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TABLE K-1 
 

Written Correspondence Received During the Draft EIS Comment Period 
Comment 
Letter Agency/Name Date of Letter Date Filed Topics Response Status Page 
FEDERAL AGENCIES      
FA1  Bureau of Indian Affairs 9/7/2007 9/17/2007 Aquatic Wildlife, Cultural Resources, Dredging, Geology, 

Miscellaneous, Mitigation, Pipeline Construction 
Techniques, Project Description, Socioeconomics, 
Terrestrial Wildlife, Water Resources, Wetlands 

Appendix K K-340 

FA2  NOAA NMFS 12/17/2007 12/17/2007 Alternatives, Aquatic Wildlife, Cumulative Impacts, 
Cultural Resources, Dredging, Miscellaneous, 
Mitigation, Palomar, Project Description, Purpose and 
Need, Safety, Socioeconomics, Soils/Sediments, Water 
Resources 

Appendix K K-346 

FA3  EPA 12/19/2007 12/19/2007 Air Quality, Alternatives, Aquatic Wildlife, Dredging, 
Mitigation, Palomar, Vegetation, Water Resources, 
Wetlands 

Appendix K K-358 

FA4  Department of the Interior 12/21/2007 12/21/2007 Aquatic Wildlife, EFH, Geology, Land Use, 
Miscellaneous, Mitigation, Palomar, T and E Species, 
Terrestrial Wildlife, Safety and Security, Vegetation, 
Water Resources 

Appendix K K-365 

NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES      
NA1  Nez Perce Tribe 12/21/2007 12/21/2007 Aquatic Wildlife, Cultural Resources, Mitigation, Soils 

and Sediments 
Appendix K K-376 

NA2  Columbia River Inter-tribal 
Fish Commission 

12/21/2007 12/21/2007 Alternatives, Aquatic Wildlife, Cultural Resources, 
Cumulative Impacts, Dredging, EFH, Geology, 
Miscellaneous, Mitigation, Pipeline Construction 
Techniques, Project Description, Safety and Security, 
Socioeconomics, Soils and Sediments, T and E 
Species, Vegetation, Water Resources, Wetlands 

Appendix K K-384 

STATE AGENCIES      
SA1 State of Oregon 12/13/2007 12/18/2007 Air Quality, Alternatives, Aquatic Wildlife, Cumulative 

Impacts, Dredging, Geology, Land Use, Miscellaneous, 
Mitigation, Palomar, Pipeline Construction Techniques, 
Project Description, Purpose and Need, Safety and 
Security, Soils and Sediments, Socioeconomics, T and 
E Species, Terrestrial Wildlife, Transportation, 
Vegetation, Water Resources, Wetlands 

Appendix K K-427 

 Washington Department of 
Natural Resources 

12/20/2007 12/20/2007 See SA2. Letter superseded by 
SA2. 

NA 

SA2 Washington Department of 
Natural Resources 

1/3/2008 1/3/2008 Dredging, Geology, Land Use, Miscellaneous, Project 
Description, Soils and Sediments, Water Resources 

Appendix K K-486 

SA3 State of Washington 
Citizen’s Committee on 
Pipeline Safety 

12/15/2007 12/21/2007 Alternatives, Geology, Land Use, Safety, and Security, 
Vegetation, Water Resources 

Appendix K K-497 
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Written Correspondence Received During the Draft EIS Comment Period 
Comment 
Letter Agency/Name Date of Letter Date Filed Topics Response Status Page 
SA4 State of Washington 

Department of Ecology 
12/21/2007 12/22/2007 Air Quality, Alternatives, Cumulative Impacts, Dredging, 

Geology, Miscellaneous, Pipeline Construction 
Techniques, Purpose and Need, Safety, Water 
Resources, Wetlands 

Appendix K K-501 

SA5 State of Washington Utilities 
and Transportation 
Commission 

12/11/2007 12/19/2007 Geology, Safety and Security, Water Resources Appendix K K-516 

SA6 State of Washington 
Department of Fish and 
Wildlife 

undated 1/2/08 Aquatic Wildlife, Land Use, Mitigation, Pipeline 
Construction Techniques, Socioeconomics 

Appendix K K-520 

LOCAL AGENCIES      
LA1  Lower Columbia Economic 

Development Council 
11/12/2007 11/19/2007 Miscellaneous Appendix K K-531 

LA2  City of Warrenton 12/18/2007 12/18/2007 Cultural Resources, Safety and Security Appendix K K-532 
LA3  Cowlitz County Board of 

Commissioners 
12/11/2007 12/18/2007 Air Quality, Alternatives, Aquatic Wildlife, Cultural 

Resources, Cumulative Impacts, Geology, Land Use, 
Miscellaneous, Mitigation, Noise, Palomar, Project 
Description, Purpose and Need, Safety and Security, 
Socioeconomics, Soils and Sediments, T and E 
Species, Terrestrial Wildlife, Transportation, Water 
Resources,  Wetlands 

Appendix K K-540 

LA4  Wahkiakum County Board 
of Commissioners 

12/18/2007 12/18/2007 Safety Appendix K K-560 

LA5  Columbia County 12/19/2007 12/19/2007 Land Use, Transportation, Project Description Appendix K K-562 
LA6  City of Astoria 12/21/2007 12/21/2007 Cultural Resources, Safety and Security Appendix K K-573 
LA7  Clatsop County 12/21/2007 12/21/2007 Air Quality, Alternatives, Aquatic Wildlife, Cultural 

Resources, EFH, Geology, Land Use, Miscellaneous, 
Mitigation, Noise, Palomar, Pipeline Construction 
Techniques, Purpose and Need, Safety and Security, 
Socioeconomics, Soils and Sediments, T and E 
Species, Terrestrial Wildlife, Transportation, Vegetation, 
Water Resources, Wetlands 

Appendix K K-580 

LA8  Port of Vancouver 12/24/2007 12/26/2007 Safety, Transportation Appendix K K-605 
LA9 Port of Portland 12/26/2007 12/28/2007 Safety Appendix K K-608 
LA10 Port of Portland 12/21/2007 12/26/2007 Transportation Appendix K K-610 
LA11 Clatsop County 11/12/2007 11/23/2007 State/Local Permits/Approvals Appendix K K-611 
COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS      
CO1  Swanson Bark Food 

Products, Inc. 
9/7/2007 9/17/2007 Purpose and Need, Safety Appendix K K-615 

CO2  Swanson Bark Food 
Products, Inc. 

10/1/2007 10/9/2007 Miscellaneous, Purpose and Need, Socioeconomics Appendix K K-616 



  

K
-iii

TABLE K-1 
 

Written Correspondence Received During the Draft EIS Comment Period 
Comment 
Letter Agency/Name Date of Letter Date Filed Topics Response Status Page 
CO3  Teevin Bros Land and 

Timber Co. 
10/8/2007 10/16/2007 Miscellaneous Appendix K K-617 

CO4  Northwest Natural Gas 
Company 

11/21/2007  Palomar Appendix K K-618 

CO5  Willapa Hills Audubon 
Society 

12/21/2007 12/21/2007 Land Use, Miscellaneous,  
T and E Species, Terrestrial Wildlife 

Appendix K K-622 

CO6  Northwest Industrial Gas 
Users 

12/21/2007 12/21/2007 Alternatives, Purpose and Need Appendix K K-624 

CO7  Portland General Electric 
Company 

12/24/2007 12/24/2007 Safety and Security Appendix K K-639 

CO8  Oregon Physicians for 
Social Responsibility 

12/24/2007 12/24/2007 Land Use, Miscellaneous, Purpose and Need, Safety 
and Security, Socioeconomics, Water Resources 

Appendix K K-646 

CO9  Pipeline Safety Trust 12/24/2007 12/26/2007 Alternatives, Geology, Land Use, Purpose and Need, 
Safety and Security, Vegetation, Water Resources 

Appendix K K-648 

CO10  Montinore Vineyards Undated 12/18/2007 Miscellaneous, Purpose and Need, Safety and Security Appendix K K-654 
CO11 Columbia RiverKeeper 12/21/2007 12/22/2007 Air Quality, Alternatives, Aquatic Wildlife, Cultural 

Resources, Cumulative Impacts, Dredging, EFH, 
Geology, Miscellaneous, Mitigation, Noise, Palomar, 
Pipeline Construction Techniques, Project Description, 
Purpose and Need, Safety and Security, 
Socioeconomics, Soils and Sediments, T and E 
Species, Terrestrial Wildlife, Vegetation, Water 
Resources,  Wetlands 

Appendix K K-656 

CO12 RainLane Fly Casters 12/21/2007 12/31/2007 Alternatives, Aquatic Wildlife, Mitigation, Safety and 
Security, Socioeconomics 

Appendix K K-756 

CO13 The National Grange 12/19/2007 12/26/2007 Aquatic Wildlife, Miscellaneous, Safety Appendix K K-758 
CO14 Willapa Hills Audubon 

Society to the FERC 
12/19/2007 12/27/2007 Miscellaneous Appendix K K-760 

INDIVIDUALS      
IND1  David Purcell Undated 8/30/2007 Geology Appendix K K-777 
IND2  Bob Speaker 10/1/2007 10/9/2007 Alternatives, Miscellaneous, Purpose and Need Appendix K K-778 
IND3  James Reed 9/27/2007 10/11/2007 Alternatives, Aquatic Wildlife, Geology, Miscellaneous, 

Noise, Project Description, Safety and Security, 
Socioeconomics, Water Resources  

Appendix K K-779 

IND4  Anita Amick 10/13/2007 10/22/2007 Miscellaneous Appendix K K-791 
IND5  Stephanie Zakrzewski 10/12/2007 10/22/2007 Miscellaneous, Safety and Security, Socioeconomics Appendix K K-792 
IND6  Kim Heinesh 10/13/2007 10/22/2007 Miscellaneous, Project Description, Socioeconomics Appendix K K-793 
IND7  John and Christine Hulon 10/16/2007 10/23/2007 Mitigation, Project Description Purpose and Need, 

Safety and Security 
Appendix K K-794 

IND8  Joe Pierre 10/16/2007 10/22/2007 Miscellaneous, Mitigation, Safety and Security, 
Socioeconomics 

Appendix K K-795 
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Written Correspondence Received During the Draft EIS Comment Period 
Comment 
Letter Agency/Name Date of Letter Date Filed Topics Response Status Page 
IND9  Kimberly Olson 10/15/2007 10/22/2007 Mitigation, Socioeconomics Appendix K K-796 
IND10  Susan Marshall 10/14/2007 10/22/2007 Purpose and Need, Safety and Security Appendix K K-797 
IND11  Mary E. Casper 10/12/2007 10/22/2007 Project Description, Purpose and Need Appendix K K-798 
IND12  John Veenendaal 10/12/2007 10/22/2007 Miscellaneous, Mitigation Appendix K K-799 
IND13  Connie Veenendaal 10/12/2007 10/22/2007 Miscellaneous, Mitigation Appendix K K-800 
IND14  Don Hanseth 10/16/2007 10/22/2007 Miscellaneous, Purpose and Need, Socioeconomics Appendix K K-801 
IND15  ChrisLynn Taylor 10/12/2007 10/22/2007 Alternatives, Purpose and Need Appendix K K-802 
IND16  Brian McCollister 10/12/2007 10/22/2007 Project Description, Miscellaneous, Mitigation Appendix K K-803 
IND17  Robert and Judy Pounders 10/15/2007 10/24/2007 Mitigation, Socioeconomics Appendix K K-804 
IND18  Ken Reid 10/16/2007 10/24/2007 Miscellaneous, Mitigations Appendix K K-805 
IND19  Jessie Jones 10/19/2007 10/25/2007 Mitigation Appendix K K-806 
IND20  Milton and Patti Whiteside 10/14/2007 10/30/2007 Mitigation, Purpose and Need, Safety and Security, 

Socioeconomics 
Appendix K K-807 

IND21  June McCollister 10/12/2007 10/30/2007 Miscellaneous Appendix K K-808 
IND22  Carolyn Eady 10/22/2007 10/30/2007 Air Quality, Geology, Miscellaneous, Safety and 

Security, Water Resources  
Appendix K K-809 

IND23  Darwin Smith 10/25/2007 11/5/2007 Geology, Purpose and Need, Safety and Security, 
Socioeconomics 

Appendix K K-823 

IND24  Leo Kestler 10/28/2007 11/5/2007 Aquatic Wildlife, Geology, Miscellaneous, Safety and 
Security, Socioeconomics 

Appendix K K-825 

IND25  Jim Santee 10/31/2007 11/7/2007 Alternatives, Land Use, Purpose and Need, Safety and 
Security, Socioeconomics 

Appendix K K-827 

IND26  Charlene and Richard 
Damitio 

11/5/2007 11/13/2007 Air Quality, Geology, Noise, Safety and Security, 
Socioeconomics 

Appendix K K-830 

IND27  Frans Eykel Undated 11/5/2007 Water Resources Appendix K K-832 
IND28  Collin Booth, et al. Undated 11/13/2007 Alternatives, Miscellaneous, Mitigation Appendix K K-834 
IND29  Audrey Munk 10/31/2007 11/8/2007 Water Resources Appendix K K-835 
IND30  Jean M. Dominey 11/8/2007 11/14/2007 Aquatic Wildlife, Soils and Sediments, T and E Species, 

Terrestrial Wildlife 
Appendix K K-836 

IND31  Carolyn Eady 11/8/2007 11/14/2007 Geology, Land Use, Safety and Security Appendix K K-837 
IND32  John Dunzer 11/8/2007 11/14/2007 Alternatives Appendix K K-840 
IND33  William and Doris Dragich 

Trust 
11/8/2007 11/14/2007 Alternatives, Cultural Resources, Dredging, Geology, 

Miscellaneous, Mitigation, Project Description, Purpose 
and Need, Safety and Security, Socioeconomics, Soils 
and Sediments , T and E Species, Water Resources 

Appendix K K-843 

IND34  Georgia Marincovich Undated 11/14/2007 Miscellaneous, T and E Species, Water Resources, 
Wetlands 

Appendix K K-853 

IND35  Deborah Brink Undated 11/14/2007 Miscellaneous, Mitigation, T and E Species, Terrestrial 
Wildlife, Transportation, Water Resources 

Appendix K K-854 
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Written Correspondence Received During the Draft EIS Comment Period 
Comment 
Letter Agency/Name Date of Letter Date Filed Topics Response Status Page 
IND36  Pamela Wright Undated 11/14/2007 Same as IND35 Appendix K K-857 
IND37  Vonda Kay Brock 11/7/2007 11/14/2007 Miscellaneous Appendix K K-860 
IND38  Richard Beck 11/13/2007 11/14/2007 Geology Appendix K K-862 
IND39  Richard Parker 11/8/2007 11/14/2007 Mitigation Appendix K K-864 
IND40  Laurie Caplan 11/8/2007 11/14/2007 Geology, Safety and Security Appendix K K-866 
IND41  Jerry Havens 11/8/2007 11/14/2007 Safety and Security Appendix K K-868 
IND42  Jim Kodama 11/8/07 11/14/2007 Safety and Security Appendix K K-871 
IND43  Frank Aquesto, Jeannette 

Warlton, and Dale Trensdell 
Undated 11/14/2007 Miscellaneous, Transportation, Water Resources Appendix K K-874 

IND44  Marjorie A. Castle 11/8/07 11/27/2007 Water Resources Appendix K K-876 
IND45  William and Doris Dragich 

Trust 
11/8/2007 11/15/2007 Miscellaneous Appendix K K-878 

IND46  Marc Auerbach 11/9/2007 11/28/2007 Palomar, Purpose and Need Appendix K K-879 
IND47  John Peterson Undated 12/5/2007 Aquatic Wildlife, Purpose and Need, Safety and 

Security, Socioeconomics, Vegetation 
Appendix K K-881 

IND48  Robert Quoidbach 11/28/2007 11/28/2007 Geology Appendix K K-882 
IND49  James Reed 11/20/2007 12/5/2007 EIS Process, Water Resources, Miscellaneous, Safety Appendix K K-885 
IND50  Robert and Rhea Jacobs 11/29/2007 12/4/2007 Purpose and Need Appendix K K-893 
IND51  R. Duncan MacKenzie 12/11/2007 12/12/2007 Water Resources Appendix K K-895 
IND52  R. Duncan MacKenzie 12/12/2007 12/12/2007 Alternatives, Purpose and Need Appendix K K-897 
IND53  R. Duncan MacKenzie 12/13/2007 12/13/2007 Water Resources Appendix K K-900 
IND54  Frans Eykel 12/4/2007 12/10/2007 Air Quality, Land Use Appendix K K-903 
IND55  Gary Marzolino 12/13/2007 12/7/2007 Palomar, Safety and Security, T and E Species Appendix K K-905 
IND56  Norm and Nancy Monroe 12/3/2007 12/10/2007 Air Quality, Purpose and Need, Safety and Security Appendix K K-906 
IND57  Irene Martin 12/6/2007 12/12/2007 Aquatic Wildlife, Cumulative Impacts, Mitigation,  

Socioeconomics 
Appendix K K-907 

IND58  R. Duncan MacKenzie 12/14/2007 12/14/2007 Socioeconomics, Transportation Appendix K K-910 
IND59  R. Duncan MacKenzie 12/14/2007 12/14/2007 Water Resources Appendix K K-913 
IND60  Gayle Kiser 12/1/2007 12/13/2007 Alternatives, Aquatic Wildlife, Geology, Miscellaneous, 

Mitigation, Palomar, Project Description, Purpose and 
Need, Water Resources, Safety and Security, 
Socioeconomics, T and E Species, Vegetation 

Appendix K K-917 

IND61  Anne Berblinger Undated 12/17/2007 Alternatives, Palomar, Safety and Security, T and E 
Species  

Appendix K K-922 

IND62  R. Duncan MacKenzie 12/17/2007 12/17/2007 Air Quality, Noise Appendix K K-925 
IND63  R. Duncan MacKenzie 12/17/2007 12/17/2007 Safety and Security Appendix K K-929 
IND64  Brenda Scott 12/6/2007 12/14/2007 Noise, Safety and Security, Socioeconomics Appendix K K-932 
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Written Correspondence Received During the Draft EIS Comment Period 
Comment 
Letter Agency/Name Date of Letter Date Filed Topics Response Status Page 
IND65  Patrick Cunningham Undated 12/18/2007 Geology, Purpose and Need, Safety and Security, 

Transportation 
Appendix K K-933 

IND66  Laurie Caplan 12/17/2007 12/18/2007 Geology, Miscellaneous, Palomar, Safety and Security Appendix K K-934 
IND67  Sandra Davis 12/19/2007 12/19/2007 Alternatives, Cumulative Impacts, Geology, 

Miscellaneous, Purpose and Need, Safety and Security, 
Transportation, Vegetation, Miscellaneous 

Appendix K K-937 

IND68  R. Duncan MacKenzie 12/20/2007 12/20/2007 Noise Appendix K K-939 
IND69  R. Duncan MacKenzie 12/20/2007 12/20/2007 Safety and Security Appendix K K-942 
IND70  R. Duncan MacKenzie 12/20/2007 12/20/2007 Safety and Security Appendix K K-945 
IND71  Cheryl Johnson 12/20/2007 12/20/2007 Safety and Security Appendix K K-947 
IND72  William Castle, Marjorie 

Castle, and Beverly Beal 
12/20/2007 12/21/2007 Alternatives, Geology, Land Use, Pipeline Construction 

Techniques, Miscellaneous, Purpose and Need, Safety 
and Security, Socioeconomics, Transportation, Water 
Resources, Wetlands 

Appendix K K-950 

IND73  Jerry Havens 12/20/2007 12/21/2007 Safety and Security Appendix K K-964 
IND74  Robert Stang Undated 12/21/2007 Alternatives, Aquatic Resources, Miscellaneous, 

Purpose and Need, Safety and Security, Water 
Resources 

Appendix K K-968 

IND75  Erin Moore Undated 12/21/2007 Alternatives, Geology, Mitigation, Palomar, Safety and 
Security, Socioeconomics 

Appendix K K-970 

IND76  R. Duncan MacKenzie 12/21/2007 12/21/2007 Miscellaneous Appendix K K-972 
IND77  R. Duncan MacKenzie 12/21/2007 12/21/2007 Air Quality Appendix K K-974 
IND78  R. Duncan MacKenzie 12/21/2007 12/21/2007 Aquatic Wildlife Appendix K K-977 
IND79  Warren G. Leback 12/12/2007 12/18/2007 Miscellaneous Appendix K K-980 
IND80  Paul Sansone and Susan 

Vosburg 
12/19/2007 12/21/2007 Miscellaneous, Palomar  Appendix K K-982 

IND81  Sandra Davis 12/25/2007 12/25/2007 Safety and Security Appendix K K-987 
IND82  John Vlastelicia 12/24/2007 12/24/2007 Aquatic Wildlife, Dredging, Geology, Miscellaneous, 

Soils and Sediments, T and E Species 
Appendix K K-988 

IND83  Carolyn Eady 12/24/2007 12/24/2007 Palomar, Purpose and Need, Safety and Security Appendix K K-996 
IND84  Carol Carver 12/20/2007 12/21/2007 Geology, Miscellaneous, Safety and Security, 

Socioeconomics, Water Resources 
Appendix K K-999 

IND85  Charles and Cynthia 
Straughan 

12/22/2007 12/24/2007 Air Quality, Aquatic Wildlife, Dredging, Miscellaneous, 
Palomar, Purpose and Need, Safety and Security, 
Socioeconomics, Vegetation 

Appendix K K-1001 

IND86  Mike and Jane Rees 12/23/2007 12/26/2007 Air Quality, Alternatives, Geology, Miscellaneous, Noise, 
Purpose and Need, Water Resources 

Appendix K K-1013 

IND87  Jon Graves Undated 12/24/2007 Aquatic Wildlife, Wetlands Appendix K K-1019 
IND88  Roger Rocka Undated 12/26/2007 Geology, Project Description, Safety and Security Appendix K K-1020 
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Written Correspondence Received During the Draft EIS Comment Period 
Comment 
Letter Agency/Name Date of Letter Date Filed Topics Response Status Page 
IND89  Tammy Dowling 12/24/2007 12/26/2007 Aquatic Wildlife, Geology, Safety and Security, 

Socioeconomics 
Appendix K K-1021 

IND90  Carl Dominey 12/21/2007 12/27/2007 Miscellaneous Appendix K K-1022 
IND91  George Exum 12/17/2007 12/26/2007 Water Resources Appendix K K-1023 
IND92  George Exum 12/17/2007 12/26/2007 Safety and Security Appendix K K-1026 
IND93  George Exum 12/17/2007 12/26/2007 Dredging, Geology, Miscellaneous, Mitigation, Palomar,  

Safety and Security, Socioeconomics, Water Resources 
Appendix K K-1028 

IND94  Carol A. Kriesel Undated 12/12/2007 Land Use, Miscellaneous, Safety and Security Appendix K K-1032 
IND95  George Exum 12/25/2007 12/26/2007 Miscellaneous, Safety and Security Appendix K K-1034 
IND96  Robert and Lisa Sudar Undated 12/26/2007 Miscellaneous, Socioeconomics, Transportation, Water 

Resources, Vegetation 
Appendix K K-1036 

IND97 Robert Pyle 12/26/2007 12/27/2007 Aquatic Wildlife, Land Use, Mitigation, Terrestrial Wildlife Appendix K K-1038 
IND98 Jessie Jones 12/12/2007 12/19/2007 T and E Species, Terrestrial Wildlife Appendix K K-1040 
IND99 Deborah Jaques 11/28/2007 12/27/2007 Terrestrial Wildlife Appendix K K-1041 
IND100 Troy Laws 12/22/2007 12/28/2007 Aquatic Wildlife, Safety and Security, Socioeconomics, 

Water Resources 
Appendix K K-1043 

IND101 Barbara Pereira 12/24/2007 1/10/2008 Alternatives, Purpose and Need, Safety and Security Appendix K K-1047 
IND102 Ted Messing 11/14/2007 11/14/2007 Miscellaneous Appendix K K-1048 
IND103 Lori Durheim 12/27/2007 12/17/2007 Miscellaneous, Safety and Security Appendix K K-1050 
IND104 Gene Malizia 12/25/2007 1/3/2008 Alternatives, Geology, Miscellaneous Appendix K K-1051 
IND105 Individual Undated 12/26/2007 Miscellaneous, Purpose and Need Appendix K K-1052 
IND106 Vance Fraser 12/18/2007 12/27/2007 Air Quality, Alternatives, Aquatic Wildlife, Cultural 

Resources, Cumulative Impacts, Dredging, Geology, 
Land Use, Miscellaneous, Mitigation, Purpose and 
Need, Safety and Security, Socioeconomics, Soils and 
Sediments, T and E Species, Vegetation, Water 
Resources, Wetlands 

Appendix K K-1053 

IND107 Frans Eykel 12/17/2007 12/26/2007 Alternatives, Aquatic Wildlife, Geology, Mitigation, 
Safety and Security, Socioeconomics, Water Resources 

Appendix K K-1078 

IND108 Steven and Erika Miller 12/20/2007 12/27/2007 Alternatives, Miscellaneous, Safety and Security, 
Socioeconomics 

Appendix K K-1081 

IND109 Lee and Judy Talbot 9/18/2007 12/27/2007 Miscellaneous, Safety and Security Appendix K K-1083 
IND110 Chris Michel and Linda 

Kaiser 
12/17/2007 12/27/2007 Alternatives, Geology, Miscellaneous, Purpose and 

Need, Safety and Security, Socioeconomics, Water 
Resources 

Appendix K K-1084 

IND111 Carl and Jean Dominey 12/21/2007 12/27/2007 Alternatives, Geology, Miscellaneous, Safety and 
Security, Socioeconomics 

Appendix K K-1085 
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Comment 
Letter Agency/Name Date of Letter Date Filed Topics Response Status Page 
IND112 Robert L. Kiser 12/1/2007 1/3/2008 Alternatives, Aquatic Resources, Geology, Land Use, 

Miscellaneous, Mitigation, Pipeline Construction 
Techniques, Purpose and Need, Safety and Security, 
Socioeconomics, T and E Species, Vegetation, Water 
Resources 

Appendix K K-1086 

IND113 Steven R. Miller 12/19/2007 12/27/2007 Alternatives, Miscellaneous, Safety and Security, 
Socioeconomics 

Appendix K K-1096 

IND114 Leslie Hildula 12/19/2007 12/27/2007 Miscellaneous Appendix K K-1098 
IND115 Bennett and Patricia Garner 12/23/2007 1/2/2008 Alternatives, Aquatic Wildlife, Geology, Mitigation, 

Safety and Security, Socioeconomics 
Appendix K K-1100 

IND116 Kristin Lee 12/23/2007 1/2/2008 Aquatic Wildlife, Geology, Palomar, Safety and Security, 
Socioeconomics, Water Resources 

Appendix K K-1104 

IND117 Dan McShane Undated 12/28/2007 Alternatives, Geology, Soils and Sediments, Terrestrial 
Wildlife, Vegetation 

Appendix K K-1107 

IND118 Harriet Cavalli Undated 12/26/2007 Miscellaneous Appendix K K-1110 
 Frans Eykel to the Army 

Corps of Engineers 
10/2602007 11/6/2007 Not Applicable Not a comment on draft 

EIS.  No response 
necessary. 

NA 

 Marjorie Castle to the 
Clatsop County Board of 
Commissioners 

11/19/2007 11/20/2007 Not Applicable Not a comment on draft 
EIS.  No response 
necessary. 

NA 

 William and Marjorie Castle 
to the Army Corps of 
Engineers 

11/20/2007 11/20/2007 Not Applicable Not a comment on draft 
EIS.  No response 
necessary. 

NA 

 Testimony of Gloria G. 
MacKenzie 

11/7/2007 11/14/2007 Not Applicable Not a comment on draft 
EIS.  No response 
necessary. 

NA 

 Gloria G. MacKenzie to 
Clatsop County Board of 
Commissioners 

10/22/2007 11/14/2007 Not Applicable Not a comment on draft 
EIS.  No response 
necessary. 

NA 

 James N. Mitchell to the 
Army Corps of Engineers 

11/3/2007 11/13/2007 Not Applicable Not a comment on draft 
EIS.  No response 
necessary. 

NA 

 Paul Sansone to 
Representative David Wu 

12/5/2007 12/23/2007 Not Applicable Not a comment on draft 
EIS.  No response 
necessary. 

