refl:rrmg :u group o f  docks it,; "'clustcr 
docks"  is ridiculous -- we reco.enize a planned lnarina v, hen wc ,co one. 

E -PRO' s  enviroinnental  stud> is tlav, cd in indoor areas. 1 suspect that Whitc \Valer ' s  is not. 
Please urge Natcrra to release that cnvimnnlcnla l  study to the public A reality check is m order. 

Response :  Opinimt~ noted 

Tim Krause 
krausemon|7(a:hotmail.conl 

My tamJly Ibr tllree gcneralmn', Ila~e enjoyed the Bond Fall, Flowage as area land o'.~. nor'-: and 
admirers  o f  the natural beauty it holds. My father started comhl~ hcrc in thc early 1950'~. first 
hunthlg & then vacat ioning v, ill'~ the family, c',.crmmlly buying property to insure his children 
alld grandchildren would al~.;a',,s enjoy this area. Now I l;~el/he same way ant,-] IllV cJllJdrcn to 
leO, \ r e  ha' ,e come 1o Jox.e the area, ha% illg canlpcd and ,,iex;cd the Ihlls Ior 35 ,,ear,,. Nox,, lily 
grandchildren will be deprived o f  thi:, b¢catl>,g SOllle people wml! 1o Imc their pockcls v. ith a get- 
rich-quick devch)pment .  I Ills dc, .clopmcnt is going to destroy the hcanIy o l a  '~ e l \  s t rong :.trc;a 
lhaI pet)pie come fl'om all over  the world to see. Wc tlCCd 1o prc,;crvc the natural x~ lid landscape 
& feel o f lh i s  area for fulurc gg:h.l';lliOllS to enjoy & expcrncncc "lhc tails, lake anld kuld 
surronndhlg the lake arc rare lec,.cl-; that can only be lbund in lhc I F' and when lhal peaceful 
quality is gone it is gone, ncxcr :o bc regained through d c v c l o p m c m  rhc  kuld ~ a s  to he retained 
tot collscrvalion purposes, nnt iiiIcndcd tbr deve lopment  by a g]ccd~ tbv.. v*, h,a intend to hcngt]I 
t'ronl the dcstrtlCtion o f  the naItlr; J ][nldscapc. ~'I c hope you x,. ill do Ills right lhln,u & strip this at[ 
in destroying lJlc land & illStC;itl ]<COp it as is for fnltlrc generations 'o  colnc to e l l iot .  

Response :  Opinion~" mm'd 
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Joe  Hovel 
nwa(aJnnex.net 

As a coalition of citizens concerned for the integrity and quality of the UPPCO-hcld project 
lands surrounding reservoirs in the Upper Peninsula. the Northwoods Alliance would like to 
express deep concern about recently developed Shoreline Management Plans. Wc fccl these 
phms to be inconsistent with the uses described in the FERC license and unacceptable for 
maintaining a healthy shoreline that is also conducive to non-intrusive public use. 

We strongly fccl that these SMPs fail to account tor important environmental characteristics of 
the respective shorelines. For exalnplc, the proposed shoreline uses arc contradictory to 
maintaining the old growth lbrest type called for by the FERC license. 

Additionally. in many cases there are no provisions to protect habitat or nesting sites of 
threatened or endangered species such as osprey or bald eagle. It is also widely demonstrated 
that hunlan impacts such as clearing and dock building and the traffic that they allow adversely 
affect riparian areas and ]cad to erosion, loss of biodiversity, and dcgradation of water quality. 

Proposed developments on projcct lands such as docks, boat slips and viewing areas/walking 
paths for private landowners will inevitably impact the potential for public recreational uses o1" 
these reservoir shorelines. Iliking pathways will be impeded or interrupted, wilderness camping 
opportunities will be diminished, and fishing are:is will be restrictcd. Aside from these concrete 
and logistic changes, the wilderness atmosphere of the area ,,','ill be damaged by docks, dock 
lights, and cleared corridors, as well as the development proposed on the adjoining non-project 
lands. 

The activities outlined in the SMPs do not appear to fit within thc current and, in most cases, 
recently renewed FF.RC project licenses. The license objectives serve to protect and enhance the 
environmental, scenic, and recreational values of project lands, and proposed SMP activities on 
these prqlcct lands satisfy none of the above. "lhc management plans in no way describe how 
docks. "~ icw corridors, or increased traffic are consistent with the federal goals lbr the project 
lands. 

In all. we believe the SMPs lbr these flowages as they stand to bc inadequate and grossly 
incompliant with the intended uses of these hinds. 

Response: Ul't'CO ha.s" gone to considerahle effbrt to pro~hwe SM['~" that protect and enhance 
the prc~i~('t's natural rc.~ources and the project's primat3"fttnction, the pr.¢hwtion o/electricio'. 
while i.'oviding public recreational enhancements and direclin,~., Inantl~in~d aml tniti.~atinz the 
itnpac t,~ o /on l i t ' ip . t ed  devchqmtcnt  ¢{[ncm.pro/ect [and.s so, a~ 1¢, comlllcmcnt or ]IUVC t t ( ' l t t t ' l l l  
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eff~'cts on tho.~e natural re.smm c'~ In a&litum, U P P C O  has" ~h:tmaticallv increased 
Conservation l.tmd~" el all O/t&" 15vdect.v, prohib i ted  commerl It II tree harvesting (cnhan~ "ins ohl  
,~rmrth lbrel~lt characleristi~w) ~.'n,:l , ill he prohihitinff vchicuhil , t¢ ~ 'cs~" o n  ma m el~Ating logv, ing 
roads. 

I ) a v i d  R u l i s o n  
rulisond(a h o t m a i l . c o m  

I would like to take a tew moments  to comment  Dn U P P ( ' O ' s  pr,~posed development  of  Prickett 
Lake and other inlpoundinents m the UP. 

,Straight out, I think it's a had idea  I f ed  like we don ' t  need an,  morc "devclopment ' "  o f  this 
type anyx~,here in the UP. instead '.,re need to preserve and protc~ t more  wild places, because we 
have  less and less o f  them. 

l kllo,,v, t'roln all ccl.)l}olllic pOilll t~f '.'ie`'V, it s e e n l s  to make  sense, to Jillprove tax l'e\ elltleS, create 
sonic jobs,  ctc, bul I think this could be achieved without chanmng  tile personahty o f  the area. 

If  the sale o f  the lots and the, so ~.allcd. deve lopment  is inevitable. :hen why promote  this action 
.,;nly to a high end, noisy, polluung type market?  

Instead, ~l ly  not market  il h) cu-;torner's IDDkmg tor a beautiful, quiet, low impacl setting that it 
is now, and emphasize  the natural characteristics that curreiil[y define it. and v.rite m sales 
agrccnlelllS that delDalld it rCrllaill that way.  

I lcel that your proposals are ueal),' out o f  touch with the current demand fi)r wild places m this 
COIJllty, alld world tot that matter,  alld that yc, ur short sightedne-:,, \,.ill result in dcgradatioi1, llOI 
finpro`"cn~ent, in the o`'era]l quality of  life for the (JP. 

You nccd not look ally farther than the (]rand Traverse area m Ihe I,P. to see \`'hat alld ~ hv Illesc 
types o f  actions arc iluedcd aml ilcccssary, and to set." h,,)'.,'~" prcsk'r'~ atiOli ~llld dc \c lopmen t  can 
~ork  hand m hand. to henclh u,  all. 

R e s p o n s e :  Opmiml~ n . l c d  

Kristin '! epsa 
ktepsa(~ holmail.conl 
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I would like to voice n 3, ,.chc ncnt Dpposmon to UPl CO s proposed development of these s~tes. 
1 have bccn tortunatc enough to have bccn able to enjoy visiting these sites and their wild and 
natural beauty Ibr many decades and hope for my offspring to bc able to do the same. 

Project No. 1964 (Bond and Victoria) 
Proicct No. 2402 (Prickett) 
Project No. 10856 (Au Train) 
Project No. I(1854 (Cataract) 
Project No. 2506 (Boney Falls) 

Response: Opinion.~' noted 

V 

I)iane .Miller 
dmil ler ;0mtu.edu 

I am registering my view on I.JPPCO's plan to develop lighted boat docks and viewshcds on the 
area reservoirs. Please do not do this. These lakes arc appreciated for their wildness, and to 
change Iheir character now would pose hazards to wildlife and change the spirit of the places. It 
would al';o violate the spirit (and perhaps the letter as well) of your original agreement regarding 
these properties. 

Please allow for the continued protection of these places. Thank you. 

Respnnse: Opinions mJlcd 

James A. Pietila 
J m p et ara:bcpl.state.wi.us 

Re: Draft Shoreline Management Phm for 13ond Falls flowagc. I 've read most of the proposals 
for development of the flovcagc & certainly have no real concerns regarding the subdividing of 
pri,.atc property. It 's your property, do with it as you will. 

According to my undcrstamlmg, the shoreline is a diftbrcnt story. The license granted to FERC 
for impt~unding of water dictated that the shoreline bc used by the public & was si~gncd by tJP 
Power ( 'o. officials and FERC. Now GREED enters; the picture & UP Power wants to get really 
rich (as does Natcrra). IfFERC would allow this change in shoreline management & allow 
docks of any kind on any of these flowages, it would be .lust another example of political 
corruption enhancing the rich. Please don't let this happen! 

l?,esponse: Opinion.~ notc,d 

Raymond DaPra 
mil .(a portup.enn~ 
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After  reading the l)rafl Shoreline Management  Plan, I am vet?,' t,psct to see that you are planning 
tor private lighted docks, trails and pedestrian paths at all Ihe six tlov.ages. I do not support the 
storage o f  boats on the project land or v iewing  corridors. [ beh~.',.c these uses ,.,,'ill destroy the 
aesthetic qualities o f  these lake~ and project lands. These uses me consistent with the license 
since the intent o f  the buffer 1'one is to protect these arcas. The ~.horclines shDukt remain 
undisturbed. 

Response: UPP('O attempted t~, minimize visual impacts lT /~.~ ,ai..e mdivi<hm/ d~ck.~, and 
cluster docks / ,  area.~ that were" vhcllcFcd./l 'otll prominent t ion t..,~ ]¢1('~1Ii011~ ~tFOlttld t/H' 
inll~oundntolt.s, nlaintainin~ lo~, ?r~/ile (h~cks and utilizin,4 Holiti'ttl [.titled) ('oh..~ thttt ~b~ riot 
stand out a.t{ainxt the h~tckj~rtnotJ htndscape. Mddition~d/v. Ut ' I ' ( t )  ha~ pr.hihi ted the 
in.~talhlti.n o/~h~cks, h.at  I(/t~, and a.s'so('iated permam'nt //'-/It,.'A at the llctorla impoundment. 
Ihcrc/orc no illlO(IcI,g Io OCA'lhUIlt" FU3OIIF('dS (I[ the  Victoria intp~.,.,tHdmtTt! tire tllllil lptlldt[ I'?)F 

the remaining iml)otmdment,% /:~ts" I_/l~P('O has dramatically r<, htl cd the overall mtnl/ler o/ houri 
slips bein,t~ propo.sed, has prohtl,~ted the in.~'talhltion q/ hoat /i/t, h~ts reeh.'cd th(. num/~cr o/ view 
cnh~lncvnh'll! .rea.s, and h a s  prr~hibited the in.~'tallation o//~vrtnuttcnl ~hwk lightine ..111 ~!/ the.se 
IIH'tI~III'('S" (Irc inlcndvd to tnini.ti;:c i'lS'tltll impacl.s'. 

I'hyllis Fredendall  
phyllis.fredendall(a finlandia.edu 

I v.ould encourage you to rethink the proposed developments  ~m the dam sites Pro.lOCI Numbers  
186d., 2402. I0,~56. 10854. and 25(16. 

l am particularly opposcd to h~hting areas that are not lit. Thchab i ta t  is adxcrsclv affi:cled as is 
Ibr me the tnost prcclOtlS and Ica:,t appreciated asset wc arc qtlickl 5 losing Oll this l'~enhlsula the 
night sky. 

Respo.se:  h,' rc.~pon~'e t~ (~.ntm'nl~ fi'om the puhlic and aXe.~ ~'~. ~ I 'P( "0/u/~/. 'ohibin'd the 
ins lo/h~l io,  ~!/ /~cr. la~le,t dock .!i~Jllin.~ ol i  the rc/er<'nci'd i,tl]~Jl.uhncpll.~. 

. la|nes H. ( ;raves.  M.D. 
jsgraves(i! tds.nel 

h is my tmderstandm.~ that [ I p l ' ( ( )  plans Io sell several parcels ot hind m the [:P and that these 
lands abut forest I:md that i:, a ,. II.,] habitat for  v.'ihllifi_', i alst~ m~dcr:,land that the licenses thai 
UPP(-'() hob.is on these lands to bc sold leqLlire [JPP("() [o ¢nlumc¢ ~ Ildlifi: habitat. ( i ivcn thu'sc 
Iacls. I am astonished that [JPP( "( ) could e~.en consider the buildm~ boat docks to aid residential 
tlcvclol'mlcnl in these sites. It ,,hunld not be a l l owed  You should rccousidcr Ihc terms o f  your  
licenses. 

Response: ()pinion~ m,tc~[ 
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Kim K. Green 
kggreen(h'skyenet.net 

I urge you not to develop water shed areas, lakes, ponds, etc. owned by UPPCO as it is most 
likely tD negatively afl'cct ;,,ildlife. 

Please ~,criously consider this request. 

Response: Opinions no ted  

Michele Anderson 
A ndersm2(a sbcglobal.net 

This is ~o inform you tlmt I strongly oppose construction of docks as proposed by the Upper 
Pcninsuht Power Company at Prickctt, Victoria, Au Train, Cataract, Boney Falls, and Bond Fails 
sites. I am rclbrring to these projects: 

Project No. 1864 (Bond and Victoria) 
Project No. 2402 (l'rickett) 
Proicct No. 10856 (Au Tram) 
Project No. 10854 (Cataract) 
Project No. 2506 (Boney Falls) 

Given the complexity Dfthis issue and the limited scope of the Shoreline Management Plan, an 
Envirom~lcntal Assessment should be required of UPPCO in this matter. 1 understand that 
license agrccmcnts issued from the Federal Energy Regulatory Agency (FERC) tot the 
generation of hydroelectric power require that UPPCO protect and enhance wildlife habitat, 
pruvidc for public access and manage the forest for old-growth at these rcscrvDirs. UPPCO's 
phms, which would threaten the health of forests, wood turtles, loons, eagles, migratory birds, 
and sturg.con appear to be contrary to these agreements. 

I am also a customer of UPI'CO and feel bad about supporling a company that puts profit above 
respect tot the environment. 

Thank .~m for considering these comments. 

Response: UPI'C'O has gone  t~ co.s iderat , le  d /br l  to i . 'od.c~'  SAIPs thai l.'ol¢'ct and  enhance 
' " " ' tfie prod.orion o/clcctri~ ily. I]1£" p r o ] ( ' ( ' l  '% I1illlt1¥11 I £ .%'o1 .r( ( %" ~lll~l Iht" /~l'O]t'cl .%" ])17111(I .[ / I CI Oil. 
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~thile providing puhlic ret'reatumal enhancements and ¢firc¢tin~,. muna.qing and mitigating the 
inqmcts o f  anticipated development o f  non-prq/t, ct hmd~' so a.~ n, ~ "ttDlplCI?Iclll OF h~tl'~" II¢'ttlretl 
effi'cts on those Italltrtl/ I'csoltr(t'~ F/: 'RC looks  Io lit'cns~'t',g lo ,';tel idc" the pubhc with ac'c e.~'~ to 
pro/cot [~lnds ~lrld WtHCI:~'. 

Diane Miller 
dmiller(a;mlu.edu 

1 am registering my view on UPP(X)'s  plan to develop lighted boa" docks anti ' ,ic~ sheds on the 
area reservoirs, l ' tcase do not do this. lhese lakes arc apprcci;itcd t'or their wildness, and to 
change their character now would pose hazards to wildlife a n d .  hangc the spirit o f  the places. It 
would also ,.iolatc the spirit (and perhaps the letter as well) el 3 uur original agreement regarding 
these propcrtics. 

Please allow lbr the continued ixotection o f  these places. I hank ;ou.  

Response: In response to comm.'nts fi ' .m the public and a,k'('m tc.~. I / 'PCO ha~ prohihited the 
in.stallution ~?/ permam,nt dock/iFhting on the r~f~'renced imp.umhm'nt~" ..Idditinnal(v, UPP('O 
has m'dttc~'d thc mtm/wr ~!/'cnh~lnc~'d view ~srt'a.s'. 
Rick Lodulm 
riek.lodu ha.,Ca;linlandia.edu 

1 am writing to object to your plans to build docks at the hydro-electric rescr,,Dirs m your 
stcv.ardship 

Such development v. ill encourage the type Df building that hardly lulfills the dictates ot your 
licensing agrccmcnt.  *.. . to prelect and enhance v,.'ildlitL- habitat, pro', I,.Ic for public access and 
manage the lbre~,t for old-grow IIi. .  * 

Please tit) not take this path. 

Response:  Opimon.~- notetL 

Kevin Botkins 
ke', in(h kevinskennel .com 

[ am writ ing t,a register my opposition to the planned d,.',ck., on t~nd }alls flowa~c. I hJndrcd'.; o f  
docks and paths alld lights v.'ould dinfin]sh the aesthetic appeal ,,tthi'., area. The at'l~'ct o f  docks 
on fish habitat is well documented and this pro.icct would ad~ t ' twl}  impact a fine fisher,,. 

1 also anticipate some cont'usion and conllict with this qua~i-pri\ ale prt~pcrty on public land 
Ad.iaccnt landor.nets v,'c.tfld lbcl :hey '.,,ere afforded some sort o t  pro. Ilcu¢ that they aren'l  
necessarily entitled to. Riffs art.' ~;urc to develop between rccrc;m¢,na] users and homcm~ hers, 
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Response: Opinions noted. 

V 

Merle Kindred 
mekindre(q mtu.edu 

"Bread and circuses" is what kept the crcaky, rotting old Roman Empire going longer than it 
should, l)ocs America really nccd M()F,|- ways to entertain itself by colonizing and 
tcchnologizing yet Inore of its wilderness areas? 

UPPCO can be a leadcr in enviromnental preservation and protection or it can become yet 
another ring-in-the-nosc "grabacious" (Caribbean term for "grccdy')  follower as owner of 
pristine property that somcbody wants to convert into $SS$$. 

Wc know that money speaks loudly and everything in America is justified on economic ternls, so 
some of us must givc voice to simply prcserving non-vocal nature which operates without lust 
tbr znnPcy as its prime directive. 

Plcase dcm't develop lhc reservoir areas. 

Response: Opinions noted 

Anna Drew 
A nna_may 16~i~yahoo.com 

NO DOCKS! 

Response: Opinions noted. 

Kaihleen Krause 
krausemom78@ho[mail.com 

Save Bond Lake, please don't agree to putting in thc docks. We arc the caretakers for future 
generations. We love it the way it is, don't ruin it. Sen. Debbie Stabcnow, even people frmn 
Macomb County, enjoy this beautiful placc so wc expect you to step up and stop this! This was 
supposed to be for the public to enjoy in an environmentally safe way. Retain the natural beauty 
of the area. Savethc Bond!! 

R e s p n n s e :  Opinions noted 

V 

Sue Ellen Kingsley 
sekingsley(a pasty.com 

NO D()('KS at Prickctt, Victoria, Au l r a in  Cataract, Boney Falls, and Bond Falls sites. 

I <) 
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Response: Opinions m,wd L I)f'UO has revised the Boml l')dL~ SMl'  to prohibit the invtalhltion 
~,/ ~h,('ks ut the Victoria impoto:dqlcnt. 

Joanne lynn Thomas 
key I naw(a,yahoo.com 

l h c  plan to develop lighted pri~:~tc boat docks and "viewsheds'" on six, area hydro-electric 
reservoirs, (i.e., Prickctt l)am, Bond Falls, Victoria Falls, Au 1 ram. Cataract. and 13oncy Falls) 
which would enhance the sale-ability of adjacent lands which 1.!PPCO phms to sell to a 
dc'.clopcr, docks and development would, however, pose potential hazards to v.ildlifc (loons, 
eagles, v. ood turtles, and nfigramrT birds) and sturgeon. 

Basically, UPPCO's plans violate the letter and especially the ,,pirit of their original licensing 
agreement (administered by 1-I'-R(', the Federal Energy P, cgulalory ('DmmissiDn.) 

Please rcc,.msider, l'hank you. 

Response: Opinion.~ noted 

Tom Church 
Crockedl.a:a,aol.com 

:'ks a rncrnbcr of the %k, estcrn I;octls (-iroup. which ~as assernblcd to provide input tbr the 
Shoreline Management Plans. t do not fccl that UPP(.'() has done justice to the input received 
from the l:ocus Group member-,. I ;PP("O wants to provide pri~ ate docks on Project [.ands to 
maximize profits from the sale of Non-Project Lands, and they ha: c used the Shoreline 
Managcl'nent Plans to circum,.cm the Focus Groups. the Public and the rcquircn'~cnts of the 
FERC license. 

Watcrsmeet Township Fh.mrd. (,n which I see'c, has voiced its (~ppositioi'l t,a private docks on 
Project l.ands, unless those d,,~cks arc available for use by tl't¢ public. "Ihat simple request ~.)f 
public access to any docks on Project [.ands has apparently been rejected by UPP('O. This 
clearly indicates to me that Ul'l 'C'()'s attitude ot 'maximizing profits comes before the 
requirements of the FERC liccuse or the desires and needs of the I'ublic. 

I strongly ur ic  t:lil~,( ' to reject :h." proposal from UPPC() f . r  pn,.atc docks on Pro.loot [.ands. and 
that FFRC hohJ [.'PP('O t,a the rc,.luhcments o f  the licenses tbr all o f  these pr,a.lCCtS It is 
h'nportant that ]:]"IRC v. ork lhr the public g,aod in Ihc review and ctflbrcemcnt oI these licenses, 

Response: UtqX'O used lhc /,/amun~ l~r~cess and ~athered /~,vdh~l< k /rom ret~ul(~to<v hodic~ 
~talC local, and/cdcra/.~ov('rJlm,.'Htul ~l.~encie~', non-.,..,~,vcrnm(,~it~ff ~)Ck'~mication~. /¢~( u~ .~roup~. 
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and the ~eneral puhlic. Ut't 'CO ha.s" made significant revi.~'inns to the SMl~ hascd on ma~(v ~?f 
thc idea~ that were expres,s'ed during agent'), con,su/lolion ~Ntd /'o('lg.s" gtwtq~ meetm,g~ 

V 

Louie Dombroski 
Louie_dnmbroski(a)yahoo.com 

I AM S'['I,~()NGLY OPPOSED TO TIlE CONS I'RUCTION OF DOCKS at Prickeu, Victoria, 
Au Train. and Bond Falls sites as proposed by the Upper Peninsula Power Company. 

"lhe Shoreline Management Plan was inadequate and did not consider all of the important 
(sentence cutoff). Assessment should be required of UPPCO with regards to this issue. 

Increased access does not have to mean motorized access, which will harm not only will 
(sentencc cutoft). 

Thank 3,ou fDr considering tny views. 

Response: Opinions noted. UPPCO has revised the Bond l'~dls SMP to protdhit the installation 
q/docks at the Victoria impoun~bnent. 

I,ouie Dombroski 
Lnuie_dnmbrnski(a)yahoo.cnm 

[ AM S'l RON(JI.Y OPPOSED TO THE CONSTRUCTION OF DOCKS as proposed by Upper 
Penmst, h~ Power Company at Prickett Victoria, Au ]'rain, Cataract, Boney Falls, and Bond Falls 
sites. Given the limflcd scope of the Shoreline Management Plan, an Environmental Assessment 
should be required DfUPP('O in this matter. 

Let's preserve these sites not just for wildlife, but for people who want to enjoy them quietly. 
There are too many lakes in our state already that allow motorized travel. 

l'haok you for considering my views. 

Response: Opinions noted 

Linda ('tee 
creelind a(a: hDt mail.corn 

I 'm writing to express my opposition to the construction of docks by UPPCO at Au "1 ram, 
Victoria, Prickett, Cataract, Bond Falls. and Boney Falls. 

1 dmlk most of us who live in tile UP. enjoy its rural-wildcnless character and realize how rare 
this has become in our super-industrialized, highly urbanized ;vDrld. Prt)tectmg the lakes from 

re'or-de,, clupmcnt is important lu more than just Yoopers, htn.vcvcr, c;'eryone m Michigan and 
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beyond our borders can benelh t'rom the rich biDdiversity and the natural beauty wc ha; c in the 
U.P. We need to take such vahlcs seriously, and do our part to protecl arid enhance this land. 

FIca goDd neighbor. No docks please. 

Response: Opinion.~ noted. I. PP( "0 has revised the Bond I')~ll~ ,gAH' to prohihit the i.~talkzti.n 
q/~h~c'k~" at the lqc'toria mq~om~cknent. 

Aimee Cree Dunn 
starrivers(a holmail.com 

1 want It) register my opposition k) UPPCO's  proposed dock co;is,ruction at At, l ra i ru  Victoria. 
l)rickelI. Cataract, Bond Falls. and Boney Falls. These areas arc not the right areas Ior tiffs sort 
o|'cOl]Struclion. 

Listen to those (f lus who live hole. who have lived throughout !he northern (ircat I.akes region 
all our lives - keep the [).P. wild! No to (JPPCO's  proposed dock construction'. \Vhat a 
~ iolation of  the public In,st. 

Respnnse: Opitmms" noted. UfV>('O has" revi.~'ed the Bmtd l".ll~.S':~g' to pr.hihi t  the i.~tullation 
o/do~'k~ ell l],c ~ i('lorl~l impoII/tdJth'Hl. 

(;ina Nichnlas 
~ ildla ndcn(a: aol.eom 

l h e  purpose of  this letter is to oppose construction of  docks and other devclDpmcnt as proposed 
by Lpper Peninsula Power ( 'omFany at Prickett, VictDria, Au Iram, Cataract, Boney Falls. and 
Bond falls sites. Given the complexity or'this issue and the limited scope o f  the ";,horclinc 
Management Plan. an [-i]viro,H]]fnla] Assessment should be rc,,lmred of  UPPC() in this rnalter. 
I;PPC() has the opportunity to bca good stc~'.ard of  these pristine natural areas. Please 
I'eCol,sidcl these shorl sighted dcvclopn,clll phms. 

lhank you for your considerat i - l ,  

Respnnse: Olmmms mm.d t /'P~ "0 ha~ rew~(.d the &rod  I".//~ .% l l I '  . ,  prohil~it f ir '  m~talkahm 
o/d~,c k~ ~11 t/To" l~ic.lori(/ impol.ldm('/~L 

Jnn Saari 
singert3Wa h()tmail.cnm 
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1 am v,'ritmg as a hmg-timc user o f  several of  the reservoirs that UPPCO has managed, under 
FER(" regulations, lbr many years. 1 am concerned that major changes will occur through the 
sale of  these h, nds to a Minnesota-based developer, and think that an Environmental Assessment 
is m order to assess these potential changes. UPPCO is charged with maintainmg the wildlife 
habitat and v, ild nature o f  these places, which means they should stay pretty much as they arc. 
The nighls nccd not be illuminated by dock lights, the viewshcds enlarged through paths and tree 
cutting, the waters changed through docks and stump removal. These are big changes - - not to 
mention the residential development set back but ,.'cry close to these water bodies - - and do not 
appear to mc consistent with UPP(?O's stewardship o f  these hinds and waters. 

Response:  In re.wonse to ~ omments on the tb'q/~ SMP& UPPCO has prohihited the ins'tallation 
q/permam'nt th)¢'k lighting, re~hwed the number t~'enhanced view areas, and elin6nated the 
prol)osol to re,move slumps at the Prickett inlpoun¢hnent. 

1 have ol/en in the past tishcd the waters below Prickett Dam. Onc year I had the unusual 
experience o f  watching a huge sturgeon moving upstream to spawn. 1 have also found, and 
collected the shells o f  wood turtles along this stretch o f  water. Both species deserve special 
attention, and any changes to Prickctt l)am reservoir (Project No. 2402 must include a 
consideration of  the impacts on these two species. 

Response:  Each SMP includes a comprehensive analysis o/'environnwntal impacts anticipatt'd 
to occur a.~' a result o/implementation o f  the SMP. 

Victoria Reservoir (l 'rojcct No. 1964) is also a special concern lbr me. This rcsep.'oir lies within 
the Ontonagon River system, which is partially protected under the federal Wild and Scenic 
Rivers program. To the West ahmg the river is thirty miles o f  Ottawa National Forest. much of  it 
ahmg the Trap Ilills escarpment - - a special comer  o f  the U.P. That deserves enhanced 
protection as a national treasure. Victoria Reservoir is a wild place today, and 1 find the prospect 
o f  residential settlement near its shores mcnmpatible with this wild character (as seen m the river 
system and m the Trap llills). This is not a well used recreational corridor, like Boney Falls 
(Project No. 2506) or Bond Falls. These differences among the reservoirs should also be noted 
m an En,,iromnental Assessment of  all six reservoirs, lbr each of  them has a different character. 

Respnn se: Through intplement~mon o/ the SMPs, UPt'( 'O proposed to prohibit ~hJ¢'ks, 
permam'nt dock lighting, public troilx, and enham:ed view areas at the Victoria iml)oUmhm'nr 

The days arc hmg gone when it was the task of  pt, blic bodies to facilitate the exploitation of  
natural resources for private gain. l h c  resumption today is that private gain must bc rigorously 
justitied. ',,,'hen it affects other vah, es negatively. The sale and private rcconfiguration o f  these 
six reservoirs is such a case for rigorous public review. 

Thank you tbr hearing my views. 

V 

Roseinary Grier 
rgrier~l'remc I .net 
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1 am a resident of  the Western Up.  and 1 strongly oppose the language m the draft SMP that 
would forever negatively ahcr  the unique wilderness areas of  all the UPPCO imf~oundments m 
this vicinity. 

Response: Opinions noted. 

Ann ]'ace 
apace(/veharter.net 

1 am strongly opposed to the docks that UPP( 'O is proposing m braid on various sites m ltae uP.  
lhesc arc Project No. 2506, Project No. 10854, Project No. 10~:56. Project No. 2402. and Project 
No 1064 (Boney Falls, Cataracl. ,\u Try, in, Prickett and Bond and Victoria). These proposed 
projects and other ~,spects of  UPPCO's  "Shoreline Managcmetv Plans" sccm inconsistent with 
UPPCO's  legal obligations to protect and enhance wildlife habitat. 

1 believe they do not scrve the hmg-teml public good. 

Response: Opinion m~ted CPP('O has revised the Bond P'all.~ %~11' to prohihit the in~talhttion 
o/'do~'ks at the Victoria impolm~bnent. .,1~hlitional@ the draft S ~ IP~ have he~'n r~'l'ised t ,  
~h'amaticallv re~hwe the overall nltmber O~ ptwposed boat slip.v 

.IDhn Slivon 
j.hnfajredesign.net 

1 S'I'I~.ONGI.Y OPPOSE CONSI  RIJ( 'TION ()F DOCKS as proposed by t;ppcr Penmsuhl Pov.er 
C,,)mpany at Prickett. Victoria. ,\u Tram. ( 'ataract.  Boney Falls. and Bor, d Falls sites. (ii,.en the 
complexity of  this issue and lhc limited scope o f  the Shoreline \kmagemenl  Phm an 
l!nvironmental Assessment sh~mld be required of  UPP( 'O in tin:, matter. UPP('()  must be made 
to comply v.'ith its legal agreement to protect wildlite as part of  its agreement to u s e  t h e s e  LIfC~I'; 
for the generation of  power. 

Respom;e: Opinion noted. I.'lV'('O has rcvised thc l3ond l:al~ SIll~ to prohibit thc in.~ta//atton 
~?/ chicle at the Victoria irnpoumhm'nt .-ldditionalh', the ~b'O/t .% ~IP, have been rct't~cd t,, 
drantalically reduce the overall mmlher q f  ln'Opo~'ed lu,at ~lip~ 

.Iohn Slivon 
frogs:a~charter.ne! 

1 Sl R()NGI,Y OPP()SIi CONS 1 RU("FI()N OF [)()(_'KS as pf,~poscd by I,ppcr I 'cnmsula Pmscr 
Company at Priekett. Vic tor ia . . \u  fram. ( 'ataracI. Boney Falls and Bond Falls sites. (ii'~cn IIle 
complexity of  this issue and tile limited scope of  the Shoreline \ lanagcnlent  Plan an 
Environmental ,.\SSeSSVlICII[ should bc required of  UPP('() mth , -  matter. [ 2pp("{ ) appalently 
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agreed to protect wildlife as a condition to generate power on these waterways and must be held 
to that agreement. Building clocks and disrupting the surrounding hind will not do anything to 
protect wildlifi: and can only be detrimental to wildlife. 

Response: Opinio. re,ted UPPCO has revised the Bond t"alls SMP to prohihit the instal&tion 
o/~h,ck~ at the Victoria impoundment. Additionally, the dra[t SMPs have heen revised to 
dramatic 'a/h; re~h.'e the overall mtmher q/'propo.sed boat slips. 

Connie She r ry  
esherry(a~up.net 

1 am a native Yoopcr who now lives in Iron County, but come from llonghton County. For 
years, the public has had access to tile wonderful wilderness lakes of  the dam impoundments at 
Victoria. Prickett, and Bond Falls dams. IF this must change, I urge you to keep it safe for 
wildlife by keeping tile v,'iktcrncss character of  those bodies o f  water. 

i am opposed to language in the draft SMP's  that would alter the wiklerness character o f  the 
UPP( 'O impoundments in tile Western UP. 

Response: Opinion noted. 

James Rein 
jelsreinqz:charter.net 

1 am a 20 year landowner o f  property on Bond Flowagc and .'m avid outdoor enthusiast who has 
cxtcnsi ' ,cly utilized the flowagc areas for numerous recreational opportunities. UPPCO has 
never pcrnfitted us or our neighbors to have private docks. UPPCO's  corporate policy has 
always prohibited private docks in the FIiRC project hinds. 

Only after the sale o f  non-project lands to Natcrra, UPPCO now claims private clocks for the new 
Natcrra lot owners are appropriate. The question is "'Why'?" The answer is "An extra 
$3,000.000.00 dollars." 

As a hmdowner who is intimately fhmiliar with this entire flowage area, 1 totally disagree with 
UPPCO's  present contentions. The highly fluctuating water levels alone, arc not conducive to 
docks o f  any kind. Additionally, private docks seem to directly contrast with the terms and spirit 
of  the I:ERC licensing agreements. I believe private docks and other exclusive amenities 
planned tbr the Naterra lot owners, are not consistent with the FERC license requirements o f  
"enhancing and protecting the scenic, recreational and environmental values of  tile hydro 
project." 

1 supporl and echo the requests of  over 1700 mdividuals, who urge FEP.C to order a new I-IS to 
determine the cumulative a ft~'cts these development proposals will have on tile scnsmve 
cn\'irollnlcnt, ecosystems, aesthetic beauty, recreational opportunities, and abundant and varied 
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wildlife species of the l lowagcs [ also support and echo tile rcquest for COS studies and request 
that the campground displacements be rescinded and re-examined as part of the SMPs. so 
adequate public involvement can be undertaken and any changes ,,,,'ill bc fair to the public. 
instead of what has happened ',~ ilh removing the previously dispersed campsites. 

Also, private docks ',;'ill obstruct ltlc presently existing unencumbered public access enjDyed by 
thousands of visitors to Bond e\ cp:, year. As a landowner who will be adversely affected by the 
Shoreline Management Plans. I x chcmently oppose the UPPC( i WPS & Naterra plans. 

Keep your promises, UPP('O ~,~, I>.'q and mange these tlov,'ages mr tile public. 1)o the right thing 
and stop tile docks. 

No private (locks in tile FER(" pr, we t  lands. NO DOCKS! 

Response: Opinions n. ted 

Wade F'lenfing 
wadefleming(a'hotmail.conl 

Enhanccd viewing areas? 1 don't think looking at 424 houses and docks will cnhancc anything! 
Private trails connecting with public Irails isn't a good idea it 'll lUSt create problems belxveen the 
gcncral public and tile pickers. 1 hc development on any of these l']ov, ages isn't a .eood 
de'. eloplnent. 

Response: Opinion mm'd 

Norma VeurJnk 

I SIRONGI.Y ()PP()Sl{ ('()NS, I RUCTION OF D()('KS as preq~osed by [.ppcr Peninsula Pm~er 
Company at l'rickett. Victoria. \ a  frain.  Cataract. Boney Falls amt Bond Falls sites. Much of 
Ihc L.!PP('O-ov, ned land on thc-.c rcscrvoirs is surrounded by National Forest and has been 
protected for many generations [ bclic',c malnlainmg private dock> on rcgulatcd reservoirs for 
the purpose of making Ihenl lllOf~.? :Jttraeti\ e to de',clopcrs deviates lh:,nl tile intent o! the hydro- 
license agreements (liven tile C~mlplexity of this issue and the lunlted scope of the Shoreline 
Management Plan an Environmental Assessment should be rcqmrcd of UPPCO Ul this lllatter. 
My comments apply to all Dflhc proiecls listed belov,: 

Project No. 1964 (Bond and \ ic!orial 
Prqiect No. 2402 (Pnekett) 
Project No. 10856 ( Au l ra ln)  
Project No. 10g54 (Cataract) 
Prqlect No. 2506 (Boney Falls) 
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The tJP is a special place to live and enjoy. It ;vould be a shame to develop all/much of  the 
shoreline o f  the lakes and reservoirs as is the case in Inwcr Michigan. In the IJP, nluch of  the 
devcloplnent on water bodies is for sumtncr time use only. 111 the Kewcenaw Peninsula, 
shorcline that has been open to the public tbr generations has bccn sold and 4000 sq. ft. houses 
have build on the shoreline, l 'hcse huge homes arc used for maybe six weeks out o f  the year. 
However, the landscape has been permanently altered, and the public can no longer enjoy the 
shoreline. Please preserve the special areas listed above tot wildlife, natural beauty, and natural 

enjoyment. 

Response: Opinion noted. Ul>PCO ha.~ revised the Bond F'alls SMP to pr ohihit the ins'talhm°n 
o f  ~hJ('k,~ at the Victoria impoumbnent. Additionallr. the dra/i SAIPs have be,'n revised to 
dramatical(v reduce the ovrrall number o f  proposed hoat slips'. 

V 

Victoria .lames 
vjamesll~3charter.net 

1 have already sent my Focus Group comments to UPP( O/WPS/Na erra sep~ r ltely, a ld to FEKC 
a few days ago. If WPS/Naterra had been honest about their recent disclosures during the 
relicensmg process, my feelings may have been different. 

l support well-thought out development in our area; after all, wc live here, and we nccd a 
sustainable economy. However, the cavalier methods employed by UPPCO/WPS/Naterra lead 
me to seriously duubt whether this venture is the kind of  economic development that the area so 

desperately needs. 

Response: ()pinion noted 

Art. 60: D o u r  S c h e u n e m a n  Sr. - A lger  County Fish & G a m e  Al l iance  

Comments on the UPP( 'o  SMP for the Au Train B~isin 

Our sportsman's  group woukt like to thank UPPCo for trying to allow a long time tradition o f  
waterfowl hunting along Project Lands at the Basin. It appears that y¢)u have a phm that will 
allow hunting within 450 fcct Dfa residence in certain areas by making it mandatory that 
permission be granted from property owners that are adjacent to certain traditional hunting 
locations on pr(:ject hinds ahmg the east and west side o f  the Basin. 
We musl point out that this must be done m writing to bc 100°A, legal. 

l h e  tbllowing comments refer to important changes we feel are needed in tile SMP: 

First <)fall, as we pointed out at the last Eastern Focus Group Meeting. there is no provision tbr 
keeping the Wildlife and Waterfowl Refuge m place. At a bare mmimunl we need to keep the 
current nonhero and southern boundary of  the Refuge as is during the closure period of  
~eptclnbcr ] thru No,.cmbcr I0. l)uc to the u n k n o w l l  stattls o f  a potential sale along the ~ est 
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side to the MDNR. wc wDuht hke to scc all project lands (v.'ater and land) ch)sed to tile public 
during the Refuge Clost, rc SOtllh of  the present north boundary of  the Refuge with the exceptitm 
of  the south dike. At the dike. ~he current Refuge boundary should remain and tile public would 
be al lowed on any project land south o f  that l ine. just  as they have m the past. Regardless o f  
ownership we would like to see the entire Refuge boundary, remain as a no hunting and no 
firearm discharge area during the closure period. This is ','cry important if the Basra is going to 
attract and hold numerous spccm,; of  waterfowl and other migralo 0 birds during tile fall. 

Response: UlV~CO has revi~,,I  the man&m~rv huntin~ permi.~,h.~ within 2OO /ec/ ,,/ re~idenmd 
structure~' to inchtde the entire #!orelim: oJ the  ,4u 7)';in Profl'l I ~ here ram-project lamA" may  he 
sokl. UI 'PCO ~hws m,t  have the resources or authori O" to enfln~e a puhlic  eh~ 'mc  ol r~ffuge 
lan~. ~ m ~ r  hun~ing re.~`tricti~n~ ~r t~ pr~hihi t  ~rearm di'~.ch~ k~c.~. ~v suggeste~l 77." ~lotv 
wiAflifi" agcnc'ie.~ would  have t .  i,,~itiate a publ ic  t 'ule-mak,(k, pr¢,~ ~'~ ~ aml  pr,~vide ra t i .nale  /or 
an) Imtflic ]luntins{ closltres a m / o r  tl'.s'tri('tio/t~. 

7hc entire waterlowl re/u,~,e ui lh in  the pre?fl'ct &mmhuT,  not ahl ' .~lv dcsi~gnated ez,~ Project  
eq~eration or General  I .~'e/l '}.mol Roe're;lion .-Ireo lu;.., been dcQ,4mm?d av ( "nn~crvoti~,n Limited 
l 'uhlic Trail  

Second - while ;re do nec,.l an additional landing ;.it the end o f  2(, Road. anti some Wmlor 
inlpro,.:en',cnts :.st the SIt binding, our members  arc against  any major  improvements  
(enhancements)  that ,.,.ill add usage or detract from the " 'natural" appearance and acsthclic values 
,.~f tills [nlpoundment.  We feel :hat there v i i i  be enough added use o f  the Basra fi'om nov,' 
property owners  as the prDpert,, i.~ rapidly devcIDping. 

Response: H w  pr, ,po~ed impr, n cment~ include hard m . J a c c  c , ,mrc t c  ramp~ a , . I  h . w c  
dircctional parkin~ /br puhl ic  accc.~s, l b  alhm" ea.ve ol lmhlic  ,~e. a b.rrier-fi .ce h,mler cemrlcs T 
<h,ck has &'en propos<d I ' .bl i ,  recreolionctl ac< e.~.s rnu.s'l con.wJcr all memhc,:~ ~,1 the fmhlic  
aml  ~zqwort elViSlin!., r~'creolion(zl u~('~ Thc proposcdfl/cili t ie~ ,we vicu c(l us ho~k r~'crcatio. 
i l l /} 'glSl l ' I I(  l l l rC  / i ) r  CX£';I/IIg Pro / ( 'C ;  II,st'.~. 

"1 hird - m reference to allo~ving docks, our organization does n,,l fi:cl that cluster docks arc m the 
best interest o f  the general pubhc and ',;'ill greatly deter from the natural beauly o f  this tmiquc 
area. Muhi-slip clLIstcr docks :.,m:tching 15(1 Ices into tile water  on I'..)th sides sllollld not be 
allo\vcd. We I~.'el indi\ idua} docks only need to go out to a depth ,aI'6 feet tit normal high water  
and not I 0 feet as reques ted  Based on normal size boats tor tips water  b,ady { 12- I ,'.; f l  ) 2 l~:et ,af 
water  is more [hun enough dcptll [o mot,ar a boat with the motol ~iltcd Lip on Io~ ~, x~alcr 
conditions. The prnblcm as v,c scc it is tile quantity o f  docks that ssill crop u F, on tills 
i l l l poHl ldmcn[ .  [Not e',,cr~, r,r,apvrty m ; n e r  needs or  veants  a cis,ck \'~e rCCSHYIIDCIId IIo l n o r c  than  

I single d,.mk for each 400 fi.'ct ,~t fi 'ontage and no b,aat hfts. "lhc single dock c,auld 
aCCOlnrnodate 2 b,aats thm'n tv, o dil]E'rcnl owners.  "lhe de~ elopvJ v.ould ha~c to decide which 
lots "..~,otlld have dock acce~.s. 

Response: UPPE'O agrees d~a: 1~¢, /<ct ~,! water Ls ~Jd('(lliOl('.flJJ life I)7~(, O/ ho(# DIN/('al~'d /11 lh(" 
coll2r~h:lll //OWCVCr, lhe /i('('H~e /Or..lll ])'Oill r('ql/ir£'.~ o re/~'o.v~ rff minlmloH /lo~t I]I~H pll~iv 

exceed i1?/l,,w until the water i~ l,m cred fi'om flw high cA'ratio. ,,/ ",W) li'cl t~, o /.w ('/cva.,.n ~/ 
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772/t'et 77us is a rechwtion o/eight fi,et. By acc'epting a boat <b'q/i o/'two /~,et. thix equates to a 
ch.pth ~/ ten /{'et total at the h~lfh water elevation o f  780/iset. 

}:Duith with single docks o f  60 feet or less there should bc no need for lights and wc are against 
allowine any dock lights. We also loci that 4 toot should be the maxinaum dock width. 

Respnnse:  UPl'('O has prohihited the installation o['permanent dock lighting and hoat li/i v. 
//Oltlevc#~ the maximum width o/dock~" will Derive (5)fi, et. The cluster dock con/i,-urations are 
desii;ned to re~hwe the amount o f  shoreline occupied hy tk,ck structures. I f  you take the total 
shoreline h'ngth proposed/or where dock~ can be located and compare it to 193 potential do~'k 
s'lq,s with tw,  slips per individual dock structure, it approximates a 400foot  spacing. 

Fifth eli the southwest side o f  the Basin from where tile current Refuge Boundary on the north 
intersects the water, then south along the Project Boundary for over one-half  mile, there should 
bc no docks allowed. It appears that this may have been an oversight as the detailed aerial shows 
docks being allowed in this area opposite pg. 7.9 in tile SMP. This area is totally with the current 
Refuge Boundary. 

The Alger County l'ish and (ianlc Alliance want to thank you tbr allowing us to be represented 
oil the [!astern Focus Group during the past several months. 

Respnnse:  77w propo.~'ed SMl' has been amended accordingly. 

v 
Art. 61: Ronald Backus 

Wc have been very disappointed with what seems a betrayal of  the interests I_J.l'. 
rcsidcnls and vacationers by [JPPCO since we had thought the lands and shore lines held by 
them wcrc in mist tor 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 lakcfront  lots is not m the public 
interest. 

Wc do not expect a change in this for prolit business decision, but we do hope that public 
agencies (I-tiRC & others) will ensure adherence to cnvirDnmcntal laws and when the right 
impacts of  development. 

Wc hope UPPCO will consider the ',','ell being of  our people and our opinions please. 

Response: ("(;mme,'~l.'," re)ted. 

Att. 62: Tom Wolfe 

th, er the past year, [ attended several meetings hosted by t ipp(x) .  1 had hoped 1 v,'ould 
bc pcrn'~iitcd Io speak and .:lsk questions. In,,toad. [JpP(70 Inath: a nlockcry o f  lifts illlportailt 
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"public" process. Questions had lo be written on cards only to bc scrccned by the tacilitator. Wc 
,acre told wc could not ask an> questions about the proposed development or the impact the 
development v, ould have on the tlov, agcs. Whcn a qucstion ~\a,~ read, it was only partially 
answered, if it was answered al all. Follow-up questions were ~<,l permitted [ !PP( 'O told as only 
v,'hat they wanted the public to h,:ar. 

1 am a propcrty owner on C'aldcrwood Rd. (Interior "1 ownshipl  :rod do not bclicvc docks should 
be permitted at Bond Flowage or any of  the other flowagcs in th,: I . P  

[ m u s t  u se  the  pub l i c  a c c e s s  It:, l aunch  r'ny boa t  a n d  then  t a k e  it ho tnc  at the  end  o r t h e  d a y  or  
according to thc draft SMP, pay to use a "public dock". I belie, ," the new lot o\vners should 
follow tile same restrictions the rest of  us do. As an avid fisherman and hunter. I believe care 
must bc taken to protect the natural resources o f  the area. "lhe placement of  lighted clocks. 
electric hoists and trails withiu the project lands will cause irreparable damage,  particularly 
affecting the v,'ildlifc habitant and thc aesthctic values of  the flo~sagcs. None of  these lists should 
bc pcrmittcd. 

Response: Opinions noted. UI'f'( "0 has gone to considerahl," ~'l/~;'t t~, produce S%ll-'s th~tt 
achieve an appropriate hahmc," i,etween dew'lopment, imhlic aml pri~atc re~ reativn apul the 
preservtttion q]'importanl nottoYtl, envbvmmenta], or cultural Ii'tmtre.s t,/ the pro/e~ t ItttuIs and 
watow. In re.v)~mse to commettts fi'om agencies and the public I .Pl '( 'O has rcvi~cd the SSll'.s 
I~). among other items, climin~ltc the installation Q/'lOl(k'l'c~rollM~[ eh'ctric wiring, tilt" installation 
c~/'p('tvnut~('p~t ¢h,¢'k /iyhting. emd tilt" inxtallt~tion ~'l~o(tl I(/t~. .I,hhtl~mall~, the/l ind SMI>~ have 
been revised to r~Jlcc't a re~h,'tion m the total nllmbtq" o/p)'o[)o, ~'c/ D~ Jell slipg. 

Art. 63: Robert R. t lagen, Jr. 

1 am writing to register my opposition to the phmned ea~,emcnts to tire I.;pper Per'~ilrsuhr 
Power Company's  Shoreline Management Plan (SMP) tbr ProWcrs  Numbers; 1()854 (( 'ataract).  
2402 (Pricker)), 1864 (Bond'Victoria),  10856 (Au l'rain) and 2.106 {Boney I:alls) 

My opposition is based on the harm such easements will do to Ihc ~,cenic, recreational and 
cnviror ' lr l lgnta] \ ,al l ies of thc  SIlrl'Otll'ldin~ a reas .  I a m  a llati\ ,c oI I l',)tlffhlorl, ]~| ichigall  a l ia  ~.\ as; a 
Iong-timestockhoklcrmthcPox\cr('ompany l am appalled a! dw lack ofconcern  lbr the natural 
en\ i ronment  displayed by tile I'o~s er ( ' o IDpar ly ' s  SMP. ()ncc d~.\ c]opcd, such lands arc It)st to lhe 
public forever. The least tire t'F RC can do is to cxcrcisc its rcsponsibihty It) the eiivil'Olrrlicll[ and 
rllillirlliZC tile harrn  doi)c  I do nol \¥alII the Upper Peni l rsuhl  o f  \ l i c h i g a n ,  II15' ht)lllC al-ca I t )  w h i c h  
I p lan Io retirc, It) furl1 into al)olhor  (~'apc ( ' u d  w h e r e  you  ha~.c to dr i \c  lbr miles v. ilhotlI a vJg'~. 
o t ' t h c  ocedn  duc  t o  p r l \ a l c  dcxclopn]cll[ 

Once private development occur,,, there is no going back. l 'he least the fi_'dera] ~oxcrnnlcnt can 
do iS pcl'forrTI ib, duties as a stcx~ard o f  public r'csotlrces, l h a n k  ,, ou ~, cry much t~r your attcl)lior] 
to this matter. 

Response: ()pinion.~ re)ted 
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V 

Art. 64: Jonathan Mead-  Upper Peninsula Association of Count~' 
Commissioners 

WIII-Rt-AS, I.Jppcr Peninsula Power Company has unveiled Shorcline Management Plans for 
pr~jcct lands at its five hydroclcctric projccts (Numbers: 24(12, 10854, 2506, 10856 and 1864) 
located in uut'nerous I j.p. counties; and, 

WIIIiRI.AS, the Shoreline Management l'hms include proposals to protect the environment and 
enhance lccreational opportunities for citizens at the flowages, as well as ensure that proposed 
activities arc consistent with the purposes of protecting and enhancing the sccnic, recreational 
and other environmental values of each project; and. 

WIIIiRI-IA,q, these draft plans were developed based on more than 14 months of input from state 
and federal resource agencies, local government officials and the public. In addition, UPPCO 
conducted focus groups consisting of various stakeholders, inclndmg rcprcscntativcs from 
county mid township boards, hunting and fishing interests, outdoor enthusiasts and cconomic 
development. UPPCO also conducted public meetings and invited comments from citizens 
coucermng the plans. "lhe company also engaged the public over many months regarding plans 
to sell t ;I'PCO private property at the five hydroelectric projccts; and, 

WItI~REAS, the flowagcs these Plans address ,,','ill continue to be open lbr pcople to use 
alongside numcrous acres of U.P. acres already available to citizcns, inch, ding state and fcdcral 
lands such as the l liawatha and Ottawa National l-nrests that are off limits to development: and, 

WHERt'I kS, it is projected that any development resuhmg 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 bases to the benefit of schools, as well as township and cotmty units of 
government and the programs and services they provide to citizens. F~roadening the tax base in 
I J.p. cotmties is welcomed, recognizing the state's current financial status and economic outlook; 
nov., therefore, 

BE l ' l  RI'SO1,VEI), that the Upper Pcninsula Association of County Commissioners (UPACC) 
hereby approves this rcsolution of support for the Plans with the expectation that UPPCO will 
continue working with local units of government and other stakeholders as the process continues 
and directs that a copy of this document bc transmitted to U.P. Power Cmnpany and appropriate 
state and federal officials. 

Response: ('omment.s' note(,~ 
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At!.  65: Steve  Hovel  

RE: P-1864, 2402. 10856. 10854. 2506 
RE: The application by UPP('() ;rod its SMP tor all ot'd)e abo,.~ 
Attention: 
Janet Wolfe, Communica t ions  Manager  
I ;PPCO 
CC: Kimber ly  D. Bose Federal l.!nergy Regulatory ( 'ommiss ion  

Dear Janet and Kimbcrly,  

l oppose naodilicalJons to the oripinal license and 1 oppose the ~cv. SMP as proposed by 
UPPCO. 

As l vicv.'cd the SMPs for Bond and l"rickctt and looked at the maps o f  the arcas it is clear that 
the Ilurnan disturbance ,.,,'ill fra.,.:mcn! the ecosystem. 1 am a rchrcd [.invironmenlal Science 
Instructor. and in my analysis to alkv, v deve lopment  o f  buildmv, silcs :rod then pier.; and docks as 
proposed would certainly intcrli:re with the contiguous habitat rcquircmcnts  o f  a number  o f  
species. 

