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SA1-1 Section 4.3.2.3 has been revised to include a site-specific discussion of the 

downstream effects of suspended sediments at all five of the proposed or 
alternative wet open-cut crossings for the project (i.e., North Fork Nooksack, 
North Fork Stillaguamish, South Fork Stillaguamish, and Nisqually Rivers and 
Pilchuck Creek).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-2 Section 4.3.2.3 has been revised to clarify that Northwest proposes to handle 
trench spoil at the Nisqually River in the same manner as described for 
Pilchuck Creek.  Section 4.3.2.3 has also been revised to explain why in-
stream storage of trench spoil would be environmentally preferable to the 
removal of trench spoil from the waterbody and to expand the description of 
the backfill operation.  
 
 
 
 

SA1-3 The FERC staff believes the EIS adequately discusses unavoidable adverse 
impacts. 

 

SA1-1 

SA1-3 

SA1-2 
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SA1-4 It is assumed that the WDOE is referring to the final site-specific waterbody 

crossing plans, final Mitigation Plan for Waterbody Crossings, and the final 
compensatory wetland mitigation plan.  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.  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 plans and 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 can view the final plans once they are filed. 

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 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 can view the final plan once it is filed. 

SA1-5 Section 2.3.2 has been revised to include additional details about the use of 
the push-pull method to cross Olson Lake and Evans Creek, including an 
explanation of where Northwest proposes to store trench spoil if these wetland 
systems are inundated during construction.  As discussed in section 2.3.2, the 
FERC staff believes Northwest’s proposal to store the spoil within the wetlands 
would be environmentally preferable to hauling it out and storing it adjacent to 
the wetlands.  Section 4.6.2.4 has been revised to provide additional details of 
the impacts of the push-pull method. 

SA1-6 Section 4.8.5 has been revised to clarify that contamination exists at some 
existing aboveground facility sites owned by Northwest. 

SA1-3 
(cont’d) 

SA1-4 

SA1-5 

SA1-6 

SA1-7 

SA1-8 

SA1-9 
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SA1-7 The FERC staff’s recommendation in section 4.3.1.2 has been expanded to 

include the requirement that the plan for the discovery and management of 
contaminated soils, sediments, and groundwater be approved by the WDOE 
before construction (see also mitigation measure number 14 in section 5.4). 

SA1-8 Where appropriate, additional acknowledgement that state and local guidelines 
may be more stringent than the measures proposed and that Northwest would 
be required to adhere to the most stringent of its permit conditions during 
construction and operation of the Capacity Replacement Project has been 
included in the EIS.  In addition, section 2.5 has been revised to state that 
Northwest’s training for construction personnel would include instruction on the 
guidelines and standards adopted by other federal, state, and local regulatory 
agencies, some of which may be more stringent than the FERC requirements.   

SA1-9 Section 2.5 has been revised to include the FERC staff’s recommendation that 
Northwest revise its ECR Plan to expand the list of EI duties to include 
responsibilities related to the handling of imported fill, identification and 
handling of arsenic-contaminated soil, washing of equipment before entering 
waterbodies and public roadways, and ensuring that roadways are swept at 
the end of the work day if necessary.  The revised section 2.5 also states that 
notification to agencies of construction activities, permit violations, and/or 
situations where permit requirements need to be altered due to field conditions 
should occur as soon as possible but no later than 4 hours after identification 
of the issue unless handled as a variance through the third-party compliance 
monitoring program or an alternative agreement with individual compliance 
agencies is adopted (see also mitigation measure number 11 in section 5.4).  
See also the responses to comments SA1-46, SA1-106, and SA1-150. 
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SA1-10 The FERC staff’s recommended mitigation measure number 6 in section 5.4 

has been revised to require Northwest to submit a copy of the Initial 
Implementation Plan to the WDOE and the WDFW.  The WDOE’s and 
WDFW’s comments on the Implementation Plan, if received on a timely basis, 
would be taken into consideration by the FERC before approval of the plan. 

SA1-11 Section 2.3.1 has been revised to state that channel migration features would 
not be filled, blocked, or otherwise altered where such alteration would cause 
the migration area to have an impact either up or downstream of the affected 
area.  Section 4.3.2.4 has been revised to address channel migration issues. 

SA1-12 Sections 2.3.1, 4.3.2.7, and 4.6.2.3 have been revised to include additional 
description of hydrostatic test water withdrawal from the Centralia Canal.  See 
also the response to comment SA1-133. 

 

SA1-9 
(cont’d) 

SA1-12 

SA1-10 

SA1-11 



 

6-164

State Agencies 1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SA1-13 Comment noted. 

 

SA1-14 Where appropriate, the final EIS indicates that the WDOE and/or the WDFW 
“commented and recommended” changes.  
 
 
 

SA1-15 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 intends to work with 
Northwest and applicable agencies to coordinate these compliance efforts 
before construction.  In addition, the FERC staff and the third-party compliance 
monitors would participate in Northwest’s training program (see mitigation 
measure number 6 in section 5.4).  Other federal, state, and local agencies 
would be invited to participate in the training program as well.  

SA1-16 Comment noted. 

 

SA1-12 
(cont’d) 

SA1-13 

SA1-14 

SA1-15 

SA1-16 
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SA1-17 Comments indicated as adequately addressed have not been coded and will 

not receive a separate response.  Only comments that the WDOE indicated as 
needing to be addressed in the final EIS have been coded and responded to. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

SA1-18 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-19 The month and year have been added to the EIS cover letter. 
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SA1-20 The underlying purpose and need for the project have been clarified in the 

Executive Summary. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-21 It is assumed that the WDOE will submit a direct request to Northwest to 
provide the site-specific crossing plans for Evans Creek and Olson Lake to the 
WDOE for review as part of the section 401 permit application. 

SA1-22 It is assumed that the WDOE will submit a direct request to Northwest to 
provide any revisions to the draft Mitigation Plan for Waterbody Crossings to 
the WDOE for review as part of the section 401 and section 404 permit 
applications.  See also the responses to comments SA1-4 and SA1-10. 
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SA1-23 Table 1.5-1 has been revised to include the Shoreline Substantial 

Development Permit for Thurston County. 
 
 
 
 

SA1-24 Table 1.5-1 has been revised to include the WDOE’s responsibility to make a 
final determination on Whatcom County’s Conditional Use Permit. 
 
 
 

SA1-25 The statement of compliance information presented in table 1.5-1 has been 
revised to clarify that Northwest would apply for and comply with all permit 
stipulations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-26 Table 1.3-1 has been revised to correct the noted typographical error. 
 

SA1-27 Table 1.5-1 has been revised to state Washington’s Coastal Zone 
Management Program instead of Washington’s Coastal Program. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-28 Table 1.5-1 has been revised by removing the reference to a separate State 
Clean Water Act (CWA) approval required for the project. 
 
 

SA1-29 Section 1.5.1 has been revised to clarify that the Shoreline Management Act is 
the principal means of regulating shoreline land and water uses throughout the 
state including the coastal zone. 
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SA1-30 Section 1.5.1 has been revised to clarify that the CWA does not only address 

coastal developments. 
 
 
 

SA1-31 Section 1.5.1 has been revised to clarify that the WDOE’s section 401 Water 
Quality Certification may include effluent limits to meet state water quality 
standards. 

 



 

6-172

State Agencies 1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SA1-32 Section 4.3.2.3 has been revised to include specific estimates of the effects of 

suspended sediments during the proposed wet open-cut crossings of Pilchuck 
Creek and the Nisqually River.  These estimates are also provided for the 
North Fork Nooksack and North and South Fork Stillaguamish Rivers should 
the proposed HDDs fail and the alternative wet open-cut crossing method be 
implemented. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-33 Section 4.13 has been revised to include an expanded discussion of 
cumulative impacts, including potential indirect impacts associated with the 
project.  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.   
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SA1-34 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.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-35 See the response to comment SA1-3. 
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SA1-36 The FERC staff believes the EIS adequately discusses the comparative 

significance of impacts. 
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SA1-37 See the response to comment SA1-25.  Also, as discussed in section 4.3.2.1, 

utilities are a permitted use within all of the designated shorelines crossed by 
the project with the acquisition of applicable permits.  See also the response to 
comment SA1-39. 
 
 

SA1-38 See the response to comment SA1-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-39 Section 4.3.2.3 has been revised to include a site-specific discussion of the 
downstream effects of suspended sediments at all five of the proposed or 
alternative wet open-cut crossings for the project (i.e., North Fork Nooksack, 
North Fork Stillaguamish, South Fork Stillaguamish, and Nisqually Rivers and 
Pilchuck Creek). 
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SA1-40 Section 1.2 has been revised to describe the organizational conflict of interest 

review conducted by the FERC during the third-party EIS preparation 
contractor selection process and to state that the FERC determined that the 
selected contractor does not have a conflict of interest in preparing the EIS. 
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SA1-41 Section 2.3.1 has been revised to state that features of channel migration (e.g., 

channel migration areas, relic and overflow channels, spring brooks, and other 
fluvial features related to channel migration) would also be surveyed and 
staked.   
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-42 Section 2.3.1 has been revised to state that channel migration features would 
not be filled, blocked, or otherwise altered where such alteration would cause 
the migration area to have an impact either up or downstream of the affected 
area.   
 