NA 

 Allen Neuringer to Oregon 
Public Utility Commission 

12/11/07 12/19/07 Not Applicable Not a comment on draft 
EIS.  No response 
necessary. 

NA 

APPLICANT      
A1  NorthernStar 9/4/2007 9/4/2007 Safety and Security Appendix K K-1116 
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Comment 
Letter Agency/Name Date of Letter Date Filed Topics Response Status Page 
A2  NorthernStar (letters of 

support) 
9/4/2007 9/4/2007 Miscellaneous, Project Description, Purpose and Need, 

Socioeconomics 
Appendix K K-1130 

A3  NorthernStar (letters of 
support) 

9/19/2007 9/19/2007 Alternatives, Miscellaneous, Mitigation, Water 
Resources 

Appendix K K-1135 

A4  NorthernStar 10/15/2007 10/15/2007 Water Resources Appendix K K-1142 
A5  NorthernStar 10/15/2007 10/15/2007 Safety and Security, Transportation Appendix K K-1143 
A6  NorthernStar 12/21/2007 12/28/2007 Mitigation, Noise, Pipeline Construction Techniques, 

Water Resources, Wetlands 
Appendix K K-1148 

A7  NorthernStar 12/21/2007 12/28/2007 Dredging, Miscellaneous, Wetlands Appendix K K-1152 
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Written Correspondence Received After the Draft EIS Comment Period 
Comment 
Letter Agency/Name Date of Letter Date Filed Topics Response Status Page 
FEDERAL AGENCIES      
 National Oceanic and 

Atmospheric Administration- 
National Marine Fisheries 
Service 

12/17/2007 1/18/2008 Letter to the Army Corps of Engineers Not comment on draft EIS.  No 
response necessary. 

NA 

 National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration- 
National Marine Fisheries 
Service 

2/1/2008 2/5/2008 Additional information to the Army Corps 
of Engineers 

Not comment on draft EIS.  No 
response necessary. 

NA 

 United States Senator Gordon 
Smith 

2/8/2008 2/15/2008 Socioeconomics- eminent domain, 
purpose and need 

Not comment on draft EIS.  No 
response necessary. 

NA 

 Army Corps of Engineers 1/14/2008 2/22/2008 Data request to NorthernStar for JPA and 
Section 404 permit application 

Not comment on draft EIS.  No 
response necessary. 

NA 

 United States Representatives 
Peter A. DeFazio, David Wu, 
Darlene Hooley, and Earl 
Blumenauer 

3/7/2008 3/24/2008 General support of Governor Theodore 
R. Kulongoski’s letter, encouragement of 
collaboration with Oregon State Agencies 

Not comment on draft EIS.  No 
response necessary. 

NA 

 United States Representative 
David Wu 

4/8/2008 4/11/2008 Request to FERC for additional public 
hearings in Clatsop County 

Not comment on draft EIS.  No 
response necessary. 

NA 

STATE AGENCIES      
 State of Oregon Ocean and 

Coastal Management Program 
1/7/2008 1/18/2008 Project review period Not comment on draft EIS.  No 

response necessary. 
NA 

 Oregon Governor Theodore R. 
Kulongoski  

2/14/2008 2/15/2008 Purpose and need Not comment on draft EIS.  No 
response necessary. 

NA 

 State of Oregon Department of 
Environmental Quality 

1/25/2008 1/31/2008 Addition to “Interested Parties” mailing 
list 

Not comment on draft EIS.  No 
response necessary. 

NA 

 Office of Congressman David 
Wu- Steve Marx 

3/5/2008 3/5/2008 Request for response to Clatsop County 
Board of Commissioners letter 

Not comment on draft EIS.  No 
response necessary. 

NA 

 Oregon Department of Land 
Conservation and 
Development 

4/9/2008 4/11/2008 Stay Agreement between NorthernStar 
and the Oregon Department of Land 
Conservation and Development 

Not comment on draft EIS.  No 
response necessary. 

NA 

SA7 State of Oregon, Governor 
Theodore R. Kulongoski 

5/9/2008 5/12/2008 Reissuance of draft EIS, Aquatic Wildlife,  
Socioeconomics, Air Quality, Dredging 

Appendix K K-521 

LOCAL AGENCIES      
LA12 Clatsop County 2/22/2008 2/26/2008 EIS Process, State Permits/Approvals Appendix K K-613 
 Board of Wahkiakum County 

Commissioners letter to 
NorthernStar 

4/8/2008 4/10/2008 Request for information from 
NorthernStar 

Not comment on draft EIS.  No 
response necessary. 

NA 
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TABLE K-2 
 

Written Correspondence Received After the Draft EIS Comment Period 
Comment 
Letter Agency/Name Date of Letter Date Filed Topics Response Status Page 
 Board of Wahkiakum County 

Commissioners 
4/22/2008 4/24/2008 Wahkiakum County requests that FERC 

allow NorthernStar to correct Attachment 
A: Emergency Response Plan and 
Attachment F: Marine Matters 

Not comment on draft EIS.  No 
response necessary. 

NA 

COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS      
CO15 Columbia Riverkeeper 4/24/2008 4/25/2008 Various topics Appendix K K-763 
INDIVIDUALS      
IND119 Jeff Blackwood 2/17/2008 2/26/2008 Aquatic Resources Appendix K K-1111 
 Gene Malizia 2/26/2008 3/3/2008 Response to NorthernStar’s filed request 

that FERC ignore Governor Theodore R. 
Kulongoski’s request 

Not comment on draft EIS.  No 
response necessary. 

NA 

IND120 Houman Sabahi, MD Undated 3/16/2008 Safety Appendix K K-1112 
 Miles and Linda C. Martin 2/26/2008 3/10/2008 Response to NorthernStar’s filed request 

that FERC ignore Governor Theodore R. 
Kulongoski’s request, request to create 
one EIS for all projects 

Not comment on draft EIS.  No 
response necessary. 

NA 

IND121 Harriet Cavalli Undated 3/11/2008 Project Description Appendix K K-1113 
IND122 Tom and Marian Sawtell Undated 4/22/2008 Safety, Land Use, Purpose and Need Appendix K K-1115 
 Frans G. Eykel 4/13/2008 4/24/2008 ERP, Safety, Transportation Not comment on draft EIS.  No 

response necessary. 
NA 

APPLICANT      
 NorthernStar 2/21/2008 2/21/2008 Land Use-Clatsop County Not comment on draft EIS.  No 

response necessary. 
NA 

 NorthernStar 2/28/2008 2/28/2008 Clatsop County Not comment on draft EIS.  No 
response necessary. 

NA 

 NorthernStar 2/20/2008 2/20/2008 Response to Governor Theodore R. 
Kulongoski 

Not comment on draft EIS.  No 
response necessary. 

NA 

 NorthernStar 2/19/2008 2/19/2008 Well plan Not comment on draft EIS.  No 
response necessary. 

NA 

 NorthernStar 2/19/2008 2/19/2008 Decommissioning Plan to Clatsop County Not comment on draft EIS.  No 
response necessary. 

NA 

 NorthernStar 2/20/2008 2/21/2008 Submission of the Port of Vancouver 
funded final report: Spatial Analysis of 
the Beach Susceptibility for Stranding of 
Juvenile Salmonids by Ship Wakes, 
prepared by Entrix 

Not comment on draft EIS.  No 
response necessary. 

NA 
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TABLE K-2 
 

Written Correspondence Received After the Draft EIS Comment Period 
Comment 
Letter Agency/Name Date of Letter Date Filed Topics Response Status Page 
 NorthernStar 3/4/2008 3/4/2008 New project information Not comment on draft EIS.  No 

response necessary. 
NA 

 NorthernStar 3/10/2008 3/13/2008 New project information Not comment on draft EIS.  No 
response necessary. 

NA 

 NorthernStar 2/13/2008 2/22/2008 Response to the 1/14/2008 letter from 
the Army Corps of Engineers 

Not comment on draft EIS.  No 
response necessary. 

NA 

 NorthernStar 3/14/2008 3/24/2008 Conference call memo, e-mail from the 
Nez Pierce Tribe 

Not comment on draft EIS.  No 
response necessary. 

NA 

A8 NorthernStar 4/8/2008 4/8/2008 Response to FERC’s recommended 
“Mitigation Measure 24” 

Appendix K K-1155 

 NorthernStar 4/8/2008 4/8/2008 Schedule for submissions to the FERC Not comment on draft EIS.  No 
response necessary. 

NA 

A9 NorthernStar 4/23/2008 4/23/2008 Supplemental comments on the DEIS Appendix K K-1167 
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PM1-1 On March 24, 2008, NorthernStar filed a draft ERP with the FERC for 
review.  As discussed in section 4.11.6, the ERP would need to be reviewed 
and approved by the FERC before any final approval to begin construction.  
NorthernStar would need to revise the draft ERP in response to the FERC’s 
review, and after consultations with the Coast Guard; state, county, and 
local emergency planning groups; fire departments; state and local law 
enforcement; and other appropriate federal agencies.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM1-2 The EIS is not a decision document.  It is an advisory document disclosing 
potential environmental impacts of the proposed project.  The FERC’s 
environmental staff makes recommendations in the EIS using the phrasing 
“should.”  If the Commission adopts the EIS, in an Order authorizing the 
project, it may include the environmental conditions listed in Section 5 as 
requirements, using the term “shall.” 

PM1-3 Thermal exclusion zones for the onshore LNG tanks are calculated based 
on 49 CFR 193 and NFPA59A, 2001 edition.  These regulations do not 
apply to LNG vessels and the methodologies could not be appropriately 
applied to an LNG vessel.  Section 4.11.5.3 describes the methodologies 
and studies that the FERC uses to assess LNG spills from LNG vessels. 

PM1-1 

PM1-2 

PM1-3 
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PM1-4 As described in section 4.3.2.3, the Stormwater Management Plan was filed 
with the FERC as part of the JPA on November 22, 2006.  Revisions to the 
JPA were filed on April 5, 2007.  This document is available for viewing by 
the public on the FERC’s internet web page at www.ferc.gov, through the 
eLibrary link, selecting “General Search,” entering the docket number minus 
the last three digits (i.e., CP06-365), and putting in the proper date range.  
NorthernStar’s Stormwater Management Plan is designed using rainfall 
amounts calculated at the Astoria Airport by the Western Regional Climate 
Center for 2006. 
 

PM1-5 The referenced report by George Tolley and RCF Economic and Financial 
Consulting studied a proposed natural-gas-fired power plant in Libertyville, 
Illinois  The studies discussed in sections 4.8.2.3 and 4.8.3.3 in our EIS are 
analyses of the potential impacts of LNG terminals and pipeline projects on 
property values. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM1-6 As discussed in section 4.1.3.3, the soils at the site, including the fill soils, 
would be treated using vibroflotation to minimize the potential for 
liquefaction and associated subsidence.  NorthernStar would be required to 
comply with the seismic design requirements of NFPA 59 (2001) and the 
additional measures described in the FERC’s Seismic Design Guidelines.  
Also see our response to comment SA1-4. 

PM1-4 

PM1-6 

PM1-5 
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PM1-7 As discussed in section 4.11.3, the “five foot impoundment dike” referenced 
in the comments is a tertiary earthen berm surrounding the facility.  As 
shown in table 4.11.4-1, because the proposed storage tanks are full 
containment tanks, the “dike” for each tank would be its outer concrete wall, 
which would contain any spills from each storage tank.  Any process related 
spills would be directed to and contained by the process area sump or tank 
area sump, not the tertiary earthen berm.  Therefore, the applicable 
impoundment system that would fall under 49 CFR 193.2155 would be the 
outer concrete wall on the full containment tank.  As referenced in section 
4.11.4, section 4.8.2.7 of the final EIS has been updated to include a 
discussion on the adjacent railroad tracks. 

PM1-6 

cont’d 

PM1-7 
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PM1-8 The purpose and need discussion in section 1.1 has been expanded and 
includes a variety of sources.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM1-9 Our discussion on local land use plans is included in section 4.7.2.2.  On 
March 20, 2008, the Clatsop County Board of Commissioners made a final 
ruling accepting the land use changes proposed by NorthernStar for its 
Land Use Compatibility Statement process. 

PM1-8 

PM1-9 
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PM1-10 Section 3.1.8 describes the factors that were considered when developing 
the route for the Bradwood Landing sendout pipeline.  NorthernStar chose 
the route for its sendout pipeline, and the FERC staff reviewed it.  
NorthernStar’s route in Cowlitz County attempted to follow the existing right-
of-way for the KB Pipeline to the greatest extent possible.  Regarding 
capacity of the Williams Northwest pipeline for the proposed new supplies, 
just because a pipeline is fully subscribed, that does not mean that pipeline 
capacity is never available for new entrants. It should be noted that for the 
last few years, LNG import terminals in the United States have been 
operating at about 50 percent capacity.  Further, a significant amount of the 
volumes being imported are in the summer months when spare pipeline 
capacity is widely available.  Even in the winter months, and the shoulder 
seasons, capacity can be made available on "fully subscribed" pipelines 
through various Commission programs such as reverse open seasons, 
capacity turnbacks, capacity releases, and interruptible capacity.  By 
encouraging the use of these programs, the Commission ensures that to the 
greatest extent possible, fully subscribed pipelines are fully utilized.  In 
addition, the FERC has recently proposed new rules which would further aid 
in efficient use of available capacity by allowing asset managers to "tie" 
capacity released on a pipeline with gas supplies.  As discussed in section 
3.1.2.2, the proposed Palomar pipeline would not be a substitute for the 
proposed Bradwood Landing sendout pipeline; but can be viewed as a 
newly proposed system that would provide an alternative path for gas 
supplies to reach markets.  See also our response to PM1-24. 

PM1-11 The number of construction workers presented in the draft EIS is an 
estimate and the specific number from Wahkiakum and Cowlitz Counties 
could be more.   

PM1-12 We have provided additional text to section 3.1.1.3 regarding renewable 
fuels and our evaluation of them as alternatives to the proposed project.   

PM1-13 The ERP is developed under consultation with appropriate federal, state, 
and local agencies.  NorthernStar would be required to submit the ERP for 
review and written approval by the FERC before any final approval to begin 
construction.  If the needed resources are not available and properly 
funded, operation of the project would not be approved.  The draft ERP was 
filed on March 24, 2008.  It can be viewed by the public through the FERC 
Internet webpage at www.ferc.gov.  Go Dockets & Filings, click on eLibrary, 
put in the proper docket (CP06-365) and date, and look up Submittal 
20080325-5040.  Maps of the pipeline route are contained in Appendix B of 
the EIS.  In addition, on October 30, 2007, the FERC streamlined its policy 
for critical energy infrastructure information (CEII) so that property owners 
on the pipeline route can obtain detailed alignment sheets with CEII for the 
portion of the project that would affect their land and the adjacent parcels on 
each side, without going through the CEII process.  

PM1-10 

PM1-11 

PM1-12 

PM1-13 
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PM1-14 The LNG carriers would not affect ports along the Columbia River.  As 
indicated in section 4.8.1.7, LNG marine traffic in the waterway would not 
significantly impact other commercial ship traffic. 
 
 
 
 

PM1-15A NorthernStar would make every effort to negotiate in good faith with 
affected landowners, but if an easement cannot be negotiated with a 
landowner and the project has been certificated by the FERC, 
NorthernStar may use the right of eminent domain in accordance with 
section 7(h) of the NGA.  This law was passed by the U.S. Congress.  The 
use of eminent domain as it relates to this project is discussed in section 
4.7.3.1.  

PM1-15B As discussed in section 4.11.6, in accordance with EPAct 2005, 
NorthernStar’s ERP is required to include a Cost-Sharing Plan identifying 
mechanisms for funding all project/specific security/emergency 
management costs that would be imposed on state and local agencies.  In 
addition to the funding of direct transit-related security/emergency 
management costs, this comprehensive plan would include funding 
mechanisms for the capital costs associated with any necessary 
security/emergency management equipment and personnel base.  The 
FERC staff is currently reviewing the draft ERP, and NorthernStar would  
not be able to start construction until after we find it acceptable. . 

PM1-13 

cont’d 

PM1-14 

PM1-15A 

PM1-15B 
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PM1-16 We have taken your comments into consideration, and modified section 

3.1.1.3 of our final EIS to include data from the Northwest Power and 
Conservation Council’s (2007) “Biennial Monitoring Report on the Fifth 
Power Plan.” 

PM1-16 
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cont’d 
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PM1-17 The FERC works to strike a reasonable balance between the need to 
protect sensitive, private, and security-related information, with the need for 
public review and input, and responds to requests accordingly.  MP 
locations along the pipeline are not a secret, and are provided on the maps 
in Appendix B.  We ask landowners with specific environmental comments 
about potential project impacts to identify their parcel by MP so that we can 
address their concerns.  Nor are the names of the landowners along the 
pipeline route a secret.  NorthernStar filed a landowner list with the FERC to 
comply with our regulations at 18 CFR 157.69(d)(5).  We provide a list of 
landowners in Appendix A; but without their addresses. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM1-18 The FERC’s requirements for filing CEII and privileged information can be 
found at 18 CFR 388,12. 

PM1-17 

PM1-18 
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PM1-19 See our response to comment PM1-18. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM1-20 The purpose of this EIS is to analyze the environmental impacts of the 
proposed project, not to promote energy development in other regions. 

PM1-19 

PM1-20 
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PM1-21 As briefly explained in section 1.1, NorthernStar believes that it can import 
LNG to provide a new supply of natural gas for the Pacific Northwest, to 
compete with domestic supplies.  This section also discusses Canadian and 
Rocky Mountain production of natural gas.  Newly proposed pipelines to 
bring additional supplies of Canadian and Rocky Mountain gas to Oregon 
are discussed in section 3.1.2.2.   

 
 
 
 
 
 

PM1-22 Natural gas from foreign produced LNG has to be made compatible with 
existing pipelines in the United States, and should not dry out seals.  The 
Commission issued its Policy Statement on Provisions Governing Gas 
Quality and Interchangeability in Interstate Natural Gas Company Tariffs 
(Policy Statement, PL04-3-000) in 2006. Consistent with the Policy 
Statement, NorthernStar must ensure that the regasified LNG it delivers to 
interconnecting pipelines meets the gas quality and interchangeability 
standards of the interconnecting pipelines’ tariffs. 

PM1-23 As discussed in section 1.1, NorthernStar’s target markets are in the Pacific 
Northwest, not California.  A study by Wood Mackenzie Limited indicated 
that at a sendout rate of 1 Bcfd about 50 percent of the natural gas from 
Bradwood Landing would go to Oregon customers, 30 percent to 
Washington, and less than 20 percent to Idaho.   

PM1-20 

cont’d 

PM1-21 

PM1-22 

PM1-23 
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PM1-24 As described in section 3.1.2.2 and based on information provided by 
Palomar during the FERC’s Pre-filing review process, the main purpose of 
the Palomar pipeline is to bring Canadian and Rocky Mountain gas to the 
Portland, Oregon metropolitan area and the Willamette Valley, and compete 
with the Williams Northwest system, which currently is the only interstate 
pipeline having direct interconnections with Northwest Natural, the LDC for 
northwestern Oregon and southwestern Washington.  In addition, a 
segment of the Palomar pipeline would interconnect with the proposed 
Bradwood Landing LNG terminal near Wauna, Oregon, and provide a 
second sendout pipeline that could bring new supplies of natural gas from 
imported LNG to the Portland metropolitan area and to the GTN mainline.  
The proposed Palomar pipeline would not be a replacement for the 
proposed Bradwood Landing sendout pipeline; but can be viewed as a 
newly proposed system alternative.  As explained in our final EIS, the 
Palomar pipeline is considered to be a separate, independent project.  The 
Bradwood Landing Project and Palomar are not inter-dependent.  Even if 
Palomar is not authorized or constructed, the Bradwood Landing Project 
could still go forward.  The Bradwood Landing Project has its own sendout 
pipeline that would connect its proposed LNG import terminal with the 
existing Williams Northwest interstate natural gas system near Kelso, 
Washington.  The Palomar pipeline would merely offer NorthernStar another 
option to market its gas.  Palomar is currently being reviewed under the 
FERC’s Pre-filing process (in Docket No. PF07-13), and we intend to do a 
separate, free-standing, independent EIS for the Palomar Project, to 
analyze its potential environmental impacts.  We have included some 
preliminary information about the potential environmental impacts of the 
Palomar pipeline, combined with the Bradwood Landing Project, under 
Cumulative Impacts in section 4.12 of this EIS. 

PM1-24 

PM1-23 

cont’d 
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PM1-25 The EIS is not intended to provide a comprehensive view of how to provide 
a new supply of natural gas or a reliable source of energy to the Pacific 
Northwest.  For a discussion of the purpose of the EIS, see section 1.2.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM1-26 We do not think there are any key omissions in the EIS.  We believe this 
document is adequate to comply with the NEPA.  The final EIS addresses 
comments on the draft EIS in Appendix K.  Maps of the pipeline route are 
provided in Appendix B. 

PM1-25 

PM1-26 
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PM1-27 The original JPA submitted to the COE included three LNG storage tanks in 
the proposed action; however, that permit application was subsequently 
revised to include only two tanks.  All current permit applications that we are 
aware of list two LNG storage tanks in the project description. 
 
 
 

PM1-28 The WSA was evaluated by the Coast Guard as part of their process of 
preparing the WSR.  That process does not include a public review and 
comment component; however, the WSR was provided in the draft EIS for 
review and comment.  See also our response to comment PM1-13 and 
PM1-1 on the ERP. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM1-29 The screen system for the ballast water intake was originally classified as 
“CEII” but was subsequently reclassified as “confidential.”  Engineering 
views of the pump station have been submitted to the FERC and other 
appropriate agencies for review; however, these design drawings are 
considered proprietary information and are not available to the public. 

PM1-26 

cont’d 

PM1-27 

PM1-28 

PM1-29 
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PM1-30 As described in section 4.1.4.3, within the first 2 miles of the sendout 
pipeline (between MPs 0.1 and 1.3), the pipeline is proposed to be installed 
using the HDD construction method specifically to mitigate impacts 
associated with potentially unstable slopes.  The HDD borehole would be 
designed based on additional geotechnical studies that would be completed 
prior to pipeline construction to ensure pipeline integrity. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM1-31 As described in section 4.5.2.1, NorthernStar would offer incentive-based 
contractual agreements for vessels to accommodate the screened water 
supply system at the wharf. The screened water intake design was modified 
based on comments from the NMFS and the revised screen designs have 
been approved by the NMFS.  Post installation flow mapping would be 
conducted to assess performance of the system prior to operation. 

As discussed further in section 4.5.2.1, NorthernStar has indicated it may 
not be feasible to require that all LNG carriers be retrofitted to utilize the 
screened water supply system.  Sections 4.3.2.3 and 4.5.2.1 of the EIS 
have been revised to include a discussion of impacts on water quality and 
aquatic resources that could occur if LNG carriers do not use NorthernStar’s 
proposed filtered water supply system.  We conclude that impacts on 
sensitive aquatic resources would not be adequately mitigated without a 
screening mechanism.  Therefore, we are recommending that NorthernStar 
develop a plan to deliver screened water to LNG carriers at the terminal.  In 
addition, we are recommending that NorthernStar develop performance 
standards for water quality impacts associated with LNG carrier discharges 
of cooling water at the wharf.  We will conduct additional detailed analyses 
of the screened water supply system and the performance standards in our 
revised BA and EFH Assessment.  The FWS and NMFS will prepare their 
BOs, determining whether or not the federal actions associated with this 
project would likely jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species, 
or result in the destruction or adverse modification of designated critical 
habitat.  The FERC would not allow construction to proceed until after we 
have concluded formal consultation with the NMFS and FWS. 

PM1-29 

cont’d 

PM1-30 

PM1-31 
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PM1-32 The comments of the Association of Lower Columbia River Flood Control 
regarding denying access to installing the proposed pipeline by boring 
beneath its levee easements are acknowledged.  We understand that 
NorthernStar is working with the local flood control districts and the COE to 
address this issue.  NorthernStar would be required to adhere to conditions 
imposed by the local levee districts’ construction easements and its COE 
permit regarding the crossings of levees. 

PM1-32 



 

K
-37 

Public Meetings 1 

 
 
 
 
 

PM1-33 NorthernStar would cross small perennial and intermediate waterbodies in 
accordance with the FERC staff’s Procedures and the proposed alternative 
measures described in section 4.4.1.3 as well as applicable permits.  In 
addition, NorthernStar would participate in all One-Call systems and would 
locate and flag all underground utilities (i.e., cables, conduits, and pipelines) 
during surveying and staking activities to prevent accidental damage to 
these utilities during construction. 

PM1-32 

cont’d 
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PM1-34 Comment noted. PM1-34 
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PM1-35 Comment noted.   
PM1-35 
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PM1-36 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM1-37 Comment noted. 

PM1-35 

cont’d 
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PM1-38 The pipeline route is shown in Appendix B.  The pipeline would cross the 
Columbia River west of Germany Creek.   

PM1-38 
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PM1-39 The pipeline route is shown in Appendix B. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM1-40 As described in section 4.3.1.4, NorthernStar has prepared a preliminary 
well protection plan that addresses monitoring and mitigation for potential 
impacts on wells during pipeline construction, including HDD activities.  The 
plan was filed with the FERC on February 19, 2008 is available for viewing 
on the FERC’s internet web page at www.ferc.gov, through the eLibrary link.  
The plan states that NorthernStar would investigate the regional hydrology 
and local boring logs, gather information from well owners, locate the wells 
in the field and on maps, and evaluate geology, water levels, and depths 
drilled using cross sections of the HDD profile.  Such an evaluation would 
identify any wells that are completed in a regionally shallow aquifer and 
assess the relative risk of impact and potential need for mitigation. 

PM1-40 

PM1-39 
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PM1-41 The HDD boreholes would be conducted by professional drilling contractors 
based on information obtained from geotechnical studies.  The HDD would 
avoid, wherever possible, unstable areas that could generate a landslide.  

PM1-40 

cont’d 
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PM1-42 Nitrogen injection equipment is not currently planned for the project.  If it is 
added at a later time, an additional acoustical evaluation for this added 
equipment would be completed.  As indicated by Table 4.10.2-4, the 
sendout pumps are referred to as the LNG Booster Pumps.   
 
 
 
 
 

PM1-43 The noise values listed are from a single unit at the listed reference 
distance.  The noise measurement at a distance of 1 meter would 
incorporate the noise associated with the motor and any other ancillary 
equipment.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM1-44 The overall sound power level is from the combined equipment package.   
The modeling that was completed for the project included the simultaneous 
operation of all pieces of equipment, although in practice all equipment may 
not be operating at the same time.    

PM1-42 

PM1-43 

PM1-44 
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PM1-45 If the plant is expanded and additional equipment is added, the noise 
associated with the additional equipment would be logarithmically added to 
the background noise.  In general, doubling the sound power level by 
adding additional equipment adds 3 dB to the overall noise.  In practice, the 
addition of equipment typically would not double the overall sound power 
level which would result in a noise increase that would be less than 3 dB.  
The threshold for perception for noise change is 3 dB.  The SCVs would be 
enclosed which would reduce both high and low frequency noise for an 
overall estimated noise reduction of 10 dB. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM1-46 As provided in Resource Report 9, the water between the site and noise 
receptor N2 was modeled as a perfect sound reflector to provide no 
attenuation.  The rock cliff to the south, around the corner from the 
proposed LNG facility should not provide any reflective sound from the 
facility due to the facility location being shielded from the rock cliff.  In 
addition, the sloping hills behind the proposed LNG terminal are not vertical 
rock cliffs, are foliated and would tend to absorb noise, potentially reflect 
noise upward and not reflect the noise laterally east across the open water. 

PM1-44 

cont’d 
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PM1-47 The listed noise equipment reflects the predominant noise producing 
equipment sources, as documented at existing LNG faculties.  In section 
4.10.2.2, we recommend that NorthernStar make all reasonable efforts to 
ensure its predicted noise levels from the LNG terminal are not exceeded at 
the NSAs and file noise surveys with the Secretary no later than 60 days 
after placing the LNG terminal in service.  However, if the noise attributable 
to the operation of the LNG terminal exceeds 55 dBA Ldn at an NSA, 
NorthernStar should file a report on what changes are needed and install 
additional noise controls to meet the level within 1 year of the in-service 
dates.  NorthernStar should confirm compliance with these requirements by 
filing a second noise survey with the Secretary no later than 60 days after it 
installs the additional noise controls. 
 
