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PM1-1 Based on a map review, your property is not within the portion of Northwest 
Pipeline Corporation’s (Northwest) system where the loops associated with the 
Capacity Replacement Project would be constructed.  Your property appears 
to be within the portion of the system where the existing 26-inch-diameter 
pipeline would be abandoned in place.  Although  Pilchuck Creek would be 
crossed by the Mount Vernon Loop, your property is south of the terminus of 
the loop.  Therefore, the crossing of Pilchuck Creek would be at a location 
approximately 20 miles north of your property.   

PM1-1 
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PM1-1 
(cont’d) 
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PM1-2 Thank you for your comment. 

PM1-1 
(cont’d) 

PM1-2 
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PM1-3 Research on pipeline maintenance has concluded that the use of internal 
inspection devices is one of the best ways of checking for corrosion and 
irregularities in an underground steel pipe.  While the use of internal inspection 
devices is not currently required by the U.S. Department of Transportation 
(DOT), Office of Pipeline Safety (OPS), Northwest would periodically use these 
devices to inspect the loops.  In addition, Northwest would conduct leak 
detection surveys along its entire pipeline system using periodic aerial patrols, 
weather permitting, at least twice each calendar year.  This frequency exceeds 
the DOT requirement of surveying Class 1 and Class 2 locations at least 
annually.  See section 4.12.1 for additional discussion of Northwest’s operation 
and maintenance procedures. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM1-4 The methods for determining high consequence areas (HCAs) along 
Northwest’s system are included in section 4.12.1.  The purpose of the HCA 
rule was to provide a greater level of inspection of pipelines in certain areas 
with high population densities or occupied by people who are confined, are of 
impaired mobility, or would be difficult to evacuate.  Locations that are not in 
defined HCAs would still be subject to the operation and maintenance 
requirements defined in Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 192 
and described in section 4.12.1.   

PM1-3 

PM1-4 
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PM1-5 The OPS is responsible for regulating compliance with Title 49 CFR Part 192 
regarding the operation and maintenance of natural gas pipelines.  The 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or Commission) staff does not 
have the authority to ensure that pipeline companies comply with DOT 
regulations during operation of natural gas pipelines.  As discussed in section 
4.12.1, OPS and Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (WUTC) 
inspectors would conduct audits of Northwest’s facilities including review of 
operation and maintenance records, evaluation of emergency procedures, and 
conducting random field inspections.  The FERC staff assumes that the OPS 
and the WUTC would submit a direct request to Northwest if they want copies 
of the results of the pig inspections. 

PM1-6 Throughout the environmental impact statement (EIS) process, the FERC has 
worked extensively with Northwest; other federal, state, and local agencies; 
and Native American tribes to develop acceptable site-specific crossing and 
mitigation plans for the waterbodies that would be crossed by the Capacity 
Replacement Project.  Section 4.3.2.3 has been revised to provide the most 
current information regarding Northwest’s proposed Mitigation Plan for 
Waterbody Crossings.  Appendix S contains the April 2005 draft of this plan.  
Section 4.3.2.3 also discusses Northwest’s coordination with the Nisqually 
Tribe, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE), and the Washington State 
Department of Ecology (WDOE) to finalize a mitigation plan that would address 
the tribe’s concerns regarding the project, including the proposed wet open-cut 
crossing of the Nisqually River. 

The revised section 4.3.2.3 includes the FERC staff’s recommendation that 
Northwest continue consultations with the applicable agencies and Native 
American tribes and file the final site-specific waterbody crossing plans and 
final Mitigation Plan for Waterbody Crossings with the Secretary of the 
Commission (Secretary) for the review and written approval of the Director of 
the Office of Energy Projects (OEP) before construction at each applicable 
waterbody (see also mitigation measure number 17 in section 5.4).  These final 
plans may incorporate new information that may become available as 
Northwest continues consultations with the COE, the WDOE, the Washington 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), various county agencies, and Native 
American tribes.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and the U.S. 
Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries) may impose additional 
mitigation as well as part of their Biological Opinions (see section 4.7) that also 
should be included in Northwest’s Mitigation Plan for Waterbody Crossings.  
The FERC staff believes these continued consultations will result in the 
development of acceptable site-specific crossing plans and mitigation 
requirements for the waterbodies that would be crossed by the Capacity 
Replacement Project.  Section 4.3.2.3 also explains how the public and other 
agencies can view the final plans once they are filed. 

PM1-5 

PM1-6 

PM1-4 
(cont’d) 
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PM1-7 As discussed in section 2.7, Northwest’s proposal to leave as much of the 26-
inch-diameter pipeline intact as possible would allow the pipeline to be put back 
in service for future gas deliveries if new technology is developed to accurately 
detect stress corrosion cracking.  Returning the existing pipeline to service to 
accommodate future gas deliveries would minimize environmental impact and 
disruption to landowners compared to constructing a new pipeline in the future.  
In its comments on the draft EIS, Northwest indicated that it does not currently 
plan on purchasing additional permanent right-of-way in residential areas where 
the current easements are less than 75 feet wide.  Northwest may, however, 
require additional permanent right-of-way to accommodate non-standard parallel 
offsets or crossovers of the existing pipelines to avoid terrain features or 
structures on or near the existing permanent right-of-way.  In general, if the new 
36-inch-diameter loop is closer than 10 feet to the edge of the current 
permanent right-of-way, Northwest has indicated that it may need to acquire 
additional permanent right-of-way.  Northwest would make every effort to 
negotiate in good faith with affected landowners but if an easement cannot be 
negotiated with a landowner and the project has been certificated by the FERC, 
Northwest may use the right of eminent domain as granted to it under section 
7(h) of the Natural Gas Act (NGA).  The use of eminent domain as it relates to 
this project is discussed in section 4.8.2.   

PM1-6 
(cont’d) 

PM1-7 
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PM1-8 Northwest proposes to generally use a 95-foot-wide construction right-of-way, 
consisting of Northwest’s existing 75-foot-wide permanent right-of-way and 20 
feet of new temporary extra workspace.  The 20 feet of temporary extra 
workspace would be allowed to revert to prior uses following construction with 
no restrictions and would not become part of the permanent easement.  See 
also the responses to comments PM1-7 and PM2-3. 
 
 
 
 
 

PM1-9 Section 2.7 has been revised to address the potential future need for 
Northwest to replace the existing 30-inch-diameter pipeline. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM1-10 The alteration of drainage patterns on this property would potentially result in a 
loss of wetlands.  As discussed in section 4.4.3, no expansion of underdrain 
systems in wetlands, including drain tiles, can be performed without specific 
permit approval from the appropriate regulatory agencies.  