 
 

SA1-43 The draft EIS incorrectly stated that bags of bentonite chips are used as trench 
breakers.  The FERC staff’s Plan specifies that trench breakers consisting of 
polyurethane foam or bags of sand should be used as permanent erosion 
control measures to slow the flow of subsurface water along the trench.  The 
use of trench breakers made of these materials is standard and accepted 
industry-wide practice during pipeline construction.  The reference to bentonite 
chips has been removed from section 2.3.1.  Northwest has stated that it would 
continue to consult with the WDOE regarding the potential use of bentonite 
chips as trench plugs at certain stream or wetland crossings.   

SA1-44 Section 2.3.2 has been revised to include additional details about the use of 
the push-pull method to cross Olson Lake and Evans Creek, including an 
explanation of where Northwest proposes to store trench spoil if these wetland 
systems are inundated during construction.  As discussed in section 2.3.2, the 
FERC staff believes Northwest’s proposal to store the spoil within the wetlands 
would be environmentally preferable to hauling it out and storing it adjacent to 
the wetlands.  Section 4.6.2.4 has been revised to provide additional details of 
the impacts of the push-pull method. 
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SA1-45 Section 2.5 has been revised to state that Northwest’s training for construction 

personnel would include instruction on the guidelines and standards adopted 
by other federal, state, and local regulatory agencies, some of which may be 
more stringent than the FERC requirements.  

SA1-46 The FERC staff believes that some of the tasks the WDOE previously 
recommended should be assigned to the EI would be more appropriately 
handled by the Northwest Lead Environmental Specialist who is responsible 
for project permitting and has been the main contact with the agencies 
throughout the environmental review process.  These tasks include:  1) 
notifying the agencies and negotiating any necessary changes when permit 
violations occur and when permit requirements need to be altered due to field 
conditions; 2) providing an “Environmental Agency Complaint Line” to the 
agencies; and 3) providing the credentials of the EIs to the appropriate state 
agencies.  In its comments on the draft EIS, Northwest submitted a revised 
ECR Plan that assigned the above three tasks to Northwest’s Lead 
Environmental Specialist and expanded the list of EI duties to include the 
remainder of the WDOE’s previous recommendations.  The revised ECR Plan 
is provided in Appendix G. 

Section 2.5 has been revised to include the expanded list of EI duties from the 
revised ECR Plan Northwest submitted in its comments on the draft EIS as 
well as the list of additional tasks assigned to Northwest’s Lead Environmental 
Specialist.  In addition, section 2.5 has been revised to list the new 
recommendations of the WDOE and WDFW regarding the EI’s responsibilities 
and include the FERC staff’s recommendation that Northwest prepare a 
revised ECR Plan to expand the list of EI responsibilities to include these 
duties and state that notification to agencies of construction activities, permit 
violations, and/or situations where permit requirements need to be altered due 
to field conditions should occur as soon as possible but no later than 4 hours 
after identification of the issue unless handled as a variance through the third-
party compliance monitoring program or an alternative agreement with 
individual compliance agencies is adopted.  In accordance with the FERC 
staff’s recommendation, Northwest would file the revised ECR Plan with the 
Secretary for the review and written approval of the Director of OEP before 
construction (see also mitigation measure number 11 in section 5.4). 

Northwest is expected to file its revised ECR Plan as part of its Implementation 
Plan that would be submitted to the FERC for approval before construction.  
The FERC staff’s recommended mitigation measure number 6 in section 5.4 
has been revised to require Northwest to submit a copy of the Initial 
Implementation Plan to the WDOE and the WDFW.  The WDOE’s and 
WDFW’s comments on the Implementation Plan, if received on a timely basis, 
would be taken into consideration by the FERC before approval of the plan. 

See also the responses to comments SA1-9, SA1-106, and SA1-150. 

SA1-47 The FERC staff’s recommended mitigation measure number 6 in section 5.4 
has been revised to require Northwest to submit a copy of the Initial 
Implementation Plan to the WDOE and the WDFW.  The WDOE’s and 
WDFW’s comments on the Implementation Plan, if received on a timely basis, 
would be taken into consideration by the FERC before approval of the plan. 
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SA1-48 Section 2.6 has been revised to state that the FERC staff’s Procedures 

includes limitations on vegetation maintenance in wetland and riparian areas 
and at stream crossings to allow the restoration of native wetland and riparian 
species, including woody species, over a greater portion of the right-of-way 
than would be typically allowed in upland areas.  The right-of-way would be 
allowed to revegetate; however, trees greater than 15 feet in height within 15 
feet of the pipeline centerline would be periodically removed. 
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SA1-49 Section 4.1.3 has been revised to incorporate the recommended language 

regarding erosion and avulsion in the channel migration zone.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-50 Section 4.3.2.3 has been revised to include a site-specific discussion of the 
downstream effects of suspended sediments at all five of the proposed or 
alternative wet open-cut crossings for the project (i.e., North Fork Nooksack, 
North Fork Stillaguamish, South Fork Stillaguamish, and Nisqually Rivers and 
Pilchuck Creek). 

SA1-51 See the response to comment SA1-50. 
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SA1-52 Sections 2.3.1, 4.3.2.7, and 4.6.2.3 have been revised to state that Northwest 

would adhere to the requirements for pump intake screens, allowable rates of 
water withdrawal, and other stipulations as specified in the Hydraulic Project 
Approval and Temporary Water Use Permit that would be issued by the 
WDFW and WDOE, respectively.  It is expected that the total volume and 
allowable rate of water withdrawal would be based on flow in the Centralia 
Canal at the time of construction.  See also the response to comment SA1-
133. 
 
 

SA1-53 Section 4.4.4 has been revised to provide the most current information 
regarding Northwest’s compensatory wetland mitigation plan.  See also the 
response to comment SA1-4. 

SA1-54 Comment noted. 
 

SA1-55 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 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 can view the final plan once it is filed. 

It is assumed that the WDOE will submit a direct request to Northwest to 
provide the site-specific crossing plans for Evans Creek and Olson Lake to the 
WDOE for review as part of the section 401 permit application. 
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SA1-56 Sections 2.3.1, 4.3.2.7, and 4.6.2.3 have been revised to include additional 

description of hydrostatic test water withdrawal from the Centralia Canal.  See 
also the response to comment SA1-133. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-57 Section 4.4.2 has been revised to include the potential impacts on wetlands 
associated with the discharge of stormwater, trench water, or hydrostatic test 
water and mitigation measures Northwest would implement to minimize these 
potential impacts. 
 
 
 

SA1-58 Section 4.3.2.2 has been revised to include a discussion of potential impacts 
on floodplains and measures to minimize those impacts.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-59 Sections 2.3.1, 4.3.1.4, and 4.3.2.7 have been revised to clarify that all 
discharges would be conducted in accordance with the requirements for 
hydrostatic test water discharges included in Northwest’s NPDES Individual 
Permit for Stormwater Discharges that would be issued by the WDOE.  These 
revised sections state that WDOE staff would conduct field reviews of 
Northwest’s proposed hydrostatic test water discharge locations, as required, 
as part of the WDOE’s NPDES permit review process.  Based on this field 
review, modifications to the discharge locations would be made as necessary 
to ensure that the test water would infiltrate the ground before reaching 
sensitive areas. 
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SA1-60 Section 4.2.2 has been revised to clarify that, when WDOE erosion control 

standards differ from those found in the FERC staff’s Plan and Procedures, the 
WDOE would require Northwest to follow the more stringent of the standards. 
 
 
 

SA1-61 Section 4.3.1.2 has been revised to specify that proper storage and handling of 
containers includes storing containers of hazardous liquids in secondary 
containment structures.  
 
 

SA1-62 Section 4.3.1.4 has been revised to clarify Northwest’s measures for notifying 
landowners about hydrostatic testing activities. 
 

SA1-63 Section 4.3.2.4 has been revised to clarify that the scour and erosion hazard 
analysis was not limited to only the active channel at proposed waterbody 
crossings.  Rather, the analysis and the resulting recommendations for pipeline 
burial depths and sag bend setbacks considered the hydrology of the entire 
floodplain, including determining the potential extent of lateral migration and 
likelihood of avulsion. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-64 The only location listed on the section 303(d) list for Jim Creek is several miles 
downstream of the proposed crossing location.  Therefore, Jim Creek was not 
included in the analysis of section 303(d)-listed waterbodies in the EIS. 
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SA1-65 Section 4.3.2.1 has been revised to clarify that the shoreline zone in Thurston 

County includes the 100-year floodplain. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-66 Section 4.3.2.1 has been revised to clarify that a Shoreline Substantial 
Development Permit is also required from Thurston County. 
 