While many  species can adapt :o humans hlcluding whitetail dccr and the skunk. I[ J~; the much 
rarer and cndangcrcd or threatened species that will not be able Io adapt. 

All species havc a Zone oI" l 'olurancc shaped like a bell shaped ~ul~ c. nov, divide that bell x~ith 5 
vertical zones v. ith the ccnler  b c m g  lhc oplIllltllll rangc,  cvt:ry ,pcc~cs has ils (}~i l] rangc o f  v. hat 
i! czin !oleratc and rims its o',~,ll bell shaped curve far every  cnx m m m c n t a l  factor, such as 
temperature,  sunlighl, rainlall, competi t ion Dn and on. includin..-' man iDfide factors such as noise. 
as well as habitat fragmentation.  When a spccics is forccd to trx to lix c outside o f  its opt imum 
range  i! c l lcot inlcrs  stress.  

"Ihis could result in a variety ol consequences  ranging fl'om po~,r rcproducllon (to no 
reproductmn)  Io loss ot ' the spcci._'s, l 'hc  spccics may  simply m~', c and ]cave lhc arca 
(emigrat ion)  or ~nay perish ~ bile I rymg to adapt. Plant spccics can not pack up and go. A cow)re 
could adapt the t imber ,,;olt'x~ ould noI. the whitetail deer ,,~ ould adapt the Moose wotild not, no\v 
include till spccies including migratory song birds. ( ' lhe  I;S .,\rmv ( 'orps o f  Kngmccrs  can update 
you on the Federal Migratory Bird Act which would have an impact on tile v, ctland arcas such as 
tlood plato ncxt to all ri', crs. ) In addition human dismrbaiIce x~ !11 lead to the intrusion o f  a 
lll.inlbcr (.)I" iilV~lgi",'C spcc l c s  Ol "nI)II Ila[i%'C~; ". 

It is well documented that the nu'nbcr on+ cause o['a loss o f  spt:cie~, is luss o f  habitat+ 1 oda> 
unless there is a nalura] disastcl the main (.+~ll+lgC o f  a los+. ol'habflal Marts wJth ffd~lllelltHtion of  
the original habitat b> humans. Add to this othcr cnvirollnlcntal Ihctor:, such as chmate change 
dlld the ecosystem is sc'.erely '<lresscd, and tinds i lscl f  i11 ill] artd]cia[/ot lc oI'tcrlMOll+ Plant 
species and c','crythhL,.z' else assn~:iatcd v, ould bc ahcrcd forc\ cr 
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1 am nut opposed to sales to some types of conservation minded groups, nor am 1 Dpposcd to all 
types ufdevelopmcnt. But to take these large tracks nfhmd ;rod change their rnanage~nent to 
allov,' for multiple buiklmg sites and water access would be a tatal blow to the ecosystem as it 
has evoh'ed over the tlRmsands of years since the glaciers. 

SinccreJy, 

Steve Hovel 
W6054 Creamery Road 
Fort Atki~lson, WI 53538 

Response: Opinions noted. Each S~H ~ includes a comprehensive anal~ws o['em,'iromnental 
impacts anticipated to occur as a result o/ implementation ~/'the SMP. Ul'PCO utilized 
numerous' FERC orders apl,roving SMt~" and non-project use ~ f  pm?/ect Itmds" as the temphtte fi~r 
the envirtmmental impact analysis. UI-'PCO has taken gin,at care in revising the SMPs to assure 
the l~ropo.s'ed non-project uses proposed do not result in./)'agmentotion (btvaks in the [in'est 
cam~py). Additionally. UPPCO designed the SMtN to he eonsi.stent with, and in many instances" 
to htrth~'r, the goals and ot!jectives o/'the overall m,quirements ¢![the prt?je¢'ts" licenses and 
k'ER('-mamhtted management and monitoring phms. 

V 

Art. 66: Jim Lyons 

May 17, 2007 

Kimberl> D. Bose, Secretary 
Federal [:nergy Regulatory, Commission 
888 First St N.E. 
Washington D.C. 20426 

Re: Please protect Michigan's t, ndeveloped water bodies: Project No. 1864 (Bond and Victoria), 
Proiect No. 2402 (Prickett), Project No. 11)856 (An Train), Project No. 10854 (Cataract) and 
Project No. 2506 (Boney Falls). 

Dear Secretary Bose, 

I S I'RONGI,Y OI~POSE CONSTRUCTION OF I)OCKS as proposed by Upper Peninsula Power 
Company at Prickctt, Victoria, Au Train, Cataract, Boney I'ails. and Bond Falls sites. Given thc 
complexity of this issue anti the limited scope of the Shoreline Management Phm an 
EnviroTmlcntal Assessment should be required of I, JI'PCO m this maucr. 

Building these docks will fail the mitigation lbr these license agreements UPPCO agreed to 
• ) • • protect I lease safeguard and enhance wildlife habitat, provide for public access and manage the 

forest for old-grD;vth (at Bond Falls and Victoria Reservoirs) as previously at~recd. 
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We hope 1o visit this part of  Michigan one day but will nDI iflhi-, shoreline loose their 
tmdeveloped character. 

Sincerely. 
Jim l.yons 

Response: Opinion.~ m,te~l 
Att.  67: W i l l i a m  Malmslen~  Vice  Pres ident  - Upper  Pen insu la  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  
Coa l i t i on  

)day l 7, 2007 

Janet Wolfe, (_'ommunications \ |anager 
Upper Peninsula Power ('Olrlp;ill~,' 
PO IIo× 130 
t ioughton..%11 49931-0130 

RE: COMMEN lS (iN I)RAFI .,c;_tJ_ORF:I,I__N_F_, MANA(iEMI.:i',. I :,,; t>1 ,ANS P()lt St)( B._A.S_INS 
[N TIIK U.PPER PI-NINS/,;LA (}I-MI( 'HIGAN 

[)car ",.Is Wolff:: 

The fbll(v, ving comments arc 1ii regard to the drafl Shoreline Xl;lilagt:ll'ic'nt Plans (SMPs) for six 
basins m the Upper lh:nirlsula of  Michigan. specificall) as tbllox~ s: Prctiect Nulrlbers: 10145-1 
(Cataract), 2402 (Prickeu). I g64 (l 'kmd.Victoria), 10;,;56 (Aul ,aini. and 2406 (hloncy l'alls) (the 
basins hcreina tier). 

['hesc conuncnls  arc submitted on behalf  of  the t ipper Peninsula I.ifwironmcntal ('t~alitiDn 
(L;PI:C). L P E (  is a grass roots tmnprofit organization with 3bOil[ 300 members Wc arc 
dedicated to tiac protectiol] of the unique environmental qualitic,, of  the lapper Peninsula of 
Miclfigan. ()ur members tend to enjoy natures quiet splcndor ~ hil t  parlicipatmg in such 
activilies as hiking, canoeing, b,r,:t watching, and nature pi'lotography Many o f  our members LiSt 
or %ouJd like to use the llasin~ in qtlcstion for tilt; ptlrsuit of'such ac'iivities. 

The Basins arc currently I11 a relali~ el,, natural condition ~,mtablc for tile cttioymcnt b,, our 
members. In gcncral tl~c intei'l~,e development provided for m xour draft SMPs ~.ould sc' ,crc]y 
degrade the natural conditiDns o f lhe  Basins making them poorl,, suiled for the enjoyment by our 
members. This intense level o! dcvelopnlent is hlconsistcnt x~ ilh tile pro,, isions and intent of the 
operatin.,., licenses from lbc Federal I~ncrgy Rcgulatory (.'omm~,-.~m 

Response: lhere  i~//o "'mtclz~( dcxc/opmcnt " p r o p o s c d / b r l w . i c ( t / a n d ~  7"hc mm-pr . / ec t  u~es" 
q/t/zc pr~!iects lam/~ inc/lzch" /~c/t/#~. lr(lilm, r£'cr¢'(tlion ('#IJI~I/I(CIII,'~IIS. (/lld d~ck .s'lrlt('lt#'c~ Thl'.~e 
ltS('~" III'C ('rl#l~i~l('#ll u ilh ~lc/li~'l In!L im alq~rr~priate hahmc'e tn't~cet~ th'vt,lt~/)moll, puhli( (Itld 
private  rec re~llhm and the prc~,'rvtllion ~?/ important n~mtr~tl, em irtmm~'nht], or ~ ldtltr~ll /i'tltltr~'~ 
<~/ the prtqcct  hmd~ and ~x at('rs 
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V 

Our ol'~icctions to the draft SMPs center on the proposed non-project use of project lands, 
specifically the proposed granting of cascmcnts to property owncrs of lands bordcring thc project 
lands tot the following purposes: The installation of private I~)at docks up to 150 feet in lcnglh. 
The inslallation of power lines to power lights on the docks with up to 300 watts per dock and to 
powcr boat lilts on the docks. The clearing of view corridors up to 200 feet in width through the 
projects lands so that bordering property owners will be able to view the basins from their 
homes, l 'hc construction of four-foot widc pathways through the prqjcct hinds froIn private 
homes to their private docks on the basins. 

Response: Opinion Noted The uses Ut~PCO proposes to regulate through the SMPs are 
('onsist(.nt with the (vpes o f u s e  and occtq~an( T o/prqject lands" and waters that FERC allows'. 
7hat heing said. UPPCO has considered the comments received from agencies and the put,lA' 
In response to .some o f  those comnwnts. UPPCO has revised the SMPs to (1) eliminate the 
installation q f  under~round electric wiring, (2) the installation c~/'permanent dock lighting, and 
f3) the installation o f  hoat lifts. An), trails constructed pursuant to the implementation c?/ the 
SMPs uill  he availahle fi~r puhlic use. enhancing the hiking activity UPEC purports to enfio'. 
With re.v,ect to the three SMPs that allow the creation o f  view enhancement areas, the 
restrictions on the view enhancement areas havz, been modified to reduce the width to a 
m~trimltm tt/4O ft'et and to limit the length to a m~trimtlm q f  2OO fi,et. A~hlitionally. the view 
enhancement areas have ve O' stringent limitations on tree cutting and trimming. 

While the l)ivision of tlydropower Administration and Compliance (DHAC) Compliance 
l landhook - Standard Land Use Article. appendix I I Article (a), and the corresponding 
provisions in each project license, provides for non-project use of project lands, it states that 
"]'he licensee may exercise the authority only if  the proposed use and occupancy is consistent 
with the purposes of protecting and enhaneinALthe scenic, recreational, and other environmental 
wdues ot the project." (emphasis provided) The proposed easements would neither protect nor 
enhance the scenic, recreational or environmental values of the project basins. 

Response: IH'P('O disagrees with this comment and has gone to eonsi~h,rahle (:ffbrt to produce 
SMP.~ that protect and enhance the prqNet's natural resources and the pr~/ect's primary 
]umtion. the pro~hwtion o f  electriciO,, while providing puhlic recreational enham:ements ~md 
direetin,j, managing and mitigating the impacts o/anticipated development q f  non-proje('t landv 
so as t ,  ecmlplement or have neutral el/belt on thoxe natural resoltrces, hi addition. UPPCO has" 
,h'amatwalO: increased Conservation Lands at all or'the t5"ojects, ptwhihited commercial tree 
harve~'tmg (enhancing old growth.fiJrest characteristie.~) and will he prohibiting vehieuktr a*'ce~ ~" 
on many existing logging road.s'. 

Boat Dock Installation: 
Perhaps the largest negative impact would occur as a result of the proposed dock installations. A 
total o! 837 individua[ lighted boat slips with electric powered boat lifts would be allowed m the 
six basins. It is unclear whether the electric power could be used by dock owners for other 
purposes such as powering boat lights or electronic music sound systems. The negative impact 
on the scenic values of the basins by the d(~ks alone would bc severe. When 837 boats arc 
added Io the docks, the affect would be devastating on the scenic and environmental wdues of 

the basil,s. 
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Response: In response to comments  fi'om agencies and the public. I. 7 '1)( '0  ha,~ revi~e~l the 
S.%lPs to, amon.~ other items, elimi/tette the instalhttion o f  tmth't ,..r~t#ld electric wlri/t~, the 
instalhttion (?['permanent dock IO.hting, and the installation ~,1 h, ,¢*t /i/is. .'l(kliti.~allv. ll~t. /thai 
S.~IPs have heen revised t~ r(:ll, '( t a redttelion ill the total mlmt,, r ,,/ proposed  hool ~lipv 

While UPPCO does not have dm:ct authority over boating acti~ ~ty Cm the basins, the type ol'boat 
launch facility and the presence" of  the docks would ha'.e a malCw impact on the intensity of  boat 
use and the type and size of,aalercraft present, l.argcr boats a~)d p(;IIlOOD b(:,[lls n'gay be 
m~practical to use on the basin because of  the difficulty in laun~ hing and retrieving the boats in 
the basins. But if the boats can be launched and left in the basm.~ ~t the private boat d(wks tbr the 
entire boating season, then the use of these larger boats ,.','ill be tca.,iblc and their u~,e is likely to 
occur. The presence of these larger boats at the boat docks and als~ their use on the basins 
would negatively affect the scenk: and environmental values o |  lilt? basins, and they ssould also 
negatively al't~ct the recreational wtlues o f  our metnbcrs and ol  many other people who on.joy the 
natural beauty of  the basins. 

Rt, sp .nse :  7"he commenler  Mole's theft "/.,¢.,r~e,," ho~tLs' ond llonlear~tl /,,mt~ may  he impraefieal to 
It~e oil the basin because o/'the d;['[]culty in l~mnehi..~ and retri,'vm,.., the bmt~" in the hu~m~ "" 1/ 
tllttl is the cas(', and ~inee the OP':" t,l 'landin~ L~ usually dictated hv the condi t .m~ ,mth(" 
r('scrvoit; Ihet) the us(' q/ ' lhe I(lr~er boats ~olt ld aL~'o h(" impro(lit'~l], ]inh~ln(em(,tll~ lhol ~tl'(" 

. r r e . t / v  p l a . n e d  lbr  the boat ~~l,~tf).s" ~be*" e &'veh~ped throu.gh ~ ~mqtltation with the oy, emie~ 
prior  to the th'v~'b~l)mettl O[the S'MP~" based  ~q~on the need ~h~(' ',, th(" cotutititm~ that ~'lkst o~z the 
rts~ervoir 

.'1.~ a result ,71 uxe¢t<v and lmhlic  c¢mlments' the size and prcq)e~.v~ d m/mher  q/doc/~ lauilitie~ /~,r 
privote  use have been re,breed Ilowever.  U P P ( ' O  ha.s incltt(h'd l ,uhhc re( reati~mol ¢h)c,~ 
[acilities in the S..~.IP~ " that are suitahle.fi~r puhl ie  acces.s at ca( I, l'rtqc{7. 

I 'P(  "0 dr,e~ have ¢zuthori O' ~ner the (17)e,s r?/hoat* that earl hc vt~.ed ot the boat slip~ 
T]tet'e/}~re. ~.~ aJz (zdd/lional r('~triclion to prohibi t  the i .q)rr~po /'tJ¢/littI.( o t l  ~1 re~etToir that 
(ollttol (tei't~tttmo~hlte it. at ('(H(lt'a( I ( ~1 rehttively small  re,~crv,,ic), g "PP( "0 has m,,dl/iud thu 
5%It' to restrict the h o r s e p o w e r  ~!/ the cn,qin('.s on hoal~ st(,red ,~tet'ttt,,~hl ~tt Ih(" hoar slq)~ t,, a 
ma.~imttm ¢,/ 25 hp fi~r { om'ent i ,mol  hoaLv and  a mavimum t,l .st, I~p l~t po/llotln I)~(tt~ 

1 hc presence o]" larger numbers o|" larger sized boats could also bc cxpcct~.'d to ncg[l[iS el} inlpacl 
ss atcr quality. "l'he follD,a mg excerpt is li'om the l'.)n'ir, mme,m*; .I ~w~vment ll,r 7he LI~," ~,1 
Molo~i_'eN If'gHercra/t Ill Ihe £v/vanit* Wihh'rm'.ss, ()ttav. t~ natl,UHI Iorc-.t.l.;n]lcd States 
I)cpartmcnt of : \gr icul turc .  Jul} 1994 (emphasis provide:d): 

"i"he degree to v.hich cnmm.'s emil p,,)llutants depends on ,i ,. ari~t.., of  lhctors 
including the size Dfthe ¢a~8.?~ the age of'the engine. "]w t> pc of engine (Iwo- 
cycle, four-cycle, jet. etc.) type of  fuel used and.or the d,.'~rcc to v. hich thc ¢llglnc 
is tuned and lll~lmlamcd 
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Once discharged into the v,,ater, petroleum hydrocarbons may remain suspended 
m the water column, concentrate at the surface, or settle to the bottom. Many 
hydrocarbon compounds may not persist tbr very long because of their 
immiscibility, volatility, or bit~egradability. Ilowcvcr, while petroleum may 
disappear rapidly from the water column, the portion that reaches the sediment 
may persist for several years. Lead compounds frmn gasoline additives tend to 
sink to the bottom sediments (Polhai+m lmpacts./~'om Recreational Boating: A 
Ilihliography amlSummao~ Review, Milliken and Lee, 1990). Effect of pollutants 
.l.'r_o2_~_marinc engines include odor, and of f taste in fish and toxic effects on 
aquatic organisms. 

Power boats also have been shown to impact bollonl sediments of lakes and to 
increase turbidity. In 1974 the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
published a study analyzing the impacts of boating activity on turbidity in shallow 
lakes (defined as those with a maxmrum depth of 30 feet). They examined the 
impact of varying horsepnwcr engines on lakes of varying depths. The study 
concluded that cvcn a I 0 horsepower engine could produce substantial stirring of 
bottom sediments at depths up to 15 feet and the engines with ~reater horsepower 
~m do even more damage than smaller entwines. (Power boats on shallow lakes: A 
t,ri~f ~'ummat T o f  literature and experience on Lake Monegan (NY), Wright and 
Wagner. 1991 

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

Response: Opinion noted, however, we /~dl to understand the correlation ~;I'EC" attempts" to 
draw between the installation t?['the proposed docks and increases in the size 0 /  boats over 
those that ettrrentl), use the UPPCO impoundments. With resT~eet to boat size, UPP( "0 has 
eons'idered the potential aesthetic intpacts o f  larger boats and in re.wonse has modified the 
Cataract SMP to limit motor size to 25 horseprnver fi~r conventional boats or pontoon boats 
with a maximum horsepower ¢?['50. UPPCO has also considered the environmental impaet 
~/'h~ats and eh,termined that there could he mo~h'rate brag-term impacts to water quality 
through the introduction ~?]'additional nutrient stq~plies in the form o f  uneomhusted/iwl as a 
resul! ~/ the operation and maintenance o/'additianal boat~' on the impoundments. An 
increase in recreational hoating on the impoundments is anticipated to occur, with or 
without implementation ¢?f the proposed Si'vlPs 

The cn'~ironmental studies commissioned by UPPCO provided a detailed description of the 
basins, the associated project lands, and the tlora and fauna present, l lowever the impact of the 
proposed development on the 11ora and fauna was not covered or was not covered adequately. 
Many of the wildlife specics nDted 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 ft. long boat docks would neither prntcct nor enhance 
en,.ironmcnta) conditions for v,'ildlifc in and around the basins. 
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response:  The resource r£'llorls" ( "environmental  s tudies  ") u (,," n( 'ver m l e m h . d  tu be ,,VI:I-',.t 
envirollmcnlo] ct.~se.~'slnenls. R(ID'ICI', (Is ('[('(D'Iv indicalcd m Ihc  ,( q)pcx" o[  w o r k  Ih(ll ; l ' ( ' r c  

r e v i e w e d  a n d  c o m m e n t e d  o i l / ! l  tht' r( 'solo'ce ogcnc ic% lhe  olllc~ tivc,.~ o f  t he  s tud ie s  w e r e  to 
gather  readi ly  avaihthle  ex i s tmv  ilffhrmation, to conduct  f icht  :~. , 'k  to ver!~, the" pre~encc and  
condi t ion of exist ing dart ,  to dt~Cllmcnl c.risling condilion~. ( l l t l ,  I ((I ~/vsimilate and  lwovide  the 
to l l ec t ed  infi lrmalion ill t h e . f i . . l  o l ( ; l ,%ge /wra led  I'CSOIII'£ '(" iil. ", "lI[Ol:l" I?I(U)X and  mg)ort.v. 

[h(" ilnpacl.~' to prqjec l  /ands" (,V, ~ r('.s'ult o f  pub l ic  trails, paths'. /I,ni&'d v iew ('nhancemcltl  orcgl~, 
and 'or  the p lacement  o / d o c k s  ,/l,m,~ the shore  were  eoch ~l~ ~('~,,'d in 3k'ction 9 ¢?I each respect ive 
S M P  .,Idditionallv. s'horelim, ac;Ai lv  h(lx hcen re¢ha'ed in IIIHII, tII'CtI~ hi: consolichttion o/  
ovc t ' t l l~h l  (H'IIvilics to  II101"C Slti'(ll~l(" ~ll'C(I,g 

\ ' i e~  Corridors: 
While tile View Corridors up t(, 200 l~ct in width arc intended ~, provide a v/c,.,, of  the basins 
lh)m tile homes on hinds bordering the project hinds, such clem ing 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 wouhl bc negatively impacted when tilt, ~ ~e~ of  nature is replaced by tile 
view ofprivatc homes. Wildlife using tile habitat provided b', project lands would bc negatively 
mlpacted by the clearing g of  the ,. iew corridors and by the mclcasc h lu l lan  activity m the view 
corridors, l 'he prescncc o f  the ~ icx~ corridors woukl ncithcr protect nor enhance tile sccnic. 
recreational and cnviromllental '...llues of  the proicct as required hy the project licenses and b> 
thc Standard I,and Use Article. 

\\"hil¢ conveyance of  casement,, is provided tot in the hccnsc a,!rct.'rf~cnts lor certain purpose,, 
under certain circumstances, the clearing of  View Corridors is m~l among the listed possible 
purpose for cascnlcllts. 

Response: 7he max imum lWOpo~e,d . i d t h  o / v i e w  cnhancemell!  ~lrva'. ~don,~ the shore/in(, i~ 40 
f~'el. L;I>P( "0 hos vel T .Vwc! /h  d,:'~'~..'n cr ih ' r iaJor  l/w inshdht l i ,m ol hmi l ed  v iew enhanccmcnl  
area.~" on projec t  hmd~'. "lhcsc cri lcria wcre  devclol~ed t~* pr<~tccl lhe mw:-riO' ol  the re.~ource~ 
Aglrt'lHtlI(lill~ th( '  ~)lv)jcE l. Ill I'(%~(lplwC go ('OItlltlCIll.~" /J'Olll ( l ~ ( ' l l (  I t  ' ,  (lll([ Ill(" fmhli(', s~'~cral o / t h e  
.S':~lt{~ have been revived to r('ghl(c' or eltminah" the nt /mhcr  ~*[ vi,,w ( 'nhonccmenl  (II'('¢IS. ]71(" 
l ieu" cnh¢mcelne l l t  ¢lrt'¢lg or('  im ' lmh'd  ill the S M P  ill or¢k'r fl*r I' I-R( tr~ rvvit'u" lhi 'm o n d  /ll'ovich" 
0 ¢h'cLgiotl on  u ]lel]lcr o r / t o t  I¢* c/Ibm lhcln. 

Pedestrian Paths and \Voode t l  \\alkyd.a\ s: 
l'hc lbur-lbot width of  the pcdc-~trhm pallls wouht seem tit be x~ Idcr t l lan ncccssar} lbr loot 
trax el. l h e  presence of  v.'oodcn .xtail'S alld wLllk\va}s ctltl]d []eg,llik cl~ affect tile scenic ' .ahlcs of  
the project. I he pro'. ision alhw-mg lhc :,torage of  docks, boat l ilis. and ramps on tile pedestrmw 
paths within in prq[ect hinds \~.~,uld negalix ely affect '~ccnic value-, of  the project. 

Response: Wo,'>den .',,'.'it:', , ' : n d .  c'//,wau', ~ i / / h e  i i~ed~.iA" m h i i i ia .d  m ' m : m  e.', why' re (9.lr('m,." 

hqIo,~r(ll 'dw o r . v ( ' l l . ~ i l i ve  ecolo,,.,l~o/oi'c(l,~ w(Irr(InL /l l  r('~]I¢~;-IS£" ,,~ ~ o l n m ( , l l l s f f o m  (/.cjen(ic.~ (rod 
t/IC Imhl ic .  U P I ' ( ' O  luI~ r e v i w d  file SMI' .w do(k.~ may <rely he .w.pvd wi lh l l i  ar('a.~ .~o de,i.~nat('d 
/ i .  <loJ~ <l<.'ag('. .%~J <tora..~e ~I (,l~( k~ i~ p ( ' rm i t l cd  cm pall i~ ol 'l a iA 
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V 

Prcdcternfincd Outcome of Planning Process: 
UI~P('C , ,,,ceres to have used the elaborate planning process to try to justify the intcnse level of 
dcvelDpuDcnt that they bad already decided upon before the phmning process bcgan. 

Response: GI'PCO u.s( d the planning process to get fi,edback./~'om regulatol3 hodies, state, 
local, cind federal governmental agencies, non-governmental ork4anizati J~ s'. tint/the general 
puhlic. Based on ~,edhack. UPPCO has made .signi/icant revisions to the SMI~s'. 

As a member of the castcrn basin Focus Group 1 attcndcd every eastern basin focus group 
meeting. At each meeting 1 made most of thc points that arc listed above. The membcrs ofthc 
eastcrn basin fucns group v, erc largely Dppuscd to the intense dcvclDpmcnt of the basins. Yet the 
opiniDns of thc focus group members sccmcd have bccn largely ignorcd in the drat~ SMPs in 
favor of the desires of Natcrra [.ai'~d ('ompany mangers, the purchaser of the bordering non- 
project lands. 

Respnnse: Based on comments UPP('O received, the eastern focus grotq~ membet:s were largel)" 
in support t?/'the proposed ~h'a/i SMPs. 

1 understand the Wisconsin Public Servicc's (UPPCO's parent company) 2005 rcpurt to stock 
holders indicates that UPPCO sold a portion of its real estate holdings Ibr 5.9 million dollars, 
with the possibility of realizing up to an additional 3.0 million dollars as ccrtam contingcncies 
are resolved. If in fact those contingencies include the project land casements being granted to 
Naterra's lot purchasers, then t may be clear why UPPCO is favoring Natcrra ovcr the needs and 
desires of the people. It appears that it will bc very difficult for LIPPCO mangers to objective in 
the dcvclopment of Shoreline Management Plans and that close scrutiny by The Fcdcral Energy 
Regulatory ( 'ummission is in order. 

Response: Opinion noted. The /imd SMPS have heen revised significantly to a¢hb'ess pul,lic and 
a~enc 3, input. 

Conclusion: 

The rapid developmcnt of the shorelines of lakes and streams for home construction in the Upper 
Peninsula of Michigan is causing wildlife habitat, and scenic and recreational opportunities to 
disappear. The licensing agreements lbr the hydroelectric prqlccts wcrc designed to protect thc 
shorelines from development for wildliliz habitat and for the scenic and recreational enjoyment 
by thc public. UPPCO is trying to cash in on the dcmand for shorcline lots by developing the 
project basins m conflict with the spirit and Icttcr of the liccnsing agreements. The process used 
to dcvclop thc SMPs is flawed because of UPPCO manager's bias fDr dcvclopmcnt. An 
Environmental Assessment by a neutral party is needed in ordcr to determine the affect of the 
propDscd dcvclnpmcnt on the scenic, recreational, and other cnvironmental valucs of the proicct. 
We believe that the proposed cascmcnts through prnjcct lands should not bc al lowed 

Response: As previously stated. UI't'CO th'sigm.'d the SMI's to achieve an appropriate halat ce 
hetweeJl development, public and private recreation and the pre.~'ervalion ¢?f importattl naturtll. 
vllvirtmtn¢'ltl¢ll, o r  cultural fc~llltr~'.s" t?/ thc pm,/ect lamA a , d  watetw. UPP( "0 t.s mJt th 've/opi i tg  
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shorel ine lots. in/iu't,  U P P ( ' O  h¢tv l ,X~posed no home  ~'om'trm t m n  within the I)ro/ect houndary  
l';ach S M P  inc ludes  a comprehen~ iv t ,  (tlla[)'sis t~ ' enr i ronmet l l i l /  /tn,otlt t,~ emlieillelled to oct'lit" tls tl 
result  oJ imph,mentat ion ¢!/the %',tlP. UPP(?O ut i l ized numero l~  l"ERf" ordep:~ ¢qy~roving S;%ltN 
cmd non-prq/ect  use ¢~/pro/eet hr, l(l~" as the template  to d('scrihc Ill(" em: i ronmen t . l  imp.c t~  
~ldditional(r. U P P ( ' O  des igm'd  the S,gIP.~ to hi. consistent  with. , m d  in m¢o(r in.~tcmc('.~ to [twther, 
tilt. goals  and  ot!/e¢'tives o / t h e  ,n cr(dl requirements  q / t h e  pro~,', 't,~ ' lic x'nse.~' ¢md I"IZR( "- 
Intlnd~,tlt'd in(lngl,~el1,1el?l trod mtmltt)vinJy, ])ltln~', 

Sincerely, 
William Malmsten. Vicc president. Upper Peninsula Idw.ironn~c:~tal ('oalitiDn 

Co: FER(" 

Att. 68: David  I,. S ladkv  

5-18-07 

Janet \Vol I~: 
('ommunicmion~ Manager 
U pl'('(") 
PO Box 130, 
Itoughton, MI 49931-0130 

l)ear Janet Wolfe. 

[I iS CSSClltiil] It) respect  our  n:llur:d home and reserve places  Ibr quiet  re juvenat ion .  [ hc long 
tcrlI1 ll]OncIalW vahl¢ o f  kecpill.~ i-alurc nalural  will | a r  exceed  a iw short term prolit or 
convenience. Docks and shoreline dc,.clopment will on ly  ellCOtll;JgC disrespect ~md di ,d larnmny.  
1o~ er ing proper ty  value.  For  rcai ,. a luc.  tbr  the bcncl i t  o f  fi.lttlr¢ genera t ions ,  tbr our  htm3c, t~,r 
your  legacy ,  kcc  I) nature natural .  

I hunk you for vour time. 

David l.. Sladkv 

Response: O p i n i . n  mm,,l 
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Att. 69: John Coupe 

May 18, 2007 

Upper l'cninsula Pov~cr Company 
I'O Box 130 
Iloughton, MI 49931 

Attention: Janet Wolfe 

I)ear Ms Wolfc: 

As an Ontonagon County landowner, 1 have closely followed the proposed sale of 7300 acres of 
land (ufwhich approximately 1360 acres have been sold) by UPPCO at six UP llowages. Each 
of these tlowages has unique characteristics which l do not believe were adequately addressed in 
the Draft Shoreline Management Plans. 

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

Response: UPPCO attempted to minimize visual impacts hy locating docks in areas that were 
sheltert,d Jrom prominent viewing locations around the impaundments, maintaining hJw prq/~le 
docks and utilizing natural (muted) colors that do not stand out against the hackground 
l¢,old~c~q,e. A~htitiomd(v. Ut)PC'O has ppvhibited the installation of  boat lilts, and associated 
lighting 

According to the license agreements (and associated plans), UPI'CO agreed to protect a 
minimum 200 foot buflbr around these impoundments. However, the draft SMP outlines m,'my 
planned uses, including private lighted individual and cluster docks. None of these will protect 
the shoreline and definitely do not cnhance the reasons I value these flowages. It also causes mc 
to qucsmm the integrity of UPPCO's promise with the FERC and general public. 

UPPC~() has not established how thcsc 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. 

Response: T/w non-project uses o]'the prajects land~" include paths, trails', recreation 
cnhtmcemcnts, and dock Mructures. These uses are consistent with achieving an appropriate 
bahmc,' h('twecn (h,velopment. Imhlic and private recreation atul Ihe pre~'ervathm r~/ importemt 
ii¢llara/. ('ttVil'Olllllctllal, Ol" tultural [i'atures O/the project landg and u ater.~. 
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If UPPCO is truly serious about protecting these fragile cnvmmmcnts, they should uphold the 
license by establishing permanent protection of the shoreline aml prohibit private clocks. 

Sinccrcly, 

John ('oupc 
3527 I36 'h Avc 
Ilamihon, M[ 49419 

(7opy to: FER(" Projects 18(,4. ?402. 2506, 1(1856. 10854 

Response: ()pinions" m~ted. 

Att.  70: Dan Haske l l  

May 18, 2007 

Janet \Volt~ 
( 'ommunications Manager 
IJPP('O 
PO Box 130 
Iloughlon. M[ 49931-013(1 

l)car Ms. Wolf, 

1 oppose the recent pkms for hommlg dc~ clopmcnt for the 13,mds Falls project (project no 1864) 
and other ,dmdar projects m tilt, I,'.p. The following reporl i~, re:e, on enough for UPI~(() to 
reconsider the phmncd development i]'J this region This rcp,m-t t. I-,a-,c(I t'm scienti lk lesearch 
conducted in rtorlhern ~,VlgCOllSlll ill recent  }'cars. 

S u m m a r ~  : 

Shoreland housing devclopinent has increased drama(iced b m reccm decades m tlorthcrn 
Wisconsin. Riparian and littora~ habitat has been altered duct,,  'hi-; housing de\ ch+pmcnt. Fhc 
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riparian and littoral arcas of inland lakes arc critical habitat for a variety of wihllifc. In addition, 
lakes shorclines arc transition zones between uphmd anti aquatic ecosystems and support an 
cxccptionally high biodiversity. Recent studics conducted on high- and Inw-dcvelopmcnt lakes in 
Vilas County, Wiscnnsm have documented negative changes in the lloral and farina on these lake 
shoreline,< 

Introduction: 
Northern Wisennsin contains the third largest density of freshwater glacial lakes in the 

workt, ',~ ith more than 12,400 lakes scattcrcd across the nnrtbcm third of the state (WI)NI~, 
1996). Vacationers have bccn attracted to this region for decades, and more recently, increasing 
numbcr~ of pet)pie arc replacing snmll seasonal cottages with large year-round houses along the 
lakeshorc, l lousing developrnent has increased an average of 216% since 1965 on lakes greater 
than 10 ha in northern Wisconsin (Figurc 1 .WDNR 1996). Gonzalcz-Abrahan~ ctal.  (2006) 
suggcst that lakes are the singlc most important factor determining both housing density and 
spatial pattern of human devclopmenl. Their results revealed that 41% of human development 
occurrcd within 100 m of lakcshores in northern Wisconsin since the 1930s. and most buihlings 
wcrc located within 50 m of each other, suggesting people will tolerate living close to one 
another on lakes (Gonzalez- Abraham ct al. 2006). This concentration of housing dcvelopment 
along hlkcshores has negative consequences tbr wildlife habitat and the structure of riparian bird 
communities (Rat ty  and Eulcr 1983, l.indsay et al. 2002, Woodford and Mcycr 2003). 

Figure 1. Percentage of shoreline developmlmt in northern Wisconsin g .ce  1965 
(WnNR 1996). 

Shorelxnd Bull(Ung lnc~-~se 
% ~ In n~mlber ,~ dwellr, gs (mentQe.  2 ~ 6%) 

0 l 
10-49 SO-(if) 100.1~ ~ O - 4 m  SOO-g99 1000+ 

LILke S~Zm ( ~ )  

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:  
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Riparian and littoral zones of lakes provide critical habitat tot a variety of wildlife. 
protect water quality, and hax c aesthetic appeal ,.,,,hen the shorchne ix naturally vegetated (Engel 
and Pedcrson 1998). Recent studies have documented the ncgatl,.,e effects on the lloral and fauna 
due to lakcshorc ahcration cat>cd by housing development. For example, species composition of 
breeding birds differ significanlly I I.indsay et al. 2002). abundance of green frogs is substantially' 
lower (Wood ford and Meyer 211()3 ). and vegetation structure aml composition in riparian and 
lim)ral zones differ protbundly (Elias and Meyer 2003) betwecn high- and low- residential 
development lakes. In addition, certain piscivorous birds such as the common hum (Gavia 
immcr), and osprey (Pandion hal iactus) avoid lakes with a high Ic,, cl of human disturbance 
(Newbrey et al. 2005). Furthermore, high-development lake she)relines have less course woody 
habitat (Christensen et  al .  1096, Elias and Meyer 2003, Marburg et al. 2006) and aquatic 
vegetation (Radomsld and Gocman 2001 ) which reduces habitat tbr '~ atert'owl and 11sh (Moylc 
and Ilotchkiss 1945. Jennings ct al. 1999) and decreases fish grt,'ath rates and population size 
Schmdler et al. 2000, Sass 2004). 

l.mdsey et al. (2002) paired high-developnlent lakes wi:h Iox~-devch~pmcnt lakes of 
similar physical characteristics and pertbrmed point-counts around the perimeter or'each lake to 
assess bird coinmunity structure. "1 heir results revealed several species ~llld sorllc resource guilds 
were ll]orc ab t lndan{  ill one lake development type or the other 
(Figure 2). Ground nesting and insectivorous birds were more common on lmv dex elopment 
lakes. On lfigh-dc,.elopmcnt lakes seed-eating and deciduous-tree nesting birds wcrc morc 
abundant (Lindsey el al. 2002 ) 

Figure 2. Comparison of avian speciei composition (Lindsey et aL 2002) 

A[k Wlm! has Happcucd to Songbirds? ' ~  

S e ~ e r a l s p e c i e s t h a t a r c l i s t c d m U S  Fish&Wildlit~Ser~iccRcgmn3 Resourcc 
('onsep.ation Priorities (2002) appear to be mnre abundant aroll!R] h~-de,.elopnlent 
lakes (Fable 1 : Robertson and I:Mod 1980, Clarke el  a l  1983. ,'4,,,,rs 1'~'~3. Mc}er ,,r ,,/ 
1997). l h e  regional and local declirm of these species has polcnlial ecological cfli:cts. 
For example, the loss of insecli~ orous b~rds can have a prolbund ct'l;:ct on woody plant 
production (Sipura 1999) and may relate to the substantial mcrcasc m dclblmtmg insects m 
\\ ' isconsm (WDNR 2004). 
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Table 1. USFWS Regina 3 spzctm of eons,nrvafioa priority, which ar~ intone.fated 
wltk Iow..dzvelopmcmt ~ in northern Wisconsin (Mc..ycr ¢t sd. 1997, Lludscy ,rt M. 
20021 Ncwbrey ¢t al. 200~ M~er 2006). 
Common Nomm Specf~ Forsginl| D~t Nmttag 
Black-thro~l Blue 
Wmbler 

W~rbler 
Common Loon 
Connecticv4 Wadder 
Golde~winged Warbler 

Osprey 

Fermlwora pinus I lover 

Wilsonio canodemls 
C,~io imme.r 

Verrnlvoro 
ch~s~.a 
Pondion haliaewJ 

laseet Shrub 

S ~ f ~  diver 
GIc~.n 

Foliage Gleam 

l'tigh clive 

[n.,,,cet 
Fish Ca~und 
In.~t Shrub 
ln_~c~ Crround 

Fish Dceiduo~ 

RecDgnition of the indirect influence of riparian residential development has spurred 
investigations aimed at understanding which features of development are respDnsible for 
ahering breeding bird abundance. In a study of residential development along forested 
shorelines Dn Lake SupcriDr, Manarolla and Flaspohlcr (in review) found that development- 
related changes in vegetation were responsible fDr dramatic differences in breeding density 
for at least seven bird species. Greater vegetation diversity and structure increase bird 
abundance and species richness (Niemi and llanowski 1984, l'robst et al. 1992, Patterson and 
Best 1996). The reduction of sub-canopy and shrub layer coverage on high-development 
lakes (('larkc et al. 1983, I-lias and Meyer 2003) plus increased predation and human 
disturb:race likely contributes to the scarcity of ground nesting and insectivorous birds on 
high-development lakes in northern Wisconsin (Schmidt and Whelan 1998) (Table 2). 

V 
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Table 2: Bird species whleb may be negatively Influenced by sborcllne 
~ e r d ~  199"/ LIn a n / .  Z002 
Common Names g ea Fo Diet Nat ia  
^ r , ~  a , ~ m  ~ ~ ~ m .  +U_~_~_t ~ _ L . . ~ . ~ _  .. 
Black-and -White Mmofdta vana [ Bark glean ! [~ect ] Ground 

i - 

Swainson's Thrush 
Tennessee Warbler 
Tree Swallow 
Veer,/ 

, Warbling Vireo 
i White-throated 
i Sp arrow _. 

winter  Wren 

Yellow Warbler 
Yellow-bellied 
Sapsucker 
Yellow-romped- . . . . . .  / 
Warbler / 
Yellow-throated Vireo ] 

C_.athaeuJ u.*tulal~s 
Vernivora ~ 

. T_achycineta blcolor 
Cathana fusce~cens 

, Vireo gdvus 
Zonoricia albicoliis 

I Trog lodytes 
I 

_ f t__ro&lodytes 
~ Dendroica petechia 
|.~phyrapicus varius 

Dendroica Coronala 

Vireo flavifroas 

Ground 8lea.n 

Aerial forage 
Ground glean 
Folia_g~ gl_ean . 
Ground glean 

Ground glean 

Foliage [;lean 
Bark glean 

Foltage glean 

Foliage glean 

Insect [ Shrub 
_ [~_  q _ ~ , m d  
Insect Snag 
Insect Gpound 

insect Snag 

Insect Shnab 
Insect Deciduous 

Insect con, le t  

Insect Deciduous 

N, cvcra] studies through,,ut North America ha'.c revealed an increased m 
mcsoprcdators (e.g. raccoon (I%:~ ton /o to rL  '~tripcd skunk c ~ l ( , p h i l i ~  m c p h i t i s J  and  l~.'ra] cats 
(l"eli,s" c a t . ~ ' ) )  with incrcasin~ I:oJ,.mg de,. clopmcm and hahitm Ihlgmcntati(m 
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V 

(Oehlcr aad l.itvaitis 1996, Crooks and Soule 1999, Crooks 2002). Mesoprcdators are medium- 
sized predators, aduh males ;veighing between one and 15 kilograms (Buskirk 
1999). In addimm, housing development displaces higher trophie level carnivores, which may 
control mesopredator populations or result in a "mesopredator release" (Crooks and 
Soulc 1~)o9, Scbmidt 2003). A mesupredator release revolves the release or increased density of 
a consumer species usually tbllowing a decline in predation by species at higher trophie levels. 
f he  increased abundance of mesopredators is experienced by species in the next trophie lower 
level in the lbrm of higher predation rates, which in turn can cause prey populations to decline 
and can potentially alter comnmnity stnicture 
('l erborgh et aL 1999). Certain mcsopredators adapt ',','ell to human development (1 |echt and 
Nickerson 199% Prange et al. 2004) and prey heavily tin nests Dfwedand and songbirds, 
v..aterfbwl and raptors (Johnson el al. 1989) Sargent, A.B. el at. 1993, Schmidt 2003, McCann et 
al 2005). ('ertain avian species that nest on or near lake shores are currently in decline, which 
may be do to an increase in mesopredators (I.indsey et  a l  

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 lakcshores. Raccoons have the most diverse diets of any carnivore, 
which has been important in their success in human dominated landscapes 
(Gehn 2004). Raccoons readily exploit human garbage, pet food, and other food resources 
related to human activities (Gehrt 2004, Prange et  al .  2004). The raccoons climbing ability 
allows it to access garbage cans, dumpsters, and bird feeders, which are common in rcsidential 
developments. This artificial food resource has had positive affects oil raccoon demographics 
throughout its range (lloffman and Gottschang 1977, 
Prange et aL 2003, 20(~). Raccoons often lose 50% of their body mass over winter 
(Mech ct  al .  1968), but in suburban areas raccoons may lose only 10% (Riley et  al .  

1998). It is well documented that raccoon densities arc higher in urban and suburban areas 
(1 {offinan and Gnttsebang 1077, Broadfoot et aL 2001, Prange et a l  2003). Prange et aL (2004) 
reported raccoons having relatively small home ranges m urban and suburban environments in 
contrast to rural areas, which was due to the abundance of artificial tbod resources. In addition, 
seasonal changes home ranges size ,.,,,ere least pronounced at the suburban area (Prange et al. 

2004). ]:urthermore, ]loffman and (]ottschang (1977) dnct, mentcd that raccoons use linear 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 lood rcsnurces are the cause of small 
linear home ranges. 

Conclusion: 
It is well documented the effects housing development has on lake ecosystems. 

[ heretbrc, 1 urge UPPCO to reconsider the current development plan on Bond Falls and other 
projects m the region. 1 believe that UPPCO and private citizens has a responsibility 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. 

Smcercl>. 
Dan lla~kell 
P(). Box 5N9 
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South Range, MI 49963 

Response: Opinion.~ notcd Ul'l'('O i.~" not proposing an), de~,q,)fmwn/ within the l.'ER('prq/ect 
holtmklO'. 7herelore. the literuttwe cited is n o t  applicable to thi~ proposal 

Art. 71: Nancy Warren~ Spokesperson - Upper Peninsula Public Access 
Cnalition 

l h c  I'ppcr Pcmnsula Public Acccss ('oalition 
P O Box 1(12 

Ewen, MI 49925 
www.uppac.conl  

May 19. 2007 
Upper Peninsula Power ( 'ompatly 
PO Box 131) 
Houghton, MI 49931 
Attention: .lanct Woll~" 

Rc: Draft .V, MP ( 'omments  P-I ~:64, P-24(12, P-10856, P-10854, 1'-25(16 

Dear Ms Wolfe: 

Upper Peninsula Public Access ( oalition (UPPAC) is a "'coalition" of  concerned cm>'cns 
' ] 'hc CUl]]ll]Ol] thread thal conncctF. [is all is our enjoyment and concern tor tile hikes, streams, 
r i ;crs  and woodhmds in Michigan 's  Uppcr Peninsula. 

To date. we ha; c garnered support from over 1760 indi,, iduals v. ho believe FERC ,~hould torcc 
UPP('()  to folkm," the .'qcction 5.4 l iandbook process and order :lie preparation o f a  nc~ 
cnvironmcmal impact study. \Ve believe FERC should not approve any convcyanccs until a nc~', 
I':1% has been prepared and shared with the public because thc planned sale and residential 
de,, clopmcnl ofadiaccn[  UPP( 'O lands were never disclosed to tile public during tile relicensing 
process. 

\Vc bclic;'c it is critical that all cil:i>'cns be allowed the opportumty to participate at each Ic'~cl of  
the process invol,.mg the phmncd uses for the public v.,atcrway,, and project lands surrounding 
the t lowagcs at Bond. Victoria, Prickctt, AuTrain, Cataract and lhmcy Falls. 

As stakeholders, UPPA(" tbuoht for a ,qhDreline Management Plan. \\ 'e belie,.ed tree of  the most 
basic goals Ibr de\ clopmcnt o f !he  plan was for the licensee l[ 'PP( 'O)  to bring togcthcr all 
intercstcd parlics tbr open disctlssiolI. UPPCO made public promises they would, bu! like many 
other promises. UPP('()  R:ll icr~tbly ~,horl. 

Public. Mcctings 
I hroughout this proce,~s. UPP( ' ( ) ,WPS held so\oral -inlbrmalit,nal'" mcctmg~, IIox~ c'.cr, their 
many "'rules" limited public participation: 
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QucstiDns had to be in v.,riting 
()nly questions related to the topic being discosscd that night could bc 
submitted 
No other topics could be raised 
Anything written had to be in the fon'n of a question (no comments were 
allowed) 
No matter how poorly the question was "answercd", no tbllow-up qucstions 
v, crc permitted 

Due to the limited time UPPCO permitted. ,,'cry few questions were read For those that ,.,.'ere, 
UPPCO representatives Dflcn either partially answered it or missed the point altogether and 
failed to answer it at all. One just has to look at attachrncnts 69 and 70 of the Draft SMP to read 
the number of qucstions/commcnts submitted either at the meetings or via email (some of the 
questions/conmlcnts arc even cut off) that still have not bccn addressed by UPPCO. 

Response: UI'P('O has ansu'ered all the question.s that were submitted at meetings, via email. 
h'tter c¢.'respomh'nce or o n  the UPPCO website. (.see consultation records fi~r re.v~et'tive 

prqje~'t.s ). 

The Aul"rain public meeting was hckt 4/3/07 despite a prediction of g-I 1 inches of snow and 
ense fog along the Lake Super or Shoreline keeping many people away. 

The meeting for Boney and Cataract ,.,.'as held 4/4/07, even though more than a fDOt of snow fell 
during the day, with v,,inds gusting to 50 mph, closing many roads and canceling tlights. }lerc is 
an excerpt from the 4/5/07 edition of the Mining Journah 

.UARQUETTE Ihgh  windgus ts  and  record xno~ftfll made the ich'a ~ffv~ring in April a/ar-~!f f~beam[,r  
~ttlrqN('ll~" ('oltnl)' Fcsidctll~ 

lTle N~tttomd IVet~ther .Servk t" in ,Vegaune~, 7"f ~.ndup m,a r" 12,t ~ ch "~ oJ smnsfall  Wednes'dav. 
h; caking a 1974 rec~ rd  t . /12  " t ' s  %k,t, ~rologi~t h son Alumhaugh ld~o ~aid the snov~/~dl totul was the 

~l-~ ottd largt'.~t 24-hollr Iotttl in the Office's ht,slo~T .. 

Wc were shocked that UPPCO held these two public meetings despite record breaking severe 
weather. If UPPCO ",','as truly sincere about receiving public input, they would have reschcdulcd 
each of them. 

Response: UPPCO stqf f  was present at the meeting and did travel to attend the meeting. Other 
individuuls were able to attend the meeting. UI'PCO did not receive any requests (other than 
this one) to t  a r~7~lacement meeting. There[bre, none was schethded. 

["oeus ( ilonps 
U PP('O has now presented their Shoreline Management Plan stating it is the result of 
"consultation'* and "collaN~ration" with local government officials, agencies, and members of 
the puhlie, including two specially formed focus groups. Consultation implies there were 
discussions among focus group members and with UPPCO. Attempts by any member to initiate 
a discussion were not tDlcrated. UPPCO never sought consensus and it was made clear that the 
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tbcus groups would not have any role establishing goals or ohiccti,,es lot the Shoreline 
Management Phm. 

Similar to the public meetings, the l':oeus Groups also had a stn~ ! sol ~l 'rules that restricted 
participation: 

At the beginning o f  each meeting, we were pcrmilted Io make a statemeilt. 
No one was allowed Io ask any questions during the t PP( ' ( )  presentations. 
Following the prescnlalions, each member was gi', en a cha l ice  to make another 
stillClllellt or ask a qtlcstion. O n  rare occasions, a l ld  i]" :1lilt allowed, wc were 

permitted a tbllow-up question. 
l 'he public was not allowed to observe tile Inccting 
Reporters wcre not allowed 
Wc wcre l'l,,)t perlnitted to record any meet ing  

At tile 5/2,06 public " inlbrmational"  meeting, the public ,aas toM thal tile Shoreline 
Mallagement Plan "will address concerns." Yet. focus group nlcmbers werc nexer allowed to 
discuss znany of  our concerns, l h o s e  that were iDenlioned, such as lhe inlpact tlllbuFlled I'tlel, fucl 
spills 'aouh] have on Yeller quality, were 11oi addressed The ilUl"Ucrous colnments regarding 
pri; 'atc docks and the negative unpact they ,.,,'ill have on shoreline aesthetics and tile traditional 
uses of  tile llowages were ignored and some of  these comments v~erc not recorded ill U PP( 'O ' s  
official minutes. I,Ipp('(.) even levi local govermuent representa~ p. cs to believe thcir concerns 
over pri,.ate {locks didn't  matter {unless they supported them} bccausc tile final decision rested 
with l 'hc  FER(' .  

[JPPAC suggested separate focus groups be formed for each of Ihc flowages or least each 
project, to accommodate more public participation, UPPC() rcfu,~cd. We asked for a team of  
"technical advisors" such as biologists, wildlife managers and ~thcr cxperts who could be 
available at meetings to answcr our questions: UPPC() re tuscd It hccamc clear from the 
beginning that [.!PPC() was mcrely going through tile motions hut :lot the process by hosting 
loctls group meetings. UPP( 'O wa~, ,itlSt llUl interested in any input thai opposed their plans to 
convey private uses of  the proicc', lands to Naterra. 

/-ollo~ mg complaints about Ih,: ~.omposition and rules lbr the lbcus group. I:PI>('() ~ssued a 
letter to focus group members da:ed 6/13'06 that smtcd "'lt 'you contim~e to attend, v.e c,~,nsidcr it 
an acceptance of  the inccting structure and guidelines m this loller, " 
In other words, take d or leave , t  

Section c').7 o f  the SMP indicates the majority of  the plam)ed cnh:mLcments arc the result of  
"'COllStlltatiOl+'" wdh lilenlbers o1" the tocus groups. Fhis  is Sltllpl'. Ilot true. Most v..cre "plalltcd +' 
ideas+ if'drilled by UPP( 'O rcpres,:xltatives at the focus group t'ncctlng~., t.:l>l)('O represetltati,, es 
even met privately v, ith selecti\ c tbcus group members at other lime> and locations to barler 
support for their "'enhancement's" and private conxeyanccs to Nalcrra 

Response :  All  c ,msul tat ion with i'e/i'rem e to the .S'MP.~ w u ~  c~m~ha'ted t~, g u m  input uJul idcu.s 
/ iom IIl,J~(' ...,rolqls (tml a~en( i~" in&'rcslcd in the proje~ Iv au, Im . '  £ tip/~/utlllitl,~/~l'o( ('~ 
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Consensus on the complicated issues presented in the SMI~s" was m,t a goal o / the  fiwus" group 
meetingv Ilowever, many o f  the idea.s" that were e~'press 'd during agencv consultation and /iwu.s 
group  meetings have hecn incorporated into the SMI~s. 

UPPAC requested a meeting devoted solely to thc licenses and hoped tor a meaningful dialogue. 
UPPAC anticipated a mcaningful dialogue. We were hopcful that thc prDposcd uses for the 
project kinds would be compared to each license and associated plans. Instead, at the 6,22:06 
meeting the focus group was told this was not our role. 
UPPCO representatives read selective sections from the license while wc v,'crc expected to sit 
and listen. Those o f  us who read the license wcre fn, strated becausc we wcrc not allov, cd to 
question UPP( 'O or discuss the numerous inconsistencies. For example: 

V 

Prickctt 
A key clement Dfthe Prickett liccnsc, Article 414, was never cvcn mentioned at thc focus group 
meetings and was not posted to the UPPCO wcbsite until UPPAC broughl it to their attention m 
latc March 2007. We believe this was a critical omission as this article rcfcrs to the shoreline 
buffer zone as an area where there should b c a  "no  tree cutting zone." Although UPPCO 
substituted the wording in the Land Use and Recreation 
Management Plan to read "no timber harvesting", no one anticipated a major dcvelopmcnt or 
that " 'enhanced" view corridors would bc planned. When asked, UPPCO respondcd that they 
interpreted "'no timber harvesting" to mean. "no commercial harvesting". The intent of  Article 
414 is c l e a r -  no trec cutting; the license would have stated no comn'tercial harvesting had that 
been the intent. 