PM1-7 
(cont’d) 

PM1-8 

PM1-9 

PM1-10 
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PM1-11 As discussed in section 4.3.2.3, Northwest proposes to cross the North and 
South Fork Stillaguamish Rivers using the horizontal directional drill (HDD) 
method.  The proposed crossing locations are about 1 mile from the City of 
Arlington well field.  An HDD crossing would avoid disturbing the waterbodies 
and any associated contaminants at the crossing locations.  It is highly unlikely 
that significant amounts of arsenic or other contaminants would be mobilized 
by the HDD process and travel through the aquifer to the wells.  As a result, 
construction activities at the crossing locations are not expected to pose a 
threat to the City of Arlington well field.  Nevertheless, as requested by the City 
of Arlington, Northwest would notify the city before construction, monitor the 
municipal wells, and provide the city with results obtained from any private well 
testing within the Stillaguamish Basin if permission is granted by the 
landowner.  Section 4.3.1.3 has been revised to include this information.  
Northwest’s adherence to its Spill Prevention, Containment, and 
Countermeasures Plan (SPCC Plan) (see Appendix H) would also minimize 
the potential for contaminant releases due to spills.   

PM1-12 Section 4.3.2.3 has been revised to provide the most current information 
regarding Northwest’s proposed Mitigation Plan for Waterbody Crossings.  
Appendix S contains the April 2005 draft of this plan.  The revised section 
4.3.2.3 discusses the City of Arlington’s interest in assisting with the 
identification of prioritized habitat projects to utilize the large woody debris 
(LWD) Northwest would donate to Native American tribes and other 
organizations.  Section 4.3.2.3 also discusses Northwest’s coordination with 
the Nisqually Tribe, the COE, and the WDOE to finalize a mitigation plan that 
would address the tribe’s concerns regarding the project, including the 
proposed wet open-cut crossing of the Nisqually River.  This mitigation plan 
would also satisfy Northwest’s compensatory wetland mitigation requirements 
for the Fort Lewis Loop. 
Northwest is still in the process of consulting with other federal, state, and local 
agencies and applicable Native American tribes to finalize its waterbody 
crossing mitigation requirements.  Section 4.3.2.3 has been revised to include 
the FERC staff’s recommendation that Northwest continue consultations with 
the applicable agencies and Native American tribes and file the final site-
specific waterbody crossing plans and final Mitigation Plan for Waterbody 
Crossings with the Secretary for the review and written approval of the Director 
of OEP before construction at each applicable waterbody (see also mitigation 
measure number 17 in section 5.4).  These final plans may incorporate new 
information that may become available as Northwest continues consultations 
with the COE, the WDOE, the WDFW, various county agencies, and Native 
American tribes.  The FWS and NOAA Fisheries may impose additional 
mitigation as well as part of their Biological Opinions (see section 4.7) that also 
should be included in Northwest’s Mitigation Plan for Waterbody Crossings.  
The FERC staff believes these continued consultations will result in the 
development of acceptable site-specific crossing plans and mitigation 
requirements for the waterbodies that would be crossed by the Capacity 
Replacement Project.  Section 4.3.2.3 also explains how the public and other 
agencies can view the final plans once they are filed. 

PM1-12 

PM1-11 

PM1-13 
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PM1-12 
(cont’d) 

Section 4.4.4 has been revised to provide the most current information 
regarding Northwest’s compensatory wetland mitigation plan.  Northwest is still 
in the process of consulting with other federal, state, and local agencies and 
applicable Native American tribes to finalize this plan.  Section 4.4.4 has been 
revised to include the FERC staff’s recommendation that Northwest continue 
consultations with the applicable agencies and appropriate Native American 
tribes and file the final compensatory wetland mitigation plan with the 
Secretary before construction (see also mitigation measure number 18 in 
section 5.4).  Section 4.4.4 also explains how the public and other agencies 
can view the final plan once it is filed.   

PM1-13 As discussed in sections 4.3.2.3 and 4.6.2.3, the probability of an inadvertent 
release of drilling mud or fluid (also referred to as a frac-out) is greatest when 
the drill bit is working near the surface (i.e., near entry and exit points).  
Northwest has designed the proposed HDDs so that areas of greatest risk to a 
potential inadvertent release are in upland areas, away from the water’s edge.  
The HDDs proposed as part of the Capacity Replacement Project are long, 
large diameter HDDs without a 100 percent certainty of success.  A bentonite-
based drilling mud is the only acceptable drilling fluid that can be used to 
maximize the probability of success of the HDDs.  Given the length and 
configuration of the proposed HDDs, suitable substitutes for bentonite are not 
available.  Northwest’s Horizontal Directional Drill Contingency Plan (HDD 
Plan) (see Appendix I) describes how drilling operations would be conducted 
and monitored to minimize the potential for inadvertent drilling mud releases 
and also includes procedures for cleanup of drilling mud releases and for 
sealing the hole if a HDD cannot be completed. 

In addition, section 4.6.2.3 has been revised to include additional information 
regarding the potential impacts of an inadvertent release of drilling mud on 
sensitive aquatic resources.   

As discussed in sections 2.3.2 and 4.6.2.3, all impact evaluations and 
decisions associated with a frac-out would be made in consultation with the 
applicable agencies. 
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PM1-14 Section 4.3.2.3 has been revised to include additional discussion of 
Northwest’s plan to install LWD at appropriate areas in waterbodies within the 
construction right-of-way to mitigate for potential short-term impacts on aquatic 
species.  The revised section 4.3.2.3 discusses the City of Arlington’s interest 
in assisting with the identification of prioritized habitat projects to utilize the 
LWD Northwest would donate to Native American tribes and other 
organizations.  The effectiveness of LWD as a mitigation measure and 
additional details regarding Northwest’s proposed placement of LWD in 
streams and on streambanks are discussed in section 4.6.2.3.  The specific 
locations where Northwest would install LWD are included in the draft 
Mitigation Plan for Waterbody Crossings that is provided in Appendix S.   
 
 
 
 

PM1-15 Section 4.5.2 has been revised to state that Northwest is working directly with 
the landowner to address the concern about the organic status of the farm and 
has indicated that construction measures would be implemented to ensure that 
contaminated soils, seeding, and/or plants are not introduced on the property. 
 
 
 
 

PM1-16 Section 4.8.3.2 has been revised to include a discussion of the planned 
rezoning and redevelopment of the property. 