 

SA1-67 Section 4.3.2.2 has been revised to include a statement that construction 
would occur during the late spring and summer, outside normal flood periods.  
All trench spoil would be returned to the trench, and all disturbed areas 
restored to preconstruction contours before the flood season. 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-68 Section 4.3.1.2 has been revised to indicate that the presence of shallow 
groundwater can also contribute to soil liquefaction and mass wasting, which 
are discussed in section 4.1.3.   
 
 

SA1-69 Section 4.3.2.3 has been revised to state that Jim Creek and the Tributary to 
North Fork Nooksack River would be crossed using the flume method if the 
HDD method fails. 

SA1-70 Section 4.3.2.2 has been revised to list the WDOE’s recommended measures 
to minimize the impacts of potential spills from equipment working within 
waterbodies and to include the FERC staff’s recommendation that Northwest 
prepare a revised SPCC Plan to include these measures.  Section 2.5 has 
been revised to include the FERC staff’s recommendation that Northwest 
revise its ECR Plan to expand the list of EI duties to include responsibilities 
related to the washing of equipment before entering waterbodies and public 
roadways and ensuring that roadways are swept at the end of the work day if 
necessary.  In accordance with the FERC staff’s recommendations, Northwest 
would file the revised SPCC Plan and revised ECR Plan with the Secretary for 
the review and written approval of the Director of OEP before construction (see 
also mitigation measure numbers 16 and 11 in section 5.4).  See also the 
responses to comments SA1-9, SA1-106, and SA1-150. 
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SA1-71 Section 4.3.2.3 has been revised to explain why in-stream storage of trench 

spoil would be environmentally preferable to the removal of trench spoil from 
the waterbody and to expand the description of the backfill operation. 

SA1-72 Pilchuck Creek was one of the waterbodies included in the evaluation of scour 
and erosion potential that was conducted in the spring of 2004 and 
documented in the report titled Capacity Replacement Project, Stream 
Crossing Scour and Erosion Assessment, Whatcom, Skagit, Snohomish, 
Pierce, and Thurston Counties, Washington (Golder, 2004c).2  Pilchuck Creek 
was evaluated as having a medium potential for scour.  As discussed in 
section 4.3.2.4, Northwest would increase the depth of cover to more than the 
5-foot minimum where necessary to accommodate the potential for long-term 
scour and profile changes.  Northwest states that the depth of cover for 
waterbody crossings that require more than 5 feet of cover and additional 
lateral setbacks would be determined during detailed pipeline design.  Section 
4.3.2.3 has been revised to remove the reference to 5 feet of cover at Pilchuck 
Creek and to state that the depth of cover necessary to bury the pipeline below 
scour depth would be determined during detailed pipeline design as specified 
in section 4.3.2.4. 

 

                                                                  
2  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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SA1-73 Section 4.3.2.3 has been revised to explain why in-stream storage of trench 

spoil would be environmentally preferable to the removal of trench spoil from 
the waterbody.  Section 4.3.2.3 has also been revised to clarify that once the 
trackhoes are at the point where the banks could be reached, the spoil would 
be stored behind silt fencing and/or hay bales to prevent runoff from the spoil 
materials.  

SA1-74 It is assumed that the WDOE will submit a direct request to Northwest to 
provide the site-specific waterbody crossing plans to the WDOE for review as 
part of the section 401 permit application. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-75 Section 4.3.2.6 has been revised to include a discussion of Swift Creek. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-76 Section 4.4.2 has been revised to clarify the portion of wetlands within the 
permanent right-of-way that would be maintained and to be consistent with 
footnote “b” in table 4.4.1-1. 
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SA1-77 Where appropriate, additional acknowledgement that state and local guidelines 

may be more stringent than the measures proposed and that Northwest would 
be required to adhere to the most stringent of its permit conditions during 
construction and operation of the Capacity Replacement Project has been 
included in the EIS.  In addition, section 2.5 has been revised to state that 
Northwest’s training for construction personnel would include instruction on the 
guidelines and standards adopted by other federal, state, and local regulatory 
agencies, some of which may be more stringent than the FERC requirements. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-78 Typically the applicant files outstanding information necessary to comply with 
the FERC staff’s recommended mitigation measures as part of its 
Implementation Plan.  The Implementation Plan is required to be submitted to 
the Secretary for the review and written approval of the Director of OEP at 
least 60 days before the anticipated start of construction.  The FERC staff 
believes that receiving the location of all wells and springs within 200 feet of 
the construction work area and proposed mitigation measures to avoid or 
minimize potential impacts on these wells and springs, and notifying all 
affected landowners that construction would occur within 200 feet of their well 
or spring, at least 60 days before the anticipated start of construction would be 
adequate.  Therefore, section 4.3.1.3 has been revised to include the WDOE’s 
suggested text; however, the timeframe has been modified from 90 days 
before construction to at least 60 days before the anticipated start of 
construction (see also mitigation measure number 15 in section 5.4).  
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SA1-79 Comment noted. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-80 A footnote has been added to table 4.6.1-1 indicating that the impacts on 
vegetation communities associated with the project are quantified in tables 
4.4.1-1, 4.5.2-1, and 4.8.1-2.  Impacts on the riparian vegetation community 
are quantified in section 4.5.3. 

SA1-81 As discussed in section 4.6.2.4, specific salmonid redd data are only available 
for steelhead redds in the North Fork Nooksack River.  Northwest consulted 
with the WDFW regarding the availability of data for salmonid redds in general.  
The WDFW indicated that redd data in its databases provide averages for 
certain waterbodies and are not site specific (WDFW, 2005a).  The WDFW 
indicated that it conducts redd counts primarily for steelhead and chinook but 
that its database is currently not in a format conducive to site-specific 
interpretation (WDFW, 2005b).  The WDFW also cautioned that salmonid 
spawning distribution and densities are variable in time and space.  Numbers 
of spawners change annually; streamflows vary, which in turn affect spawner 
distribution patterns; and in-stream habitats vary annually whether due to 
natural or human-related influences.  According to the WDFW, any analysis 
and interpretation of past distributions may not reflect future distributions at 
specific times and locations (WDFW, 2005b). 

SA1-82 Fish and wildlife data were evaluated and impacts on biological resources 
were assessed through a review of pertinent literature, consultations and 
discussions with applicable agency representatives, and professional judgment 
based on previous experience. 

SA1-83 Section 4.6.1.2 has been revised to include additional information regarding 
impact and mitigation for wildlife habitat.  The FERC staff believes the EIS 
adequately discusses the project’s impact and mitigation measures without the 
addition of a summary table. 
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SA1-84 Section 4.13.3 includes a discussion of present and reasonably foreseeable 

future projects or activities and assesses the potential impacts from these 
projects along with the proposed project on all resources, including protected 
species and their habitat. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-85 Construction- and operation-related impacts on protected species and their 
habitat are discussed throughout section 4.7.  These species-specific 
discussions clearly present estimates of expected habitat acreage affected and 
identify the mitigation measures proposed by Northwest and those 
recommended by the agencies.  The FERC staff believes the EIS adequately 
discusses the project’s impact and mitigation measures without the addition of 
a summary table.  Because 99 percent of the proposed loops would be 
constructed within or adjacent to Northwest’s existing right-of-way, operation of 
the project would not result in a significant amount of additional impacts on 
protected species. 

SA1-86 See the response to comment SA1-82. 
 
 

SA1-87 Additional details on the extent of clearing have been added to the applicable 
figures in Appendix Q. 

 



 

6-191

State Agencies 1 
 
 
 
SA1-88 Section 4.9.7 has been revised to include census tract information for the 

environmental justice analysis of the proposed loops. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-89 Section 4.3.2.2 has been revised to list the WDOE’s recommended measures 
to minimize the impacts of potential spills from equipment working within 
waterbodies and to include the FERC staff’s recommendation that Northwest 
prepare a revised SPCC Plan to include these measures.  In accordance with 
the FERC staff’s recommendation, Northwest would file the revised SPCC 
Plan with the Secretary for the review and written approval of the Director of 
OEP before construction (see also mitigation measure number 16 in section 
5.4). 

SA1-90 See the response to comment SA1-70.  
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SA1-91 Section 4.12.1 has been revised to include information regarding workers’ 

potential exposure to radiation during x-ray inspection of welded joints, and 
dust and exhaust from equipment.  In addition, as part of its preconstruction 
training, Northwest would implement a safety training program for construction 
workers and EIs to reduce the potential for injuries during construction. 

SA1-92 Section 4.12.1 has been revised to specify that construction workers would be 
required to adhere to state and federal regulations and recommendations. 
 

SA1-93 Section 4.12.1 has been revised to state that Northwest’s pipe would be 
inspected at the mill, as well as during loading and offloading at the pipe 
storage yards. 
 