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

Respnnse: Opinions noted 7he Artich" 414 Comprehensive Land Management Phm states that 
the plan is a.~n'est management plan that includes a variety o f  timber management techniques 
for pr~qe,'t hmd~', inch~ding aesthetic and harvest management techniques. Thc oh/ectivcs q f  the 
plan are to manage timber resources in the btff~'r zone using aesthetic management practices. 
UPPCO proposes to aw, end this plan (through inq;lementation q[ the S:~H9 to prohibit all timber 
harvesting practices, im'htding aesthetic management techniques, oil all project htnd~. 

Au Tram 
Appendix D (Private Land Usc Guidelincs, applying to corporate hinds) of  the 
Comprchcnsivc Land IManagcmcnt Plan. approved May 1999, states "4.2 Unauthorized Private 
uses of  Ilydro Lands private docks and shoreline use." 

The relent of  the apprD~cd CLMP is clear, therc will bc no pri~atc docks or use of  the shoreline 
at AoTram. 
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Response: We agree the C L M f '  is ch'ar. 17wre will  he no "'un*mlhorized" doc]~ ~ ~*r ltvc o/ the 
prr;ject shoreline. Thix will  not change  with intph'mentalion ot  the SMt' .  

Cataract 
The Comprehensive Land Management Plan and \Vikllit~: Plan approved by the I 'ERC in 
1999. called tbr aesthetic management "aesthetic management :,. applied to areas that have 
nnique qualities that require more restricted management policies or prescriptions. 
Such areas include but are not limited to 200 fl shoreline bufft..l z o n e s . d u e  to the importance of  
the areas within the 200 ft of  shoreline, any management ",.``il]lin tl'tc 200 |~ zone ``,,'ill be 
conducted only after consultati,m with MDNR." 

Among the objectives stated was "UPPC() 's  goal is to work m i~armcrship with nature through 
proper management of  the proicct hinds for optimum enhancement." Itowcvcr. 
Goal 6 of  the draft SMP is Io "minimize impacts to the acstheti,: quality of  the shoreline." 

The approved Wikllifc Phm also states "the rclati'.'cly undisturbed condition of  lhc property 
within the project bounda W provides for excellent wildlife habitat . ,  land managcmcnl  activities 
,,','ill incDrpDratc wildlife management techniques to enhance v,'ddlilb populations." tlov, cver. the 
draft SMP, Goal 8. states to "ax oid or minimize impacts to SCllslli',..c wildlife species." 

The approved \Vildlifi: Phm lhrther states "Shoreline but'tZ'r zones and environmentally scnsflp.c 
areas are treated different from other areas. All shoreline buftbr zones are 200 fl wide and 
aesthetic management tedDliqu:.?s are the only management acUx Tries allowed m these areas. 
Acuve ,,egemtive management can take place within this 200 l'l zone if approved by all parties 
(licensee. I.;SFWS. MI)NR)"  lh; :  draft SMP allows for "enhanced" ,, Jew areas. This is a direct 
contradiction to the management concepts described m the license's v.ildlifc management plan 
[:PPCO,'\VDS V,,'dnts tlS and the 
F I':RC to believe their draft SMP is consistent wilh the approved license and plans. I h e y  are not 
e``'ell Close. 

Response: 171¢. ('L 3H ~ ft." the ( "ahu'ac! l'ro/ecl f'llFl'I'lll/l' H//ts~' ~ OC~tIIcII(" m~m~O~cmcn[ timber 

harve.stin~, within the 200 /oo[ t,uO('r :one  around  the im / ,mmhtn .n l  Through imp/em('ntation ~1 
the .S'..~4P. t."l'l'( "0/, 'opose.~ to/~tti]ll[uil (ill t imhcr  horvc~ti,.~ pt tt(li( 'cs, tm ludm.~ oe~l/lctic 
m~mot~('m~'nt l('('hniqur~, on ~d/ p.,'O/ccl /HHd~" 

Bond 
l 'hc  rccrcatiDn plan submitted b,, L:IW(O and appro'~ed by FliRt stated "'In order to obtain okl 
growth characterisli,zs ahmg the ~.horclincs of  projcc! rcscrvmrs an described in the Buffer Zone 
Plan. to enhance h~on nesting ['.oteluhd as described in ',he \\qhthl~: and 
[.and Management Phm. and it) prtrvldc more isolated habitat [~,l v.atcrlb,,``'l and threatened 
species. L:I'I'( "0 prol,OW~ m duvul.p t~t. deslgmm'd cmnp ~itu irJ( ~tlion~ ~le'¢tv the hoa! loun( hcs 

o/the Bond I".IA Rc~rrvoir. ~m," un lhe ea~t .~idc ond one on tla' u ~'st .~ide O~ Hw rc~erw.1 ' 

I PPC() ]cad ll5, to believe ChlYlliiLllion of  the dispersed campsite', v, as for environmental reasons,. 
Mfilc in reality: they `̀~ crc i'Hanninb' lor an extcnsi`` c land sale u~ a major dcvdoper .  It wa,. not 
umil after ' t;PP('O obtained FkR(" appro``al tbr consolidation . t  the dispersed campgrounds 
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v 

(November 2005) that they unveiled their plans to sell their non-project hmds to Naterra and to 
convey eascn3enls for trails and private piers and dt'v, zks to the new lot owners. 

Now that the true reasons hew'c been revealed, the entire campground configuration should be re- 
evaluated as part of this process. 

The l+,ecreati,,)n Plan appro'.,ed by FI+RC allowed for: 
A canoe take out area with directitn+ml signage to Agate Falls for canoe launching 
opportunities 
A hard surface boat launch at Barclay boat landing 
A skid pier at Barclay boat binding 

' lmpro'~ ements to parking at Barclay Boat landing 

Now, UI'PCO states these enhancements Ibr tile public will be done WFI'IIIN TWO YEARS OF 
PI.A('hMI'INT OF Tl 1t2 FIRST I)O('K for Naterra's lot owners or 2010. 
This is just another ploy by UPPCO to mislead the public: If you support the private docks: 
UPPCO will "give" you a canoe take-out while m reality, these recreational enhancements are 
required by the license. 

Nearly all the other public recreational enhancements need approval by FERC or consultation 
with agencies but UPPCO says they are now contingent upon the first private dock being placed 
on the project lands. These additional enhancements are merely a manipuhttive tt×ll by UPPCO, 
hoping to buy support for Naterra's private docks on the project lands. 

Response: In r¢~v~onse to comments. UPP('O has revised the SMI~s. For the pup7*oses o /  
~h,veloping a schcdule fhr recreational development UPPCO has concentrated on providing 
amenities to existing./brmal public recreation.facilities in otzler to upgrade and make the 
existin,~ /itcilitiex more u.s'er [riendlv and a~¢cssibh'. 

Individuals who did not read the license were given the impression that the proposed phmned 
non-pro oct uses of the project lands were m compliance. 

General Comments Re?arding tile Draft Shoreline Management Plan 
We believe UPPCO ha.; a responsibility to ensure that shoreline development activities that 
occur v~ithin proiect boundaries are consistent with the intent of the FERC approved license(s) 
and associated manage'Dent phms. 

According to FERC guidelines, a Shoreline Management Phm (SMP) is a comprehensive plan to 
manage tbe multiple re,~ourccs and uses of the project shorelines in a manner that is consistent 
with license requireme its and project purposes, and addresses the needs of the public, ltowcver. 
UPP('O has stated the "~urpose of the SMP is "managing and mitigating the impacts of 
anticipated development of non-project [ands so as to complement or have neutral effects on 
those natural resources "1JPPCO fails to mention coInpliancc with the license requirements. 

Respnnse: UP/J( '0 ha~" gone t~, c,msidcral~le e/fi;rt to pro~htce .S'Ml~s" that protect and cnhame 
l/te /;/'~l~'('l ".~ H¢lllt/'¢tl rl'.~ottrct'.~ t/lid l/if ln'OlC¢ 't ~ iwtma(v /hnctum. I]w prodttclio/t ~;/cll'c'l/ic ity. 
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while providing puhlic recreational enhancements and ~firc'ctimz,. mana,~iny, and mtti,t~ating the 
impact.~ o/anticipated develo/)mcnl o/ram-prod/eel land~ .s'o m' It, complement or have m'ulral 
(~//i'cls" on those natural rexoto'~ e';. 7he mm-prq/ect usc~" O/'lh,, /,rqject.~" ltmd~ athh'evsed m the 
S..~ll~" inch~de paths, trai£~', re( re.ltion enhancements, and ~h~ck ~tru<'tures. Thes(, uses (tre 
consistent with achieving tin opt,'opriatc bahmce h(,nceen (hq ( Iopment. public aml pri~ ale 
recreation ottd the pre.servatiot! o/imporlanl natural, eltviFoHmt,tlllgl, or cu/turo/ /i'~*lllt~'~ O/ I/it" 
pro~eel l~tn~ls" otld wolerA'. 

Development O~ public and pri~ ¢&" ch~cks, recreational ~h'velwmu'm, ac~ess road~, and 
telephone, ga~, electric ulilitr di~trilmtion lines, etc. were anti~ ii;ated during the relit'cH.~in,t~ 
process, lb  atkh'e~.s' the a~klition,,d u~(,,s. FI-RC inc'lu~h'd a Stumlard l.and &~e articlc in each 
license. UI~P("O <h'si~ned each ol the SMPs' to be consL~'tent wit& and in mat O' in.~'tame,~ to 

./i#'ther, th(" goal.~" and ohjec'tive~ o/ the overall requirements q~ the prq/ect'~ li('e~l~c In .~otne 
instance& approval o / the  SMP a.s tt rs" proposed will eonstittttc amemhnents to the eri~tm,~ 
(qgm*ved phm.s Compliance ivttl* licvn~c requirements is ch'ar!~ othhess'(,d in Section ti t~/ each 

The Upper Peninsula Public Access ('oalition opposes ;111 private individual anti cluster docks tit 
all six l;ppcr Peninsula flowagcs. \\"c do not support "'pedestrian paths" or "enhanced" ; ic~ 
corridors. We believe these usex to be m conflict with the urn'rent licenses and/or management 
plans for the flowages. The prolcct shorelines are undevelc~ped x~ ith little human di,,turbancc. 
The proposed uses ',','ill degrade not only tile aesthetic values o f thc  shorelines, but will also 
negatively irnpacl wildlit;c and water(b,.; I habitat. 

Response; ,~,.',., respon.se ahuvc 

The I)rafl SMP SLIggcsts that ottr communities call expect an cconolmC wmdthll if the proposed 
pri,.ate docks arc allowed. The aralysis  presented by UPP('()  is purely spccuhltlVc without 
informatmn about thc cost of  road nmintenance, police, police, fire and other scrx ices. I;PPA(" is 
once again asking that IJPP('() alld Naterra lurid an independent cost of'service study to support 
(or challenge) their chums. 

I :PPCO would like the public to believe tllorough envmmnlcntal  asse.-,snaents were dotle. 
I h e y  even chlimed fit the 5;02 06 public mcctmg that they consider "its en',ironmental ~,mdy to 
be cquivalcnt hi scope to an 1{11\ il'OIllll¢llI~l] [IDpact ,~IatcInellt.'" \VC dlsagrec. 
[ he a~,scsMncn|s done by EPI,N) wcrc nler¢ly all overview of  some of  tile rcsex'voir t~?alurcs. 
I hey wcrc poorly prepared, omitted vital infornlatic, i1 alld prtv, idcd only a snapsh,,~I of  tl'te llatural 
lcalures of  these flowagcs. When EPR() v,'as asked at a public mcctmg why the a~,,sessnlelltS did 
not address the impacts UPP('()'~, proposals ,,,.'ill have on tile prolcCt lands, they responded the,. 
v, erc not hired to address the imp,~ct:,. 

Response: /I is itH/)orlaHI Io Hol( I]IHI I,];P('() did Ilol roll' ~o/('/v Oll lhc i'I1viroHIHCtlIH[ iepoll~ 
in Ao/alion *¢/lilt' voh~me~ o/rc<J ('O/lOll Olld ('lIvirollm('ll[O] m/~rnlution l/rot w('rc ( ~//('(ted 
E/ill'ill X le/IcellxDl.~ O/ I l l  i?I/OI'IHHIH 'tl o/~laillcd lhrol lxh (otl~ll/l(ttiOtl ui l ] l  lhc ,t~CllCl¢l/ ptlh/i[ H l l d  

r u  ~ ~.~III'Lc ( l~cl lUl( '%, 
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UPPCO now states "'Until such time when development proposals at each of the impoundments 
are put Ibrth, it is not possible to assess the potential resource impacts on project hinds and 
waters.'" We believe all of UPPCO's and Natcrra's dcvclopmcnt plans should first be put forth. 
Then. the potential resource inlpacts on the project lands and waters can be made known through 
a FER( ordcrcd Fnvironmcntal Impact Study lbllowcd by a public comment period. 

Response: Each SAH ~ inehtth,s a comprehen.sive anal)wis o f  envimmmental impacts anticq,ated 
to occur as a result q[ implementation o f  the SMP. I /PPCO utilized mtmerous FER(? ordetw 
approving SMPs and non-pro/ect use ~['pr~?/ect lands as the wmldate.[br the environmental 
impact ,mal~wis. 

Given the way fi',ct, s group and public "informational" meetings were conducted, it is no surprisc 
that the Draft SMP rctlccts everything UPPCO had originally proposcd in thcir NI-I.A of  
l)cccmbcr 2005 v,,ith one cxccption. IJPPCO did rcmovc the ban on public fishing within lot) ft 
of Natcrra's private docks. In virtually every other way, this Draft 
SMP is a direct rctlcction nf UPPCO's original goah privatc boat slips for every Natcrra lot 
owner. 

Response: In rev,on.se to eomments fi'om agencies and the public, UPPCO has revised the 
SJIPs to. among other item.s, eliminate the installation o f  underground electric wiring, the 
installation q/permanent (hwk lighting, and the installation ~?/'hoat I(/ts. Additionally. thc./inal 
SMIh' have been revised to reflect a re~hwtion in the total number (~/proposed boat slips. 

Summary 
l 'he Draft Shureline Management Plans are inadequate. None address the ctnnutative impacts the 
proposed sale ;,nd dc',,eh~pment of the non-project lands will have on the projcc! lands including 
water quality, wildli |c habitat and the aesthetic value. The proposed non-project uses of the 
project hinds are not consistent with the license and will significantly diminish public access and 
recreational use ot'the shoreline and project waters. 

We ',,,'ill continuc to urge the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission to order a new 
comprehensive Environmental hupact Study for each of the flovvages, along ;vith public hearings 
tbllowed by a public comment period, prior to the approval of any conveyances on the pro cut 
hmds. 

Response: We helieve the non-project uses are consistent with achieving an appropriate hahmee 
between development, puhlic and private recreation and the preservation o f  important natural, 
environmental, or cultural /~,ature.s t~ the project lands and walenY. 

l'hank >ou for the opporttmity to comnlcnt. 

Sincerely, 
(filed electronically with UPPC()) 
Nancy Warren, Spokespcrson 
Upper l 'cnmsula Public Access Coalition 
Copy to I'I!RC 
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Art. 72: Karen Tischler 

19 May 2007 

J atact Wol fc 
(?ommunicatiDns Manager 
Uppcr Peninsula Power Company' 
P.O. Box 130 
lloughton, MI 49931-0130 

RE: Comments on the draft Sho:'clinc Management Phms for proposed developments on Bond 
Falls. Victoria, Prickett, AuTram. Boney Falls. and Cataract Rcser,.oirs (FERC hydroelectric 
projects nunlbcrs P- 1864. P-241)2. P- 10956, P-2506, P- I (1854) 

l)ear Ms. Wolfe: 

"/'hank you for tile opportunity [o comment on the draft Shoreline Management Plans (SM Ps) for 
each of  the FFR(_'-rcgulatcd rc~.cr',oirs listed above. 

l h c  Standard l.and l_Jse Article ( 4rticlc 420) o f  the current license agreements hetv.ccn FER(" 
and UPP( 'O allows UPPC() to grant perlnission for some uses ol 'pr0wct lands on the reservoirs, 
bill only lot those uses that are ", 'onsistcnt with the pttrpo.se~ o/prolc( lin~ and en/~gmtm~ the 
scvnic, recreational, arid other cm ironrtl(,~ltal val.es O~ the" proi~'~ t " l will tnake reti.'rcnce to 
this statenlClqt In these COtlltlletlts to dcllaonstratc how I believe the actions proposed m the SMPs 
for these rcscrwfirs arc inconsistent with tile spirit of  the FI!R(" license agreements v, ith I !PP('(). 

Wc m the western Upper Penmsuh~ arc lortunate to have abundant public lands which protect 
natural resources and provide recreational opporlunitics. I ;PP( ' t ) ' s  own comnaissiollcd 
"Assessment of  the Recreation. \Vildlifi:. I.oon, and Aesthetic Resources'" (prepared by 1-5 PP, O m 
200( 0 states that ",,1 de/inin~ character o f  UP lakes in general :, their remote, zmdcw'l,q:ed 
lee/-, l lowever, with the increasing vMuc of  waterfront property, ti:~ser and li:~s er showclincs 
retain this wild litel - even wilh the boundaries of  large tracts e lpub l ic  hind. such as the ()ttav.a 
National Forest, much of  the klkcshore is privately-or.ned and de \ e loped  Since the limcmm of  
these prqicct lands has primaril> bccn to generate electricity, and secondarily to l\dtill the 
associated federal licensing rcquircnlents, these reservoirs ha,.c m tact been mainlaincd as wild 
landscapes x;'iII1 limited dcvclomacnt ,  providing ample habitat liar v. ihllifc and iccrcali .nal  
opportunities. 

As evidence of  the high xaluc the public places on natural and scenic hmdscapc-,. 1 rcli:r to the 
same [;PP('O-conanlissiDned rcp~rt cited above, ill v. hich ,.lit", eyed users ranked the "'llattual 
character" of  these rcscr,,oirs as the most important thctor why people choose to use them for 
recreation. Furthernlorc, tly, els :Ileal ' .alucd remote lake>, unde,.cloped shorelines, dlllplc '.~ ildlifc 
,,icy. mg opportunities, seeing tiev, people and a dark night sky more than they x alncd dcxelopcd 
campgrounds.  Why then is [ I ' l ' ( ' ()  proposing additional campground dc,.clopmcnt and new 
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public docks as cunccssions for developing the lake tbr private interests, and couching these 
concessions S recreational enhancements" when your own survey suggests these are not anlt)ng 
the things that the public would identify as "enhancements" on these particular reservoirs? 

l believe the developments UPPCO proposes in the SMI's to rcmo;'e stumps (on Prickctt) and 
add viewing areas, access paths, docks, and dock lighting m FERC-regulatcd project areas will 
degrade rather than protect and enhance the scenic, recreational and environnaental values local 
(such as myself) and tourist users seek at these sites. 

1 am pamcularly concerned that proposed actions in the SMP lbr Prickctt l,akc will have a 
delitarious impact on both the environmental and aesthetic integrity of this site. The E.'PRO 
report states that the topography surrounding Prickctt l,ake "is noteworthy for the Upper 
Peninsula" and that "'this quality is enhanced by long-distance views from the southeastern 
subunits of Silver Mountain" (Section 5-9). Adding the proposed trails (and stairs), docks and 
lights would significantly alter the association, appearance and fccl of this hmdscapc. 
Additionally, as 1 understand, the area just below the Prickett I)am supports one of, and perhaps 
the only remaining, free-ranging, self-sustaining population of Lake Sturgeon in the Great l,akcs 
Basin. While the SMP does concede that stump removal and dock additions would likely cause 
tcmpora .ry increases in turbidity, the plan in no way evaluates the potential long-term impacts of 
these activities on downstream Lake Sturgeon. 1 believe 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 with FERC on these 
hydroelectric project reservoirs, but also to be a leader in land stewardship by considering 
partnerships with conservation buyers on non-project lands rather than develupmcnt interests. 

I recomIncnd Prickctt l,ake as an ideal place to practice the type of land stewardship. Protecting 
this area would bca  great contribution to the communities you serve in the Upper Peninsula and 
wouh:l go lar m improving your commitment to being an environnacntally sensitive company. 

I hope you take thcse conu'nents and concerns into consideratior~. 

Sincerel>, 

Karcn l ' ischlcr 
49820 I, irnerick Rd. 
Hancock, MI 49930 

Co: FERC, Congressman Bart Stupak, Senator Carl Lcvm, Senator l)ebbic Stabcnow 

Response: In responxe to comments from agencies and the puhlic. UPPCO has revised the 
SMPs to, among other items, eliminate the installation ~['under~rouml electric wiring, the 
ins'tallation o f  permanent dock lighting, and the installation of'boat li[t.~, AdditionalO'. the fired 
SMPs have been revised to r</lect a re&lotion in the total number O/'proposed hoot slip.v ..It the 
]b'ickctt project, plans to remove .s'tump.~" hay(: also been eliminated 
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Art. 73: Joseph Kaplan~ D i r e c t o r -  Common Coast Research & Conservation 

20 May 2007 

Janet Wolfe 
Con1illunJcations Manager 
[Jpper Peninsula Pov. er Company 
P.O. Box 130 
l'[oughton. MI 49931-0130 

StlbjccI: ( 'ommcnts on draft 5:,h(~rdinc M a n a g e m e n t  Plans  toI : ppcr Peninsula hydroclcctric 
proiccts: Bond Falls (P-1864 ): Prickctt (P-2402); Au Train (P-IOg5fl); Escanaba River Dam #4. 
Boney Falls (P-2506); ( 'ararat, (P-I0,R54). 

l)ear Ms. Wolfe. 

we appreciate the opportunity Io provide colnments on the dratl ,";horcline MallagelDell, Plans 
(SIvlPs) tbr six reservoirs on v.hich private development and increased public u,c ~s being 
proposed by the Upper Peninsula Prover Company (UPP('OL 
Our organization is dedicated to Ihe study and protectioi| of common loons in Nlichigan Our 
biologisls work closely with public agencies, corpora,ions, alld Ih¢ private sector in an c,'tort to 
increase apprecia,ion and tmdcrslanding of this State-listed spccms. ()ur experience ",vlth loons 
spans ~w'er fifteen years, and Jnclt]dcs the monitoring of loon populations throughout the t~pper 
l 'eIliIIstlla, including the (),[a'.~,a N~stional Fores,. Isle Royalc Nalional Park alld NClICy National 
Wildlife Rcfi~ge. The Mlowin:_, c(m3n3cnts ,.,,'ill address aspccls o,'thc SMPs that have lilt 
potential It) infhtcncc the protct:lion and cnhanccnmnt o," loons and loon habitat on lhcsc 
reservoirs. 

We arc concerned that the drati S,\lPs do not con,.ey a COIIIIYHIHICFIL I]'Oiil L:I'I)('() to protect and 
enhance conditions ]~()i" nesting loons on 'hese hydroelectric projccl lands, and we idcnlil\ this as 
the major deficiency ol'the plall-; We believe thai Ihc .t.sxe~,m..m n/the Recrcdttrm. Wi/dlili'. 
Loon. wut..h'.sthctic R('.s(,mccs ~)n the reservoirs (completed b', t': I'P,() m 2006) pro,.'ldcd 
msufficicn, infor|natlon fi)r determining the appropria,c numbcT and placcn~en, ()l" dock:, and 
trails st) as It) l l lJt lJl l lJ/e illlpaG> lo hrccding loons and thdr ncs:mg habi,at. FtlI ' thcl ' l l lOlC. WC 
believe that the current managcnlcn, o f  the proj¢c, lands Ihal alhm s tor ~ idcly thlclualmg ~<~tcr 
levels to be the primary limilin;_, i.lclor lbr Ihc use o f  LPI ' ( ' ( )  rcsclufirs by breeding Iool>. 

Response: (3peralimtal iml,o, '~ ol the l,rO/('r/s n'crc addrvs'.~vd aJ;d resolved u ith the i~ v,on~ ~" 

of new/"/:'/?('/icemes lrJr the n'~l~'( live prolrCts. Operammol mT,c('t, arc n(,t ,t:crmmtc #, thi~ 

proceeding. Ikurmq tlt(., hi / ) 'am li~en.~in,.; proc'e.s.~, tit(" d('c t~'/r,. ~,t~ m(tdc /hdl the minimum 
[low reqmretm'tlt~ (which (otcgv the re.s'crvo#" fo l(m er) wct.~" ttt(J~" hcm'/icia/ tn lhv ('m irmuncttt 
Ihdn the/lttcltldli(~tt O/l/It  WOlf"" ,t(,~ d/.s. / /~Scvur ,  ~ 'P[)( '0  (I.21"¢'('% tl) ttts/d//Utld tttdit&tltl OIIC 
I¢)olt itcslin.q /)/dt/orm dl IIR' ..tit /}d/It  RC~,CITOir ig/ d /o( (lliolt (L'.q'rt/l l.~t('d lhr()tt~.Jl ~'Ollgll/IUlictll 
with the ~q)prrv~riate r~'sottr((" (I.~ot(il'5 
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Our own cursory surveys of the Bond Falls, Au l'rain and Prickett reservoirs suggest that while 
the number of current loon territories on these reservoirs appears to be much lower than that 
suggested by their overall size and their frequency of nesting habitat, there is considerable 
potential to support additional loon territories by enhancing this habitat to accommodate the 
particulal characteristics of the impoundments. Specifically, tile use of floating nest platforms 
fi)r loons can he very effective on reservoirs that experience large fluctuations m v.,ater levels 
(eg.,  Bond falls and An "l ram). We have successfully used this conservation tool in the western 
Upper l'eninsuh! to mitigate the loss of nesting habitat due to shoreline development, and nesting 
platlbrm~, are in widespread use on FERC-regulated projects m New England (Evcrs 2004, p. 
39). UPPCO is obligated by Article 414 of the relicensing agreement on the Bond Falls Project 
to place two -alch platforms on Bond Falls and one on the Victoria Reservoir. ltowever, at this 
time no plattbrms have bccn placed, nor has UPPC(.) assessed the number of loon territories that 
could feasibly be supported on each of these reservoirs with tile use of these platforms. Until a 
eo~nplctc assessment of both existing and potential loon territories is undertaken, including an 
cvaluanCm of the most appropriate locations in which to position potential platforms, we believe 
that any proposed alterations to tile impoundment shorelines or islands that will increase or 
eonccnlratc recreational use of the reservoirs is premature. We believe that the impacts of such 
proposed attunes on current and future loon use cannot yet be accurately evaluated. 

Response: UPP('O is not now, nor shouht it be, required to assess the number ~/ loon 
territorie~ that could be stqworted by the project impoundments. Through the recently 
completed lit "ensing process, the ('ommi~sion determined the need to install and monitor the 
success eJ/'nesting structures. UPP('O will report on the success c~[the nesting strtictures after 
complete agreement has been reached with the agencies on where to locate the structures. The 
res'our~ e age,cies have initially recommended two Iocations.[br nesting platfi~rms at Bond l"alls 
Reserv~dr. Ulq'CO is in the process t~f[~nalizing the locations q['these plat[hrms and will hegin 
in ~'tallatitm shortly. 
We arc additionally concerned that [JPPC(,)'s proposal to develop docks and trails adds a new 
layer of complexity for maintaining these water resources for loon production. Deveh)pmcnt and 
recreation do not necessarily prcchtde successful loon occupancy and productivity, but it is 
widely established that nesting loons can be disturbed by human recreation. L"ndcrstanding the 
impacts of this recreation on loon productivity is complex, and requires carethlly designed site- 
specific strategies to assure successful protection (Evcrs 2(1(14). For example, loons nesting on 
artificial platforms is high recreation areas often need a buffer area (created by floating buoys) to 
reduce dtsturbance. In our experience, it takes a cDnsiderablc commitment to maintain and 
nlonittn artificial nest platftwms and buoys to assure successlul use by loons, and an additional 
iuvcsttDcnt O|'time and energy to educate the public regarding the appropriate buffer distances 
required by these nesting pairs. 

In light of these considerations, wc offer the fi)llowing rccotmnendations to protect and enhance 
loon populations on I-ERC-rcgulatcd Upper Peninsula impoundments. Wc urge tJPPCO to 
incorporate these recommendations in the final SMPs. 

I ) We recommend that [JI'PC() establish goals for the number of loon pairs to bc maintained on 
each reservoir through the devclopment of a long-term art i ficial nest platlbrm and monitoring 
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program. Our conservati~ e estimates for the number o f  ptlt~:nliai k)olI territories on the Bond 
Falls. l 'rikett aild AtlTr~lill i eservoirs are: 

a. Bond Falls: potential for 5-7 loon territories (at Ica~: throe currently exist) 
b. Prickctt: potential Ibr 2 loon territories (no known tcrritt)ries currently exist) 
c. Ai.i'lraiil: potential 10r 5-6 hlon territories (no kno~.,,u territories currently exist) 

These estimates are based tlpOl] surveys of  the current cnndlliOlls on these 
waterbodies, and UpOll loon territorial densities on a) ncarb> reservoirs that experience more 
natural water level fluctuations (i.e. Cisco Chain), and b) large natunll hikes systems at [slc 
Royale National Park. We believe that these estimates reprc,~ent reasonable goals that can be 
achieved v,'ithm a five year time frame, and we strongly encourage UPPC() it) adopt them 
within them ,,vithm the final SMPs. 

2) \Vo reeomrncnd thai I;PP( '1 ) develop an artificial Icon nest)n7 platf'orm and mnnJtorhil! 
program betbre taking rllea~>tlres to increase recreational opportunities on shoreline and island 
areas through constrtlction o f docks, trails, and new eampsiics l 'r ior establishment o f  an 
artificial loon nesim I phitlbrm and monitoring proTraln would allow for a less disruptive 
approach to the Sl.lhseqtlcrlt placement o f  any deveh)pnlcnl  inl iastructure. 

3) We reconmlend that the SMPs incorporate all potential loon nesting habitat (including 
islallds, wetlamls and areas surrounding llest p la t lo rm sites) into Conservat ion Are[is. 
especially on reservoirs with maxinlum likelihood [)f suppoi l ing natural loon rlestJng sites 
(i.e., those Ihat [ire nlanaged m a "nin-of-r iver'" mode and experience limited water level 
tluctuaiJons). Specifically. on the Prickctt Impnundnlcnt x~c reet)nlmcnd thai all shurclinc to 
ttie east of  the ishulds ztt the south end of  the lake be designated ;is a Conservation Area rather 
than an Access Pathway .\rc;i. 

4) As there is little c'~ idcnce (published or anecdotal) that the Deposed no-wake zones outlined 
in the SMP will be effect),, u m protecting nesting loons, v,'e rccummend removal of  no-wake 
zones from the final gMl)s fl 'they were included tbr the benefit of  hx)ns. 

5) \Vc rec,amnlgnd { :l)l)( 0 e~ ,duate the potential impact of'propt)scd increases m recreational 
use on nesting it)Oil% and inodify the I)evelopmcnt and Rcctcatit)mlI Enhanceincnt Propt)sals 
()fthc SNiPs accnrdmgly.  

We hope yet] lind these cnmmcnls useful. We ofl%'r our experlp,e to you a,; t,PI)('() com, iders 
nleasLlrcs to protect and cl lhancc 10011 I.lS~llzc n f  its Upper Penilb-tl]a reservoirs 

Y, incercly. 

Joseph Kaplan 
l)Jr,.:ctor, ( ]t)nlnlon (_".last I,~ cs,.'alc, h c~ ( 'onscr',,'atit)n 

('c: F I !R( ' .USI .WS.t !SI :S.  M I )NR 

l,iteraturc cited: 1% crs. [ ) . (  21,)-1. ~.latus assessment and corn, or\ ation plan lbr the ( 'nmnlon 
I.onn ((;aria immer) ill North .\nlerlca. U.S. Fish and WildlitL, ",ervice. l ladley, MA+ 
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Respond, e: LIPP('O has taken 10011 habitat in consideration thwing the th,vehgmlent ¢ff the SMP.v 
and the S~ IP classi/ications, including where recreational enhancements wouhl and wauhl not  

be locah',l .Vunwrou.~ art'et.~" around the res7>ective impoundments were" eliminated/or 
cou~ide.,'otion. 7his approach to claxM{~'ing mwources Ls" crm.sistent wilh tilt" direction provided 
hy Christ.;e Deloria (USFD:%'). l)uring an agency meeting, Christie indicated that not all 
potential hJon hal6tat would need to be protecwd, even thtmgh loon habitat A" considered 
%'ens'itite "" 

Ii1 general, literature has shown that increased human pressure may e/]~'ct hlon nesting, 
however, it has 13yen documented that some individual loons can acclimate to hltman activity 
over time. and can nest .~ucces.~/hlly under moderate levels" o/human pressure (Mclntvre and 
Barr. 1997, Ih, imheri~er et.al.. 1983). "lhe mm-project use o f  prc?/ect lands" will not he immediate 
aml i.s" an/iclpated to o¢'cur over a period a f  len to.J!fieen year.s', lncreased human pressure may 
also come fi'om a general increase in recreation use ¢?/the iml.'olmdmenk~'. A/l potential habitats 
need not he protccted especiall), where no nesting pairs (J/hlonx ctlr~'ently exi.~'t. The fi,cus 
shotthl bc otl actuall), used territories. On impoundments that do not currently have nesting 
poplthttions, an adequate amount ol'prime nesting areas will he protected filr /}tture use. g/If 
SMPs analyzed the environmental impacts" a.ssociated with proposed non-project use ¢)f projccl 
land~" am t com'lu~h'd that imph,mentation o['the SMP is not expected to have an impact on state 
or ~,~h'ral(v-lixted threawncd or emkJngered.wecies. 

The .S',~I1%" will be an enforceable document that will assure tTcw threats fi'om unanticipated uses 
at the timc o f  licen.~'ing are adequately identi/ied, evaluated, aml a&lressed. 771er~/'ore. since 
current plans do not restrict these uses, tile phms ¢h, *lot need to he modi/h'd 

Art. 74: Nico lc  P o l l a c k  

3649 Bayou 
West BIDomficld, Nil 48323 

20 .Ma~. 2007 

Janet Wolfe 
Comnmnications Manager 
Upper Peninsula Power ('ompany 
P.O. Box 130 
I loughlon, MI 499314)130 
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RE: Comments on draft ShorcUne Management Phms for Uppc: l~eninsula hydroelectric 
projects: Bond Falls (P- I g64 l: Prickctt (P-2402); Au Tram ( P- 10856); Escanaba Ri',er Dam ~4, 
Boney Falls (P-2506): ( 'ataract (P-10854) 

Dear Ms. Wolfe, 

Thank you for tim opportunity to provide public cornmcnt on t ppcr Peninsula Po~ver Company ' s  
(UPPC()) Shorcline Managemcnt Plans. UPPCO, a subsidiary of  lntcg~'s Energy (iroup, Inc. 
(formally WPS Resources Corporation) contends they chose Nalcrra l.and (fomlally Taylor 
lnvcstnlent ( 'orporation and Four Season's  Reality) to develop hnd  surrounding UP.  reservoirs 
because Naterra l.and has a "'tradition and commitment lbr quality projects that are Imrmonious 
~'.ith the surrounding elYvironlllel'R.'" Unfortunately, Wisconsin ~irctnt court system 
(http:,Twcca.wicourts.gov) and the U.S. Army Corps of  Engineers records indicate this may not 
be the case. as Nattera l.and is well represented in the files ol 'holh qsee infommtion below). In 
addition, there arc sc;'eral instances where Natcrra Land has sued local phmning commissions 
alld 'or conservation districts when ;hes¢ attthorJties ha'., e nlovcd t .  control the scope ,af Natcrra 's  
dcve]opnlcnt, l[ concerlls file that several of  the reservoir projects ~lrc in rural areas thal may 
ha,,e no protective zofung measures in place thus nlaking them vulnerable to unscrupulous 
developers (i.e. l 'loughton County ' s  portion o f  PrJckett. FliRt" No. 2402). 
] 'hough I_;PPCO may view commentary  on Naterra l.and beyond the limited scope of  the 
Shoreline Management Pkms I believe it is important for I 'PP( ' ( )  to clarit}' or dcl~'nd Nattera 's  
"track record" in regard to potential past viohttions such as those pro', ided belong. I ;PP( '()  is on 
record prolnothtg Naterra l .and 's  rcputatJorJ as a CmltcntJous de\eloper.  I believe It is critical tt) 
evaluate past problems of  tJPP( "O's development partner so thai the character of  the rcscrx oirs m 
question is not ncgatlxely impacted by UPPCO's  proposed plans to pro\ idc prixatc docks on 
FER(" regulated tlowagcs. What contingencies does UPPC() currcnlly have ill phlcc with 
Naterra l.and regarding the de', elopment o f  docks on IJPP(()  Ilox~agcs? 

l would like It) knox', wi ly UPPt 't) contends Naterra is "'tile bcs! of  l i l t  best'" x~.hcn it comes to 
de,. elopers and. specifically, what L;S Army Corp o f  Enginccr~. uascs represent ,.iolations o f  
navigable waters+ FUlthcrnlorc. c.:an b"PI'CO provide any other 1 cderal or State agency records 
concerning violations of  proto_tix.e statues by Natcrra l.and or ils ahascs (c,g. Ihe I'nvironnlental 
Protcctkm Agency c,r the Slate of  Minnesota)? What measures can bc put m place to a,.oid the 
kind o f  111lstlndcrstandings that lead to lawsuits bet~ een any pt~tcnlial developer and local 
l',lanrfi ng agellClCS'~ 

l-really. UPPC() has sought the s]pport  of  local governments and school distrk:ts to support thch 
proposed Shoreline Managcmc:lt Plans on the premise that su,.:h ,.le,,clopmcnt ,aill lead to more 
tax monc) for schools and mtmicipalitics. Can UPPC() pro', Hc any e' .idencc. ~.uc.lt as a Cost of  
Scrx ices Analysis. that can supl',ort tile assumpti(.m that dock., and trails ~.ill produt.e Illuch i|eed 
tax rc \c tmc l'or Ihcse FLit'at Coln111LiilJties', ) It seems that an} incucasc m lax fk"..'ci1ue will I'l]ost 
certainly he of[set hy the co~,t ol developing and mahltahlhlg h'Hra~,ml,..turc ill such rcrnotc and 
rural locations, l recommend t PP('() provide a summary m the ~X.IP's of  what measures it has 
taken to gain the support of  k~cal units o f  governments and what illt()rmalion ;~. a', pr,.r..'idcd to 
these deci..icm making eDtJtics that ;~.as nol shared at the plaTmutl public n'~eclings lo discus,-: the 
SMP. 
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UI'PCO'~, propuscd actions as outlined in the SMPs have been the tbcus of a lot of concern by 
the public, organizations, and resource agencies. 1 do nut agree with UPPCO's approach of 
separating project and non-project uses as it tries to seek approval tbr "improvements" that are 
necessary for large-scale residential development around these impoundments. Changing the use 
of these areas from prcdominately forestry to that of residential should nut be taken lightly and I 
strongly advocate that UPPCO deals with these concerns in a more thoughtful manner through 
the development of an Environmental Assessment under National l 'nvironmcntal Policy Act 
requirements lbr ache of UPPCO's FERC-liecnscd facilities. 

[ appreciate ~,our consideration of my concerns regarding I.JPPCO's proposed Shurcline 
ManagclllcnI Phlns. 

Sincerely, 

Nicole Pollack 

(attachnwnts - see Bond SMP Consuh Record update 9-28-07) 

Response: With public and agency input. UPPCO has gone to considerable e['/brt to pro¢hwe 
SMPs that protect and enhance the project's natural resourc'es and the project %" primar)' 
fimctiml, the pro¢hwtion of  electricity, whih, providing public recreational enhancements and 
directim.,, managing and mitigating the intpacts q/anticipated development ~('non-pr~ffect lamA" 
so us to c'om[)lcmerH or  h o v e  neutral effects on those natural resources. Through inq~lementalion 
q/the SAO~s. UPPCO proposes to dramatically increase Conservation Lands" at all q/'the 
Projects. prohibit commercial tree harvesting and prohihit vehicular access ott mat O" e%vting 
logging road~', Additionall),, UPP(?O has mcluded a comprehensive atml~wis q/environmcntal 
intpacts antic'ipated to occ'ur as a result qf  inq)h,mentation qf the SMP m each q/the re,v~ective 
SMPs. 

Att. 75: Barbara Morrison~ County Clerk-  Menominee County Board of 
Commissioners 

MENOMINEE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONIiRS 

WIIF.RI! ,\S. Upper Peninsula Power Company has unveiled Shoreline Management Phms tbr 
proJeCt hmd'~ at its five hydroelectric projects (Numbers: 2402, 10854, 2506, 10N56 and 1864) 
]OC~ttCd It] n u n l c r o u s  [ J.P COllnlics: and, 
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\VI IEREAS, the Shoreline Manaocment Plans include proposal,  to protect the environment and 
enhance recreational opportunities for citizens at tile flowagcs, a,; ~ ell as ensure that proposed 
activities are consistent with the purposes o f  protecting and enl,,mcm? the scenic, recreational 
and other environmental vahlcs (?['¢ach project; add, 

WItEREAS, these draft plans ,acre dcvcluped based on nlore Illml 14 months of  input trom state 
and federal resource agencies, hwal government officials and thc public, ht addition. UPPCO 
conducted focus groups consisting of  various stakchoklers, inchtdmg representatives from 
county and township boards, httntmg and fishing interests, uuldoor enthusiasts and econontic 
development. UPPCO also conducted public meetings and nt,. i:cd ~:olllnlents frolr~ citizens 
conccrnintz the phms. The colnpany also eugaged the public o', c. many months rcgardin~ plans 
to sell I.JPPCO private propcrt.,, at the fi,.c hydroelectric prqic~.l., and. 

\VI II!REAS. the flowages thcsc Phms address will continue :t, i~c open fbr people to use 
alongside numerous acres o f  lJ P. acres already available to Citl/cns: including state and lL'deral 
lands such as tile l l iawatha and ()ttau.'a National Forests that :~rt' o|]" limits to dc,,cIopmcnt: and, 

WI IIiP, IiAS. it is prvjected that any development resulting t'mm fl~e sale of  property at Ihe 
projects v.fll over time assist the [LIE construction trades indusu>, help local businesses and 
grow local tax bases to the benefit of  schools, as well as township ~llld coun ty  units o f  
government and the programs and services they provide to citizens. Broadening the tax base in 
U.P. counties is welcomed, rccoynizmig the state's current financial status and economic outlook; 
nov,, there|ore, 

BE IT RES()LVEL). fltat the IMen(.nmec ( 'ounty l:loard of ( 'ommiss i tmcrs  hereby approves this 
resolution o f  support Ibr the Plans with tile expectation that UI'I'( '( ) ',,.'ill continue ~ orking v,'ith 
local units of  governn'lcnt and olher stakeholders as the proccs.-; ,..ontmucs and directs that a copy 
ol+this dOCUlllenl be transnlittcd Io t;.P. Pm~er Company and appr~q~rlate slate al'ld li:deral 
officials. 

Moved h,, ( 'ont. Bergcr .seconded by ('ore. Furnmnski 
A y e - : 5  Nays :0  Ab'~cn: None 

[. Barbara Morrison, the duly qtmlificd and acting ( l c rk  o t  Mcnonlmce ("ount','. do hercb,, 
certit~' that file tbllowmg resohltltm was adopted at a nlcctmg ol the county Board of  
('on'llllissiuners held on May 2 ; <. 2007, is on file. hm, nt~t bee amended, altered or icv,ak,,:d: and 
Is in li.fll force and eftiect. 

Ilespouse: C'ommt'nl~ noh'd 

Att. 76: D a m o ,  1,. M c C o r m i c k -  C o m m o n  Coast  Research & Conservat ion  

Rli: Conuncntary concemin~ the draft Shoreline Management I'lan liar UPP( ' ( ) ' s  h>droclcctric 
project at tile Au [ r a m  Impoundment (P-10856) 
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h+~ paddling the An Train hnpoundment on various occasions in 2006 and 2007 I have often been 
reminded of Islc Rnyale National Park, the federally-protected wilderness withm I.ake Superior. 
Specifically, the reservoir's collection of narrow, rocky islands has frequently called to mind the 
rugged islets which popuh|te many of park's protected harbors and lakes. My purpose in 
paddling Au Train has been to 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 thai [OOllS. protected from mainhmd predators, will most frequently establish their 
nests in late spring and early summer. For example, Isle Royale's 534-acre Lake Ritchie harbors 
five breeding loon pairs, all of whom use islands fur their nesting. Similarly, the park's 354-acre 
Sargent Lake accommodates five island-nesting pairs. In surveying the 1490-acres Au I'rain 
Inlpounthnent this year and last, I have detemmled thal there arc at least six potential loon 
territories - that is, six discrete areas that lkature both vmble nesting habitat and enough "'buffer 
space" to satisfy a breeding Ioon's resolute sense of territoriality. I am a wildlife biologist v,,ith 
the Michigan-based nonprofit Cornmon Coast Research & Conservation (CCRC), which strives 
to study and protect common loons and the waters upon which they rely. 1 have been working 
v,.ith the birds in the Upper Peninsula for over ten years, and so it is with some measure of 
experience that I have concluded that the An Train hnpoundment, which seems to offer no 
shortage of habitat for breeding loons, currently houses no nesting pairs. 

The region in which the impoundment is located - western Alger County - is certainly no Isle 
Royale. which contains the higher density of nesting loons in the state of Michigan. 
Nonetheless. the absence of any breeding pairs on the reservoir is both notable and discouraging. 
Why is the Au Train Impoundment devoid of nesting? In my professional opinion, the answer 
lies most conspicuously in the fluctuating v,'ater levels which characterize the reservoir+ Loons. 
exceedingly awkward on land, typically 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 ,.,,ill 
often re-nest if their Iirst (or even second) attempt hills, the window of potential incubation tbr 
loons in northern Michigan can stretch from early May through mid July. During this period, 
there are three n'~echanisms by which a fluctuating water level can disnJpt the nesting process: 1 ) 
rising v, ater can flood a nest, 2) falling water can render the distance between shoreline and nest 
nntenably long, and 3) falling water can transform an island into a peninsula, leaving a nest 
vulnerable to mainland predators. In its commissioned report to I.JPI~CO ("Assessment of the 
Recreation, Wildlife, Loon, and Aesthetic l~',esourccs of the Bond Falls, Victoria, Prickett, 
Cataract and Au Train hnpoundments") concerning potential loon habitat on the Au Train 
lmpoundlnent, the enviromnental consulting firm E/Pro - after examining the range of surface 
elevatiem under which the rese~,oir is licensed to operate - concluded that "it is possible that 
water level lluctuations exceeding the known range of tolerance lot nesting loons could 
potentially occur during the summer months." 

"lhe E/Pro report - which found no other obvious impediments to loon nesting on An Tram 
qualified the reservoir's fluctuating water level as a potential limiting factor lor reproduction: 
"This may not affect whether loons attempt In breed on the lake, but it may impact their success 
if they ,.,,ere to nest." Strictly speaking, this is true: A hxm pair that selects a nest site in May Is 
not av,,ale of an impending drawdown that may ultimately spoil their reproductive cttbn. Why 
then wcte there no territorial pairs even att('mptin,~ to nest when l paddled the reservoir this past 
',~ eckend of May 18-207 To ansx~er this question it is perhaps necessary to consider the sccmmo 
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not in terms o f  one isolated breeding season, but rather as an itclati\'e process spanning many 
years. What happens, tbr examp~.e, to a loon pair that abandons lheir nest in response to a 
substantial decrease in water le,,cl'? I')o they re-nest along all exposed, un-vegetated stretch of  
island beach that has been uncovered by the rcsep.,oir's recession? \,'cry likely they do no. Ill 
search o f  better habitat, do the7 relocate to another water b(xty'? Possibly. If they remain on Au 
Train. li:cding throughout the summer nRmths and then returning m tile following spring, ,ahat 
happens when the same phenomenon again frills their attempt to breed? More importantly, v.hat 
happens when this disturbance ~s manifested repeatedly over time? Among the research 
act ivi t ies  ot'Q'Olllnlon Coast has been the long-term monitoring of  coh~r-marked loons at Upper 
Pemnsuh~ study sites such as Scnay National Wildlife Refuge, Isle Royale National Park and tile 
()ttawa National forest;  among our findings has been tile confirmation of  the intuitive truth that 
many of  the loon chicks produced in a given year eventually return as breeding aduhs to the very 
same lakes and pools from which they wcrc tlcdgcd, intent upon acquiring a territory, o f  their 
o,an. These young birds typically between three and five years of  age - arc ultimately 
responsible for maintaining the continuity o f  a population; if they arc not hatched in the first 
place then the hmg-term stability o f  this population can bc threatened. Productivity in one 
generation begets occupancy m the next. "lhus, vchile tluctuatmv, water levels may not directly 
dolor the nesting attempts o f  loon pairs on an impoundment,  they may well contribute to an 
absence of  such nesting pairs in future generations. 111 the sense that such conditions have heel1 [1 
l~:ature of  the Au Train hnpoundment  tbr many years, it certainly seems plat,siblc that its current 
lack of  breeding loons is parlially reflective o f  the past consequences of  these water fnarmgetllcnt 
strategies. 

Artificial floating lleSt platfomls, v.hich can accommodate  water level volatility, ha,.e pre', iously 
been employed with success on FER(:-Iicensed rescr',ows throughout the North American range 
ol'conllllOll loons. [n recognition of their efficacy, UPP('()  has agreed (in article 4 14 of  Ole 
Order Approving Settlement and Issuing New License for the Bond Falls Project) to "'protect and 
eflhancc common loon populations" on their Bond Falls and Vic:oria hnpoundments  by 
establishing two and one "'loon rafts", respectively, on Ihese rcscr,,oirs, l lowevcr,  no 
comparable pro',ision has been established for the Au "l rain Impoundment. Concerned by this 
omission, a consortium ofoff icmls  from state and federal agencies collectively opined that "'we 
recommend that [.,IPPC() pursuc an amendnmnt to the Au Train FER('  license lbr tim protection 
and enhancement of  the common loon population." [JPPCO responded by asserting that it was 
"'ulla\~are o[ ' anv  evidence  winch supports the need to amend the Au Tram FER(." hccnse l~r the 
protection and cnhanceulent  ot'conlnlon loon populations." In a'dcmpting to parse the precise 
luglc of  this slalen]ent, it SeelllS prudent to c,onsider the COllieS[ ill ~hich it seems to have been 
expressed. [n answering additional agency commcnls  concerning loons 011 its Upper Pemnsnla 
impoundnlcnts, UPP( 'O repeated ,. stressed ill its responses that the purpose o f  the E Pro study 
v. as "'to evaluate  and inap potential nesting habitat,  not to evaluate  loon use.'" With this in mind. 
UPP('(Ys stated position is strictly accurate - if no data concerning the actual usage of  the 
reservoir by loons has bccn collected, then it is ullp,assihlc to tornlulale all opinH.nl abo/it ,ahat 
those  loons nlay or nlav not require m terms o f  protecti,.e and;or adaptive nlanagenlcfl[  pohcies. 
You certainly cannot safiaguard, much less unhancc, a populatiou about which no lllI~uTnatinfl 
exists. 
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And yet such infonnation does exist. E/Pro's primary objective in surveying the Au [rain 
Impoundment was, as previously stated, to evaluate and map areas of l~tcntial loon breeding, 
and to that end it identified three specific sites of high quality nesting habitat, and another tbur of 
"potential, but suboptimal" quality, llowcvcr, the report also included detailed commcntaD' 
regarding actual loon usage of the reservoir. Despite tile carefifl inspection on tbot 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 tbr loons on the open water, no evidence of pair 
territoriality was detcctcd. A lhir criticisln of this effort by E/Pro is its 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, anti 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 for popuhltion enhancement would, in my mind, be difficult to 
envision. 

My work on Au Train has coincided with comparable surveys of the Bond Falls and Prickctt 
Impoundments by nay Conlfflon Coast colleagues. Their findings have largely echoed mine: 
both reservoirs contain an abundance of nesting habitats that far exceeds the demonstrated 
occupancy of nesting loons, a circumstance which seems most directly 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 rote truly vibrant preserves tbr 
multiple pairs of common loons sanctuaries that can demonstrably help the cause of this state- 
threatened species. But this will require something of a paradigm shill in the logic that informs 
UPPCO'-; management strategies: If there is no reason to believe that breeding loons would 
otherwise nest upon its reservoirs, then tile addition of one or two floating platlbrms would 
indeed represent some modest measure of enhancement. 11, however, the very mechanics of the 
reservoirs themselves have been negatively affecting prospective breeding pairs for many 
decades, then a vision for true enhancement should not seek guidance from the status quo of the 
chronically impacted present. As a starting point it must ask not what is here? But rather what 
shouhl he here? 

"lhe Shoreline Management Plan (SMP) that UPPCO is currently developing present an 
opportunity for just such a transformation in the management of common loons on Upper 
Peninsula reservoirs such as tile An Train Impoundment. ()or organization is supplying specific 
recommendations to UPPCO m a separate letter signed by our director, Joseph Kaplan. As these 
suggestions relate to Au l ram,  we would advocate that a) provisions for tile enhancement and 
protection of loons are explicitly incorporated into the impoundment's SMP, b) tile enhancement 
of the population includes the establishment of a comprehensive nesting platform program lbr 
multiple pairs of loon pairs, and c) tile protection of tile population includes measures to ensure 
that ncsling loons are not adversely impacted by any future development (such as the 
construction of docks outlined in tile SMP) or by tile increased recreational pressure that would 
attend such development. My purpose here, however, has not been to recapitulate the 
recommendations of my organization: rather, 1 have attempted to articulate why I believe that 
loons on An Train (and. by extension, other UPPCO rcscrvnirs with similar operating 
characteristics) merit more consideration than they have thus far received. 
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A full Au Train Impoundment.  replete with ample nesting hahm~t and a heahhy tbragc base o f  
fish, represents something o f a  pronlisc to tile breeding loons ,.~. ho annually return to our region 
m search of  an attractive envirunn~ent in which to hatch anti re;tr oflkpring. In the sense that the 
reliability nf th is  habitat has often proved inconstant, the Icgac 5 of  the reservoir stands, in part, 
as a promise broken. UPPCO':,  adoption of  iTnproved management mandates--  policies that 
could assist nesting loons without impeding the necessary tlu× of  the reservoir 's water le',el - 
would, in my opinion, signal the establishment e r a  steadfast pledge to the species, and would 
serve as a powerful reminder that tile constraints of  business need not function to the detriment 
of  Dne of  Michigan 's  most iconic, and most threatened, manifestations of  wildlife. What a 
notable accomplishment that could be. 