 
 
 

PM1-48 The 5-mile river mile intervals labeled on the referenced maps do not 
indicate that the intervening river mile locations do not exist.  A location 
designation of river mile 54 is appropriate to show the specific crossing 
location of the proposed pipeline route. 

PM1-46 
cont’d 
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PM1-49 The pipeline route is clearly legible on the maps in Appendix B.  These are 
copies of standard 7.5-minute (1:24,000) scale topographic quadrangle 
maps produced by the USGS at different times.  For example the 
Cathlamet, Washington quadrangle map, including the location of the 
proposed Bradwood Landing LNG terminal, was dated as surveyed by the 
USGS in 1985. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM1-50 The maps of the pipeline route provided in Appendix B are at a standard 
(1:24,000) resolution that we believe is adequate to indicate the proposed 
route, but are not sufficient for detailed design purposes.  The filed aerial 
alignment sheets (at a scale of 1:6,000) identify the detailed proposed route.  
The socioeconomic impacts and benefits of this proposed project are 
discussed in section 4.8 of our EIS. 

PM1-48 

cont’d 
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PM1-51 The maximum number of annual LNG carrier trips associated with the 
Bradwood Landing Project would be 125 regardless of the LNG carrier 
capacity. 

PM1-50 

cont’d 
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PM1-52 Our discussion of potential impacts of LNG carriers in the waterway to the 
LNG terminal on other commercial and recreational ship traffic on the lower 
Columbia River is included in section 4.8.1.7.  We believe this project would 
not result in significant impacts on upriver ports. 

PM1-51 

cont’d 
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PM1-53 NorthernStar has no current plans to increase the capacity of its project.  As 

discussed in section 2.9, before any expansion of the proposed facilities, 
NorthernStar would be required to seek the appropriate authorization from 
the FERC.  The FERC would conduct a separate environmental analysis 
under NEPA before authorizing a proposed expansion of NorthernStar’s 
facilities.   

PM1-54 Should NorthernStar wish to receive larger LNG vessels in the future, in 
addition to determining that safety and security measures are adequate to 
accommodate the larger LNG vessels, supplemental review under NEPA 
and other applicable laws and regulations would be required by the Coast 
Guard.  Furthermore, the number of ships calling at the LNG terminal is tied 
to the offload capabilities at the terminal.  Any future increase in ships would 
necessitate additional storage capacity.  As discussed in section 2.9, before 
any future increase in storage capacity, NorthernStar would be required to 
seek appropriate authorization from the FERC.  The FERC would conduct a 
separate environmental analysis under the NEPA before authorizing a 
proposed expansion of NorthernStar’s facilities.   

PM1-55 Shoreline erosion is discussed in section 4.1.2.3. 

PM1-56 The FERC staff, our third-party environmental consultants, cooperating 
agencies, and other federal, state, and local reviewing agencies are 
responsible for fact checking and verifying the claims made by the 
applicants.  Clatsop County independently reviewed NorthernStar’s land 
use applications and the County Board of Commissioners accepted the 
proposed land use changes in a final ruling on March 20, 2008. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM1-57 We address the potential impacts associated with multiple LNG terminals 
located in close geographic proximity in the cumulative impacts section 
(4.12) of this EIS.  However, the FERC will review each proposed LNG 
terminal individually.  We discuss the number of jobs this project would 
generate in section 4.8 (socioeconomics). 

PM1-53 

PM1-54 

PM1-55 
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PM1-58 See our response to comment PM1-23. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM1-59 See our response to comment PM1-8. 

PM1-57 

cont’d 
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PM2-1 Comment noted.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM2-2 Comment noted. 

PM2-1 

PM2-2 
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PM2-3 No decision has yet been made about the proposed Bradwood Landing 
Project.  After we issue the EIS, the Commission will consider the 
environmental impacts of the project, together with non-environmental data 
compiled by staff, and make its decision in an Order which discloses 
whether or not the project should be authorized.   
 
 
 

PM2-4 As discussed in section 4.8.3.3, NorthernStar would compensate the 
landowner for use of the land.  The easement agreement between 
NorthernStar and the landowner would specify compensation for damage to 
property during construction, loss of use during construction, and loss of 
renewable and nonrenewable or other resources.  NorthernStar would seek 
to negotiate a mutually acceptable agreement.  However, a FERC 
Certificate conveys with it the right of eminent domain under section 7h of 
the NGA.  Therefore, if negotiations fail to produce an agreement, 
NorthernStar could initiate condemnation proceedings, and the value of the 
easement and the amounts for compensatory damages would be 
determined by the local district court.  Pipeline safety is addressed in 
section 4.11.9 of this EIS. 

PM2-2 

cont’d 
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PM2-5 Comment noted. PM2-5 
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PM2-6 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 

PM2-7 Updated sections 4.2 and 4.3 address impacts on soils and sediments, and 
water resources, respectively.  See also our response to comment PM1-32. 

PM2-6 

PM2-7 
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PM2-8 The final EIS has been updated in section 3.1.2.2 to indicate that on August 
30, 2007, the FERC accepted a request from Palomar, to initiate the Pre-
filing environmental review process for its proposed new pipeline project in 
Oregon, in Docket No. PF07-13-000.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM2-9 See our response to comments PM1-24 and CO4-1 regarding the purpose 
and route of the Palomar pipeline.   

PM2-8 

PM2-9 
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PM2-10 The proposed sendout pipeline for the Bradwood Landing Project would 
connect to the Williams Northwest pipeline.  The Palomar pipeline can be 
viewed as a system alternative (see our response to comment PM2-9).  
Regarding the Williams Northwest pipeline capacity, see our response to 
comment PM1-10. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM2-11 The final EIS has been corrected to indicate that the only connection with 
the Mist storage field would be indirectly through Northwest Natural’s local 
distribution system.  It is only the last segment of the proposed pipeline to 
Bradwood Landing that would not be built if the Bradwood Landing Project 
is not authorized.  

PM2-9 

cont’d 
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PM2-11 
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PM2-12 We consider the Palomar pipeline as a system alternative in the EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM2-13 Every LNG facility is unique in its design.  Section 3.1.6.2 describes 
NorthernStar’s efforts to reduce the footprint of the Bradwood Landing LNG 
terminal.   

PM2-11 

cont’d 

PM2-12 

PM2-13 
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PM2-14 The maps of the pipeline route provided in Appendix B are at a standard 
(1:24,000) resolution that we believe is adequate to indicate the proposed 
route, but are not sufficient for detailed design purposes.  The filed aerial 
alignment sheets (at a scale of 1:6,000) identify the detailed proposed route.  

PM2-13 

cont’d 
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PM2-15 Section 4.11.9 addresses pipeline safety. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM2-16 A discussion of regional pipeline incidents has been added to section 4.11.9 
of the EIS.     

PM2-15 

PM2-16 
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PM2-17 We have revised portions of the EIS to also discuss the river cruise vessels 
that travel between Portland and Astoria.  These river cruise vessels are 
distinguished from the large ocean-going cruise ships which dock at Pier 1 
and are specifically addressed by the WSR.   

PM2-16 

cont’d 
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PM2-17 

cont’d 
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PM2-18 We discuss potential impacts on the cruise ship industry in sections 4.8.1.7 
and 4.8.1.8.  We do not believe that the project would have any significant 
impacts on the cruise ship industry.  Therefore, the economic benefits of 
cruise ships docking at Astoria would not be affected or lessened.    
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM2-19 The Columbia River would not be closed to other users.  The safety/security 
zone would establish the Coast Guard’s authority in the area surrounding 
the LNG vessel to ensure safety during the transit.  With proper scheduling 
of cruise sailings relative to LNG ship transits, the LNG ship traffic would not 
impact the cruise ships.   

PM2-17 

cont’d 

PM2-18 

PM2-19 
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PM2-20 See our response to comment PM1-26. We believe the EIS is unbiased, 
produced by an independent staff, and presents all the facts necessary for 
an adequate environmental review, including alternatives (see Section 3).  
The draft EIS was not rushed into production.  NorthernStar entered the 
Pre-filing review process in March 2005, filed its applications in June 2006, 
and the FERC issued the draft EIS in August 2007. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM2-21 See our response to comment PM2-20. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM2-22 The discussion of the Trojan nuclear power plant has been revised in 
section 3.1.1.3 of our final EIS. 

PM2-20 

PM2-21 

PM2-22 
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PM2-23 A project proponent selects the location for its proposed facilities, and the 
FERC analyzes the environmental impacts of constructing and operating 
those facilities at that location.  Section 3.1.5.3 of our EIS presents the 
factors considered by NorthernStar in selecting the Bradwood Landing 
location for its proposed LNG terminal. We reviewed those factors and 
agreed that the proposed Bradwood Landing LNG terminal would be 
located on an available tract of land that was formerly the site of an 
industrial facility, situated in a mostly rural region that is not densely 
populated.  Dredging at the proposed Bradwood Landing terminal would be 
less than at the proposed Oregon LNG terminal in Warrenton, and the 
Bradwood Landing sendout pipeline would be shorter than the pipeline 
proposed for the Oregon LNG Project.  Kalama was not selected as the 
proposed project location because of the longer distance for LNG carrier 
transit, and other factors. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM2-24 Section 3.1.4 of this final EIS compares the proposed site of the Bradwood 
Landing LNG terminal onshore to an alternative location off the Oregon 
coast.  Studies (ABS) have shown that there are “rough seas” with large 
waves off the Oregon coast.  The waves produced by ship wakes on the 
Columbia River are not comparable in size to weather produced waves 
offshore.  Off the shore of Oregon, wave heights average between 5 and 10 
feet.  A recent study by the Port of Vancouver, Washington (Pearson et al., 
2008) found that waves from ship wakes in the lower Columbia River 
average between 0.3 foot to 2.3 feet in height, with a mean height of 0.8 
foot.  Impacts on the CWTD and mitigation are described in section 4.6.  

PM2-22 

cont’d 
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PM2-25 In numerous places the text indicates that Tenasillahe Island is part of the 
JBHNWR created to protect the Columbian white-tailed deer.  See sections 
4.6.1.1 and 4.7.1.4. 
 
 
 
 

PM2-26 Cost considerations were only a minor component of our analyses.  Safety, 
on the other hand, was a major consideration.  See section 4.11. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM2-27 The pipeline route alternatives were all assumed to originate at the 
proposed Bradwood Landing LNG terminal.  As explained in section 3.1.8 of 
the final EIS, we did not identify another pipeline route alternative that 
offered significantly less environmental impacts than the route proposed by 
NorthernStar.  The proposed Bradwood Landing pipeline would follow the 
existing KB pipeline for about 22 percent of its route, and we believe that 
following existing rights-of-way would minimize environmental impacts. 
 
 
 
 
 

PM2-28 There is no evidence that this project would result in a loss of jobs.  In fact, 
as discussed in section 4.8 (socioeconomics) the project would have 
economic benefits and would generate jobs.  Nor should the project have 
significant negative impacts on commercial shipping in the waterway, as 
explained in section 4.8.1.7. 

PM2-24 
cont’d 
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PM2-29 Project locations are selected by applicants, and the FERC conducts an 
independent environmental assessment.  The Commission is ultimately 
responsible for authorizing a project, but only after it has determined that 
the project would be in the public convenience and necessity, and has 
considered the entire administrative record, including public comments, 
environmental effects, and non-environmental market data. 

PM2-28 

cont’d 
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PM2-30 See our response to comment PM1-23. 

PM2-29 

cont’d 

PM2-30 
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PM2-31 Our alternatives analysis concluded that none of the alternatives were 
clearly superior to the proposed action when considering environmental 
impacts and feasibility.   

PM2-31 
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PM2-32 Joseph Kelliher, Chairman of the Commission, wrote an April 11, 2007 
response to Senator Wyden’s March 6, 2007 letter.  These letters are in the 
public record for this proceeding.  In response to questions raised in March 
7, 2008 by members of Oregon’s Congressional Delegation about regional 
planning, Chairman Kelliher wrote letters on April 2, 2008 indicating that the 
FERC reviews natural gas applications individually, on their own merits, to 
assess site-specific impacts. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM2-33 See our response to comment PM2-32. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM2-34 As described in section 3.1.2.2, the Palomar pipeline is a separate project 
from the Bradwood Landing Project with a different purpose. 

PM2-32 

PM2-33 

PM2-34 
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PM2-35 Cumulative impacts are discussed in section 4.12. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM2-36 SCVs would be subject to various maintenance checks throughout the life of 
equipment.  Draining of the water bath for maintenance inspections is 
expected to occur once per year.  The unit would likely be refilled with the 
produced water from the other vaporizers. 

PM2-34 

cont’d 
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PM2-36 

cont’d 
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PM2-37 See our response to comment PM2-4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM2-38 This comment is outside the scope of the EIS, as it is not an environmental 
issue. 
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PM2-39 Under section 3 of the NGA, NorthernStar does not have to state the source 
of its LNG.  The Bradwood Landing import terminal could receive LNG 
shipments from any exporting country, but we expect that the most likely 
sources would be from the Pacific Basin, including Alaska.  However, the 
FERC would not require a single source of LNG. 

PM2-38 
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PM3-1 See our responses to comments PM1-46 and PM1-47. PM3-1 
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PM3-1 

cont’d 
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PM3-1 

cont’d 
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PM3-2 Comment noted.   

PM3-3 Comment noted. 

PM3-2 

PM3-3 
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PM3-4 There is no evidence that the proposed pipeline would adversely impact 
property values.  Please see section 4.8.3.3.  Land use is discussed in 
section 4.7.3. 

PM3-3 

cont’d 
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PM3-5 The use of eminent domain as it relates to this project is discussed in 
section 4.7.3.1.  See our response to comment PM2-4.  There is no 
evidence that the project would significantly damage productivity of timber, 
agriculture, and wildlife habitat.  After restoration, the right-of-way should be 
returned to its pre-construction condition and use. 

PM3-6 As discussed in section 4.8.3.3, NorthernStar would compensate the 
landowner for use of the land.  The easement agreement between 
NorthernStar and the landowner would specify compensation for damage to 
property during construction, loss of use during construction, and loss of 
renewable and nonrenewable or other resources.  Congress has authorized 
the use of eminent domain by natural gas pipelines certificated by the FERC 
under section 7h of the NGA. 

PM3-7 Section 1.1 has been revised to include information indicating that the 
majority of natural gas supplied by the proposed project would go to 
consumers in Oregon and Washington. 

PM3-8 The project will be constructed and operated in accordance with applicable 
federal, state, and local regulations including safety and security standards.  
A discussion of reliability and safety is provided in section 4.11. 
 
 
 
 
 

PM3-9 There is no evidence that the project would have negative impacts on the 
local and state economy, and it may in fact have economic benefits. Delays 
for commercial ship traffic would be minor, and should not result in an 
increase for shipping costs.  See section 4.8.  The costs for security would 
mainly be borne by NorthernStar through the cost-sharing agreement 
spelled out it its ERP, as discussed in section 4.11.6. 

PM3-9 

PM3-8 

PM3-7 

PM3-6 

PM3-5 

PM3-4 

cont’d 
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PM3-10 As section 4.10 of the EIS explains, the proposed project would not be a 
major source of pollution, and would not have significant impacts on 
regional air quality.  Impacts on salmon and the lower Columbia River 
estuary, and mitigation for those impacts, are discussed in sections 4.3.2, 
4.5, and 4.6. 
 

PM3-11 There is no evidence that the proposed project would cause extra expenses 
to the shipping of agricultural products.  See response to comment PM3-9. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM3-12 See our response to comment PM2-3. 

PM3-9 

cont’d 
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PM3-11 

PM3-12 
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PM3-13 The Executive Summary has been revised to state that the nearest 
residence is 0.5 mile from the LNG terminal site.  The distance referenced in 
table 4.10.2-5 is from the nearest NSA located on Puget Island (referred to 
as N2, a group of riverfront homes) to the NorthernStar property line as 
shown on figure 4.10.2-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM3-14 The operational size of the Bradwood Landing LNG terminal is smaller than 
many other currently operating or proposed LNG terminals. 

PM3-12 

cont’d 

PM3-13 
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cont’d 
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PM3-15 There is no special criterion of residences within one-half mile of the site.  
We are sensitive to residences overlapped by the Zones of Concern.  As 
the LNG carriers move into the Bradwood dock from the waterway, the 
distances to houses change during the transit.  The EIS discloses the 
number of houses overlapped by Zone 1 along the waterway and at the 
berth.  The project would meet all applicable air quality standards and the 
requirements of its air quality permit.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM3-16 The figures we show in this EIS include the exhaust stacks that would be 
constructed at the proposed LNG terminal. 

PM3-14 

cont’d 
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PM3-16 
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PM3-17 The EIS states that potential impacts from the Bradwood Landing LNG 
terminal could be caused by short-term increases in noise during 
construction and increases in noise due to operation of the project in the 
long term.  Noise from the LNG terminal may be perceptible during relatively 
quiet periods.  However, NorthernStar would be required to meet the 
FERC’s 55 dBA Ldn restriction at NSAs.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM3-18 Shoreline erosion along Puget Island is addressed in section 4.1.3.3.  We 
have added a recommendation that NorthernStar prepare a Shoreline 
Monitoring Plan for the west end of Puget Island. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM3-19 The horizontal directional drill would be at least 50 feet below the Columbia 
River bed.  Exact depth would be determined during engineering design of 
the drill. 

PM3-16 

cont’d 
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cont’d 
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PM3-20 We discuss the potential impact of the LNG terminal on property values in 
section 4.8.2, and safety in section 4.11. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM3-21 As discussed in section 4.8.1.8, we believe the proposed project would not 
have a significant impact on tourism in the project area.  Lighting and visual 
impacts are addressed in section 4.7.2.7.  Shoreline erosion is discussed in 
section 4.2.  Noise and air pollution are addressed in section 4.10. 
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PM3-21 
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PM3-22 See our response to comment PM2-18. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM3-23 As discussed in section 4.8.2.3, we believe the potential impacts on 
property values as a result of the proposed project would be minimal. 

PM3-22 

PM3-23 
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PM3-24 The draft EIS did address the general issues raised during scoping (see 
section 1.4, and table 1.4-2 in the draft EIS). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM3-25 Section 4.10.1 has been updated to include the estimated GHG emissions 
resulting from the construction and operation of the project.   

PM3-24 

PM3-25 
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PM3-26 As part of the section 7 consultation, which is described in detail in section 
4.6.1, FERC has been involved in numerous conversations with the NMFS 
regarding the potential impacts of discharges on federally listed aquatic 
species.  As part of these discussions, the NMFS provided comments 
related to the discharge of SCV water.  Potential impacts on water quality 
and aquatic resources as a result of this discharge are discussed in 
sections 4.3.2.3 and 4.5.2.1, respectively, and will be described in detail in 
the revised BA and EFH Assessment.   

The effectiveness of the pH neutralization tank, including sampling and 
analysis of the SCV discharge, would be addressed through the 
requirements of the NPDES permit.  The ODEQ began the NPDES permit 
process on October 18, 2007. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM3-27 The SCV discharge would be monitored in accordance with the NPDES 
permit to ensure that the treatment system is working properly.  In addition, 
NorthernStar has indicated that the SCV discharge water would be 
monitored for temperature and pH in the control room through the DCS.    

PM3-25 

cont’d 
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PM3-28 Short-term noise would be associated with construction activities at the site.  

Section 4.10.2.2 describes construction noise and estimates the noise 
associated with the short-term construction activity.  The construction noise 
estimates are not provided in a day/night (Ldn) format but reflect the 
estimated noise associated with the operation of the equipment averaged 
over a short period.  We are recommending a noise mitigation plan to 
minimize dredging noise impacts during construction of the facility.  
Operation of the facility would generally result in a fairly steady noise source 
and representation of the noise in a Ldn format is industry standard due the 
conservative 10 decibel addition of noise at night to compensate for the 
receptors additional sensitivity at night.  As indicated in section 4.10.2.2, we 
recommend that NorthernStar make all reasonable efforts to ensure its 
predicted noise levels from the LNG terminal are not exceeded at the NSAs 
and file noise surveys with the Secretary no later than 60 days after placing 
the LNG terminal in service.  We do not agree that permanent noise 
monitoring stations are necessary. 
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PM3-29 Safety and security issues, including those related to terrorist attacks, are 
discussed in section 4.11.  It is possible that a release from the LNG 
storage tanks could be caused by an intentional act, such as a terrorist 
attack.  Although an intentional breach scenario could result in greater 
thermal radiation in the immediate vicinity of the release, such scenarios are 
typically associated with the desire to inflict damage to major infrastructure 
and population and commercial centers. 

PM3-28 

cont’d 
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cont’d 
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PM3-30 As discussed in section 4.1.4.3, welded steel pipelines are not prone to 
failure due to earthquakes unless they cross active faults or other areas 
subject to significant permanent ground displacement.  Also see our 
responses to comments SA1-4 and LA7-25.  

PM3-29 

cont’d 
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PM3-31 The Nisqually earthquake has been added to section 4.1.3.3. 

PM3-30 

cont’d 

PM3-31 
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PM3-31 

cont’d 
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PM3-32 Comment noted.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM3-33 Comment noted. 

PM3-32 

PM3-33 
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PM3-34 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM3-35 Comment noted. 

PM3-33 

cont’d 
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PM3-36 Comment noted. 

PM3-35 

cont’d 
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PM3-37 Comment noted. 

PM3-36 

cont’d 
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PM3-38 Comment noted. 

PM3-37 

cont’d 
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PM3-39 Information regarding the 1965 landslide has been added to section 4.1.3.3. PM3-39 



 

K
-120 

Public Meetings 3 

 
PM3-39 

cont’d 
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PM3-39 

cont’d 
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PM3-40 To make the Columbia River suitable for the type and frequency of LNG 
marine traffic associated with the Bradwood Landing Project, additional 
measures as described in the WSR will be necessary to responsibly 
manage the navigation, safety, and security risks.   

PM3-40 
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PM3-41 In-transit firefighting has been identified as a resource gap in the WSR.  A 
plan for managing firefighting, including response procedures, resources, 
and requirements must be developed and approved. 

PM3-40 

cont’d 

PM3-41 
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PM3-42 An analysis of the hazards to spills from an LNG carrier is discussed in 
section 4.11.5.3.   

PM3-41 

cont’d 

PM3-42 
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PM3-43 Comment noted.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM3-44 Comment noted. 

PM3-43 

PM3-44 
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PM3-45 Comment noted. 

PM3-44 

cont’d 

PM3-45 
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PM3-46 See our response to comment PM1-2.  We have recommended that no 
construction be allowed until after we have revised our BA, formally 
consulted with the FWS and NMFS, and completed compliance with the 
ESA. 

PM3-46 
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PM3-47 Conditions of the Coast Guard LOR and the FERC certificate would not be 
discretionary – they would be requirements. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM3-48 We believe that implementation of the FERC staff’s Plan and Procedures, 
our recommendations, and NorthernStar’s ESC Plans and SWPPP would 
result in the project having limited significant environmental impacts.  As 
stated in section 4.6.3, the FERC would not allow construction to begin if 
either the FWS’s or NMFS’s BO finds that the project would result in the 
destruction or adverse modification of designated critical habitat. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM3-49 Information regarding the landslide that occurred in 1965 approximately 
one-half mile from the proposed LNG terminal site has been added to 
section 4.1.3.3.  The geologic conditions at this location are not the same as 
at the LNG terminal location.   
 

PM3-50 See our response to comment PM1-10. 

PM3-46 

cont’d 

PM3-47 

PM3-48 

PM3-49 

PM3-50 
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PM3-51 The FERC is meeting its NEPA obligations through this EIS process. 
 
 
 
 
 

PM3-52 Section 4.8.1.7 has been revised to correct the number of recreational 
fishing boats. 

PM3-51 

PM3-52 
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PM3-53 Our discussion of general pipeline construction techniques is included in 

section 2.4.2.1.  In addition, we have recommended in section 5.2 that 
NorthernStar employ at least one EI per spread during construction of the 
proposed project to ensure equipment remains inside the approved 
construction work area, including access roads. 

PM3-53 
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PM3-54 The alternatives analysis did address impacts on the human population by 
considering such factors as population density and visual impacts.  A more 
detail discussion of the project’s potential impacts on regional population 
may be found in sections 4.7 and 4.8 of the final EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 

PM3-55 Section 3.1.1 of the final EIS has been modified to briefly address the need 
for natural gas.  A more detailed discussion of project need can be found in 
section 1.1.  There are multiple independent studies cited in this EIS that 
suggest that bringing in additional new supplies of natural gas to the region 
in the future will help to stabilize prices.  
 
 
 
 

PM3-56 Section 3.1.1.2 describes why we believe increased conservation does not 
provide an alternative to the proposed project, but rather a complementary 
component of the overall energy demand and supply mix.  As explained in 
section 1.1, estimates from the EIA indicate that domestic natural gas 
production from conventional onshore sources will decline in the future, 
while there would be increased production from unconventional sources, 
such as coalbed methane produced in the Rocky Mountains.  Section 
3.1.2.2 discusses newly proposed jurisdictional interstate pipelines that 
could transport Rocky Mountain gas to the West Coast as system 
alternatives to the Bradwood Landing Project. 
 
 

PM3-57 As explained in the beginning of section 3.1, the project objective is key to 
the alternatives assessment because an alternative must be able to meet 
the project’s objective.  The Palomar pipeline is discussed as a system 
alternative in section 3.1.2.2 (see our response to comment PM1-24).  
There is a brief summary of the need for this project in section 1.1 of the 
EIS.  However, the Commission will make its independent assessment of 
need in the project Order. 

PM3-54 

PM3-55 

PM3-57 

PM3-56 
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PM3-58 NorthernStar did not consider an HDD directly from its proposed Bradwood 

Landing LNG terminal to Wahkiakum County, Washington because of the 
width of the Columbia River at that location.  A crossing at the terminal 
would place the pipeline at the town of Cathlamet, and a pipeline route east 
from there to an interconnection with the existing Williams Northwest system 
near Kello would have to traverse extremely rough, hilly terrain. 

PM3-59 The FERC prefers a route for a new pipeline that follows an existing right-of-
way, such as the abandoned power line corridor to be utilized by Route 
Variation NS-8 in the vicinity of MP 33.9.  NorthernStar has committed to 
working with landowners to preserve mature trees (see section 4.7.1.15).  
The specifics of adjusting the pipeline alignment to avoid mature trees 
would be negotiated through easement agreements.  The text in the EIS 
has been revised to indicate that the power line right-of-way is now 
abandoned. 

PM3-60 We have recommended in section 4.1.4.3 that NorthernStar conduct 
additional field mapping and subsurface investigations as needed to 
develop a Final Pipeline Design Geotechnical Report.  Unstable areas that 
have not yet been identified would be identified at that time and design 
measures would be required to mitigate potential damage due to unstable 
slopes. 

PM3-61 Due to the ductile nature and buoyancy of pipelines, pilings are not required 
for structural support as they are with other structures such as railroads and 
buildings.   
 

PM3-62 See our response to comment PM3-60. 

PM3-59 

PM3-60 

PM3-61 

PM3-62 

PM3-58 
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PM3-63 Changes in the river level between MPs 35 and 35 would not affect the 
pipeline. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM3-64 See our response to comment PM2-16. 

PM3-63 

PM3-64 
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PM3-65 The FERC has determined that Natural Resource Group, LLC (NRG) does 

not have an Organizational Conflict of Interest (OCI) by working on both the 
Bradwood Landing Project and the Palomar Project.  When the issue of an 
appearance of OCI was raised, the FERC required that NRG separate staff 
and offices between the projects.  The letters to and from the FERC and 
NRG on this subject are a matter of record, and have been placed in the 
public file for this proceeding. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM3-66 See our responses to comments PM2-16 and PM3-8. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM3-67 See our response to comment PM1-1. 

PM3-65 

PM3-66 

PM3-67 
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PM3-68 The SEI is discussed in the response to comment FA4-12. 

While every effort would be made to avoid or minimize aquatic resource 
impacts resulting from construction and operation of the proposed LNG 
terminal, some unavoidable impacts would occur (see section 4.5.2.1).  
These unavoidable impacts would be compensated for through 
implementation of NorthernStar’s Compensatory Mitigation Plan.  As 
described in section 2.1.5, NorthernStar is currently revising its 
Compensatory Mitigation Plan.  The revised plan will be submitted to the 
NMFS and FWS as part of the FERC’s BA and EFH Assessment.  The 
FERC would not allow construction to begin until after we have concluded 
formal consultation with the FWS and NMFS. 