PM1-13 
(cont’d) 

PM1-14 

PM1-15 

PM1-16 
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PM2-1 Section 4.8.4 has been revised to include a discussion of the conservation 
easement (referred to as the Walsh-Weber Sanctuary) that would be crossed 
by the Capacity Replacement Project.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM2-2 Although areas of potential spotted owl habitat may occur intermittently along 
the proposed loops, many of the areas would only be used by dispersing 
juveniles and are not suitable for nesting.  According to the WDFW, no spotted 
owls have been recently observed near the Snohomish Loop and the nearest 
spotted owl critical habitat is about 21.2 miles from milepost (MP) 1386.0 along 
the loop.  See also the response to comment PM2-1. 

 

PM2-1 

PM2-2 
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The movement of workspace from one side of a property to another is not 
possible on a property-by-property basis due to overall construction 
requirements.  A construction right-of-way is structured with a working side and 
a spoil side, separated by the pipeline trench.  Once dug, the pipeline trench 
separates the two sides and equipment cannot pass over the open trench.  
The working side of the right-of-way is the wider of the two sides and is the 
area where the majority of the actual pipe installation activities take place.  
Construction equipment travels along and works on the working side of the 
right-of-way and pipe is strung and welded on this side as well.  The width of 
the working side of the right-of-way determines how pipeline construction 
occurs.  A working side that is wide enough to allow for passage of pipeline 
installation equipment around other equipment and that provides room for a 
travel lane for inspectors, dust control trucks, and other vehicles to pass up 
and down the right-of-way is the safest layout for construction.   

The spoil side of the construction right-of-way is narrower than the working 
side.  During the main construction activities (stringing, bending, welding, 
coating, and lowering in) for the Capacity Replacement Project, the spoil side 
would be used only to store topsoil.  Equipment cannot cross the trench from 
the working side to the spoil side; therefore, this side would be essentially 
unusable by the construction crew for any other purpose before the loop is 
installed and the trench is backfilled.  The spoil side is located near the trench 
because it allows minimal handling of topsoil.  When removing topsoil from the 
trenchline, equipment can push or move the topsoil to the side.  Equipment 
can then push or move the topsoil back to the trenchline, minimizing the 
distance the topsoil travels, handling of topsoil, and loss of topsoil.   

Much of the larger main construction equipment used during the project would 
not be allowed over the existing pipelines without additional protection from 
excessive stresses.  To minimize disturbance of areas outside the existing 
right-of-way, Northwest proposes to work over the existing 26-inch- and 30-
inch-diameter pipelines.  This configuration requires that the spoil excavated 
from the trench after topsoiling be spread over the existing pipelines to 
effectively increase the pipeline depth, which results in lower stresses on the 
pipelines when equipment travels over them during main construction 
activities.  Once main construction activities are complete and the trench is 
backfilled, the additional cover provided by the trench spoil over the existing 
pipelines is no longer present.  Because the additional pipeline depth is no 
longer present, equipment needed for tie-ins along the loop sections cannot 
travel on top of the existing pipelines along the right-of-way.  The spoil side 
then becomes the travel lane for this equipment to move. 

Conventional pipeline construction is very similar to a moving assembly line.  
Trenching, pipe stringing, welding, coating, and lowering in are completed by 
crews that move down the right-of-way following each other.  To accommodate 
the typical pipeline installation process, the work corridor needs to be 
consistent.  Construction within 75 feet is possible, but not desirable.  
Throughout years of pipeline construction experience, the industry has found 
that 95-foot- to 100-foot-wide construction rights-of-way are the safest and  

PM2-4 

PM2-5 

PM2-3 
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PM2-3 
(cont’d) 

most efficient work corridors.  This allows the larger construction equipment 
required to install large diameter pipelines to travel along the side of the trench 
in a leap-frog type fashion, and still leave a travel lane for light vehicles to 
pass.  By having continuous movement of equipment crews, the pipelines are 
installed faster, which reduces impacts on landowners and the environment.  
When the work corridor is reduced, it slows down equipment because there is 
not enough room for it to move around other equipment for continuous work 
progress. 

Movement of workspace from one side of the right-of-way to another changes 
the width of the working and spoil sides.  Changes in width, particularly to the 
working side, would have an impact on how the loop is installed.  Narrowing 
the working side to the point where equipment and vehicles cannot pass one 
another safely would limit the way the loop could be handled and installed.  
Abruptly changing the working side from one side of the right-of-way to another 
does not allow conventional pipeline construction to be done in that area or 
between short distances.  Therefore, a change in workspace that restricts the 
corridor to a point where the construction method must change would affect 
construction techniques in that area.  Switching work sides would require a 
section of pipeline trench to be filled in or not dug until after the loop is 
installed.  Restricted workspace may require a skipped section by the main 
pipeline installation crew.  Isolated temporary extra workspaces in areas 
dominated by a restricted workspace corridor cannot replace the linear width of 
a work corridor.  In cases where the corridor is greatly reduced or is not 
consistent in width or configuration, the work crews are reduced to small, 
individual task crews with smaller equipment.  Work progress is slowed down 
and costs and impacts on the areas increase.   

PM2-4 Section 4.8.4 has been revised to include a discussion of the conservation 
easement (referred to as the Walsh-Weber Sanctuary) that would be crossed 
by the Capacity Replacement Project.  See also the response to comment 
PM2-3. 

PM2-5 Waterbodies crossed by the proposed project and identified by the appropriate 
resource agencies as containing salmonids are listed in table 4.6.2-2.  Section 
4.3.2.3 has been revised to provide the most current information regarding 
Northwest’s proposed Mitigation Plan for Waterbody Crossings.  Appendix S 
contains the April 2005 draft of this plan.  Section 4.8.4 has been revised to 
include a discussion of the conservation easement (referred to as the Walsh-
Weber Sanctuary) that would be crossed by the Capacity Replacement 
Project.  See also the response to comment PM2-3. 
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PM2-6 Section 4.8.4 has been revised to include a discussion of the conservation 
easement (referred to as the Walsh-Weber Sanctuary) that would be crossed 
by the Capacity Replacement Project.  See also the response to comment 
PM2-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM2-7 The use of eminent domain as it relates to this project is discussed in section 
4.8.2. 