 

SA1-94 Section 4.12.1 has been revised to include Northwest’s review process of its 
Integrity Assessment Program and the frequency of its HCA surveys. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-95 The FERC cannot require Northwest to provide GPS/GIS data to other 
agencies.  The FERC assumes that other agencies would submit a direct 
request to Northwest if they want the data. 
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SA1-96 Section 4.2.3 has been revised to indicate that reporting requirements are 

applicable to new reports of contamination and not to those previously reported 
to the WDOE. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-97 Section 4.2.3 has been revised to indicate that Northwest would be required to 
conduct sampling to identify any areas of asbestos before construction and, if 
no asbestos is found, no further actions to address asbestos would be 
required. 

 



 

6-194

State Agencies 1 
 
 
 
SA1-98 Section 4.3.1.2 has been revised to include the requirement that the plan for 

the discovery and management of contaminated soils, sediments, and 
groundwater be approved by the WDOE before construction (see also 
mitigation measure number 14 in section 5.4). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-99 Section 4.8.5 has been revised to clarify that contamination exists at some 
existing aboveground facility sites owned by Northwest. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-100 Section 4.8.5 has been revised to include the FERC staff’s recommendation 
that Northwest file a report of the remedial action completed at each of the 
28 sites listed in table 4.8.5-1 or documentation of concurrence from the 
WDOE that no further action is needed with the Secretary before ground-
disturbing activities at these locations (see also mitigation measure number 
24 in section 5.4). 
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SA1-101 Section 4.12.3 has been revised to include the potential impacts on workers 
during clean up of any contaminated sites. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-102 Section 5.4 has been revised to include the requirement that the plan for the 
discovery and management of contaminated soils, sediments, and 
groundwater be approved by the WDOE before construction (see also 
mitigation measure number 14 in section 5.4). 
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SA1-103 Section 4.13.3 has been revised to clarify that it includes an analysis of 

wildlife habitat and aquatic resources.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-104 The intent of the FERC staff’s Plan is to assist applicants by identifying 
baseline mitigation measures for minimizing the extent and duration of 
disturbances on soils associated with projects under the FERC’s jurisdiction 
throughout the country.  Because these are standard guidelines issued by 
the FERC, the Plan cannot be changed on a project-specific basis.  

However, Northwest’s project-specific ECR Plan (see Appendix G), which 
incorporates many of the mitigation measures outlined in the Plan and 
Procedures as well as agency-recommended revegetation and erosion 
control procedures, has been undergoing revision throughout the 
environmental review process for the project to address issues, concerns, 
and different guidelines identified by the various agencies.  Section 2.5 has 
been revised to include the FERC staff’s recommendation that Northwest 
prepare a revised ECR Plan to address specific comments received on the 
draft EIS and to list all of the EI’s responsibilities that are included in the list 
of EI’s responsibilities in the EIS.  In accordance with the FERC staff’s 
recommendation, Northwest would file the revised ECR Plan with the 
Secretary for the review and written approval of the Director of OEP before 
construction (see also mitigation measure number 11 in section 5.4).  See 
also the responses to comments SA1-9, SA1-46, and SA1-150.   

SA1-105 Section 2.3.1 has been revised to state that establishing the clearing limits of 
the construction work area would preserve vegetation adjacent to the right-
of-way and control erosion and that temporary erosion controls (e.g., silt 
fence and straw bales) would be installed during clearing and grading.  

SA1-106 Section 2.5 has been revised to include the FERC staff’s recommendation 
that Northwest prepare a revised ECR Plan that states that the EI would be 
responsible for ensuring the repair of all ineffective temporary erosion 
control measures as soon as possible but not longer than 24 hours after 
identification, and requiring the repairs to be completed immediately if 
discharges of turbid water or other pollutants are occurring (see also 
mitigation measure number 11 in section 5.4).  See also the responses to 
comments SA1-9, SA1-46, and SA1-150.   
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SA1-107 The footnote has been added to table 1 in Appendix G. 

 
 

SA1-108 Section 4.3.2.2 has been revised to list the WDOE’s recommended 
measures to minimize the impacts of potential spills from equipment working 
within waterbodies and to include the FERC staff’s recommendation that 
Northwest prepare a revised SPCC Plan to include these measures.  In 
accordance with the FERC staff’s recommendation, Northwest would file the 
revised SPCC Plan with the Secretary for the review and written approval of 
the Director of OEP before construction (see also mitigation measure 
number 16 in section 5.4). 

SA1-109 The requested text, although worded differently, is already in section 3.8 of 
Appendix I. 
 
 
 

SA1-110 The FERC staff believes that Northwest has conducted a careful review of 
its workspace needs and designed the project to avoid and minimize 
environmental impacts where feasible.  Northwest’s proposed mitigation 
measures and plans have been developed to compensate for unavoidable 
adverse impacts.  However, sections 4.3.2.2 and 4.4.2 have been revised to 
state that the COE, the WDOE, the WDFW, and local authorities may 
approve, approve with stipulations/modifications, or deny the FERC staff-
approved variance requests as part of their permit decisions. 
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SA1-111 The Executive Summary has been revised to specify the two measures that 

differ from those in the FERC staff’s Plan. 
 
 

SA1-112 Northwest is currently working to identify the locations of all wells, seeps, 
and springs within 200 feet of the construction work area.  In accordance 
with the FERC staff’s recommendation in section 4.3.1.3, Northwest would 
provide this information and proposed mitigation measures to the FERC and 
the WDOE before construction (see also mitigation measure number 15 in 
section 5.4).  Northwest has stated that wells, seeps, and springs that have 
been identified by the WDFW would be included on the list. 

SA1-113 The Executive Summary and sections 2.3.1, 4.3.1.4, and 4.3.2.7 have been 
revised to clarify that all discharges would be conducted in accordance with 
the requirements for hydrostatic test water discharges included in 
Northwest’s NPDES Individual Permit for Stormwater Discharges that would 
be issued by the WDOE.  These revised sections state that WDOE staff 
would conduct field reviews of Northwest’s proposed hydrostatic test water 
discharge locations, as required, as part of the WDOE’s NPDES permit 
review process.  Based on this field review, modifications to the discharge 
locations would be made as necessary to ensure that the test water would 
infiltrate the ground before reaching sensitive areas.  See also the response 
to SA1-134. 

SA1-114 It is understood that the WDFW will require more detailed construction 
drawings for the Hydraulic Project Approval.  Northwest has stated that it 
does not have any “typical” drawings of stream channel reconstruction sites 
and would work with the WDFW to prepare site-specific drawings where 
necessary to support its Hydraulic Project Approval application.  Therefore, 
no typical drawings have been included in the final EIS.  The Executive 
Summary and section 4.3.2.4 have been revised to include a discussion of 
the WDFW’s comments regarding the substandard condition of some of the 
waterbody crossings and to state that Northwest is working with the WDFW 
to identify areas where repairs are necessary and, where feasible, would 
attempt to complete the repairs concurrently with the work associated with 
the Capacity Replacement Project. 
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SA1-115 The FERC staff believes that Northwest has conducted a careful review of 

its workspace needs and designed the project to avoid and minimize 
environmental impacts where feasible.  Northwest’s proposed mitigation 
measures and plans have been developed to compensate for unavoidable 
adverse impacts.  However, sections 4.3.2.2 and 4.4.2 have been revised to 
state that the COE, the WDOE, the WDFW, and local authorities may 
approve, approve with stipulations/modifications, or deny the FERC staff-
approved variance requests as part of their permit decisions. 
 

SA1-116 Section 2.3.2 has been revised to include additional details about the push-
pull crossing method and a cross-reference to sections 4.4.3 and 4.6.2.4.  
Section 4.6.2.4 has been revised to provide additional details of the impacts 
of the push-pull method. 

SA1-117 It is the FERC staff’s understanding that the permits issued for the project 
would address the proposed and alternative crossing methods (i.e., an 
amendment process would not be pursued). 

SA1-118 Section 4.6.2.3 and Appendix S discuss the placement of LWD.  The 
Executive Summary and section 4.3.2.4 have been revised to include a 
discussion of the WDFW’s comments regarding the substandard condition of 
some of the waterbody crossings and to state that Northwest is working with 
the WDFW to identify areas where repairs are necessary and, where 
feasible, would attempt to complete the repairs concurrently with the work 
associated with the Capacity Replacement Project. 
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SA1-119 The Executive Summary and section 4.3.2.4 have been revised to include a 

discussion of the WDFW’s comments regarding the substandard condition of 
some of the waterbody crossings and to state that Northwest is working with 
the WDFW to identify areas where repairs are necessary and, where 
feasible, would attempt to complete the repairs concurrently with the work 
associated with the Capacity Replacement Project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-120 The FERC staff believes that Northwest has conducted a careful review of 
its workspace needs and designed the project to avoid and minimize 
environmental impacts where feasible.  Northwest’s proposed mitigation 
measures and plans have been developed to compensate for unavoidable 
adverse impacts.  However, sections 4.3.2.2 and 4.4.2 have been revised to 
state that the COE, the WDOE, the WDFW, and local authorities may 
approve, approve with stipulations/modifications, or deny the FERC staff-
approved variance requests as part of their permit decisions. 