PM3-67 

cont’d 

PM3-68 
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PM3-68 

cont’d 
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PM4-1 Comment noted. PM4-1 
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PM4-2 Refer to Appendix B for pipeline location information. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM4-3 We have recommended that on-site, third-party compliance monitors 
representing the FERC be present full-time during all pipeline construction 
phases (including restoration), and periodically during LNG terminal 
construction, to ascertain that the project is being built as outlined in this 
EIS, and in accordance with the environmental conditions of the FERC 
Order.  Stumps or other debris would not be suitable backfill material and 
would not be used to fill in excavations created during pipeline construction. 

PM4-1 

cont’d 

PM4-2 

PM4-3 
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PM4-3 

cont’d 
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PM4-4 If the proposed project is authorized by the FERC, NorthernStar would be 
required to implement an environmental complaint resolution procedure 
which would provide a method for landowners to identify environmental 
mitigation problems/concerns during construction of the project and 
restoration of the right-of-way.  See our response to comment PM2-4. 

PM4-4 
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PM4-5 The EIS discusses taxes that may be paid by NorthernStar to local 
jurisdictions in section 4.8. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM4-6 Landowners would be allowed to include provisions in the easements that 
are negotiated with NorthernStar for the sale of merchantable timber.  As 
discussed in section 4.7.3.1, easement negotiations are a private legal 
matter between NorthernStar and the landowner. 

PM4-4 

cont’d 

PM4-5 

PM4-6 
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PM4-7 See our response to comment PM2-4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM4-8 See section 2.3.3 of the EIS.  NorthernStar proposes to use a typical 100-
foot-wide construction right-of-way, and maintain a 50-foot-wide permanent 
easement.  In cases where the Bradwood Landing pipeline would be 
adjacent to the KB pipeline, the temporary construction right-of-way for the 
proposed Bradwood Landing pipeline would overlap about 10 feet of the 
existing KB easement.  As discussed in section 4.7.3.1, easement 
negotiations are a private legal matter between NorthernStar and the 
landowner and are, therefore, beyond the scope of this EIS. 

PM4-6 

cont’d 

PM4-7 

PM4-8 
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PM4-9 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM4-10 Comment noted.   

PM4-8 

cont’d 

PM4-10 

PM4-9 
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PM4-11 The specific crossing method to be used on a particular stream is 
established as part of the COE and WDE permitting processes.  In those 
instances where open cut is determined by the agencies to be acceptable, 
appropriate BMPs are mandated as part of the crossing to protect the 
associated resources. 

PM4-10 

cont’d 

PM4-11 
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PM4-12 The EIS addresses geological hazards along the pipeline route in section 
4.1.4.  The EIS discusses the Cowlitz County Critical Area Ordinance under 
local permits in section 1.3.11, and local land use zoning in section 4.7.3.2.  
Cowlitz County is the lead SEPA agency, and we hope that it will adopt our 
EIS.  NorthernStar may voluntarily seek permits from Cowlitz County.  The 
FERC encourages cooperation between applicants and local governments, 
but this does not mean that local agencies, using state or local laws, may 
prohibit or unreasonably delay projects approved by the FERC.  Local 
permits must be consistent with the conditions of a FERC Certificate. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM4-13 See our response to comment PM4-12. 

PM4-11 

cont’d 

PM4-12 

PM4-13 
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PM4-14 See our response to comment PM3-24.  The EIS addresses potential 
project-related impacts on soils in section 4.2, and socioeconomic issues 
are addressed in section 4.8. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM4-15 The EIS summarizes the results of the alternatives analysis and we looked 
at more details than may be apparent from the summary.  We also 
considered whether alternatives were economically feasible.  However, it 
was not feasible to do a detailed comparison of costs as part of the 
analysis.     

PM4-14 

PM4-15 
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PM4-16 The alternatives were evaluated at a detail necessary to determine that 
none had significant environmental advantages over the proposed project 
and could meet all of the project objectives.  If an alternative had been able 
to meet all of the project objectives and been clearly environmentally 
superior, we would have evaluated it in greater detail.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM4-17 See our responses to comments PM1-2 and PM3-47.  Section 5 contains 
our recommendations, which would become requirements if adopted by the 
Commission as part of its Order authorizing the project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM4-18 As the lead federal agency, the FERC will develop determinations of effect 
for federally listed species and designated critical habitat.  These 
determinations of effect will be included in the revised BA and EFH 
Assessment.  However, quantification of take and the associated Incidental 
Take Statement would be developed and issued by the NMFS and/or FWS 
for the proposed project as part of the formal consultation process under 
section 7 of the ESA and the MSA.  Additional information on the formal 
consultation process is included in section 4.6 of the EIS.  

PM4-15 

cont’d 

PM4-16 

PM4-17 

PM4-18 
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PM4-19a See our response to comment FA2-10. 
 

PM4-19b See our response to comment PM4-11. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM4-20 We disagree.  We believe the EIS has been properly prepared to comply 
with the NEPA. 

PM4-18 

cont’d 

PM4-19a 

PM4-20 

PM4-19b 
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PM4-21 See our responses to comments PM3-51.  The EIS is not a decision 
document, the Commission Order is. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM4-22 Several LNG terminals are located inland along rivers including:  the Cove 
Point LNG terminal is located approximately 100 miles from the mouth of 
Chesapeake Bay; the Distrigas terminal in Everett, Massachusetts is 
located approximately 5 miles inland from Boston Harbor; Elba Island is 
located approximately 9 miles up the Savannah River; the Trunkline LNG 
terminal is located approximately 48 miles up the Calcasieu River/Ship 
Channel; the Sabine Pass LNG terminal is located 3.7 miles up the Sabine 
Pass River; and the LNG terminal at Freeport/Quintana Island is located 6 
miles up the Freeport ship channel. 

PM4-21 

PM4-22 
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PM4-22 

cont’d 
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PM4-23 See our response to comment PM2-4. PM4-23 
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PM4-24 See our response to comment PM4-4. 

PM4-23 

cont’d 

PM4-24 
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PM4-24 

cont’d 
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PM4-24 

cont’d 
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PM4-25 Comment noted. PM4-25 
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PM4-26 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM4-27 Comment noted. 

PM4-26 

PM4-27 
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PM4-28 Comment noted. PM4-28 
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PM4-28 

cont’d 
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cont’d 



 

K
-167

Public Meetings 4 

 



 

K
-168

Public Meetings 4 

 



 

K
-169

Public Meetings 5 

 



 

K
-170

Public Meetings 5 

 



 

K
-171

Public Meetings 5 

 



 

K
-172

Public Meetings 5 

 



 

K
-173

Public Meetings 5 

 
 

PM5-1 Section 4.10.1.2 of the final EIS has been updated to indicate that 
NorthernStar has agreed to voluntarily comply with the Oregon Department 
of Energy’s siting requirements for non-generating energy facilities, 
including the CO2 emission standards, for the proposed LNG import 
terminal.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM5-2 We address CO2 emissions in section 4.10.  The FERC does not promote 
one form of energy over another, but we discuss energy alternatives in 
section 3. 

PM5-3 The bald eagle’s life history and occurrence within the project area as well 
as potential impacts due to construction and operation of the Bradwood 
Landing Project are described in sections 4.6.1.2, 4.6.2.1, 4.6.2.2, and 
4.6.2.3.  The FWS’s National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines (2007) 
recommend a buffer of at least 660 feet between construction activities and 
bald eagle nests during the breeding season.  The nearest bald eagle nest 
is located 0.4 mile (over 2,000 feet) from the proposed project area.  In 
addition, section 4.6.2.2 describes measures that NorthernStar would 
implement to minimize impacts on bald eagles in the vicinity of the project 
and the FERC staff’s recommendation that NorthernStar conduct additional 
surveys for bald eagles, where necessary, prior to construction of LNG 
terminal and pipeline facilities.  Therefore, adverse impacts on bald eagles 
as a result of the proposed project are not anticipated and the 
implementation of additional mitigation measures is not warranted. 

PM5-2 

PM5-1 

PM5-3 
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PM5-4 See our response to FA2-10. 

PM5-3 

cont’d 

PM5-4 
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PM5-5 See our response to comment PM2-39. PM5-5 
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PM5-6 Earthquake and landslide hazards and associated mitigation are discussed 
in sections 4.1.3.3 and 4.1.4.3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM5-7 Additional information and clarifications have been added to section 4.1. 
 
 
 
 
 

PM5-8 See our response to comment PM2-29. The lower Columbia River has 
already seen industrial, commercial, and residential development, and the 
Bradwood Landing terminal property was once the site of a saw mill and 
town.  Also see our response to comment PM5-33.  

PM5-5 

cont’d 

PM5-6 

PM5-7 

PM5-8 
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PM5-9 Emissions from marine engines powering the escort boats and tugs 
associated with the project will be regulated by Title II of the Clean Air Act 
Amendments of 1990, specifically 40 CFR Part 91 and 94 (Control of 
Emissions From Marine Spark Ignited and Compression Ignition Engines).  
The EPA, supported by the World Shipping Council, recently proposed to 
the International Maritime Organization (IMO) more stringent emission limits 
for ocean going ships, such as LNG carriers.  If adopted, the amendments 
to Annex VI of MARPOL would reduce air pollution from ships by 
establishing a new tier of performance based standards for marine diesel 
engines on all vessels.  The marine vessels associated with the proposed 
project would be required to comply with all applicable air quality 
regulations. 

PM5-9 
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PM5-10 Our discussion of potential impacts of the proposed pipeline on property 
values is included in section 4.8.3.3.  The studies we cite on impacts of a 
pipeline on property values were conducted by Whatcom County, 
Washington and the INGAA Foundation, not by NorthernStar.  Subdividing 
the land would not be precluded after construction of the pipeline.   

PM5-10 



 

K
-179

Public Meetings 5 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM5-11 A discussion of jobs is provided in sections 4.8.1.4, 4.8.2.4, and 4.8.3.4.  
The project would be constructed and operated in accordance with 
applicable DOT regulations and, therefore, we believe the likelihood of a 
significant safety event is minimal.  A discussion of reliability and safety is 
provided in section 4.11.  Regarding the end users being in Southern 
California, see our response to comment PM1-23. 

PM5-10 

cont’d 

PM5-11 



 

K
-180

Public Meetings 5 

 
 
 

PM5-12 Comment noted. PM5-12 
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PM5-13 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM5-14 Comment noted. 

PM5-12 

cont’d 

PM5-13 

PM5-14 
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PM5-15 Comment noted. 

PM5-14 

cont’d 

PM5-15 
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PM5-16 Section 4.10.1 has been updated to include the estimated greenhouse gas 
emissions resulting from the construction and operation of the project. PM5-16 

PM5-15 

cont’d 
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PM5-17 It does not take a lot of electricity to unload, store, or vaporize LNG.  In fact, 
as stated in section 2.1.3.5, the SCVs would operate on natural gas.  
Actually, the natural gas from the LNG imported by NorthernStar could be 
used to produce electricity, and may result in lowering of individual utility 
costs as explained in section 1.1.  See our response to comment PM3-6. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM5-18 In order to use eminent domain, NorthernStar must have a Certificate 
issued by the FERC, and be unable to reach an easement agreement with a 
landowner.  The FERC Order issuing a Certificate would include a 
determination of public convenience and necessity.  
 

PM5-19 As discussed in section 4.11.9.1, the pipeline must be designed, 
constructed, operated, and maintained in accordance with the DOT 
Minimum Federal Safety Standards in 49 CFR Part 192, which include 
protection from internal, external, and atmospheric corrosion.   The 
unfortunate accident on the El Paso system occurred on an older pipeline 
that was not “pig-able.”  NorthernStar’s proposed pipeline would be new 
pipe, welded with modern methods, that could be inspected with a pig. 

PM5-16 

cont’d 
PM5-17 

PM5-18 

PM5-19 
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PM5-20 The FERC will approve or deny the project based on an evaluation of the 

project’s merits, including environmental impacts and safety considerations.  
We address protection of public safety in section 4.11. 
 
 

PM5-21 The EIS discusses renewable energy resources as alternatives in section 
3.1.1.3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM5-22 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM5-23 Comment noted. 

PM5-20 

PM5-21 

PM5-22 

PM5-23 
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PM5-24 On March 20, 2008, the Clatsop County Board of Supervisors made its final 
decision giving approval to NorthernStar’s consolidated application for 
permits, and changing the land use designation for the proposed 
maneuvering basin. 

PM5-24 
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PM5-25 Only about half of the 700,000 cubic yards of sand is needed to raise the 

grade at the LNG terminal site to the design specifications.  The remaining 
sand must be removed to construct the maneuvering basin for the LNG 
carriers.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM5-26 See our response to comment PM1-26. 

PM5-25  

PM5-26 
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PM5-27 The Commission did not authorize the KeySpan LNG Project in Rhode 
Island (CP04-223 et al.).  Impacts on salmon habitat from dredging the 
turning basin at the Bradwood Landing Project, and mitigation of those 
impacts are discussed in sections 4.3.2, 4.5, and 4.6. 

PM5-27 
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PM5-27 

cont’d 
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PM5-28 Past and current efforts to restore the Columbia River estuary are 
summarized in section 4.12.3.  In addition, these efforts along with a 
detailed analysis of the project’s effect on salmon habitat will be described 
in the revised BA and EFH Assessment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM5-29 The Palomar pipeline is being evaluated under a separate EIS. 
 
 
 

PM5-30 As described in section 4.3, with the mitigation measures proposed and the 
use of HDD, impacts on waterbodies would be minor and temporary during 
pipeline construction. 
 

PM5-31 We do not believe that the project has great potential to disrupt other river 
traffic.  See the discussion in sections 4.8.1.7 and 4.8.1.8 
 
 
 
 

PM5-32 Section 4.10.1 has been updated to include the estimated CO2 emissions 
resulting from the construction and operation of the project.  The end use of 
the natural gas that would be brought in through the proposed Bradwood 
Landing Project is outside the scope of the project and, consequently, is 
outside the scope of the EIS. 

  

PM5-27 
cont’d 

PM5-28 

PM5-29 

PM5-30 

PM5-31 

PM5-32 
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PM5-33 The Commission’s policy is to ensure that all proposed projects are 

environmentally sound and consistent with public safety, and then leave it to 
the market to determine which projects are constructed.  To protect the 
environment and ensure safety, each individual project must be evaluated 
on the basis of its site-specific impacts.  We therefore review applications 
for gas projects as they are filed, based on their individual merits. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM5-34 NorthernStar would be required to construct and operate its project in 
accordance with applicable DOT regulations regardless of its corporate 
structure and, therefore, we believe the likelihood of a significant safety 
event is minimal.  A discussion of reliability and safety is provided in section 
4.11.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM5-35 See our responses to Dr. Jerry Havens’ comments, IND73-1 through 
IND73-5. 

PM5-33 

PM5-34 

PM5-35 
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PM5-35 

cont’d 
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PM5-36 Safety and security issues are addressed in section 4.11. PM5-36 
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PM5-37 See our response to comment FA1-28. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM5-38 As documented in section 4.10.1 of the EIS, the Bradwood Landing project 
would comply with applicable air quality regulations that have been 
established by federal and state agencies to be protective of the public and 
the environment, in order to minimize impacts of air pollution generated 
from the project.   

PM5-36 

cont’d 
PM5-37 

PM5-38 
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PM5-39 The FERC does not choose the locations for proposed LNG terminals.  The 
location is chosen by the applicant and the FERC determines if the location 
meets the applicable safety standards.  See section 4.11. 

PM5-38 

cont’d 

PM5-39 
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PM5-40 See our response to comment PM3-60. PM5-40 

PM5-39 

cont’d 
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PM5-41 See our response to comment SA3-7.  The proposed Bradwood Landing 
Pipeline is adjacent to the existing KB pipeline for as much of its length as 
possible for about 8 miles between MPs 19.4 and 36.3 in Cowlitz County, 
Washington.  It deviates away from the KB pipeline in places to reduce 
geological hazards, waterbody crossing impacts, or residential conflicts. 

PM5-40 

cont’d 
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PM5-41 
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PM5-42 Geological hazards are addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.  Also see our 

responses to comments SA1-4 and LA7-25. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM5-43 See response to comment PM1-23. 

PM5-42 

PM5-43 
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PM5-43 

cont’d 
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PM5-43 
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PM5-44 See our response to comment PM3-6.  Section 4.4.2 discusses potential 
project impacts on forest.  The pipeline would be installed underground, and 
therefore would not be affected by falling trees.  Section 4.4.2.3 describes 
how the permanent right-of-way would be maintained in areas of upland 
vegetation, including forested areas. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM5-45 No one would lose their property because of this project.  Along the 
pipeline, NorthernStar would have a 50-foot-wide utility easement, but the 
land would still belong to the original owner.  The project is located in a rural 
area, and would therefore affect fewer people than if it were located in a 
densely populated urban center.  The location of the LNG terminal was 
chosen, in part, because it was a previously existing industrial facility 
accessible to LNG carriers.  The portion of the pipeline route in Washington 
was chosen largely because it is collocated for a majority of its length with 
the existing KB pipeline, which would minimize the potential for 
environmental impacts.  Impacts on salmon are addressed in sections 4.5 
and 4.6; CO2 emissions are addressed in section 4.10; and environmental 
justice is addressed in section 4.8. 

PM5-44 

PM5-45 
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PM5-46 Based on our discussion in sections 4.8.1.7 and 4.8.1.8, we believe the 
project would not have any significant impacts on shipping or on other users 
of the Columbia River.   

PM5-46 

PM5-45 

cont’d 
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PM5-47 As discussed in section 4.4.2.3, agricultural land would be allowed to revert 
to its previous use after construction of the proposed pipeline.  Therefore, 
we do not believe that this project would reduce the potential for the region 
to produce food.  Nor should the project have a negative impact on other 
river users (see our response to comment PM5-46).  Local land use is 
discussed in section 4.7. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM5-48 See our response to comment PM1-23. 

PM5-46 

cont’d 
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PM5-48 
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PM5-49 As section 1.1 briefly explained, the purpose of the project is to provide 

another source of natural gas, by importing LNG from countries with large 
reserves, to supplement domestic supplies. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM5-50 See our response to comment PM5-21. 

PM5-49 

PM5-50 
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PM5-51 NorthernStar would be required to construct its pipeline in accordance with 
the safety regulations in the DOT’s Minimum Federal Safety Standards in 
49 CFR Part 192 regardless of Class location.   

PM5-51 
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PM5-52 Section 4.11.9.1 states that NorthernStar would provide appropriate training 
to emergency services personnel but no additional specialized fire 
protection equipment would be required for the pipeline.  The equipment 
used by typical fire departments is appropriate to respond to natural gas 
incidents.   

PM5-53 See our response to comment PM2-16. 

PM5-51 

cont’d 
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PM5-53 
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PM5-53 

cont’d 
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PM5-54 See our response to comment PM3-68. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM5-55 The Coast Guard determines how LNG carriers would be escorted in its 
WSR and LOR.  With expansion of the vessel traffic information system, we 
do not anticipate significant impacts on shipping traffic during operation of 
the project.  See also our response to comment PM5-46. 

PM5-54 

PM5-55 
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PM5-56 As discussed in section 4.8.2.4, operation of the Bradwood Landing Project 
would result in about 65 new permanent positions.  In addition, tug 
operations necessary to support the LNG terminal would require about 40 
employees.  NorthernStar plans to hire mostly local residents for operation 
of the proposed project.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM5-57 Landowner compensation and the easement negotiation process are 
discussed in section 4.8.3.3.  See our response to comment PM3-6.  This 
project was not rushed, and was not kept a secret.  We discuss 
dissemination of information about the project to the public in section 1.4.  
NorthernStar entered the Pre-filing review process with the FERC in March 
2005, and we issued a Notice of Pre-filing Review on March 18, 2005.  We 
issued a Notice of Intent to Prepare an EIS on September 13, 2005, and 
held public scoping meetings in Knappa, Oregon on September 29, 2005 
and Cathlamet, Washington on October 26, 2005.  NorthernStar filed its 
applications in June 2006, and the FERC issued a Notice of Application on 
June 15, 2006.  NorthernStar was required to contact landowners along the 
route of its project according to our Pre-filing guidelines and regulations at 
18 CFR 157.69(d)(5).  We produced our draft EIS in August 2007, and held 
public meetings to take comments on the draft EIS in Knappa and 
Clatskanie, Oregon and Longview and Cathlamet, Washington in early 
November 2007.  Our notices went out to federal, state, and local officials 
and agencies, non-governmental organizations and regional environmental 
groups, Indian tribes and Native American organizations, landowners, and 
local libraries and newspapers. 

PM5-55 

cont’d 
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PM5-58 We discuss consultations with Indian tribes and Native American 
organizations in section 4.9.3. PM5-58 
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PM5-59 The temperature of the SCV discharge would meet Oregon Standards 
without treatment.  As stated in section 4.3.2.3 using LNG in a heat 
exchange process to further cool the SCV discharge would not be 
economically feasible or practicable at the Bradwood Landing LNG terminal. 
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PM5-60 The SCV discharge would meet ODEQ standards and NPDES permit 
requirements.  The pH of the discharge would be adjusted so that it would 
be neither too alkaline nor to acidic.  We do not anticipate that alkaline 
sediment buildup would occur downstream of the LNG terminal. 

PM5-59 

cont’d 
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PM5-61 As described in section 4.3.2.3, the thermal mixing modeling was conducted 

under a scenario of worst-case conditions, and assumptions were made 
about the presence of chromium VI, which is not a contaminant expected to 
be produced in the regasification process.  Even under these worst-case 
conditions, the SCV discharge would meet the NPDES permit requirements.  
See also our response to comment FA1-14. 

PM5-62 The SCV discharge would meet thermal standards so no mitigation is 
required. 

PM5-61 

PM5-62 
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PM5-63 See our response to comment PM1-23. PM5-63 
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PM5-64 See our response to comment PM1-8. PM5-64 
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PM5-65 The discussion of water resources in section 4.3 has been revised. 

PM5-64 

cont’d 
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PM5-66 See our response to comment IND27-2. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM5-67 Existing data for chromium in SCV discharges are sparse and are 
expressed for total chromium only.  Because ODEQ standards specify 
chromium VI, as a worst case scenario the available data (total chromium) 
used for the thermal mixing modeling was assumed to represent chromium 
VI.  Because only one data point above detection limits was available (0.03 
mg/L), statistics were used to determine an even more conservative value 
by multiplying the measured concentration by a factor of 9.  See also our 
response to PM5-61. 

PM5-66 

PM5-67 
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PM5-68 Our figures presented in the EIS include a depiction of the stacks. 

PM5-67 

cont’d 
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PM5-69 See our response to comment PM1-41. 

PM5-68 

cont’d 
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PM5-70 Section 1.1 is a brief summary of the purpose and need for this project.  
However, the Commission will make a final decision about need in its 
project Order. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM5-71 NorthernStar has prepared a preliminary well protection plan which states 
that in the event of a disruption to a water supply, a freshwater tank truck 
and pump assembly would be immediately supplied to the affected party.  A 
third-party well contractor would assess the situation and remedy the 
existing well or construct a new well if necessary.  Any potential disruptions 
to water supply would occur during the active construction phase of the 
project and therefore we do not believe an escrow account would be 
necessary.  FERC would monitor the project throughout construction and 
restoration to ensure compliance with the applicant’s proposed construction 
procedures and mitigation measures as identified in the EIS and conditions 
of the FERC Certificate. 

PM5-69 

cont’d 
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PM5-72 See our response to comment PM1-40. 

PM5-71 

cont’d 
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PM5-73 Table 4.3.1-2 is not intended to be a comprehensive list of all wells but only 
those wells within the state databases at the time of the search.  
NorthernStar would work with property owners along the pipeline route to 
identify new or unregistered wells located in or near the construction right-
of-way. 

PM5-72 

cont’d 
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PM5-74 See our responses to comments PM2-20 and PM2-32.  The FERC’s role as 
the lead federal agency responsible for authorizing onshore LNG import 
terminals was outlined by Congress in the NGA, and clarified in the EPAct 
2005.  The laws were not kept secret, and the EIS discusses them in 
section 1.0. 
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PM5-75 As discussed in sections 4.8.1.9, 4.8.2.9, and 4.8.3.9, low-income and 
minority populations would not be disproportionately affected by the 
proposed project.   

PM5-74 

cont’d 
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PM5-76 See our response to comment PM4-20. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM5-77 Section 7h of the NGA states when a holder of a FERC certificate cannot 
reach an agreement for an easement with a landowner, it may “acquire the 
same by the exercise of the right of eminent domain in the district court of 
the United States for the district in which such property may be located….” 
In other words, the settlement would be made in the local district court.  Or, 
the settlement may be made in an applicable local state court if the value is 
less than $3,000.  Maps of the pipeline route are in Appendix B of the EIS. 
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PM5-77 
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PM5-77 
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PM5-78 We agree that the Pacific Northwest would include the states of Oregon, 
Washington, and Idaho. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM5-79 NorthernStar’s sediment sampling followed applicable guidelines and 
approvals and all dredging would be carried out in accordance with the COE 
permit required under section 404 of the CWA. 

PM5-77 

cont’d 
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PM5-80 See our response to comment PM5-46.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM5-81 Soil liquefaction relative to the pipeline is discussed in section 4.1.4.3.  See 
also our response to comment PM1-32.  Odorant (methyl mercaptan) is 
required for all natural gas distribution lines but it is not required, nor is it 
typically used, for interstate natural gas transmission lines.  One reason it is 
not used for transmission lines is that methyl mercaptan can interfere with 
the end use if natural gas is being used as a manufacturing feedstock.   

PM5-79 

cont’d 
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PM5-81 
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PM5-82 Section 4.8.2.7 of the EIS has been revised to address NorthernStar’s 
proposal for improvements to Clifton Road.  Section 4.8.3.7 has been 
revised to include additional discussion of NorthernStar’s requirements 
regarding local road permits and our recommendation that NorthernStar 
revise its final traffic management plan to include measures to reduce 
impacts on narrow roads (including Whitewater Road, AKA Old Mill Creek 
Road) that would be used to access the construction right-of-way. 

PM5-81 

cont’d 
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PM5-82 
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PM5-83 See our responses to comments PM4-20.and PM5-26. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM5-84 The maximum number of LNG carriers calling at the LNG terminal would be 
125 per year.  The Columbia River would not be shut down during LNG 
carrier transits. 

PM5-82 

cont’d 
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PM5-84 
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PM5-85 There is no evidence that the project would cause a loss of jobs, or have 
negative economic impacts.  In fact, as discussed in section 4.8 of this EIS, 
the project would most likely have economic benefits for the region.  The 
project should not have significant impacts on upriver ports, commercial 
shipping in the lower Columbia River, or other river users.  See responses 
to PM1-52, PM3-9, PM5-31, and MP5-46.  The Coast Guard determines 
requirements for escorts of LNG carriers in its WSR and LOR, and safety is 
discussed in section 4.11 of this EIS. 

PM5-84 
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PM6-1 See our response to comment IND32-2. PM6-1 
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PM6-1 
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PM6-2 Socioeconomic impacts are addressed in section 4.8. 

PM6-1 

cont’d 

PM6-2 
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PM6-3 Dredging is addressed in sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the EIS. 

PM6-2 

cont’d 
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PM6-4 The project’s potential impact on salmonids is discussed in sections 4.5 and 
4.6 of the EIS.  We will also address this issue in our revised BA and EFH 
Assessment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM6-5 Public meetings are part of the NEPA process. 

PM6-3 

cont’d 

PM6-4 

PM6-5 
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PM6-6 Based on the results of modeling conducted by WEST, dredging of the 
maneuvering area and berth are unlikely to modify flow velocities within the 
river such that the destruction of the entrance to the lower Columbia River 
estuary or erosion of entire islands would result. 

Potential impacts from dredging and water intake on aquatic resources are 
discussed in section 4.5.2.1.  Potential impacts from tug maneuvering are 
discussed in section 4.1.3.3.  

The adequacy of mitigation for impacts on aquatic resources due to the 
project is discussed in the response to comment FA2-10. 