 

PM2-5 
(cont’d) 

PM2-6 

PM2-7 
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PM2-8 Northwest has indicated that it made its initial contact with Ms. Walsh on 
February 1, 2005 to discuss the project and was informed about The Humane 
Society of the United States Wildlife Land Trust (Humane Society).  On March 
18, 2005, a Northwest representative contacted Mr. Michael Swartz of the 
Humane Society to discuss the project.  Since March 18, Northwest has had 
ongoing discussions with Ms. Walsh regarding the project.  Several 
representatives from King County are on the environmental mailing list for the 
Capacity Replacement Project and have received project-related notices and 
information since June 2004 as described in section 1.3 (see also Appendix A).  
Section 4.8.4 has been revised to include a discussion of the conservation 
easement (referred to as the Walsh-Weber Sanctuary) that would be crossed 
by the Capacity Replacement Project.  See also the responses to comments 
PM1-8, PM2-1, and PM2-3. 

 

PM2-8 

PM2-7 
(cont’d) 
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PM2-9 Avoidance of forest or slow-to-recover habitat is a consideration when routing 
a pipeline; however, it is generally addressed on a large scale (i.e., over the 
length of the pipeline route).  Northwest has located its proposed loops within 
or adjacent to its existing right-of-way for about 99 percent of the route and 
would work over the top of its existing pipelines to limit the amount of new 
right-of-way clearing.  While temporary extra workspace is located in open 
areas where possible, existing features (e.g., steep slopes and road, 
waterbody, wetland, and utility crossings) and requirements such as topsoil 
segregation also factor into the locations of workspace.  To avoid trees on a 
parcel-by-parcel basis would require frequently alternating the sides of the 
right-of-way where temporary extra workspace is located.  It is not technically 
or practicably feasible for equipment to frequently switch sides of the right-of-
way after the trench has been excavated to access temporary extra 
workspaces.  See also the responses to comments PM2-1, PM2-3, and PM2-
6. 

PM2-10 See the response to comment PM2-3. 

 

PM2-9 

PM2-10 
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PM2-11 Section 4.9.3 has been revised to include additional information on measures 
Northwest would implement to locate and protect storm sewers and other 
utilities.  Northwest has indicated that it is in the process of negotiating 
construction stipulations with each affected landowner that legally bind both 
Northwest and the landowner to those stipulations.  Unforeseen damages 
would be resolved pursuant to the mitigating circumstances.  Before the end of 
construction, Northwest would contact the landowners to discuss the project 
and secure damage releases.  In the event of undetectable damages, 
Northwest’s easement agreement would be binding upon Northwest to resolve 
demonstrated issues or problems. 

 

PM2-11 
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PM2-12 See the response to comment PM2-11.  In addition, section 4.5.2 has been 
revised to address the issue of unforeseen impacts on trees located along the 
edge of the construction right-of-way and to include the FERC staff’s 
recommendation that Northwest retain an arborist/forester to inspect trees 
within 10 days after construction on a property to identify potential safety 
hazards.  Northwest would file a report of the tree safety assessment and a 
description of any corrective actions implemented with the Secretary no later 
than 60 days after placing the facilities in service (see also mitigation measure 
number 19 in section 5.4).  Section 4.5.2 also explains how the public can view 
the report once it is filed.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM2-13 Several representatives from the City of Sammamish are on the environmental 
mailing list for the Capacity Replacement Project and were sent project-related 
notices and the draft and final EISs (see Appendix A).  Table 1.5-1 lists the 
major federal, state, and local codes, ordinances, statutes, rules, regulations, 
and permits that would apply to the Capacity Replacement Project, including 
those for the City of Sammamish.  A transcript of the public meetings, 
summaries of the interagency scoping meetings, and all written comments are 
part of the public record for the Capacity Replacement Project and are 
available for viewing on the FERC Internet website (http://www.ferc.gov).  To 
access the website, use the “eLibrary” link, select “General Search” from the 
eLibrary menu, and enter the docket number excluding the last three digits in 
the “Docket Number” field (i.e., PF04-10 and CP05-32).  Be sure to select an 
appropriate date range. 

 

PM2-13 

PM2-12 

PM2-11 
(cont’d) 
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PM2-14 Northwest is responsible for ensuring successful revegetation of property 

crossed by the project unless the landowner has agreed to be compensated as 
an alternative to the restoration of turf, ornamental shrubs, and/or specialized 
landscaping by Northwest.  Section 4.8.3.1 has been revised to state that 
Northwest has retained an arborist to survey the right-of-way and provide a 
report on the trees that would be removed during construction of the Capacity 
Replacement Project.  The report would contain the quantity, type, and size of 
the trees that would be removed.  Northwest has also retained landscaping 
specialists to review properties and provide estimates to replace landscaping 
features that would be affected during construction.  Northwest would meet 
with each landowner to discuss any special features on their property, 
including landscaping, fencing, and retaining walls.  The treatment of these 
features would be included as stipulations in the easement agreements.  As 
discussed in section 4.8.2, the easement agreement between the company 
and a landowner typically specifies compensation for losses resulting from 
construction, including losses of non-renewable and other resources, damages 
to property during construction, and restrictions on existing uses that would not 
be permitted on the permanent right-of-way after construction.  Northwest has 
stated that it is attempting to negotiate fair construction stipulations and 
settlements with all landowners affected by the Capacity Replacement Project.  
However, the acquisition of an easement is a negotiable process that would be 
carried out between Northwest and the landowner and is beyond the scope of 
this EIS.  General impacts on property values associated with the Capacity 
Replacement Project are discussed in section 4.9.5. 

Section 4.8.3.1 has been revised to state that Northwest would notify 
landowners in writing at least 30 days before the start of construction and 
would follow up with a personal contact within 7 days before construction.  
Northwest would keep landowners informed of the ongoing construction 
schedule by mailing periodic project updates to all landowners.  During 
construction, Northwest would maintain a minimum of two land representatives 
for each loop.  The land representatives would be in regular communication 
with landowners along the route.  Northwest has also set up a project “hotline” 
to provide landowners with a way to contact Northwest to ask questions about 
the project.  

PM2-15 See the response to comment PM2-9. 

 

PM2-15 

PM2-14 
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PM2-16 Section 4.9.4 has been revised to include additional information on 214th 
Avenue and mitigation measures to minimize potential impacts on the road.  
Section 2.2.1 has been revised to state that Northwest would conduct repairs 
that are necessary to ensure that access roads would support the load of 
heavy equipment during construction and would repair any roads or culverts it 
damages during construction.   
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PM2-17 As discussed in section 4.3.1.3, if a water supply well or spring were adversely 
affected by the project, Northwest would work with the landowner to ensure the 
water supply is replaced.  Under a worst-case scenario (i.e., if the well or 
spring were permanently affected), Northwest would permanently replace a 
water supply.  The source of the water supply would depend on the particular 
situation and the landowner’s specific needs, but would most likely consist of 
providing potable water until a new well can be drilled. 