SA1-121 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 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. 

SA1-122 Northwest has provided revisions to the list of waterbodies and wetlands 
crossed by the Sumas Loop, which have been incorporated into the final 
EIS.  The FERC staff expects that Northwest will continue to refine its 
project materials before construction. 
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SA1-123 The final determinations of effect will be made by the FWS and NOAA 

Fisheries.  The Executive Summary and section 4.3.2.4 have been revised 
to include a discussion of the WDFW’s comments regarding the substandard 
condition of some of the waterbody crossings and to state that Northwest is 
working with the WDFW to identify areas where repairs are necessary and, 
where feasible, would attempt to complete the repairs concurrently with the 
work associated with the Capacity Replacement Project. 

SA1-124 Specific details of the WDFW consultations are provided in section 4.7 and 
Appendix T.   

SA1-125 The Executive Summary and sections 4.3.1.1 and 4.8.5 have been revised 
to state that the WDFW identified one closed landfill within 0.25 mile of the 
Mount Vernon Loop that could potentially be a source of groundwater 
contamination.   
 
 
 

SA1-126 The Executive Summary and section 4.3.2.4 have been revised to include a 
discussion of the WDFW’s comments regarding the substandard condition of 
some of the waterbody crossings and to state that Northwest is working with 
the WDFW to identify areas where repairs are necessary and, where 
feasible, would attempt to complete the repairs concurrently with the work 
associated with the Capacity Replacement Project. 

SA1-127 Northwest is still in the process of consulting with other federal, state, and 
local agencies and applicable Native American tribes to finalize its site-
specific crossing plans and 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. 
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SA1-128 The cover and all applicable sections of the final EIS have been revised to 

include the WDFW as a cooperating agency in the preparation of the 
document. 
 

SA1-129 As a cooperating agency, the COE was responsible for preparing the 
referenced description of the COE public notice.  The COE has indicated 
that it does not think it is necessary to revise the description for the final EIS. 

SA1-130 Sections 2.3.1, 4.3.2.7, and 4.6.2.3 have been revised to include additional 
description of hydrostatic test water withdrawal from the Centralia Canal.  
The FERC staff does not believe it is necessary to include additional detail 
regarding the Centralia Canal in table 1.5-1. 
 
 

SA1-131 Section 2.2.1 has been revised to include the WDFW’s comment that some 
of the culverts carrying streams under the existing access roads that would 
be used would not be adequate to handle the weight of heavy construction 
equipment and loaded stringing trucks.  The revised section 2.2.1 also 
includes the WDFW’s recommendation that the FERC require Northwest to 
upgrade all access road culverts to current WDFW fish passage criteria and 
remove all abandoned or plugged culverts encountered within the right-of-
way.  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.  However, as part of the FERC’s 
authority over the proposed project, the FERC does not believe it is 
appropriate to require Northwest to complete the upgrades, repairs, and/or 
removal of all of the culverts as recommended by the WDFW.  
 
 

SA1-132 Comment noted.  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.  Full-time third-party compliance monitors 
representing the FERC would be present on the construction spreads to 
monitor and document compliance with project mitigation measures and 
requirements.  This includes erosion control and restoration efforts.   
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SA1-133 Section 2.3.1 describes construction procedures in very general terms; more 

detailed discussions of project procedures and mitigation measures are 
presented in the applicable resource sections in section 4.0 (Environmental 
Analysis).  Section 2.3.1 has been revised to state that the Centralia Canal 
is a fish-bearing waterbody.  Section 2.3.1 states that a screening device 
would be necessary and that Northwest would adhere to the requirements 
for pump intake screens, allowable rates of water withdrawal, and other 
stipulations as specified in the Hydraulic Project Approval and Temporary 
Water Use Permit that would be issued by the WDFW and WDOE, 
respectively.  It is expected that the total volume and allowable rate of water 
withdrawal would be based on flow in the Centralia Canal at the time of 
construction.  Section 2.3.1 includes a cross-reference to section 4.3.2.7 for 
additional details regarding hydrostatic test water withdrawal from the 
Centralia Canal and additional details have been added to section 4.3.2.7.  
Additional details have also been added to section 4.6.2.3.  Northwest has 
not indicated plans to withdraw hydrostatic test water from any surface 
waters other than the Centralia Canal; therefore, the Centralia Canal is the 
only surface water source of hydrostatic test water that is discussed in the 
EIS.  

SA1-134 Including mapped wetlands on the figures in Appendix B would not assist in 
determining whether a hydrostatic test water discharge would drain into 
wetlands due to the scale of the maps.  Sections 2.3.1, 4.3.1.4, and 4.3.2.7 
have been revised to clarify that all discharges would be conducted in 
accordance with the requirements for hydrostatic test water discharges 
included in Northwest’s NPDES Individual Permit for Stormwater Discharges 
that would be issued by the WDOE.  These revised sections state that 
WDOE staff would conduct field reviews of Northwest’s proposed hydrostatic 
test water discharge locations, as required, as part of the WDOE’s NPDES 
permit review process.  Based on this field review, modifications to the 
discharge locations would be made as necessary to ensure that the test 
water would infiltrate the ground before reaching sensitive areas. 

The use of municipal water for hydrostatic testing is a standard and 
accepted industry-wide practice during pipeline construction, including 
several recent projects constructed by Northwest in western Washington.  
Northwest has stated that it would release water into an upland area through 
a dissipation structure at a controlled rate and sample for constituents, as 
required, by its NPDES permit.  Northwest would test for chlorine before 
discharge if required by its NPDES permit.  No chlorinated water would be 
released into surface waters or wetlands. 

As discussed in section 2.5, Northwest’s EIs and the FERC’s third-party 
compliance monitors would be present on the construction spreads to 
monitor and document compliance with project mitigation measures and 
requirements.  During construction, the third-party compliance monitors 
would conduct daily ongoing inspections of construction activities and 
mitigation measures, including the monitoring of hydrostatic test water 
discharge activities. 



 

6-204

State Agencies 1 
 
SA1-135 Section 2.3.2 has been revised to clarify the wetland restoration and 

monitoring practices that would be followed to meet the guidelines of the 
FERC and the Washington state and local agencies.  

SA1-136 Section 2.3.2 has been revised to include additional details about equipment 
bridges, including a description of when and how long they would be 
needed.  The FERC staff expects that Northwest has not yet reached the 
point in project planning to be able to identify all of the specific locations 
where equipment bridges would be needed.  However, the revised section 
2.3.2 also states that Northwest would be required to obtain an Hydraulic 
Project Approval from the WDFW before bridge placement at all streams 
and to obtain this approval, Northwest would need to provide the WDFW 
with the specific bridge locations either on maps or in tabular form by 
milepost location.  The Hydraulic Project Approval would cover all phases of 
bridge installation, maintenance, removal, and streambank restoration.   

SA1-137 Section 2.3.2 has been revised to explain that the clearing crew would set 
the equipment bridge before crossing a waterbody.  Section 2.3.2 has also 
been revised to explain that restoration crews working in the following year 
would use the right-of-way and access roads whenever possible.  If no other 
access route is possible, the restoration crew would set a bridge before 
crossing a waterbody.  Therefore, no machinery would ford flowing streams 
during construction or follow-up restoration activities.  
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SA1-138 The FERC staff believes that Northwest has conducted a careful review of 

its workspace needs and designed the project to avoid and minimize 
environmental impacts where feasible.  Northwest’s proposed mitigation 
measures and plans have been developed to compensate for unavoidable 
adverse impacts.  However, sections 4.3.2.2 and 4.4.2 have been revised to 
state that the COE, the WDOE, the WDFW, and local authorities may 
approve, approve with stipulations/modifications, or deny the FERC staff-
approved variance requests as part of their permit decisions. 
 
 
 

SA1-139 Section 4.6.2.3 states that the timing windows listed in table K-1 in Appendix 
K are tentative windows specified by the WDFW that may be modified by the 
WDFW during preparation of the Hydraulic Project Approval.  Section 
4.6.2.3 also states that any modifications to the allowable construction 
windows would be dictated by stream and fish migration conditions in the 
year of construction.  A footnote has been added to table K-1 in Appendix K 
to clarify that the timing windows are tentative windows that were provided 
by the WDFW and may be modified by the WDFW before construction.  

SA1-140 The waterbody that was referred to in section 2.3.2 of the draft EIS that 
would be crossed by the dry open-cut construction method if the proposed 
HDD method fails was the Tributary to North Fork Nooksack River.  
However, Northwest now proposes to cross this waterbody using the flume 
method if the proposed HDD method fails.  Section 2.3.2 has been revised 
to specify that the Tributary to North Fork Nooksack River would be crossed 
by the flume method if the proposed HDD method fails.  Section 4.3.2.3 has 
also been revised to reflect this new information. 