PM6-5 

cont’d 
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PM6-7 We address impacts on wetlands and mitigation in section 4.4.1.  
NorthernStar will have to obtain permits from the COE, ODSL, and WDE, 
and those permits would contain conditions to mitigate for any wetland 
losses.  The FERC has consulted with the FWS and NMFS about impacts 
on marine mammals, aquatic resources, and threatened and endangered 
species, and has produced a BA and EFH assessment.  The FWS, NMFS, 
and ODFW have all commented about this project on the record.  Their 
comments on our draft EIS can be found in volume 2 of the final EIS under 
FA2, FA4, and SA1.  This EIS discloses environmental impacts and 
includes recommended conditions to protect resources. 
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PM6-7 
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PM6-8 We address impacts on wetlands and mitigation in section 4.4.1.  Hunt 
Creek is discussed in section 4.3.2.3.  NorthernStar’s mitigation plan would 
protect the habitat of Hunt Creek, and restore wetland environments in the 
lower Columbia River estuary.  Impacts on fishing are addressed in section 
4.7.1.4 and 4.8.1.7.  We do not think that the project would result in 
significant adverse effects on commercial or recreational fishing. 
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PM6-9 See our responses to comments PM2-20 and PM4-20, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM6-10 See our response to comment FA1-28. 

PM6-9 

PM6-10 
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PM6-11 We have recommended in section 4.4.1.2 that NorthernStar’s final 
Compensatory Mitigation Plan be filed, along with agency comments and 
appropriate approvals, with the Secretary prior to construction of the project.  
We do not feel that it is unreasonable to assume that agency-approved 
mitigation measures would be effective.  The fact that another entity had 
offered to purchase Svensen Island prior to NorthernStar is not relevant to 
the discussion of potential impacts from the Bradwood Landing Project. 

NorthernStar submitted its Mitigation Plan – 3rd Revision for the Bradwood 
Landing Terminal and Pipeline to the FERC on August 3, 2007.  This 
document is available for viewing by the public on the FERC’s Internet web 
page at www.ferc.gov, through the eLibrary link, selecting “General Search,” 
entering the docket number minus the last three digits (i.e., CP06-365), and 
putting in the proper date range. 

PM6-10 
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PM6-12 Section 4.11.5.3 discusses the hazards associated from a release of LNG 
from an LNG carrier.  Section 4.11 includes a discussion of cascading 
failures from LNG tanks on an LNG carrier. 

PM6-11 

cont’d 
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PM6-13 See our responses to Dr. Jerry Havens’ comments, IND73-1 through 
IND73-5. 

PM6-12 

cont’d 
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cont’d 
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PM6-14 Figure 4.7.1-1 depicts potential sensitive resources within the Zones of 
Concern.  We have added to the figure the features listed in this comment 
that are within the Zones of Concern.  However, Station Camp, Dismal 
Notch, Westport boat ramp, Big Creek Park, and the Gnat Creek 
campground and trail are located outside of the Zones of Concern. 

PM6-14 
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PM6-15 As indicated in section 2.1.2.4, the anchorages at Astoria would not be 
suitable for use by LNG vessels.  Therefore, if the Columbia River is closed 
to ship traffic due to flooding (or other poor weather conditions), LNG ships 
would not be allowed to enter the river.  Loaded LNG ships would not 
anchor at Astoria.  Landslides are addressed in section 4.1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM6-16 Section 2.1.2.2 describes wave hazards and storm conditions at the 
Columbia River Bar, including conditions that do not allow transit by ships. 

PM6-17 California is referenced as it is a very active seismic region and therefore 
illustrates how well natural gas pipelines perform under such conditions.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM6-18 In the seismic hazard analysis report for LNG terminal, the phrase “historic 
time” refers to the period from 1850 to the present.  That is time period 
during which reasonably complete earthquake records are available.  This 
has been clarified in the final EIS.  In addition, we have added information 
regarding past large subduction zone earthquakes and the event of 1700 
was taken into account in assessing the site-specific risk at the site..  

PM6-15 

PM6-16 

PM6-17 

PM6-18 
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PM6-19 Geologic hazards are grouped in categories in the EIS for organizational 
purposes.  While it is it true that some hazards could occur simultaneously 
and may be interrelated (e.g., flooding and landslides or earthquakes and 
landslides, the existing descriptions are still valid and the mitigation 
measures are the same.  Site-specific slope stability evaluations to be 
performed prior to construction along the pipeline route must take 
earthquake effects into account.  

PM6-19 

PM6-18 

cont’d 
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PM6-20 Section 4.11.8 discusses terrorism and security issues.  As stated in that 
section, it is possible that a release from the LNG storage tanks could be 
caused by an intentional act, such as a terrorist attack.  Although an 
intentional breach scenario could result in greater thermal radiation in the 
immediate vicinity of the release, such scenarios are typically associated 
with the desire to inflict damage to major infrastructure and population and 
commercial centers.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM6-21 As described in section 4.11.3, the LNG storage tanks at the Bradwood 
Landing terminal are double-walled tanks so that the contents of the inner 
tank would be contained in the event of a failure.  In addition, a tertiary berm 
surrounding the tank and processing area would provide further spill 
containment in the event of an unforeseen catastrophic failure.  Therefore, it 
is highly unlikely that a spill would flow into Hunt Creek.  
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PM6-22 See our response to comment PM2-3. 

PM6-21 

cont’d 
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PM6-23 As discussed in section 4.11.6, the ERP must be developed in consultation 
with appropriate federal, state, and local agencies.  The plan would be 
available to the local agencies and emergency personnel who need the 
information to ensure public safety.  Non-SSI components that are 
necessary for public involvement, such as emergency notification or 
evacuation route information, would be made public as appropriate.   

PM6-22 

cont’d 
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PM6-24 As discussed in section 4.11.6, the ERP must include a Cost Sharing Plan 
which must be approved by FERC before any final approval to begin 
construction.  If the needed resources are not available and properly 
funded, construction and operation of the project would not be approved by 
the FERC.  Also see our response to comment PM1-1.   

PM6-23 

cont’d 
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PM6-25 See our response to comment PM1-23. 

PM6-24 

cont’d 
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PM6-26 Comment noted. PM6-26 



 

K
-276

Public Meetings 6 

 
PM6-26 
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PM6-27 See our responses to comments PM1-1 and PM6-24. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM6-28 See our responses to comments PM2-3 and PM2-20. PM6-28 

PM6-27 
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PM6-29 The EIS addresses noise in section 4.10.2. 
 
 
 
 

PM6-30 Section 4.7.2.7 includes a discussion of potential visual impacts, including 
those from lights at the proposed LNG facility. 

PM6-28 

cont’d 
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PM6-31 Comment noted. PM6-31 
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PM6-32 Comment noted. 

PM6-31 

cont’d 
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PM6-33 Comment noted. 
PM6-33 
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PM6-34 See our response to comment PM3-68. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM6-35 See our response to comment FA1-28. 

PM6-34 

PM6-35 
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PM6-36 Section 4.5.2.1 discusses the potential impacts on aquatic resources, 
including salmonids, due to increased suspended sediment and turbidity 
levels.  Section 4.5.2.1 has been revised to include additional information on 
the potential impacts on aquatic resources due to sediment transport within 
the lower Columbia River due to creation and maintenance of the berth and 
maneuvering area.  Specific portions of this comment were not clear, and 
therefore, could not be addressed.   
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM6-37 Screened water intakes are discussed in the response to comment FA1-28. 

Wake stranding is discussed in the response to comment FA2-19. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM6-38 See our response to comment IND30-3. 

PM6-35 

cont’d 
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PM6-39 Because the EIS is a summary document, we believe that the level of detail 
provided in sections 4.5.2.1 and 4.6.2.2 on the potential impacts due to 
dredging and habitat modification on salmonids is adequate.  However, 
these topics will be addressed in additional detail in the revised BA and EFH 
Assessment.  See also our response to comment PM3-68. 

PM6-38 

cont’d 
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PM6-40 We do not believe that the passage of LNG carriers in the waterway to the 
proposed terminal would have any significant impacts on tourism, fishing, or 
recreational boating.  See sections 4.8.1.7 and 4.8.1.8 in the EIS.  As 
explained in section 4.8, the project would generate jobs, not take them 
away, and would benefit the regional economy. 
 

PM6-41 The security zones around LNG carriers in transit to the terminal are 
discussed in section 4.8.1.7 of this EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM6-42 We address the potential impact of the project on tourism in sections 
4.8.1.8, 4.8.2.8, and 4.8.3.8.  Safety is addressed in section 4.11.  The 
proposed Bradwood Landing LNG import terminal would occupy about 42 
acres on land during its operation.  This would be smaller than LNG import 
terminals currently operating at Cove Point, Maryland, Elba Island, Georgia, 
or Lake Charles, Louisiana, which occupy approximately 100 and 380 
acres, respectively. 

PM6-40 

PM6-41 

PM6-42 
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PM6-43 Security measures would be required to be put into place to protect the 

vessel both landside and waterside before approval of the project.  
PM6-43 
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PM6-44 The seismicity of the area and mitigation measures are addressed in 
section 4.1.3.3. 

PM6-44 
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PM6-45 The maximum number of LNG carriers calling at the LNG terminal would be 

125 per year.  The Columbia River would not be shut down during LNG 
carrier transits.  The cumulative impacts section (4.12) addresses the 
combined impacts if both the Bradwood Landing Project and the Oregon 
LNG Project are authorized and built.  Protective escorts for LNG carriers 
would be handled by the Coast Guard.  The public version of the Coast 
Guard’s WSR is included as Appendix H of this EIS. 

PM6-46 The Coast Guard has not yet obligated any resources to the project.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM6-47 The WSR requires that a cruise ship in port at Astoria have separate 
waterside security while an LNG vessel is in transit and that a cruise ship 
and LNG vessel shall not pass each other in the navigation channel.  That 
does not mean that an LNG vessel cannot pass a cruise ship while in port.  
With proper scheduling of cruise sailings relative to LNG ship transits, the 
LNG ship traffic would not impact the cruise ships.  As discussed in section 
4.8.1.7, the project would have minor impacts on other ship traffic.   

PM6-45 

PM6-46 

PM6-47 
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PM6-47 

cont’d 



 

K
-291

Public Meetings 6 

 
PM6-47 

cont’d 
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PM6-48 The Coast Guard has determined in its WSR that the Columbia River 

navigation channel would be suitable for LNG marine traffic if measures 
were implemented to responsibly manage navigation, safety, and security 
risks.  These measures are discussed in detail in section 4.11.5.4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM6-49 See our response to comment PM1-23. 

PM6-48 

PM6-49 
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PM6-50 Project impacts on existing land-use are addressed in section 4.7.  The 

Clatsop County Board of Commissioners approved NorthernStar’s 
comprehensive application for permits and land use approvals, including 
proposed zoning changes, in March 2008.  The LNG terminal and pipeline 
are now accepted uses in Clatsop County, consistent with local zoning and 
planning guidelines. 

PM6-50 
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PM6-51 The FERC has taken into consideration weather, seismicity, and the 

navigational hazards of the Columbia River Bar as part of the EIS. 
PM6-51 
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PM6-51 

cont’d 
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PM6-52 Comment noted. 

PM6-51 

cont’d 
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PM6-53 Comment noted. 

PM6-52 

cont’d 
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PM6-54 Comment noted. 

 
 
 

PM6-55 LNG safety is discussed in section 4.11. 

PM6-54 

PM6-55 
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PM6-56 Comment noted. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM6-57 Comment noted. 

PM6-56 

PM6-57 
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PM6-58 Safety, security, and reliability are discussed in section 4.11 of the EIS. PM6-58 
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PM6-59 See our response to comment FA3-3. 

PM6-58 

cont’d 
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PM6-60 To prevent the introduction or spread of noxious weeds (including Gorse 
(Ulex europaea), evergreen clematis (Clematis vitalba), garlic mustard 
(Alliaria petiolata), and Spartina grass (Spartina spp.)), we have 
recommended in section 4.4.2.3 that NorthernStar continue to consult with 
the COE, FWS, NMFS, Oregon and Washington Departments of 
Agriculture, and other appropriate resource agencies to revise its Noxious 
Weeds and Soil-borne Plant Disease Control Plan.   

NorthernStar included its Noxious Weeds and Soil-borne Plant Disease 
Control Plan as part of its JPA.  NorthernStar filed its JPA with the FERC on 
November 22, 2006, and filed revisions to the JPA on April 5, 2007.  This 
document is available for viewing by the public on the FERC’s Internet web 
page at www.ferc.gov, through the eLibrary link. 

PM6-60 
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PM6-61 By definition, the Zones of Concern would be centered on the LNG vessel.  
For purposes of the EIS, we assumed the Zones of Concern were centered 
in the middle of the navigation channel.  Depending on the LNG vessel 
position, they could be shifted somewhat from the middle of the channel, but 
they would not be wider.  Our identification of features that would fall within 
the respective zones would not be affected by the uncertainty in vessel 
position at the scale considered.  

PM6-60 

cont’d 
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PM6-62 LNG safety is discussed in section 4.11. 

PM6-61 

cont’d 
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PM6-63 Comment noted.   

PM6-62 

cont’d 

PM6-63 
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PM6-64 The technical design of the Bradwood Landing Project is safe and sound as 
discussed in section 4.11. 

PM6-63 

cont’d 
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PM6-65 Offshore alternatives are assessed in section 3.1.4.1. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM6-66 Natural gas vapors (primarily methane) can explode if contained within a 
confined space, such as a building or structure, and ignited. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM6-67 As discussed in section 4.8.1.8, the lower Columbia River and the Columbia 
River bar would not be closed to recreational boaters during LNG carrier 
transits in the waterway to the proposed Bradwood Landing LNG terminal.   

PM6-65 

PM6-66 

PM6-67 
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PM6-68 Decisions regarding vessel movements and priority after storm events 
would be made by the pilots.  

PM6-67 

cont’d 
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PM6-69 See our response to comment PM6-48. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM6-70 The Columbia River would not be closed to other users.  The safety/security 
zone would establish the Coast Guard’s authority in the area surrounding 
the LNG vessel to ensure safety during the transit.  
 
 
 
 

PM6-71 Impacts of the project on wildlife and the LCNWR are discussed in sections 
4.5 and 4.6. 

PM6-68 

cont’d 

PM6-69 
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PM6-72 Safety is discussed in section 4.11 of the EIS. PM6-72 
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PM6-73 See our response to comment PM6-72. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM6-74 See our response to comment PM3-39. 

PM6-73 

PM6-74 
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PM6-75 The FERC will review the proposed Bradwood Landing Project on its own 
merits and assess site-specific impacts. 

PM6-74 

cont’d 
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PM6-75 

cont’d 
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PM6-76 As discussed in sections 4.3 and 4.10.1, impacts on air and water quality 
would not be significant.   
 
 
 

PM6-77 See our responses to comments PM1-1 and PM6-24.   

PM6-76 

PM6-77 
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PM6-77 

cont’d 
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cont’d 
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PM6-78 The proposed location of the pipeline route, including the route of the HDD 
borehole beneath the Columbia River, is shown in Appendix B of the final 
EIS.  The route is the same as shown in the draft EIS.  The location of the 
HDD borehole was chosen, in part, based on the results of a geotechnical 
study to ensure stability of the borehole and to minimize the potential for 
frac-outs to occur.  Additional site-specific geotechnical investigations would 
be done and reviewed for compliance before construction would be allowed 
to begin in any areas exposed to significant geological hazards.  Also see 
our response to LA7-25. 

PM6-78 
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PM6-78 

cont’d 
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PM6-79 The Commission issued its Policy Statement on Provisions Governing Gas 
Quality and Interchangeability in Interstate Natural Gas Company Tariffs 
(Policy Statement, PL04-3-000) in 2006.  Consistent with the Policy 
Statement, NorthernStar must ensure that the regasified LNG it delivers to 
interconnecting pipelines meets the gas quality and interchangeability 
standards of the interconnecting pipelines’ tariffs. 

PM6-78 

cont’d 
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PM6-79 

cont’d 
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PM6-80 See our response to comment PM1-42.  All significant noise sources were 
included in the acoustical model and are listed in table 4.10.2-4. 

PM6-79 

cont’d 
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PM6-81 See our response to comment PM1-17. 

PM6-80 

cont’d 
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PM6-82 The referenced meeting was exempt from the FERC’s ex-parte rules under 
§385.2201(e)(1)(vii) because it related to preparation of documentation 
under the NEPA.  The Commission issued an Order to clarify this situation 
on February 16, 2007. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM6-83 See our response to comment PM1-18.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM6-84 See our response to comment PM6-20. 

PM6-81 

cont’d 

PM6-82 

PM6-83 

PM6-84 
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PM6-84 

cont’d 
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PM6-85 NorthernStar would work with property owners to identify wells and springs 

within and adjacent to the construction right-of-way and implement 
measures to protect such springs and wells as appropriate. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM6-86 There is no evidence that the project would cause significant adverse 
impacts on the shipping or fishing industries of the lower Columbia River.  
See sections 4.7.1.4 and 4.8.1.7.  It is possible that, if authorized and built, 
the Bradwood Landing Project may be under-utilized during certain periods, 
and would not always deliver up to its maximum capacity.  Existing LNG 
import terminals on the East and Gulf Coasts of the United States on 
occasion operate at about 40 percent of capacity. 

PM6-85 

PM6-86 
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PM6-87 The Bradwood Landing Project would provide an alternative source of 
natural gas for the Wauna Mill and Beaver Power Plant.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM6-88 The comparison is not accurate because oil has previously been imported 
and the United States receives the majority of its oil from domestic or 
Canadian sources.  However, the United States is currently experiencing 
more demand for natural gas than it can adequately produce domestically 
or import via the existing natural gas transmission pipeline infrastructure. 

PM6-87 

PM6-88 

PM6-86 

cont’d 
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PM6-89 Section 1.1 includes a revised discussion of the purpose and need of the 
proposed project.  Section 2.9 has been revised to include a discussion of 
NorthernStar’s decommissioning plan that was submitted to Clatsop County 
and the State of Oregon. 

PM6-88 

cont’d 

PM6-89 



 

K
-330

Public Meetings 6 

 

PM6-90 The modeling approach used by FERC employed during project review 
included the best available methods and in areas of uncertainty, used 
conservative assumptions.  Also, the GAO Report (GAO 2007) presented a 
survey of experts who work in areas related to LNG risk, hazards, and 
consequence modeling.  The report determined that the primary hazard to 
the public would be heat from a fire.  A total of 11 of 15 experts were of the 
opinion that current methods for estimating LNG fire heat hazard distances 
are “about right” or too conservative. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM6-91 For pipelines of this size we look at national risk rates for pipeline failure.  
We acknowledge that Cowlitz County has geologically unstable areas; 
however, this is an acceptable incremental risk. 

PM6-90 

PM6-91 
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PM6-92 It is generally standard practice to collocate new natural gas pipelines with 
existing utilities.  However, in the case of the KB pipeline, NorthernStar 
recognizes that some areas of the route cross geologically unstable areas.  
Therefore, the Bradwood Landing pipeline would avoid the unstable areas, 
or in some cases, potential landslide areas would be crossed using the 
HDD method.   

PM6-91 

cont’d 

PM6-92 
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PM6-93 See section 4.11.1 for a discussion of a rapid phase transition (RPT) that 

can occur when LNG is spilled onto water.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM6-94 Detailed studies do not need to be completed before we issue the EIS, or 
before the Commission makes a decision about the project.  There are 
some studies, like archaeological surveys and geotechnical investigations, 
that cannot be done until after a Certificate is issued and NorthernStar could 
obtain access to parcels previously denied.  Therefore, we have made 
numerous recommendations that require detailed studies, designs, and 
other extensive coordination efforts to be completed after the FERC Order, 
but before we allow construction to begin.  The EIS discloses what 
information may be lacking, how we would account for potential project 
impacts on specific resources in those situations, and general conceptual 
measures that would be finalized later to mitigate impacts.  Also, mitigation 
measures would be required by other agencies with permitting or regulatory 
authorities, such as the BOs to be issued by the FWS and NMFS, and 
wetlands permit to be issued by the COE. 

PM6-93 

PM6-94 
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PM6-95 See our response to comment PM4-20 and PM5-26. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM6-96 As discussed in section 4.11.3, the LNG storage tanks would be full 
containment tanks.  The inner tank would be constructed of 9 percent nickel 
steel and the outer tank would be constructed of pre-stressed concrete.  
Both of those materials are designed to withstand cryogenic temperatures 
and are not prone to brittle fractures.  constructed with pre-stressed 
concrete 

PM6-95 

PM6-96 
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PM6-97 Based on an analysis of risk and site specific conditions, the Coast Guard 
determined that closure of the Astoria-Megler Bridge during transit of an 
LNG vessel would not be necessary.  Section 4.11.8 presents a discussion 
of terrorism and security issues.  The 1944 Cleveland incident was directly 
related to flaws in the LNG tank design, not the volume of LNG. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PM6-98 A discussion of the hazards, along with site-specific modeling, associated 
with a release of LNG from the storage tanks or LNG carriers is presented in 
section 4.11.  Hazard distances are based on site specific modeling, which 
is dependent on a number of factors, including the size of the spill.  A 
generic statement saying that for all credible spills, the danger zone for 
humans extends almost 2 miles is inaccurate. 

PM6-96 

cont’d 
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PM6-99 Section 3 of the Natural Gas Act does not preclude siting an LNG terminal 
in a populated area and an LNG terminal requires proximity to a deep 
navigation channel for LNG ship access.  Also see our response to 
comment PM5-8. 

PM6-98 

cont’d 
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FA1-1 Section 4.9.3 of the EIS documents government-to-government consultations 

between the FERC and Indian tribes that may have an interest in the project.  
The FERC sent its NOI to appropriate Indian tribal governments.  Only the 
Nez Perce Tribe and the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs 
Reservation requested direct consultations with the FERC.  Staff made 
presentations to the CRITFC on November 17, 2005, and to the Warm 
Springs Tribal Council on January 24, 2006.  Members of the Nez Perce 
Tribal Council were in attendance during our presentation to the CRITFC.  In 
addition, representatives from the CRITFC and the Nez Perce Tribe attended 
interagency and public meetings held for this project.   

FA1-2 Based on our analysis of the regional population, the project would not 
disproportionately impact minorities, including Native Americans, or low 
income communities (see section 4.8). 

FA1-3 The EIS discusses NorthernStar’s intent to connect with the Beaver Power 
Plant.  If the LNG terminal is expanded in the future (i.e., a third tank added) 
another assessment of environmental impacts related to that action would be 
required.  Cumulative impacts are discussed in section 4.12. 

FA1-4 The FERC’s environmental staff makes recommendations in the EIS using the 
phrasing “should.”  If the project is approved by the Commission, these 
recommendations would become conditions of the FERC’s authorization for 
the LNG terminal and the certification for the pipeline.  All of our 
recommended mitigation measures are summarized in section 5.2.  Our 
recommendations are not the same as future actions that NorthernStar has 
committed to doing in their application and supplemental filings, which we 
describe using the phrasing “would.”  See response to comment PM1-2. 

FA1-5 To our knowledge, the Quinault, Colville, and Kootenai Tribe of Idaho did not 
prehistorically or historically occupy or utilize the project area (see Wayne 
Suttles, vol. ed., 1980, Northwest Coast, Handbook of North American 
Indians, Vol. 7, Smithsonian Institution, Washington, DC).  Nor does it appear 
that these particular tribes have treaty rights extending over the lower 
Columbia River basin.  Bands forming the Quinault tribe occupied the Queets, 
Clearwater, Quinsalt, and Copalis River drainages in the southwestern corner 
of the Olympic peninsula in west-central Washington state.  The bands of 
Confederated Tribes of the Colville Indian Reservation occupied the upper 
Columbia River valley in central and eastern Washington.  Kootenai bands 
occupied a territory in southeastern British Columbia, northwestern Montana, 
and northern Idaho.  The Oregon and Washington SHPOs, the Legislative 
Commission on Indian Affairs for Oregon, and the Washington Governor’s 
Office of Indian Affairs did not identify the Quinault, Colville, or Kootenai as 
tribes that we should contact.  Although our NOI for this project was sent to 
regional agencies and Native American organizations, including the Affiliated 
Tribes of Northwest Indians, Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission, CRIFC, 
and the BIA, none of those organizations or agencies responded to the NOI 
with a request that the FERC should consult with the Quinault, Colville, or 
Kootenai tribes.  Information regarding the Bradwood Landing Project has 
been available in the regional press for years.  None of these three tribes 
have provided comments or contacted the FERC about the project.   

FA1-1 

FA1-2 

FA1-3 

FA1-5 

FA1-4 
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FA1-6 See section 4.9.3 of the EIS. 

FA1-7 We do not believe that other river users would be adversely impacted by the 
safety and security zones for the LNG carriers (see sections 4.7.1.4, 
4.8.1.7, and 4.8.1.8).  Fishing boats may need to temporarily move out of 
the way for several minutes as an LNG carrier passes. 

FA1-8 Section 4.1.3.3 describes mitigation for soil liquefaction at the LNG terminal 
in greater detail than section 5.1.1.  The currently proposed mitigation 
technique for soil liquefaction is soil densification using vibroflotation.  Silts 
and clays within the top 25 feet would be replaced with compacted 
engineered fill.  It is standard construction practice to replace fine grained 
soils with granular soils (e.g., sand or pea gravel) that can meet engineering 
specifications for compaction (i.e., “engineered fill”), regardless of the 
potential for soil liquefaction.  Section 5.1.1 has been reworded for greater 
clarity relative to this issue.   

FA1-9 The dredged material that is used for beach nourishment would replace 
sand that has eroded from an existing beach area at the Wahkiakum 
County Sand Pit site.  This would be a beneficial use of the dredged sand to 
mitigate ongoing erosion caused by the presence of upstream dams which 
have removed sediment from the river’s natural system.  Dredged material 
has previously been placed at the Wahkiakum County Sand Pit site to 
counteract the effects of shoreline erosion (see section 3.1.9.2).  Impacts of 
the dredged material placement on aquatic resources are discussed in 
section 4.5 and impacts on wildlife (streaked horned lark) are discussed in 
section 4.6.2.2. 

FA1-10 With the exception of approximately 20,000 cubic yards, dredged material 
that is place at the Wahkiakum County Sand Pit site for beach nourishment 
would essentially be placed in the Columbia River.  This includes the 
material removed for maintenance dredging.  Permits for maintenance 
dredging cover a 5-year period.  The environmental assessment for the first 
permit is included in the EIS, which will be considered by the COE along 
with the Joint Permit Application submitted by NorthernStar for permits 
under section 404.  Subsequent maintenance permits would require a 
separate environmental review by the COE. 

FA1-11 The concentrations of contaminants detected in the sediments to be 
dredged are described in detail in section 4.2.2.2.  Because the 
concentrations were very low, and in most cases are consistent with 
background levels, no mitigation is necessary.   

FA1-12 Because the tanks and pipeline would be constructed of new materials, 
contaminants are not expected to be introduced to the hydrostatic test water 
during testing.  However, all batches of hydrostatic test water would be 
sampled and analyzed before discharge and treated as necessary to enable 
safe discharge to the river.  Hydrostatic test discharges would meet ODEQ 
standards and NPDES permit requirements. 

FA1-5 
cont’d 

FA1-9 

FA1-8 

FA1-7 

FA1-6 

FA1-10 
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FA1-13 As described in section 4.3.2.3, the water withdrawn for fire suppression 
system testing would be cycled through the system piping and discharged 
back to the river without any other use.  No adverse impacts on water 
quality or scouring of the river bottom would occur.  The firewater intakes at 
the LNG terminal that withdraw water from the Columbia River would be 
screened to minimize the likelihood of entrainment and impingement of 
juvenile fish in accordance with the ODFW and NMFS regulations and fish 
design criteria.  The screen designs proposed by NorthernStar have been 
reviewed and approved by the NMFS.  Therefore, no impacts on fish and 
wildlife are expected and no mitigation would be necessary. 

FA1-14 The SCV discharge would be monitored in accordance with the NPDES 
permit issued by the ODEQ.  Further discussion of the SCV discharge, as 
described in a technical memorandum titled Mixing Zone Analysis of 
Bradwood Landing Point Source Discharges – NorthernStar Natural Gas, 
has been added to section 4.3.2.3.  NorthernStar filed its Mixing Zone 
Analysis for Bradwood Landing Point Source Discharges – NorthernStar 
Natural Gas with the FERC on October 15, 2007.  This document is 
available for viewing by the public on the FERC’s Internet web page at 
www.ferc.gov, through the eLibrary link, selecting “General Search,” 
entering the docket number minus the last three digits (i.e., CP06-365), and 
putting in the proper date range.  Constituents that would be present in the 
SCV discharge are listed in this technical memorandum, which is included 
as comment A4. 

FA1-15 Complete citations for all references cited in the EIS are provided in 
Appendix H.  In addition, we have provided footnotes for certain key 
documents that are available on the FERC’s internet website.   