 

PM2-17 

PM2-16 
(cont’d) 



 

6-43

Public Meetings 2 
 

 

PM2-17 
(cont’d) 



 

6-44

Public Meetings 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM2-18 Section 4.5.2 has been revised to address the issue of unforeseen impacts on 
trees located along the edge of the construction right-of-way and to include the 
FERC staff’s recommendation that Northwest retain an arborist/forester to 
inspect trees within 10 days after construction on a property to identify 
potential safety hazards.  Northwest would file a report of the tree safety 
assessment and a description of any corrective actions implemented with the 
Secretary no later than 60 days after placing the facilities in service (see also 
mitigation measure number 19 in section 5.4).  Section 4.5.2 also explains how 
the public can view the report once it is filed.   
 
 

PM2-19 See the responses to comments PM2-14 and PM2-18.   

 

PM2-19 

PM2-18 
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PM2-20 In general, Northwest owns a 60-foot-wide permanent easement through the 

Sammamish area.  In many locations the 60-foot-wide easement has been 
encroached upon with landscaping, fences, and retaining walls.  Northwest’s 
easement agreements prohibit the building, constructing, and/or creation of 
buildings, engineering works, or other structures over or that would interfere 
with its pipelines, including fences and retaining walls.  The encroachment has 
reduced the amount of maintained right-of-way for the pipelines in this area.  
During construction, Northwest would need the entire 60-foot-wide right-of-way 
in order to remove the existing 26-inch-diameter pipeline and install the 
Snohomish Loop.  After construction, fences and retaining walls that had 
encroached upon Northwest’s existing permanent easement would be set back 
from their original location to a distance of 5 feet off the centerline of the new 
36-inch-diameter loop to allow Northwest to partially re-establish its easement.  
Section 4.8.3.1 has been revised to discuss the setback of fences and 
retaining walls.  Section 2.6 includes additional information on Northwest’s 
operation and maintenance requirements for its easement. 

Northwest has stated that it is attempting to negotiate fair construction 
stipulations and settlements with all landowners affected by the Capacity 
Replacement Project.  However, the amount of compensation paid to a 
landowner is a negotiable process that is carried out between Northwest and 
the landowner and is beyond the scope of this EIS.   

 

PM2-20 
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PM2-21 Section 4.8.3.1 has been revised to clarify that Northwest would replace fences 
so that they are set back from their original location to a distance of 5 feet off 
the centerline of the new 36-inch-diameter loop to allow Northwest to partially 
re-establish its easement.  See also the response to comment PM2-20. 
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PM2-22 See the response to comment PM2-20. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM2-23 Thank you for your comment.  Alternatives to the proposed project are 
described in section 3.0. 

 

PM2-22 

PM2-23 
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PM2-24 See the response to comment PM2-20. 

 

PM2-24 
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PM2-25 The connection between the loop and the valve station would be underground; 

however, additional structures associated with the proposed pig receiver and 
mainline valve (MLV) at this location would be constructed aboveground 
adjacent to the existing valve station. 
 
 
 
 

PM2-26 Section 4.8.3.1 has been revised to include a discussion of the Saddleback 
Subdivision, including impacts associated with use of the proposed temporary 
extra workspaces on well number 752102. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM2-27 Section 4.8.3.1 has been revised to include a discussion of the Saddleback 
Subdivision and use of the proposed temporary extra workspaces.   

 

PM2-25 

PM2-26 

PM2-27 
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PM2-28 Section 4.8.3.1 has been revised to include a discussion of the Saddleback 

Subdivision, including impacts associated with the loss of trees and 
alternatives to the proposed access road and temporary extra workspaces. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM2-29 Northwest began meeting with individual landowners directly affected by the 
proposed permanent and temporary land requirements associated with the 
Capacity Replacement Project in January 2005.  The landowners affected by 
the use of access roads or otherwise indirectly affected are not typically 
notified until the negotiations with the directly affected landowner(s) reach a 
point where access issues have been discussed.  Once the uses of the 
proposed access roads have been determined, Northwest attempts to discuss 
the effects of its construction activities with other landowners.  Even though 
Northwest did not begin meeting with individual landowners until January 2005, 
extensive efforts to notify the public and give them opportunities to comment 
on the project have been ongoing since June 2004 as described in section 1.3. 

 

PM2-27 
(cont’d) 

PM2-28 
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PM2-30 Section 4.8.3.1 has been revised to include a discussion of the Saddleback 
Subdivision and alternatives to the proposed access road and temporary extra 
workspaces.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM2-31 See the response to comment PM2-29. 

 

PM2-30 

PM2-31 
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PM2-32 Section 4.8.3.1 has been revised to include a discussion of the Saddleback 

Subdivision and alternatives to the proposed access road and temporary extra 
workspaces.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM2-33 Section 4.8.3.1 has been revised to state that Northwest has retained an 
arborist to survey the right-of-way and provide a report on the trees that would 
be removed during construction of the Capacity Replacement Project.  The 
report would contain the quantity, type, and size of the trees that would be 
removed.  Northwest has also retained landscaping specialists to review 
properties and provide estimates to replace landscaping features that would be 
affected during construction.  Northwest would meet with each landowner to 
discuss any special features on their property, including landscaping, fencing, 
and retaining walls.  The treatment of these features would be included as 
stipulations in the easement agreements.  As discussed in section 4.8.2, the 
easement agreement between the company and a landowner typically 
specifies compensation for losses resulting from construction, including losses 
of non-renewable and other resources, damages to property during 
construction, and restrictions on existing uses that would not be permitted on 
the permanent right-of-way after construction.  Northwest has stated that it is 
attempting to negotiate fair construction stipulations and settlements with all 
landowners affected by the Capacity Replacement Project.  However, the 
acquisition of an easement is a negotiable process that would be carried out 
between Northwest and the landowner and is beyond the scope of this EIS.   

 

PM2-31 
(cont’d) 
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PM2-34 See the response to comment PM2-14. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM2-35 Section 4.5.2 has been revised to address the issue of unforeseen impacts on 
trees located along the edge of the construction right-of-way and to include the 
FERC staff’s recommendation that Northwest retain an arborist/forester to 
inspect trees within 10 days after construction on a property to identify 
potential safety hazards.  Northwest would file a report of the tree safety 
assessment and a description of any corrective actions implemented with the 
Secretary no later than 60 days after placing the facilities in service (see also 
mitigation measure number 19 in section 5.4).  Section 4.5.2 also explains how 
the public can view the report once it is filed.   