SA1-141 Section 2.3.2 has been revised to state that streambanks that were in good 
condition before installation of the pipeline would be restored to 
preconstruction contours or to a stable angle of repose as approved by the 
EI.  The revised section 2.3.2 also states that in locations where the existing 
streambanks and channels were in substandard condition, Northwest would 
work to reconstruct the banks and channels where feasible in consultation 
with the WDFW.  Section 4.3.2.4 has been revised to include a discussion of 
the WDFW’s comments regarding the substandard condition of some of the 
waterbody crossings and to state that Northwest is working with the WDFW 
to identify areas where repairs are necessary and, where feasible, would 
attempt to complete the repairs concurrently with the work associated with 
the Capacity Replacement Project. 

SA1-142 Section 2.3.2 has been revised to specify that Jim Creek would be crossed 
by the flume method if the proposed HDD method fails. 

 



 

6-206

State Agencies 1 
 
 
 
SA1-143 See the response to comment SA1-141. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-144 Section 4.3.2.3 has been revised to include a discussion of alternative 
methods for crossing Saar Creek.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-145 Section 2.3.2 has been revised to clarify that Jim Creek is a coldwater 
fishery.  Section 4.3.2.4 has been revised to include a discussion of the 
existing damage in the vicinity of Jim Creek and Northwest’s commitment to 
work with the Nooksack Indian Tribe, the Lummi Nation, the COE, the 
WDOE, and the WDFW to develop a contingency mitigation proposal if the 
HDD fails at the North Fork Nooksack River and a wet open-cut crossing is 
necessary.  The requirement to implement the contingency mitigation 
proposal if the wet open-cut crossing is necessary would be included as a 
condition of the section 404 permit that would be issued by the COE.  See 
also the response to comment SA1-141. 

SA1-146 Section 2.3.2 has been revised to explain that the aerial crossing of Colin 
Creek is necessary because the creek is located in a deep ravine within a 
residential subdivision.  The homes located on both sides of the waterbody 
at the crossing location, as well as the existing 30-inch-diameter pipeline, 
preclude the use of sufficient amounts of temporary extra workspace needed 
to trench through the deep ravine and comply with depth of cover 
requirements specified by the DOT.  In addition, the existing 30-inch-
diameter pipeline is the only operating pipeline in this area because the 26-
inch-diameter pipeline is idle in this location.  Northwest would have to 
remove the 30-inch-diameter pipeline from service in order to install it 
beneath the waterbody, which would disrupt service to all customers 
downstream of this location. 
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SA1-147 Section 2.3.2 describes construction procedures or issues in general terms; 

more detailed discussions are included in the applicable resource sections in 
section 4.0 (Environmental Analysis).  A detailed discussion of the reasons 
Fort Lewis requested that Muck Creek and South Fork Creek be crossed 
using the bore method is presented in section 4.3.2.3.  Section 2.3.2 has 
been revised to state that a detailed discussion of these creek crossings, 
including the reasons Fort Lewis requested the use of the bore method, is 
presented in section 4.3.2.3.  

SA1-148 Section 2.3.2 describes construction procedures or issues in general terms; 
more detailed discussions, including discussions of impact and mitigation, 
are included in the applicable resource sections in section 4.0 
(Environmental Analysis).  Section 2.3.2 has been revised to include 
additional details about the push-pull crossing method and a cross-reference 
to sections 4.4.3 and 4.6.2.4.  Section 4.6.2.4 has been revised to provide 
additional details of the impacts of the push-pull method.  
 
 
 
 

SA1-149 It is understood that the WDFW will require more detailed construction 
drawings for the Hydraulic Project Approval.  Northwest has stated that it 
does not have any “typical” drawings of stream channel reconstruction sites 
and would work with the WDFW to prepare site-specific drawings where 
necessary to support its Hydraulic Project Approval application.  Therefore, 
no typical drawings have been included in the final EIS.  

SA1-150 Section 2.0 describes construction procedures or issues in general terms; 
more detailed discussions are included in the applicable resource sections in 
section 4.0 (Environmental Analysis).  Section 4.6.1.4 discusses the removal 
and replacement of snags.  Section 4.6.1.4 has been revised to also discuss 
the use of slash and timber for wildlife habitat.  Section 2.5 has been revised 
to include the FERC staff’s recommendation that Northwest prepare a 
revised ECR Plan that specifies that the EI’s determinations of locations 
where slash or non-merchantable timber would be scattered across the 
right-of-way to be used for wildlife habitat and the quantities that would be 
used would be made in consultation with WDFW biologists and landowners 
(see also mitigation measure number 11 in section 5.4).  In accordance with 
the FERC staff’s recommendation, Northwest would file the revised ECR 
Plan with the Secretary for the review and written approval of the Director of 
OEP before construction.  See also the responses to comments SA1-9, 
SA1-46, and SA1-106. 

SA1-151 Section 2.5 has been revised to more specifically refer the reader to section 
5.4 for mitigation measure number 6. 
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SA1-152 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 intends to work with Northwest and applicable 
agencies to coordinate these compliance efforts before construction.  In 
addition, the FERC staff and the third-party compliance monitors would 
participate in Northwest’s training program (see mitigation measure number 
6 in section 5.4).  Other federal, state, and local agencies would be invited to 
participate in the training program as well. 

SA1-153 Section 2.6 has been revised to state that the FERC staff’s Procedures 
includes limitations on vegetation maintenance in wetland and riparian areas 
and at stream crossings to allow the restoration of native wetland and 
riparian species, including woody species, over a greater portion of the right-
of-way than would be typically allowed in upland areas.  The right-of-way 
would be allowed to revegetate; however, trees greater than 15 feet in 
height within 15 feet of the pipeline centerline would be periodically 
removed. 

SA1-154 Section 4.0 has been revised to reference the List of Preparers at the first 
mention of the FERC staff.  The List of Preparers is provided in Appendix U. 

SA1-155 Comment noted.  Section 4.3.2.4 has been revised to include a discussion 
of the WDFW’s comments regarding the substandard condition of some of 
the waterbody crossings and to state that Northwest is working with the 
WDFW to identify areas where repairs are necessary and, where feasible, 
would attempt to complete the repairs concurrently with the work associated 
with the Capacity Replacement Project. 
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SA1-156 Section 4.1.3 has been revised to include additional information regarding 

the Lawrence Hillside, Marshall Hill Landslide, and Arlington Landslide.   

The unnamed slope near MP 1473.2 (Richner property) appears to pose a 
low risk to the pipeline.  The pipeline would be constructed on a flat area 
approximately 350 feet from the slope and well away from its toe.  In table 
11 of the geohazards assessment report titled Capacity Replacement 
Project Geohazards, Whatcom, Skagit, Snohomish, Pierce, and Thurston 
Counties, Washington (Golder, 2004b),3 Northwest indicated that it would 
continue to visually monitor the slope for degradation of site conditions that 
could lead to slope instability.  

Northwest did not observe any evidence of instability at the steep slope near 
MP 1428.8 during field or aerial reconnaissance.  Although this slope was 
not specifically addressed in the draft EIS, Northwest recognized the 
potential concern caused by this slope in table 12 of the geohazards 
assessment report (Golder, 2004b).  Northwest stated that best construction 
practices and best management practices would be utilized to minimize 
impacts on slope instability and that the site would be periodically inspected, 
including after significant seismic events.  

 

                                                                  
3  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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SA1-157 Section 4.1.3 has been revised to include the proximity of Mitchell Creek to 

the Marshall Hill Landslide.  The Mitchell Creek and Marshall Hill Landslides 
are historical landslides and the specific initiation factors are not known.  As 
discussed in section 4.1.3, temporal physical changes such as storms, 
earthquakes, undercutting by erosion and streams, and/or activities by man 
can initiate mass wasting events.  Specific initiation factors for the modern 
recorded landslides are discussed in section 4.1.3 where known.  There are 
no indications of recent activity at the Mitchell Creek and Marshall Hill 
Landslides and they appear to be inactive. 
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SA1-158 Section 4.1.3 has been revised to include additional information regarding 

the Arlington Landslide. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-159 Section 4.1.3 has been revised to indicate that in accordance with the FERC 
staff’s Procedures, Northwest would not conduct concrete coating activities 
within 100 feet of a waterbody or wetland boundary.  Section 4.1.3 also 
includes a cross-reference to section 4.3.1.2 for the required buffers on Fort 
Lewis.  In addition, Northwest’s SPCC Plan includes measures to prevent 
and contain releases of concrete, chemicals, fuels, and oils from concrete 
coating activities (see Appendix H). 
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SA1-160 Appendix E (FERC staff’s Plan) and Appendix F (FERC staff’s Procedures) 

were developed by the FERC staff.  The intent of the FERC staff’s Plan and 
Procedures is to assist applicants by identifying baseline mitigation 
measures for minimizing the extent and duration of disturbances on soils, 
wetlands, and waterbodies associated with projects under the FERC’s 
jurisdiction throughout the country.  Because these are standard guidelines 
issued by the FERC, the Plan and Procedures cannot be changed on a 
project-specific basis.   