FA1-16 A detailed discussion of the temperature of the SCV discharge relative to 
the ambient temperature of the Columbia River is provided in section 
4.3.2.3.  The SCV discharge is not expected to exceed 68 °F because it is 
part of a controlled, engineered process, and an alarm would sound in the 
control room if the temperature were to exceed 68 °F so corrective action 
could be taken.  The temperature of the SCV discharge would be monitored 
and reported to the ODEQ as part of the NPDES permit requirements.   

FA1-17 Sections 4.5 and 4.6 contain detailed discussions of potential impacts on 
fish and wildlife associated with waterbody crossings and the new Hunt 
Creek Bridge.  As discussed in section 2.1.5, NorthernStar’s revised 
Compensatory Mitigation Plan will be included in the FERC’s revised BA 
and EFH Assessment.  Directions for accessing NorthernStar’s 
Compensatory Mitigation Plan via the eLibrary can be found in the response 
to comment PM6-11. 

FA1-18 Compensatory mitigation for wetlands is discussed in section 4.4.1.2 for the 
terminal site and in section 4.4.1.3 for the pipeline.  Mitigation for temporary 
impacts on wetlands is not required. 

FA1-14 

FA1-13 

FA1-15 

FA1-16 

FA1-17 

FA1-18 

FA1-19 

FA1-20 

FA1-21 

FA1-22 

FA1-23 

FA1-24 

FA1-25 
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FA1-19 NorthernStar’s request for a wider right-of-way in wetlands is necessary and 

justified for seven reasons, as described in section 4.4.1.3. 

FA1-20 NorthernStar submitted its Mitigation Plan – 3rd Revision for the Bradwood 
Landing Terminal and Pipeline to the FERC on August 3, 2007.  Directions 
for accessing NorthernStar’s Compensatory Mitigation Plan via the eLibrary 
can be found in the response to comment PM6-11.  NorthernStar is 
currently revising its Compensatory Mitigation Plan, which will be included in 
the FERC’s revised BA and EFH Assessment.  NorthernStar is developing 
its mitigation plan in consultation with the NMFS, FWS, and state agencies.  
The Compensatory Mitigation Plan is not a FERC proposal.  See also our 
response to FA1-1. 

FA1-21 Section 5.1.2 states that trace amounts of some contaminants were 
detected in sediments but none exceeded threshold levels that would have 
an adverse impact on aquatic species and section 5.1.5 states that 
sampling and analysis did not detect any elevated contaminant 
concentrations that could adversely affect aquatic species.  These 
statements are consistent and, furthermore, indicate that mitigation 
measures are not needed.  Section 4.2.2.2 describes the sediment 
sampling and analysis results in detail. 

FA1-22 As discussed in section 4.8, we do not agree that the project would have 
disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low income 
communities in the project area. 

FA1-23 Section 4.4.1.1 and 4.4.1.2 contain detailed discussions of potential impacts 
on estuarine function due to construction and operation of the project.  As 
discussed in section 2.1.5, NorthernStar’s revised Compensatory Mitigation 
Plan will be included in the FERC’s revised BA and EFH Assessment.  
Directions for accessing NorthernStar’s Compensatory Mitigation Plan via 
the eLibrary can be found in the response to comment PM6-11. 

FA1-24 Sections 4.5 and 4.6 contain detailed discussions of potential impacts on 
fish and wildlife associated with the removal of 700,000 cubic yards of 
sediment for the maneuvering area and ship berth.  NorthernStar will 
develop a revised Compensatory Mitigation Plan to mitigate for impacts on 
fish and wildlife.  As discussed in section 2.1.5, NorthernStar’s revised 
Compensatory Mitigation Plan will be included in the FERC’s revised BA 
and EFH Assessment.   

FA1-25 The phrase “(i.e., 40 years)” has been added to the statement for 
clarification.  

FA1-26 See section 4.9.4 of the EIS.  No traditional cultural properties, including 
religious or sacred sites important to Indian tribes, have been identified 
within the area of potential effect.  We have not yet completed compliance 
with the NHPA, and have recommended a condition that would require the 
completion of cultural resources studies prior to construction being allowed 
to begin. 
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FA1-27 Sections 4.5 and 4.6 contain detailed discussions of potential impacts on 

fish and wildlife associated with the construction of the LNG terminal, 
including the jetty, and other ground disturbing activities.  As discussed in 
section 2.1.5, NorthernStar’s revised Compensatory Mitigation Plan will be 
included in the FERC’s revised BA and EFH Assessment. 

FA1-28 All intake screen designs have been reviewed and approved by the NMFS 
and comply with ODFW and NMFS regulations and fish design criteria.   

As is typical for all large cargo vessels, water would be appropriated by 
LNG carriers during unloading as ballast and to cool the engines generating 
power for the offloading pumps and other onboard systems.  To minimize 
entrainment and impingement of juvenile fish during ballast and cooling 
water intake, NorthernStar would construct a system capable of delivering 
filtered water to the LNG carrier.  NorthernStar would offer contract 
incentives to the LNG suppliers to retrofit LNG carriers to connect with the 
filtered water supply system.  Since issuance of the draft EIS, NorthernStar 
has stated it may not be feasible to require that all carriers utilize the 
system.  We conducted additional analysis of entrainment by LNG carriers 
at the wharf without the use of the filtered water supply system and NMFS-
approved screens.  Due to the potential impacts on sensitive aquatic 
resources at the terminal, we are recommending in section 4.5.2.1 that 
NorthernStar develop a plan to deliver screened water to LNG carriers at 
the terminal.  We are also recommending that NorthernStar conduct post-
installation tests of all intake screens at the terminal, and develop a 
monitoring and reporting program to assess the efficacy of the screened 
water supply system at minimizing entrainment and impingement.  We will 
incorporate NorthernStar’s screening plan into our revised BA and EFH 
Assessment.  The NMFS will review our BA and EFH Assessment during 
formal consultation under section 7 of the ESA, and prepare a BO 
determining whether or not the federal actions associated with this project 
would likely jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species, or result 
in the destruction or adverse modification of designated critical habitat.  The 
FERC will not allow construction to proceed until after we have concluded 
formal consultation with the NMFS and FWS. 

FA1-27 

FA1-28 
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FA2-1 Our analysis in section 3.1 discussed a range of alternatives over a wide 
geographic region, not just in Oregon.  This includes potential LNG import 
terminals in British Columbia, Canada, northern Mexico, California, 
Washington, and Oregon; the conversion of existing LNG storage facilities 
in Idaho, Washington, and Oregon; and new pipeline system alternatives 
extending from Wyoming to Oregon.  

FA2-2 Our EIS does consider the duration and magnitude of the proposed action.  
We describe impacts as being either temporary or long term.  Alternatives 
that are similar in design to the Bradwood Landing Project, including 
alternative LNG terminals and pipelines, would have impacts on resources 
of similar duration.  Therefore, none of those alternatives are considered to 
be environmentally superior to the proposed action.  In some cases, where 
pipeline alternatives are longer than the proposed Bradwood Landing 
sendout pipeline, the magnitude of impacts for the alternatives would 
obviously be greater.   

FA2-1 

FA2-2 
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FA2-3 Our alternatives analysis was limited because a detailed analysis of most of 
the alternative sites is not feasible.  We looked at factors that we were able 
to obtain data for and objectively compare among the sites.  We did not 
identify any alternatives that would have significantly less impact on at-risk 
species.  For example, based on currently available information, there is the 
potential for the Oregon LNG Project to impact federally listed threatened 
and endangered salmon species in the lower Columbia River estuary, and 
the sendout pipeline for the Jordan Cove LNG Project would cross old 
growth forest habitat occupied by marbled murrelet and northern spotted 
owl.  All the LNG terminal alternatives would have to include similar 
measures to avoid or minimize impacts on federally-listed threatened and 
endangered species for the FERC to consider under the ESA. 

FA2-4 We have revised section 3.1.4 of the EIS to better explain why the 
placement of an LNG terminal off the coast of Oregon or Washington would 
not be preferable to onshore locations.  According to a report produced by 
ABSC (2006), LNG Receiving Terminal Offshore Oregon as an Alternative 
to the Land Based Bradwood Facility, which we summarize in the EIS, the 
seas offshore in the Pacific Northwest are significantly rougher than seas off 
the Gulf or Northeast coasts.  Therefore, it is not feasible to develop an 
offshore terminal as an alternative to the Bradwood Landing Project, given 
the rough sea conditions in the ocean off the Oregon coast, and 
technologies that may be used for an offshore terminal. 

FA2-5 Costs were used as one factor in comparing offshore alternatives to the 
proposed project.  We also used economic feasibility in a qualitative sense 
when comparing the proposed site to other alternatives.  However, not 
enough information is available at a sufficient level of detail for all sites to 
develop a quantitative comparison of the site alternatives based on costs.   

FA2-6 Section 3.1.6.2 discusses alternative site layouts for the proposed LNG 
terminal, based on criteria NorthernStar indicated were necessary for the 
operation of its facility, including space for future expansion.  However, we 
did not use the ability to expand as a critical factor in our consideration of 
alternatives.  We disagree that this element should be a factor in evaluating 
alternative LNG terminal sites. 

FA2-2 

cont’d 

FA2-3 

FA2-4 

FA2-5 

FA2-6 
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FA2-7 As indicated in sections 1.1 and 3.1, the primary objective of the Bradwood 
Landing Project is to provide a new source of natural gas to the Pacific 
Northwest through the importation of LNG.  In order to accomplish that 
objective, NorthernStar would need to interconnect with the existing 
Williams Northwest jurisdictional interstate system, and the existing system 
of Northwest Natural, which is the nonjurisdictional LDC for northern Oregon 
and southern Washington.   Related to that objective would be the ability to 
directly serve industrial customers in the Pacific Northwest, such as  the 
Georgia-Pacific paper mill at Wauna, Oregon and the PGE Beaver Power 
Plant at Port Westward, Oregon,  

FA2-8 The geographic scope of the EIS was established to coincide with the 
regulatory jurisdiction of the FERC and cooperating agencies (i.e., COE, 
and Coast Guard).  

FA2-9 We disagree that the proposed action has changed significantly since the 
draft EIS.  Certain engineering details have been revised and plans have 
become more detailed based on continued consultations by NorthernStar 
with various agencies and further refinement of engineering plans.  We 
have updated the final EIS as appropriate based on new information and 
based on comments received on the draft EIS.  Our revised BA and EFH 
Assessment will continue to reflect any new updates and will contain a 
complete impacts analysis.  

FA2-10 Since the issuance of the draft EIS for the Bradwood Landing Project, 
numerous discussions have occurred between the FERC, NMFS, FWS, and 
NorthernStar regarding the Compensatory Mitigation Plan as it relates to the 
BA and EFH Assessment.  As a result of these discussions, NorthernStar is 
currently revising its Compensatory Mitigation Plan.  The revised 
Compensatory Mitigation Plan will be filed with the FERC upon completion 
and will be included in the FERC’s revised BA and EFH Assessment.  
Section 2.1.5 has been revised to reflect this information.   

As described in section 4.4.1.2, because NorthernStar’s Compensatory 
Mitigation Plan has not been finalized, we have recommended that 
NorthernStar continue to consult with the COE, FWS, NMFS, ODFW, 
ODSL, WDE, and other appropriate resource agencies to finalize its 
Compensatory Mitigation Plan.  The FERC would not issue a Notice to 
Proceed to NorthernStar until the final Compensatory Mitigation Plan, along 
with agency comments and appropriate approvals, has been filed with the 
Secretary.  Directions for accessing NorthernStar’s Compensatory 
Mitigation Plan via the eLibrary can be found in the response to comment 
PM6-11. 

FA2-6 

cont’d 

FA2-7 

FA2-8 

FA2-9 

FA2-10 
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FA2-11 After the lifetime of the project, the maneuvering basin would be expected to 
fill in and downstream areas gradually return to general pre-project 
conditions over the long-term.  Additional details regarding the 
hydrodynamic modeling can be found in Hydrodynamic and Sediment 
Transport Assessment, Bradwood Landing Liquefied Natural Gas Import 
Terminal Project by West Consultants, Inc. 2006, available on the FERC’s 
eLibrary.  This document is available for viewing by the public on the 
FERC’s internet web page at www.ferc.gov, through the eLibrary link, 
selecting “General Search,” entering the docket number minus the last three 
digits (i.e., CP06-365), and putting in the proper date range.  As discussed 
in section 4.5.2.1, impacts on aquatic resources attributed to sediment 
transport and deposition may occur as a result of the proposed project.  
Additional analysis of potential impacts on salmonids from alterations of 
sediment transport and deposition will be included in the revised BA and 
EFH assessment. 

FA2-12 See our response to PM1-27.  Space for the third tank would be needed if 
the facility were to expand its sendout capacity beyond the currently 
proposed 1.3 Bcfd.  We believe our discussion regarding minimization of the 
facility footprint is sufficient and modeling of various operating scenarios is 
not warranted.  
 
 
 
 
 

FA2-13 The maximum number of annual LNG carrier trips proposed for the project 
is 125.  

FA2-10 

cont’d 

FA2-11 

FA2-12 

FA2-13 
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FA2-14 Any future expansion of the Bradwood Landing LNG terminal would require 
a separate authorization from the FERC along with the associated 
environmental review required under the NEPA.  Any plans for future 
expansion are speculative.  We are not considering the environmental 
impacts of a future expansion in this EIS. 
 
 
 
 

FA2-15 We disagree that the Palomar pipeline is an interrelated action of the 
Bradwood Landing Project.  The segment of the Palomar pipeline that 
would go to the Bradwood Landing LNG terminal is a small part of the 
project and its environmental impacts are being evaluated under the EIS for 
the Palomar pipeline.  Furthermore, as described in comment letter CO4 by 
Northwest Natural, it is not possible for a new pipeline to directly connect to 
the Mist storage field.  Our discussion of the Palomar pipeline has been 
revised in section 3.1.2.2. 

FA2-13 

cont’d 

FA2-14 

FA2-15 
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FA2-16 See our response to comment FA2-10.  NorthernStar’s Compensatory 
Mitigation Plan was not finalized in sufficient time for inclusion in this 
document.  We believe the impacts from the mitigation plan will receive 
appropriate review through the recommended consultation process with 
federal and state resource agencies and through the course of the ESA 
formal consultation process.  The NMFS request that the final EIS not be 
issued until the mitigation plan is complete is inconsistent with our statutory 
mandate of expeditious completion of FERC LNG project review. 

FA2-17 NorthernStar filed its Waterbody and Wetland Construction and Mitigation 
Procedures Plan with the FERC on December 21, 2007.  This document is 
available for viewing by the public on the FERC’s internet web page at 
www.ferc.gov, through the eLibrary link, selecting “General Search,” 
entering the docket number minus the last three digits (i.e. CP06-365), and 
putting in the proper date range. However, the plan is currently being 
revised by NorthernStar based on discussions with the NMFS related to the 
BA and EFH Assessment for the project.  Therefore, we have 
recommended in section 4.3.2.4 that NorthernStar continue to consult with 
the COE, NMFS, FWS, and other appropriate federal and state agencies to 
finalize its Waterbody and Wetland Construction and Mitigation Procedures 
Plan. 

FA2-18 Based on discussions between NMFS, the FERC, and NorthernStar related 
to the BA and EFH assessment, it is our understanding that NorthernStar is 
pursuing this issue further. 

FA2-19 Section 4.5.2.1 has been modified to include data from Entrix (2008), which 
used a process model approach for the Port of Vancouver in a wake 
stranding analysis to describe physical characteristics related to wake 
stranding such as bathymetry, LNG carrier size, carrier distance to shore, 
beach slope, and berm characteristics.  

According to the CEQ Guidelines for the preparation of an EIS, the level of 
effort in addressing potential impacts from project activities should be 
commensurate with the expected level of impact.  Because the best 
available science does not currently provide a guideline for determining the 
number of fish which could be impacted, we believe that by recognizing 
LNG carriers transiting the lower Columbia River over the operation life of 
the LNG terminal are likely to result in the stranding of some sub-yearling 
fish, we have met this requirement.   

Further analysis and discussion of possible impacts on salmonids due to 
wake stranding will be in the revised BA and EFH Assessment. 

FA2-20 Section 1.3.5 of the final EIS has been modified in response to this 
comment. 

FA2-16 

FA2-17 

FA2-18 

FA2-19 

FA2-20 
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FA2-21 Wake stranding is discussed in the response to comment FA2-19.  

Section 4.5.1.1 has been revised to include additional information on 
shoreline erosion.  Further analysis will be included in the revised BA and 
EFH Assessment. 

Section 4.5.1.1 has been revised to include additional information on the 
potential for introduction of aquatic species to the lower Columbia River 
system. 

Minimization measures to prevent entrainment of juvenile salmonids are 
discussed in the response to comment FA1-28.   

FA2-22 We disagree that the final EIS should not be issued before completion of the 
coordination process.  We have had frequent consultations with federal and 
state natural resource agencies.  Section 1.4 documents agency 
consultations.  As shown in table 1.4-1, FERC staff met with various 
representatives of Oregon state natural resources agencies on 11 
occasions between March 2005 and December 2006.  In addition, Oregon 
state natural resource agencies have filed numerous comments in the 
record of this proceeding.  We believe that there are ample requirements in 
place with the proposed mitigation measures and our additional 
recommended certificate conditions to ensure that all recovery coordination 
efforts are carried out to the satisfaction of all regulatory and designated 
advisory agencies prior to construction and/or operation of the facility if the 
Commission approves the project.  

FA2-23 See our response to comment PM1-1. 

FA2-24 See our responses to comments PM3-46 and PM6-94.  The FERC intends 
to revise its BA after the final EIS is issued.  We have recommended that 
the Commission Order include a condition that construction cannot begin 
until we have concluded formal consultations with the FWS and NMFS, and 
complied with section 7 of the ESA. 

FA2-21 

FA2-22 

FA2-23 

FA2-24 
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FA2-25 The LNG ship traffic is expected to have impacts similar to other ship traffic 
relative to recreational and commercial fishing.  The safety/security zone is 
an area to establish Coast Guard authority and should not be viewed as an 
area of exclusion.  As such, restricting LNG ship transit to nighttime hours 
would not be necessary to reduce impacts during the Buoy 10 fishing 
season. 

FA2-26 The 200-yard security zone at the LNG terminal while LNG ships are 
unloading would not block access to Clifton Channel for fishing.  We have 
added a new figure to the EIS (see figure 4.8.1-7) that depicts the extent of 
the security zone at the LNG terminal. 

FA2-27a Section 4.6.2 has been revised to include the additional information that has 
been developed through continuing coordination with the NMFS and 
NorthernStar relating to marine mammals.  NorthernStar submitted 
additional information with the FERC relating to potential impacts on marine 
mammals on April 17, 2007.  However, this information was not submitted at 
a date that allowed sufficient time for independent verification by FERC staff 
prior to inclusion in this document.  Therefore, the final EIS does not contain 
the information addressed in the NMFS’s regulations for IHA applications 
(50 CFR 216.104) and it will be generated as part of a separate NEPA 
process. 
 
 
 
 
 

FA2-27b Sections 4.6.2.1 and 4.6.2.2 have been revised to reflect the September 25, 
2007 conference call between the FERC and its third-party contractor, 
Coast Guard, NMFS, and NorthernStar. 
 
 

FA2-28 NorthernStar has stated that it will consult with the NMFS and apply for an 
Incidental Harassment Authorization under the Marine Mammal Protection 
Act.  We believe that the development of a mammal monitoring plan would 
be included as a requirement of the IHA application. 
 

FA2-29 A recommendation has been added to section 4.6.2.1 that NorthernStar 
coordinate with the NMFS to determine appropriate speed and seasonal 
restrictions, or other applicable measures, to avoid or minimize impacts on 
whales. 

FA2-25 

FA2-26 

FA2-27b 

FA2-28 

FA2-29 

FA2-27a 
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FA2-30 We have revised section 4.12.5 relating to River Traffic, clarifying that even 
if both the Bradwood Landing and Oregon LNG were authorized, built, and 
operated, combined LNG carrier traffic in the waterway would only 
represent an increase of about 14 percent above current levels of 
commercial ship traffic, but would still not approach historic highs in past 
commercial ship traffic on the Columbia River.   
 
 
 
 

FA2-31 There would be a very low likelihood that this project, combined with other 
LNG projects, would introduce invasive species from ballast water 
discharges because LNG carriers would not discharge ballast water in the 
waterway or at berth at the proposed terminals.  There may be impacts on 
aquatic species resulting from ballast water intake, and we discuss 
NorthernStar’s approach to this issue in section 4.5.2.1 of this EIS.  We 
discuss the potential for wake stranding in section 4.5.1.1.  Section 4.12.3 
discusses cumulative impacts on aquatic species. 

FA2-32 Section 1.0 has been revised to include a discussion of the Williams 
Northwest pipeline capacity to accommodate the natural gas from the 
Bradwood Landing pipeline without modifications to its infrastructure. 
 
 

FA2-33 The status of government-to-government consultations between the FERC 
and appropriate Indian tribes is provided in section 4.9.3.  See our response 
to comment FA1-1. 
 
 

FA2-34 It is not FERC’s practice to require posting of performance bonds as 
conditions in the EIS process.  However, other regulatory bodies at the 
federal, state, and local levels could, if deemed necessary and appropriate, 
include performance bonds as conditions to their permits.  NorthernStar has 
committed to Clatsop County that it would provide financial assurances in 
the form of a surety bond or letter of credit for an amount appropriate to 
cover the reasonable costs of decommissioning the facility. 

FA2-30 

FA2-31 

FA2-32 

FA2-33 

FA2-34 
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FA2-35 See our response to comment FA2-34. FA2-35 

FA2-34 
cont’d
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FA3-1 Permanent wetland impact calculations have been revised in sections 

4.4.1.2 and 4.4.1.3. 

As described in section 4.4.1.2, because NorthernStar’s Compensatory 
Mitigation Plan has not been finalized, we have recommended that 
NorthernStar continue to consult with the COE, FWS, NMFS, ODSL, WDE, 
and other appropriate resource agencies to finalize its Compensatory 
Mitigation Plan.  FERC will not issue the Notice to Proceed to NorthernStar 
until the final Compensatory Mitigation Plan, along with agency approvals, 
have been filed with the Secretary.  Directions for accessing NorthernStar’s 
Compensatory Mitigation Plan via the eLibrary can be found in the response 
to comment PM6-11. 

FA3-2 See our response to comment FA2-10. 

FA3-3 NorthernStar described in its preliminary Mitigation Plan (filed August 3, 
2007) that although protection and conservation are documented in 
regulations as an available tool for compensatory mitigation, this has not 
been accepted as a form of mitigation to date.  Further, NorthernStar stated 
that the agencies advised not to pursue protection and conservation as a 
form of mitigation at this time.  However, protection and conservation of 
existing functional high quality aquatic habitat areas is one of the highest 
recommended management actions (prioritized over habitat restoration) in 
the NMFS’s Interim Regional Recovery Plan, as is the case in most species 
recovery plans.   

Therefore, NorthernStar elected to include the lower Svensen Island and 
Hunt Creek Mitigation Sites in its Compensatory Mitigation Plan despite the 
fact that they are currently functioning at a high level for a number of 
important wetland parameters.  NorthernStar indicated in its preliminary 
Mitigation Plan that despite the reduced compensatory credit it would 
receive for the lower Svensen Island and Hunt Creek Mitigation Sites, these 
sites would continue to provide mitigation in the general sense, as agreed to 
by the ODSL for impacts on “other waters.”  Directions for accessing 
NorthernStar’s Compensatory Mitigation Plan via the eLibrary can be found 
in the response to comment PM6-11. 

FA3-4 As documented in table 4.10.1.4 in the final EIS, the annual particulate 
matter estimated to be emitted from the hotelling LNG carriers is 
approximately 0.5 tons per year.  Mitigation measures, such as cold ironing 
were evaluated and were found to not be technically practicable due to 
limitations in the electrical distribution grid.  In addition, internationally 
flagged LNG carriers in general are not designed to accept shore power and 
would have to be specially built or retrofitted to accept it.   

The diesel engines used during the construction would comply with all state 
and federal regulations, including the use of cleaner fuels.  Additional 
measures would be employed such as requesting that idling be limited to 
short durations. 

FA3-1 

FA3-2 

FA3-3 

FA3-4 
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FA3-5 Table 4.10.1-4 documenting the emissions inventory for the marine vessels 
supporting the project has been updated and included in the final EIS.  The 
emissions presented in the table represent total emissions from vessels 
(round trip) for 125 LNG carriers per year.  It shows the annual emissions 
from the mouth of the Columbia River to the proposed terminal location and 
includes the emissions during LNG carrier transit as well as LNG offloading.  

FA3-6 Emissions of SO2 from the LNG carriers shown in table 4.10.1-4 have been 
updated to reflect a fuel sulfur content of 4.5 weight percent, the 
international sulfur limit, for ship main engines and generators in transit.  In 
addition, clarifying information documenting the basis for the emissions 
estimates has been added to table 4.10.1-4. 
 
 
 

FA3-7 The end use of the natural gas that would be transported from the 
Bradwood Landing Project is outside the scope of the project and, 
consequently, is outside the scope of this EIS. 

The Commission issued its Policy Statement on Provisions Governing Gas 
Quality and Interchangeability in Interstate Natural Gas Company Tariffs 
(Policy Statement, PL04-3-000) in 2006.  Consistent with the Policy 
Statement, NorthernStar must ensure that the regasified LNG it delivers to 
interconnecting pipelines meets the gas quality and interchangeability 
standards of the interconnecting pipelines' tariffs. 
 
 

FA3-8 The Wahkiakum County Sand Pit site has previously been used 
successfully for dredge disposal and beach nourishment by the COE.  It is 
an area of known erosion.  Therefore we do not believe a modeling study is 
necessary for the EIS. 

FA3-4 

cont’d 

FA3-5 

FA3-6 

FA3-7 

FA3-8 
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FA3-9 Based on new information regarding the capacity of the Wahkiakum County 
Sand Pit site, it is no longer being considered as the only disposal option for 
maintenance dredging.  However, an alternative site has not yet been 
identified.  
 
 
 
 
 

FA3-10 We agree that weed control methods proposed by NorthernStar should be 
identified.  Therefore, we have included a recommendation in section 
4.4.2.3 that NorthernStar continue to consult with the COE, FWS, NMFS 
Oregon and Washington Departments of Agriculture, and other appropriate 
resource agencies to revise its Noxious Weeds and Soil-borne Plant 
Disease Control Plan.  The final Noxious Weeds and Soil-borne Disease 
Control Plan should be filed along with agency comments with the Secretary 
prior to pipeline construction.  Noxious weed control methods will be 
analyzed in terms of their potential ecological impact in the revised BA and 
EFH Assessment.  Directions for accessing NorthernStar’s Noxious Weeds 
and Soil-borne Plant Disease Control Plan via the eLibrary can be found in 
the response to comment PM6-60. 

FA3-11 Additional information on the potential for the introduction of invasive 
species to the lower Columbia River through hull fouling has been added to 
section 4.5.1.1. 

FA3-8  

cont’d 

FA3-9 

FA3-10 

FA3-11 
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FA3-12 See our response to comment PM1-31. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FA3-13 NorthernStar’s HDD Contingency Plan is too voluminous to include as an 
appendix to the final EIS, but was filed as part of its Application for Public 
Convenience and Necessity (Application).  NorthernStar included its revised 
HDD Contingency Plan (Frac-out Plan) as Attachment B of its Waterbody 
and Wetland Construction and Mitigation Procedures Plan.  Directions for 
accessing NorthernStar’s Waterbody and Wetland Construction and 
Mitigation Procedures Plan via the eLibrary can be found in the response to 
comment FA2-17. 

NorthernStar’s HDD Contingency Plan adequately addresses potential 
modes of failure for each phase of the drilling process as well as mitigation 
measures for frac-outs to waterbodies and wetlands.  However, mitigation 
measures for frac-outs to uplands are not addressed by the HDD 
Contingency Plan.  Therefore, we have added a recommendation in section 
4.3.2.4 that NorthernStar revise its HDD Contingency Plan to include 
mitigation measures for frac-outs to uplands.  Nonetheless, the FERC staff, 
and surely NorthernStar as well, would be interested in reviewing the EPA’s 
“working examples of detailed HDD contingency plans.”  Please send 
copies of the referenced plans to the FERC staff and NorthernStar.  