PM2-36 See the response to comment PM2-14. 

 

PM2-33 
(cont’d) 

PM2-34 

PM2-35 

PM2-36 
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PM2-37 See the response to comment PM2-29. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM2-38 Section 4.8.3.1 has been revised to include a discussion of the Saddleback 
Subdivision, including the FERC staff’s recommendation that Northwest file a 
Residential Area Work Plan for the Saddleback Subdivision that includes 
proposed construction and mitigation measures to minimize impacts on this 
area (see also mitigation measure number 22 in section 5.4).  Section 4.8.3.1 
also explains how the public can view the plan once it is filed.  Section 2.2.1 
has been revised to state that Northwest would conduct repairs that are 
necessary to ensure that access roads would support the load of heavy 
equipment during construction and would repair any roads or culverts it 
damages during construction.   

 

PM2-37 

PM2-38 
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PM2-39 Section 4.8.3.1 has been revised to include a discussion of the Saddleback 
Subdivision, including impacts associated with use of the proposed temporary 
extra workspaces on well number 752102. 
 
 
 
 
 

PM2-40 Section 4.8.3.1 has been revised to include a discussion of the Saddleback 
Subdivision and alternatives to the proposed access road and temporary extra 
workspaces.   

 

PM2-39 

PM2-40 
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PM2-41 See the response to comment PM2-29.  Section 4.8.3.1 has been revised to 
include a discussion of the Saddleback Subdivision and alternatives to the 
proposed access road and temporary extra workspaces.  In addition, 
Northwest has stated that it is attempting to negotiate fair construction 
stipulations and settlements with all landowners affected by the Capacity 
Replacement Project.  However, the acquisition of an easement is a negotiable 
process that would be carried out between Northwest and the landowner and 
is beyond the scope of this EIS.   
 
 
 
 

PM2-42 Section 4.8.3.1 has been revised to include a discussion of the Saddleback 
Subdivision, including impacts associated with use of the proposed temporary 
extra workspaces on well number 752102 and its associated water lines. 
 
 
 

PM2-43 The FERC staff understands that it may be frustrating to be directed to several 
different Northwest representatives to receive responses to questions about 
the project but believes overall that Northwest has attempted to establish good 
communications with its landowners.  Northwest has sponsored open houses 
and attended the FERC’s scoping and public comment meetings.  After the 
conclusion of the formal portion of each public meeting, Northwest 
representatives have stayed to talk with individual landowners.  In addition, 
Northwest has stated that it has mailed project updates routinely and met with 
each directly affected landowner at least twice.  During construction, Northwest 
would maintain a minimum of two land representatives for each loop who 
would be in regular communication with landowners along the route.  
Northwest has also set up a project “hotline” to provide landowners with a way 
to contact Northwest to ask questions about the project.  Landowners not 
satisfied with Northwest’s response would be provided with the telephone 
number of the FERC’s Enforcement Hotline.  

Section 2.5 has been revised to describe the third-party compliance monitoring 
program that would be implemented by the FERC during construction of the 
project.  Under this program, full-time third-party compliance monitors would be 
present on the construction spreads to monitor and document compliance with 
project mitigation measures and requirements.  The FERC staff would also 
conduct periodic inspections of the project.  The FERC staff and third-party 
compliance monitors would be available to answer questions from individual 
landowners and assist with resolution of issues. 

 

PM2-41 

PM2-42 

PM2-43 
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PM2-44 Northwest proposes to generally use a 95-foot-wide construction right-of-way, 

consisting of Northwest’s existing 75-foot-wide permanent right-of-way and 20 
feet of new temporary extra workspace.  Throughout years of pipeline 
construction experience, the industry has found that 95-foot- to 100-foot-wide 
construction rights-of-way are the safest and most efficient work corridors.  
This allows the larger construction equipment required to install large diameter 
pipelines to travel along the side of the trench in a leap-frog type fashion, and 
still leave a travel lane for light vehicles to pass.  By having continuous 
movement of equipment crews, the pipelines are installed faster, which 
reduces impacts on landowners and the environment.  When the work corridor 
is reduced, it slows down equipment because there is not enough room for it to 
move around other equipment for continuous work progress. 

On the Snohomish Loop, Northwest’s existing right-of-way is only 60 feet wide 
in several locations.  Because encroachment, development, or other limitations 
confine available workspace on the Snohomish Loop, Northwest would be 
forced to limit its construction activities to the existing 60-foot-wide right-of-
way.  The only feasible method for installing the proposed 36-inch-diameter 
loop using a 60-foot-wide construction right-of-way is to remove the existing 
26-inch-diameter pipeline and place the new loop in the same trench.  As 
discussed in section 2.7, Northwest proposes to leave as much of the 26-inch-
diameter pipeline intact as possible to allow the pipeline to be put back in 
service for future gas deliveries if new technology is developed to accurately 
detect stress corrosion cracking.  Returning the existing pipeline to service to 
accommodate future gas deliveries would minimize environmental impact and 
disruption to landowners compared to constructing a new pipeline in the future.  

 

PM2-44 
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PM2-45 See the response to comment PM2-43. 
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(cont’d) 
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PM2-46 See the response to comment PM2-20. 
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PM2-47 See the response to comment PM2-20. 

 

PM2-46 
(cont’d) 
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PM3-1 Comment noted.  See the responses to comments FA2-1 through FA2-33. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM3-2 See the response to comment PM2-3. 
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PM3-2 
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PM3-3 A pipeline loop is not equivalent to a storage tank.  A pipeline loop is a pipeline 
section that is installed parallel to an existing pipeline segment or system.  The 
pipeline loop is connected to the existing pipeline system at both the beginning 
and ending of the loop.  These connections allow gas to flow into the beginning 
of the loop, down the pipeline loop, and out of the end of the loop into the 
existing adjacent pipeline.  Gas also flows along the existing adjacent pipeline 
at the same time.  The addition of a pipeline loop provides a parallel path for 
gas to flow along, essentially increasing the cross-sectional area.   

In all pipeline systems, as gas flows down the pipeline, it loses pressure due to 
friction along the pipeline wall.  The increased cross-sectional area in the 
looped sections results in a decreased pressure drop along that section when 
compared to an unlooped section.  For the Capacity Replacement Project, this 
reduction in pressure drop through the looped sections, coupled with the 
proposed compression changes, would allow the pipeline system to maintain 
required gas deliveries after abandonment of the 26-inch-diameter pipeline.  