However, Northwest’s project-specific ECR Plan (see Appendix G), which 
incorporates many of the mitigation measures outlined in the Plan and 
Procedures as well as agency-recommended revegetation and erosion 
control procedures, has been undergoing revision throughout the 
environmental review process for the project to address issues, concerns, 
and different guidelines identified by the various agencies.  Section 2.5 has 
been revised to include the FERC staff’s recommendation that Northwest 
prepare a revised ECR Plan to address specific comments received on the 
draft EIS and to list all of the EI’s responsibilities that are included in the list 
of EI’s responsibilities in the EIS.  In accordance with the FERC staff’s 
recommendation, Northwest would file the revised ECR Plan with the 
Secretary for the review and written approval of the Director of OEP before 
construction (see also mitigation measure number 11 in section 5.4).  It is 
likely that additional revisions to the ECR Plan would be made before 
construction as additional issues or permit conditions are identified.  In 
addition to the project-specific ECR Plan, various agencies (e.g., counties) 
may require Northwest to submit a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
that includes specific and/or more stringent requirements that Northwest 
must adhere to for the portion of the project under their jurisdiction.  See 
also the responses to comments SA1-9, SA1-46, SA1-150, and LA2-23.   

SA1-161 The spring behind the Hamilton residence at MP 1476.2 of the Sumas Loop 
has been added to table 4.3.1-1. 

SA1-162 Section 4.3.1.2 has been revised to indicate that Northwest’s SPCC Plan 
includes measures to prevent and contain releases of concrete, chemicals, 
fuels, and oils from concrete coating activities (see Appendix H).  See also 
the response to comment SA-159. 

SA1-163 Comment noted. 

SA1-164 Sections 2.3.1, 4.3.1.4, and 4.3.2.7 have been revised to clarify that all 
discharges would be conducted in accordance with the requirements for 
hydrostatic test water discharges included in Northwest’s NPDES Individual 
Permit for Stormwater Discharges that would be issued by the WDOE.  
These revised sections state that WDOE staff would conduct field reviews of 
Northwest’s proposed hydrostatic test water discharge locations, as 
required, as part of the WDOE’s NPDES permit review process.  Based on 
this field review, modifications to the discharge locations would be made as 
necessary to ensure that the test water would infiltrate the ground before  
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SA1-164 
(cont’d) 

reaching sensitive areas.  The revised sections 2.3.1, 4.3.1.4, and 4.3.2.7 
also state that no chlorinated water would be released into surface waters or 
wetlands. 

SA1-165 Section 4.3.2.1 has been revised to state that waterbodies in the Fraser 
hydrologic unit drain to Canada and are not considered critical habitat in the 
EIS but may be of concern in Canada. 
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SA1-166 Section 4.6.2.4 has been revised to provide additional details of the impacts 

of crossing Evans Creek using the push-pull method.  Section 4.3.2.6 
discusses the potential for mercury contamination at Evans Creek. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-167 The WDOE confirmed with Mark Mitchell, Shoreline Planner for King 
County, that Evans Creek is not a designated shoreline at the proposed 
crossing location. 

SA1-168 Section 4.3.2.2 has been revised to indicate that some of the listed 
measures would be subject to change by federal, state, and local permits 
and approvals (e.g., Fort Lewis’ real estate agreement amendment and the 
WDFW’s Hydraulic Project Approval) if determined not to be appropriate at 
certain locations. 
 
 
 
 

SA1-169 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-170 Comment noted. 

SA1-171 Section 4.3.2.3 has been revised to state that the WDFW commented that 
the North Fork Nooksack River is highly dynamic and alternative methods 
for crossing the river would be based on river conditions as close to the time 
of the work as possible.   
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SA1-172 Comment noted. 

SA1-173 The FERC staff expects that Northwest would work directly with the WDFW 
to develop a more detailed plan to address the existing LWD and the trees 
at the Nisqually River. 

SA1-174 Comment noted. 

SA1-175 Section 4.3.2.3 has been revised to include additional details regarding 
Northwest’s proposed mitigation for waterbody crossings.  The FERC 
Procedures allows trees within 15 feet of the pipeline that are greater than 
15 feet in height to be cut and removed from the permanent right-of-way.  
The purpose of this measure is to facilitate aerial pipeline corrosion/leak 
surveys by preventing a canopy from growing over the pipeline.  Section 
4.3.2.4 has been revised to include a discussion of the WDFW’s comments 
regarding the substandard condition of some of the waterbody crossings and 
to state that Northwest is working with the WDFW to identify areas where 
repairs are necessary and, where feasible, would attempt to complete the 
repairs concurrently with the work associated with the Capacity 
Replacement Project. 

SA1-176 Comment noted.  Section 4.3.2.3 has been revised to include the FERC 
staff’s recommendation that Northwest continue to consult with the COE, the 
FWS, NOAA Fisheries, the WDOE, the WDFW, other applicable agencies, 
and appropriate Native American tribes to finalize its site-specific waterbody 
crossing plans and Mitigation Plan for Waterbody Crossings and file the final 
plans 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. 

SA1-177 Section 4.3.2.4 has been revised to include a discussion of the WDFW’s 
comments regarding the substandard condition of some of the waterbody 
crossings and to state that Northwest is working with the WDFW to identify 
areas where repairs are necessary and, where feasible, would attempt to 
complete the repairs concurrently with the work associated with the Capacity 
Replacement Project. 

SA1-178 Section 4.3.2.7 has been revised to provide more detailed information 
regarding the withdrawal of hydrostatic test water from the Centralia Canal.  
See also the response to comment SA1-133. 
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SA1-179 The use of municipal water for hydrostatic testing is a standard and 

accepted industry-wide practice during pipeline construction, including 
several recent projects constructed by Northwest in western Washington.  
Northwest has stated that it would release water into an upland area through 
a dissipation structure at a controlled rate and sample for constituents, as 
required, by its NPDES permit.  Northwest would test for chlorine before 
discharge if required by its NPDES permit.  No chlorinated water would be 
released into surface waters or wetlands.  See also the response to 
comment SA1-134. 
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SA1-180 Sections 4.4.1 and 4.4.2 and Appendices J, K, and O have been revised to 

include the additional wetland and waterbody information identified by the 
WDFW. 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-181 A map of the Nooksack Yard, as well as all of the proposed pipe storage and 
contractor yards, has been added as figure B-9 in Appendix B.  Sections 
4.3.2.1 and 4.4.1 have been revised to include an additional description of 
the waterbody that runs through the Nooksack Yard.   
 

SA1-182 Sections 4.3.2.2 and 4.4.2 have been revised to state that the COE, the 
WDOE, the WDFW, and local authorities may approve, approve with 
stipulations/modifications, or deny the FERC staff-approved variance 
requests as part of their permit decisions. 
 

SA1-183 Section 4.4.3 and Appendix J have been revised to include additional 
information on the forested wetlands at MPs 1464.7 and 1465.0.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-184 Appendices J, K, and O have been revised to include the additional 
waterbody crossing information identified by the WDFW. 

SA1-185 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 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. 
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SA1-186 Section 2.6 has been revised to state that the FERC staff’s Procedures 

includes limitations on vegetation maintenance in wetland and riparian areas 
and at stream crossings to allow the restoration of native wetland and 
riparian species, including woody species, over a greater portion of the right-
of-way than would be typically allowed in upland areas.  The right-of-way 
would be allowed to revegetate; however, trees greater than 15 feet in 
height within 15 feet of the pipeline centerline would be periodically 
removed. 
 
 
 

SA1-187 Section 4.6.1-1 has been revised to delete any reference to the western 
pond turtle because no observations were reported by the WDFW in the 
project vicinity (see section 4.7.3). 

SA1-188 Section 4.6.1.2 has been revised to include riparian areas in the wetland 
monitoring requirement. 
 
 

SA1-189 See the responses to comments SA1-136 and SA1-137. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-190 Based on COSEWIC (2002), the Salish sucker could occur within the Sumas 
River system or may have historically occurred there, but there has not been 
confirmation of the presence of this species in the waterbody.  As a result, 
the Salish sucker was not added to section 4.6.  

SA1-191 Revisions were not provided by the WDFW in time to be incorporated into 
the final EIS. 

SA1-192 Comment noted. 