FA3-14 We consider pipeline length to be a quantitative factor not qualitative and 
generally a reasonable predictor of environmental impacts, among other 
factors.  Typically, for any given physiographic terrain the longer the 
pipeline, the more impacts are expected.  Section 3.1.5.3 provides a list of 
the criteria we used during our evaluation process, including ,navigation in 
the waterway, population density, special interest areas, dredging, site 
availability, terminal size, land use, and other factors.  The FERC does not 
choose the “best” environmental site from among competing regional 
locations, but rather analyzes each filed project individually on its own 
merits.  See also our responses to comments PM2-23, PM2-27, PM2-29, 
and PM2-31. 

FA3-15 See our response to comment FA2-15. 

FA3-12 

FA3-13 

FA3-14 

FA3-15 
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FA4-1 See our response to comment PM2-32.  The issue of regional planning was 
also raised by Governor Kulongoski in a letter to the FERC dated February 
14, 2008, that Chairman Kelliher responded to on April 2, 2008.  The 
Chairman’s letter read in part: “The Commission’s policy is to ensure that all 
proposed projects are environmentally sound and consistent with public 
safety, and then leave it to the market to determine which projects are 
constructed.  To protect the environment and ensure safety, each individual 
project must be evaluated on the basis of its site-specific impacts.  We 
therefore review applications for gas projects as they are filed, based on 
their individual merits.”  Section 1.1 offers a brief summary about the project 
purpose and need.  The Commission would make its determination of 
project need in its Order. 

FA4-1 
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FA4-2 See our responses to comments PM1-24 and PM2-15.  The outline of a 
third LNG storage tank is depicted in site maps for the LNG terminal but, as 
clearly described in the text, only two LNG storage tanks are proposed at 
this time.  Space for a third tank was included in the terminal design to allow 
for possible expansion in the future, which would require a separate 
environmental review and approval process. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FA4-3 The Oregon LNG Project and Jordan Cove LNG Project are discussed  in 
section 3.1.3.4.  These projects have proposed sendout pipelines that are 
much longer than the proposed Bradwood Landing pipeline, with associated 
environmental impacts. 

FA4-1  

cont’d 

FA4-2 

FA4-3 
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FA4-4 Additional analysis of potential impacts on the JBHNWR and LCNWR due 
to the transit of LNG vessels along the waterway has been added to section 
4.5.1.3.  In addition, impacts on the JBHNWR and LCNWR due to 
construction and operation of the LNG terminal are discussed in section 
4.5.1.6.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FA4-5 Section 4.6.2.3 has been revised to include additional discussion of the 
potential impacts on Columbian white-tailed deer from construction of the 
proposed pipeline.  In addition, a condition has been added stating that 
pipeline construction activities should not occur within potential habitat for 
Columbian white-tailed deer (MPs 4 to 19) between June 1 and July 15. 

FA4-3  

cont’d 

FA4-4 

FA4-5 
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FA4-6 Additional information relating to the potential impacts on Columbian white-
tailed deer movement and gene flow due to construction and operation of 
the LNG terminal has been added to section 4.6.2.2.  In compliance with 
section 7 of the ESA and the MSA, the FERC staff prepared a BA and EFH 
Assessment for the Bradwood Landing Project and submitted it to the FWS 
and NMFS in March 2007.  Based on comments from the FWS and NMFS, 
the FERC staff is currently revising the BA and EFH Assessment and will 
resubmit the BA and EFH Assessment to the agencies with a request to 
initiate formal consultation.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FA4-7 Overwater access to Tenasillahe Island would not be restricted.  We have 
added a new figure to the EIS (see figure 4.8.1-1) that depicts the extent of 
the security zone at the LNG terminal.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FA4-8 We believe that the impacts of the project, both direct and indirect are 
adequately addressed in the EIS.  Assurance of mitigation for project 
impacts is discussed in the response to comment FA2-10. 

FA4-5  

cont’d 

FA4-6 

FA4-7 

FA4-8 
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FA4-9 See our response to comment FA2-10. 
FA4-10 Section 4.5.2.3 has been revised to include a recommendation that 

NorthernStar consult with the NMFS, FWS, ODFW, and other appropriate 
agencies while developing its Blasting Management Plan, which should be 
filed with the Secretary prior to construction. 

FA4-11 The LCNHP is discussed in sections 4.7.1.4 and 4.9.1 of the EIS.  Two 
elements of the LCNHP, Cape Disappointment State Park (including the 
Lewis and Clark Interpretive Center) and Fort Stevens State Park are 
overlapped by the Zones of Concern for LNG marine traffic in the waterway 
to the Bradwood Landing terminal (see figure 4.7.1.1).  Station Camp, 
Dismal Nitch, Fort Columbia, Fort Clatsop, Netul Landing, and the other 
elements that comprise the LCNHP are located outside of the Zones of 
Concern and would not be affected by the project.  As stated in the EIS, 
given the measures to be implemented by NorthernStar and the Coast 
Guard under the conditions of its WSR, we believe there is little potential for 
an LNG spill that could have an adverse effect on the LCNHP.  Nor do we 
believe that the project would have any significant adverse visual impacts 
on the LCNHP and visitors to the park elements.  LNG carriers traversing 
along the waterway to and from the Bradwood Landing LNG terminal would 
represent only a 7 percent increase in commercial ship traffic on the lower 
Columbia River.  The LNG carriers would be visible to users of the various 
elements of the LCNHP along the shore of the waterway for several minutes 
at a time. 

FA4-12 NorthernStar’s SEI is not a part of the compensatory mitigation for 
unavoidable impacts associated with the project.  The SEI is being offered 
over and above the regulatory requirements from multiple agencies to 
provide mitigation (including measures to avoid, minimize, and compensate) 
for impacts on salmonids and their habitats as a result of the Bradwood 
Landing Project.   
While voluntary, NorthernStar considers the SEI an integral part of the 
project proposal.  NorthernStar indicated that multiple agencies would make 
the SEI a required component of the project through their permits.  
Furthermore, NorthernStar stated that it is developing a memorandum of 
agreement addressing the binding nature of the SEI. 

FA4-8  

cont’d 

FA4-9 

FA4-10 

FA4-11 

FA4-12 
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FA4-13 Potential impacts on EFH are summarized in sections 4.5.1.2, 4.5.2.2, and 
4.5.3.2.  In addition, sections 4.5.1.1, 4.5.2.1, and 4.5.3.1 discuss the 
potential impacts of the proposed project on aquatic resources (which 
include EFH).  Because the EIS is a summary document, we feel that the 
analysis provided on EFH adequately meets NEPA requirements.  
However, a comprehensive analysis of potential impacts on EFH due to the 
Bradwood Landing Project will be included in the revised BA and EFH 
Assessment.  

The adequacy of the Compensatory Mitigation Plan is discussed in the 
response to comment FA2-10.  Directions for accessing NorthernStar’s 
Compensatory Mitigation Plan via the eLibrary can be found in the response 
to comment PM6-11. 
 
 

FA4-14 As discussed in section 4.1.2.3, the potential impacts of LNG carriers on 
shoreline erosion along the LNG marine waterway are undergoing review 
and will be addressed in further detail in the BA.  
 
 
 
 

FA4-15 Section 4.5.1.3 has been revised to reflect potential impacts on the 
JBHNWR and LCNWR due to an accidental or intentional release of LNG 
along the waterway for LNG marine traffic.    

FA4-16 Potential impacts on aquatic resources due to water intake for ballast and 
engine cooling are discussed in section 4.5.2.1.  See also our response to 
PM1-31.  Section 4.5.2.1 has been revised to include a discussion of the 
potential impacts on aquatic resources in the event that the screened water 
supply system would not be functional or would not be used for a period of 
time at the LNG terminal.  Additional information on the potential for the 
introduction of invasive species to the lower Columbia River through hull 
fouling has been added to section 4.5.1.1. 

FA4-12 

cont’d 

FA4-13 

FA4-14 

FA4-15 

FA4-16 
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FA4-17 See our response to comment FA3-10. 
 
 

FA4-18 As discussed in section 4.3.2.2, fuel on each ship is protected by the 
vessel’s double hull.  Furthermore, each LNG ship would maintain a SOPEP 
as required by international convention.  The SOPEP would comply with 
MARPOL [marine pollution] 73/78 Consolidated Edition 2002 Annex 1 
Regulation 26, which requires every oil tanker of 150 tons gross and above, 
and every ship of 400 tons gross and above to carry an approved SOPEP. 

FA4-16 

cont’d 

FA4-17 

FA4-18 
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FA4-19 We have revised applicable portions of section 4.7 to discuss the Lower 
Columbia River Water Trail. 
 
 
 
 
 

FA4-20 Sections 4.7.1.4 and 4.7.2.6 have been revised to include information 
regarding the developed recreational facilities at the JBHNWR. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FA4-21 As discussed in section 4.7.1.4, we do not believe that LNG marine traffic in 
the waterway to the proposed Bradwood Landing LNG terminal would have 
any significant impacts on recreational users of the lower Columbia River. 

FA4-19 

FA4-20 

FA4-21 
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FA4-22 Section 4.9 of this EIS was revised to reflect the fact that staff did contact 

representatives of the NPS regarding the LCNHT.  Our analysis found that 
the project would not have any adverse effects on the LCNHT, and the 
Oregon SHPO concurs with that finding. 
 
 
 
 

FA4-23 The EIS contains a rigorous analysis of potential visual impacts, including 
computer simulations.  As discussed in section 4.7.2.7, the LNG terminal 
structures would be painted to reduce visual impacts.  Local planners would 
be consulted for color tones and hue selections.  Colors of building 
materials suitable for the facility purpose would be chosen to blend into the 
existing visual environment.  From the river, the two LNG storage tanks 
would be seen against the backdrop of the forested basalt hills.  Those 
forested hills would partially block views of the LNG terminal from the south, 
along Highway 30. 

The proposed Bradwood Landing LNG terminal is located in an area 
surrounded by residential, commercial, and industrial facilities.  The 
community of Clifton is to the west, the city of Cathlamet is to the north, and 
the Wauna mill is to the east.  So night lighting sources already exist in the 
project area. 

In addition, section 4.7.2.7 includes a discussion of potential impacts from 
lighting at the LNG terminal.  NorthernStar would minimize the number and 
intensity of facility lighting whenever possible.  Down-shielding lights would 
also be used whenever possible to reduce off-site light scatter and 
illuminating of facility structures.  NorthernStar would work with local 
planners to minimize the impacts of nighttime lighting on surrounding areas 
through installation of appropriately focused lighting fixtures.  Most of the 
lighting would be located in internal areas of the facility and would, 
therefore, not have a significant impact on surrounding areas (see section 
4.5.2.1).  Overall, lighting impacts would be less than those from other 
developed areas along the river. 

The lower Columbia River has not yet been officially designated as a 
Natural Heritage Area.  The LCNHT is discussed in sections 4.7 and 4.9. 

FA4-24 We believe the analysis of human health and safety impacts in the EIS is 
adequate.  As discussed in section 4.11.6, an Emergency Response Plan 
must be submitted for FERC review and approval before any final approval 
to begin construction and is therefore not required at this time.  Also see the 
response to PM1-1.   

FA4-22 

FA4-23 

FA4-24 
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FA4-25 The EIS has collectively analyzed impacts to resources along the waterway 
that fall within the Zones of Concern in section 4.0.  Mitigation measures are 
described in section 4.11.5.5 and in the Coast Guard’s WSR (see Appendix 
H). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FA4-26 Appendix A has been updated. 

FA4-25 

FA4-26 



 

K
-375 

Federal Agencies 4 

 
 
 
 
 

FA4-27 The references section and citations in the text have been revised to 
address this comment 

 

FA4-26 

cont’d 

FA4-27 
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NA1-1 See our response to comment PM3-68. 

We have modified section 4.9.3 to disclose that the Nez Perce Tribe has 
notified the FERC of its concerns about potential project impacts on 
federally-listed threatened and endangered salmon species and the lower 
Columbia River estuary.  We have addressed the comments of the CRITFC 
elsewhere in this EIS (see our responses to letter NA2). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

NA1-2 Sections 4.5.2 and 4.6.2.2 discuss both temporary and permanent impacts 
on aquatic and terrestrial wildlife as well as unique and sensitive wildlife 
habitats due to construction of the LNG terminal.   
 
 
 

NA1-3 This is a reference to a case involving the NMFS for a different project. 

NA1-1 

NA1-2 

NA1-3 
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NA1-3 

cont’d 
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NA1-4 The reference of the Interim Management Agreement as the authority on 
the Four Tribes Treaty fishing rights was removed from section 4.8.1.7 of 
the EIS.  Usual and accustomed fishing places were not identified in the 
vicinity of the project; therefore the project is not expected to have a direct 
affect on the Four Tribes' fishing access.  The FERC staff asked an attorney 
for the Nez Perce Tribe to provide the Tribe’s interpretation of its fishing 
rights related to the Bradwood Landing Project so we could clarify the text in 
the EIS, but no response to this request was received back to the FERC 
from the Tribe. 

NA1-4 
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NA1-5 Please note that FERC is not relying on NorthernStar’s SEI to make 
conclusions on the effect of the project on fishing rights.  As described in 
section 4.5.2.1, additional analysis of project impacts on important fish 
species is being completed and will be included in the revised BA and EFH 
Assessment.  Also, see our response to comment FA4-12. 

NA1-5 
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NA1-6 We have modified section 4.9.3 to acknowledge that the FERC has trust 
responsibilities to Indian tribes, as outlined in Order 635, our “Policy 
Statement on Consultations with Indian Tribes in Commission Proceedings,” 
issued July 23, 2003.  The EIS documents the FERC staff’s consultations 
with the Tribe, and addresses potential impacts on cultural resources in 
section 4.9.  The EIS also discusses project related impacts on the lower 
Columbia River estuary in section 4.3, and impacts on fish is also 
mentioned in sections 4.5 and 4.6.  We address the concerns of the BIA in 
our responses to comment letter FA1.  As an intervenor in this proceeding, 
the Nez Perce Tribe receives copies of all notices issued by the FERC.  
There are no meetings planed for the future. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

NA1-7 The contaminants detected in the sediments to be dredged are very low and 
are generally characterized by low solubility.  No measurable impact on 
water quality from contaminants is expected as a result of dredging and 
therefore, increased ingestion of contaminants by fish is highly unlikely. 

NA1-6 

NA1-7 
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NA1-8 Section 5.1.2 states, “trace amounts of some contaminants were found in 
the sediment samples, but none exceeded threshold levels that would be 
considered a threat to human health or would have an adverse effect on 
aquatic species.”  Section 5.1.5 states, “sediment sampling and analysis did 
not detect any elevated contaminant concentrations within the proposed 
dredged materials and leave surface that could adversely affect aquatic 
species.”  We do not believe these statements represent a discrepancy that 
requires clarification. 

NA1-7 

cont’d 

NA1-8 
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Due to the length of the Columbia River Inter-tribal Fish Commission comment letter (comment letter NA2), we have summarized the 
issues raised and include them in the following table along with our responses.  A copy of the complete letter follows the response table. 

Comment 
Number Comment (Summary) Response 
NA2-1 The draft EIS repeatedly lists consultation and permitting procedures that 

must be completed, instead of reasonably evaluating and disclosing the 
impacts of the project as it will be implemented. 

Our recommendations are used for outstanding issues that cannot be resolved 
prior to completing the final EIS.  These include certain permits and approvals, 
surveys that require property access, detailed project plans, and detailed 
engineering specifications and plans.  If the project is approved, these 
recommendations become conditions of the authorization.   

NA2-2 The SEI is not guaranteed to be completed.  Much of the habitat used for 
mitigation is too far distant to be “replacement” habitat as much of it is 
located in a different ecological zone in the estuary.  The loss of mainstem 
rearing area will not be compensated.  Why does the SEI not fall under 
FERC’s regulatory authority?  Why is the SEI program not required as part 
of the conditions to the license? 

The adequacy of NorthernStar’s proposed Compensatory Mitigation and the 
commentor’s concerns regarding the SEI are discussed in the responses to 
comments FA2-10 and FA4-12, respectively. 

NA2-3 It is not clear what the anticipated life of the NorthernStar Project is 
expected to be or whether the $50 million is calculated in terms of today’s 
dollars. 

The life of the project is anticipated to be 40 years.  The cost of the project is in 
today’s dollars. 

NA2-4 The mitigation plan that is required by regulations amounts to little more 
than avoidance, minimization, and reduction of impacts.  The draft EIS 
must completely and reasonably disclose the likely impacts based on the 
measures taken and their limited effectiveness. 

The adequacy and effectiveness of NorthernStar’s Compensatory Mitigation 
Plan is discussed in the response to comment FA2-10.  In addition, the 
potential impacts on federally listed species due to implementation of 
NorthernStar’s Compensatory Mitigation Plan will be included in the revised BA 
and EFH Assessment. 

NA2-5 No information was present to reflect the similar salinities and tidal 
influence as stated in the Mitigation Plan (page 44). 

Since the issuance of the draft EIS, the Compensatory Mitigation Plan has 
been revised and no longer includes the statement referred to by the 
commentor.  However, the baseline conditions at the Middle Svensen Island 
Mitigation Site are described in section 2.1.5 of the plan.  See also the 
response to comment FA2-10.   

NA2-6 In the draft EIS much of what is proposed as mitigation is already 
functional habitat and would likely reestablish itself by passive means.  
Because restoration is voluntary, there is no assurance that mitigation 
would actually occur according to some benefit ratio relative to the value 
of the current habitat that would be lost. Boundaries for the estuary are 
crude and inaccurate. Svensen Island is a brackish zone while the area 
lost is a freshwater zone.  No reference to the spatial, ecological analysis 
of the values of habitats to be destroyed and created to determine whether 
all biological functions and life cycles affected are mitigated in place and 
kind.   

See the response to comment FA3-3. 

NA2-7 There should be annual mitigation requirements for the existing and 
proposed maintenance dredging that are not addressed in the draft EIS. 

Maintenance dredging requirements would be addressed in future section 404 
permits issued by the COE. 

NA2-8 It is essential to have tables describing the mitigation measures that would 
be applied for each location and type of detrimental action. 

The EIS is a summary document and based on CEQ guidelines presents a full 
and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts in a manner that is 
concise, clear, and to the point (see 40 CFR 1502.1).  Where appropriate, the 
EIS describes the mitigation measures that would be implemented to minimize 
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Due to the length of the Columbia River Inter-tribal Fish Commission comment letter (comment letter NA2), we have summarized the 
issues raised and include them in the following table along with our responses.  A copy of the complete letter follows the response table. 

Comment 
Number Comment (Summary) Response 

potential impacts on environmental resources due to the proposed project.  
Therefore, we believe that the inclusion of additional tables to describe these 
measures is not warranted. 

NA2-9 All alternatives listed lack strengths and weaknesses, particularly the no 
action alternative.  Most alternatives were discarded without full 
consideration required by NEPA and necessary to make a reasoned 
decision on this project. 

We believe that our final EIS thoroughly examines alternatives, against the 
backdrop of the project’s stated objectives.  Please see the opening discussion 
in section 3.1.    

NA2-10 The draft EIS analysis of dredging impacts on turbidity and suspended 
sediment is cursory and inadequate.  The draft EIS failed to reasonably 
assess the likelihood and the effects of the use of other methods besides 
suction dredging for channel excavation.   

We believe the potential direct and indirect impacts on water resources and 
aquatic resources as a result of dredging activities are adequately described in 
sections 4.3.2 and 4.5.2.1.  Additional details on the extent and duration of the 
turbidity plume associated with dredging activities at the LNG terminal site are 
included in the Hydrodynamic and Sediment Transport Assessment conducted 
for the Bradwood Landing Project by WEST (2006).  The EIS discussed the 
primary types of dredging in section 3.9.1.1.  We agree that hydraulic 
cutterhead pipeline dredging is the most appropriate method for the placement 
sites of the LNG terminal and the Wahkiakum County Sand Pit site.   

NA2-11 The draft EIS fails to note that initial and maintenance dredging will cause 
reduction of water surface profiles and shoreline riparian areas in and 
below the proposed project area.  The draft EIS proposes an alternative 
that dumps dredge spoils back into the river.  These impacts have not 
been thoroughly assessed. 

Dredging of the berth and maneuvering area is not expected to cause 
significant change to water surface profiles and shoreline riparian areas.  
However, we have added text in section 4.1.3.3 that describes NorthernStar’s 
Shoreline Monitoring Plan for the LNG terminal.  This plan includes monitoring 
and proposed measures to reduce erosion of downstream banks should such 
erosion increase as a result of the dredging for the project.  The Wahkiakum 
County Sand Pit site is a beach nourishment dredge material placement 
alternative.  This site has been used previously by the COE for dredge material 
placement.  All applicable permits and approvals would be obtained prior to 
use. 

NA2-12 It appears highly likely that liquefaction of the loose fill at the facility site 
could occur and be mobilized by seismic activity. 

Liquefaction would be unlikely to occur because the soils would be treated 
prior to construction by vibroflotation.   

NA2-13 It is not clear how landslide hazards in steep terrain can be mitigated 
when there is a possibility of the pipeline being dislocated from a hill slope 
and spilling the contents into a local drainage.  The Draft EIS includes no 
adequate analysis of the likely effects of pipeline construction and 
operation on sediment delivery to streams via mass failures. 

Section 4.1.3.3 describes mitigation measures for unstable slopes, including 
avoidance and the use of HDD construction methods.  Various slope 
stabilization and sediment control measures would be used to minimize 
sediment delivery to waterbodies, as detailed in the FERC staff’s Plan and 
Procedures.   

NA2-14 The potential environmental impacts from pipeline leaks caused by ground 
movement have not been thoroughly evaluated, nor has a means been 
explained to engineer the pipeline to safeguard it from rupture. 

Risks to the pipeline from ground movement and mitigation are discussed in 
section 4.1.4.3.   

NA2-15 It does not appear that any tests have been conducted on bed 
transportation relative to flow and bed disturbance in Clifton Channel. 

Results of the Hydrodynamic and Sediment Transport Assessment conducted 
for the Bradwood Landing Project by WEST (2006) are discussed in section 
4.2.2.2.  As discussed in section 4.5.2.1, impacts on aquatic resources 
attributed to sediment transport and deposition may occur as a result of the 
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Comment 
Number Comment (Summary) Response 

proposed project.  Additional analysis of potential impacts on salmonids from 
alterations of sediment transport and deposition will be included in the revised 
BA and EFH assessment. 

NA2-16 Dredging will greatly affect the area.  Sedimentation of Clifton Channel is a 
significant risk and there appears to be very few protections to fish. 

As discussed in section 4.5.2.1, impacts on aquatic resources attributed to 
dredging and sediment transport and deposition may occur as a result of the 
proposed project.  Additional analysis of potential impacts on salmonids from 
alterations of sediment transport and deposition will be included in the revised 
BA and EFH assessment. 

NA2-17 Sediment Delivery 

• The draft EIS fails to provide any credible cumulative estimate of 
the magnitude and persistence of sediment delivery from these 
multiple activities on water quality and aquatic habitat in Hunt 
Creek. 

• Elevated sediment delivery from the impact of multiple activities in 
the Hunt Creek watershed will elevate turbidity in Hunt Creek and 
the Columbia River.   

• The final EIS should clearly and fully analyze and disclose the 
cumulative impacts of all project activities that are likely to 
combine to produce adverse cumulative effects. 

With the implementation of our Procedures and NorthernStar’s ESC Plans, 
impacts on water quality and aquatic resources in the Hunt Creek watershed 
and Columbia River would be less than significant; therefore, we believe that 
our analysis of cumulative impacts as it relates to these topics is adequate.  
See also the response to comment NA2-83. 

NA2-18 The draft EIS does not address the possibility of contaminants being re-
suspended again and again from ship traffic and maintenance dredging.  
Monitoring and research accomplished after additional dredging would 
make it impossible to measure the changes in ecological response to new 
dredging, as the opportunity to establish the baseline before dredging 
would be lost. 

As discussed in section 4.2.2.2, no significant concentrations of contaminants 
were detected in the sediments to be dredged. 

NA2-19 Decreased bank stability contributes to both stream sedimentation and 
channel widening.  The persistent loss of bank stability associated with 
pipeline construction and maintenance at waterbodies will cause 
persistently elevated sediment delivery. 

To minimize impacts on stream banks, NorthernStar would implement its 
Waterbody and Wetland Construction and Mitigation Procedures Plan, pipeline 
ESC Plan for Oregon, and SWPPP for Washington as well as our Procedures.  

NA2-20 The draft EIS fails to disclose the amount, type, and proximity of land-
disturbing activities within a distance to streams that will strongly and 
persistently contribute to elevated sediment delivery to streams.  Elevated 
sediment delivery causes the loss of pool frequency, quality, and volume, 
increased width-depth ratio, elevated levels of fine sediment. 

Section 4.3.2.4 describes the impacts of pipeline construction activities on 
waterbodies.  To minimize impacts on waterbodies, NorthernStar would 
implement its Waterbody and Wetland Construction and Mitigation Procedures 
Plan, pipeline ESC Plan for Oregon, and SWPPP for Washington as well as 
our Procedures. 

NA2-21 The draft EIS fails to note the limits of the effectiveness of mitigation 
measures and BMPs based on available scientific information and 
literature, including applicable case studies. 

BMPs are generally accepted standard procedures and many are established 
by state or other agencies.  We do not believe it is unreasonably to assume 
they would be effective.  We have recommended in sections 4.3.2.4 and 
4.4.1.2 that NorthernStar’s Waterbody and Wetland Construction and 
Mitigation Procedures Plan and final Compensatory Mitigation Plan, 
respectively, be filed, along with agency approvals, with the Secretary prior to 
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construction of the project.  We do not believe that it is unreasonable to 
assume that agency-approved mitigation measures would be effective.  
Therefore, an analysis of the efficacy of the measures in the EIS is not 
warranted. 

NA2-22 It is speculative and irrelevant that the draft EIS states “…environmental 
inspectors could recommend restricting construction activities during 
unfavorable conditions (e.g., wet weather) to further reduce [soil] 
compaction and rutting.”  There is no requirement to restrict activities to 
limit such soil damage. 

As outlined in the FERC staff’s Plan, one of the responsibilities of the 
environmental inspector is to advise the chief construction inspector when 
conditions (such as wet weather) make it advisable to restrict construction 
activities to avoid excessive rutting.  The environmental inspector also ensures 
compaction testing is performed to determine the need for corrective action.  
We have clarified the text in section 4.2.3.1. 

NA2-23 The draft EIS fails to disclose the limited effectiveness of measures to 
control erosion and sediment delivery to streams from pipeline 
construction and operation.  The final EIS must provide the limits of the 
measures’ effectiveness, disclose these limits, and factor it into an 
analysis of the effect of pipeline construction and maintenance on 
sediment delivery and its consequent impacts. 

We believe the measures to control erosion and sediment delivery to 
waterbodies in our Plan and Procedures are effective. 

NA2-24 The draft EIS fails to disclose that significantly elevated erosion in logged 
areas typically persists for at least 5 years. 

As discussed in section 4.4.2.3, similar to scrub-shrub communities, impacts 
on forested communities (i.e., coniferous, deciduous, mixed, early seral, and 
riparian forests) would be considered long term because of the time required to 
restore the woody vegetation to its preconstruction condition.  Impacts 
associated with construction and operation would be greatest on these cover 
types due to the change in structure and environment caused by the removal 
of the large tree canopy over the width of the construction right-of-way.  The 
clearing of trees from the construction right-of-way could also affect the 
remaining trees along the edge of the right-of-way.  Trees located on the edge 
of the right-of-way may be subject to mechanical damage to trunks and 
branches and root impacts from soil disturbance and compaction, all of which 
may result in the decreased health and viability of the remaining edge trees.  
Edge trees that were located within a dense stand of trees before construction 
may lack stability following removal of adjacent supporting trees, which may 
result in increased tree failures. 

NA2-25 The draft EIS fails to adequately disclose that seed mixes that will likely be 
used to mitigate for wetlands, generally contain noxious weed seeds, such 
as cheatgrass. 

We have recommended in section 4.3.2.4 that NorthernStar continue to 
consult with the COE, NMFS, FWS, and other appropriate federal and state 
agencies to finalize its Waterbody and Wetland Construction and Mitigation 
Procedures Plan.  The final plan should include measures to prevent the 
spread of invasive species due to construction activities within waterbodies 
and wetlands and procedures for monitoring the success of the revegetation 
and weed control efforts. 