Pipeline loop placement is dependent on gas flow and pressure requirements 
as well as delivery patterns.  Pipeline loops must be located in areas between 
specific compressor stations to meet these requirements.  Loops are also 
located as required to ensure that specific delivery points along the system 
receive enough gas to meet contractual obligations.  Because the purpose of a 
pipeline loop is to increase the flow of gas through an existing system, the loop 
must be located adjacent to the existing system. 

PM3-4 See the response to comment PM1-7.  Alternatives to the proposed project are 
described in section 3.0. 

 

PM3-2 
(cont’d) 
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PM3-5 See the response to comment PM3-3. 
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(cont’d) 

PM3-5 
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PM3-6 See the response to comment PM2-3.  General impacts on property values 

associated with the Capacity Replacement Project are discussed in section 
4.9.5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM3-7 See the response to comment PM3-3. 

 

PM3-5 
(cont’d) 

PM3-6 

PM3-7 
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PM3-8 The environmental mailing list and the distribution list in Appendix A have been 

corrected. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM3-9 Several sections of the EIS clearly state that the purpose of the proposed 
action is to replace the majority of the delivery capacity of Northwest’s existing 
268-mile-long, 26-inch-diameter pipeline between Sumas and Washougal, 
Washington in response to an amended Corrective Action Order (CAO) issued 
by the DOT. 
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PM3-10 Section 1.3 describes in detail the opportunities for public participation during 
the environmental review process for the Capacity Replacement Project both 
in the form of public meetings and opportunities to submit written comments.  
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(cont’d) 
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PM3-11 See the responses to comments PM3-3 and PM3-10. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM3-12 The Timberland Community Library in Yelm is on the environmental mailing list 
and was sent a copy of the draft EIS.  The library was also sent a copy of the 
final EIS (see Appendix A).   

 

PM3-11 
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PM3-13 Northwest would make every effort to negotiate in good faith with affected 

landowners, but if an easement cannot be negotiated with a landowner and the 
project has been certificated by the FERC, Northwest may use the right of 
eminent domain as granted to it under section 7(h) of the NGA.  The use of 
eminent domain as it relates to this project is discussed in section 4.8.2.  The 
legality of eminent domain is beyond the scope of this EIS. 
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(cont’d) 
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PM3-14 Northwest proposes to maintain as much of the existing 26-inch-diameter 

pipeline in place as possible for future use.  The 26-inch-diameter pipeline 
would be filled with nitrogen after it is taken out of service, which would inhibit 
internal corrosion.  Northwest would maintain cathodic protection on the 26-
inch-diameter pipeline after it is taken out of service so that it could be 
eventually put back in service for future gas deliveries if approved by the DOT 
and other agencies.  Maintaining cathodic protection on the pipeline would 
ensure that the pipeline would not rust and fail; therefore, ground subsidence 
or groundwater would not be able to penetrate into the pipeline.  Because the 
26-inch-diameter pipeline is collocated with the active pipeline(s) along 
Northwest’s system, it would be monitored for potential problems at the same 
time as the in-service pipeline(s).  Alternatives to the proposed project are 
described in section 3.0.  See also the responses to comments PM2-3 and 
PM3-3.  
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PM3-15 See the response to comment PM1-7.  The use of temporary extra workspace 
during construction would not permanently encumber the property.  Temporary 
extra workspace would be allowed to revert to prior uses following construction 
with no restrictions and would not become part of the permanent easement.  
See also the response to comment PM2-3. 
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PM3-16 WilTel is a separate and distinct company from Northwest and its parent 
company, The Williams Companies.  WilTel owns and operates its own 
facilities and has a separate easement with landowners along the Fort Lewis 
Loop.  WilTel is not under the jurisdiction of the FERC.  Northwest’s proposed 
temporary extra workspace for the Capacity Replacement Project is needed for 
equipment, materials, spoil storage, and terrain features such as water and 
road crossings, steep slopes, and encroachments on the right-of-way.  The 
location of the fiber optic cable does not affect the layout of the temporary 
extra workspace.   

Section 2.5 discusses the Landowner Complaint Resolution Procedure that 
would be followed for the Capacity Replacement Project.  This procedure 
includes a project “hotline” to provide landowners with a way to contact 
Northwest to ask questions about the project.  Landowners not satisfied with 
Northwest’s response would be provided with the telephone number of the 
FERC’s Enforcement Hotline.  Section 2.5 has been revised to describe the 
third-party compliance monitoring program that would be implemented by the 
FERC during construction of the project.  Under this program, full-time third-
party compliance monitors would be present on the construction spreads to 
monitor and document compliance with project mitigation measures and 
requirements.  The FERC staff would also conduct periodic inspections of the 
project.  The FERC staff and third-party compliance monitors would be 
available to answer questions from individual landowners and assist with 
resolution of issues. 

 

PM3-15 
(cont’d) 
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PM3-17 The use of temporary extra workspace during construction would not 

permanently encumber the property.  Temporary extra workspace would be 
allowed to revert to prior uses following construction with no restrictions and 
would not become part of the permanent easement.  Impacts on property 
values associated with the Capacity Replacement Project are discussed in 
section 4.9.5. 
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PM3-18 See the response to comment PM2-14. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM3-19 Section 4.7.3 includes a discussion of the state-threatened western gray 
squirrel and the potential for this species to occur in the project area.  The 
species has been documented in the vicinity of the Fort Lewis Loop.  In order 
to account for potential impacts on this species, Northwest has proposed 
avoidance and minimization measures, including leaving existing oak trees in 
place when practicable and replacing trees that must be removed due to 
construction at either a 5:1 ratio with oak trees in 15-gallon containers or by 
transplanting trees to a restoration area on the Fort Lewis Military Reservation 
(Fort Lewis). 
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(cont’d) 

PM3-18 

PM3-19 



 

6-108

Public Meetings 3 
 

 

PM3-19 
(cont’d) 



 

6-109

Public Meetings 3 
 

 

PM3-19 
(cont’d) 



 