Thank you lbr your eonsiderati,m. 

Response: 5'c'c' re~pon.s'e to rcc,mmwptdutions.fi'om .IoscT~h Ku/ /,m ("nmmon ('oa~t Rc,carch and 
( "ollserv~tlion (¢tltctchmcnt 14,~' 

Att. 77: Agency Comments  

August 2 I. 2007 

,~,ha \vn PuIcn 
[Jpper Pcnhlstda Po;vcr ('onlpan}' 
P() Box 19001 
(;teen Bay. W[ 54307-9002 

Rh: Resource agency commcr,ts ,,m draft Shoreline Management Plans (FER('  Pr,,~ject 
Numbers 1864, 10854. 2506, 2402, artd 10856) 

Dear Mr. I 'uzc l l :  

Please find enclosed combined cumments fi'on~ the Michigan I.)cpartnlcnt of  Natural Resources. 
U.S. Forest Service Iliawatha and ()ttav, a national l-orcsts. "qattonal Park Y, crvicc. I.;.F,. Ilsh and 
\~,ildlil~: 5:,ervice, Michigan Ilydro Rcliccnsing Coalition and K,.'v.cenav, Bay Indian community 
(collectively referred to as "Resource Agencies") on the draft ":,horelme Management Plans 
(5;MPs) tot Federal Energy Regulatory ( 'onunission (FEP, C) h,,droclectric pro.icets 1~64. 10854, 
25(16.24(12. and 10856. These comments are provided by the Rcs,,)urcc Agencies m consnhation 
v, ith I.!ppcr Peninsula Power ("ompany (L PPC()) as palt o f  the F F R (  Shoreline Managcnlent 
l 'kmning process, lhe  Dverarchmg goal hi ' the agencies m this process is to assure tha t  all ' ,  non- 
project use o f  project lands does not compromise the integrity el the licenses in place. All 
Resource Agencies arc not in,,ol,,cd m e,,ery proiect: thcrclorc. '.'.c are providing l a b l e  I 
(attached) to clarify agency invob,'cment. 

Response: ('~mm~cnt .\:r)tcd 
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V 

In summary, the SMPs identify various zones around each basin where different types of non- 
project and prqject uses would be al lowed Types of non-project t, se of project hinds discussed 
in the SMPs include installation of trails, access pathways, basin view corridors, public and 
private boat docks, and other recreational enhancements. The classification areas presented in 
the SMPs were Project Operations, Conservation, Enhanced View. Pathway Access, and General 
Usc,Formal l:',ecrcation. Project Operations areas include those lands that are necessary for 
electrical generation or transmission. According to the SMP, Conservation Areas wcrc intended 
to he set aside to protect important natural resource features and would allow for dcvclop~nent of 
trails. Some of the basins would also have enhanced view areas where brush and trec limbs 
coukl bc removed to allow views li'om a residence to the water. Pathway Access areas allow 
installation of pathways (or paths) from non-prDject lands through project lands thereby 
facilitating access to docks. The installation of buried clcctrical lines for dock lighting is also 
proposed in the Pathway Access areas. 

General Use/Formal Recreation Areas would allow dock placement, construction of paths and 
roads, cutting of enhanced view areas, and construction of recreational facilities. The SMPs 
suggest that increased public use of these basins is anticipated as a resuh of implementation of 
those non-project related activities. 

Response: Public use ~f  these basins is expected to occur, with or without UI'PCO's 
implementation o/ the  SMPs. Regional growth over the next ten to~fteen years is expected to 
increase reem,ation use o f  the Bond Falls project due to the ea.~ T aecessihilit), q/pr~ject waters 
and the increasing inaccessihUity o]'the National l"orest l.and~ which is exhibited in the Ottawa 
Natiomd Forest 2006 kbrest  Phm Revision. The project license already requires improvements 
to pm?je~'t recreation facilities to addres.~ existing and fiaure use. These improvements ~t ill 
inherent!v increase recreation use o / the  project. 

We appreciate the close communication between the Resource Agencies and UPPC() during the 
development of the SMPs. Much of this communication is evidenced in the SMPs Appendix A: 
Record of Agency and Public Collaboration, although several documents were not included 
which provide important information on the consultation process; these doct, ments should bc 
included in the final SMPs (sec Appendix for missing documents). Some of the language m the 
SMPs. however, suggests that the documents were created in collaboration with the Resource 
Agencies. Wc believe this language overstates our involvement and participation in drafting the 
SMPs. Wc clarify that the draft SMPs are solely the product of UPPCO and remind UPP('O that 
onr involvement, cDn'nmmication, and comments do not imply endorsement. 

Response: 7hose applieahle eh>cuments that were ina~h,ertentlv omitted.fi'om the h*~t ~h-qft have 
m m  been included in the record ~/consultation. Several o f  the (hmumenls being re/erenced 
were written prior to the om.gultation proct'sx to develop the SMPs and therefi,re, they have not 
beol  im quded. UPPC'O has revised the SMPs to eliminate the use o/ the  word "eolhd)~,'ation "" 
and rephwed it with "'consultation". This accurately descrihes agen~y and publie im'Mvemcnt 
durin.< the deveb)pment o f  the SMPs. 

\Vc ha'.c identitied several potcntbl issues of concern with respect to the draft 5;hDrelinc 
Management Phnas. These issues arc discussed below under specific conm~cnts lbr FI':RC 
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License and Plan Consistency, En'.ironmental Studies and Shoreline Zones, Potential Impacts to 
Environmental Resources, and SMP hDplemcntation. The followin._e points summarize our 
detailed comments: 

Non-prDject rclated ucti`, itics identified in the SMPs, such as trails, pathways, and docks, 
arc not consistent with tile FIiRC licenses or approved plans. New threats mid resource 
impacts asstv,:iated with these activities were not identifiud ~,r mitigated in the original 
license or plans. New phms should be written concurrctuly v.'ith the SMPs to specifically 
address these new threats 

Response: I"ERC licenses ~ive l icensees the authori ty  re, !'.i+tnt pcrnlissi+m /i,r , 'crtain tlT++':, 
o/  u.`.e und  occupancv  +p/'pr+#ett lands" and  waters. I.;l~t'('()~ deve lopment  ,fl+it.+ SMl~s 
art iculates etlld [~rmalize~ /,e."mittahle activit ies and  llrohihitirln~ on pr<#cct hln(ls a n t  
uatcl:s'. 7he Sz~v[t)s were  ~h'.~i,.;ned to he consistent  with. ~tm/ill ol~':ny instan+` e~" lt~ /itrther. the 
goals  and  ohject ives  <,/+th(, /~l+!/et t'.~" l icense and  appr+;ved fdan~, h~ some  in.~'t~mcc.~" ~qwr+,val 
+,/+the SMI  ~ will  cons'titut(" +lmcndmcnts 1o the existin+z +tt.+pr+,l.cd plott.~. U P P C O  h++~ 
ith'nti[h'd those l inti ted in.st+races ill each SMP.  It is t lnporhmt  to note that m+m)' +71 thu 
amen tbne , t s  to the approvc+l t~hlns are  the result  ~![ the ,%.',+H's pr~v idm~ [i,r ~h'amatt('al!l" 
increa.sed prote(+tion (?/'pr+;/e,: l /and~ hy incrt!a+'in~ lh(" tilIH+ltlll +1/ (ll++`'(t./iJl" ¢'¢)II~CI'vtIli~II l i t ' .  
ohl  gr+,wth.fi~rest ohiectivc+, el iminating tree harvest ing +m +ell pr, Jfi'ct h+nd+) and  r('stricting 
other uses he)'ond what  is turren t l v  a l lowable  through +.~x/~.+/mq and  apprtn 'ed /n',+]e<'t lut'ns~'~ 
a n d p h m s .  

• l h e  Asscsst+ncnt o f  tile Recreation. Wildlil+c, Loon. and -\esthetic Resource,, 
(Environnlcntal  Studics l conducted by E 'PRO either lacked inlbrmation on itnl+,,;rtatu 
aquatic and lbrest related resources or  did not fidlo;,, reckon+mended agency  pm'otocol tbr 
collecting such data. ] h i s  lack of+reliable data makes  +t difficult to fuller undcr,;tat+d the 
impacts o f  various acti; it,us along tile basins '  shorehn,._ +,, I his re,..luested intbrmatiot~ 
needs to be provided and [ !PP("()  i l eeds  tO clearly slit,,.,.' hov. all environmetual  study data 
',','as utilized in developing appropriate shoreline zones  

Response: .4.,, expla ined  i ,  ,mr  l+.'.V)OltS e It+ +:Ze.,+(iv c+,nmcnt+ +m tit+`" +¢'ope+ +d ~ +,rk ~md ill 
t]te response  to the a~encv , otnment~ on the t'llvirollm4"lllH/ rl'[)ort,~, IIol all  +#.Zem3-stt<~e~ted 
proto+` +l{+ wct'e .~oin<.~ to h(' u t ihzed  in their ('ntiretv. .g'p+'+'i/i+ +tllv. stthstrate m+q~pin.,- and  
raptor calls, eve/)cl ievc o u ,  .,nethod+ to i+h'nt![i a m / m a p  vc,'i+ms hahitats w t thm thc 
impoundments  are more  thttn c~deqtum" to a.7.~ure ilt/t~rmcd e/,'( t.~ton-m~tkitt.k" ~ll n,'~n-])/'+,]~'c l 
use', ,'?/];,+','-!,;cot lands'+ UPI'("<) has rev i sed  the S.~'II'~" to im/t~th" envir ,mmcnt~d +tmh" d~+t~t 
that has hcen appl ied  to a ncu .L+Cri+.'.+, O/ nuqls ill ea¢ h .S).'~'ti, m 7 O o / t h e  I'eU,c~'tivc .SA lt'~ z~, 
JPow h, ,w thLs in/ormati+m wa+ ut i l i :ed  ill the" +A'velrq>mt'nt , H the r¢'+pe¢'tivc p l a n s  

Nt,n-pro.icct related acti~ ities have the potenti~d to impaut Ib, h+ v,'ildlil~:, recreation ~lild 
aesthetic resources on c.,cll o f  tile bat+tins l+,y dffccL habitat  los>,, |+t+agmeotali+`+tl. alld 
increase,,.] human distuiba:lce, l h e s e  impact?+ need to be ana t ; zcd  fill+,] diP,,Ctlssed Ill the 
S"..1 l)s+ 
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V 

V 

Response: Each SMP im'huh.s a comprehensive amtlysis ~?/ envir, mmental impacts 
antit.qmted to occur as ,t result ~,[imph,mentation q/ the SMt ~. UPPf 'O utilized manerou~' 
FER(" m'~h'~w approving SMPs am/mm-pr~!/eet use ~?[projeet laml~' as the template fi~r the 
t'nvirtJnment~tl impact analysis. 

Monitoring and cnfDrcement plans should be developed concurrently with the SMPs, 
with input from the I',esource Agencies. Updates of the SMP should bc completed every 
five years reflecting new information and changed conditions discovered through 
nlonitoring. "lhesc updates should be prepared with the agencies and rc-fi}ed lbr FERC 
approval. 

Response: l?ach SMP includes a section that a~ktresses (]I~PCOs • phms fi," monitoring and 
en]'om.ement. ( ] p p c o  is" aware there mqv be a need to l)eriodicall)" review the SMth" and the 
assrJciated permitting programs and has ad~h'essed this in eaeh SMl ~. Ul~PC'() disagrees that 
SMI~ should he up~ktted every five)'ear~, hut rather, has proposed to meet with the resource 
agem'ies on an ammal basis to discuss the eff~,ctiveness o]the ¢'utv'ent restrictions and the 
progress ,~/'the implementation o f  the SMP. 

FER( ? I,ieense and Plan C.ns is tency 

The SM Ps suggest that. outside of the Recreation and l.and Use Plans, many of the management 
plans for each project de, not nccd amcndmcnts. Wc have found multiple inconsistencies among 
the licenses, associatcd plans, and SMPs ('Fable 2, 3, 4, 5. and 6). Wc believe that most 
management plans need to bc rewritten to mcorpDrate the new threats assnciatcd v,.ith SMP 
implementation. 

The existing phms ,.,,ere written to help protect or enhance a variety of natural resources 
associated with each project. When these plans were written, significant resource threats were 
almost solely from forcstr3' operations within the project boundaries. Development Dfproject 
lands through trails, public and private docks, new recreational facilities, and enhanced view 
corridors. ,.,,'ere not anticipated during the rcliccnsing process, l'herelorc, the impacts associated 
with SNIP implementation were not considered during development of the plans. As part of  the 
SMP process and concurrent with SMP development, these l'n.anagcmcflt plans must be rewritten 
to help protect rcsot, rccs from these new threats. 

Response: Development ¢,f puhlic and private docks, public and private marinas, recreational 
d~'velopment, access road~, and telephone, ga.~, electric utility distribution lines, etc. were anticipated 
during the relicensing proce~s. To a~klre~s the additional u.ses. I"l:'RC inelu~h'd a Stamhtrd l,and 
(Js'e arti¢le in each license. UI'P('O ~h,Mgned the SMPs to he consistent with. and in many 
instances to /i~rthet; the goals and objectives ¢~]the overall requirements ,~/'the pr¢~/ects ' licens~w. 
In some instances, approval o / the  SMP as it is proposed will constitute amendments to the 
existin~ approved plans, lhese instances are clearly i~h'ntified in Section 6 r~['each SMP. 
Through mqdententation ~( the SMPs, some minor amendments to existing approved 
ma~tagement plans will he net'essat[v. 7he (hanges are not necessa O" to adeh'es.~ additional rises. 
httt rather to elarif)' perntittahle uses and prrdlihitions. 
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Shoreline Classifications Areas and Environmental  Studies 

(.'OllSt2l'V~llioII .4 t u f t  

According It) the SMPs. tile ( o:~seivalion Areas ,.,.'ere illtcllded 1,7 protect important natural 
resDt,rce features at each basil]. With the linfited intbrm:ltion provided in the SMPs. however, 
we identified several exanlples ,.,. here imporlanl resources ,.,.ere i1ol protected or iileh~dcd in a 
Conservation Area. For example, at Au Tram the entire area designated as a Wihtlifc Refuge by 
Michigan l)cparlment o f  Natund Resources (DNR) ',','as not included in a Conser,,atiDn Area. 
l 'here are instances i11 a]] the basins where important resources .,ueh as wetlands, loon nesting 
habitat, areas of  high aesthetic vahle, and hakt eagle roosts wer,: not included in a ('onservation 
Area. Without being included m a ('onservation Area, some ot Ihcse resources are likely to be 
detrimentally impacted by the x arious proposed activities. 

Response: UPPL'O aMrees a . d  has" revised many  q[ the SAIP~ t,, cn~ure sensit ive meo~" arc 
a~h'quatel) protected. In limite, l in~t.ncvs, t]w re~our~-v,s were uol decmed  to h<. ".sensitive 
¢;rea,s " ([ that resourcc was l . e i  o/cnt clcro~s lhrou~hout the re ,crvulr  ]~lTdanalion.s o/  thcsc 
linlited instance,s" arc .era" inclu, h'd in Ihv S).ll{s" o l l d  co i l  be" ~('{'ll rill the new 7-.vc..'ivv ln~q~s Thi.s 
approach to clossff)'in ~ r~.s'olo'¢ cv is ~'onsistcnt with the directi t , ,  p rov ided  h)' (71ridtie I )¢h. ' ia  
({ '.SI"IV.S'). During an a~encv mevtin,~. ('hrLstie indicatcd..fl." ciamplt ' ,  that not olI p . tc , l t ial  h . . l  
b a h : t o t  w o l l l d  need to h~" prot~'¢ 1~ el i'Vl'll thottgh loem hohitot i.s . ,*n~'idercd "sen.~itiv~' '" 

l f ( 'onscrval ion Areas are bcmg ~el aside for cDnscrvalion purposes, it is inappropriate to 
ineDITKlratc trails into these ZOIIC>. VcgclaliDl) removal and inereast.'d htnllal) i.is¢ oI'fl)es¢ areas 
as a rcsuh oFtrail placement could impact sensitive species Ie.g.  loons, eagles, and osprey). 
Reducing htllYKin disturbance Is noted as a key priority for protecting these spceics m many of  the 
license's management plans (1 able 2 . 3 . 4 . 5 .  and 6). (7onscrvation Areas shouhI pro, tell 
sensitive cnvironmenlal resourt cs and provide areas v,'herc thcsc species could be expelted to 
thri,.c. Ahhough access to (.'on-,ervation Areas should be allm~ o..h it should not hc encouraged 
through tl)c development of  trails. 

Response: 5,?a/e and Federal  i n.'Ls Ihrotlghout Ihc ~ )liled Xl~;l~', r#'c c .ns idercd  ' kon  scrvalion 
arva.s".w't are mter laced  wilh t,uhlic hiking trail.s, I / l ' l~( 'O ha, desi.4ned its .S'~lPs lo proldcl 
and cnhanc'c lh(: [.'O/ccl.v ' ilo/Hi fl. I I'(" %¢)llf( t'~ H'hi[(" providin.g phi,lie recreational c.h.mem{,nl.s ' .  
.'IS vtol('d In the S.lffN, UPP( ' ( )  :~ tll (on~ldl with tit(" o~'/lci,'~ r,,i t/t(" d<'v('leq.n('ttt ~,1 ~1.'11 fml ,hc  
lrezi/x (rod ezt~rvvs IhOI gomc l)¢lllioll~ o I the lmhlic  It'off IHl{l' not I 'c (otl~lrueh'd gffh'r eh'h Iill'd 

plOll/lille~ i f trail  ('¢~lT,slrH£'lioI1 glt,d o f  rq;('rotiOll me{l" revtdl in wt..i/i( o . l  r('.%lJllrc(" illllKl('l.s 

Addhkmally.  file ('onser,. ati,.m Areas arc lhtgmenled b~/'ones (fl higher ,.It', e]opment and I)ighcr 
htunan activity such as the Palh~ ay Acce:,s and General UaeRccrcat ion Zones. Mwhlgan ' s  
\Vildlilb Action Plan (Eagle ¢t :d 2005) identified habitat fragmentation, thc dixtsion of  
contiguous hmdscapes into habilal patches, as the highest priorit.,, threat to v. ikllitc habitat m 
,Michigan. Numerous, studies dp, cuss the risk of  habitat fl-agnlclllation, h)cludmg I lax~ baker cl al. 
(2005) who describes the fl'agnlcntatmn of  forested hmdscapcs across Northern \Visconsm t]'Olll 
1937-199g. In a related study. Robinson ct al. (1995) described Ihc negatix e el]bets ot i'orcst 
l'ragmentallon O11 Ilestill'd lnJglalory bffds, meludhlg so,. oral rare or dot lining species m our 
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region. "lhc fragmentation by trails and access pathways areas make these habitat areas less 
valuable :rod fimctional than a contiguous area. Even what may be deemed minimal disturbances 
(e.g. placement Dfa road or path) may be detrimental, especially to less mobile species such as 
reptiles and amphibians. To avoid fragmentation, it is recommended that large tracts of land are 
protected (Askins 1995). Fraginenting the Conservation Areas with public paths and trails also 
increases the risk of  introducing non-native invasive speeics due to thc heavy human use at many 
points around thc shoreline. For thcse reasons, UPPCO should consider consolidating 
Conscr~ation Areas and reducing fragmentation by consolidating or reducing the number of 
propuscd new trails, Pathway Access. and General Use/P, ecrcation Areas. 

Response: 7~'e agem'ies' characterization that the limited creation o/paths and trails in 
Consen'otion Areas would result in hahitat./ragmentation and threats to wildl~" is incorrect. 
We have reviewed the literature the agencies have cited, l lawhaker er al. and Robinson et.ul. 
r~!/L, r to lbrest fi'agmentation]kom source.s" other than the path~" and trai£~, t tawhaker et. al. 
2006, reJ,,iw to Jbrest.fragmentation created hy the devehJpment ~ ' road networks. A quick 
review ~,['the SMPs will rew,al that no new road networks are being proposed within the 
re.~pectivc project boundaries. Robinson er al. 1995. r~!~'rs to fi~rest/~'agmentation resulting 
.from agricultural, suburban, atut grassland land~'capes. Again, a review o/ the SMP will re~val 
that none o f  these activitie.s are proposed within the project hountklries. While the SMPs ~hJ 
permit the ~h'velopment ~'paths and trails in some o f  the Conservation Areas. UPt'CO has 
developed vet 3, stringent design criteria that wUl ensure there i.~ 11o break in the fi~rest canopy 
and no /orest./~'a~melttation as suggested by the agencies. 

A~Mitionally, while researching the agencies' re/k, rences, we believe the llawhaker et al. 2005 
article ix incorrectlv rt~/~,renced in the Literature ('ited. bt reviewing i]tl" tlawhaker ~" resume. 
the article cited is believed to he asJbllm~w: 

Itawhaker, TJ., V. ('. Radelqff, C. E. Gonzalez-Ahruham. R. B, llammer, and M. K. 
£'la),tol~ 2006. Changes in the road network, relationships with housing ~h, velopment. 
and the" e/[ects on  hinds 'cape pattern in northern Wisconsin: 1937 to 1999. Ecohlgical 
Applicamms 16: 1222-1237, 

l!nvironmental Studies 

As the basis for developing the SMI"s, you completed Environmental Studies for each basin in 
summer 2006. We believe Ihesc studies were inadequate m several respects (see agency 
comments on Study Scopes May 19, 2006 and Agency comments on [-PRO Reports, August 28, 
2006). Many of the agency comments were summarily rejected or not adequately addressed As 
such, the tinal l/nvironmental Studies have many deficiencies which limit their usefulness as a 
tool for prmccting important resources. 

Respnnse: Lq~l'('O responded to each agen~ T comment on stud)' scopes and environmental 
r~TJorts. These rev~onses can he viewed in ,.Ippendix A, Record o/Agenc)' and Public 
Consultation. in each q/ thc  re.wectiw" SMPs. In tmmerous in.stances, Ulq'(.'O agreed with 
a~em y comments and revised the environmentol ra7~orts accordingly, Although the agencies 
stale that their cotttmcnls u ere riot ack,quatelv a~kh'essed or stlmmtlri]l' rejected, they ]l~lve Ilol 
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included.specifics o / t h e  de/icicncies uhich  limit the kmvironmc. ta l  S"tudic.~ use. 7he al4emies 
have not provi(h 'd new evhlenc,. ;o substantiate this" ehdm. 

( 'ontrat 3' to the a t;(.n()' a.~ ~et'ti(,~t the em ironmenlal  reports" do/~t'~itl('  an adequah'  ~t~ ~('s sntcnt 
o /na tura l  resources pre~'ent at each o f  the reservoitw suf/ici(,nt Io characterize potential  iml,a('t,~ 
as a reszdt o[ 'proposed ram-pro~cot uve* O/'project land~, h tg mtp . r tan t  to note that I./PPCO dM 
not rely soh'ly on the environm,'l~tal r~Tmrts m isohttion o / t he  ~ cdtmte~ o /recreat ion  and 
environmental  infl~rmation that were collected (hiring relicensin~ and in['ormatum ohtained 
through e,m.s'ultation with the g~'m'md publ ic  and  re.s'ource (l~('tR ie~. 

With limited st,bstrate data and no bathymetric data fi)r the basins. \'.c arc unable to determine if 
pwposcd clock locations pro(co' important fish spawning and waterfowl foraging areas. In fact, 
based on anecdotal in(ornaation provided by tribal fishcnnen, sex oral (Jcncral Usc.Fonnal 
Recreation zones would include areas that are important to wal!cye spawning and may impact 
tribal spearing opportmfities at Bond Falls and Prickutt (A. NIt:( "ammon Soltis. Great l.akes 
Indian Fish & Wildlife Commission, personal comnmnicatiDn: (i. Mensch, Kcweenav, Ba) 
Indian Community, pcrsDnal communication). Without more detailed substrate and bathymctric 
infbrmation for each basin, it ~s impossible to identify the degree of iinpacts to fisheries and 
uildlifc habitat which would likely result from proposed dock placement. 

Response: ,Vo ilt-wah'r con.~Itttcli~nl L~" pelvnitted in the approved  dock zom'x l h c  on/l" octivi(v 
~ ouhl  bc the .sea~'ona/ phtcement  and removal  q/i//oating do( k.~ lt i.~ attticipated lhat sea~olud 
I,IO~'emcnt w td  removal  qf  /lo~ltin.~ thick ~ will not in any wq~', threaten fish Vlawnin.~ or 
u atctJinvl /bragin~ arcas" Ul ' l ' (  "O helieves that the st~hstrate lnlinntation that wa~ colh'ctcd aI 
the intp~mn(bnent~ ~tq,ports the r~ttionah" /or des'ignatin.~ limited al~'(Is a.~ approved ~b~ k c .m'~ 
lTu' (h'a/t S.IIP~" have hecn m . d i / i c d  to ~h.monstratc that the w a l h 3 e  v m w n i n ~  arca~" u ill no t / , e  
.~r~'al O' iml~aeled hi" non-pro/(.ct t~s(. ]Tie ant'cdolal in/otTItatlon pr~n i(h'd ahen'c t~v lit(" resource 
a.k'enciex i.~ further a(hh'essed tn rcv~onse to the Mt O" 21. 2007 h'ttcr provi~k'd to I .PP(  "0/) 'om 
the Great I.ake~ lnd i .n  t ' ish & Il ihll?/}" ( 'ommA'sion U P P ( ' O ' .  rev~tm~e to GI Il"ll'L'l~r.vith'~ 
/to't/t('r ('.xT,lanation (t~ to the rc, ts'ons the docks propo,~ed in t/t,'.(" hu ati(m,s will not intpa~l ('i/her 
V,awnitt.~ ~r fishin.~ l('(']miqH~ 

51 (.RIF conlments (,11 the .~copc ol .'¢,crviccs for tbc tin',ironmcnhfl Sludics. ~',c requested tlmt you 
identify high value or rare Ibrc~-t -gpcs within tile project boundaries, including forest stands v.'ith 
old growth characteristics, staildS that contain high-value mesiL- conilbrs ( eg . ,  hemlock,  v, hilt  
pine), and stands that contain red oak. In response, you stated thai this iiifortllalioii already 
cxislcd through recently condu( ted thnbcr Stlrvcys. This inforlllatloii, bo'~,e ,, el. was Iiol 
provided as part o f  the }{nvironmcntal Studies and ',.vu Ilium asstllllC it was IlOt utilized ht 
dcvclopmeil[  o f  the draft SMl ' s  Wc bclic',c this information is needed to thl]> e~ aluatc the 
II'll['ldcts o f  nOll-pfo.icct lists oil !ligh-\ ahlc habital [ll'ca~.. 

Response: 77re dra/i S ~IP~ u cJ " V,eci/icaEv desi~m'd I .  prohi lw fro(her hm~ e~lin.,.." In mhhIio.. 
the p/an~" were mod!/h'd I~J pr .k i l , i l  the c'uttin~ o/ f ru i t  and nla.~t /,('.riny. lt'c('~, abm,t." with ca.~h'rn 
hemlock, ax part q! the prepar(ll itm (rod on-t,.oing tmn-lmoje( t t~'~ ~/pr~qect /and~ ..Ip/woved 
and l,erntitlat~le aclivilil..~ idenHlied in the SM/'~" were &'~ ~'h;p('J t~ bc consistent ~ ill( wt  
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overar¢hing goal to manage forest resourees /i)r old growth characteristics. For this reason, it 
is m~t n~'ces.~arv to include this ir~/'armation in the S M ~ .  

With the limited intbrmation provided in thc SMPs, it is not clear how mfornmtion from the 
En;:iromnc~ltal Studies was used in the shoreline classification prDCCSS. Aerial photographs, with 
rcsDurcc information overlaid, should bc provided in tile SMPs. It would also bc hclpfhl to 
provide a map shov,,ing the location of  the resources and the prDposcd ,,,hurelinc classification 
flrcas. 

Response: (,'I'P( "0 has revised the SMPs and a ne~ ' series" o[Section 7 m~q)s have been 
produc~'d. 77te new maps overl~o" mapped environmental re.~ource.s" with SMP clas.~ifications. 

Potential Impacts to Environmental  Resources 

The SMPs suggest that environmental impacts would be neutral or potentially beneficial. The 
agencies su~zgcst that there coukl bc detrimental impacts to water quality, aquatic resources, 
wildlil~, forest communities, recreation, and aesthetics as a result o f  implementing the SMPs. 
l'he 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 bc 
re-written in order to address the new threats and impacts associated with the propDscd non- 
project use of  project hinds. 

Response:  Each SMP includes a comprehensive analysis <~/'environmental impacts anticipated 
to occur as a result q[" implementation o f  the SMP. Ul>PCO utilized numerous FER(: or<k "pw 
approvin~ SMPs and non-prt)/ect use o f  pr~/eet lands" as the temphtte fi,r the environmental 
intpa('t (mallwis. Additionally, UPt'CO ~h,signed the SMPs to he consistent with, attd in tnanv 
invta.ees to /i~rther, the e.oa£s" and ol?jective~" ~ ' the overall requirements (¢/'the projects" licenses 
and l: ERC'-mamhtted managenwnt and ntonitoring plans, ln some instanees approval ~/'the 
S:'vll) a~ it is ln.oposed will (.onstitute antendn1(,nts to the exi.stint{ approved plans. These 
instance~ are clearly identified in Section 6 ~ ' the  re.~pective S.MPs. 

71u' SAlt's will he a .stamLahme, eq/orceabh" thJcument that will assure new threats./~'om 
unanticq,ated uses at the time q['lieensing are adequately identified, evaluated, and addressed, 
llwreli~re, since current phms th, not restrict these uses, the phms do not need to he modilied. 
A II the <ltrrent li('enses have a stan~h*rd land use atqiele that allows thes(" uses. provided they 
protect ~,r enham'e the see.i t ,  recreational and other environmental values o/'the project. It is 
the pu~pose ~?/ the revised SMPs to assure that this hapl~ens, ln a~klition /i~rther protections, 
such tt.~' im'reased protective huff~.rs, elimination q f  tree harvesting, restrictions to v(.~etation 
trimmitlg [or put,lic access, the elimination q[eh.ctrical power at (k,<'ks, designated sloraffe 
areas [~,r private aml lmhlic ~hJcks, attd the elimination ~?/ boat Ifts, /br prqieet lamA" have heen 
atkted to the SAH)s to address these additional inlpttets. 

Water Quality 

Potential Iotlg-tcrrn effects on water quality could arise from increased bDating-related sources 
attributable to use of  tile proposed public and pri,.atc dDcks and new boat raunch lacllitics, hi 
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shallow water, motor boats arc capable of  disturbing bottom scduncnts leading to increased 
turbidity (Engel and Pcderson ; 998: Mosish and Arthington 1908) Additionally, increased use 
of  motor boats mlcDsifics the risk of  water pollution due to unct,ntrolled release of  t'ucl, motor 
oil, and cxhaust fiuncs (Mosish and Anhington 1998). It is pos~,iblc lbr these pollutants to 
remain in the sediment for Ion.~ periods at levels toxic to fish and invcrtcbratcs {Asplurd 2UO0). 
( l iven the number of  boats likely to use the docks and boat launches, there would bc a greater 
potential for accidcntal li3cl spills, oil discharges and Icaks li-onl normal boating opcrations. 
These additional sources of  pollution would incrcmcntally contrd~utc to cunmlatix c ,.sater quality 
impacts. 'To avoid these impac:s, recreational boating shoukl b,, limited by axoiding or 
minimizing the installation of  docks. 

Response: UPP£'O ha~" anal)'z,.'d water quality impacts in the ). Ill '/ ,~ee Se( ' t io.  ~) O/the 
re.speetive S:~H%;). l he  analv.~i, ~h'termim'd thctt there eouhl  hc .m~h'rate h . lF- /erm imllae/.s" /o 
water quality throu?h the intro, h,'~ tion o /a&l i t iomd  m m ' i e . t  ~.17~1.;,,~ in t he /o rm  o /umomt~u~ted  

./i~el a.~ a restdt q / t h e  ~,peration and ma in /emmee  o/a(hli t ional  h~t.~ on the impounzhm,nt. "~'he 

15ngel and Pe~h'pwon 1998 do¢ trim'ill refers Io aetivitie~ that ar~ / . o h i h i t e d  in the S ~IP~ 7he 
o .  D" f eb ' van / i s sue  the re/~.rem e raises ix the p lacement  ~/  ~tt~= ~, ~ ttml the impa¢'t~ o / v e g e t a t i o .  
removal  aml  woodv (h'hri~ rcmova/  /or  the ph~cement o f  the ~b,. k.~ I I ' t ' ( .O '.~ helieve.~ the 
re[i ' reme i~" i rre leva , t  g i v e ,  that the SMI% prohibi t  the r e m m  ~/ o/ ~egetation aml  woody dehris. 

l h e  .Ih,~Ah am/.,D'thin.~zton ] 997¢ re/i 'rem'e was m)t im.luch'd m / h e  l .m'rature ("ih'd and 
therefi~re, we have b e e .  unable to revieu the applieahi/itv Ol /he d.~ ument  

77w ..lSldUmt 2000 document  I~t~l/(.~'/hat boating is a his~h(v ~I~lll~(//~l(" ~'('~ rea t io ,  ct~ ti~ itv 
aml  incr('a~'ed lmhlie  aece,~.~ i~ , 'ncouraged in Wi,~con~in. Tllc" J~( Hnlulll a/~o .~htlc~ lha/ 
/eu impa¢ lx to .~'('diment.~ and (lqltatic vegetation have been m~t,'J at ~hWth.~" grea/cr  t he .  
It)/eel.  It also states thal no lt~h{e 2OPh'.V appeal" 1o (Ideqltote(~ I,tl~h'e! ¢l~(li/lst shore/in," 
ero.~ion. C'ztrre.t(y m the s/ale ol Michigan there is" a m, -wake  : ,me  u ithm 200 /t't'[ t)/ /he 
~/mre / ine .  

The S;~IP.~ prohibi t  I/h" storage .,/ gaxolim., oil, propane,  or ¢~th,'," ~ .mha~lih/e  m~m'ria/s 
on I.'~jt'~'l /ands'. 

1]1,2 increased  boa t ing  actix ity on these basins could create m3pacb, to water  quali t  3 that v.crc not 
considered during the FERC rchccns i r lg  process .  Thcrc fb rc .  the ~ a t c r  tlualily plal'~ lor  each 
basra  should  bc rev,'rittcn to include monitoring that v .ould d o o n n c n t  parameters such as 
uncombustcd l\~cl that may increase m the project ~atcrs as a icsuh of  non-project use of  project 
hinds. The nov," plan should  int ludc a mi t iga t ion  or control st la:cg} il ~ a t e r  qualit?, is impaired.  

re~;ponse: R e e r e a H o n  l¢~e o n / t i c  pro/ec/~ wdJ increase. ,t..radua.~ ~,v~.r//h" m'~.? to'. t~, / i / /~ '¢ ' .  

year% with or wil]lolll the imp/4'n 'e . tat io,  olUl>l'(  "0',~ .';MI'~. Ih," ( oil/l/l/led ( /t~tl/'e o! (1¢(('.~ ~('.~ 
m .\"atiomd I'bre~t LamA. ~ft/tc Ii i~ erhihi led in the ()th/it t / \  al;, ,ll~t! t" orcM 200¢~ I'br{'sl Phm 
Revi~io.,  wi// . A o  lead to all im're,/se o / recreat ion  prcs~ure~ ,,I/n'.ic*'t wafer., l h t ,  ill( rctl .%{" (~/ 
USe will aL~o occur a l  Iloll-[)ro/('( .f / l l ke~  tJl~lt provide hocni.*., t~ , c~., \ Otlt' O/ l /h '  itnllOlltlthHCl/[~" 
are c'l#'re.t])' required Io t~e tm,n,tor~'d tlnd to IJ lq ' ( 'O ~s" knmx I,',~e~ m) ¢,/her ar~'a Itl.~'~ thai 
]l~l~ e O f  117~1~" t.'l./)c'l'iell(( • l.lll ]th I etlKe Ill I'eeF(.(llioll ])l'e~'kltle ]hll ,' ]~ ~ 'll ieqlt(5%/ed l¢1 Dlo/li/tJl wt//'('l 
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qualio'. UPP('O designed the SMPs to be r'onsivt¢'nt with. and in many instances toJhrthcr, the 
goals aml ohjectives o/ the overall requirements ~?/'the pre!Ncts ' licenses and FI-R('-mandated 
mamlgement and monitoring phms. In some instances, approval ¢~[the SMP as it is proposed 
will c,tl~titute amendments to the existing approved phms. Tllese inslancex are clearly talent(fled 
in Section 6 o/each SMP. 

Invasive Species 

As a result of non-project use of project lands, human activity on or adjacent Io the basins is 
likely to increase. Increased vehicular, pedestrian, and boating use on project lands and waters 
brings a higher risk of movement and spread of non-native invasive species. The invasive 
spcclcs phms for each basin should be re-written to address the higher threat of introducing 
nuisance phmts and animals. For example, Eurasian watermillbil is typically introduced into 
water bodics via motorboats and increased boating on the basins will increase the potential for 
introduction and spread of this plant. It would, thcrefnre, bc prodcnt to do more frequent surveys 
tbr aquatic nuisance plants and animals than is currently rcquircd under the plans. 

The risk of introducing terrestrial nuisance plants, including specics not contemplated when the 
original phms wcrc prcparetl, will also bc greater as a rcsuh ol'non-proiect use of project lands. 
Therefore, surveys for both aquatic and tcrrcstrial invasive plants and animals should be givcn 
more emphasis than it is in the current phms, including more frequent surveys and an expansion 
of the surveyed list of nuisance species. At a mininmm, garlic mustard, rusty crayfish, zebra 
mussel, quagga nmsset, spiny water flea, curly-leaf pondweed, Eurasian watermilfoil, and purple 
Iooscstrife should bc idcntified in the plans as a priority for survey and control. The phms should 
also spccify that UPPCO will consult with the agencies annually to determine if there arc new 
invasivc phmts and anilnals of concern that need to be included in filturc sur~'cys. 

We support your reconm+endation to incorporate additional invasive species signage at each 
basra lhis  effort also should bc added to each basin's nuisance spccics management plan along 
with the point that additional cfforts may be nccessary m the futurc to reduce thc introduction 
and spread of non-native invasive species. 

Response: UPP(.'O has revised the SMP to monitor additional nuisancc .vwcies identi/ied hy the 
a i~t,ncie~', provi~h'd they have q/]~,ctive, economical and rea,s'onahh" control techniques 
dt'nton.straled lhroltgh the agen<v's own control programv. 

Aquatic Resources 

The phlccrnent of public and private docks, new boat launches, and subsequent increases in 
boating: activities anticipated with the implementation of the draft SMPs could have advcrsc 
impacts to aquatic plants, fish, and other species. Lakcshore dcvelopment is well known to 
ncgati,.cly ilnpact fish and plant species in northern temperate lakcs (Jcnnings ctal. 1999; 
Schmdlcr et al. 2(100; 1 latzcnbelcr et al. 2004; Schcucrcll and Scbmdlcr 2004). Development of 
the shoreline and increased recreational usc of a water body will result in reduced availability of 
woody material  aquatic vcgetation, and coarse substrate (Christensen ct al. 19¢)6: Radomski alht 
(ic, cman 2001" Ilat..'cnbcler ctal.  2004; Jubar 2004). Many fisll species exhibit strong 
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preferences Ibr coarse spawnm,._, .;uhstratc while others prelcr ~ .od .,[rucmrc or vegetation (e.g., 
bluegill, walleye, muskellunge, largcmouth bass, and smalhnoulh bass). Shoreline alteration. 
through placement of'docks and '~egetation removal, may reduce suitable spawning habitat and 
rcsuh in greater substrate emhcddedness through the inlroductio:! td" line materials (Jennings et 
al. 2()03). l h e  reduction in a',ailable substrate ,.,,,ill impair the ~biliLv of irish to use ncar,;hore 
habitat tbr spawning. Ibragmg. and rcfi~ge during various lili.' .1ages. 

Response: 7he only "'lakeshor(" (h'v('h~pment "' that i.]' eto'renlll" l , lanned (m Protect  lands are 4- 
. /hot-wide peth'strian trail.s leadm,~ to approved  doc'k zones  and  (t publ ic  pa th  at each 
impoundmenr  I'ictoria imltol/t;dtttcnl {~" the exception, and  no It aits, ~q)proved dock 2trees. or  
publ ic  pa th  ix permit ted.  ]Tte ~lt)tn'e r6~}.'rences (Jetmill~s £'1 a t  ] 999, ( 'h r i~ ' tensen  el a], ] 996. 
Ra~h~tn,~ki and  Goema/l  2001../crating.s" et al. 2003) are re la ted  t,, ~esidential shorel ine  
~h'~ eh~pment which is proh ib i t ed  I~t the SMI{s'. Additionull~, th:  S.~IPx prohib i t  the rem(n'al o /  
vcgetation or c'oar~'e woodv  del,r;~" during the p laeement  q[th~( l~ s 1]t(" ~h~ek locationIS" were  
chosen to avo id  area~" o]'coarsc .sttbI~'trate and  e.xIixlm,e rq~artwt i ICLq'tation to (k'creaxe the impact  
q / t h e  ~h~eks on the aquatic  habitat  m the intpoun~bnent. .~;otn(' r~pa/'i(m s'uhstrat('.~ and  ve~etat i ,m 
t)p('.~ lhal are prevalent  []ltI()lti~/l(~lt [ t l l l  impoltndmetll ,  ilol ( 'on.si~/cred.~enxitil 'e or lh(ll it oll]d tl()[ 
hi" impac ted  t~1' the ,seawma[ ph/e: 'ment  O/'th~ck,~ have been ut i l i -cd  a~ dock zones  t.\ 'oted on Map  
7). 

('orresponding with an increasv in ]akeshore dcvelopmenL sex oral studies fimnd a decrease in 
aquatic ',egctation (Radomski and (;,aeman 2001; Jennmgs et al. 2003: Ilatzenbeler ctal.  2004: 
Jubar 2004). l'hese decreases in vegetation inay be attributed to increased recreational use, 
manual relnoval, or shading b'. docks. For example. Ostendorp ~.'t al. ( 19951 Ibtmd dmt emergent 
plants decreased \~,ith increased wave aclioll associated with rccrcallonal use ol'lakcs. Radonlski 
and Gocman (2001) tbund that lakeshore development in Minr~c'.;,,',la contributed up to 28% 
reduction ill cmcrgent aquatic '.cgctation. In a related concern, it has also been found that the 
loss of nati',e plants cncourage~- the cstablishmcnt of invasi',e -,pccics such as Eurasian 
watcrmilfi)il and curl,,-Icafpond',~ced (l{ngel and Pcdcrson 199,".11. 

Response: [ 'ropo~ed =h,(Ik DIll( "'tll{'t/t . o u l d  impa(I[ I[/~l~ than . m '  /,c i~I(,tll" (0. 70/i,] ol t&" co[~tffc 
hahitat  mzq~ped ad/a('~'nt to the ~tu.'elinc o / t h e  Bond  I 'b lA i.v,~mn~hm.nt. P r o p o s e d  (h~(k 
l)l(l('('ttlt'tll would  impact  I(,~.s them one percen t  (0. ]5 fY,) of the lrm,~e uICllands" hor~h'ritt,.., the 
iHll)Ol/tldmetlL 

A~ pr¢\iOll~;]y llolcd. Ihc ]!Zl~.ir~,llmcllKlI ~lll~.lic~ did no[ [ ; ro\ idL adeqt]atedata todoLernllno 
lnlportanI aquatic i,JSOtlrCe /()ILL'>; ahmg the shoreline. In the c;~sC Ol';Iqll[lliC re:-;ources, v,c 
prc,.iousl,, ycCOllln~cndud [he collection of site-specific [(}PE-llltll'~pcd) dald Oil liuora] rc~,our{.ICS 
stlch as g rave l  1.2nscs, ,,,.oody >,IIIIj,~[LIFC. alld at.luittic v e g e t a t i o n  hlMcild, these rcs, .mrccs ,.,.c['c 
,.lisctlssc,,.l only  ill g cnc l a l  ICrlTl,,; ill the ['{n~. irDnnlcnt; |]  Studi¢>., I hcrclbrc. ',~,C (.It) noI belie,, c that  
the data ulihzcd b~ I;I111('0 is of the quality and specificity nccdcd :o deterlninc the 
cnvironnlental iinpacts o tany  i',r(,po:-;als seeking sh,Jrelin,~ alleralmrls, dock phlcUlncnt, or v, oody 
habitat rnazlipuhttion. 

Response: 1]i(, env i romnenhd ~ c/mrt~ are ad( 'quah ~ to a~.se~.~ 1/i( l( ~ el ~4"impaet~ anticq~ated B Jr 
dle mm-pro/eel  u~e.~. The.%'.'~lf', d~J nr~t a / /ou dze removal  ,~/ ~ , , , . . c  ~ood~ d('t>ri, ~m tmd~er 
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harvcstin.~ on prtffect lands'. Although the agencies slate that their comments were not 
adequately ad~h'essed or summarily r(jected, they have not inch.h,d.v~ec([kw of the  deficie.cies 
which limit the l'~nvironmenml studies, other than those stated behm'. The agencies have not 
provi~k",l new evidence to substantiate this chron. 

( 'arrving Capacity 

The boating carrying capacity for each basra was calculated based on water surthce area and the 
type of watercraft anticipatcd to be used. The calculation involved averages and range of boating 
densities which did not appear to be based on relevant literature (basins similar to the remote 
Upper f'cninsula basins) or any on-the-grDund observations. In our comments on the 
Enviromnental Studies, we noted that any meaningful calculation of boating carrying capacity 
needs to start with a detennination of desired condition for each reservoir. Yet, this desired 
condition was not identified in tbe draft SMP as part of carrying capacity detemrination. 
Understanding and defining this future desired condition is a prelude to determining boating 
capacity, types of watercraft, aml other appropriate recreational uses. \Ve recommend using a 
decision making framework, such as Visitor Experience and Resource Protection (VERP; 
National Park Service, 1997) or Water Recreation Opporttmity Spectrum (WROS; llaas, et ah 
2004), to aid in identil~ing a future desired condition for each basin. These methods, widely 
accepted by State and Federal Resource Agencies and other entities involved in recreational 
phmning, step through a process of identifying the significance of an area, the desired conditions 
(range of visitor experiences and resource conditions) fur it, what combination of visitor 
experiences ',','ill best protect and enhance the water body values, and hov/to achieve and 
maintain the desired condition over time. This would include identifying possible manage|Dent 
prescriptions for different shoreline zones, and then setting standards to be used lbr monitoring 
that would trigger management actions if standards were exceeded. Desired condition for each 
basin should be identified and should inform subsequent boat and dock related decisions 
(number of docks, public access sites, what types Df boats). Wc are willing to work with you on 
developing a futt,re desired condition for each basin using WROS or VERP. Without defining a 
future desired condition for each flDwage, any assumptions made regarding watercraft capacity. 
type of v. atcrcraft, or other appropriate recreation is premature. 

After reviewing the carrying capacity studies (which we believe need to be modified based o11 
[hture desired condition) aml draft SMPs, we noted instances where the calculations were based 
on flawed data and where conclusions were not incorporated into the SMPs. For example, the 
entire surlace areas of Prickett and An Tram ',,,'ere inaccurately utilized in calct, lating boating 
carrying capacity. At Prickett, much of the basin has extensive snags and stumps whicb would 
reduce the usable water surface area. At Au Tram. the entire surface area of the basin was 
utilized m determining carrying capacity although a significant portion of the basin is closed as 
part ofa  I)NR wildlife refnge from September 1 to November 10. "lhe Au Train SMP suggests 
that the wildlife refuge was not factored into the carrying capacity analysis as the closing did not 
occur ,,vithm the peak boating season. We again point DUt the error of this omission, as the 
extcnsi*,c use of the basin by waterfowl hunters in the fall makes this one of the busiest buatmg 
period. Realistic calculations of water surface areas at each of the projects should be lactored 
into bo~ting carrying capacity estinrates. 
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|:urthcr, we noted instances v, hcre the results o f  the carrying capacity study were not 
incorporated in the SMPs. According to the boating carD'mg capacity study, additional boat 
docks arc not appropriate at bolh Cataract and Victoria. Nonetheless. additional boat docks or 
slips are proposed in the Pathway Access Area at Cataract. Docks arc not appropriate at Victoria 
as well, per the boating carryin:4 ,:apacity study asstmfing a 200" buff'or and combined use. The 
carrying capacity is already cxt ceded by the number of  boats originating from the public launch. 
given this intbrmation, it is not clear why docks are being prol',~,cd on either of  these basins. 

Response: 7he hoaling cart3'in ~ c~q;aci O" calcuhzlions" contaila 'd in the Re.~ourr'e Rel;ort.s ~( ' te  
hased  on method;  ohtaim,d./ i 'om an vxtcnsive  l i terature revivw, mHuding  a comprehen.dve  2005 
l i terature rev iew & m e  hv Hol!~ l,o~elv o f  the North  Carol ina State  Universi ty  DcTmrtment ~! 
t 'arks, Recreat ion & 7bllri.s'm :~hlnagemenl (l~.c'hniques r?/l::s'limat('d Boating ( 'aro ' ing 
Oq~acio'" A I.iter(zture Revie~t L The literatttre rev iew  incllul~'~ ¢t v . r i e t y  ¢?/lake.s'etlinzs 
ill('ludmq one s tudy ~1/our  lake'.s in .~'lichigan. 

/17tile a V,cciJh decis ion making  lkamework.f i~r determmin.~ (t ,h'sir('d corn]ilion (e.JZ.. W R O S  o r  

VI:'RP) wa,s m*t utilized, UP['C '0  took an empir ical  approach  a m l  ha.sed its criteria/i>r boating 
~h'nsi O' on presen t  day use at the impoundmentx .  7~'pi(allY thi~ was mixed  ~atercral t  u~(" and  (~ 
such, a cotntf fned use ~h'nsi O' fi.~ure was used  fin" ~k' termming I,, ,, tti~l,~ cart:vitl~ (£q;a('i O" and  
.sldzseqlletltIv the mzmher  rff th~ k.~ appropr ia teJor  tile it?lpOlOllhtll'/lt.s, 

t'seable water surface area 

,~htch ol ] ' rukc t t  contains c.rh'/tsivc areas  where  slunq*~ (m(l.sll~t,.'~ arc prcvah'Hl IJTlile 
inhihitin:.., the sq[~. operat ion ~,I h;~h ,V~eed water  craft, these arca.s arc nonetheles.~ nmigahh"  t(v 
smaller,  low or no horsepower  t~oats, b b r  thai reasOtl lilt" c'ntir,' ~lO'IgA'C (17"('(I O / t h e  ]~a.s'in was 
lc:..,itimalelv uscd  ill ~ ah'tdalint~ the its'cable sur/~lce at 'ca 

Thl" i'tl[lr(' .,Ill ~)'£1itl ~Itr/(l¢u £IF('(/ w(is ll%'t'd IJ£,('¢lttsc (I,s t loh 'd  ill the  t'(ItHtnutll thc  ~¢~ltlh('rlt Dorllotl  
o/ the mq .mn~hncn t  which is a,  sociated ~ ith the wihllih" r c / u ~  is ~,~lll' H o s e d  at the end  ~1 the 
h¢unin~ ~cason (Scptcmlk 'r  I \'¢Jvemlwr I0). l~Tffh, there ma, I,~ inl rcased  u.~c . / t h e  h ~ "  
lhtritl,k" w a t e r / o w l  hlttllitl,~, ~('(Iwul the" o'pical t~oat used/m" that/tlltT)O~£' i~" 0 lo~v II¢lF~(7)l)~t I'F 
cra[l  lravclin,g at s l o w  .~peed~ I//l~h'r the.se condi t ions ,  till mcr, , ,  t~ ' ( l  (h'n,W(Y if/t~¢~(tl~' u ill tlot t~C 
a prol , lcm ~htrin,~ the /a l l  s v a ~ m  

Due to il~ ~im.m~. many cham/vh'd c.nf igurat ion,  wat( ' r ( ra / l  n,((,..,(" , . l  Cataract i.~ l imi ted to 
~mall lu..~,y~ower f i d l m g  h.at~ ( /hr  lrol l in,gj am l  m . l - m o t . r i : c , i  ('am~c~ and kavak~, Thc lack (~! 
large, open luz~in~ a m / m u l t q d (  ( hanncl~ ~ ou ld  limit t/l(" nl/mh,'r ~J/ h~al interc/~ lioH~, al lowing 
/o r  ct preatvr  m . n l w r  o /watcrv , 'u l t  thapl calculated u.shl,~ Opk c:l hr,atin;~ carl:t'm~ ¢~qu.i n 
5llldJ£:~,. 

Victor ia 
The SMP (loe~ not t . o p . ~ e  a m  d.¢ L~ m"/)oat .~lip~ . n  lh(' I't~ ' I t .  t~l Imp(holding'hi 

l)ocks 
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V 

V 

Docks could, depending on placement, have long term negative impacts on important fish, 
wildlife, and acsthctic resources. A study by Dahlgrcn and Korschgcn (1992) dctcmfincd that 
the installation of docks in areas of watcrfowl breeding habitat tbrced watcrfowl to mt)vc to less 
attracti'~c sites. As previously discussed, dock placement can also impact fish spawning and 
nursery habitat. As nearshorc habitat was not fully mapped, it is unclear hov,, "'dock zones" 
avoidcd these habitat areas. Anecdotal data provided by the Great Lakes Indian Fish & Wildlife 
Commission and Kev,,eenaw Bay Indian Community (KBIC) suggests that on Bond and Prickctt 
tlowagcs, dock placement areas could overlap with important nearshore walleye arcas. Without 
detailed substratc and bathymctry data, it is not possible to fully evaluate the cxtcnt of potentially 
signific;mt adverse effects to aquatic resources. Such data is needed to determine if and v.hcre 
dock placcmcnt may be appropriate. 

In Drder to fl~rther review dock and dock placement, we not only need more detailed aquatic 
resource ml'ormation, but we also need valid carrying capacity estimates based on a dcsircd 
future condition as discussed above. 

Response: We researched the reference provided and determined that it was simply a 
hihliograpl~v and did not provide substance regarding the installation o f  docks in areas o/ 
wate~'Jowl hreeding hahitat. The SMPs ana(vzed the environmental impacts associated with doek 
plaeetm'nt tm the impoun~hnents and concluded that dock phwement wauld have only minor 
a~A'erse impacts on fish and wildli/b and their habitat. 

Wildlife 

Implementation of the draft SMPs, including development of trails, pathways, new launch 
facilities, docks, and view corridors could impact important wildlife habitat through direct 
modification (cutting of small diameter trees tar view corridors or paths), fragmentation, or 
human disturbance. Many neotropical migratory songbirds are especially sensitive It) 
fragmcntation of nearshore areas since t'ragmentation often results in the loss of ground cover 
and othe; habitats uscd for nesting, and may also lead to increased nest predation and nest 
parasitism (Austin 1961; Askins 1995; Robinson, et al, 1995; Engel and Pederson 1998; Lindsay 
ctal.  2002). Cutting trees for trails, pathways, and vicw corridors could result in habitat 
fragmcntatiDn and loss of migratory bird nesting habitat. 