 



 

6-219

State Agencies 1 
 
 
 
SA1-193 Section 4.6.2.4 has been revised to reflect the species present in the various 

waterbodies and watersheds crossed by the proposed project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-194 Because Thurston County extends west to Puget Sound and would be 
crossed by the Capacity Replacement Project, the FWS (2004) noted that 
the northern sea otter could occur in the county and is the reason this 
species is identified in table 4.7-1.  As discussed in section 4.7.3, no 
northern sea otters are expected to occur in the project area.  A footnote has 
been added to table 4.7-1 to state that while northern sea otters do not occur 
in the Nisqually River, river otters are present in the waterbody. 

SA1-195 Comment noted. 

SA1-196 Section 4.7.1 has been revised to include additional species potentially 
occurring at the proposed Smith Creek crossing. 
 

SA1-197 Revisions were not provided by the WDFW in time to be incorporated into 
the final EIS. 

SA1-198 Revisions were not provided by the WDFW in time to be incorporated into 
the final EIS. 

SA1-199 Northwest has provided revisions to the list of waterbodies and wetlands 
crossed by the Sumas Loop, which have been incorporated into the final 
EIS.  The FERC staff expects that Northwest will continue to refine its 
project materials before construction. 
 
 

SA1-200 Section 4.3.2.4 has been revised to include a discussion of the WDFW’s 
comments regarding the substandard condition of some of the waterbody 
crossings and to state that Northwest is working with the WDFW to identify 
areas where repairs are necessary and, where feasible, would attempt to 
complete the repairs concurrently with the work associated with the Capacity 
Replacement Project. 

SA1-201 See the response to comment SA1-194. 
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SA1-202 All references to the northwestern pond turtle in section 4.7 have been 

changed to western pond turtle. 

SA1-203 Comment noted. 

SA1-204 The proposal to cut the removed portions of pipe into 40-foot-long sections 
is an industry standard and an appropriate and efficient length for hauling 
pipe by truck.  Cutting the pipe into 20-foot-long sections would not preclude 
its use as culverts by others in the future.  In some cases 20-foot-long 
sections are sufficient for use as culverts and the 20-foot-long sections could 
be welded back together to form longer lengths by others rather easily.  
There are many other uses for salvaged pipe besides illegal culverts (e.g., 
horizontal and vertical casing, support of large signs and other structures, 
water transfer pipe for wetlands restoration, cattle feeders, scrap metal).  
Ultimately, the future use of the pipe sections is beyond Northwest’s control 
and the FERC staff does not believe Northwest should be held accountable 
for potential illegal activities conducted by others. 

SA1-205 See the response to comment SA1-204. 

SA1-206 The crossover at MP 1421.3 is needed based on the results of Northwest’s 
geohazards assessment report titled Capacity Replacement Project 
Geohazards, Whatcom, Skagit, Snohomish, Pierce, and Thurston Counties, 
Washington (Golder, 2004b).4  Northwest proposes an alignment on the 
west side of the right-of-way at this location to minimize impacts on and 
associated with the Arlington Landslide.  The topography falls off quickly and 
sharply on the west side of the existing right-of-way, which precludes 
Northwest’s ability to install the 36-inch-diameter loop using the standard 
offset proposed for the project.  As a result, the existing 26-inch-diameter 
pipeline must be removed at this location.  Temporary extra workspaces 
MV-TEWS-58 and MV-TEWS-59 are needed to:  1) provide a location for 
equipment to turn around and access the construction right-of-way; 2) 
provide a staging area for the crew performing the waterbody crossing; 3) 
provide a location for the 26-inch-diameter pipeline to be moved to and cut 
into smaller sections; and 4) provide a storage area for the spoil that would 
be removed while performing the crossover.  In an effort to reduce impacts 
associated with the temporary extra workspaces, Northwest was able to 
reduce the sizes of both workspaces during negotiations with the 
landowners.  Temporary extra workspace MV-TEWS-58 has been reduced  

                                                                  
4  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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SA1-206 
(cont’d) 

from 4,500 square feet (30 feet by 150 feet) to 3,540 square feet (20 feet by 
177 feet).  Temporary extra workspace MV-TEWS-59 has been reduced 
from 6,000 square feet (40 feet by 150 feet) to 3,280 square feet (20 feet by 
164 feet) and would be located more than 175 feet from the waterbody 
crossing.  The reductions of these temporary extra workspaces would 
significantly reduce the number of trees cleared in this location.  Landowner 
stipulations also specify additional savings of specific trees.  The trees that 
would be removed would be used as LWD for this and other waterbody 
crossings. 

SA1-207 Both of these orchards are included in table 4.8.4-1 but are identified by 
different names.  Table 4.8.4-1 has been revised to clarify the names of 
these special interest areas. 
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SA1-208 Section 4.8.6 has been revised to clarify that the two waterbody crossings 

Northwest proposes to install using the aerial span installation method are 
Colin Creek and the Centralia Canal.  Northwest evaluated removing the 
existing aerial crossing at Colin Creek and installing the new loop and 
existing 30-inch-diameter pipeline beneath the waterbody; however, Colin 
Creek is located in a deep ravine within a residential subdivision.  The 
homes located on both sides of the waterbody at the crossing location, as 
well as the existing 30-inch-diameter pipeline, preclude the use of sufficient 
amounts of temporary extra workspace needed to trench through the deep 
ravine and comply with depth of cover requirements specified by the DOT.  
In addition, the existing 30-inch-diameter pipeline is the only operating 
pipeline in this area because the 26-inch-diameter pipeline is idle in this 
location.  Northwest would have to remove the 30-inch-diameter pipeline 
from service in order to install it beneath the waterbody, which would disrupt 
service to all customers downstream of this location. 

SA1-209 Northwest would be required to conduct a conventional bore to install the 
proposed loop beneath Novelty Hill Road, which would require that 
Northwest leave the existing 26-inch-diameter pipeline in place beneath the 
roadway and offset the proposed loop.  Northwest reduced the offset for the 
new loop to the 26-inch-diameter pipeline to 10 feet to minimize the amount 
of workspace required to complete this crossing and the amount of 
associated tree clearing required.  The temporary extra workspaces at this 
location are required to safely dig the bore pits on either side of the road, 
store spoil associated with the excavation of the bore pits, and to gain 
access to the road bore from Novelty Hill Road. 

SA1-210 See the response to comment SA1-204. 

SA1-211 As discussed in sections 4.3.2.3 and 4.4.4, Northwest contacted various 
agencies, Native American tribes, organizations, conservation groups, and 
trusts in the various basins crossed by the project to identify potential 
mitigation opportunities.  Because any mitigation sites would be chosen in 
consultation with the COE, the WDOE, and other applicable agencies, it is 
assumed that those agencies would consider environmental justice issues 
before giving final approval of any mitigation site. 

SA1-212 Section 4.12.3 has been updated with information from the Everson pipeline 
failure that occurred in February 1997 as a result of land movement.  In 
addition, section 4.1.3 includes a discussion of the Everson Landslide area. 

SA1-213 Table 4.13-1 incorrectly identified the Washington Department of 
Transportation as the project sponsor for the Innis Creek Fish Passage 
Project.  Table 4.13-1 has been revised to indicate that the project is being 
sponsored by the Whatcom County Department of Public Works.   

SA1-214 Section 4.13.2 has been revised to include past pipeline construction and 
maintenance practices in the cumulative impacts discussion.  

SA1-215 Section 4.13.2 has been revised to clarify that wetland creation is not 
proposed by Northwest. 
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SA1-216 Section 5.3 acknowledges that right-of-way maintenance activities would 

result in the permanent conversion of vegetation.  Section 4.3.2.4 has been 
revised to include a discussion of the WDFW’s comments regarding the 
substandard condition of some of the waterbody crossings and to state that 
Northwest is working with the WDFW to identify areas where repairs are 
necessary and, where feasible, would attempt to complete the repairs 
concurrently with the work associated with the Capacity Replacement 
Project. 

SA1-217 Section 5.3 has been revised to clarify the FERC’s rationale for concluding 
that the irreversible and irretrievable resource commitments that would be 
associated with the proposed project are acceptable. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-218 Northwest has provided revisions to the list of waterbodies and wetlands 
crossed by the Sumas Loop, which have been incorporated into the final 
EIS.  The FERC staff expects that Northwest will continue to refine its 
project materials before construction.  

SA1-219 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 intends to work with Northwest and applicable 
agencies to coordinate these compliance efforts before construction.  In 
addition, the FERC staff and the third-party compliance monitors would 
participate in Northwest’s training program (see mitigation measure number 
6 in section 5.4).  Other federal, state, and local agencies would be invited to 
participate in the training program as well. 

SA1-220 Northwest is currently working to identify the locations of all wells, seeps, 
and springs within 200 feet of the construction work area.  In accordance 
with the FERC staff’s recommendation in section 4.3.1.3, Northwest would 
provide this information and proposed mitigation measures to the FERC and 
the WDOE before construction (see also mitigation measure number 15 in 
section 5.4).  Northwest has stated that wells, seeps, and springs that have 
been identified by the WDFW would be included on the list. 

 