6-110

Public Meetings 3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM3-20 As discussed in section 4.8.2, the easement agreement between the company 
and a landowner typically specifies compensation for losses resulting from 
construction, including losses of non-renewable and other resources, damages 
to property during construction, and restrictions on existing uses that would not 
be permitted on the permanent right-of-way after construction.  Northwest has 
stated that it is attempting to negotiate fair construction stipulations and 
settlements with all landowners affected by the Capacity Replacement Project.  
However, the acquisition of an easement is a negotiable process that would be 
carried out between Northwest and the landowner and is beyond the scope of 
this EIS.  General impacts on property values associated with the Capacity 
Replacement Project are discussed in section 4.9.5. 
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PM3-21 See the responses to comments PM1-7 and PM2-3. 
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PM3-22 See the response to comment PM3-19. 
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PM3-23 WilTel is a separate and distinct company from Northwest and Northwest’s 

parent company, The Williams Companies.  WilTel owns and operates its own 
facilities and has a separate easement with landowners along the Fort Lewis 
Loop.  Northwest’s proposed workspace is required for equipment, materials, 
spoil storage, and terrain features such as waterbody and road crossings and 
steep slopes.  The location of WilTel’s fiber optic line does not affect the layout 
of Northwest’s proposed workspace for the Capacity Replacement Project.  
Section 2.5 describes the environmental compliance inspection and mitigation 
monitoring program that would be implemented to ensure that activities 
associated with the Capacity Replacement Project are conducted in 
compliance with permit requirements and landowner specifications.  
Northwest’s Landowner Complaint Resolution Procedure is also described in 
section 2.5. 
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PM3-24 As discussed in section 2.7, Northwest proposes to leave as much of the 26-
inch-diameter pipeline intact as possible to allow the pipeline to be put back in 
service for future gas deliveries if new technology is developed to accurately 
detect stress corrosion cracking.  Returning the existing pipeline to service to 
accommodate future gas deliveries would minimize environmental impact and 
disruption to landowners compared to constructing a new pipeline in the future.
 
 
 
 

PM3-25 See the response to comment PM3-13. 
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PM3-26 See the response to comment PM2-3.  In order for Northwest to submit an 
application to the FERC, the application must include certain minimum filing 
requirements, including the configuration of the proposed permanent and 
construction rights-of-way needed to construct and operate the project.  This 
information then becomes the proposed action and is the subject of the 
environmental review the FERC conducts to satisfy its National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) responsibilities.  It is common for companies to try and 
obtain easements based on the proposed right-of-way configurations before 
final approval is received due to constraints in the project schedule; however, 
companies do so at their own risk.  Northwest cannot begin project-related 
activities using any of the proposed workspace until it receives final approval 
from the FERC and other applicable agencies even if it has obtained 
easements for the workspace.  The acquisition of easements is not taken into 
consideration by the FERC when analyzing the environmental aspects of the 
project and in preparing an EIS.   
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PM3-27 The use of temporary extra workspace during construction would not 
permanently encumber the property.  Temporary extra workspace would be 
allowed to revert to prior uses following construction with no restrictions and 
would not become part of the permanent easement.  See also the response to 
comment PM2-3. 
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PM3-28 As technology continues to improve, advanced inspection tools could 
potentially allow Northwest to identify and repair anomalies on its 26-inch-
diameter pipeline and return the line to service.  These advanced inspection 
tools would also extend the life of the 30-inch-diameter pipeline.  However, if 
the 30-inch-diameter pipeline were no longer viable for service and the 26-
inch-diameter pipeline could not be returned to service, a continuous pipeline 
would have to be installed that could service Northwest’s customers along the 
Sumas to Washougal corridor.  One option would be to extend the existing 36-
inch-diameter loops that were constructed as part of the Evergreen Expansion 
Project and the 36-inch-diameter loops proposed to be constructed as part of 
the Capacity Replacement Project into a continuous pipeline.  This would 
involve the installation of approximately 160 miles of 36-inch-diameter pipeline.  
Preliminary hydraulic modeling shows that the capacity of a 36-inch-diameter 
pipeline running from Sumas to Washougal would roughly replace the current 
capacity of the existing pipeline system with some upgrades at existing 
compressor stations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM3-29 Northwest’s geohazards assessment report titled Capacity Replacement 
Project Geohazards, Whatcom, Skagit, Snohomish, Pierce, and Thurston 
Counties, Washington (Golder, 2004b)1 did not identify any landslide-prone 
areas, active surface faults, or any other geologic hazards that could threaten 
the integrity of the pipeline within 0.5 mile of the town of Rainier.  In addition, it 
is common practice to collocate natural gas pipelines with electric transmission 
lines to minimize the amount of new right-of-way created for these types of 
facilities.  Regulatory agencies have not identified any safety concerns 
regarding this practice.  The overall potential for a geologic event to cause a 
natural gas release that would then be ignited by the nearby electric lines is 
considered extremely low. 

 

                                                                  
1  This report is too voluminous to include in this EIS.  It is available for public inspection 

at the FERC’s Public Reference Room in Washington, DC (call (202) 502-8317 for 
instructions) and at the WDOE’s regional offices.  If you reside in Whatcom, Skagit, 
Snohomish, or King Counties, you can access this document at the WDOE’s Northwest 
Regional Office in Bellevue by calling the Public Disclosure Coordinator at (425) 649-
7190 or (425) 649-7239.  If you reside in Pierce, Thurston, Lewis, Cowlitz, or Clark 
Counties, you can access this document at the WDOE’s Southwest Regional Office in 
Lacey by calling the Public Disclosure Coordinator at (360) 407-6365. 
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PM3-30 The 26-inch-diameter pipeline would be filled with nitrogen at a very low 
pressure of 100 pounds per square inch gauge, which would inhibit internal 
corrosion.  It would remain at this low pressure for an indefinite period of time.  
See also the response to comment PM3-14. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM3-31 Both the DOT and the FERC would be involved with authorizing Northwest to 
return the 26-inch-diameter pipeline to service.  Permits would also be required 
from other federal, state, and local agencies depending on the activities that 
would be required to reactivate the pipeline. 
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PM3-32 During construction, Northwest would maintain a minimum of two land 
representatives for each loop who would be in regular communication with 
landowners along the route.  Northwest has also set up a project “hotline” to 
provide landowners with a way to contact Northwest to ask questions about the 
project.  The FERC staff assumes that landowners with issues concerning 
maintenance of the existing pipelines would have their concerns addressed by 
contacting Northwest’s hotline.  Landowners not satisfied with Northwest’s 
response would be provided with the telephone number of the FERC’s 
Enforcement Hotline and could report maintenance issues to the FERC.   
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PM3-33 See the response to comment PM3-3. 
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PM3-34 Section 1.3 describes in detail the opportunities for public participation during 

the environmental review process for the Capacity Replacement Project both 
in the form of public meetings and opportunities to submit written comments. 
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