Response: It is incorrect to characterize the limited creation o f  paths, trails and view 
enhancement areas withhl the pr~/eet boumktries, as proposed tinder the restrictions outlined in 
the SMPs, as the nT~e oJ~'agmentation evaluated as port o/ the literature that is cited in tile 
agem 3, ~omment. Due to tile restrictions as outlined in tile SMPs fi~r the limited development 0 /  
paths, trails, and view enhancement areas, these activities will nat result in a break ill the /iJrest 
cam)pv and ereate fi)rest fi'agmentation a~" cited in tile agen~ T eorttment. 

Incrcascd hurnan usc of the shorcline and tlowages as a dircct result of acccss pathways and dock 
placement also could negatively impact sensitive wildlife species. To protcc~ disturbance 
sensitive specics. Asphmd (2000) recommends limiting human access to undistt, rbcd shorclincs 
that provide habitat for specics such as loons, herons, turtles, and eagles. In addition, sc,.cral 
studies have tound that increased use of motor boats led to increased dismrbancc t)f nesting birds 
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(Asplund 2000), with migratory birds bcing of  most concern dec to their increased energy nceds 
and resulting delayed migration (Kahl 1991 ). The trails and pathways proposed in the SMPs ',','ill 
promote greater human activities arot.nd the basins and no proposed SMP zones would prohibit 
trails. Individual docks, dock clusters, and new launch facilitic,, ~ill allow greater boating 
activity on each basin, m turn creating more disruption m ,.vildht~., 

Response: Recreation i~ an ev~e~ltial use o[ land and uater.s ol a/'7:'R( "-regulated I{vcb'rwh'ctric 
pr~?[ect. Approved dock zones were determined hv identi~i:ing ~cn~itive ureas on the reservoir~ 
and avoiding them during plac,,ment ~f  the dock structttrev 7¢w lwoposed placenwnt q/ puhlic 
pathwto'~ was alxo determined t~v identi{~'mg sensitive areas and aw,iding them m phw,.mcnt o /  
the pathw~o'x. 

lJw restriction.~ ph~ced on the in.stalk~tion q/dock structures um/ p, ahwco:s are eh'~igncd to 
minimize nc~alive impacL~" to (m) .~en.s'itive re.sources and t)lher IH)tI-~('HS'iIiVC neaurol 
re.~ourc('s" uithin the pr¢?ject hoHvI~ktr)'. 7he proposed SMP l,hwc~ ~i~nificant a~ktitional Iond 
within the huff~'r zones that were not protected fi'om ]ltnnan dt~ll,rh~ltB'(, lotd('r the 
ori,..'inal li('en~e within the con.servation zones'. The.~e a~Mitionoi lemd~" p k w e d  within thi.~ 
ctm.servalion clo.s's~fication in the $'MP not only contain the .s'en~ltive are~ts, hut ('onhtin all 
ogklititmal hinds within the pr~?leCt houndar)" that are ilO/]n'ol),~ed./in" any type o/distlnhance. 

..Is i~h'nt!fied in the ~h'a/? SMP. tile" puhli( trail is to he ident~/h'd ,rod h,catcd m c,,,~ultation ~ith 
the :',:'.',,';l;,'-ce agencies, l / i t  ix neces'~'w 3, through agem 3" ct~*t.~ldhttit)n. ~omc ~el'llotls u'i/] tl¢)l hC 
built within the conservation areas to prohibit additional di.sttnl,,n~'c to sensitive area.~ 

l 'hese impacts to wlMlife wouM conflict with license and plan ob.icclivcs which relate to 
protection of  these species and their habitat. Implementing the draft SMP would also contlict 
v, ilh the general requirenlent m the licenses to protect and enhance the resource ,,alues tit each 
prqiect. In addition to not meelfl-g the objectives of  the existing licenses and phms. the SMPs as 
proposed woukl resuh m additional brag-tern1 degradatum and Io~,s ot',.~.ildlit~: habitat, l'he 
impacts to v. ildlife resources shoukl be clearly discussed in the SMPs. The projects" plaw, 
should also be rewritten to address the new wildlife fl~rcats and m~pacts associated ~ith 
in~plementmg the SMPs. 

.S~oecJes o f  Collcern 

All Ihe project 's  licenses addrcs~ several species of special corn crn inchldJng federal and ~mte 
listed threatened or endangered species such as the bald eagle, gra~ woll; common loon. ~ood 
turtle, and osprey. Increased h u m a n  disturbance and ruodification or 'habitat associated ,,~.ith 

mlplernentmg the draft SMPs coukl result m negative impact~, to these species. These ncgati ' ,c 
impacts arc not col'~sistent with licenses and plans which articulate [ !PPCO's  rcsponsibihty to 
protect and enhance habitat lor these species. 

Response: Rt'~trictions include,/in tk(: S.~II-'s wcrc dc'vck~p('d t~, lWOt~'tl and ('pltum~e lkc 
project "s land and ~ ater rewm. c~',~ ~ hil(" providin~d /or t~t dro[,~,n cr ~)lwrati~m~. /uture 
rcc'rcatiom~l enhancements, oral lake oc(es.s/{v the.~eneral puh/l( and odflwoTt Iond.wm'p:~ Ill 
a(klltio~l, the ne~ re~tricti~m~ u iL' in(rea.~e and enhonc'c c~i.sli~l'~ /lol,i&u [~r 01051 t~/'tJl(',~'t" %[H'( i~'% 
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I 9' eliminating timber harvesting andeneouraging oldgrowth.fiJrest characteristics. According 
to the MI)NR web site (http, w .  w.michig~ gov chTr O, 1607, 7-153-10370 12145 12205 32569- 
-.[~(t. h t m l _ # [ ) r ¢ ~  old qrmtthfi . 'ests may not be the best suitable habitat fi, r the gt'~ O' wol/. 
llte web ;ite states "Wo(['hahitat is" enhanced I~v timber cutting, wildli]~ habitat management 
and othc'r pray'flees that create more diverse and produetive./brests. "" The wood tltrtle L~ 
currently not listed on any ~'tate ar./~.deral list re,garding .ff~eeies o/ermeern [or the UP. "lhe 
Sz][l{s" anal)~ed the environmental intpaets associated with proposed non-prq/ect use Of project 
hinds" and e¢meluded that imph,mentation q/'the SMP ix not expected to have an impact on state 
or h'~h'rally-listed threatem'd or emhmgered.sl)eeies. 

V 

Bald 

All projects identify the need to protect and enhance habitat tbr bald eagles. This typically 
includes contributing to annual next surveys, reducing human disturbancc around nest sites, and 
protecting suitable habitat for eagles. At some basins, protection of  fnrage and roost trees is also 
incorporated into the license and phms. The iinplcmentatkm of the draft SMPs cot, ld negatively 
affect ca~:,les through incrcascd human disturbance and direct modification of habitat. 

"lhe proposed conservatkn~ zones do not incorporate all nesting and foraging sites. Based on our 
review, it appears that only bald eagle nests which were active in st, miner 2006 were placed m 
the SMPs most restrictive conservation zone. In many situations, b~,ld eagles utilizc several nest 
sites in a general area and often switch activities among these nests year to year. "lhis is true at 
Prickett and Au Train basins whcrc nnc bald eagle pair has scvcral nests on each basin. These 
aJtenlatc nest sites need to be incorporated into conservation zones. We consider nests to be 
"historic'" only after ten years have passed without any nesting activity. 

Response: Sinee the dra/ting ~Jthe Bald Eagh" Phms, the haht eagle ha.s been ~h'-lA'ted as a 
/~.deral endangered.weeies. The eagle is eurrently listed as a Miehigan State threatened speeies. 
The Ahtrch 9, 2007, letter /rom the Michigan Department ¢~'Natural Resources lists state 
threatened am/state .we~'ies q/.special significance/br the prq/ects. A II eta'rent eagh" plans state 
that an eagle nest is eansidered hi.~torical a/h'r five.veaJw q/ non-use, not ten. Ut'PCO has 
revA'ed the SMPs to inelt.h: a greater amount o/eagh, f i . 'aying areas. All the phms ewith the 
exception q f  Bon<v Falls') do m,t require the protection qlifi.'aging areas. 

Bald eagle foraging areas and roost trees were not thoroughly documcnted in the [invironmental 
Studies and, when dncnnlcntcd, these areas wcrc not protected in cotlscrvation zones, hDr 
example, it is noted in the Boney Falls Endangcrcd and Threatened Species Managemcnt Plan 
that thc basra is used extensively by foraging bald eagles. The Plan inch,des a map ofthc 
important foraging areas. All of these foraging areas v,'erc not incorporated into a conservation 
z D n c ,  

Response: l'he an/y areas that are nat currently incha/ed in conservation zone~]br the Bon<v 
Pro/eel are areas that previously eontaim'd recreation or development prior to the clra/ting o f  
the SMPv. It is" important to recognize that the current lieens'es /br the prq/eets" alhn~" timt~et 
harve~tut... UPPCO is proposinq to prohihit all timher harvesting or the c'ttttin~ or trimming ~'/ 
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mature t r e e s ,  therc[bre providi;lg hvtter proteetion (?['ruosl trec~ tha~l the original licens'e.s. On 
balance, the prohibit ion f f f  all liml,er har~'esting more  than ~ Oml~en.~ates Jbr  any unanticipated 
advelwe e//eeLs that may  o c c u r / r o m  Ilotl pr(?jecl rises on pt'¢y'('( ' [alltl~ 

Increased human disturbance ~ ithin project boundaries could impact toraging or nesting bald 
eagles. Ill addition to pedestrian activity along the shoreline on trails and pathways, tile expected 
increase in watercraft activity may also adversely affect eagles  %indies have shown that bald 
eagles are affected by shoreline develDpnlent (Buehler ct al. l t;91 ) and may be forced tu spend 
additional energy on l~eding as their nests are moved further mhmd to avoid human disturbance 
(Fraser et al. 1985). l 'he  implelncntation of  tile draft %MPs, ,>.,,~lld likely reduce eagle nesting 
attempts or nesting success .an pr,,',.Wct lands in tile future 

As currently proposed, implementation of  the draft SMl>s could ad', crsely impact bald ~.'aglcs and 
conllict with license objectives Ibr protecting and enhancing bahl eagle habitat. Increased 
boating activity, trails, pathways,, and numerous docks are new lhrcats to eagles which need to be 
clearly addressed in the SMP. In addition, eagle related manag~:mcnl plans for each ha~,m need 
to be re-written to address ally new h'npaets. 

Response:  7he SMt~.~ • prohibi t  all t imhcr harvuslin~ ¢~r the cuttm.,.,, ~;r lrimmalg ~?/ matttJ e free',. 
lhcre/ure providing better, and (t Iz.reuter ntmlher o/~ roost tr('ea IhtJtt the origim4/ licen~'c~ or 

r e~mrce  manag, emenl p/an.~. ~ )n halance, the prohihiti<m q/ al/ l imhvr harve.~'tin~ dl~m/d more  
than compensate.liar any unanltclpated adverse e[iecls fllal nlav ¢~(( llr [rom / / ( ~ t / I / ~ t "[ ~ /  [ ' ( I / t t IS C ].~ " [ ~ i I 
prolcct  lands'. 77w S..~IP.s' ~ ill /,c : m  en/oreeahh, thwt~tnent that ~ il/ a.s'sure new thn'at.s /ktml 
Itnanticipated us'e.s ul the time t,/ ,'icensin.~ arc ~*~h'quately idetmlh'~fi evaluated, and u~hh'e.s.s'u~Z 
~ "]l[ • / '~ ~/t / / I( • . ~'ill~'e current  phln.~ ~h; n~t re~trie! these Ilse.~. the phm~ (h~ m~t need tt~ he modi/ie~Z 
..Ill the current licen.~es have et , tatuk~t'd laird u~'e ¢lrlic/e that al/,,ws thexe u.~ex', pt'ovi~k'd thc~ 
/~r~lect ~t" enhance the scet~ic, t c(reatiotla/ ulld other l'llvirt~llltl~.nta/ V(l/Igc,~" (?/the pl'oje~ t It i~ 
Ihe f;utT~.~v ~4 the S:%ll~x to ~zs'.~l~r,, that thLx happctl~'. In u¢l¢tltiot~ litrther prt~tectiottx /~t project  
lamt~ have l,een ad~h,d to the .S'%l.n~ to a~hh'e.~'.s these new uxex" I'he N ~ll'~ amlh 'zcd the 
em ironmcnta] imp~wt~ a.s.sociated with proposed  non-pr~l('Cl it xc ol prt?[ett hltl(Zs" atld (oll('/tfdl'd 
th~tt implementatum ~;! the 5..~Jl' t., m~t expect~'d to have an intp~( t ~m state n r  [ederal/v-/istcd 
t h T e a l e l l d d  o f  e l l d C l l l ~ e r e d  St)el l c %  

( irav \ \ o l f  

Gray v.'ol,,es are tound througll~t;I the [;pper l>eninsula of  Midligan. ',;race gray v.olves mo,.e 
extensively throughout the area it is presumed that project lands are utilized by ',~ ol',es at least 
periodically. ( iray wolves were. recentl> remo',ed from the list uf  IL'derall'~ threatened and 
endangered species, but still renl~ m on the Michigan endangered ,,pccies list. 

The existing project manageme'~l plans fbr ~ray wolves tbcus ()1} rcdn,:ii'~g threats tram !o~in~ 
aetix itics including closing Ioggirlg lOa,,ls aild protectJtlg dell and rcnde/VOLiS '.,ires. (ilk ell the 
proposed changes to prqjeet land~, discussed in the SMPs. protecu',c measures that address, 
threats o f  logging actix ities on wolves are no longer relc,.ant the  r~latlS need to he re-v, titten to 
incorporate new threats [ l l ld inlpa,.'ts associated with %MP iniplcnlenlation+ [nel¢a,~ed h/ l l l ldn 
aetJ", Jty and disturbance of  projcct lands, as well :is associated nun.projecl land de'. eloprnent. 
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may result in less utilization o f  these areas by '.,,'DIves. The numerous new access points around 
the shoreline proposed by UPP( 'O in the SMPs. along ;vith trails and other recreational 
enhancements around the l lowagc shoreline, wouhl be in direct conflict with license direction 
and likely lead to irreversible degradation of  wol f  habitat. 

As currently proposed, implementation of  the drali SMPs could negatively impact gray wolf  and 
conflicl with liccnse objectivcs for protecting and enhancing wol f  habitat. Increased human 
disturbance associated with trails and pathways arc new threats to wolves which need to be 
clearly addressed in the SMP. In addition, wol f  related management plans for each basin nccd to 
bc re-written to address any new inlpacts. 

Response:  lhe  March 9, 2007. h'tter doesn ' t  include the gruy wol f  as u .~pecies r? /eamer ,  h;r 
uto, o f  the current projeets. The ageneies comment that the gray wol f  remains on the Miehigan 
endangcred species list. tlowever, the Michigan D~Tmrtment ~?/'Natural Resources Wildl~fi" 
Divisiou's list o/Endangered and lhtw~tened Species list shows the status ~?['the gray wo([ as 
state threatened. Sittce all timber harvesting is prohibited hy the SMI>s. m) new logging roads 
~ill  be canstructed and some existing roads, nuo, he discontinued. These measures will ensure 
that human impacts on the grt(v wol['within the pr~!jects" are minimized. The SMPs auaOw'd the 
environmental impa~'ts associated with pr*qmsed non-praject use ,¢/'prt~/eet hmds' and concluded 
that implementatiott ~?['the S;'~H ~ is not expected to have an impact on state or [ederalO'-Iisted 
threatened or endangered.~peciex. 

("on1111Dn Luon 

Based on the Enviromncntal Studies, curnrnon loon or comnloll loon habitat ,,,,as fDnlid at All 
Train, Bond, Prickctt, and Victoria basins during a one or two day visit to the basins. Only thc 
Bond Falls license (Bond and Victoria basins) specifically identities mcasurcs to protect and 
enhance habitat for loons. With loon habitat observed at Prickctt and Au Train, wc bclievc 
protection o f  loons at these basins is important and management plans are warranted. 

Increases in human disturbance and boating activity as a resuh of  SMP implementation would 
negatively impact loons. Loons arc highly scnsitive to human disturbance (Evers 2004). I.oons 
are also known to bc affected by both shoreline development, which oftcn results m the removal 
of  ncsting materials, and incrcascd rccre~ltional use (Titus and VanDuff  1981: Evcrs 2004). 

During our review, we also noted that not all high quality loon habitat was protected by a 
Conscr' .ation Area. For instance, only a portion of  the high quality habitat at Bond Falls flowage 
would bc placcd in a ( 'onscrvation Area with accompanying no-wakc signs. ,qcvcral othcr high 
quality h~)n areas on Bond Falls, howcvcr,  arc not prutcctcd in a conservation zone. In nnc 
location, where the agencies recommended loon platform placcment, UPPCO propuscd a cluster 
dock (see }:lgnrc 8-2 o f thc  Bond Falls SMP). 

Response:  I /PPCO ha.s revised the SMP fi>r Bond Falls to increase eouservatiou areas to 
proteet unique sensitive areas i~h'nt!/ied in the environmental reports. 
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As currently proposed, inlplenlenlation ,,11"the drali SM Ps coulc trlipaet co113n3ot1 loot1 and 
conflict with Bond Falls license ubjcctivcs of  protecting and enhancing loons and loon habitat. 
Increased watercraft activity and increased human disturbance associated with trails, pathways, 
docks, and new boat launch facilities arc new threats to loons x,.hiclt v.crc not addressed m the 
rclicensing process. These impacts to loons need to be clearly addressed in the .<,MPs. llte Bond 
Falls Wildlife Plan needs to be re-writtcn to incorporate and consider these icy. thrcats to loons. 
l.oon protective measures Deed It) be added to Prickctt and Au "[ rain v.'ildlife management plans. 

Response:  I'ur.s'uant to the prtq . ; u@'  ment iom'd  consultation w:th ( 7tristie l)eloria, not all 
potential  b~on habitat reqtdre~ /wotcction In general,/iteratur,. '  has .shown that i .crca. ,ed 
hlll?lEII1 pressz#'e may  (l/]~'('t lootl ne~lmg, hou'~:"¢er, it has been tt't*cl/Olt'llted 11l~11%ODl(" indtvtdu~11 
h)ons c'an acclimate to humatl o~ '/ivit)" over  time and  ctltl nest .gilt "ccv~fidly tinder :,,lock'r, tte/o.'e,{~ 
ql 'human pressure  (,~h'lntyre and Barr. 1997, l leimbe<~er et.al . 19,~3). ]he  mm-l.Ofl ' , ' t  u.~e q /  
prq/ect  hznd~" will not he immedmtc  and is ant icipated to occur o~ e r a  per iod  O/ten to / i l iecn 
3"ear.s. Increased human pressure  too)" aL~o come.l /ore a ,,...em'ro[ Jll~'rease in re¢'rcolion lt~e 01 
the impoltndments. .41l potentiol  hahitats need not I,e protec ted  i'.sgleciallY where no neMiny 
pair,~ q[ loons  currenth" e.xist. 771e l~cus.~houhl be on aelltcllh u~ed territorie.~'. ()ll 
imllollndttlenl.s" that do not eltrrcnllv have ne,~ting population.~, an adeqltale amolOll i~1/)rime 
nesting arcas will l)e protec ted  ti)r /bture use. l f ie  SMl~.~' ana@z('d the environmenlal  m~pacts " 
~,~soeiated with proposed  ~zon-l,roB'ct use q /pro /ec t  hmd~" and iot*~ ha l ed  that imph,metztation o /  
the SMt '  i* not expected to ho~ ~' ltll inqmct on .state or l i 'derallv. lAted threatened ~)r ctldtm.gt'rt'd 
V;('( lies. 

171e S31P.s will he an e~!h.'ccal,le ~b;~ tt/netll thai ~ ill as.~ure lit.;:' threats [r~ml tolanli¢lpat~'d lists 

at the time o[lieen.sing arc a~k',ll,an'lv i~h:ntilied, ewduated,  an, l a(kb'e.vsed l'herclure. .~imc 
clo'rctlt ])ltl/ls do riot resD'&'[ t/lts'~" list's, llle ])lolls do not ,'wed t .  /)c tllOdllle~ 

Sturlzet,n ( Prickett and Victg_r_ig.~ 

l .akc Sturgeon is listed as a state threatened species in N'licbiga:) ( 'urrcntly there are only three 
kn(iwtl river spawning hlcation~, zenlammg for this species v. ithm the I.J.S. side of  the I.akc 
Superior basin. One o f  these spawlllng locations is just downstream of  the Prickett dam on tile 
Sturgeon Ihvcr. Do,.,, nstream of  Victoria l)am Oll tile OlltOllOgan River. there are ongoing efforts 
to restore a spawning population of lake sturgeoll. IllcrdllSCS in boatitlg actix it', on thc~e basins 
could result m water quality dc,.z,r:~dation and impacts to down,;Ircanl spawning adults, eggs. or 
lar~ ae. l h c  SMPs need It) addrc ,s  potential impacts to lake sturgeon. 

Respnnse:  O P P ( ' O  has revi~ed tli¢ ' Prickett  S,A,[P tu e/iminan! Hic i~roposol lo rc ;n .ve  ~Iump~ flJr 
navl~otioll, l h e  pre~e*lce rd t/ic , mmfx~ will / im# the ~'i:e amt  V;ccd o/ hoat~ vhat ~ ill u~c Hie 

Iz~C Is/pro/co! land~ aizd c~mc/it, IcJ lhu'l imph'menlalion o! the .~ X,I/' i~ ~iot ~'.V~('cl('d Io have all 
impa~t o .  ~lalc o r  ?ederallv-li~h'd l / i rcoh 'ncd o r  emla l l~ercd  ~l;~'~ic~ 

Oh] ( ; rowth.  l .am] Managemem 
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V 

liach of the proiccts has an approved land managelnent plan that refers either to managcnrent for 
old growth tbrest or protection of forest vegetation. In all instances, the proposed non-project 
uses of prujcct lands and permitted activities would negatively affect old growth or other forest 
communities within the project boundaries. Therefore, these activities v~,ould bc inconsistcnl 
with the FERC licenses and approved plans. 

Response: UPPC'O designed the SMPs to be consistent with. and in ma~ 0' instam'es to further, 
the goal.~ aml objectives o/ the overall requirements q/ the prqjects' licenses and FI-R('- 
mamlatcd management and ntonitoring phms. An intportant component o[each eft'the SMP~ is 
that UI-'I'CO has prohibited timber harw,sting at each oft&" projects where timber harve.gtmg is 
currentl~ a permitted activity. The allowance o f  timher harvesting is contradictor)" to the 
dt'veh~pment ¢ff old ~rowth characteristics. "l'her6~Jbre, by prohihiting timber harvesting the SMl ~ 
is prom,~ting old growth [orest ~k, veh~pment. 

The licenses tot Bond Falls and Cataract refer to management of the project hinds tbr old 
growth. Thc DNR uses a working definition of old growth: "'Old growth forests are those that 
approxinlate the structure, composition, and fimctions of native tbrcsts. These native conditions 
generally include more large trees, canopy layers, native species, amt dcad organic material.'" As 
proposed in the SMPs under Permittable Activities, cutting brush or small trees and removing 
tree limbs or dead organic material for paths and enhanced view areas would not be consistent 
with old growth tbrest dcvclopmcnt. Trenching along the paths to install electrical lines would 
also negatively impact old growth lbrcst, as it would damage tree root systems and disrupt 
ground-level vegetation. 

Response: 7he ('ataract license does not mention the nlanagement o f  ohl growth.fi;rest 
characteristics. UPPCO has designed the SMPs to prohibit timber hata'esting o ,  each o/ the 
project,s, although it i~ current(v allowed in the licenses. The allowance o/'timber harvesting is 
contratfictorv to the develapment o /o ld  growth characteristics. 7herefl~re, hy prohihiting tinlher 
harve~ting the SMt~ is. promating old growthlbrest  developnlent. UPPCO has revi~ed the SMPs 
I 9, removing the instalkttion t?/tmdergrottnd electric wiring. 

While Au Train, Prickett, and Boney Falls projects do not have specific old growth management 
objecti'.cs, they have approved FERC plans that include provisions lbr protection of forest 
vegetation. In each plan, project lands are to be maintained with a diversity of vegetation types 
and age classes to encourage wildlife use and preserve project aesthetics. Since the creation of 
enhanced view areas, trails, and pathways within project lands was not envisioned when these 
plans ,.~.cre written during reliecnsmg, they need to be mnended or rewritten to address these new 
threats. 

Response: ]lie SMP,~ have stricter control~" on vegetation tnana~ement than the current ]icen.~es 
or the approved mana,~ement phm,~, The S,~H~s will he an e~![brceahle document that will a,~,~ure 
new threat,s" from unanticipated uses at the time q /  licen.s'ing are adequate O, i~h'ntified, evaluated, 
and ad¢h'essed. 7"hero,fore, since Clo'rcnt plans do not restrict these ltSCs, the plan~" do not need to 
he modilh'd 

Rc-creation 
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Recreational }-nhancements 

Significant recreational enhancements are proposed in each SMI'. According to (,~PP('(), these 
enhancements, in addition to v,'h:~t is provided lbr in each licen~,c, ,,,.ill assure that recreational 
access to thc general public is prw. idcd as the land surrounding the project boundat 3' is 
devcloped. UPPCO intended to ~,ite thesc recreational facilitic-, Io zr¢oid scnsiti ',e cnvirc, nmcntal 
resources and to ensure that their use was consistent with existin~ F[~R(" license pkms. 

The proposed recreational enhancements are inconsistent with the licenses. Man> of  the 
enhancements conflict with kc 5 hcense objectives, particularly fiR)S( relating to protection of  
wildlife habitat, minimizing human use o f  the project shoreline maintaining ex~sling walk-in 
access for dispersed recreation, and protection o f  shoreline aesfl~etics. For example, the 
proposed Little Falls access point and parking area is located v, ithin o~e o f  the most 
environmentally sensitive areas ~dong the Bond Falls shoreline. As nutcd in the Fnvironmcntal 
Studies, the sand bank along the cast side o f  the Little fal ls  Bay contains high quality wood 
turtle nesting habitat and wood turtles were observed in this area during the 2006 sur,.ey (v.ood 
turtles arc a U.S.  Forest Service Sensitive Species and also a State of  Michigan ~,pecies of  
Concern duc to declining populations). Two of  the primary threats to ',~.ood turtles arc poaching 
by humans and human dJsturba~cc o f  turtles during their nesting season. Additional human use 
of  this area would contlict with the objective o f  protecting this rare species and its hahitat. 

"1"o a,.oid unncccssary contlicts v. ith the existing FER(" license plans, the agencies recommend 
that recreational cnhanccment~, t~ot be implemented at this time \\ 'hile some of Ihc-~c 
enhancements such as public the(ks tO alleviate use and crowding at public ]aunchc~, nlav bc 
needed m the |uture. there is currently no demonstrated need. I~ccausc many ol'fl'~csc 
enhance%Dents may ha;,,: negatD, u cn'..ironmental, recreational, ;hid acsthetic impacts, rccrcatiollal 
enhancements should only bc considered when a need is indicated b> the periodic recrc~tional 
use assessment (FER(" Form g0). further ,  if it is demoustratcd that recreational enhancements 
are warranted, the inlplementalJon gchedule should not be tied to dock placcnlcnl  

R e s p o n s e :  {}Pt'(. 'O [i,eL~ the B o m l  impomt(bnent  has hcen tni.~chara~terizcd a.~ a rt'motc, prL~tittc 
wihlerm,  s.s lake hy the I'CSOl(T(t" ~t.~cncit's. "]o the t'ontrttt[v, Bond  itn/totottbtt6ttt i~ tl'tldi[l' 
a¢cessil~le b) 'p t tved  t m d  mttit%t~tim,d ~ravel  pttt)lic roads  T[le ~outhern t m d  soltt/%u cst l;ottiott~ 
o / t h e  shorel ine  are  ta'cessihh" I~v hi~sh .~'tatuk~rd hJt;gitlg rottd.~ that [i,t" the mo.~t part  ore 
passahh" hy high hod~ 2 W D  vchiclc.s' a m l  are also used  t~v ATli~ m , l  sm~wmohilc~ f o r m a l  
recreation slte~ hove ht'ett de~ ~'h~,'t~'tl at the prqjec l  a m l  some  tmtlvm,~ lt!/tttvn<%l ~itc~ ar~ I~cit%.,,; 
incotTmrated i t t to. /ormal Iocatiotts tW('(tlt.~'c o/h%gh. %4Hm~t/l~lc,~( ttl~lc /mhl ic  us(" that is r(,~ullm~ it% 
.shoreline cro.~ion dama,~e, h% a(hlilion, .se(t.somtl (/tld yt'(i/.YOlttld ]1~1tllt'3 ~11"(" /¢hilh'l/ ¢~tl till" 11¢)tl/t 
shore  o / t h e  impouncbncnt. 

I"or the ahoy (  lis'ted rca.~ons ~ ['l '( 0 gem'ral (v  dixagree,s wilh the j,,iJtt a : ' e m c  < mnmc%%t~ rm lit( 
lack O/ t le ( 'd /or  I'~'c%'Ctlt%ot% ct%h~m."t'm<'t%t~. ('.Vtct'i~tlO' ol l/t( Bond  impottnthncnt ]"I:R( pl'OlC< Is 
arc anlhropo~vnic  itH[H~I#IND%uII[% llt ld itl('t'('llSCS in VCtFiOII.S [or/it, ¢,/ pld)[ie r~'¢ /t'tlllOll 
Oplmrtm%itie~ lit'(" us'uallv the' mos I recognizable  hemfit.~ o / a  k k  R( prolc< t to thc ,Uc/%crcd pHl,li( 
It% I]1£" C¢1S(' O/ the  Bottd P'o]{~" tt%%r~otolthtt('tll, lhcrc i.s tit7 ~]t[~oFtltll/tl" to c.!p{111(/ %'cf/'lq %litJ/% 
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o oportlttti(v to encompaxv , lore than the remote, d!['/]cult accesv./brm tJfrecreation that the 
L]pper 15"nitlsula so much abounds in. In atMition, l'he agency .stutement that "a~klitional access 
shouhl mJt t~e encouraged" at certain sites does not ketT~ peoph'Jl'om ttsin.~ a site hut mere'l) 
prevent~ (,'l'lJCO /i'om protecting spee{/ic sites as public access ctmtinue~ on unprepared 
~I'OIIIICI. 

/Ix a revult r!/ this disagreement. Ut~P('O eontinue~" to propose nttmerous re¢'tz'ational 
etthanccments at the malori O' q[the iml)ottndments, although some enhaneement.~ have heed 
eliminated /~'om the SMPs. 

V 

Impacts to Recreatiomll Use 

('urrcntly. each of the projects is located in a rural, mostly forested landscape. Recreation, for 
the mDst part, is informal with many users participating in bird watching, fishing from boats and 
shore, or hunting. Many Df I ,PPCO's recreation sites are primitive in nature and consist of a 
boat la,nch, canoe portage, and outhouse. The public has become accustomed to this type of 
rccreational experience at all of these projects, and the existing licenses and licensc plans arc 
written to provide this type of use. Current recreational uses, such as tribal fish spearing at 
Prickett, could be negatively iinpacted by development of the project shorelines and installation 
ofdDcks Allowing the propuscd non-project uses of project lands will result in a different 
recreatltJnal cxpcrience and in some instanccs, conflicting use. 

One of the l~,esDurce Agencies concerns with the increased non-project use of the project lands is 
the negative impact to hunting Hunting is very important to Michigan's rural economies. In 
2001. 754,000 Michigan residents and non-residents spent S490 million dollars on equipment, 
travel, and hunting licenses (I_J.S. l)epartment nfthe Interior ct al. 2001). Recreational hunting is 
especially impovlant at the Au l'rain project, which includes a 2,000 acre wildlife rcluge that 
covers a significant portion of the southern basin. Thc I)NR describes the Au "lrain Basin 
Waterfowl Project as the most productive game lands m Alger County becmlsc of the diversity in 
cover types including nDrthcnl forests, aspen, and cherD', all mixed with small ~lnd largc 
Dpenin.,_.g,.~ that provide for excellent wildlife habitat. Although the An Train SMP states that the 
sale of nun-project lands will not impact hunting practices because the Non-exclusive License 
Agreement will require designated homeowners to allow watcrfowl hnntiftg within 200 fcct of 
their dwellings (State law prohibits hunting from within 480 fcet of a dwelling without written 
permission from the owner), wc are concerned that the designated Ic, catiDns only represent a 
small porlion of the basin. Other flowagcs and surrcu,nding shorelines also experience 
considerable use by hunters, particularly waterlbwl hunters and upland game hunters. Wc 
maintain that proposed non-project uses Df proiect land would restrict the ability of the public to 
p~trticipate in turret'Jr recreational uses, including shoreline hunting 

Response: The prt?jeet boundaries ~?f the various projects are not being changed. Additiomtl 
puhlie recreational access" is heing proposed at all o f  the prol'e¢'ts, Upland ~-ame hunting will not 
be ~/[c'~ ted withitt arty ~!]the prr?jeets with the e~e(7>tio~l o/~'tate mamktted,~etl~acLs ]~'om 

~9 



Jnofflclal FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0143 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#: P-i0856-000 

residential buildings. None ~,/ the ire'o/veal projects  have h~'cn I"~q;°scd fi;r re~i~h'nthd 
development,  till resi~h'ntial dc'veh~pment will be outsi~h" O/I~m'l e~t t~otm~klries. In the inslance 
o f  the Au 7)'ain Pro/cc't U P P ( ' O  t~ aware  vJ'the h ~ h  use q / t h e  t~t'~,jcct Ov water/owl hunte~w attd 
as part  ¢.~/'at o" sah.s agrccmol t  ,,/'ahttttin,t; non-project  land the t,cl," ¢,wners" will t,e sub/cot to the 
Non-exclusive License ..Igrcem¢'ttt that rt'quircs hmdownet:s to ~;/Io;v htmtbte  within 200.leer q! 
their dwellings. 

Wild Rice (Prickctt ( )nh)  

Prickett Reservoir has been idcnhficd by KBI(? as a potential inca lbr ',,, lid rice establishment. 
To date, there have bccn limited areas identified around Baraga alld L 'Anse where wild rice 
would be successful and vvhcrc tribal me~nbers would have urd'm~dered access. ] h c  potential for 
increased boating, water qualit ', degradation, and non-native species introduction as a result of  
SMP activities el.mid impede establishment of  wild rice at this reservoir. Placcnlcnt ,,ff docks and 
subsequent boating impacts ma,, contlic! with KBIC's  culturalhv signilicant wiht rice planting 
and harvest. Impacts to wild rice establishment at Prickett should be addressed within the %MP. 

Response:  l h c  wild rice ewahh~'hment would  need  to o~ ~ lit- in w'ea~ ~dshal/ow ~ ater that 
contains the proper  suh~'trale. It is currently unknmvn i / the  S t31 (  has c'vmplctcd ~uh~trate 
survcy.s" that shmt the l~roper l~/atttm,~ arcas. /br wild rice at tit(" I'rt( kett intpoundmcnt 
..Ipprm'cd th)ck zoltes uh'nti/ied m thc SMtgs are general ly  m arc'a~ ,tl rh'eper water, not shallm~ 
wager areas. Wihl r ice  e.stabllshl.,tcnl ts vt't 3" vtllttt'roblt" to cAtl'utth" iv~tvc gl~'lil~ll (h#'ttl,~ t/to 

/loatin,,4 lea/ li[i" ~tat~c and the l,,t,g letch oJ Prickett  rt 'scrvoir tHi tl' I~t, ~k'trimental to the 
estahli.shment q / w i l d  r ice  .g'tmnp~ in the Prickett  reservoir  litmt h~,atln~ aclivttv, thereh~ 
minimi--in,~ wave  ac t ion  that  m~tv hc  (h'trimcntal to lhc (.~tahliGmlent v / ~ i h l  rice 771crc/orc the  

pvtt'tttial notl-pr~?/e~ t u.se.s wil/ m,t  impact wild ri¢'c c.stahlidt,lc~it ['lttlhe.l/?tt~Fc. KBl(  " hax m~l 
~tpproached the licensee tv dl.~ lc,.s" the e.~'tahli.~'hment v/ wild ric ~ ~m the I'rtckett re.~crvoir. 

Navigation ( 'hanncl (Pnckelt ()nly) 

I he rcsol.lrcc llgellcics hllv£' pl~'~ i,.msly expressed se',eral conccr l l  ~; about rcm,,r,.mg stumps ,,)r 
snags from this reservoir (see August 28 .2006  agency comments). \Ve believe it ix premature to 
propose removal of  stumps and snags fi'om this water body prior to preparing a i'ecrcation 
opportunity analysis and cstahli,,hing a "'desired condition" for lhc reservoir (scc our related 
cotntncnts under Carrying ('apuc,t,. abt)vc). Until a desired condition is established and the 
appropriate types of  water-based recreation for the reser'.,oir arc delincd, the neccssily of  stump 
and snag  rclllO'.,al is unknown ,  }:or CX~llllple. if the primary rccl 'ca[Iollal USeS of  the reservoir arc 
t]shillg and obse rv ing  natt trc v, ith small  ,.,.atcrcraft (caries. kayak-;, ,,mall l]sllillg boats),  then the 
presence o f  sltitDpS ;.tnd stlags "t% OLi]d likely ell]lance (he rccrcalioi la]  experience :tlld their renlo \  a] 
would not be desirable. It should be lit}led Ihal the primary use ~)1"1]1C rcscr\oir  :it lhc prcscllI 
nine is primarily by thi~, type ol-.mall v,,atercrafi. 

Snags have considerable ',aluc Ior >,e',,eral bird species [llal i1¢~;1 ul ',his a rea  Ba]d cag]cs aIId 
ospreys utilize some of  the larger snags as places It) perch or fi)r;~gc The Prickeu Bald l£aglc 
MallageillClll Plan ic(.tLlires protc~.tiOll o f  inlporlanI c;.tglc ]l/lbita!. which  ,.~.ouh] incltldc silags 
utilized by eagles. Sex oral tax n.,,-nesting bird species also utilize thc~c snags  P, emox al of  these 
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nesting snags would rcst, h in a direct, negative impact to this unique habitat tcaturc, as noted in 
the Prickett I'i.PRO Report (p. 3-25). 

Further. I]oodcd stumps and snags have considerable value as fish habitat and as a substrate for 
aquatic invertebrates, as previously indicated to UPPCO by the resource agencics. The revised 
(October. 2006) Prickett E-PRO Report Section 3.3.4 discusses the value of this woDd to the 
fishcry m the reservoir. This information, which indicates a probable decrease in benthic 
invertebrate production, fish growth rates, and fish production if flooded slnInps and snags are 
removed, v,:as not fully considered or utilizcd in the Prickctt SMP. There is no analysis or 
discussion in the Prickctt SMP of the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of rcmo',al of 
fIoodcd stumps and snags on the aquatic ecosystem, including fish. 

Based on the above, the proposed removal of stumps and snags may be inconsistent with the 
license and license plans in several areas, inch, ding protection of natural aesthetics, protection of 
bald eagle habitat, and protection of wildlife and fish habitat. 

Response: UPP('O has modified the SMP fi~r Prickett to remove ~"0' project as.soc'htted with the 
ereatim~ ~?/a navigation channel. The,'t~Jre. there will he no stump removal. 

Aesthetics 

Activities associated with the SMPs, such as installation of docks, predicted increases in boat 
traffic, cutting of view corridors, and installation of trails could impact the aesthetics of each 
basin. Currently these basins arc primarily remote flowages with few to no docks or other 
shoreline development and limited boating activity. Noisc and visual disturbance from boating 
can impact the character of an area. In FERC's Guidance for Shoreline Management Planning at 
l lydropowcr Projccts it states: "l 'he liccnscs should have an idea of what the projcct's acsthctic 
resources arc, areas of the project that arc considered to have high aesthetic values, why those 
areas have high values, and who values the aesthetic resources. Aesthctic attributes that arc 
commollly valucd include vegetated shorelines, clean water, the presence of wildlife, and vicws 
of water. ('onvcrsely, licensees should have an idea of highly valued shoreline views that arc 
threatened or have been dcgradcd by past development.'" 

It is unclear in the SMPs how the informatiDn on aesthetic rcsDurccs was utilized in dcvefoping 
appropriate shoreline classification zones. Some of the highly scored aesthetic units identified in 
the L-n,,qronmental Studies were not placed in Conservation Areas and could thcrelbrc be 
degraded by some level of dcvelopvncnt activity including construction of trails, pathways. 
formal recrcatiDn areas, or docks. 

Response: UPI'('O "s environmental r~7)orts included ~m aesthetic a~se~ sment t~/'ea¢'h 
impotindment. Data la),ers.fi'om the aesthetics im.'estigatio.s were created and overlaid on 
digital ~,rtho-reet(/~ed aerial photography. 7hese maps, in con[unction with other resource ~htta 
I~o'ers served as the prima£v tool in developing the appropriate shoreline clasx(fication zones, 
Reeogt¢i.-ing that the.~e pr~?leCtS are not consieh.red wihh'rness areas, hut are actual O, developed 
hyeb'opower projects, UPI~CO mmetheles.~ attempted to minimize vi.sual impacts t~t' loeatinff 
individmtl cb~('k.s ttnd cluster ~k~('k.s in a r e a s  l ho t  werc sheltered/)ore t)rottlinent viewing 
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locations a round  the impoumbm'~tt, mainta in ing low prof i le  +h~< ~.~ a n d  uti l izing natural  (muted) 
c'oDtrs that ~h~ not ~'tand out  agtsin.~t the background  latulvettpe Idditionullv, U P P C O  ha.s 
proh ib i t ed  the installation q/'cb~'ks, boat  I(fts. and  asso~'iated li:,.lttin,~ at the I "ictortu 
impoundment:  there]ore, tt+s i#tq~o<'L~" Its ae.s'thetic resot trces  at tht' I ict+tria inl[~ollndtnetll (ire 
antieipateN. For  lhe renutinin.e iml~Ott#tdmenls, the SMl)s  analx zcct environtnental  impacts 
a.s,~oc'iated with the phyMc'al prt'~enc'e o [ the  p r o p o s e d  hoar dock ~ tl~td ~k'termined there wot tM I)e 
a minor,  long-lc,rtn visual  imp+t~'t otl the shoreline,  lnc'rea.~ed h,,<tting uxe on the impoundlnettl~ 
would  c're~tte lon,~-lerm, i#lterm/lt!'#ll-no{~e impaets  i#l the ilnntc~ little" i tcinitl" 

Shoreline l!rosion 

Increases in boating acti,,ity on these basins could resttlt in grcalcr shoreline erosion. It is well  
understood that motor boats ~na', cause shoreline erosion thrDu,..rh increased wave action (l'ingel 
arid Pederson 1998; Mosish and Arthington 1998). Most  shoreline erosion from boating is 
anticipated to occur in shallow ;ltl¢l nearshore areas (Asphind 2(l(i0). The SMP should discuss 
this potential for shoreline cro-,ion. Shoreline erosion plans Ibr each project should bc rc-v, ritten 
to address this new threat and incorporate e monitoring and appropriate mitigation mca~,ures. 

Response:  7he Bond  and. . lu  7)a,t~ impoumhnen t s  have I"I;R( <qq~v'oved Gtorelme ¢'r+J~iun 
requirement~' while t]le remainilt¢ pro/eetx  do not. The pr~q~osc d rt'~triction ~m h~at ~iz~> at 
('atar~wt will  minimi:_+e the pore , t r ia l /br  hoar-wake i m h . ' e d  er,~,;~m ]7te smal l  m tmher  o /  
in+oposed hoar sl ips at Bon<t" t')tl,',~ d tou ld  also serve  to minimC~' the p o t e n t i a l / b r  t.oat-u'ake 
indttced et'~siott, ]he  td~ttnd~lnce +~[ stt4m])s at the Pricket t  iml)¢~lotthncnt will et!fi>r~ e Inw t~+Jctt 
.v~ceds', l imitin~ foa l  uake.s 77;e po ten t ia l [or  ero.~'ion at the rc,l~e~ln e intpoumbnents  wrmld he 
grea ter  i['ituhvichtaL~" were  a l lowed  to pul l  their boats rm s'hore ,rod tu ran~knnll uc',"c',s the' 
shore l ine  Throuffh im/th,mentuti+m q/ the SMP.s'. install~+tion o/ D~t m(dL-ed path~ to es'tahlixhed 
~h~eLs will  decrease  the poleltlitt] /or erosion that mql" occur  l~tml ill[Otv#tH/, itn~tullltJrized ttse ~)] 
prtsjec't s]u~reli~le. 

\V etlar..Is 

l h e r e  are ",. arioLl~; '~,.etland typc~, as~,ociated with each tle, wage hoth al(mg the <horeline and 
slightly inland wifltin tile prqiect ~uunda~'.  Acc,,~rding to Michigan's  \Vildlilk' :\orion Plan 
(tiagle et al. 2005). "Wetlandr. ut,: \ita[ Ibr a variety ,,ff Michigan specie.,: they proviclc inlf~ortant 
breeding, sfmv,,iting, and tturser', hal'qlat 1or ilaany lish species: nearly :ill of  Michigan's  
amphibiarJs are dependent on v, ctlands, particularly for breedin/.; they provide neslln~ sites (or 
migratory ,.vaterfov, I and nesting ~r foraging siles tbr a variety ~t  landhirds, v.aterhirds, altd 
,.~. aterfov,'l: and they are pretL.rlud hy n't;unnlals such as luuskrats, otter, and be:c,, el  "" lh,,~tectior~ 
of  Michigan 's  '.,arylng wetland ;ypes is a eoltservation priorit> 

Sonic o f lhe ~etland areas identified as part of  the linvironmental ~;tudJts '0,ere n~t nlcorl'~or:.ltud 
into Conscrvatlon Areas. Impa, t~ It> these ;~,etlands could occur it riley arc filled to thcilitale 
non-project uses of  project land-,. In addition, the %MP should dlSCtlS~ boy, nearshore ~elland 
commuilil ies may be affi.'cled b; increased boating activily. 'A. eilands v, ithm the project 
houndarle~ could be illtpaclcd a< .i rCStl]t ot'inlp]emclllJtlg ll'l¢ "¢,\IP,t 
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Respo.se:  UIJP( "0 umh,rstund~" the wdue o/wetlands" and has de.v(gned its SMPs to prohibit the 
removal ~¢/wethmd plants. UPPCY) has reviewed the SMP classi/~cations fi~r the impoumhnent.v 
aml. wh~ "re applicahh', has revised the SMPs to incorporate mapped wetland areas into the SM1 > 
class~/ic, tion o/conservation, h7 ver?:, limited mstanees, those wetlands" that were not 
incorpor~tled into eonserv~tlion tJre~ls are shown on the Section 7 series maps. 

S31P huplementa t inn 

tffq)('() should develop a SMP monitoring and cnlbrcement plan concurrently with the SMPs, 
with input from the Resource Agencies. Wc also believe that the SMPs should bc monitored and 
revicwcd on a regular basis to determine their cfl;cctivcncss. We recommend monitoring the 
folk)wing items as a minimum (this list may increase as the SMPs are developed and additional 
monitol'ing needs ~lre identified): amount of undisturbed shoreline, changes in fish aDd wildlife 
habitat/fish and v, ildlifc use of project lands and water, change in condition of buffer strip and 
project I~nd vegetation, number of docks, nmnber of boats launched, number of permit violations 
and how addressed, and changes in ~ldjaeent land use. We also recommend that, if agreement is 
reached on the Shoreline Classification System, the designated areas remain in place fi)r the term 
of the license, with the exception that additional areas may be designated for conservation 
purposes if warranted (e.g., identification of sensitive specics). 

hnplemcntation of the SMPs is also likely to require the development of road access to non- 
proicct and project lands. At Au Train. Bond Falls, Prickett and Victoria access through 
National Forest System lands may bc needed. Obtaining approval and any rcquircd permits for 
access through National Forest System lands will need to be pursued directly with the llia;vatha 
Natiollal Forest tbr Au Train and with the Ottawa National Forest for Bond Falls, Prickett and 
Victoria. It is also important to note that this connected action needs to be fully disclosed and 
c'. aluated by F[.IRC in any Environmental Assessment or Environmental hnpact Statement they 
prepare in response to thcsc SMPs. 

Response: UPPCO L~" resp,msible fi~r inqffementation o f  the enlbreeahle SMPs. UPPCO will 
ensure that su[~eient stq]f are avaih2ble to eq~rce  the SMPs and other license requirements. 
lhe  SMP~" require annual discussions with the resm~tx'e a,geneies on the efft'ctiveness ~ f  the 
current rcstricti(ms and to discuss the progre.~.~' q['the imph,mentation ~Jf the SMl ~. l~!/~)tvnation 
regordm:~ eonsultation can he f imnd  in.~eetion I I.O o f  the re.spective SMPs. It is not neeessa~ 3" 
to obtaiJl ~a'eess to National P'orest Lands" while implementing the non-pr~?/ect use o f  pr¢?ject 
hinds a.~ proposed in the SMt'. ( 'omwcted activities within the project have been disehJ.~ed. 

Sl immary 

In sumn~ary, non-project related activities as described m the SMPs arc not consistent with 
FER(' licenses and management phms for thc basins. Additional detailed aquatic substratc. 
bathymctry, and tbrest stand information is necessary to fully evaluate potential impacts to these 
resources. Based on the limited intbrmation provided, new threats and impacts to natural, 
aesthetic, and recreational resources arc likely. Wc believe these new threats and impacts should 
bc fully analyzed and discussed in the SMP. FurthcrnaDrc, manageroent plans nccd to bc 
rewritten, with agency involvcmcnt and concurrent with SN,1 P development, to address these nc~v 
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threats and impacts. Finally, wc [ccomnlend incorporating a m,~:]ttoring conlponctlt into the 
SMPs. 

response: UPPCO disagree.~ v ilh the agencies  .s'umnmqv ~tat, mc,tt  7"~, rei terate our  p~.~itiolt. 
UPPC'O d e s ~ n e d  the S M P s  to &, consistent  with, ~md ill mtln~ t!vl, mccs  to /urther.  the goals  and  
ohject iw's  ~?/ the overal l  require ments  c~/the pro jec t s '  license~" \ b  a&li t ional  env i l vmnen ta l  
sltldies arc II('cessav)'i the" ~,tlvirt*llmenlal reports  and  vohtmc.~" r,/ rc t rca l ion  and  vnvirorlmcnta[ 
il!fi ,rmation that were  col lec ted  during rel icensing provide  all O,Icqlltlte a.s.se.s~ment o I mt tural  
p'c,soltrccs pr~?.s'ctlt at ouch q / t / , ,  re.~ ervoirs sufficient to choro¢ h "ri2c potent ial  intpacts t/tEll mtlv 
re~ult l Jvm the p r o p o s e d  non-pro/ect  use.~" o /p ro j ec t  l a m &  ght r~" are no new  thrcat.~ that wol~M 
remdt [bm;  implenwntat ion  ¢?[ thc S M P s  that ar~" not ah'eadv ad~he.~ ~cd in the pro/e~'t li~'~'n~'. 
thrrmgh resource  managemen t  p h m s  or  through the s t a m & r d  h m d  use artich's "lYte S 3 H ~  will  
he an enfi~rceable document  that will  a.ssure new threat.~ [J(,m umml ic ipa ted  u.se.s at the t ime ~/ 
l icensing are a d e q u a t d v  ident(lled, ev~duated, and addres.sed g ' l ' lX "0 rev iewed  ('ach o / t h e  
I"'ERCT-approved resource  mano,..'ement p lans  fi>r the l)ro/e~'t.v a m t  &' tevmined that some mhtor  
amendment s  to erixl ing appmlved  Dlana~(~t~tf'nt p la to  will  hc m', , '.s ~arv The l imi ted s'ituation.s 
u h c r e  resoltrc~','mana,~ement p h m s  need  to he amcndeeL arc ~c, .',h'nti/icd in the .V~eci/ic S31P~. 

We look ft)rward to continued conlmunicat iDn regard ing  the dral¢ S M P s  and encourage  you 1o 

:+;el lap ~1 ITICCling lO discuss our above conccrns.  

Sincerely, 
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,~ J l c ' r  , ] J ; l l d ~  Isstl¢~. :lS~t'~l;l~Ct~ X~ :~1 :[Icr¢.ISCt~ d,$'~ c ] t ) p [ l l ¢ [ l :  

.l~]l,;Cc[!! h~ :11{2 p~o  c¢~ . l [ :d  :1!; :c ; l~.¢d [¢¢ r c a l l o B , i l  IXd~:C t)~ I ' l t -  

p r oJ{.', L ;.II~]> .I,'1 d I~ ;tlcr 

P r o l C C l ; I q ]  , l ! ld  [ ! l l L t l 2 ~ ¢ l l l c n l  P I~ : I  A s  ~cCtU* ' lm¢ : ldcd  1[1 
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I~Jb[e 3. B tmr~  I i¢~.~¢ ,~r t ic le  ~* % a n a g e n  e n  ' a .  O b j e e t h e s  a n d  t m t e n t i a l  c e n r t i c t s  ~ i t h  a c t i v i t i e s  as  ~ i n  the draft S ' . I P  
RespOllS~ 

I i°~11"e ~,r l i ( l~  IPIan I Ot'jeett~es C o n f l i c t  

-S.'rl ~;r~nen~imenl t o  t h ~  01~m I~ d l  he  n e e d e d  tl, address  ~ ater  
~ltl,.lll~ I.~11(~ :1%%1w i,iIt, d l & : : h  i :~ rc,l~R.'tt d(~%c:opl!lel)l ;id,l,!.el~[ 

to l h e  pr  O le l . l  all'.! : n c r c ~ ¢ d  tee :ca t ;oRal  u~Jg¢ o f  l h~  pr 0j¢¢1 
!,irk!'! and  ~at(..~ 

t I I I . . . .  
403  ~.t. ,l[,t ()1~ ' I1:. T \COlllti~r [ ~ )  d l l~ : l - . I r¢ , l n  or  Ihe  d a m  o n  at) 

. \l.,mh,r-r!g P:an and purp!e iot)~.lrffe tlulsar~:e ~,p~cle~ edu¢,Rlon prt~gram. ~s v.ell a~ t~nl lor lng and 
I c o n t r o l  of addd ion~ l  rlu~s~ncu spcc~e~ (c g g a r l i c  mus ta rd ,  
I eur:~ l ea f  ,"~md~ eed  I ~ hen reques ted  by  the  rex~urc¢ ~1 ~j£.. :1 ( i t.~ 

i 

[ rlC !:'t~¢7~d i 

4~10- "" " l h t c ] t c ) c C  .IK~ \ l : : l l m l / e  i .r  re~,lrh.~ ;l•ce' .s ~h:mlgh ;trca'~ Non  prole, . t  u~e o f  pro!eel  l i l : ld u, dl  re~;ul: i n  negatl ' . t" illlp.~cts 
: %% h e T e  % ~ ,  :ill (~OI~UI:I rCsour~.¢~ o~.~.ur : Io d:c  buf fe r  ; o n e  and  Ic~% pro tec t ion  t o :  SCRMII~ (: ~ p ~ l e ~  

~" "%T1} (~llti:lg 0 1 k  C~e[;l[!or) %~ I1~'11~ ~ '1~." b a i l e r  / o n e  ~ I1: Ct1111]1¢~ 

~1 :,it ,  l I ~ t%!(21J i t l~  itHl)it'ttlt 'tl;¢ittl,;* o1 D't~ 3 i f i '  ~ t~ttt'¢l' ,111[ t;~t ~ i~i&lt ,  l~;t ( ~ • ~il lot:  t,[ t; i 

ttlOllHort~;g / I]¢ltlfilr ~t tll¢l q uOIill ell Ih~"/Itt~J~'('l %(/ d~ l  li¢l/;t~t"ttt t'% [ ' t i t u ' ~ t ' d  I t/l:t~t I/It" t~¢r~ir'< t I 
hound¢lrl  ~ln~ to C P P (  O "~ kno,~/~ d o  m ,  , , f ib ' ,  a ,  , ,l  h~L, . ;!tat h ~ c . ,  t , : . ,  • 'V~c,  ;c,:t c a,:  

J life rt.¢*.%*: /~t r~..~ t*..tllt[)r~ ])~t*$Sl$1t" IIt1~ t* t*..t.t I t~*qlt~'~l(.d t~ r¢ifltlltor ~1 ~lt£'r qlt(Iht% 

I ~i PI]CO I~'tll dtl~ ~ll()[] ~l II~oKr(Im tO edu¢ iJ/£' Iht" pl tb l t t  l l t ld  I¢1 t ('t/'//c(' tlh" .i]~r~'ad ed nut~ ~lnt ¢ 

I spt,c/d$ Ih111 ht1% ¢" pol¢'ttl/OI to  be' it;Irexlhl( t 'd  Itl 1h£" proJt 'cll) t 'o[~t 'rl l  . I n J  . n p o u n d m . , n t . i  o r  have" llJ¢" 

)ul¢.nltal to  I~. s p r e . d  to  o t h e r  ar¢' t~ o*ltstdt" Ih¢" l)~¢~j~'( t tilt dicer1 u~•'~ o [  Iht, t21 ol• ' t  ! ( D / ' ( ' O  ~* t , l  
~cl&% ot;!l  o?1 ~l,t'Cll*~ ]¢)r ~*.h/L h Ih¢* r~'3ollr¢ l" :;~.¢ "/it i(,.% It¢15 t* l,dt*¢ alJon~1] rtlt21£.rl¢l]¢ Ill lll¢']lltlttl* 

U P P ( ' O  tr . d / i n g  to mumt¢~,  a d d t n o n , d  nttt$,m£" ; xp, ' t  tl'.% / J c n t t l h ' d  b y  the  . g c n c w s  #'ro~ t d v J  th,'~ 

I;,;; ,+ i /]i  L / i1"¢" ,:~:(.t;tlrtt;~ ,2] ;:t:J l ~.¢.L%t;zt~'!~!t" ~ ::r:~rt;! t,'~ t;zt :;4~'s !:~ c'r~:rty:ll~" t ltl" ~;.~.:':r*X ,(r:Hrr !h=, 

I i ' . l i ' r%l l l r  d t , r m m s t r d l e d  t h r o u g h  t h c t r  o~ ln  c o , t t t o /  p , o ~ r , ; m $  4~1 ( ; t t t t l t dmct t t  to  Ih~* %l) t l o l / s  P] l ; , t !  
~'ozt ; l o t  t ~;~ P / l i l t  t3 t t 0 t  t l( ,6155o,% G,~ t l t¢,se (zJdt t t o0g~t*/t;,2iLy it t l , i  ~ i l l  !1(- i t  ~t/*t/l*t t i t ,It l e d  t h t  i l l t ~ l t  i h d  

3 ~IP 

/'!to ,~//b]/¢-/)¢//i~tj; /$t.l.di I;~l~t. ~*t.e~1 /(~Cotl d :o ¢/t,~;J/~+Gth& ts I(~ 3t*tl%tl/t L" tlt('tl.q Co~131*l~d[/otl 
I `2t (,,L~ h~1~¢, I h , t n  [ , ! d ( t , d , ~ o l l , i ; [ I O ~ l t t  ~ t t ( : / 3  o~ l~ t , i  ~lf[td~, , ~ t t d J o t  l t m ( t l h d  ~¢-tl~ll l l t f.*%otd¥~ ,,% 
• 41jdlDimd[I) I p p [  "() h(1.¢ proh!htt~*d ttt~lb,.r h l l r l*~ht t~  o n  ])rql•¢ l I,;tlcl~. th( ' te t ,  i . u  ,ea~m,~ t he  

i~ot l 'nh .d  hdb t td t  fi ,r J2"tts:lt~ I" s/l¢*c't t L~ . . . .  

] ltt.ltl.l~h I~ttp[¢'tI!r*~lt¢ltt¢lo o l  thl" ,~ ~ lP  I I>P(  t ) ptt~l.t~s[*~ t o  p t O ~ l d ) l t  t t t t lb t  r ;l~lr' .t 'stltt .~ o t l  *lit  

dc~,:~lL(ite~2 ;is il IKI }!,lr~ t.~t / d E e  

[ ] U l ~ l a n  J~.ll~ tt} I x re'.tr . t e d  I~ i~l ln the  bu:t ; : r  
• ' o l : e  d ir:r!g the  bald eagle i ! e ~ h n g  [~cr!~v,J dR4 

,l,td t ct.'d,t)t~ . . . . . .  

t * d l n : : n  l e  dt! . l t l rbal) ,  e b~ h Ul'f h~l ~1 ,~LII 1, it t. h )  

proh'C~ r i l ~ l ( I r  a n d  ~ , ! ter~o~ I n t ~ l l % ~  SU.2CC'sS 

PTC~lOU~ ".tudle$ h, l~e Io'and ~hJI eagl,:'~ i teshn~ in Ih~ ~ IClnlt:* 
r" s p ojec a e ~ 'n% % ~ i h~l 1 ~  Iql:~-II~ Non-proJcc t  use  

i~ ) :  ~ r O]¢~.1 !;I IIt~ %% I I :  resul t  in negazlx ¢ ilnp~!t:~ to b a l d  e a g l e  
I b i b : t a t  ,ltld ;le6tlfl~ %U~CCSh 

• Non-pr0 jec t  use OI p to jo . I  l and  ~ III resul t  ill  tnqre.15td h u m a n  

l u s t  a n d  less fo r  and  ~a te r tov ,  I and  p r0 le¢ l lon  
I'cedl:]g 

] ; t o J t l t  l~z t tJ3  I i ' g ( ' t ~ 2 t t l c '  t r t t n t t l t t l ~  5 l `2 t l J t t t z~s  i t1 l i l t *  . ~ [ p ~  ( i r~ ,  z t l l ) t¢ "  i ~ '51r / t  I1~ ¢, I I h Z l t  l h l "  ¢ t i l t h * t i t  

t ( * q l l / t C ~ l l  t l [ I  l l t t d  g2 l /o l%T H I ~  • H t l l l t ~  t ) /  t 1 O l t  $ ( ' d l  !L,~ [ kZ  I ~ : I t  k t t a i d  i ' l l .  ~ t e d  , t  l ,  ~ i t i ; ; t l  

l e e r  ~,f thc  ~ r . u t ~ J  
711¢, S. t .[p tl-stttc I~ thl* t t~ ' s  . lthltl Iht" bttfli 't  rlml Thl '  :~tJ) lit I l l  t(; ll!l(l~* i ' d  hl,$td¢,~ (.ri.t tttlg. 

r¢-t rt,llttlllhll u~t, is h m t t e d  p o l h ~ t  O" dc~¢lolmt¢*nt th.2t w d l  I~¢" .llq;cr~ tat 'd 1,3 ~ /~P( . 'O t.: , l l s u t d  t i ldt  
~,¢'tl51[1; l ,  t t ,$¢tlIt( i,~ ( l t t ,  f lail  Iltl~iilt l ~ d  I t /J( /  /][~X ~i1111~ tJ l ,  o g h ¢  l~ h l l  SOl~t¢ l lO!( i l l  ;he* [ll[Ittl  + I% h i (  II DI i1, I 

h e  5 t i ed  lit l Or~$tdtiltltlll it l th the  ;l~('ttfll*s ~s ~ i d d t t t m l d  rrl¢llsut ~'3 to (1; d i d  [;oh't~ltoI d,  Mutl,d~rl 1" 

trl h< 1¢ < g .~ ~ .% i t  ~ l l  .z t httt~, i~l 1 ( I t  ~.r .d l t ;~  )t ttttttl p r o  ¢'£I b(lUlhJ(Jt  /r*~. L ' P P ( ' O  ~ d l  m a k e  

¢'J~[ ( l l lOl t ( l l  i~rat~,tt¢lll l l~ i l l j t l ! l l#  l o  lift ,  p l l b l l (  I I l d l  t~ i l l  ¢ 'mphd. , t z t "  tilt '  tlt*pOltillt¢ I* ( I thJ  II*IL%III t l ( i  O f  I 
I 

a , t d l h o n  m f o r m o t , ¢ m a l  l:u*~; ~ ~wIl he  p la t  e d  . t  t he  ottt l ' t  rdgt+~ o l  l , r tmdr~ t*¢'~ttu~ urea1; /(It l'¢l I 
i ' f l tL~t i l i l t~  [ ) ! ( I  .~J!) f i l ( l t  t l ld ! i l~  u r . u n d  a , l  ¢u I>t l l l~  ¢'¢1&*1¢" l i t 'h i  th¢lt  / / u s  I~t'('tl t2( I1% t" w l l h t  It t i l e  Jtl I t  

I l ;  [J~'t'Or ) t d t 'X('~(Jl] l I ":r~[¢ i l l  t ' l t ~  l( ill (" tr(2gt,  b( l l t t ir  ]r/r~ ¢q//ltOi ¢'; ik. t / t"  ~C 

~ ( , Z h l !  itnd~ ;tlzrlN'd r o p t o r  ¢l~td ~% ̀2h.t,o;~ ~ It<lP.ilo. ~l o~ re, i i l l  t*e ~ll[~ll lt* (Jill* tit,, I 

• N~ c e ~ s } a l  Ix'  c m o  e d t r ~ ) n ~ * , h e b u ~ e r  

lo r l e  I~ ; t h o u t  p r io r  ~Ot~S;lildl;ol: '2. Id) tile 

[ e~uu r~e  ;l~t ' :l~l¢',  [ rces  ' ,houJd  onl ' .  , ~  

rcnlo~ e d  t~ f¢~ll l l t :d Jo~ d:~..2ziNe , .ont ro:  or  
r . J H i ,  %tie: ~. 
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Butter Zol~e for ac~l:  I~1~.~ %uch &~ s :gh%ee :ng ,  access  to pro)eel  lamls,  un les s  ~uch access  ,~as • la a 

o b l ~ ¢ m e ,  _ i. t o . r e e l  . . . .  j r e ~ p ~ . ~ ,  

I I a c c e . ~  w d l  eltlf bt' IoCcth'd tn 5¢tlSttl~ t" Jt¢ii'ttot~ (:lid]Ill#lilt I t , I l l  Dhlttttmk" ;s t l i  h c  conJ t t (  t c . l  IJltottk'Jt 

des lg : ]a lcd  p a t h ~ a ~  

~Ome area~ o f  h:~h quahP,  l oon  h , l b l ~ l  arc r io t  adequat¢;x  
I P ruler-Fed (e g , I I ~ r  A ¢ c e ~  P ~ a> a ea.~ and  • u~ c do~ks)  
' I!asl .Slde ca lnpRround loop  is p r o p t ~ e d  for pcml : su ;a  
I Idcnhf ied  bx E P R O  a_'; ~Ultable ]o~m recs:lng I~lblL'll A r i a 5  
[ ;d¢:lt;,'~cG l o t  pla~en;cn~ o [  J,)on ~cst t~ ]a[ [0 ; ; ; l$  3[¢ !20[ 

. ldequa t¢ ly  p ro l ec l cd  err!ill hun l  d l s ;urbar ,  c¢ La rge  irr .rea~e in 

l uk lng ,  h u n t l r g ,  a n d  f i~hlng 

Prtllt 'ql CO11!111(.111 LI)on~- a nd  Ihelr hab lk l :  
I)e:~lk~lla:e irdand~ open  g. loscd  I0  c a m p i n g .  ~t) 
l h a !  '*on!e i~,hlnd.s Car~ ~ ? ro tcc ted  as  I c o n  
II~[:I!~ hah l l a~  P l a c e  ~OOR ~leM p la l toR11~ d[ 
[$O;~d [ a:',~, 12) ,!~ld \ ; ~ o r l a  i ', I 

l h t v  e a t e  t m  r t . f t t  t( It(ills or  p t  o;;l[ i;,otL~ Ill [igt" ~ , ~ / I  !;lilt lgltt ?~:1~11o t'.~tl;; [;hilt'.i *gt i ¢'11 tel I~r t;i('t I 
httzl£q a l ld  ~ tlt¢'l $ or  to  chmJtt~h" I t lol l  ~¢ tlt'rtl] t% lz]k.ltl (:( ~ t'31 tO I l t  r!H't t/,/~tl/'s It l 'css Io I 'rol t ' t  t 

i j t ld~ /ll thU /lldbltl ~ i~] ( OtllllllIU l¢) /I¢ j:~t n l i t t t J  

• ~tdS~'d ItpOtl ol&t i Ott~ul t ( I t to t l  Willl (. 'itrtxt;c O c l l / t t a  II.'.S'~ ~[ SI no t  allll~il~'nltil~ loon  Ililb;la! 

I ft,qtllg ,2 [Tt(ll~, t tott  IIi ~{./it,tgli ]dltFt~lldtt h(l l  ih{i.~tl l]hll life r e m e d h u  i ; a n p  c. lu • n a t  a f f c ,  t 

/oo,~ Ih'~lltl~ IIolt e~ ¢'r tl ~I~15 I;t'~'ll docllr?~¢ n t c d  lt tot  ~ol~IU t~lJt~ tJll¢l/ [~ovl~ t ~ltl tlC(]lt?l¢l[u lo illoqhltl 

• dt Dt iI~ o~ L'~ I I tH( ' . . rod  * ,m nt  ~t ~ m  t ¢ ,  ~hllll u, ld(  t m o t h  la t l  :t , .  I ,  <,1 n u m , m  ;n  i t l u r t  i ~lt ],i 0 re 
d t :d  ~ J r t .  ] 99  7. H¢.tn:~:,rgt., t 't .1[ /9.~. ,'. ];tt: !'ttt~ll¢l"r Ir : (le~tn~(i~r k" r "~:ttt~ ( .]~'¢ ";t fir ¢ ~lt~h. £' ' t  

h 11 • " .11 ~" ~ l l l l e l ~  pr£%[lltU$ 

i 

" :ns :J ' l l  ~xpte> nest  p : a t l o m : s  at Bond  Fal ls  
and  Xlc lor ;~  M a n a g e  ospre~ hab: laI  

~ s l x t e n l  "~ ith [ 'S}'~ t,~.pr¢: n ' , . tnagonql t l  

~ a t e r ¢ r a f l  on the f ~ l l ~ a g ¢ ~  :lla~ a d ~ e : s e l y  affect  Itsms, m~ 
ana l ' . $ :$  d o n e  t o  deteRi t in¢  e t l~¢ IA  [ n c r e a s c d  h u m a n  use  o t  
$1~Drchnc a l  *~L~.L%% p¢l th '~a~ ~rc~.~, *']c~ r ec r ca I [ u~  drew]2% ~i]ld 
t l a : l s  may  result  m dl: , turban¢¢ tO net ; l ing ] txins A s  
r~ 'co:nmendcd io J: P R O ' s  En~  i ronmenta l  A: .sesxmqnl ,  

t 0~SeP, a l l o n $  at~J MIKI I¢~ Of C o['nmo/1 ](lo/15 a l  Bor,  d Fal l~ 
irrlpourltltl~enl !.hou [d cO;~l;llUe [ he taontlnuqd $1ud l~  ~A ill  
al  ,t~ f ,  p ~ ¢c ~on o f  p e fe r :¢d  habitat  ~dent~ficatton o f a n ~  
h t l l l h n g  [actors.  and  flh.m~ the bik'.lS t~)r recointr~.'ndlnl~ an)  
ellhalIC@13L'r)[ measurex  nccessa  b to I ns l l r ¢  fUtUre [leSlll~g 

N o  pro tec t ion  zo  F,c~ idc.'lh l i ed  for a rea  ',~ here  osp rey  11c$t 

i plalf¢~rm is to be  loca ted  

TIle mln - [ l r t4cc  t I~sc o f  prl!lCc t la~d~ ~; i l l  n o t  hi" t m m c J t d t ¢  a n d  w i l l  oc~ ur  m c¢ a p~*tu*d o] t i m e  
I m  r,.¢~, , ' d  h u m a n  p r e s s  t o e  me(; , d~o  ~ o m e  f r o m  ,I  .~l'~tt'rdl t~icr¢'~¢" Ill 1¢'~ reollftt[ ItS ~* Ill  lit[" 

t Inl[ ~ltndnt~'tlt" ~* Ilh o r  ~ t lholt t  tntpi~*nh'tthlglorl ¢~[ t i l t . .~[, t~ 

The .4~.gc~ ~ment  ¢~i tlt*" R e c ~ c a l t o n  Wddhh*.  I . o m L  a n J  .Icgtitctt* R c ~ o u r l  ¢'~ o !  tile Hi red  J'allg 

I m p o u n d m e n t  t L P R O  2006~ does  no t  re  . t n m e n d  t l l~tt t he  trgIp(ltltldmi*tlt l i l f l ld~  ( Otltl¢lltt" Ill t le I 
ntt~ttlttirl.'d ~ ~i~ ~ ~ I ~  ~ ~ b ~ t ~  ¢1r~-t~.~ i d ¢ t ~ ; ¢ ~ d  I~'~ b¢-~ ~1t ~ 1 ~ I ~  ~t~b~I~ ~ t~I~ ~,t s~ hillt" bL'tatl 

p l a t e d  in to  t i l t  S'~tP c l a x i ( f i c a t i o n  Qf  t'otKgt'mfMtotl to cl l l l tru d d c q u a h "  itdbllt l l  1¢ p r o t c t  l e d  Ibl  

]llolt't" II~%DHg sttt'(~) 

• ]Tic drat i  S.$H ~ (arid the  curvt .n t  S.lt])J'l:iltist[}t'3 t lw  a~ca  a h m g  i h o t c h n l  ~ h e r e  the  dgOICtes  ha(t"  ] 

: i den t i f i ed  tile ]t~.lltzoll l o t / h i "  o V i t e ;  tltsst I b i s  a r e a  h ~  ?;con k,l.t, ~',1 t,l t h e  S t i p  t ' /~.~ll/ifiiltotl of 
I 
i t  ogttt ,~oltotl  

i ~lJidCllnc~ 
Plan Zotl%plemL"lt~ o!!lt.'" hc¢1!~¢ p l a ~  sueh as  

u T,: L o  ~e ' l : m  at~d 1 F :,l:,¢e:cs P l a n  h'~ 
pro~ : ,J: l !g fo r  : : l • rC: !scd p m t e ~ t : t m  a n d  
l : [ : h3 [ l~e { l l c [ l l  o~" ~ l l d : l f c  h ; l~ l [ a [  ~ l loD~ [h~ 

i ptole,~L q l o r e l m c  

. ~  , ~ , , . , .  , , , ~ "  " I, Pat ;col  l h r ca t c t : qd  : ; l :d [; l !dan~ctcd  Srecl~'S 

' % c ~  propo~edtecrcat,,malcnhantemenl$,generaluxctkmual I Tiwonl;~c,~prol~edr¢~Jcanon~m'~th~pubht t r a i l  .;u.b;,dlh,'dc~c!ol,'dm~.nmdtot:o,~ 
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V 

Att. 78: Kay I,. l h f f f  

I ",..'ill not hothzr you with all the eloquent reasons you have already received from many, 
nlan 3, of us w l o  believe the development plans are in clear violation of the permits. 

Please NO DOCKS on any of the projects: 

P-# 1864 Bond and Victoria Falls 
P-It2402 l"rickctt 
P-# 10856 AuTrain 
P-i¢ 1 (1854 Cataract 
P-#2506 Boney Falls 

Kay I,. l loff  
1593 McKinney Lane 
Mit)ocqua Wl 54548 
715-588-1409 

response: Opi,i,n ,,,wd. 

v 

A l l .  79: Doug las  R. C o r n e t t  

Ma,. 21. 2007 

l)ear Ms  Wolt~, 

l ; n l l  \vrlling to cDmmcnt on the Environmental Assessments for the AuTrain. BDnd Falls. 
Boney, Cataract. Prickctt, and Victoria F, cscrvoirs. 

1[)7 
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Thc environmental asscssmc~us conducted by E-PRO, the f i rm hired by UPP( ' ( ) ,WI 'S .  
are inadequate. Thcsc assessments did not address the imp~ct dcvelop~ncnt v.ould have 
on prqicct lands, inch~ding v. ildlifc spccics and watcr quail b ('crtaioly the dc'.clopmcnt 
will significantly alter the cn~ ironmcnt o f  the flowagcs in their present state. As an 
ahcmate  mcmber  of  the Eastern Focus Group, [ was dismavcd that UPPCO'-; 
representatives consistentl', c'~adcd questions on water quahly and the increased impacts 
that motorized use have on lhJsc flowagcs. In tact, UPPC() representatives arrogantly 
answered that development o! '"non-projcct '"  lands was not I PI:'C()'s cor~cem, and that 
State alld local regulations x,.uuld hike care of  impacts from the development and [hal 
"UPIXT) will sell all non-pwjcct  lar~d." 

l)cvelopment of  "non-project '" lands will certainly impact \~ t~ter quality o f"pro jec t "  hinds 
and water. Individual septic ,,,,;stems, groundwater  remo,.al from individual wells, runoff  
fi'om new wads  and driveways, nmoff from lawns using fcr'.ilizcrs and pesticides, and 
motor boats spewing oil, ga-~(~line and exhaust directly into ,cscr,,oir "waters. is not 
addressed anywhere in the Assessments. The cumulative impacls of  all the clc ' ,atcd use 
of"non-pro jcc t"  and "'pru.iect'" lands should bc addressed in the EA's. 

Response: It ts important t,~ .'talc that UIJPCO did not rcl; ,~dch' o~1 lit(" environtm'ntal 
t'Cl)Ol'l~" ill isolation of t / iv  lO]ltttlC~" Q/rccrcatiott aml  (,nvirwint('~ltal it!/brmalion that were 

olh'cted <hiring rcliccn~'m..z, cmd iq/brmation ohtaim,d throtL~h consultation u ith the 
gem'r td  publ ic  and  resot#'cc ogencie~. 177is" irl/¢)tvnation i~'~l~ tt~cd to dv~tlttatc the mq~acts" 
that m~ O' result [rom inqdt'tm'?ltation ~ the SMPs. IZ~e O/lie m-tlrrileCt laml~" i~ not the 
suh/c< t O/ thi~ proc( 'edin,~ ~z~ tton-pl't?/ect [tlllds' are  IIOt SUB/, 'r t to lit(" It/I'll'Nillion i t / t he  
I"l'R( ". 

UPI)C() never expressed an,, mtcmion ofsc l l ing  or dc',.elc.plll~ the hinds during Ih.2 time 
the last lin,,'ironmcntal Inap~ct 5;tudy was condttcted and license renewal granted. St), lhe 
impac| on project lands ,.,.':is no'. cr considered. The Federal I.ncrgy Regulatory 
(',,)IlIIDiSsion should order a re'v,' [{nvlrollnlenlll] Inlpact Study It) assess the full impact to 
tl'tc prujcct lands by propo',cd development of"nun-plo.iecI" hulds. 

Natcrra [.and has not revealed development plans for any o ld i e  flowagcs. "]'hcrc must be 
full disclosure of their plans before the impacts can bc lull', ;isscs,~cd and any 
corn e}anccs apprt)ved. 

Response: Opiniu,t re,ted %~'<' ahm'c  re.v~ottsc. 

[Ipp( ' ( )  led people to belie\ c the consolidation ofcumpgrounds  at Bond Fluwagc% was 
lbr cnvlrollmcntal rcasofis. ',~. nile ill reality all CXtCn";iVC lalld ":.ale to a ma.ior dc,,eloper 
\ ;as  beill~ planned, Ihc dct.'ly;iOll [o t:onsolidatc CalDp~round,,; ',Ill'; lnadc ~.',itllout public 
Jnpl.ll. ElJnm)alion ol'di-~pct,~cd CalllpSJlcs and campground>, redesign should hc rc- 
cvalualcd as parl of  the :':,hnrclmc Managclnent P Jail procc-:,, 

1 arn upposcd to any privalc Iluhtcd irldividual and cluster docks or ', ic',~, m~ corridur~, at 
lilly of  the t]owages. None ol tllcse activities is ct)ilSi'-;tcnl v, liB Ihc CtWlcnI license 

Response: hl rcv~on.~c to < ~mmtcnl~/p'onl agem'ir~ ~md lhc ,qdffi~ L.'lq)( "0 hu~ rm L~cc/ 
the .%'..~ I I~  ' tu, amott.~ other  m'm~. cl imhtah" the in~-t(tll~ttmpl ~,l umlcr~roum/ele< Ir tc 
wir ing, the in.',t~i/lali<.,n u l  /~, 'rm,t;Icpd duck li,41tting, and Ihc . ,i.lltl/~tlio,;i ~1 houri l i/ i~ 
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Additionally, the f inal SMPs have been revised to r~flect a re~hwtion in the total number 
~?]'proposed boat slips und the elimination o/enhanced view areas on some 
impotmdmenls. 

A cost of service study should be conducted for each of the developments. "lhc public 
needs to see both benefits and costs to the taxpayers because the pristine character of 
these fiowages will be lost forevcr. 

Response: Comment noted. 

Thank you for considering these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Douglas R. Comett 
P.O. Box 122 
Marquette, MI 49855 

V 

V 

Att. 80: Steve  G a r s k e  

Janet Wolti:: 
Communications Manager 
UPPCO 
PO Box 130 
Houghton, MI 4993 1-0130 
iwol fc(a~)uppco.com 

Kimbcrly D. Bose, Secretary 
Fcdcral t-ncrgy Regulatory Commission 
888 First Street. NF. 
\Vashington, I)C 20426 
(('onunents sent via USPS) 

Re: (UPPCO Shoreline Management Phms for FI-RC Projects P-I 864 (Bond and 
Victoria) P-2402 (Prickcu) P-I 0856 (Au Train), P-10854 (Cataract), and P-2506 (BDncy 
FAIN) 

Jailer WDI fc: 

1 am writing to comment on the Draft ShDrelmc Management Plans (DSMPs) compiled 
by I lppcr Peninsula Power Company (UPP('O) and its holding company, WPS 
Resources. Because the SMPs tbr these projects arc so similar to each other (much Dfthe 
text of the 5 DSMPs is identical except for place names, etc.) my comments apply to all 5 
unless otherwise noted. 

PARr  3. REGIONAL DEMOGRAPIIICS 

First 1 wish to point out that when it comes to the environmental impacts being 
considered m the DSMPs. UPPCO takes the attihMe that it has the legal right to sell non- 
proicct lands tbr massr,'e residential development and will do so, and that its only 
responsibility is to manage its project lands and hydroelectric projects m a way that 

IIN 
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minimizes  the inlpact  o f  this deve lopment .  But the tone u f  }':)rt 3 o f  each I)SMI ) is qui te  
different .  There  they list all nmnnc r  Df d e m o g r a p h i c  statistic.> tbr each rcspect i ' ,e  county ,  
in an attenapt to imply  (witht)nt hard  ev idence)  that deve lopmen t s  p roposed  for non- 
project  lands will grea t ly  benefi t  these count ies  and local rc~-~dcllts The h m g u a g c  may  be 
subtle but  the impl ica t ion  is clear.  As with their  press  re leases  and publ ic  s ta tements .  
I . ;PPCO seems to ho ld  the x ie,.v that  the impac ts  o f  the sale ;lt~tl deve lopmen t  o f  its non-  
project  lands tin cnviroll l l lcnta] and recreat ional  rcs tmn:cs  .;hollld not  bc cons idered  whcll 
eva lua t ing  these D S M P ,  whi le  the economic  (but not ncccsszlrily qua l i ty-of - l i lc )  iulpacl 
o f  these sales and drast ic  ch :mgcs  in land use should  be. I i l ' l ' ( ' ( )  cammt  hax e it both 
ways .  

The Regiona l  l ) emograph l c  sect ion tbr  each  I )SMP p('finls ~,ut that the lands  surroundi i Ig  
these f lowages  arc cons iderahl , ,  nlorc rural and "tcl ld lt~ ]lax ,. Io'~ cr  111casurcs 0|" 
economic  we l l -be ing  {lor example ,  ilacolDe and honlc vahlc 1" Ihall the a'v,2rage lor  
Michigan .  At the same tinlc a Iootnote  at the bo t tom o f  the ]]INI i;age o f  Part 3 o f  each 
D,";MP states that all these a reas  arc  suc ioeeononl ic ;d ly  s imilar  :o su r round ing  
communi t i e s  and the UP as a ,.,.'hole. U P P C O  ix therefore ,  u essence c o m p a r i n a  the 
economic  status o f  each iml,a,:ted c o m n l u n i t y  to that o f  M~chig~m's L u w e r  Perm'~snla. 
cvcn  thought  the I P  has a nmch  dif ferent  historI, . ' and econ, ,mdc -;tructurc. The  I )SMPs  
then state (again.  \~ i thout e\  idence)  that the p roposed  devch)prnents  v.'dl increase  income.  
land ",t ines.  the tax base.  and  at least by impl ica t ion ,  the "qua l i ty  o f  litb" o f  cur rent  
residents.  But. despi te  thesc c la ims,  NO C o s r - B I ~ N E F I I  S l l  1.)5 H A S  I!\  I-R I.HiF.N 
C ( ) N I ) I ; ( . " I H ) F ( ) R  A N Y ( I F  Itlt.:SI-PROP()SH)I)IiVhlOPMENTS. lndcedi t ix1313 
unders tand ing  that U P P C O .  Naterra  l , and  Corp. .  and, or a hzmdful o1" individuals  on a 
tuwnsh ip  hoard  have  ac t ive ly  opposed  reques ts  tl'Olll citi., 'cn, to do such  s t ud i e s  
Obv ious ly  ii" p roper ty  valuc'¢ ,re tip. p roper ly  tax re; cnucs  \'. ill a lso go  up, but r c s idcn t ' s  
prDpcrty taxes '.'.'ill go  tip as \'~ell. With nlorc fidl- and part-I!lilc res idents  more  scr,. ices 
StltC]l as road main tenance ,  pol ice  alld fire protect ion,  SDCKII -,crx Ices. ¢1¢ wil l  he. llceded. 
and the cost to local govcrllilleilts for these scra,iccs \\'ill ;~lst, ri~,c, eat ing up some  or all o f  
lhcsc ad,,liliona] tax rcvcllllC,;. The cost  Df l iving will i nc rca>c  The  public  needs  to hc 
mlbnDed  o f  these costs  as x~cll as the purpor ted  bcnel i t s  e l  ' .hcsc p roposed  dc , . c lopments  
in o rder  It) make  the best dcci  <iuns for  their  communit ie ,~  I~ccittlsc. it" Na t c r r a ' s  
deve lopment  plans  go  through,  the pris t ine nature  o l ' l h e w  l'~o\\,lgcs will be lost forever.  

( ' c r t a in  regional  econonl ic  inlcrcsts,  includii lg the \ \  cs tcrn  I ppcr  Peninsula  Phmning  alld 
L)cveloplDenl Rcgklllal ("OIIl1111ssion and the ()ntollagOl'l (.'tHIscr".'dlion District,  h~nc 
subnl i t tcd  c o m m e n t s  to FL RC (posted on the FI!R(" \, ,ebsitc) iii fa ' ,or  ot"the~,c 
dcvcJol'nllcllts, s ta t ing that I ' p p ( ' ( )  has sol ici ted c o m m e n t  I'rtqll I(<al ci t izens,  hunt ing  
and f ishing interests,  cnx imnmcnta l i s t s ,  local go \  c rmnents .  :rod rcprescn ta t i \  e ~, o f  state 
and l'cdcral hind managcn ien I  agencies"  What  they d o n ' t  mcHtion ix that,  except  tbr  a few 
na r row groups  wi thin  cer lam It~cal go', c rnments ,  all e l  these group~; tire o \ e r \ \  ] lelnlingly 
()PPO%KI) to these p roposed  dc '~clopnlcnts ,  l h i s  has  been c\  idcnt at all three t?PIK'()  
" 'public meet ings '"  1 have  a t l cndcd ,  as v.cll as f rom the m a j o u t  3 o f  le t ters- to- the-edi tor  ill 
local ne\ ' . spapers ,  and ill con\  crsati¢ms v.'ith others  iu'otlnd The ,,\ cslcril I :l ). .,\lld It iK ill'q) 
demons t ra ted  by a |all  200(~ sur \  ey send to all t hl ight  I ov. n,,hip res idents  (pos ted  on l i l t  
t ' l iR( '  wehsi te  at http:, clihlm~, 1~rc,gov. idlllWS, COllltllon'ol~.cnnal asp '?l] lclI)  I 1650711 
\\ hcr¢ 66'% o f  respondents  x\ t r c  aga ins t  any  deve lopment  and 7 4 " .  w c r c  agains t  docks  on 
Bond Falls I ' lowagc!  

Final ly,  the dcmDgraphics  sect ions  o f  all 5 [ )SMPs  assulnc Ih;l! IcqiddlllS lncilSllrc " \ \e l l -  
being'" and "qua l i ty  o f  li1~"" ,,in'tply 13",., the n lonc ta ry  '~aluc n '  !hcir homes  and bank 
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' V  

accounts. "lhcy clcarly imply that the rural nature of these areas is a negative, smnething 1 
and I'm sure many other area residents would strongly disagree with. The DSM Ps 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 hcrc is therefi~re low and lllat UPPCO's and Natcrra's dcvcloprncnt phms 
arc needed to "fix" this "'inadequacy". This arrogant attitude has been obvious throughout 
I;PPCO's and Natcrra's push fur development arouod these flowagcs. " . . . .  

Response: Opinions noted. 

PART 6. ENVIRONMENTAl., RECI'{EATIONAI., CUL'I URAI. AND AI:STIIETIC 
RESt)URCES 

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

Article 409, Water Quality Monitoring Plan (Bnnd/Victoria I)SIMP): 

This article states that water temperature and dissolved oxygen be monitored through 
2007. Then UPPCO must consuh with the BFIT and MDEQ on whether further 
monitoring is needed. 

UPPCO claims that this Articlc does not require amendment. But ringing non-project 
lands around this tlowage with roads, houses and accompanying lawns and septic tanks 
(in a rare detail on flowage development plans from Nalerra, 424 houses have been 
proposed) will undoubtedly result in a significant lowering of water quality. If the 
proposed devclDpments are implemented, Article 409 MUST be amended to include 
monitoring of additional relevant water quality parameters such as turbidity, total 
dissolved solids and fcc;d coliform bacterial counts. Otherwise this environmental issue 
could turn into a human health issue as u, ell. 

Response: Under the l~rtq)osed SMP. no amendment to the approved Water Qualio' 
Monitoring P/an will he nec'esxarv. Implementation oJ the SMP will have no impact on 
exi.stmg license water quality monitorin,~ requirements. 

V 

Article 412. Noxious Plant MDnitoring Plan: 

Part 1 of each DSMP states that a goal is to "Avoid the introduction and/or the spread of 
nuisanceiinvasive species". The signs and cducationat materials and activities that 
UPP('O proposed to use may help slow tile influx of mvasive species. But with massive 
de; e lopment and tile inllux of people, vehicles, boats, etc., from areas where many of 
these spccics are already rampant, numerous non-native, invasivc plants and animals 
ranging from aquatic and terrestrial pests to plant diseases and earthworms arc sure to bc 
introduced in spite of these efforts. (No terrestrial earthworms are native tD the 
northwoods, and all the earthwnnns here today are introduced from Et, ropc. These 
introduced earthworms have severe detrimental impacts on northern hardwood forests. 
bccause they consume lhc lifter layer on which many furcst plmlts and grDund-livfllg 
animals depend.) lnvasivcs plants that should bc monitored and ct,mrolled include curly- 
leal'pondwccd (]~ol~ltno,gct,cq! ~ risl)ll,'; ). hurasian bush hc, ncysucklcs (l.,miccra tatarica, l 
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morrowii ,  and  L. x bell(t), and common and glossy buckthorn (Rhamnus  cathart ica ,rod 
R.f i 'angula) .  Glossy buckthorn is already rampant around Victoria t lowage and on 
summnding Otta;va National Forest lands, where the ONF is working to control it. 
Helping with these eflbrts :it least on its ov.'n lands would shiny that UPPCO was really 
concerned about invasive species around these liD;rages. 

One of  the tnost serious in',asives likely to be introduced sotmer or later is the zebra 
mussel (Drei . ssenapolymorl f fU& This Eurasian mussel disrupts aquatic food chains and 
is notorious for fouling water retake pipes and other unde~,.atcr equipment. In ( 'anada: 
Ontario l lydro has reported zebra tDUSSel impacts of  $376.000 annually per generating 
station (Ne,.~, York Sea (}ram 1994. cited in US-ACE E R D ( 2 0 0 7 ) .  

Zebra mussels have already spread throughout the Great Lakes, and inhabit the 
Mississippi River and several northern Wisconsin and UP Inland lakes as well. \Vith the 
expectation o f  greatly increasxl boat traffic to and from these flmvages, it seems only a 
matter of  time betbrc this major aquatic pest is introduced tt, oile or more cd'them. ()nee 
established, there is no knov.u way of  eradicating them. I~rcsumably U PPCO would be 
actively working to prevent zebra IDUSSClS and other pests from gaining a tbothokl m 
these Ilowagcs, as for no other reason than to avoid potcntml problems ~ith tile operation 
o f  its hydrDclectric facilities. 

Part 1 of  each DSMP st;tics that UPPCO will do "rDutinc inspccliolas" to "lllonitor proicct 
lands and waters for introductions o f  terrestrial and aquatic invasi,,e species as a resuh of  
development activities. '  Articlc ,112 shoukt be modified to address the almost certain 
influx of  invasive species resuhing ti'Dm the proposed developments, and at least give a 
general outline of  how UPP( 'O intends to carry out this monitoring, lnvasive terrestrial 
plants (and certain aquatic phmts, such as curly-leaf pondweed} can sometimes be 
eradk'atcd from an area it+ inl't.stations are caught cltrly. I here fore cDmprehcnsivc surveys 
tot mvasives should bc comluctcd ovcr the entirety o f l h c  pro.icct lands (and nonproject 
lands) at least once and prelembly twice per year. to catch earl>-tlowering species such 
as garlic mustard as v, cll as plants such as tile mtrDduccd buckthorns that are detectable 
well into the fall. If populations of  mvasives are Rmnd. strategies should bc in place to 
control or eradicate thelll .  

Response:  () /unions m m ' d  / . : f ' I ' ( '0  is willinkz to moni tor  od~htional nuisance .~lwci¢:~ 
identi f ied hv the a~t'ncie~, l,'+ ,~ ided  t lwy have eff~'ctive, e c o m m m ' a l  and  reasomdde  
control  te~ ttniqm's" to evtiu~at," the .V~ccie~ [rom the re~ert'ol,s a~ dt!mon.~lraled llit'r~li<g]! 
tbctr  own ('onlrol ]wo-ram~ Un+h'r Ih('13rrg~o.ved.S'.'~]l ). n o  IItIH~IIdtHCtlI tO Ihc apl)roved 
.\'ttLsance ( "ontrol P h m  u i l / he  m'('e.ssarv Imph,mcnlol ion ~,I the S.~H' will l t lrlher 
UPP(  "0 efforts to moni tor  <m,:] tnJli~ah" the  .~l~*'¢'~ttl mti.~'atl{ t' plant., 

Article 413, Buf fer  Z o n e  Plan (Bond/Victoria. I)SMP): 

Here LII'PC() prop,ases to increase tile amount ,af pruject lands m be managed Ibr old- 
grov.th by 23.4% :it Bond I':dls and 20.1% at V'ictorm t'lo'.~ age. But the hcense 
agreement for this project. ,,rates that " [ ;PPC() commits, to develop a buft~r zone phm 
c,,rvering "UPP( 'O-mvned proiect lands" with a managernerlt obleclive tO achic".c oM 
grov.'th forest" (FER(" 2003  Section 4E. page 12)! l hc re tb t c  under the license agreement 
essentially AL l .  the lorest ar.autv,.I these Ilowagcs should bc managed as old-grov, th, not 
.iust a portion o f  them+ 
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v 

Response: As stated in the /h'st paragraph t!/ lic'ense artichr 413, "The Phm i.s" to inel.de 
a variable wtdth btf//er -'one o/200[~'et, adjacent to the Project impou.dments "', 
Th,,'mt,ffh #nplementation t?[the Bond kkdl.s" SMP, however, SMP wouht increase the 
aer('age g /pr . tee ted  hinds t~v approximately 57 oo at the Boml l'~d£~ impounJlnenl and 
66.9 % at the l/ictoria imptmndment when compared to the existing 200aft Jot b,[]i'r zone. 

Article 414 (Bond/Victnria DSMP) Wildlife and I.and Management Plan: 

UPP('O promises to classify 68.5°/,, and 66.5% of lands at Bond Falls and Victuria, 
respectively, as "conservation" hinds. But again, tile license agreement states that tile 
vnanagcnlcvlt objective Ibr A[.1. tile forested lands around Bond and Victoria is tbr 
management as old-growth! Furlhermorc, on Bond Falls in particular these so-called 
"conservation areas" do not consist of one or a f c w  continuous blocks of habitat, but arc 
instead broken into many, mostly small chunks of land scattered around the flowage. 
Many of these fragments are so small and isolated that they will be highly susceptible to 
tile adverse effects of t~agmcntation, including colonization by invasives and disturbance 
l¥om human activities, and ,,,,ill likely be of little conservation value. 

response: See previous" re.sJ~on.s'e. 

V 

Article 415, Threatened and endangered species protection and enhancement plan 
(Bond/Vicloria DSMPS, with mention of Calaract DSMPs): 

This Article must specifically be amended to include assessment and protection of habitat 
for two state "q'hreatencd" and one state "Special Concern" species. The first 
" l  hreatcned'" species is the merlin (l.'aleo eolumbarius). This falcon was noted by 
UPPCO's consuhant F;-PRO (E-PRO Engineering and Const, hing LI.C. based in Maine) 
in their reports for Bond/Victoria and Cataract flowages (as discussed below), but not 
recognized as being a state-listed species (or at least E-PRO did not treat it as such ill 
their report). The second "'Threatened" species is a rare cisco, Coregom~.s" artedi (also 
knov.n as "'lake herring"), which is found at least at Bnnd and Victoria Flowagcs, but also 
not considcred in these reports or the DSMPs. "Special Concern'" species not mentioned 
in [.i-I'RO's surveys or the Bond/Victoria I)SMP is a rare plant, autunmal water starw'ort 
(Callitricbe kcrmaphroditica), found in at, least two locations on Bond Falls Flowage. 
(See the discussion under Part 7 below tot additional information.) Again. these rare 
species are not considered in any of the relevant DSMPs, even though the licensc 
agreements rcquire UPPCO to provide "Thrcatcncd, endangered, and sensitive spccics 
protection for all UPP('O-owncd project hinds" (FER(' 2003. Section 41".'," page L2) 

Additional rare species probably inhabit these flnwages avid surrounding project lands as 
well. f 'omprchensive specics surveys should be done by qualified individuals at thc 
appropriate times of ycar, to insurc that any additional rare and endangered spccies arc 
protected in accordance with the license agreemcnts. 

v 

Response: UPPCO "s 7hreatened and Emhmgered Species PJv, teetion Phm pertains t,, 
the pr.teetirm g/'threatem'd, emkm,~ered, aml sensitive .v~eeies, spee!/ieallv, Bald l:'a~le. 
,~r.v w,d/i and O.v~ro'. Umh'r the pr~Jposed S.~II", m, amemhm'nt t .  the approved I'hm 
u ill he m'~essary 
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Article 416, Recreation Plan (Bond/VictDria DSMP): 

UPPCO suggests a nunlhcr o:'arnendmcrnts to this article, including an amendment to 
Sections 2.1 and 2.2, stating. " l h e  recreational enhancement.; propDscd for the Bond 
Falls Development are consistent with the policies, shoreline classifications, and 
development guidelines specified m the shoreline management plan for the Bond Falls 
Project and the objectives of  the Buffer Zone Plan and the I hrcatened and Endangered 
Species Protection and Enhzmccment Plan. As discussed above, tile DSMP fur Bond 
Falls is clearly NOT consislcnt with the shDrcline classifications and dc,;clDpmcnt 
guidclincs because it did 11oi consider three rare species documented on this t]owagc: the 
merlin, the lake herring and lhc autumnal water star'+,, ort. 

Additionally. part (b) o f  this article clearly states that the hccnscc may only grant 
permission for "NON-COMMERCIAL piers, landings, boa: docks, or similar smlcturcs'" 
(capitalization added) withont FI-RC approval. Thus the tnarlna cluster docks for boat 
rental proposed tbr Bond at the Barclay boat landing, and al Victoria near the dam woukl 
appear It+ bc prohibited without FERC approval, and would presumably require an 
alDelldl)lent to this article to construct them. 

Response: UPl~(Y)  does p*'ot~oxe to a m e n d  the Recreat io .  / 'Am to i m h . t e  the 
re('reationa/ enhancements  V,eci/i('d in the SMtL Ul~l~('O h, ts ~one to (on~i~h'rat,lc 
cl~Jrt to prodllc¢" S:~]Ps that  [)rotccl  a n d  enhu l l cc  lhc  p r o / c < / s  na tura l  rc~ollrt 'C+ (lilt/ lilt" 
p r o  j e t (  {s" primao" [unction. the  p r o d m - t i o n  r~+electriciO ". n 'hde  p r o v i d i n g  puhlic  
rccl'ecllioHtl] d/lhallcemt'HlS a n d  direclin,~,, NTalla,l~ill~ lipid lllill,l~(/lJll~ lit(" impocl~ o/ 
al,ticil,ated ~h'velopment o/ ,lon-prq/t'ct hinds so as to comld~'mcnt or  have plt'ltlrol ~ //i'¢ls 
on  lho.s'c IlOlllrtll rcsollrcd~ "]'hd ,~'laldmttll Q[+ " t ton-commcr¢ io/ p i e r s  "" ldkcl! [roll? lht' 
prqfl'ct licenve is" IrllllC(llCd lrJ ¢ h(lll~¢ lh(" meanin,v,  In the  h¢~'nse, the" S&llcmtqll 
tontinuc,s t{v chlri/~'in~ a "'m,,,z ¢wmmerical p ier  "" i,s " in tcmh'J  It, q'l've a sin,~t'-litmi/3' 

07;(' tt~t ('l/in,t; "" 

Article 419, Ilistoric Resnurees Management Plan (Bond/Victoria I)SMP): 

UPPCO claims that implementing tile DSMP will have no cttk'ct on historic sites around 
tile tlm~ age. But with the attcmpted (and 1 believe license-\ i,+latmg) changes It+ the 
tnanagement o f  the projcct lands proposed in this I)SMP. including moving campsitcs. 
replacing "DId-gro;vth'" with dc,.elopcd "recreation areas", t i c  rc',isiDn of  tills article 
would :,ecru to be hi order. 

Respnnse: O p m m n  m,te~L lum'ev¢.r, iplqdc'mc'nt+lti~m <?I the £ ~.1t' will h+lv," mJ impo~ z +m 
U P P (  0 's ahili O" to m(tn(:.~(" hL~tori( l)ropcrti¢'s con.sAlt'(it ~ ill+ lht" requirements o/'h(" 

cq,f,roved l.,l~m. 

PAR'I + 7. S I I O R E L I N E  M A N A G E M E N T  PLAN CI..AS>;IFICAI"IONS AND 
(;I/II)I"I.IN ES 

Part 7 of  each DSMPs ,,m,++ e again as>,erts that UPP('() and I -PR() ha,.c c,,mdnctud 
adcqtlate CllVironnlenta] a~;-;cssnlelltS of Bond, \/ictoria, ~nld Ihc t,thcr tlov. agcs 1111% IS 
FALSE. As pointed out m previous comments to FI!RC. the brief li-PR() surx cys 
conducted ill 200b rcsuhcd ul cookie-cutter "draft reports'" ~ hich x'.. ere very supcrficml 
and SD much alike that cx:Cll the nanles o f  [he l'[owagcs v, er~ occasiona]Jy ~.~, roll~ 

Response: The c . v i r . , m l c v m /  rel~ort~ do / . . v i~h"  an adcq , . , t c  a~ xt<~smt'n/ ~d natura/  
rtvot lrcew t?rem,nl t t / c H t h  o/ Ill(' l't'gCtToJr~ XlIlllCiCIII Io ¢']1tl7 +;t [~'t'];'t" [)olcIIIiO/ ittll)(l( I~ ttx 

I bt 



Jnofflclal FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0143 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#: P-i0856-000 

a r(.5ult o[propo.ved mm-proiet't uses o/proje('t Kinds'. It's important to note that 
UPI'CO did not rely solely on the environmental reports in isolation o/the volumes ~f  
recreation and environmental in/brmation that were colh,cted during relicensing and 
inJbrmation ohtained thtwugh consultation with the general puhlic atttl resource 
agem'ies. Each SMP includes a comprehensive analysis ~f environmental impaet~" 
anticipated to occur as a result of  implementation ~ the SMP. UIJPCO utilized 
nltltl('roll.~" I"ERC ordetw approving SMPs and non-pr~ject use ~?/'project hmd~ as the 
temphlte to describe the environmental intpaet.v. 

V 

In my 2006 comments to FIiRC I outlined why the E-PRO draft rcpDrts wcrc grossly 
inadequate. Except lor bald eagle a loons, the consultants seemed to be unsure o f  v,,hat 
they were looking for. Included in their bird sightings were reports ofmcr l ins  (l.2~h'o 
columbarius) at Bond Falls, Victoria, and Cataract Flowagcs. At Victoria and ( 'ataract 
Flowages, the E-PRO reports cvcn mention seeing merlins acting aggressively, indicating 
likell re, sting nearby. These consultants either didn' t  realize that the merlin was listed as 
"Threatened" by the State o f  Michigan if  they did (as UPPCO claims page Ig o f  
Attachment 71 Dfthe DSMP, in response to my August 2006 comments to FI-R(', 
included in attachment 47) they inexplicably didn' t  mention that this bird was state- 
listed" or treat it as such in their repor t  

Aquatic plant "surveys" simply listed several genera common in lakes throughout the 
eastern US, e.g. Potamogeton .V~p.. Nojas .~pp., Myriophyllum ,V)p., etc., arid apparently 
made no attempt to identil~¢ these plants to species, or to figure out if the plants they saw 
might be rare. Emergent and shoreline plants were, not st,~'eyed, nor was there any 
attempt to assess how migratory birds might use these flDwages. 

In September 2006 1 visited Bond Falls Flowage (for a canoe trip with others). There 1 
came upon two populations o f  a rare aquatic plant the consultants had never mentioned: 
Callitriche hermaphroditica (autumnal water starwort). This plant is listed as "'Special 
Concern'" in Michigan. It was, locally common in shallow water near l.ittlc Falls on the 
south side of  tile llDwage, and at the mouth of  Dead Creek on the ,,vest side of  the 
flov,,age. (1 collected several specimens and sent thetn to the University of Michigan 
Hcrbarimn in Ann Arbor, where the plant 's  identity was verified by the curator, Dr. A. A. 
Reznicck. I also, submitted a rare plant reporting lbrm to the Michigan Natural Features 
Inventory in Lansing.) At both locations the populations wcrc large and obvious enough 
that even if the consuhants were only able to identify common genera of  aquatics, they 
should have seen this plant, recognized that it was unt, sual, and used one of  several 
;~,idcly available plant taxonomy works relevant to the region to figure out what it was. 

Another rare species inhabiting Bond Falls flowagc has been completely omitted from the 
I)SMP lbr this f lowagc - a cisco, (_'oregonus artedi (also known as "lake herring"). In 
Table I)-I of  Appendix 1) o f  the 2001 l)raft Environmental Impact Statement for 
rcliccnsing (FERC 2001), this fish is listed as inhabiting Bond Falls Flowage and two of  
three other large water Ixldics (Gogebic and Cisco Chain o f  Lakes) included in the Bond 
Falls project. The lake herring is listed as " ' l 'hrcatcncd" in Michigan (MNFI It,)99). Yet 
its presence is not mentioned anyv, herc in the I)SMP or E-PRO's  reports, so the potential 
impact of  the DSMP un this state-listed species isn't considered. 

V 
Resl)onse: Opinions noted ,S)'e alcove re.sponse. 
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"['he Bond Falls Flowagc map classifies both the areas v,'ith autumnal water starwort as 
"General Use / FDnnal Recreation Areas" where "recreational ctlhancetnents'" would 
occur (Section 7-3). While ihcsc water starwort populatiom; can presumably handle 
occasional foot or canoe tra flic (and arc mostly m too shallov, of  v,,atcr to bc significantly 
affected by motorboat traffic). Ihcy are likely to bc signilicamly impacted by the 
"'proposed recreatiom, I enhancements" planned for these areas. UPPC() 's  clalnl that these 
areas were "'carefully phmncd based upon data collected as 0arl of  the 2006 
environmental studies" is further c,,idencc o f  the gross inadequacy o f  these studies. 

Response: Public. use ql lhc~¢, ba.sin~ is e~pec'ted to occur. ;~ ith ,~r without I 'I 'P( "0 :~ 
implementation o f  the SMI ' ,  Regional  growth  over  the nc'~r ten to li/~ecn w 'am i~ 
expected to increase ret'rc'arion use ~{['thc Bond  l"cdl~ prt?],., t ~h~c" to the ca.~' accessibil i ty 
o /pro jec t  waters ctnd the m, ~ea~in Z inac'c'cssibilio: o l t h c  . \ :a iomd P)~re.~t l .am£ which i~ 
~rhibited in the Ottawa .Valional bbres t  2OO6 l"orc'~t P h m  b!cvi~'ion. 17u" pr~!jc~ t licensc 
alr#ctdv r¢'qltirc'.~ im/)rt'n'cm~'tllS to proje~'t r¢'crt'cltiotl til¢ ilim'~ t~ achlrc'~s c.vistin,~ tutd 
luture use  These improvcme.,it~ will inherently increc;xc re¢ rcotum use ~4 thc" proie, t. 
7he" re'creation improvemcnt~ ori,~inallv proposed  liar the l,iuh" l')dLs and  I )cod ~kul "~ 
('lc'¢'k Hi'ca are IIOU lL~'ted o~ ,oot('tllitll .~iw.~ /or rec'recltiou cw)tUl.~ion. 

According to the license agreement tor Bond Falls Prqlcct (FER(" 2OO3). L:PI'C() 
c,,.)tllnlits to a "land nlanageulcnt plat1 that includes tinlbcr lIlalla~cn]ent, re,,cgetation 
measures, and threatened, endangered, and sensitive species protection for all t.l'l '<.'O- 
ov.'ncd project lands.." (Sccmm 41i page 12). 1 would assume that Special ("onccrn 
species such as autun-mal v,atcr slarwort would lhll under the term %cnsiti ' ,c ,,pccic~;'" 
used ill the DSMP. and that tile lake herring and the merlin ~both protected under 
Michigan law) definitely would. Yet despite published reports of  the presence of  thc 
hitter two species by FFR(" ani.I L;PPCO's own consultants, respectively, no mc;mhlgful 
su rveys  have  been conducted for then1, and no conslderaliotl o1 thclll (let alone pro', isions 
for their protection) exists in the I)SMPs for Bond Falls or I lbr the merlin) ( 'ataract 
Flowages. What other rare. :hrcatcned, and endangered sl',eclcs inhabit these t]ox,.agcs 
and surrounding project lands7 Nobody knows, because despite the 2006 E-PIU ) sur~ c?s. 
N() ("()IMPRI{IIF~NSIVI" . . \SS[ 'SSMENT ()F RARh P I . A \ ! S  ANI) ANIMAl S HAS 
BEEN DONE on, or arotmd these l]owagcs . . . . . . . . .  

l h c  I)SMP goes onto state ]l(~xv the various layers of  data \~. crc m'crlaid on aria[ 
photographs, and how tile resulting map "'served as the prm:ac,, aid ill the clas~,il,,m~, 
Shoreline Managcnlcnt Plall areas (sic). lhlt. much of  the b,olO,elcal "da ta"  collected b) 
I ;PPCO and i'~-PR() is hapha.<ard, inconlpletc, irrclcxant, and or superficial, an.', maps 
that rely on this "data"  arc prcsumably superficial and unrch;iblc as well. 

Response- ()l~ilHotlS l lOlCd ~t,~,j)l't,vious rt,s]~Oll.~Cs /) ' I t  l uc l l  :~ hi ' re t]l~' mcr l# l  ~t~l~ 
ident!flcd al Boud /"a/ls Ira, I;1'" ed in the Urm~crvot/.n-Li//,,th'd Public  7)'cnl 
( "bls.~'¢ficalion. 

PART 9. ENVIRONMI'~N I'AI, IMPACTS.  

l'hc Bond Falls DSMP "comradicts the "'l)rat~ 1'ins ironmcn:;~ hnpact StatcnlcnU ( l 'hR( '  
20OI ) as to how much wcthm,] cxlsls around this llm~aec ¢ ,u pa,!c 54. t I 'R("  (2trill) 
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states that, "Although wetlands around Bond Falls Reservoirs arc limited because of the 
seasonal drawdown, a narrow band of willows is present around tile perimeter of the 
impoundment." In trying to justify siting some docks over shrub wetlands, the I)SMP 
(page 9-3) states, "These wetlands exist throughout the majority of tile Bond Falls 
inlpuundnlcnt and the 'wetland type is ,,'cry common along the m~jority of the shoreline. 
Because this habitat type is very common at Bond Falls, and is only available to species 
such as fish the extent of impacts associated with seasonal dock placement in these areas 
is expected to be mminaal". -l'he curious "only available to fish" comment aside, is Bond 
Falls Flowagc SUtToumlcd by a narrow band of willows, as stated in FI-RC (2001), or by 
extensive shrub wetlands its stated m the drat~ I.)SMP for this flowagc? 

Response: l'Teld surve)w conducted h), ~]PPCO '.s" consultant do~umented the presence of 
e~tcnsive shrub uethmd~ at the Bomt Falls impoundnwnt. 

V 

Page 9-1 of tile Bond/Victoria DSMP states, "Moderate long-term impacts to water 
quality through the introduction of additional nutrient supplies in the form of 
uncombusted fuel could potentially result from the operation and maintenance of 
additional boats associated with tile proposed docks." Since when has uncombustcd fuel 
been cDnsidercd a nutrient? Also, the potential impact of uncombustcd fucl is omitted 
from the DSMPs [br the other llowagcs, cvcn though new docks are prDposcd for all of 
them 

Response: UPPCO ha~" revised the SMl'  to read. "Mo~h~rate hmg-term impacts to wuter 
quality through the intro~hwtion o/'a~klitional nutrient supplie~' and un('omhu.~'ted htel 
couhl potentiallv result/?ore the ¢)in,ration am/maintenance o£.. " 

CONCI.USION 

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 shall have the authority to grant pcnnission for certain types of use and 
occupancy of project hinds and waters and to convey certain interests in project lands and 
waters for ccrtam types ufuse and occupancy: without prior Comn'dssion approval. The 
licensee may exercise the authority only if the proposed use and occupancy is consistent 
with thc purposes of protecting and enhancing the scenic, recreational, and other 
cn'~lronmcntal values (page 61 ). And Section (t) of each license states that "' I,ands 
eonveycd under this article will be excluded from the project only upon a determination 
that the lands are uot necessary for project purposes, such as operation and maintenance, 
flo,.vage, recreation, public access, protection of environmental rcsourccs, and shoreline 
control, including shoreline aesthetic values." 

The I)SMPs tbr these projects would allow large private lightcd docks (proposed for all 
the tlowagcs), viewing corridors (Prickctt, Cataract, Boncy Falls and AuTrain)woody 
debris clearing from the flowagc (Prickett), "'Formal Recreation Areas'" tllat slice up 
forest originally designated to be managed as Did-growth(Bond/Victoria), and other 
ahcrations that do not fulfill the purposes stated to the tlowages and adjacent project 
lands m the license agreements for these prDjccts, including environmental and rare 
species protection, shuleline aesthetic ,.alues, and unfettered access for aH of the public. 
And because UPPf'() 's nmnagcment plans have changed so drastically lruln a j'~,t, years 
ago. when they stated that they anticipated m~ significant devclopiDent around these 
lqowzlgcs, new t!nviromuental [nlpact ~tatcnlellt should bc COlDplclcd tot all ofth¢~;¢ 
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flowagcs to ascertain the flJll impact of UPPCO's plans, l'h]~, is necessary Ibr many 
reasons, including to assess nnpacts to state-listed species, v, hicb UPPCO has undeniably 
so far ignored in its DSMI's and environmental "studies" for at least three of the 
llowagcs. Furthcrmorc, Natctra l.and Corp. has still not released specific plans for 
dcvclDpment around any of d:cse tlo',vages, making it impos:,iblc to fully jt, dgc v, hat tile 
true impacts of these developments might be, let alone whelher lhcse DSMPs x~ ill be 
adequate to handle the anticipated impacts. 

l.or the above reasons, I am smmgly OPPOSED to these DS, MPs bein G implemented in 
their present form. 1 ask that IJPPCO updatc and revise these DSMPs after completing 
ncw Environmental Impact Slatements tbr these flowages, so that lhe resuhing SMPs are 
based on complete, accurate, and up-to-date infonnation, aml adequately address the 
concerns discussed above. 

Thank you for this opportul,ity to comment. 

Steve Garskc 
PO Box 4 
Marenisco, MI 
49947-0004 

Response: Opinions noted 

Alt .  81:  J u n e  S c h m a a l  

Janet \Voile. ('ommunication~, Manager 
UPPCO 
P.O. Box 130 
I toughton, M 1 -19931-0130 
May 23. 2007 

Dear Ms. Woltb. 

As a IDng-time residcrlt of the lake district of northern \Visconsin. [ speak fi'om 
experience regarding the cflk:cts of pristine shorelines of o', or-development by greedy or 
ignorant humans. 

The proposed nlanagc:Dent plans for Prt;iect I.amls surrounding reselVOn's i11 the 
Upper Peninsula of Michigan ine,. itably will resuh m detrimental impacts on this 
splendid area. Surely. i11 200 7. there nlust be some enx'irolltu,211tal axvarel'tcss of the 
incx itable damage that will .)~.cur with tile introduction ot'th>cks, lights, paths, and 
', lowing corridors and uncnh~htened property owners. 

I urge that WPS-UPI'C() honor its FF, RC license and protect tile shoreline habitat 
from human inter,.cntion and all of the cnvironl'flenta[ destructton that v.ill ~,urely Ibllov.. 

Sincerely, 
June Schmaal 
1163 lqwy 47 \Ves! 
Arbor Vitae, WI 654568 
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Response: Opinions noted. UPPCO has revised the SMI"s to, among other items, 
ehminate the instalhltion ~f  underground electric wiring, the installation o/'permanent 
dewk li,cJlting, and the installation o['boat li[ts. Additionallv, the finalS3,1Pshaw'heen 
revi~('d t,, re[h'ct a re~hwtion in tile total number ~?/'proposed boat slips. 

w 

Att. 82: i l e n r v W .  Peters 

Kirnberly I). Bose, Secretary 
Fedclal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) 
888 First St. N.E. 
Washington D.C. 20426 

Rc: Shoreline Management Phms and Development Projects (SMPs), FERC Rcscrvoir 
Project Numbers: 
Project No. 1864 (Bond and Victoria 
ProJect No. 2402 (Prickett) 
Proiect No. 10856 (Au Train) 
Project No. 10854 (Cataract) 
Project No. 2506 (Boney Falls) 

Dear SccrctaD' 13ose (and Commission), 

l-nclosed below are rny comments on the SMP regarding the land sale and projected 
p[alHled devclopmem anticipated to follow in the above referenced hydrDpower domains. 
1 sent these comments, in timely fashion to UPI'CO (i.e., May 21,2007, the ofticial 
deadline for public comment) by email.., so the form differs slightly, printed. I also 
corrected, for clarity of understanding, several misspellings and typos (and will theretbre, 
resend remarks to (JPP(20, noting slight changes). 
The short of it i< I tind cxtremcly discDnccrting the thct that (as far as I know) 
UPP('O;WPS/I'!atcra, Inc., has largely attempted to bypass public awareness regarding 
their intentions and perhaps even ;vorsc, the Icgally mandated regulatory authority of 
FI~P,( ', cspccial[y regarding tile Project lands. 

Please give this approprmte attention... Generally speaking, this may not be the richest 
area Icconomically) in the nation, it has, however, been endowed with a certain measure 
of ~tbundance (¢.ivcrsity m nature, and profound beauty! ), as well as the opportunity to 
recos er some lreasure of wealth, lost from previous generations of human indtteed error 
(i.e.. careless mining practice, over logging.., some of which invoh'ed (clear) cutting up 
to the edge of waterways.., allowing for erosion, changes in turbidity, and temperature, 
for some example, the Grayling' was lost this way, as they were dependant upon the 
cooler water telnperatures tbr breeding, and the removal of lbrest cover (shade) caused 
over-all water t,mlperatures to rise, etc. (see foomote below on page two). 

Thc~,: "resourct:s" above mentioned (and many not) address also, a future, PO'I'EN'I IAI. 
state of the worhl. I 'he wheel is still m spin... It may bc that citizens currently residing ill 
these areas, will. or will not respond appropriately to the call for responsible actions to 
protect the ~lbove. but tile opportunity for doing so would have no moral/ethical basis, if 
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this same opportunity ','.:ere rcmno,.ed frolD lhe reahu of  the pose, ible by means ol ' lhcir 
own governmental indifference. "lhis is your charge. I prey' ,. ou act with appropriate 
consideration for ALL (11"the inhabitants o f  these areas. 

"Thank you R)r your consideration to tills matter. 

Sincerely, 

t lenryW. Petcrs 

Response: Opinion.s' m,le~[ 

The 'grayling (Thynlallus fllymallus) is a species of  frcshwaler tlsh m tile salmon family 
(faluily Sahnonidae) of  order Salmoniformes. It is the type -,pecies of  its genus  Natl,.e to 
the l 'alearctic ecozone, the ,,.,ra5 ling is Widespread throughuut llorthern Europe. li'om the 
United Kingdom and France It) the Ural Mountains m Rus~,ia. While it v.,as introducc(I I(1 
Morocco m 1048, it does not appear to have become established there. (sic) The grayling 
prclZ'rs co\ l ,  mnnmg riverme waters, but also occurs 111 [akk> alld. exceptionall,., m 
brackish v.'atcrs around the Baltic Sea. Omnivorous,  the fish t~_'cds on ,,egctablc matter as 
well :is ertlstacealls, insccl-, ~lnd spiders, nlolhlscs, yoophlllklon, alld smaller lishcs, 
including Eurasian nlinno\w and yellow perch  Graylings arc also prcy fi~r larger fish, 
including the huchell (Hucho hucho). With tile Arctic grayling, 1, thymallus is one of  the 
economically important "l'hvmaihls species, bcing raised commercial ly and fished fur 
sport, l 'he  grayling is a protected species listed in appendix III o l  the Bern Con'. ention. 

(emphasis added) 

Re: Shoreline Malmgeinent Plans and l)evelopment Project,, (SMPs). | E R e  Reservoir 
Pro.iect Numbers; 
Project No. 186.1 ( Hond and \' ictoria) 
Project No. 2402 (Prlckeu) 
Project No. 10856 (Au Tra in l  
Project No, 1085,1 (("ataract~ 
Projccl No. 2506 (Boney I'alls) 

l )ear Ms. \ \ 'o l t~,  et. al., 

Basically, in regards to the abo' ,e ret(:renced UPP('()  \VPS hydropo\,,er area land sale 
areas to Naterra, I x~ish to s:ale my firm objection. 

( ) f f thc  top. as a hmgtimc a~ea Icsidcnt of  this area in the uppc'r peninsula of  MJchi,,,an 
and now land steward of  nl} l,lnllly's properties+ 160 acres approxinlately se'.,en iiiiIcs 
south of  Victoria reservoir (since 1941), from the time of  m\  hitlh. I haxe li,.cd off  and 
oil, or  l lcar Ill}' gralldpal'ell[> l t)2X holl leste[ld, I11y expcr iel lec tells tile that any \~, here near 
the placenlenI of  the projected V.alercrafi in these commercmll} designed de\clopmcnts 
as outlined m the etlrrcnt cdltlon ()flhe "Shoreline \ lanagemcn' .  Phm" (SMPL wilh 
accompanying docking l'acihties, strikes any person who ha'~ some reasonable amount of 
a',vareness, experience and ~-e:~sitivity It1 the magnificent be! vet fragile di',ersit.,, of  
ecosystems m the considerud sale areas (and for the sake oldlscu-;s ior l  Ilcre; cspccial ly  
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V 

V 

V 

the project land~;), o f  which somc is just now beginning to recover from well over a 
ccf~turics' previous mistakes, especially in regarding this abundant diversity as an 
inexhaustible rc- source of  forest, mineral/water or atmosphere. Unfortunately some of  
these areas, in close proximity, continue to take a beating.., e.g., road building 
inappropriate logging, or other manner of  oft mindless exploitation, and some areas, it is 
yet to be demonstrated even their potential for resilience. 

If you get nothing more from this letter than this: l say, NO TO I')OCKS IN r i l e  SAI.E 
ARFAS .  But there is more, and I would now take this opportunity to expand a bit. 

First of  all, the liccnsc agreement, accomplished in 2003 between the Fcderal Energy 
Rcgulatnry Commission (FERC) and UPPCO states (albcit in relation to the Wikt and 
Scenic Rivers Act, which may or ~nay not be at the nRnnent, moot) that: 

76. Sect on 7(a) does not bar the issuance of  a license for its continued operation, 
as long as no new construction is proposed,54 and UPPCO proposes no new 
constnlction in its rc license application. (emphasis addcd) 

And thrthcr it states: 

16 U.S.C. § 808(e). LICENSE TEF, M 108. Section 15(e) of  the FPA 63 provides 
that any new license issued shall be for a tenn which the Commission detennines 
to be in :he 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 proj,..cts that propose little or no redevelopment, new cnnsmlction, new 
capacity, or environmental mitigative and enhancement measures; 40-year terms 
for projects that propose moderate redcveloprnent, new construction, new 
capacity, or mitigation and enhancement measures; and 50-year terms for projects 
that propose extensive redevelopment, new construction, new capacity, or 
enhancement. 110. In Section 2.5 o f  the Agreement, the signatories agree to a 40- 
year license tenn. In t991, [JPPCO completed reconstruction of  the Victoria dam 
and rela:cd facilities costing approximately S14,000,000. t JI'PCO also completed 
a $6,000,000 replacement of  the woc~stave pipeline with a spiral wound steel 
pipeline in 2001. In light of  these expenditures and the enhancement measures 
and operational changes proposed pursuant to the Agreement. a term of  40 years 
ix appro:~riatc. Accordingly,  the new license for the Bond Falls Project will have a 
term of  40 years. (emphasis added) 

In other words, the way [ read this, the current license was granted to all areas under the 
condition that (IPPCO 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 jr,stifled. This, among other features, is v,'hat the agreement was 
about. 

Ok. so thcrc ',','ere NON-projcct lands which arc supposcdly open for any business that 
the " , ~ n e r s "  may choose... Wc might debate, in an othcr, more kind forum, the wisdom 
ol'th~s "any business" however, I wish to f~cus on my main conccrn here. the project 
lantl~- and die project ;V~llcrways... 
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• What FERC appro,.cd for tile Recreational Plan (h~cs not resemble m the least 
the inassive changes now proposed.., involving coi~struction and intrusion of  
docks, landings, lights, and, o f  course, water craft with accompanying residences 
and cxponcntial variances through time. 

• UPPCO/WPS commissioned a "drive by" biological survey.., about a se,.c[al 
day time line, during only one season of  many here ~ hich mmspire, using, li)r 
example ,  a helicopter to do raptor survcys...(absurd'. ~ The "Michigan I lydro 
Relicensing ( 'oalit ion" (MHRC) states in their Augu~,t 28, 2006  letter to I.Ipp('() 
that: 

"We reconmmnd that UPPCO not identify these ~.tudies as ',En,. mmmental  
Assessments " t invmmmental  Assessment (1 ..\) has a specific meaning 
under the National 17.nvironmental Policy Act ( N liPA). These assessmcnts 
do n,at meet the requirements o f  an EA as (lcl]ncd under NEPA. In 
general, an E,\ includes brief  discussions of flit Ibllowmg: tile nccd tbr the 
proposal, an analysis ofalternativcs,  cnvironmenla] impacts of the 
altcrnativcs, and a listing o f  agencies and pcrsorls consulted." 

• l 'hey  go on to politely suggest that you call your o,, ,:r ~ ie\~ prelinlinary, biased 
vicw assessment (of  the publics willingness to digc>t the superficial!) as an 
"Environmental Busclmc Assessment." 1 most rcspcclfully cease my agrcemcnl 
with tile M I t R e  at this petal, as the study had more of  an appearance of  making a 
puppet show of  the ~csource than any serious degree of  concern for the posszhlc 
correspondence to the imporlant natural relations thiiI show thcm lhrough time 
alld space. 

• l h a t  said. ~r',)In d\ cn a cursory  g lance  at tile commem: ,  the , ,arious conlnlent ing 
agencies IDade, hnth as individual organizations and ;is :1 coalition, there secnled 
more  or less unanimous apprehension as to the sul]]clcncv ,,)f the "li-Pro. Inc" 
survey.  

• 1 ~.~.,.mkl further add. besides an EA that, because e l  fin." scope and magnitude ~.ff 
these projects, both ~,ite specific and inchlsi','e o f  tile lolal pro.ie,.:ts areas cw, cred 
m this proposed landscape modification of'.a hich a I cderal Agency i-, the 
regulatory w, erseer I F["IRC). cumulative effects v, Lm:h include, by legal mandate. 
from the NEPA as s,lcd below, an EA. a Biological t 'xaluation (Bk) and ab.o 
appropriate J !nv i r onn l cn l a l  Impact %lalclTIcnts ( [ ; [%)  i lecd hc done  Io 111~nnlilin i111¥ 

credible compliance wilh the letter and spiril o f  apph~ able la~s. 
NriPA 
40('FR P.'\RI 1500 
See. 1508.7 
('unmlati'~c impact. "( umulati ' ,  e impact" is the impact on the en; ironnlcnt 

v.hich reslllls tronl the incrcnlcnta[ impact  ot :hc action '¢. hcll Hddcd Io 
other past. present, and reasonably tbrcsecablc ItltUle actions rcgardles-, ()1 
V, hat agent,. (]:cderaI or non-~"cderal) or pcrxon Lllldertakes ~,uch other 
acti,.ms. ("umulatr,.c impacts can rcsull fronl indi',iduaIIy minor hut 
colIecw,'eI? >L~:niIicant actions taking place ,,~ era period oI'mnc 
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• Nature is, one way or another, m a dynamic condition... Where are the now, 
relatively every day discussed possibilities of GI.Ot~AL CLIMATE CHANGE 
considerations in relation to these projects? ! 

• What 1 appens, tbr example it. given that there is now generally admitted loss of 
lbssil tuzl Cpcak oil), and the likely possible effects of this development? • 
Where is the analysis of the probabilities, given you arc inviting multiplying 
possibilities for who knows who. from who knows ,.,,,here regarding "viral 
hemorrhagic septicemia virus, VIISV, which causes anemia and hemorrhaging in 
fish." as sited m below included article, not to mention other invasive species of 
plant and animals (i.e., zebra muscle, etc.)? 

• In this "Shoreline Management Plan" numbers of"proposcd recreation 
cnhanccments are listed.., very impressive.., and supposedly members of thc 
public ("local stakeholder") have. for example, asked for "lish cleaning stations." 
Well, l have been to most every public meeting (other than the so-called "focus 
groups.") and 1 have not once heard any one ask for a "fish cleaning station." As a 
mater of lact, the vast majority of comments 1 have heard ex- pressed serious and 
troubled concern over the presentation and direction of this kind of artificial city 
in the "wilderness." Looks to me. likc most Iblks view this as dcvcloping a rich 
per- sons playgmt,nd at the expense of somcthing many, including my selt, hold 
of dear ,,aluc here" A land and ,,;'ater way where lmman breath and care may stand 
some harmonious chance with what the good lord offi:rs... The chance to give to 
futurc generations, some scmblancc of what potential the world, untrammeled by 
total hum;m misery and degradation! 

• And speaking of tbcus groups, you stated some where in your meanderings 
regarding the possibilities tbr likely "riches" in this development that you would 
consuh with "all local stakeholders." (paraphrase) regarding our concerns, and 
yet, fmra a discussion l had with some of the people v,,ho tried to sincerely 
participate in t i l e  " l o c u s  groups," you sponsored, their consensus opmion/s ,,,,,ere 
c;,idently given no serious credence (i.e. consensus was only "advisory"). That, 
given the number of meetings and deals, i.e., watching the Naterra & Co. at all of 
the public meetings, appearing to be playing tbotsie and other games with some of 
the Tov, nship and other "officials." was not something I felt in the least positive 
about. 

1 could go on.. but 1 believe there is sufficient amount of consideration hereby presented 
to let you know the degree of"appreciation" I have for your little proposal. 

No Docks! 

Thank you for '/our attention. 

Sincerely. 
Henry V¢. l'etets 

l~lespOllSe: Op;PHon~" ;Ioh'd. 

12~ 
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Art. 83: Barbara Quenzi  

From: pquenzi [pquenzi(o hughes.net] 
Sent: Wednesday. May I(,. 2007 12:37 PM 
To: jwol fe(a}uppco.com 

Janet Wolfe: 
Re: F[{RC prDjects 2402 (Prickett): 1884 (Bond Falls); 1085x (An Tram): 10854 
(( 'ataract); 2506 (Boney) 

1 oppose constructiDn of docks at Prickctt. Victoria, Au l r m  n. ( 'ataract,  Boney Falls and 
laRmd Falls site, as this '.','ill dvgrade wihllifc habitat. I oppo-,c removal o f  stumps at 
Prickett I)am. as this will allow the increased traffic ol 'molor  boats to go at much higher 
speeds and generate more m~ise. 1 oppose the cstablishmenl o f "v i ew  corridors" as this 
would further degrade wildlife habitat. 

In my opinion, the UPPC() SMP does not protect and enhai~t c wildlifi: habitat as required 
by |:IiR('. Given the complexity of  this issue and the limited scope o f  the Shoreline 
Management Plan. an Enviromnental Assessment should bc required of  UPP('()  in this 
IllallCr 

Response. In re.v~onse t~ ¢ ommentx  fi'om agencie.s m t d  th~" lmhlic,  thclinal,%'.~ll>.s how'  
hccn rcvi.sed to rc/h'('t a r~'rh.'lion in the total  n u m b e r  o/  prr,I)O,~cd boat  ,slq)s 
.-l(klitionallv. the number  o / r n h a n ( ' e d  rJew orvav hus bern  chomatical lv  r edm 'cd  a n d  tlt(. 
/)ro/)osol to rcmor(" sttUnl*s [)'om the I'ric'k('tt impotutchncnt hg*s t)c('n eliminatc({ 

The wiMncss o f  the Victoria and Prickett dam areas (ofv, hich I am most familiar', is 
,ahat nlakes thcln special  

Barb Oucn.,'i 
Ph: 906-482-7476 
Einail: pquenzi(a hughcs.nt.,I 

Atl. 84: Mike Stock~vell 

l.)car Sir, 

l oppose shoreline constrtlclicn, boating inlprovcmcnts, atld cxccssi',.e access trails 
proposed by Upper [)cnlnsul;I I'ov.'er (_'OlYIp(llly al Northen: \lichlgall'~, Prickctt. Victoria. 
Au "l'raln. ( 'ataract. Boney } alb,, and Bond Falls sites. 

I fccl that the i l n p a c l  ()11 lilt.' t~atural environnlent, and suhscquctlt tourisID industry has not 
been fully considered. 

Proicct No. 1~64 (Bond and Victoria) 
Protect No. 24(12 (Prlckctt) 
Project No. I (1856 ( Au '1 ra m) 

[2,1 
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Prgi,:'ct No. 10g 54 (Cataract) 
Proiect No. 25(:,6 (Boney Falls) 

Mike Stockwell 
134.98 Ilove Rt,ad 
Atkmtic Mine, MI 49905 

Response: Opmions noted. 

V 

Att. 85: Suzanne Van Dam 

Kimherly D. Flose. Secretary 
Federal I-ncrgy Regulatory Commission 
88~; First St. N.I!. 
Washington D.C. 20426 

May 20. 2007 

Dear Kimberly Bose, 

This letter addr.:sses the lbllowing FERC rcscrvoir project numbers: 
> Project.No. 1864 (Bond and Victoria) 
;- Project No. 2:102 (Prickett) 
> Prqjcct No. 10856 (Au Train) 
> Project No. 1{)854 (Cataract) 
> Prt~jcct No. 25(16 (Boney Falls) 

l'nl a resident of the Upper Peninsula of Michigan and am greatly concerned by tile 
prora,scd mana.gement plan. 1 have visited and hiked near most of these special places, 
and I S' |RONG[.Y OPPOSE f_'()NSTRI, J('TI()N OF DOCKS as proposed by Upper 
Peninsula Power Company ill Prickctt, Victoria, AuTram, Cataract, Boney Falls, and 
Hond Fails sites. Given the complexity of this issue and the limited scope of the Shoreline 
Management l'!an an Environmental Assessment should bc required of UPPCO in this 
iDallcr .  

Sincerely, 
Sl.izallne Van [)4111 

702W. l{d,.vard'.; 
l loughton. M I ,[9931 
(9061483-472c5 
StlzdnllC % al ldd;D(~' / I lnhmdia cd.L! 

Respnllse: ()p, rtiotts noted. 

V 
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APPENDIX El: RECORD OF SECTION 70FTIIE ENDANGERED 
SPECIES A c r  CONSULTATION 
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............................ 

Upper Peninsula Power Company 
(a subsidiary ofWPS Rescxlrces Corporation) 
700 North Adams Street 
P.O Box 19001 
Green 13ay, WI 54307-9001 

April 12, 2007 

V 

V 

Mr. Craig Czarnecki, Field Supervisor 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
East Lansing Michigan Field Office 
2651 CooIIdge Road, Suite 101 
East Lansing, Michigan 48823 

Dear Mr. Czarneckl: 

Sectlor~ 7 Enc~ap~lered Species Act Consultation - Upper Perfir!sula Power Company 
Shoreline Mar'~a.qement Plans for FERC project NQS. 1864 (Bond Falls),. 2_4_0_2 P d ~ l . . ~  
10854 (Catanict l ~ ( ~ u  Train), and 250£~.{B~Fa_li.s_.) 

The Upper P~,nlnsula Power Company (UPPCO) has prepared draft Shoreline 
Management Plans (SMP) for each of the above-referenced hydrepower facilities 
licensed by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC). The SMPs have been 
developed in an effort to achieve an appropriate balance between the anticipated 
development of nee-project lends near each project; public and private recreation and 
the preservation of important natu,'al, environmental, or cultural fealures of the project's 
lands and waters, while maintaining the primary project function, the production of 
electdcity. UPPCO plans to grant limited permission for pathways and docks on project 
lands and waters to property owners near the project lands. Through the perrnlts, 
UPPCO will have an enforcement capability and can manage and limit Impacts to project 
shorelines in ~n effort to reduce Impacts of recreational use to important natural, 
environmenlal, cultural, and aesthetic project values within the project boundary. 

The draft SMPs have been clrculaled for public review and comment; they were 
developed in .~nsuilatlon with resource agencies Including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (Service), local governments, non-governmental organizations, and the local 
public. Copies of the draft SMPs have been provided to Ms. Chdstie Deloria-Sheffleld at 
your Upper Peninsula Sub-Office. 

UPPCO is seeking approval from the FERC to implement the permitting process for 
pathways enc docks consistent with the project SMPs. Accordingly, the FERC will be 
contacting thE, Servlca regarding consultation under section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act UPPCO briefly addressed federally-listed threatened o r endangered 
species in the draft SMPs. l-his ~etter provides addlLional text regarding, federally-listed 
threatened or endangered species pertaining to each SMP. UPPCO reviewed the 
Servioe's technical assistance websito for federally-listed threatened and endangered 
sp~cies and contacted the Michigan Department of Natural Resources Endangered 
Species Specialist for species occurrence informatior~ pertaining to each project. Bald 
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Mr. Craig Czarneckl 
April t2, 2007 
Page 2 of 2 

eagle survey information for 2006 was received from your office as well. In addition, 
field investigations of the project area conducted in 2006 through E-PRO Englnearing & 
Environmental Consulting. LLC provided some additional species occurrence 
information. 

UPPCO requests that the Service review the enclosed species information and 
assessments for each SMP and advise us of any omissions or updated species 
occurrence information, We would appreciate your comments if you have concerns 
regarding implementation of the SMPs or any recommendations of further measures 
UPPCO should institute that would help to avoid or minimize adverse effects to 
threatened or endangered species in Implementing the SMPs. 

We would appreciate a response to this request within 30 days of the date of this letter. 
If appropriate, we would be willing to meet with you or your staff to discuss any concerns 
regarding potential adverse effects to threatened or endangered species that might 
result from SMP implementation. 

If you have any questions, you may contact me at (920) 433-1094. 

Sincerely, 

Shawn C, Puzen 
Environmental Consultant 
Integrys Business Support, LLC 

syx 

Enc. 

CC; Ms. Christie Delofia-Sheffleld, FWS - Marquette, MI 
Mr. Robert Fletcher. FERC -Washington, D.C. 
Mr. William Campbell, TRC 
Mr. Brent McCarthy, TRC 
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AU TRAIN SMP 

9,5 TIIRI'ATENED AND/OR ENDANGERED SPECIES 

The FWS technical assistanea website for federally-listed threatened and endangered 
species includcs the bald eagle (Hailaeetus leucocephahts), gray wolf (Cani.s lupus), 
Canada lynx {Lynx canadensi.s), piping plover (Charadrius melodus), piping plover 
designated critical habitat, and Pitcher's thistle (Orsium pllcheri) on its list of species 
occurring or lotentially occurring in Alger County. 

Recent review ofavailable species occurrence information, habitat requirements, and 
results of  2005 field investigations of the project area conducted through E-PI~O 
Etlginecrlng & Environmental Consulting, LLC concluded that the piping plover, piping 
plover designated critical habitat and the Pitcher's thistle do not occur within the At, 
Train Project boundary or o11 adjacent ltmds. 

The bald eagle is federally-listed as threatened and listed by the State of  Michigan as 
threatencxl. Adult and immature bald eagles have been observed in flight and pcrchiug in 
trees along the shoreline of the Au Train iml~)undment m~d likely catch fish from the 
impouxxlmcnt. Eagles have ncstt.xl at several sites near the irol~undment or on islands 
within the impoundroent over many years. An active bald eagle nest was documented at 
the Au Train ~mpoundment in 2006. 

The ca'ca within a 660-foot radius of the nest site has been designated in tile SMP as 
Conservation Area where m) development is allowed, l,'urthcr, SMP management 
activities will be carried out consistent with provisions of the Bald Eagle Management 
Plan issued under Article 405 of the Au Train Project License. As such, primary nesting 
areas located immediately around nesting sites and secondary nc~ting areas extending a 
minimum radius of 660 feel fioro the nest will be managed to avoid or minimize 
disturbance h., the vicinity of  known bald eagle nests. Certain activities will he restrietcd 
during the eri-ieal nesting period through the Hedging ofany young, fi'om February 1 
through July 31 of any given year. Restricted activities would include human entry into 
the primary uzsting area, motorized access, development of recreation facilities, and 
major project facility-related construction activities not associated with dam safety. 
Human disturbance within the primary zone, except.for that which is rcquir~l for bald 
eugle research and management by qualified individuals will be prohibited during the 
moderately critical period from January 1 through August 31 of each year. Land use 
activities that result in significant changes in the landscape such as cleat" cutting, land 
clearing, or major c~)ustruction, and other less significant dh'ec( changes such as t, se of 
chc.micals toxic to bald eagles, m'e prohibited at all tiroes in the secondary nesting areas. 
Through imp!ementation ofthe SMP, UPPCO pmpos~ to pruhlbit commercial timber 
harvesting within 200 tibet of the project impoundment. Accordingly, previously-used, 
standing nest tret~'s will not be removed fi'oro project lands since they may bc reoccupicd 
in lhe tuturc: supercanopy Irccs will be maintained within the pr~)jcct arcs as additional 

V 
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potential nesting habitat, t fa  pair of  eagles chooses to establish u new nest in an area 
already receiving human use resulting from project operation or recreation facilities, the 
human activities will continue to occur, but will not be expanded. In those instances, as 
agreed to in developing the Article 405 Plan, the ongoing ht, man activities will not be 
restricted during the critical period. 

With the addition of the individual and cluster docks at the Au Train impoundment and 
the recreation enhancements for general public recreation use, increased boating and 
other recreational activity on the impoundment can bc expected. Increased frequency of 
human activity within the project boundaries resulting li'om anticipated nearby residential 
development also can be expected. Approximately 62 % of the lands within the project 
boundaries are dc.signated ftu such uses. Even with the establishment of  nest protection 
areas, it is possible that some individuals, knowingly or inadvertently, still may engage in 
potentially disturbing activities within the nesting zon~ or in areas where eagles are 
perching or fishing. Under :hese circumstances, adult or immature bald eagles could be 
exposed to recreational activities that may result in nest abandonment or disruption of 
feeding activity. 

hnplementation of the SMP together with the Article 405 Bald Eagle Management Plan 
should minimize the likelihood of  disturbance to nesting, perching or feeding aetMties. 
The measures included in the Article 405 Plan pertaining to the bald eagle are generalty 
consist~lt with the 11.8. Fish and Wildlife Scrvice's 2006 l)ratt National Bald Eagle 
Management Guidelines which provide recommendations for land management practices 
that will benefit bald eagles and how to avoid disturbing them. As additional measures to 
avoid potential disturbance to bald eagles nesting, perching and/or feeding within project 
boundaries, UPPCO will make educational materials available to the public that will 
emphasize the importance and sensitivity o f  nesting and tbeding ea'eas and enCOurage 
cooperation in avoiding disturbance to the mlgles. Any further use of existing, 
undeveloped, intbrmal campsites near the current nest site or future nest trees' will be 
prohibited. In addition, informational buoys will be plac~l at the outer edges of prima~'y 
nesting areas that extead into the impoundments to discourage boaters fi'om approaching 
active nests. Under most circumstances, implementation of these mmmgement provisions 
should reduce potential impacts to nesting to a point where they will be undetectable. 
Outside of nest ing tcrritorie,~, perching and feeding eagles she aid hc able to avc~id 
disturbance fiom recreational activities without any measurable effects. 

Wolf 

The L, ray wolf is federally-l!sted as threatened; l'~wcvcr, the t.I.S. Fish and Wildlit~., 
Service (FWS) has published a final rule in the Federal Register (,Volume 72, Number 
26, February 8, 2007) tha! would remove the western Greal i,akes Distinct Populalion 
Segment (DPS) of the gray wolf fi'om the list of  endangered and threatened wikllife. The 
geographic extent of  the DPS includes the Upper PenirJsula of  Michigan. The final rule 
could he in effect as early as March 12. 2007. The gray wolf is listed as threatened by the 
State of  Michigan as well 
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As indicated :n the recent l'e&:ral Register notice by the FWS, the gray wolf is found in 
every county of the Upper Peninsula. In correspondence regarding the UPPCO projects, 
the Michigan Department of  Natural Resources (DNR) commentcd that ~'ay wolves are 
habitat gencmlists and are distributed widely in the Upper Peninsula. 

The Michigan DNR was contacted to determine if there were any reeordo:l wolf 
occurrenc~ t:ear or within the project boundary. The DNR response gave no indication 
of any nearby active territories, nor have any den or rendezvous sites been identified on 
project lands. Considering its wklc-ranging nature, it is possible that the gray wolf 
travels through the project area, 

Increased public recreation use can be expected to occur with implemenlation of the SMP 
as well as inc:eascd frequency of  human activity within the project boundaries as a result 
of~mticipated nearby residential development. The increased human activity may alter 
the pattern or areas of  transient activity by wolves within the projccl area; howcver, any 
etti:cts are not likely to be measurable. 

Canada Lyn ~_ 

The Canada Iynx is federally-listed as threatened and listed by the State of  Michigan as 
et~dangered. State and Federal natural r~ource agencies have documented tracks and/or 
sightings ofl2nx in recent ycars in nearby counties of  the Upper Peninsula or Wisconsin 
counties bordering the Upper Peninsula. Review of lynx records and obselwations by 
agency staff u/d researchers indicate that historic and recent lynx oceurrcnec.s in 
Michigan ha',e been a resul! of  immigration from lynx populations in Canada and are 
~rrch~tcd wilh population cycles of lynx in Canada. 

To sustain a populatkm, the Canada lynx requires very large areas containing boreal 
forest habitat and is a specialized predator of the snowshoe hare. The FWS camcluded in 
its Final Rule Notice of Remanded Determination o f Status for the Contiguous United 
States Distint~ Population Segment 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 re.~ident population, but were 
dispersing animals. Michigan's Upper Peninsula supports boreal forest: h(~wever, the 
extent of  habitat is liraitcd and there is limited connectivity with suitable habitat in 
Canada. In a.:ldltion, review of  lynx occurrence records had pn~vidcd no verifiable 
evidence of s.|ecessful reproduction. 

Because disp,xsing Canada lynx will travel long distances seeking suitable habitat and 
the lynx has a very large home range of many square miles within suitable habilat, i! is 
possible that lynx could pass through the project area of the Au Train impoundment at 
some time. There is no available intbrmation, however, to indicate that lynx are currently 
present or use the project at'ca. 

V 



Jnofflclal FERC-Generated PDF of 20071205-0143 Received by FERC OSEC 11/29/2007 in Docket#: P-i0856-000 

BOND FALLS SMP 

9.5 THREATENED AND/OR ENDANGERED SPECIES 

Bald E . . ~  

The bald eagle (llaliaeents leucocephalus) is ftalcrally-lislcd as flu'catened ar~l listed by 
the State of  Michigan as threatened. Bald eagles have been observed in the area of the 
Bond Falls impoundment where adult and immature eagles use perdl trees within the 
project boundary and likely catch fish N>m the imponndmcnt No recent n~ting has 
been documented; however, a number of  suitable nest trees are available. An active bald 
eagle nest has been docu|nonted downstream of the Victoria impoundment within the 
project boundary (E/PRO 2006). The area within a 660-foot radius o f the nest site has 
been designated Conservation Area where no development or timber harvesting is 
permitted. 

SMP management activities will be era'tied out consistem with previsions of the 
Threatened and Endangered Species Protectio,1 and ~nhancement Pl,'u~ issued under 
Article 415 of the Bond Falls Project License. As such. primary nesting areas loc4tted 
immediately around nesting sites and secondary nesting areas extending a minimum 
radius of  660-t~et from tile nest will be managed to avoid or minimize disturbance in the 
vicinity ofkt'~owe bald eagle nests. Certain activities will he r~tricted during the critical 
nesting period through tile t~.edging of  any young, from February 1 through July 31 of any 
given year. Restricted activities would include human enh7 into the primary nestit~g 
area, m,ajor project facility-related construction activities not associated with dam safety. 
and development of  recreation l%cilities. Human activities that will not be permitted 
within the surrounding secondary nesting areas inchtde new development, the building of 
roads and trails taciJitating access to the n~t,  and the use tffchemieals toxic to bald 
eagles. Where no nests currently exist, supcrcanopy trees with a high potcntial tbr 
nesting habitat will be maii~taincd within the project re'ca. Management fbr okl growth 
forest characteristics aroutld project reservoirs will be conducted through activities 
outlincd in the Buffer Zone Plan. Previously-used, standing nest trees will not be 
removed from project lands since they may be reoccupi ',.xl in the filture. Ira pair of  
eagles chooses to ~tablish a new nest in an area already rcceiving human use resulting 
from project operation or rcere~aion facilities, the human activities will continue to occur, 
but will not be expandc~l. In those instances, as agreed to in developing thc Article 415 
Plan, the ongoing human activities wilt not be restric~:ed dnrin t, the critical period. 

With tile addition of the individual and cluster docks at the Bond ]:alls and Victoria 
impoundments and the recreation enhancements tbr general public recreation t,se, 
increased boating and olhtr recreational activity owl the iml,undmcnts can be expected, 
Incrcascd ficqt, ency of  human activity within the project bcumdaries rt.~. ulting from 
anticipated nearby residential development also can be expected. Even with the 
establishment of'nest protection ureas, it is lX/ssihJe that some individuals, knowingly or 
inadvcxlently, still may engage in potentially disturbing activities within the nesting zones 
or in areas wherc caglc.~ ate perching or fishing. [|Drier thc.,c cJrcumstar:ccs, adult or 
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immature link eagles could be exposed to recreational activities that may result in nest 
abandonment or disruption of feeding activity. 

Tile SMP incI.Jdes 68.5% of project lands at the Bond Falls impoundment and 66.5% of 
project lands ~tt the Victoria impoundment designated as Conservation Area which offers 
substantial suitable habitat for bald eagle perching and feeding as well as potential fbr 
nesting. Emplomcntation o fthe SMP together with the Arlicle 415 Threatened and 
Endangered Species Protection and Enhancement Plan should minimize the likelihood of 
disturbance to nesting, perching or feeding activities. The measures included in the 
Adiclc 415 Phn pertaining to the bald eagle ~re generally col~sistent with the U.,q. Fish 
and Wildlife ~.ervice's 2006 Draft National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines which 
provide reco~r mendatio,s for land management practices that will benefit bald eagk..'s and 
how to avDid disturbing them. As additional measures to ~woid potential disturbance to 
bald eagles nesting, perching and/or feeding within project boundaries, UP['CO will 
make educaticnal materials available to the public that will emphasize the importance and 
sensitivity of  nesting and feeding areas and encourage cooperation in avoiding 
disturbance to the eagles. In addition, informational buoys will be placed at tile outer 
edges of  primary nesting areas that extend into the impoundments, to discourage boaters 
from approaching active nests. Under most ci,'cumstanees, implementation of these 
management provisions should reduce potential impacts to nesting to a txfint where they 
will be undeteetable. Outside of nesting territories, perching and feeding eagles should 
be able to avoid disturbance fi'om recrmltional activities without any measurable effects. 

Wolf 

The gray wolf(Cants luptt~) is federally-listed as tlu'eatened; howeve,', the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (FWS) has published a final rule in the Federal Register (Volume 72, 
Number 26, February 8, 2007) that would remove the western Great l,akes' Distinct 
Population Segment (DPS) of the gray wolf from the list of endangered and threatened 
wildlife. The geographic extent of the DPS includes the Upper Peninsula of  Michigan. 
The final rule could be in effect as early as March 12, 2007. The gray wolf is listed as 
thrcatcntxl by the State of  Michigan as well. 

As indicated i~1 the receDt l.'ederal Register notice by the FWS, the gray wolf is tbund in 
every county of the Upper Penhlsula. In addition, the Upper Peninsula wolfpopulation, 
by itself, has st, rpassed the recovery criterion fbr a second non-isolated i×~pulation in the 
eastern 1)'nite6 States fi,r a minimt,'n of  5 years as well as the Federal criterion for an 
isolated wolf population. 

UI'PCO was requested by the agencies to investigate possible impacts to gray wolf 
habitat ~tnd/or populations with regard to incrc~ses in recreational development trod uses 
at tile hydroel,.'ctric projects. The MDNR. commented that while gray wolves are habitat 
generalists and distributed widely in the Upper I'eninsula, surveys have shown gray 
wolves using erritory within a mile of the shoreline of  the Bond nnd Victoria 
impo,mdments Considering the wide-ranging nature of the wolf, it is likely that the gray 
wolf travels through the project area of the impout'tdmenls and may occasionally hunt lbr 
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prey within the project boundaries. No den or rendezvous sites have been idtaatifitxl on 
project lands at either iml~Ot:~ndn:tent. 

As indicated previously, :';MP rnanagement activities will be carried out consistent with 
provisions of the Threatened and Iindangerexl Species Protcetion and Enhancement Plan 
issued under Article 415 of the Bond Falls Project t.icensc [JPPCO will manage lands 
within the project boundary, consistcalt with MDNR wolf management guidelines and the 
Ottawa National Forc,'st 'Threatened and Endangered Species guidelines for the protection 
of gray wolf den sites. 

Although availability eflney caI~ be a primary limiting thctor in maintaining wolf 
populations, both the MDNR and the U.S. Forest Service indicated in comments provided 
regarding the Article 415 Plan, that it is not necessary to |llanage UPPCO lands around 
the margin of  Rend Falls Reservoir for prey habitat for wolves. Ample prey habitat is 
available on Forest Service lands bordering on UPPCO lallds in the project area. The 
agencies indicated that the most import~mt contribution the UI'PCO lands around Bond 
Falls could make for wolves woukl be to manage road densities so that vehicular access 
is minimized, and to protect any wolf den or rendezvous sites that are encounlerc~l. 

The Article 415 Plan pt'owd~ that UPPCO will close temporary roads created for tirnber 
harvest activities to vehicle use upon completion of those activities, whenever possible. 
Previously constructed roods that have become unnecessary also will be blocked to 
vehicle access, whcrc possii:.le. Vehicle access already exists to areas designated in the 
SMP for recreatioual enhancements; however, improvements will be made to those trails 
to accommodate gca~eral vehicle use; only one new road will ero~s a small segment o f 
project hinds from adjacent land. Overall road densities within the project boundary will 
not exceed the generally rccommcnded density at or below one lineal mile of road per 
square mile. 

Inere~sed public recreation use can be expected to occur with in~plcmcntation of the SMP 
as well as increased frequency of human activity within the project boundaries as a result 
ofmlticipated nearby residential development. The increased human activity may alter 
the pattern or areas of transient activity by wolves within the project area; however, any 
cffccts arc not likely to be measurable with the implcmcntation of  provisions of  the 
Article 415 Threatened al~d Endangered Species l'rotectinn and Enhancement Pl~,n and 
the ongoing, sucecssfifl conservation measures tbr the wolf occurring through 
nmnagcmcnt of  the nearby Ottawa Natiot'tal Forest. 

Canada Lynx 

The FWS technical assistatlce website •br +bderally-listcd threatened and endangered 
species includes the Canada lynx (Lyre: canadem'i.O on its list o f species occurring or 
potentially occurring in Ontonag<m County. The Sl~tc o1" Michigan has listed the lynx as 
ct~¢hulgcrcd. State and Federal natural resource agencies have documcnlcd tracks and/or 
sightings of lynx in recent years in l+earby counticm of the [ "ppcr I'cninsula or Wisconsin 
counties bordering the Ul+.-,cr Peninsula. Review el+lynx records and observalions by 
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agency slaff and r~earchers indicate that historic and recent lynx occurrences in 
Michigan have been a result of  immigration from lynx populations in Canada and arc 
correlated with popu at on cycles of  lynx in Canada. 

To sustain a population, the Canada lynx requires very large areas containing boreal 
forest habitat and is a specializext prexlator of the snowshoe hare. The FWS concluded in 
its Final Rule Notice ofRemandcd l)etcrmination of Status for the Contiguott'; United 
States Distinct Population Segment of the Canada l,ynx; Clarification of  Findings 
ptlblishcd in tl~c July 3, 2003 Federa! Regia.ter (Volume 68), that the limited number of 
lynx occurrences in Michigan did not constitute a resident population, but were 
dispersing atfimals. Michigan's Upper Peninsula supports boreal forest: however, ~he 
c×tcalt of habitat is limited ~md there is limited connectivity with suitable habitat in 
Canada. In additkm, review of  lynx occurrence records had provided no verifiable 
evidence ofsucccssfhl reproduction. 

Because disp~:rsing 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 
possible that lynx could pass through the project area of the Bond Falls and/or Victoria 
impoundments at sonic time. There is no available inlbrmation, however, to indicate that 
lynx are currently present in the project area. With implementation ofprovisions of the 
Atlicle 415 Threatened and Endangered Species Protection and Enhancement P]an, it i~ 
unlikely that an occasional dk~rcrsing lynx would be affected by SMP implementation. 

V 

v 
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BONEY FALLS SMP 

9.5 TIIREATENED AND/OR ENDANGERED SPI:;CIES 

'rile FWS technical assistance website for federally-Iist~ du-eatened and endangered 
species includes the following on its list of  species occurring or potentially occurring in 
Maquet te  and Delta counties: 

l ' y l a ~ q ~ !  - bald eagle (l-lailaeetu~ leucocephalu.% threatenext; gray wolf(Cants 
lupus), tlu'cntened; Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis), threatened; and Kirthmd's warbler 
(Dendroica kirtlandii), endangered 

_I)c_lb%CounL2 - bald eagle (llaliaeems leueocephahts), threatened; gray wolf(Cams 
lupus), threatened; Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis), threatened; Kirtland's warbler 
(Dendroica kirtlandii), endangered; piping plover (Charadrius melothts), endangered; 
Pitcher's thistle (Cirsium pitcheri), threatened; dwarf lake iris (lri.~ lacustri.~), thrcatenext 

Recent review ufavailable species occurrence information, habitat requirements, and 
results of  2006 field investigatiorts o f the project area conducted through E-PRO 
Engineering & Fnvironmental Consulting, I,I.C cnncludexl daat tile Pitcher's thistle, 
dwarf  lake iris at~:l Kirtland's warbler do net occur within the Boney Falls Project 
boundary or on adjacent lands. 

The bald eagle is ti~Icrally-listcd as threatened aad li.~text by the State o f M~chigan as 
threaterwxl. The Boney Falls imlmundment is commonly used by adult and immature 
bald eaglc~ as a fishing area: in addition, the tailwater area below the dam is a frequently- 
used fishing area for wintering eagles. Numerous trees within the project boundary arc 
used as perch situs by eagles. No active bald eagle nests were recorded within the project 
botmdary in 2006; however, an active nest was located appo:~xinlatcly I mile upstream. 
Several nest sites have bccn used in lhe area of  that active nest over time and havc 
resulted in successful i'eproduction. Although the primary imlx~rtance of  the project area 
and impoundment to bald eagles appears to be for fishing and verching, it is possible that 
if the bald eagle tx~pulation m the Upper Peninsula continues to expand and additional 
new nesting territories beccmle occupied, eagles coukl even!ually establish a nest site at 
the Boney Falls Prl0cet. 

The Boney Falls Project I.iccnse includes an Endangered ~,nd l hreatencd Species Phm 
that was issued under Article 410 of the license. SMP nmnagenlel~t activit its will be 
carried out cxmsistent with provisions of  that plan. As such, if bald eagles nesl on [ands 
within the projcc{ Ixmndary, a nest protection zone will be established extending to a 
radius of  1.320 ti:et from the nest site. No activities weald be conducted within the nest 
protection zone between March 1 and July 1 to avoid distmbanee during the eagle nesting 
period. These measures would apply to nest sites established hy ha]d eagles in at't~as 
without existing human development or activity, '¢uch as tbt.. designated Conserv~tion 
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Areats. Consistent with approv~ bald eagle management plans at UPPCO's other 
licensed hydmpower facilities in the tipper Peninsula, ifa pair of  eagles chooses to 
estahlish a new nest in an area already receiving human use resulting fi'om project 
operation or recreation facilities, the human activities will eontitme to occur, but will not 
be expanded. UPPCO will initiate consultation with the FWS at~d MDNP, if a pair of  
eagles nests in an area already under human influence t<~ implement pair-spe6ific 
management ~;uidelines. ba'eas used by bald eagles fi)r foraging during tile nesting perked 
as well as during winter months would be, delineated and UPPCO would minimize 
ingress and egress within the delineated winter foraging areas in the buffer zone to 
minimize dis'tnrbance to foraging eagles. Per the Article 410 Plan, UPPCO will inform 
the publie oflhc importance of the forests along the margins of  the impoundment and 
river tbr protc~ion of  the bald eagle. Further, UI'PCO will consult with the FWS and 
MDNR prior to implementing activities or policies that may disturb bald eagle use of  the 
project area. Through implementation of  the SMP, UPPCO proposes to prohibit 
~wnmereial timber harvesting on all project lands of the Boney Falls impoundment. 
Accordingly, perch tree,s and potential nesting habitat, including any supercanopy trees, 
will be maintained within the project area; if nesting occurs over time, any previously- 
used, standing nest tree's will not be removed from project lands since they may be 
rcoceupied in the future. Further, lands within the project boundary along the entire east 
side of the Boney Falls impoundment will be designated ~s Conservation Area or Project 
Operations Area which will provide a continuous stretch of available habitat t2)r perching 
and potential nesting (Please note: The draft SMP document will need to be modified to 
reflect this change). 

With the addition of the individual and cluster docks at the Boney Falls impoundment 
anti the recreaLtion enhancements for general public recreation use, increased boating and 
other recreati,~nal activity on the impoundment can be expected. Increased fi'CXluency of 
human activity withha the project boundaries resulting from anticipated nearby residential 
development also can be expected. Even with the establishment of  nest protection areas, 
if nesting occurs, it is possible that some individuals, knowingly or inadvertently, still 
may engage in potentially disturbing activities within the nesting zones or in areas where 
eagles are perching or fishing. Under these circumstances, adult or immature bald eagles 
cmtld be eXl~.Sed to recreational activities that may result in t~est abandonment or 
disrupt ion of feeding act ivity. 

hnplemcntation of the SMP together with the Article 410 Endangered and Threatened 
Species Management Plan should minimize the likelihood of  disturbance to nesting, 
perching or fi,~ing activities. Couservation Areas represent approximately 30% of 
project lands at the Boney Falls ilnFa)undment within which suitable habitat is available 
tbr bald eaglt: perching, feeding and t~,tentlally nesting. The measures included in the 
Article 410 Plan peflaining to the bakt eagle are generally consistcr(t with the U.S. Fish 
;aid Wildlife Serviee's 2.006 Draft. National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines which 
provide recDmmcndations for land management pmetiet,.'s that will benefit bald eagles and 
how to avt~id disturbing them. As an additional measure to avoid potential disturbance if 
bald eagles n~st within the project boundary, informational buoys will be placed ~dong a 
330-fi~ol radius within the nest protection zone if Jr extends Jute tile impoundment to 
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discourage boaters fi'om approaching active nests. Under nmst circumstance, 
implementation of  these management provisions should reducc tx~tential impacts to 
nesting to a point where they will be undctectable, Outside ofncstiag lerritories, 
perching and feeding eagles should be able to avoid disturbance from reerealhmal 
activities without any measurable ettbct.s. 

Thc gray wolf is federally-listed as threatened; l~wcvcr, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (FWS) has published a final rule in the l.'ederal Register (Volume 72, Number 
26, February 8, 2007) that w~ukl rome, re the wt~teru (ireat Lakes Distinct Population 
Segment (DPS) of the gray wMf lfom the list ofc~ldangcrcd and threatened wildlil;e. The 
geographic extent of the I)PS inch|des the Upper Peninsula of  Michigan. The final rule 
could be in effect as early us March 12, 2007. The gray wolf is listed as tlweatencd hy the 
State of  Michigan as well. 

As indicated in the recent Federal Register notice by tile FWS, the gray wolf is tbund in 
every county of the Upper Peninsula. In correspondence regarding the UPPCO projects, 
the MI)NP, commented that gray wolve,~ are habitat gencralists and ,are distributed widely 
in the Upper Peninsula. 

The MDNR was contacted to determine if there were any recorded 'wolf occurrences near 
or within the project boundary. The MDNR l'~,~lx)nsc haw: no indication of  any nearby 
active territories, nor lmve any den Dr rendezvous sites been identified on project lands. 
Considering its wide-rmlging nature, it is l:X~ssible that the gray wolf travels through the 
project area. 

lncr~'~sed public recreation use can be cxpecteal lu occur with implementation of the SMP 
as well as increased ti'cqucney o f human activity within the project boundaries as a result 
of anticipated nearby residential development. "The increased human activity may ahcr 
the pattern or areas of transient activity by wolvcs within tile project area; however, any 
effi~cts are not likely to be tr.easurable. 

Canada Lynx 

The Canada lynx is federally-listed as threatened and listed by tl'lc State or Michigan a.s 
endangered. State and Fedc=al natural resource agericics have doctuncnted tracks and/or 
sightings of Lynx in recent years in nearby counties t~fthc Upl~cr l'cninsula or Wisconsin 
counties bordering the Upper Peninsula. Review of lynx rccords m~d observations hy 
agency staff and researchers indicate that historic and recenl lynx occurrences in 
Michigan have been a rcsuh of immigration fi'cm lynx populatkms iu Canada and are 
correlated with population cycles of  lynx in Canada. 

To sustain a population, the Cmmda lynx rcquires very large areas containing boreal 
forest habitat and is a specialized predator of the snowsl'a~c hare. The FWS ~mclutled in 
its Final Rule Notice of  Remanded IJctcrmination of Stalus fbr tile Contiguous [;ailed 
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St~tes Di.~tine. Population Segmeut of~he Canada Lynx; Clarification of Findings 
published in the July 3, 2003 Federal Register (Volume 68), that the limited number of  
lynx occurren,:es in Michigan did not constltutv a re..~ident population, but were 
dispersing animals. Michigan's Upper Peninsula supports boreal forest: however, the 
extent ofhabilat is limitcxl and there is limited connectivity with suitable habitat in 
Canada. In addition, review Dflynx occurrence records lind ppovided no verifiable 
evidence o t'sttcee~s.sful 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 
possible that lynx could pass through the project area of the Boney Falls iu~lmundment at 
~lme time. T acre is no available information, however, to indieate that lynx are currently 
present or use the project area, 

V 
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CATARACr SMP 

9.5 THREATENED AND/OR ENDANGERED SPECIES 

The FWS teelmical assistance website fbr federally-listed threatened and endangered 
species includes the bald eagle (llailaeetus teucocephalus), gray wolf(Canis lupus), 
Canada lynx (Lynx canad(,nsis) and Ki~hmd'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  2006 field investigations of  the project area conducted tlu'ough E-FRO 
Engineering & Environmental Consulting, I,LC concluded that the Kirtkand's warbler 
does not occur within the Cataract Project boundary or on adjacent lands. 

Bald Ea~le 

The bald eagle is federally-listed as threatened and listed by the State of  Michigan as 
threatened. Adult and immature bald eagles were frequently observed in flight over the 
Cataract impoundment in 2006 and it is possible the eagles used the area for perching and 
feeding. There are no records of eagles having nested within the Cataract Project 
boundary. Some suitable nesting habitat is available as well as t.'e~s aud snags for 
perching. Iris possible that ifthe bald eagle population in the Upper Peninsula continues 
to expand and additional new nesting territories become occupied, eagles may eventually 
establish a nest site at the Cataract Project. 

The Cataract Project I,icense includes a Bald Eagle Management Plan in Appendix 13 of 
the Wildlife Management Plan that was issued udder Article 410 Dfthe license. SMP 
management activities will he carried out consistent with provisions of  those pl~s.  As 
such, if bald eagles nest on lands within the project boundary, primary nesting areas 
located immediately around nt~ting sit~ and secondary nesting areas extending a 
minimul'n radius of 660 feet from the nest will be managed to avoid or mimmizc 
disturbance in the vicinity of  known bald eagle tac, sts. Major land uses such as logging, 
development of  recreation tacilities, building of  roads, other non-project thcility-related 
construction and mh~ing as well as ttse of  chemicals toxic to eagles will be prohibited 
within the primary no,sting area at any time. Certain activities will be restricted during 
the critical nesting period through the fledging of any yotmg, fi'om February l through 
July 31 of any given year. Restricted activitie, s would inchlde human entry into the 
l)rimary ne~ting area, company low-level aircraft ()pcrations and major project facility- 
related construction aclivilics. In the sc'vondary nesting are~ls, new development, building 
of new roads and trails thcilitating access to the nest, and the use of chemicals toxic to 
bakl eagk~ are prohibited at all times. Through inq~lementati, m of the SMI', UI)PCO 
proposes to prohibit commercial timber harvesting within 200 feet of  the Cataract 
impoundment. Accordingly, super'canopy trees will bc maintained within the project area 
as potential nesting habitat; if nesting occurs over lime, any previously-used, standing 
nest trees will not he removed li'om project lands since they may be rcoccupicd in the 
folurc. Ira pair ofea[,les chooses to cstabIish a new nest i:~ ~m area already receiving 
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hulnan u:*e re.'adting frmn project operation or recreation theilities, the human activities 
will continue :D Occur, but will not be expanded. UPPCO will initiate cxmsultation with 
the FWS and MDNR ira pair ofeagle~ nests in an area alret~dy under hum,'u~ influence to 
implement pair-specilic management guidelines. 

With the addition ofthe indivklual and cluster docks at the Cataract impoundment and 
the recreation enhancements for general public recreation use, increased Ix~ating and 
other recreational activity on the impoundment can be expected. Increased fi'equency of 
human ,,ctivit y within the project boundaries resulting fi'om anticipated nearby resklential 
development also can be expected. Even with the establishment of nest protection areas, 
it is possible that some individuals, knowingly or inadvertemly, still may engage in 
potentially di.,.turbing activities within the nesting zones or in areas where eagles are 
perching Dr fi~hing. Under these circumstances, adult or immature bald eagles could be 
exposed to re,;reational activities that may result in nest abandonment or disruption of  
f~x:d ing activity. 

Implementation of  the SMP together with the Article 410 Bald Eagle Management Plan 
mid Wildlife Management Plan should minimize the likelihood of disturbance to nesting, 
perching or ft~cding activities. Conservation Areas represent 83.3% of  project lands at 
the Cataract impoundment within which suitable habitat is available tbr bald eagle 
perching and feeding as well as potential tbr nesting. The measures ineh|ded in the 
Article 410 Pan pertaining to the bald eagle are generally consistent with the I I.S. Fish 
mid Wildlife :;ervice's 2006 Draft National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines which 
provide reeommcndations for land management practices that will benefit bald eagles and 
how to avoid disturbing them. As additional measures to avoid potential disturbance to 
bald eagles nt;sting, perching and/or feeding within project boundaries, UI'PCO will 
make educational materials available to the public that will emphasize the import~ee and 
sensitivity of  nesting ,'rod feeding areas and encourage cooperation in avoiding 
disturbance to thc eagles. In addition, intbrmational buoys will be placed at the outer 
cages of primary nesting areas that extend into the impoundments to discourage boaters 
from approaching active nests. Under most circumstances, implementation of  these 
management proviskms should reduce potential impacts to nesting to a point where they 
will be undett~'etable. Outside of nesting territories, perching and feeding eagles sllould 
be able to avoid disturbance fi'om recreational activities without any measurabIe effects, 

'/'he gray wolf is fedcrally-listc~l as tha'eatened; however, the U.S. Fish and Wildlilb 
Service (FWS) has published a final rule in the Federal Regi.vter (Volume. 72, Number 
26, 1,'ebruary 8, 2007) that would renx~ve the western Great Lakes Distinct l~opulation 
Segment (DI'S) of  the gray wolf from the list ofendangcrcxt and threatened wikllitb. The 
gcDgraphi¢ extent of the DPS includes the Upper Peninsula of Michigan. The final rule 
could be in c:Tcct as early as March 12, 2007. The gray wolf is listed as threatened by the 
State of Miel igan ,as well. 

V 
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As indicated in the recent Federal Register notice by the FWS, the gray wolf is found in 
every county of the Upper Peninsula. In correspondence rcgarding the UPPCO projects, 
the MDNR commented thai gray wolves are habitat gc~eralists and ~u'e distributed widely 
in the Upper Peninsula. 

The MDNR was contacted :o determine if there were any recorded wolfoceurrcnec,'.s near 
or within the project boundary. The MDNR response gave no indication o f  any nearby 
active territori~, nor have any den or rendezvous sites been identified on project lands. 
Considering its wide-ranging nature, it is possible that the ~.,ray wolf travels through the 
project area. 

The Wildlife Management Plan issued under Article 410 of the Cataract Project License 
includes a provision that UPPCO will consult with the MDNR and FWS to implement the 
Michigan Gray WolfRecnvcty and Management Plan ifa gray wolf den or pup 
rendezvous site is discovered on IJPPCO lands within the project I×mndary. The SMP 
will he implemented irt accordance with the approved Wildlife Management Plan. 

Increased public recreation use can be expected to occur with implementation of  the SMP 
as wcll as increased frequency of human activity within the project boundaries ~m a result 
of  anticipated nearby residential development. The increased human activity may alter 
the pattern or areas of  transient activity by wolves within the project area; however, any 
effects are not likely to be measurable. 

Cannda l,ynx 

The Canada lynx is fedcrally-listed as threatened m~d listed by the State at" Michigan as 
endangered. State and Federal natural resource agencies have documented lraeks and/or 
sightings of  lynx in recent years in nearby cotintics of  the Upper Peninsula or Wiaconsin 
counties bordering the Upper Peninsula. Review of lynx rceonls mad observations by 
agency staffand rc,~earcbers indicate that historic and recent lynx occurrertecs in 
Michigan have been a result of  immigration from lynx populatkms ill Canada arid are 
correlated with popular ion cycles of  lynx in Canada. 

To sustain a population, the Canada lynx rcqulres very large areas containing boreal 
lbrest habitat and is a specialized predator of  the snowshoe bare. The FWS eonch~dcd in 
its Final Rule Notice nf Remanded Determinatkm of Status tbr the ('.ontigl~ous United 
States Distinct Population Segment of  the Canada I,ynx; Claritication of  Findings 
published ill the July 3, 2(}03 l,'cderal Register (Volume 68), that thc limitcd number of 
lynx occurrences m Michigan did not constitute a resident i~pulation; but were 
dispersing animals. Michigan's Upper Peninsula supports boreal thrust: however, the 
extent of  habitat is limited and there is limited connectivity with suitable habitat in 
Canada. In addition, review of lynx occurrence records had provided no verifiable 
evidenc~ o f successful repro duction. 

Because dispersing Canada lynx will travel long distances seeking suitable habitat and 
the lynx has a very large home range of many square m[h.'~ within suitable habitat, it is 
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possible that Izcnx could pass through the project area of  the Cataract imtx~undment at 
some time. There is no available information, however, to indicate that lynx are currently 
present or use tile project area. 

V 

v 
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PRICKETT SMP 

9.5 TIIREATI~NEI) AND/OR ENDANGERED SPECIES 

The FWS technical assistance website tbr federally-listed threatened an(] endangercd 
species includes the following on its list of  species occurring or potentially occurring in 
Houghton and 13araga counties: 

l.~g_h o.~n£'o_uqty - bald eagle (llailaeetus leucoeephalu.,;, threatened; gray wolf (Cants 
lupus), threatened; Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis), threatened; Pitcher's thistle (Cirxium 
plteheri), threatened; and eastern prairie fringed orchid (1%ntathera leucophea), 
threatened 

Bar_ag0 Co un~  - bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalux), threatened; gray wolf (C,'mis 
lupus), threatened; Canada lynx (L.yt~ eanadensis), threatened; and Kirthmd's warbler 
(Dendroica Mrtlandii). , endangcrtxl 

Recent review of  available species occurrence information, habitat requirements, and 
results of 2006 field investigations Dfthe project area conducted through E-I>RO 
Fnginccring & Environmental Consulting, LLC concluded that the Pitcher's thistle, 
eastern prairie fi'inged orchid and Kirtlmld's w~u'bler do not occur within the I'rickett 
Project boundary or on adjacent lands. 

The bald eagle is fexlemlly-listed as threatened and listed by the State of  Michigan as 
threatened An active bald eagle nest was documented witifin the Prickett Projcct 
boundary in 2006. Eagles have nes l~  at several sites near the impoundment or on 
islands within the impoundment over many years and suitable alternative nest trees are 
av~dlable. Adult and immature eagles use perch trees within the project boundary and 
likely catch fish fi-om the impoundment. 

The area within a 660-flint radius of  the nest site has been designated in the SMI' as 
Conservation Area where no development is allowc~l, l:urfl~er~ SMP management 
activities will be carried out consistent with provisions of the Bald Eagle Management 
Plan and Comprehensive Wildlife, I.and Use and Recreation Management Plans issued 
t,nder Adicle 414 of the Prickett Project l,icense. A~; such, primary nesting areas (or 
zones) located immediately around nesting sites and secondary nesting ~a'eas extending a 
minimum radius of  660 feet from the nest will be managed to avoid or minimize 
disturbance in the vicinity o['knowii hald eagle nests. All land w;e activities are 
prohibited in the primary zone at all times. Human disturbance within the primary zone, 
except lbr that which is required tbr bald eagle research alld managen'tent by qualified 
indivkhlals will be prohibited fiom February I through Scptcnlber 1 o f  each year. 
Motorized access into the i)lhuary zone is prohibited at all rimes. 
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The secondatT ZoIle includes the nest and perching zxmcs associated with the nest site. 
The secondary zone extends 660 feet in a circle around a nest which has been active 
sometime within the last 3 years. The known perches around the nest have a protective 
zone as well extending a 660-foot radius from the perch tree. Land use activitie.~ that 
r~ult in significant changes in the landscape such as elearcutting, land clearing, or major 
consh'uction, ~,re prohibited at all times in the secondary zone. Closing of  funds under the 
owncrship and control of  UPPCO will be addressed on a ease-by-ease basis with the 
MI)NR and the FWS. Unless otherwise d~signated, a tertiary zone of  a ¼-mile radius is 
maintt~ined around an existing hald eagle nest or documented critical roost and timber 
harv~ting ks l,rohibitcd unless specifically authorized by the EWS. 

"fhrough in~pl,.'mcntation of the SMP, UPPCO proposes to prohibit commercial timber 
harvesting on all project lands. Accordingly, previously-used, standing nest'trees will not 
be removed ti'om project lands since they may be reoceupied in the future; supercanopy 
trees will be maintained withira the project area as additional potential nesting habitat. 
When new nest.sites are established within the project boundary, IIPPCO will consult 
with the FWS, MDNR, and other interested agencies to determine what protective 
mt.,.asur~ are appropriate to address existing human presence in the area. 

With the addition of the individual and cluster docks at the Prickctt impoundment and the 
recreation enhancements £~r general public recreation use, increased boating and other 
recreational activity on the impoundments can be expected. Increased frt:qucncy of  
human activity within the project botmdaries resulting from antioipat 'ed nearby residential 
dcvek~pment aha~ can be expected. Ev~  with the establishment of  nest protection areas, 
it is possible that some individuals, knowingly or inadvedently, still may engage in 
potentially di,;turbing activities within the nesting zones or in areas whcrc eagles are 
perching or fi~hing. Under these ch.cumstanees, adult or immature bald eagles could be 
exposed to re,xeational activities that may result in nest ab,'mdomnent or disruption of 
feeding activity. One of the recreation enhancements the SMP proposes is establishment 
of a north/south, 20-foot-wide navigation charmel through the area of submerged stumps 
in the impoundment. Dredging the channel and use by boaters could disturb bald eagle 
perching and feeding activity. Since the specific plans tbr this project will be developed 
as a thture acllon and will require separate FERC approval, any potcaatial effects and 
appropriate eamservation measures to avoid or minimize adverse effects will be addressed 
in consultation with the FWS, MDNR and elher interested agencie~ as plans tbr the 
navigation channel projcet develop. 

Conservation Areas repre~scnt 79.3% ofproject lands at the Priekett impoundment which 
offers substmdial suitable habitat for bald eagle perching and feexling as well as potential 
for nesting. Implementation of the SMP together with the Article 414 Bald Eagle 
Malmgcment Plan and Comprehensive Wildlil}, Land Use and Recreation Plans should 
minimize the likelihood ofdisturbancc to nesting, perching or feeding activities. The 
measul'es inc~udtxl in the Article 414 Pluns pertaining to the bald eagle are generally 
consistent wi'h the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serviee's 2006 Draft National Bald Eagle 
Management Guidelines which provide recommendations for l,'md management practices 
that will benefit bald c~glcs and how to avoid disturbing 1hem. As additional measures to 

v 
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avoid lX)tential disturbance to bald eagles nesting, perchiDg and/or feeding withit:t project 
bou~ldarit.,~s, UPI'CO will make educational materials available to the public that will 
emphasize the importance and sensitivity of  nesting ,'u~d feeding areas and encourage 
cooperation in avoiding disturbance to the eagles, la addilion, informational buoys will 
be placexl at the otaer edges of primary nesting areas that extend into the impoundments, 
to discourage boaters from approaching active nests. Under most circumstances, 
implementation of  those management provisiolm should reduce potential impacts tt) 
nesting to a point where they will be undetectable. Outside o fncsting territories, 
perching and feeding eaglt~ should be able to awfid disturbance from recreational 
activities without rely meastLrable effects. 

Gray Wolf 

The gray wolf(CanLv lupu.~) is federaUy-listed as tl'u'eatencd; I'~wevor, the U.S. Fish and 
Wikllife Service (FWS) has published a final rule in the F,?deral Register (Volume 72, 
Number 26, February 8, 2007) that would remove the westcn~ Great Lakes Distinct 
P~)pulation Segment (I)PSI of  the gray wolf from the list of  endangered and threatened 
wildlife. The geographic extent of  the DPS includes the Upper Peninsula o f Michigan. 
The final rule could be in effect as early as Maa'ch 12, 2007 The gray wolf is listed as 
threatened by the State of Michigan as well. 

As indicated in the recent Federal Register notice by the FWS, the gray wolf is lbund in 
every county of the Upper Peninsula. In addition, the Upper Peninsula wolfp~)pulatioa, 
by itself, has surpassed the recovery criterion for a second non-isolated population in the 
eastern United States for a minimum of  5 years as well as the Federal criterion [br an 
isolated wolf population. 

I;PPCO was rcque.stcd by the agenci~ to iove~igate possible impacts to gray wolf 
habitat and/or populations with regard to increases in rccre~tional development and uses 
at the hydroelectric pa~jects. The MDNR commented that while gray wolves are h:d~itat 
gcneralists and distributed widely in the Upper l'cninsula, ,;urveys have shown gray 
wolves using ten'itory within a mile of  the shoreline of  the Prickctt iml'x~undment. 
Considering the wide-ranging nature of  the wolf, and the cxtensive potential habitat of  
the surrounding Ottawa Nati~naal Forest, it is likely that the gray wolf travels through the 
project area of the impoundment and may occasionally hunt for prey within the project 
bc)undarie,s. No den or rendezvous sites have been identiticd on project lands within the 
project boundary. 

As indicatex] previously, SMP n',anagernent activities will be carried (~tJt consistertt with 
provisions of the Comprehensive Wildlife, Land Use, ~md l~,cc4'eation Management Plmls 
i.~sucd under Article 4] 4 of the l'rickett Project l,iccose. Per that plan, UI>P('O will 
consult with the MDNR atJd FWS to implemt:nt the Michi.~,an (.;ray Wolf Recovery and 
Management Plan ira gray wolf den or pup rendezvous site(s) is discovered on UPPCO 
la~(Is within the t)roject [x~undary. Management tcohniques such as closure of 
unnecessary roads for the protection of the gr'ly wolfwouhl he consklcrcd if deemed 
appropriate through ti~nsc .~,t!.cncie.~ and the Ottawa N'~li~mal F~rcst. 
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Increased public recreation use can be expected to occur with implementation of the SMP 
as well as incYeased frequency of human activity within the project boundaries as a rc.sult 
of anticipated nearby residential development. The increas~ human activity may alter 
the pattern or areas of transient activity by wolves within the project ar~a; however, any 
eft~cts arc no: likely to be measurable with the implementation Df provisions of the 
Article 414 Comprehensive Wildlife, Land Use, and Recreation Manngement Plans and 
the ongoing, ,;uecessful conservation measures tbr the wolf oecurring through 
management ,)fthc nearby Ottawa National Forest. 

Canada Lynx. 

The Canada lynx is federally-listed as tlu'catcned and listed by the Stato of  Michlgan as 
etldangercd. State and Federal natural resource agencies have documented tracks trod/or 
sightings o f 12ran in recent years in nearby counties of the Upper Peninsula or Wisconsin 
counties bordering the tipper Peninsula. Review of lynx records and observations by 
agency staff i:nd r~earehet.'s indicate that historic and recent lynx occurrences in 
Michigan have been a result of immigration fi'om lynx population s in Canada anti are 
correlated wi|h population cycles of lynx in Canada. 

To sustain a population, the Canada lynx requires very large m'eas containing boreal 
fi~rcst habitat and is a specialized predator of the snowshoe hare. The FWS concluded in 
its Final Rule Notice of Romanded Determination of  Status tbr the Contiguous United 
States Distinct Population Segment of the Canada Lynx; Clarification of  Findings 
published in the July 3, 2003 Federal Register (Volume 68), that the limited number of 
lynx occurrer.ces in Michigan did not constitute a resident population, but were 
dispersing animals. Michigau's Upper Peninsula supports boreal forest: however, the 
extent of habitat is limited and there is limited connectivity with suitable habitat in 
Canada. In addition, review of lynx occurrence records had provided no verifiable 
evidence o f sacccssful 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 
possible that lynx could pass tlu'ough the project ,'uea of the Prickctt impoundment at 
~mo time. There is no available information, however, to indicate that lynx are currently 
present in the project area. 

V 
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IN RI1PLY RIJI,'IJR. 2'O: 

United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDI,IFE SERVICE 
F.,'~st l~nsing field Office 0iS) 
2651 Coolidge Road, Suite 10 I 

I~st Lansing, Mtohigtm 48823-6316 

September 21, 2007 

Mr. Shawn Puzen 
Upper Peninsula Power Company 
700 North Adams Stree! 
PO Box 19001 
Green Bay, Wisconsin 54307-90001 

Re: Endangered Species Act Seclion 7 Technical Assistance; Dralt Shoreline Managemeo.t 
Plans for Bond Falls, Friekett, Cataract, Au Train, and Boney l'aHs (FERC Project Nos 
1864, 2402. 10854, 10856, and 2506 respectively). 

Dear lvlr. Pnzen: 

We apl~reciate tim opportunity to review and comment on your drafl EndangeJed Species Act 
(Act) so, eden 7 effects determinm:ions for the draft Shomllno Management Plans (SMPs) at the 
above referenced Federal Energy Regulatory CommisHion (FERC) licensed hydroelectric basins. 
This k.'tter provides technical assistance to help you in further development of your endaugcred 
species effects determinations or biological evaluations (BF~s). It is our understanding flint 
section 7 consultation will be rcxlu0sted by I.'EKC in the future. 

The information contained in your BEs addressed the potential affr.cts of lmplemen~.ing the draft 
Slvll s oil gray ~olf, bald eagle, and Canada lynx. Cut)ently. Canad~lynx Js the only species that 
may occur within the action area and which would require section 7/:onsultation. As of Marcia 
12, 2007, wolves in the Western Great t,a.ke,'~ Dish'ict Population Segment, whleh includes 
Michigan, were removed from the federal ltst ofendamgered and thre~ened species. Bald eagles 
were delisted on Augu.qt 8, 2007. Wolves and bald eagles no longer rc~eive protection under the 
Act and section 7 constfltaflon Is no longer necessary, so we are only providing section 7 related 
conmloll(S o/1 Callad~. ]yllg.  

Although bald eagles no longer receive protection under tile Ack they are protected by the 
Migratory Bird 'l'roaty Act w~d the Bakl and Golden Eaglo Protection Act (BGEPA), Activities 
associated with implementing the SMPs have the potemlal to disturb b~ld eagles. Thus, we 
reviewed the bald eagle porllon of your 13E and are providing comrlent~ below ~) help ohtrify 
your bald eagle protect!on and management efforts and to highlight activities which may d}s~,urb 
eagles. These commeu(s are pmvlded to help you comply will) I~GEPA, the FERC licenses or 
approved plans fi~r these prt:~ic(~t~ may require additional efforts or considcralions act addressed 
below. 
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.E_n!~ el3 gq r_et~L~ c_e. t ~5 _,~ 9 t .Cg.nu_~!zts 

Your asse.~sme;at indicates thai there is no awdlable information Indicating that Canada lynx am 
currently pre.,~e~t O r use the project areas around Bead, Priekett, Cataract, Au Train, Bot~oy, or 
Victoria imponrAme!lts. We agree that if Canada lynx are pr~ent ir~ the action areas tiaey ~e 
likely ]trotted to a small number of dispersing Individuals and that there is no recent or curt'eat 
documentation of lynx breeding. HoweveT, detection era  very low number of dispersing 
individuals ms:; be difficult. We believe that lynx may be pro.sent withln suitable habitat in the 
Upper Pcninsu]a and that project assessment for potential effects to lynx ts prudent. 

Therefore, we ieeommend you identify any potenti~d lynx habitat within the FEP,.C project 
botmdarles around these basins, We realize that these areas are narrow buffers around fl~e 
basins, and wl'~lout'adiaeent habitat, would not prow[de large enough habilat areas for lynx• 
When determining lynx habi(at suttabllitys these Impoundment ~a'eas should be reviewed within 
the context of the larger surrounding landscape, If  suitable habitat exists around the basins, then 
you should analyz~ the potential impacts to that habitat and lynx as a result of,:mplementing the 
SMP8. 

A determination regarding tile offt.~t of the prqjeet oin Canada lynx was not articulated in the 
draft BE. A detennination of no effect, not likely to adversely affect, or likely to adversely affect 
shoukl be state,] and justified in your determi.nation, 

 atjonal t ald qol 

Bakl eagles receive protection under BOEPA which provides criminal and civil p~naldes for 
persons who "take" b,'dd eagles. The definition of"tako" under GEPA includes disturb. Disturb 
means: 

".,.to a~tate or ba~er a bald or golden eagle to a degree that causes, or is likely 
to cause, based ca the best scientific information available, 1)iajnry to an eagle, 
2) a decrease in its productivity, by substantially interfering ~ith normal breeding, 
feeding, or sheItoring behavior, or 3) nest abandoJmaent, by subst,'mtlally 
inlerfer.ng with normal, breeding, feeding, or sFeltoring behavior," 

Your BE and SMPs suggest that increased boating and other recreational aetivltiea on or around 
these basins is ~xp~tod as al~sult of implementing the SMPs. Some of the aetivltie~ described 
in the SMPs arc th~ development of cluster docks, individual docks, pedestrian trails, and 
pedestrian pathways, Depending on their locatign, ihasd sew developments, and the people 
a~oolated wifl~ them, could disturb foraging and nestiug bald eagles. 'l'het~efore, proteotive 
measures for bald eagl~ shou'd be incorporated into the SMPs. }k~low wo provkle the im.portaat 
protective men ~ s  that were discussed lu the BE, potential disturbing aotivifies that require 
farther eonsideratioin, and other comments to help clarify your dooumcnt. 

V 
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Protective measuren dlscu,~ed: 

Commercial timber hatvestlng w'll be prohibitect m'oand the impoundments allowing 
previously used ne~t trees and supereaoopy trees to retamin. 

A 660 foot radius around exi.qtiog nest trees will be de.~ignated In the SMt' as a 
Conservation Areas whol'~ no "doveiopme it" wou d be allowed. 

Restrlcted activ'tie~ within a 660 foot radius of the ~est, including no motorlze~ 
aeeess, development ofre~:reatlon facilities, or m~jor project related constructio~l 
activities (except dam safety related activities) during lhc breeding season. 

• Restricted human entry within 330 feet of s nest, unle~.,¢ needed for eagle monitoring 
or research, dur'ng the breeding season. 

At Boney Falls, the wintel bald eagle foraging area~ will be deliliealed and ingress 
and egress into thc.,~c..areas would be minim!zed. 

At Bone}, Falls, the ealtro esat side of the impoundment will be designated os 
Conservation Area or Project Opet:atlons Area, This will provide a coulinuous habitat 
m'ea for perchlug and potenti,'d nesting. 

Land use activities that result in significant changes to the landscape .~ueh as clear 
cutting, land clearing, or major construct on would be prohibited wifl~in 660 feet era  
110.3I. 

• informational buoys will be placed in the water arou)~d the outer edges 6f the primary 
zone to discourage boaters from approaching active nests, ltdueational materials will 
be provldcd to the public to encourage eooperat'on in avotdiag disturbance to eagles. 

The above protective me,ureas should be incorporated into the SMPs 

Potential disturbing activlt|~: 

increased boat g rand recret|tional aettv'tics on the lnapoundment coulc dtz urb 
important bald eagle lbraging areas, Our May 2007 National H, ald Eagle 
Management Guidelines (Guidelines) suggest avoiding commercial and recreational 
boating and tishing neat' crhlcal eagle foraging areas during peak feeding times. 

Development of d~ek,s and other long term water faoilitie,s (ramps or docks) coukl 
impact bald eagle tbraglng areas, Our Guklelin~ suggest Ic~cating long-term ~tnd 
permanent water dependent facilitie.s away from imporlaat eagle foraging r.rens. 

• Ut'tder your phm, new nests would rot receive the .~me level of protection as 
currently occupied nest aires. This ceuld result in disturbance el" birds by ca-going 
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recreational activities. Specific.ally, the BE stat~,'~ that i ra  pair of eagles choose to 
establish a new no.st in an nrat already receiving humart use rosult!ng from recreation 
factllties, there will be no restrietlon &haman activities in that area during die 
breeding sesson. Our Guidelines state that some intermittent, oecaslonal, or i'rrogular 
use ~ that pro-date eagle nesting In an area may disturb eagles and that nativities in 
tho,~e areas may need to be adjusted to avoid di~urbaaee. We recommend as new 
ncs,:a ~¢ initiated that area activities alrd their potential to distm'b eagl~ shoukl be 
evaluated on a ease-by-case basis. 

Ae ivittes that create loud nols~ (such as fireworks).were not addressed in the BE or 
SMPs. Tbeso activities could disturb bald eagles and should be prohibited near n e s t  
site~ during the breeding season. 

We recommen.J you inoorporate trod address these concerns in your SMPs. We et:coursge you to 
further review the Gmdehnes and determ net f  other ad.. ustments In the SMPs are nee~,sary to 
prelect eagles. Bald eagle guidelines and other relevant intbrmation can be found onttne at 
http.'//wwwfiv~,'.govhntgratorybtrddbaldcagle, htm. 

Other ,'onlments: 

• Ple~,so define for clarity primary, secondary, anti tertiary zones around nest trees. 
Also, please define erltieal sml moderataly aritieal time Ix~riods. 

• Your BE states that no development will occur within a 660 foot radius e t a  nest tree. 
What ate you considering development? We assures all activities discussed in the 
SMP would be considered "developments." Please elarlfy. 

Yon  BE discusses primary anti secondary nestmg "areas." We believe you are 
disousslng primary and secondary nest zones or buffets around nest trees. Primary 
and secondary nest areas could also be interpreted as twolaltemate nest trees. Please 
elari~. 

• , ° , • . , t .  

• At Boney Falls, please explain the nature, extent, and throng of regress and egress 
dlr< ugh foraging areas and how you intend to minimize these activities. 

Please describe how alternate nest trees will be pro(coted and for what lcng'~h of time. 
Our Guidelino.~ suggest the same protection should be provided to alternate nest treess 
as are provided to active frost tree.~. Once 5 years of disuse have passed ilion 
protection may no longer 'co wart,rated, 

In reviewing file BE, we noted various dates for tile critical period, moderately critical 
period, and dates of prohibRcd entry, We also noted different buffer zone radkls' 
around nest trees. We understand this is due tO differoat language in each of the 
I-L3,C management plans. We recommend ~lendiug this p,'u't of each relevant 

V 
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management plan to reflect the currel:t knowlextge cgarding important bald et~gle 
nest periods and nest tree buffer zones. 

Future nest locations may not occur in Conservation Areas where "no development," 
would occur. If these nests occur ia an area where tmfl~s or seasonal docks were 
allowed, explain how human disturbance would be avoidexl. We rec.orm~end that 
~tew nests are provided a similar level 6f protection front disturbance ~ts current nests. 

Wc appreciate the opport~mity to comment on I.JPPCO'S draft S'vlPs turd BE. If you have 5;rther 
questions or neexl additional ass.;stance, please contact Ms. Christie Deloria, at (906) 226-1240. 

Sincerely, 

Craig A. C:/.~u'rlcg'lei '~ 
Field Supervisor 

CC: U.S, Forest Ser,.,:ice, Ottawa National Forest, h'on P, iver, Michigan 
(Attn: Su.stul Spear) 

Michlg~m l)epartment of Natural Resources, Marquette Fishery Office, Mm'quettc, 
Michigan (Attn: Jessiea Mistak) 

Kewcenaw Bay Indian Community, Natural Resources l)epartment, L'Anse, M[ 
(Atm: Oene Menseh) 

Michigan Hydro Re-licenslng Coalitlon, Houghton, M1 (Attn: Bill Deophouse) 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, Washington, D.C. (Atta: Robert Fletcher) 
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Upper Peninsula Power Company 

500 North Wa~i.gton Sirdar 
Re. B~x 357 
I~hpemi. 9. MI 49849-0357 

ww~'.up[~xto,con, 

November 19:2007 

Mr. Craig Czarneckl, Field Supervisor 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
East Lansing Michigan Field Office 
2651 Coolidge Road, Suite 101 
East Lansing, Michigan 48823 

Dear Mr. Czarneckl: 

e ~ . ~ e  tOJ~qtlon 7 Tec_hn~cal Assistance', dated So_ clamber 21. 2007 - UDDer 
Penlnsu.l~.po~v r ~ n E _ $ h o r e l l r ~  ~ 9 . n ~  Pl_0._~_for FERC PFolect N0.108~6_.~U. 
Train Hydroel,)ctd¢ Prelect 

Upper PenlnsJla Power Company (UPPCO) is In receipt of your technical assistance 
document on ~he Draft Shoreline Management Plan for the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (FERC) Project No. 10856 (Au Train). 

Cana~aq Lynx 

As indicated In your letter, UPPCO expects that the FERC will request section 7 
consultation with the FWS In the future. The Information provided In our April 12, 2007 
letter as well as a copy of this letter will be submitted to the FERC for Its use In making a 
determination regarding the effect of the project on federally-listed threatened, 
endangered, proposed and candidate species, As such, this letter does not Include a 
determination of no effect, not likely to adversely affect, or IJkely to adversely effect 
regarding the Canada lynx. UPPCO appreciates your assistance on the consultation 
and Is providing additional Information for the FERC to consider in developing Its 
bloieglcal evaluation of the project's effects on Canada lynx. The additional Infonnatlon 
Is as follows: 

The Canada lynx Is federally-Ilsied as threatened and listed by the State of Michigan as 
endangered. In Its county distribution list of federally-listed threatened, endangered 
proposed, and candidate species in Michigan, the FWS Indicated that Alger County Is 
among the Michigan counties having the highest potential for lynx presence. State and 
Federal natural resources agenok~s have documented {racks and/or sightlngs of lynx in 
recent years In nearby counties of the Upper Peninsula or Wisconsin counties bordefil~ 
the Upper Pen~suia. There Is no direct evidence available Indicating recent lynx 
presence wltPIn the Au Train Project area. 

Review of lyn~ records and observations by agency staff and researchers Indicate that 
historic and recant lynx occurrences In Michigan have been a result of Immigration from 
lynx popuiatlcns in Canada and are correlated with population cycFes of lynx in Canada. 
The FWS car cluded in Its Final Rule Notice of Remanded Determination of Status for 
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the Contiguous United States Distinct Population Segment of the Canada Lynx; 
Clarification of Findings published in the July 3, 2003 Federal Register (Volume 68), that 
the limited number of lynx occurrences in Michigan did not conslitute a resident 
population, but were dispersing animals. In a recovery oulline document the FWS 
prepared In 2005, the Upper Peninsula of Michigan has been classified as a "peripheral 
area," The outline's preliminary recovery assessment indicates Ihat some of the 
peripheral areas "... may provide I'~bltat enabling the successful dispersal of lynx 
between populations or subpopulations." Suitable connective habitat Is needed In 
sufficient quantity and geographic arrangement to allow easy movement for long 
distances in search of food, cover and mates, 

As Indicated In the SMP, the primary land use of the general region Is commercial forest, 
with most of the lands surrounding the Au Train Project being part of the Hiawatha 
National Forest or the Escanaba River State Forest. More tha~ 40 percent of lands in 
Alger County are undeveloped forest lands In public ownership, pflmarily Stale and 
Federal. Within several miles of the project area to the west, southwest and northwest 
are areas of non-forested lands occupied by small communities and other residential 
and rural development that fragment the forested landscape. The Au Train Basin 
shoreline generally Is undeveloped, except for some existing recreation facilities and a 
few residences. Lands on either side of the soulhem one-quarter of the Au Train Basin 
are managed by the Michigan DNR as a wildlife refuge, part of the Au Train Basin 
Waterfowl Management Area. 

The projecl boundary around the Au Train Basin is narrow and extends to approxlrnately 
200 feet from the shoreline. Results of e forest Inventory conducted In 2000, Indicated 
that the majority of the current forest cover on project lands and those adjacent to the 
project boundary originated during a period from 1920 to 1929 and is generally of 
uneven-age condition. The most common forest type within the Au Train Project 
boundary Is northern hardwoods dominated by herd end soft maple with lesser amounts 
of basswood, black cherry, white birch and aspen. A conifer component of prlmadly 
balsam fir saplings and poletimber In the understory with scattered mature white spruce 
and white pine also Is mixed with the hardwoods In some areas. Understory shrubs on 
the east side of the Au Train Basin Include blackberry, raspberry and red elderberry with 
lady fern found In association. On the western side of the Impoundment, a denser 
underslory can be found In some areas, consisting of dogwood, beaked hazelnut, 
raspberry, red elderberry, and gooseberry as well as sugar maple, American beech and 
black cherry saplings. Bracken fern Is very dense In some areas with a number of forb 
species present: however, gadic mustard also has become established and even with 
control efforts may alter the diversity of forbs over time. A few areas of lowland 
hardwoods are found within the project boundary comprised of black ash, soft maple and 
yellow birch as well as lowland cenlfers including white cedar, black spruce and balsam 
fir Stretches of open lowland occur along the shoreline along wlth some stands of 
aspen and open upland. Red pine plantations are common In porlions of the Hiawatha 
National Forest east of the UPPCO lands around the Au Train Basin. Vegetation along 
the Au Train River below the project Is wet-mesic lowland forest with sugar maple arid 
nollhem white cedar the dominant overstory species and balsam fir, yellow birch and 
eastern hemlock of secondary Impertance. 

Snowshoe hares have been documented to occur within the Au Train Project Area and 
some suitable habitat is available for the red squirrel. 
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The Michigan DNR's 2006 Draft State Forest Management Plan includes a goal to 
"provide habilat for the conservation, protectinn, restoration and propagation of all 
Federal and State listed threatened and endangered species, while also taking into 
consideration other uses of the forest." 

The nearby Hiawatha National Forest developed forest-wide and management area- 
specific standards and guidelines In Its 2006 Forest Plan to Include conservation 
measures that have application for conservation of lynx habitat. Vegetation will be 
managed to provide for sufficient prey species habitat and lynx foraging habitat In 
proximity to d,)n Ila bitat In amounts sufficient to be suitable for lynx. Further, sufficient 
connectivity will be maintained to allow for lynx dispersal and movement. 

The Hiawatha National Forest Plan Indicated that about 52 percent of the Forest is 
snowshoe hare habitat and 42 percent is red squirrel habitat. Suitable snowshoe hare 
habitat Is available in ell the ecological land types Identified on the Forest. The same 
was conclude,:l for the rod squirrel, except for the ecological land type that supports the 
sugar maple, oeech, hemlock,~hite pine forest community. This forest cover type is 
found on som.~, of the National Forest lands to the east and north of the Au Train Project 
and Is the same as the northern hardwoods forest type found within the Au Train Project 
boundary. 

The Forest Plan Indicated that the Hiawatha National Forest has abundant habitat 
connecUvlty with few barriers to lynx movements; all forested areas with vegetation from 
the sapling stage and older will provide an adequate canopy to facilitate lynx movement. 
The Forest Plan esUmated that currently, abo~ut 81 percent (685,000 acres) of the Forest 
Is meeting the definition for habitat connectivity; approximately 192,000 acres represents 
quality connective habitat where Umber harvest and other human disturbances are less 
likely. 

The Forest Plan concluded, based on review of satellite Imagery of existing vegetation 
on the Forest at a landscape level, that "...there are no barriers such as largo contiguous 
opon lends that would Impede connectlvity...Between the Forest's East and West Units, 
areas managed by Michigan Department of Natural Resources and Fish and Wildlife 
Service at Seney National Wildlife Refuge, will provide a level of continued and likely 
secure habitat connectivity." 

Extensive forest cover of sapling stage and older which provides for connectivity and 
lynx dispersal, occurs within the project boundary and, as Indicated In the I-Ilawatha 
National Fore,,;t 2006 Forest Plan, regionally to the east, north and south of the Au Train 
ProjecL The area to the west is forested, but non-forested areas and human activity 
Increases within several rnlles. There appears to be sufficient connected forest habitat 
to the north and northwest such that areas of existing human activity and/or 
developmen{ could be avoided and dispersal movement could continue through the 
area. Prey appears to be available, but may not be abundant within the project area for 
a dispersing lynx to obtain food as tt seeks more suitable habitat. 

Increased public recreation use of the Au Train impoundment can be expected to occur 
wllh Implementation of the SMP as well as Increased frequency of human activity within 
the project bolmdarles as a result of anticipated nearby residential devetopment. These 
changes are not likely to occur Immediately and may occur gradually over Iime. The 
increased human activity may influence the areas of lynx transient activity within the 
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project boundary; however, it is not likely to preclude lynx dispersal through the area. 
Approximately 33 percent of project lands are designated Conservation-Limited Public 
Trail Area and most of the Conservation Area Is forested. Tile SMP provides that the 
forested areas will not be harvested which should maintain cover for potential dispersing 
lynx. In addition, It possible that as succession occurs In the uneven-age forest types In 
the Conservation Area, suitability of habllat for snowshoe hare could improve over time. 
It Is anticipated that any effects to the Canada lynx at the Au Train Project are not likely 
to be measurable with Implementation of the SMP as well as Implementation of the 
Michigan State Forest and Hiawatha National Forest management obJectJves and 
conservation measures to provide for lynx habitat connectivity on the large areas of 
State and Federal managed forests proximate to the Au Train Project 

Bald Eagle Management 

In your letter, you also provide the important protective measures that were discussed In 
the Information referenced as blologlsal evaluations (BE) In the Apdl 12 UPPCO letter, 
potential disturbing activities that require further consideration, and other comment to 
help clarify our document. The following Is UPPCO's responses to potential disturbing 
activities that require further consideration: 

. Increased boating and recreational activities on the impoundment could disturb 
Important bald eagle foraging areas. Our May 2007 National Bald Eagle 
Management Guidelines (Guidelines) suggest avoiding commercial and 
recreational boating and fishing near critical eagle foraging areas dudng peak 
feeding times. 

Response: The reservoirs are currently being utilized for boating aclivitles and 
recreational activities. There may be an tnorease In boating activity duo to the proposed 
activities that should occur over a number of years. As the Guidelines indicate, not atl 
bald eagles react to human activities in the same way. Those eagles that are more 
sensitive to human activlly will most-likely nest In areas where human activity is less, 
such as the numerous acres within the project boundary that has been designated 
Conservation-Limited Public Trait. UPPCO has not Identified through literature review or 
field study any areas of critioal eagle foraging areas wllhln the #reject boundary in areas 
expected to be disturbed through the activities pem~itted in the SMPs. According to the 
guidelines, the effect from human disturbance to eagle feeding areas Is greater when 
there are no other undlstut~bed and productive feeding and roosting sites available. 
UPPCO has designated numerous acres within the project boundaries at all projects as 
Conservation-Limited Public Frail which selves to provide additional opportunities for 
undisturbed and productive feeding end roosttng sites. 

Development of docks and other brig-term water facilities (ramps or docks) could 
impact bald eagle foraging areas. Our Guidelines suggest Iocatlng tong-term and 
permanent water-dependent facilities away from important eagle foraging areas. 

Response: UPPCO has not identified through literature review or field study any areas 
of cdtlcal eagle foraging areas within the project boundary In areas expected to be 
disturbed through the activities permitted in the SMPs. According to the Guidelines, the 
effect from human disturbance to eagle feed#]g areas is greater when there are no olhor 
undisturbed and productive feeding and roosting sites available. UPPCO has designated 
numerous acres within the proJeat boundaries at all projects as Conservation-Limited 
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Pubilc Trail w~}ich serves to provide additional opportunities for undisturbed and 
producth,e feeding and roosling sites. 

. Under your plan, new nests would not receive Ihe same level of protection as 
currently occupied nest sites. This could result In disturbance of birds by on- 
going recreational activities. Specifically, the BE states that If a pair of eagles 
choos.~ to establish a new nest in an area already receiving human use resulting 
from r,}creation facilities, there will be no restr]ctlon of human activities In that 
area during the breeding season. Our Guidelines state that some Intermittent, 
occasional, or Irregular uses that pro-date eagle nesting In an area may disturb 
eagle,,; and that activities In these areas may need to be adjusted to avoid 
disturbance. We recommend as new nests are Inittatod that area activities and 
their potential to disturb eagles should be evaluated on a case-by-case basis. 

Response: "/he Guidelines use an annual (once per year) outdoor flea market as an 
example of intermlttont, occasional, or irregular use. The act/vttles expectod to occur as 
a result of  the allowed uses In the SMP do not meet the description of Intermittent as 
outlined In the Guidelines, or occasional, or lrregular activities as outlined in the 
Guidelines. However, UPPCO Is willing to evaluate new nests on a case-by-case basis 
regarding ongoing activities In the victnily of the nest site and consider any warranted 
actions within tts control regarding public education efforts and/or temporary restrictions 
of access or acUvity. In addition, the Guldolines llst addltlona/ recommendatlens to 
benefit bald eagles. The first additional recommendations is to "Protect and preserve 
potential roost and nest sites by retaining mature trees and old growth stands, 
particular/y, within 72 mile from water." Aft activities permitted and prohibited within the 
SMPs are In direct compliance with the above recommendation on atl proJect lands. 

4. Activities that create loud noises (such as fireworks) were net addressed In the 
BE or SMPs. These activities could disturb bald eagles and should be prohibited 
near nest sites during the breeding season. 

Response: As a genera/rule, UPPCO has not In the recent past nor Intends to permit 
firework displays originating from the project land. As indicated In the April 12 lettel, 
UPPCO wtl/ make educational materials available to the public that will emphasize the 
importance and sensitivity of nesting and feeding areas and encourage cooperation In 
avoiding disturbance to the eagles. Discouraging loud noises, such as fireworks will be 
Included h) those materials. 

We recommend you incorporate and address these concerns In your SMPs. We 
encourage you to further review the Guidelines and determine if other adjustments in the 
SMPs are nec, essary to protect eagles. Bald eagle guidelines and other relevant 
information can be found online at rlttp:llwww,fws.qovln)i.qratontb_irdslba_l~e~q~. 

Response: UPPCO has reviewed tha bald eagle management guldellnes dated May 
2007 to determine ff any adjustments to the SMPs should be made for the further 
protection of Said Eagles on the prelect lend. 

The following are UPPCO's responses to other comments to help clarify our document: 

1. Please define for clarity primary, secondary, and tertiary zones around nest 
trees. Also, please define critical and moderately critical time periods. 
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Response: The primary, secondary, and terfiary zones are defined within the 
respective project management plans for protection of the bald eagle. 

2. Your BE states that no development will occur within a 660 foot radius of a nest 
tree. What are you considering development? We assume all activities 
discussed in the SMP would be considered "developments." Please clarify. 

Response: The statement In the BE is intended to mean no new development as a 
result of the SMP activities. This Is accomplished In the SMPs by designating these 
areas as Conservation-Limited Public Trail. 

. Your BE discusses primary and secondary nesting "areas." We believe you are 
discussing primary and secondary nest zones or buffers around nest trees. 
Primary and secondary nest areas could also be interpreted as two alternate nest 
trees. Please clarify. 

Response: /n the BE, the term "area"is interchangeable with the term "zone." 

4. At Boney Falls, please explain the nature, extent, and timing of "ingress and 
egress" through foraging areas and how you intend to minimize these activities. 

Response'. At Boney Falls, according to rellcenslng documentation (Map A-50), a 
majority of the foraging areas within the project boundary occ{tr either downstream or on 
the east shore of the reservoir. The entire east shore that ts not utilized for existing 
recreation or project operations has been designated as Conservation-Limited Publlc 
Trail. By its designation, the Conservation-Limited Public Trail designation mlnhnlzes 
ingress and egress Into these areas because the only additional activity that Is allowed is 
the possible creation of e public trail. The public trail would only be allowed through 
consultation with the resource agencies. 

. 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 
alternate nest trees as are provided to active nest trees. Once five years of 
disuse have passed then protection may no longer be warranted. 

Response: Any unoccupied nest tree Is protected and treated according to the 
approved bald eagle pt~techon requirements outltned h~ the approved project bald eagle, 
wildlife, forest, and/or land use management plans as an occupied tree for at least five 
years or until It is unoccupied consistently for at least five years. 

6. In reviewing the BE, we noted vadous dates for Ihe critical period, moderately 
cdtlcal period, and dates of prohibl[ed entry. We also noted different buffer zone 
radiuses around nest trees. We understand this Is due to different language 1=7 
each of the FERC management plans. We recommend amending this part of 
each relevant management plan to reflect the current knowledge important bald 
eagle nest periods and nest tree buffer zones. 

Response: UPPCO does not plan to amend any of the management plans at this time 
to make them consistent. 7he proposed SMP does not require that the plans be 
modified to make them cot~ststent with each ether. Aithouqh there is some variability It] 
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the critical po.'lod dates and buffer zone radiuses within the management plans, they all 
are protective of eagle sensitivity to human disturbance per agreement by the natural 
resources agencies and are constsient with the intent of the Guidelines, 

7. Future nest locations may not occur In Conservation Areas where "no 
devefopmenl" would occur. If these nests occur in an area where paths or 
seasoned docks were allowed, explain how human disturbance would be 
avoided. We recommend that new nests are provided a similar level of 
protection from disturbance as current nests. 

Response'. Accordlng lo the Guidelines, "Eagles are unlikely to be dlsturbed by routlne 
use of  roads, homes and olher facilities where such use pro-dates the eagles' successful 
nesting activity In a given area. Tl~erefore, In most cases, ongoing existing uses may 
proceed with Pile same Intensity with little risk of disturbing eagles. However, sonic 
Intermittent, occasional, or irregular uses that pro-date eagle nesting in an area may 
disturb bald eagles." As stated cartier; the Guidelines use an annual (once per year) 
outdoor flea market as an example of #tterrnittent, occasional, or ineguk~r use. The 
activities expected to occur as a result of the allowed uses In Ihe SMP do not meet the 
description of intermittent as outlined tn the Guidelines, or occasional, or irregular 
activities as outlined in the guidelines. If bald eagles nest In areas of paths or docks, 
UPPCO will evaluate the situation and impose any warranted restrictions for tile nesting- 
fiedglng period and consider ,bng term permit modifications to the path or dock locations 
in consultation wfth the agencle& 

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (920) 433-1094. 

Sincerely, 

Shawn C. Puzen 
Environmental Consultant 
Integrys Business Support I_LC 
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