NA2-26 The draft EIS suggests adding large woody debris into streams in an 
attempt to mitigate the impacts of clearing riparian areas for pipeline 
construction.  However, information indicates that such wood additions are 

We agree that the placement of LWD into streams could have temporary 
adverse impacts on water quality due to increased suspended sediment and 
turbidity levels.  However, it should be noted that, as stated repeatedly in the 
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often not only ineffective but also interfere with a variety of important 
stream processes and degrades aquatic habitat attributes. 

commentor’s letter and in agency correspondence, LWD is an essential fish 
habitat attribute and is important for both the survival and production of 
salmonids.  Therefore, we believe that the benefits of using LWD as part of the 
proposed mitigation efforts outweigh any potential temporary impacts.    

NA2-27 The draft EIS fails to adequately examine and disclose the impacts of 
detention ponds on water temperature.   

As described in section 4.3.1.3, stormwater runoff from the terminal would be 
routed to stormwater retention ponds where it would be infiltrated to the ground 
and would not be released to surface waters.  The retention ponds would be 
sized to hold runoff from a 100-year storm.  

NA2-28 The draft EIS notes that construction mats will be used under heavy 
construction equipment operating in soft and saturated soils, but fails to 
disclose the degree, extent and persistence of soil compaction with these 
measures in place and consequent impacts on the infiltration rates, water 
holding capacity, runoff process, and other affected wetland functions, 
including the ability to absorb, store, and slowly release water.  The draft 
EIS fails to disclose that the measure does not actually avoid water quality 
and aquatic habitat damage. 

We believe section 4.4.1.3 adequately describes construction impacts to 
wetlands (temporary and permanent), restoration of wetlands, and measures 
taken to avoid spills in wetlands.  NorthernStar is required to avoid impacts on 
wetlands to the maximum extent possible and must demonstrate that it has 
taken appropriate and practicable steps to minimize wetland impacts in 
compliance with the COE’s section 404(b)(1) guidelines that restrict discharges 
of dredged and fill material where a less environmentally damaging alternative 
exists.  This is consistent with the CEQ’s Regulations for Implementing the 
Procedural Provisions of NEPA (40 CFR 1508.20), as further described in 
section 4.4.1.2. 

NA2-29 Water quality effects are still an outstanding question that needs to be 
assessed.  Water quality must be evaluated not as a river-wide average, 
but need to be calculated for their impacts to unique habitats.  Discharges 
into Clifton Channel’s shallow river margins and wetlands needs to be 
carefully analyzed.  The water quality of Hunt Creek will be significantly 
impaired. 

Within section 4.3.2.3, potential impacts on water quality are discussed for 
activities associated with construction and operation of the proposed project.  
In addition, potential impacts on unique or sensitive wildlife habitats due to 
construction of the LNG terminal are described in section 4.5.2.3.  Therefore, 
we believe that potential impacts on Hunt Creek, Clifton Channel, and the 
mainstem of the Columbia River are discussed where appropriate.  No 
discharges to Hunt Creek or Clifton Channel are proposed by NorthernStar. 

NA2-30 The pipeline will result in many hazards, including enhancing landslide 
potential, increasing erosion, removing riparian cover to streams, and 
increasing the potential for frac-out and sedimentation.  The unvegetated 
zone will be a constant source of sediment and stream heating. 

See responses to comments IND35-7and IND106-53.  Restoration of riparian 
areas is discussed in NorthernStar’s Waterbody and Wetland Construction and 
Mitigation Procedures Plan.  This document is available for viewing by the 
public on the FERC’s Internet web page at www.ferc.gov, through the eLibrary 
link. 

NA2-31 The draft EIS fails to adequately analyze the impacts of the 25-foot 
riparian strip which will not allow the area to revegetate with deep-rooted 
shrubs or trees more than 15 feet all over a 30-ft width of the center line.  
Studies have shown that impacts on water quality and aquatic habitats, 
including loss of:  large wood recruitment, sediment detention from 
upslope sources, stream shading, and stream microclimate regulation can 
occur. 

The EIS is a summary document; therefore, we believe that the level of detail 
of potential impacts on wetlands and waterbodies is appropriate.  However, the 
revised BA and EFH Assessment will include additional analysis of potential 
impacts on wetlands and waterbodies, as they relate to potential impacts on 
federally listed species. 

NA2-32 The draft EIS fails to adequately disclose the expected impacts of 
stormwater runoff and elevated erosion from the project with the cited 
measures in place. 

NorthernStar has drafted a pipeline ESC Plan, and SWPPP, which are 
intended to meet the requirements of the respective Oregon and Washington 
stormwater discharge permits (see table 1.3-1 for a list of the major federal, 
state, and local codes, ordinances, statutes, rules, regulations, and permits 
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that would apply to the project.) 

NA2-33 No data is provided on the temperatures or current levels of sediment 
delivery from watersheds of any streams crossed by the pipeline. The 
draft EIS does not disclose the extent, location, and proximity of all areas 
that will be disturbed near waterbodies that will reduce stream shade and 
LWD recruitment. 

All waterbodies crossed by the proposed pipeline are provided in table 4.3.2-4.  
Potential impacts to these waterbodies and aquatic resources are discussed in 
sections 4.3.2 and 4.5.3.  Habitat Overlay Maps were submitted to the FERC 
on October 20, 2006 as part of a Supplemental Filing to Resource Report 3.  
This document is available for viewing by the public on the FERC’s Internet 
web page at www.ferc.gov, through the eLibrary link. 

NA2-34 The draft EIS fails to adequately assess the impacts to the area caused by 
water withdrawal for the water intake system. 

Additional information discussing the potential impacts on water quality and 
aquatic resources due to water appropriations associated with construction 
and operation of the proposed project has been added to sections 4.3.2.3 and 
4.5.2.1, respectively. 

NA2-35 In streams that are already afflicted by high levels of sediment delivery 
and sedimentation, additional sediment delivery is likely to significantly 
and persistently add to existing problems. The draft EIS fails to disclose 
the magnitude of the effects on turbidity and suspended sediment caused 
by the construction of pipeline stream crossings. 

Studies indicate that impacts on streams and rivers from typical pipeline 
construction would be temporary, and no long-term effects are expected.   

 

NA2-36 The draft EIS does not adequately assess and disclose the impacts of 
stream crossings if methods other than HDD are used to cross streams.  
The draft EIS does not disclose the likely magnitude and frequency of 
frac-outs.  The draft EIS fails to disclose that with frac-outs and the 
release drilling mud, it also will disrupt unconsolidated channel substrate, 
which will also generate downstream sediment delivery and turbidity.  If 
the stream crossing method employed is HDD, the requirement to remove 
all riparian vegetation still exists, which will cause localized impacts to 
stream heating and sedimentation.  The NorthernStar Mitigation Plan, for 
the HDD and boring methods, the stream crossings using the trenching 
method do not have any minimization procedures, pre-project baseline 
conditions, or post-project restoration conditions specified. 

Non-HDD waterbody crossing techniques and potential impacts from, as well 
as discussion of potential frac-outs from HDDs are addressed in 
NorthernStar’s Waterbody and Wetland Construction and Mitigation 
Procedures Plan, and its Attachment B, HDD Contingency Plan.  This 
document is available for viewing by the public on the FERC’s Internet web 
page at www.ferc.gov, through the eLibrary link.  The only potential 
disturbance in the area between entry and exit points of the HDD would be 
limited to the temporary deployment of HDD guidance (telemetry) cables.  
Clearing would be done by hand tools, and allowed to revegetate once 
construction was completed.  The right-of-way would not be maintained 
between the entry and exit points of the HDD, preserving the riparian area 
around the stream crossing. 

NA2-37 The draft EIS fails to disclose that attempts to divert streams for 
construction of pipeline crossings fail with some frequency, and these 
failures greatly increase sediment delivery and consequent impacts on 
streams. 

Crossing methods are determined on a site-specific basis, therefore minimizing 
the potential for failure.  Through the implementation of the FERC staff’s 
Procedures, NorthernStar’s Waterbody and Wetland Construction and 
Mitigation Plan, and adherence to in-water work windows, potential impacts 
would be minimized. 

NA2-38 It is highly probable that placement of the pipeline in the sloughs would be 
used in the future as justification for never restoring these lands, should 
they become available.  The draft EIS fails to explore the critical value of 
these sloughs and the long-term loss to the Columbia River ecosystem’s 
restoration by pipeline construction. 

NorthernStar would restore the pipeline right-of-way to its preconstruction 
condition following construction.  Following temporary wetland impacts 
resulting from construction of the proposed project facilities, habitat and 
ecosystem function would be restored in place.  Permanent impacts on 
wetlands would be mitigated by restoring habitat with similar ecological 
function.  Mitigation would occur in areas substantially larger than that lost to 
permanent impacts, and would be restored to a higher level of ecosystem 
function.  No future planned restoration projects have been identified for 
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sloughs that would be crossed by the proposed project.  We cannot require 
NorthernStar to alter its construction techniques based on speculative future 
projects. 

NA2-39 Placing the rail line within 30 feet of Hunt Creek would be a source of 
permanent and continuing degradation to the stream.  Buffers are not 
sufficient as a means to reduce solar radiation and stream heating, reduce 
sediment delivery down-slope to the stream, or to protect the microclimate 
of the stream.  The railroad has not been in use.  Why is it being restored? 

Section 2.1.3.6 addresses why the railroad is being restored.  Discussion of 
the railroad realignment in section 4.3.2.3 has been updated. 

NA2-40 The draft EIS fails to disclose all of the following aspects of project 
activities that will occur within 300 feet upslope of the Columbia River and 
all Hunt Creek tributaries, including intermittent channels and those that 
do not provide fish habitat: 

1. The location and area of vegetation removal and soil disturbance, 
including soil compaction; 

2. The type and amount of vegetation removed; 
3. The nature and degree of soil impacts, including compaction, 

removal of soil cover, and alteration of soil properties 
4. The distance to the nearest channel or waterbody 
5. The type of activity 
6. Activity duration and expected season(s) of occurrence; 
7. Spatial connectivity of the nearest channel/waterbody to fish 

habitat and the fish populations using the habitats; 

Although we agree that potential impacts on waterbodies due to pipeline 
construction in upland areas should be addressed in the EIS (see sections 
4.3.2.4 and 4.5.3.1), we believe that to quantify impacts within 300 feet of 
waterbodies would be arbitrary and capricious. 

The location, type, and amount of vegetation that would be disturbed due to 
the project are described in section 4.4.2.3 and in NorthernStar’s Habitat 
Overlay Maps, which can be accessed through the FERC’s eLibrary as 
described in the response to comment NA2-33. 

Potential impacts on soils due to pipeline construction are discussed in section 
4.2.3.2. 

The cross-country and downstream distances to the nearest channel or 
waterbody from any point along the proposed route can be calculated using 
the Pipeline Location Maps (Appendix B).   

The proposed crossing method for each portion of the pipeline is shown on the 
Alignment Sheets for the Bradwood Landing Project, which can be accessed 
through the FERC’s eLibrary as described in the response to comment LA3-
31.   

Specific details regarding the duration of construction actives and season of 
occurrence in upland areas would be determined by the project contractor and 
cannot be predicted at this time. 

NA2-41 The proposed LNG terminal site is located immediately adjacent to and 
upstream from the Julia Butler National Wildlife Refuge containing most of 
the remaining marshy tidelands in the estuary.  This habitat is essential 
rearing habitat for salmon.  The marsh grasses and other habitat here 
provide cover and food sources for these young salmon as they prepare 
for ocean entry. 

Additional information has been added to sections 4.5.1.1 and 4.5.2.1 
regarding potential impacts on unique and sensitive wildlife habitats, including 
the JBHNWR. 

NA2-42 The draft EIS does not adequately account for the current availability 
habitat for salmon fry and fingerlings within Reach C (NorthernStar) or 
Reach B (Svensen Island area) relative to historic conditions.  The draft 
EIS does not clearly describe the effect of the project on these habitats. 

A comparison of the current availability of habitat relative to historic conditions 
is outside the scope of the EIS.  However, the revised BA and EFH 
Assessment will discuss potential impacts of the proposed project as they 
relate to the environmental baseline.  
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NA2-43 The draft EIS failed to disclose all important impacts associated with the 

construction and operation of the terminal infrastructure at the scale of the 
Hunt Creek watershed. 

The known impacts that are described individually within section 4.5.2.1 of the 
EIS are not expected to result in significant cumulative impacts on the Hunt 
Creek watershed.  The EIS is a summary document and based on CEQ 
guidelines presents a full and fair discussion of significant environmental 
impacts; therefore, we believe that our analysis of potential impacts on Hunt 
Creek is adequate. 

NA2-44 The draft EIS does not analyze the hydrologic impacts of pipeline 
construction and maintenance.  The draft EIS fails to disclose the total 
amount of soil compaction associated with pipeline activities in wetlands 
with 300 feet of streams.  This is significant because soil compaction 
alters soil hydrologic processes, including infiltration, water holding 
capacity, surface runoff, and surface water interactions with ground water.  
These all influence the functionality of wetlands, because the ability of 
wetlands to absorb, store, and release water is one of their key ecological 
features. 

See the response to comments IND35-7 and IND106-53. 

NA2-45 The draft EIS fails to adequately disclose the magnitude, persistence, and 
ramifications of pipeline construction on other impacts to the hydrology of 
wetlands and riverine areas. 

See the response to comment NA2-31. 

NA2-46 No mitigation for the long-lasting effects of soils compaction in wetlands 
was described. 

See the response to comment FA2-10. 

NA2-47 The draft EIS does not reveal the riparian buffer width that would be 
affected, without which it is impossible to accurately determine riparian 
impacts.  The shade values or potential recruitable LWD of riparian buffers 
lost are not provided. 

The width of the riparian buffer that would be impacted would be site-specific 
for each waterbody crossing.  However, as described in section 4.4.2, riparian 
habitats that would be impacted by the project in Oregon were classified based 
on the Oregon Habitat Mitigation Policy.  Although the State of Washington 
does not have a similar habitat classification system, riparian habitats have 
been identified by the WDFW as a priority habitat.  Impacts on riparian habitats 
are described in section 4.4.2 and depicted in Appendix C of the final EIS. 

Because the EIS is a summary document, the inclusion of detailed descriptions 
of each riparian area impacted is not appropriate.  However, waterbody 
crossings will be addressed in additional detail in NorthernStar’s revised 
Waterbody and Wetland Construction and Mitigation Procedures Plan as well 
as in the revised BA and EFH Assessment. 

NA2-48 It is unclear what would be done to revegetate the construction areas.  It is 
not clear that replacement of native vegetation would occur by means 
other than passive restoration or that tree planting would even be 
attempted.  What is considered to be potential natural vegetation for the 
area? 

Revegetation methods are described in detail in sections 4.4.1.3, 4.4.2.2, and 
4.4.2.3. 

NA2-49 The draft EIS notes that when available, certified seed would be used for 
revegetation of areas disturbed by pipeline construction.  This indicates 
that this measure may not be implemented.  What impacts will occur if this 

We have included a recommendation in section 4.4.2.3 that NorthernStar 
continue to consult with the COE, FWS, NMFS, Oregon and Washington 
Departments of Agriculture, and other appropriate resource agencies to revise 
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measure is not implemented. its Noxious Weeds and Soil-borne Plant Disease Control Plan. 

NA2-50 NorthernStar claims to replant more trees than the FERC requires, 
however no where is it mentioned what the FERC requires or how 
NorthernStar is exceeding those requirements.  Is NorthernStar meeting 
the needed restoration quality of wetlands?  Would it be more useful to 
refer to what the state considers needed and what is required to prevent 
environmental damage? 

The FERC’s revegetation requirements are described in our Plan and 
Procedures, which are available online at http://www.ferc.gov/industries/
gas/enviro/uplndctl.pdf and http://www.ferc.gov/industries/gas/enviro/
wetland.pdf, respectively.  NorthernStar is proposing to replant forested 
communities in-kind.  This would provide a higher level of mitigation than 
seeding, which is required by the Plan.   

The adequacy of NorthernStar’s Compensatory Mitigation Plan is discussed in 
the response to comment FA2-10. 

NA2-51 A longer monitoring plan is needed to assess revegetation.  It is not clear 
that plant communities would replace what was lost in upland areas or 
what is considered to be the potential natural vegetation for the area.  It 
would benefit disclosure interest to describe the minimal set of guidelines 
to know how far NorthernStar practices could potentially be degraded and 
what the consequences of this would be at sensitive sites and 
cumulatively. 

Monitoring by NorthernStar would meet the requirements of the FERC staff’s 
Plan and Procedures.  Because the EIS is a summary document, inclusion of 
the Plan and Procedures would not be appropriate; however, these documents 
are available online as described in the response to comment FA2-51.  Areas 
disturbed by construction activities would be restored; seeded with 
conservation grasses, legumes, native plant species, or other standard erosion 
control/cover species, where required; and allowed to naturally revegetate to 
preconstruction conditions, with the exception of upland forested communities 
which would be replanted in-kind with trees.  As described in section 4.4.2.3, 
NorthernStar would monitor the success of revegetation efforts and employ 
reseeding, fertilizing, and other measures until herbaceous vegetative cover 
and density are similar to the adjacent areas not disturbed by construction.  If 
there are excessive noxious weeds after the first or second growing season, 
an agronomist would determine the need for additional restoration measures 
that NorthernStar would implement, as necessary.  

NA2-52 How will vegetation be kept from regrowing along the pipeline? Per the FERC staff’s Plan, NorthernStar would conduct maintenance clearing 
within the permanent right-of-way no more than once every 3 years. 

NA2-53 The draft EIS fails to disclose the width of undisturbed vegetation on Hunt 
Creek.  It is inadequate to maintain unimpaired riparian processes vital to 
water quality and fish habitat.  It also fails to adequately disclose that the 
loss of riparian vegetation and its functions due to the railroad re-
alignment measure will permanently maintain degradation of water quality 
and fish habitat. 

Potential impacts on riparian habitat due to construction of the project are 
provided in table 4.4.2-1.  The potential impacts on water quality within Hunt 
Creek and mitigation measures proposed by NorthernStar are described in 
section 4.3.2.3.  Additional analysis of potential impacts on salmonids within 
Hunt Creek will be included in the revised BA and EFH Assessment. 

NA2-54 Will the trees that are lost in construction of the pipeline, outside of the 15-
foot riparian buffer to each side of the pipeline, be replaced?  

As described in section 4.4.2.3, with the exception of the portion of the right-of-
way within 15 feet of the pipeline (30 feet total), upland forested communities 
cleared for construction of the pipeline would be replanted in-kind with trees.   

NA2-55 The EIS should include a mechanical cleaning system for the fish screens 
which will insure there is a back up to the air burst system or in the 
instance if the air burst system is overwhelmed.  The draft EIS is unclear 
how and where LNG ship ballast, ship hull, and anchors would be treated 
to eliminate the threat of exotic organisms without contaminating the 

As described in section 4.5.2.1, the NMFS has approved of NorthernStar’s fish 
screen designs.  Because the EIS is a summary document, specific details 
relating to cleaning system for the system would not be appropriate.  However, 
the proposed water intake system will be described in additional detail in the 
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Columbia River.  More information must be provided on the berth-side 
intake system and the shop retro-fit and demonstrate that fish will not be 
adversely impacted by its use. 

revised BA and EFH Assessment.  

NA2-56 Additional erosion from ship wakes could accelerate sediment deposition 
downriver in rearing habitats. 

See the response to comment FA4-14. 

NA2-57 The draft EIS also needs to be revised to clearly define, in a quantitative 
sense, what is meant by its repeated use of “minimize”.  The  draft EIS 
describes many significant and persistent impacts to aquatic resources as 
being “minimized” without any clear description. 

The term “minimize,” as it is used in the EIS, means to reduce or lessen 
potential impacts on a given resource.  Quantification of the extent that each 
measure proposed would minimize potential impacts would be based on site 
specific field conditions and can not be effectively predicted at this time. 

NA2-58 The draft EIS has failed to analyze the proposed project dredging impacts 
to temperature, and salinity, and water flow and velocity both from a short-
term and long-term perspective. 

See the responses to comments SA1-54 and IND100-2.  

NA2-59 Although the draft EIS claims that different deep draft ships have different 
tendencies to strand fish, there was no information presented on the 
probable tendency of the LNG ships to cause such a problem. 

See the response to comment FA2-19. 

NA2-60 The project will pose significant and irreversible harm to anadromous fish 
which rear, transit and hold in the area.  The project will also adversely 
affect habitat needed to support other treaty resources such as sturgeon 
and lamprey.  Protection and restoration of estuarine habitat is a vital 
component for the recovery of 13 salmon stocks listed as threatened or 
endangered under the ESA as well non-ESA listed salmon stocks. 

Potential impacts on non-listed and federally listed fish species due to 
construction and operation of the LNG terminal are discussed in sections 
4.5.2.1 and 4.6.2.2.  As described in section 4.6.3, the FERC would not allow 
construction to proceed until after we have concluded formal consultation with 
the FWS and NMFS.  

NA2-61 Ballast and water intake is a great concern and will impact juvenile fish.  
There is still an open question as to whether the source of the intake will 
be on the berth or through the conventional method via the ship.  Either 
choice is full of problems that were either ignored by the draft EIS or not 
adequately examined. 

See the response to comment FA1-28. 

NA2-62 The draft EIS fails to offer specific fish migratory and behavior data 
coupled with flow, physical and chemical habitat parameters in the vicinity 
of the site and within the project navigation corridor. 

The papers cited in this comment (Truelove et al., 2007; Baptista et al., 2005) 
reference an environment and observation forecast system model which use 
river conditions to predict fish behavior in the estuary by linking it to behavioral 
observations in radio tagged fish.  Sufficient behavioral data in the proposed 
project area is not available to make this type of analysis.  Further, according 
to the CEQ Guidelines for the preparation of an EIS, the level of effort in 
addressing potential impacts from project activities should be commensurate 
with the expected level of impact.  The cited papers do not seem to point to a 
level of impact on migrating fish which would warrant this level of analysis. 

NA2-63 Permanent loss of essential salmon habitat at the Bradwood Landing site 
is known to be a planned part of the facility development.  The extent of 
loss of associated shallow water habitats in creation of the ship berth is 
not well described.  The habitat improvement on Svensen Island is 

Potential impacts on designated critical habitat at the LNG terminal site are 
described in section 4.6.2.2.  Section 4.5.2.1 has been revised to include a 
description of the potential impacts on shallow water habitat due to 
construction of the LNG terminal.  Additional information on the Svensen Island 
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unspecified.  The draft EIS is deficient in its description of salmon life 
histories and critical habitat associated with the estuary and proposed 
project area and impacts. 

Mitigation Sites will be included in NorthernStar’s final Compensatory 
Mitigation Plan. 

The EIS is a summary document; although salmonid life history, critical habitat 
designations, and potential project impacts are included in sections 4.6.1.1 and 
4.6.2, additional information will be included in the revised BA and EFH 
Assessment. 

NA2-64 Dredging of a 58-acre turning basin next to the Columbia River navigation 
channel, frequent re-dredging of the turning basin, and filling of the log 
pond represent substantial impacts to estuary rearing habitats for salmon 
smolts and possible to spawning habitats.  The use of habitats affected 
has not been evaluated. 

Potential impacts on aquatic resources (including salmonids) due to the LNG 
terminal are discussed in section 4.5.2.1.  See also the response to comment 
PM3-68.  

NA2-65 The draft EIS fails to address the issue that the fall Chinook migrate and 
may rear in the proposed project turnaround lane that would be dredged.  
Chinook live in many tributaries that will be affected by the project (e.g. 
Westport Slough, the Clatskanie River, Abernathy Creek, Germany Creek, 
and the Cowlitz River.  The draft EIS does not discuss habitat use by 
these species in the vicinity of the impact zones. 

Potential occurrence of Chinook salmon in the vicinity of the LNG terminal site 
is described in section 4.6.2.2.  Similarly, occurrence of Chinook in 
waterbodies impacted by pipeline construction are described in section 4.6.2.3 
and in NorthernStar’s Waterbody and Wetland Construction and Mitigation 
Procedures Plan, which is available through the FERC’s eLibrary as described 
in the response to comment FA3-13. 

NA2-66 How will Hunt Creek and Clifton Channel habitats be protected?  Impacts on aquatic habitats within Hunt Creek and Clifton Channel would be 
minimized through the implementation of the FERC staff’s Plan and 
Procedures, NorthernStar’s proposed mitigation measures and terminal ESC 
Plan, and our recommendations.  In addition, NorthernStar is proposing to 
place the Hunt Creek Mitigation Site into a conservation easement that would 
be protected in perpetuity as part of its Compensatory Mitigation Plan. 

NA2-67 Epidemiological studies for fish in the estuary are critical and should 
proceed and be included in the final EIS.  The draft EIS did not consider 
the methodology for the study of the loss of reproductive success in Great 
Lakes trout due to exposure to toxic contaminants.  

According to the CEQ Guidelines for the preparation of an EIS, the level of 
effort in addressing potential impacts from project activities should be 
commensurate with the expected level of impact.  The assertion that 
bioaccumulative affects of pollutants resulting in long term effects to fish 
resulting from construction activity at the Bradwood site, can not be 
characterized with the best available science.  Therefore, we believe that 
epidemiological or other field studies regarding bioaccumulation of toxins due 
to the proposed project are outside the scope of this EIS. 

NA2-68 The draft EIS fails to discuss the potential efforts on Delameter Creek.  
The timing, nature, and location of actual measures along Delameter 
Creek are unspecified, not required, and uncertain to actually occur.  The 
final EIS should clearly disclose these activities and measures. 

See the response to comment FA2-10. 

NA2-69 The draft EIS fails to include new field data regarding the potential impacts 
of the project on estuary health or fish health impacts from the proposed 
dredging activity or other proposed Bradwood Landing Project impacts.  
The draft EIS fails to offer specific fish migratory and behavior data 
coupled with flow, physical, and chemical habitat parameters in the vicinity 

See the response to comment NA2-67. 
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of the site and within the protect navigation corridor.  The ecological 
effects of the proposed alternatives in the draft EIS are largely founded 
upon information and conclusions of physical modeling.  The lack of field 
studies and data are identified as major deficiencies of the draft EIS.   

NA2-70 There is a lack of studies conducted or reviewed that would determine 
what effects would be caused by lighting problems during construction and 
operation of the terminal. 

Potential impacts of terminal lighting on aquatic and terrestrial resources are 
discussed in sections 4.5.2.1 and 4.5.2.3, respectively.  We have 
recommended in section 4.5.2.1 that NorthernStar continue to consult with the 
NMFS, FWS, ODFW, and other applicable agencies regarding its Lighting 
Plan.  We believe that the development of the Lighting Plan in coordination 
with applicable agencies would identify and minimize potential impacts on 
sensitive species in the vicinity of the terminal. 

NA2-71 The draft EIS fails to provide current conditions of the affected aquatic 
habitat attribute in streams that will be affected by the operation and 
construction of the terminal, pipeline, and transportation network, railroad 
re-alignment, and associated power line construction. 

The EIS is a summary document; therefore, we believe that the information 
provided in tables 4.3.2-1, 4.3.2-2, and 4.3.2-4 adequately describes current 
conditions of the waterbodies impacted by the proposed project.  However, a 
detailed description of the environmental baseline will be included in the 
revised BA and EFH Assessment. 

NA2-72 The draft EIS fails to indicate what riparian buffer width was actually 
affected in pipeline corridors. 

See the response to comment NA2-47. 

NA2-73 The draft EIS misleads in its discussion of the impact of power line 
construction and maintenance, incorrectly stating that impacts on non-fish-
bearing tributaries to the fish-bearing Hunt Creek are unlikely to have 
impacts on downstream fish habitat.  The draft EIS must be revised to 
clearly identify all tributaries to fish-bearing streams that will be affected by 
project activities, and must clearly disclose that impacts to intermittent 
and/or non-fish-bearing streams have water quality impacts and contribute 
significantly to the degradation of downstream fish habitat. 

Comment noted.  Sections 4.3.2.3 and 4.5.2.1 have been revised to include 
additional information regarding potential impacts on water and aquatic 
resources, respectively, due to construction of the electric power line.  
Additional information on the waterbodies that would be crossed by the power 
line was filed with the FERC as part of the JPA, which can be accessed 
through the FERC’s eLibrary as described in the response to comment PM1-4. 

NA2-74 The draft EIS does not discuss how the alternatives could affect tribal 
socioeconomic factors or culture, and fails to assess how the proposed 
project will impact treaty and cultural resources.  The proposed project will 
not benefit the protection of tribal trust resources. 

The alternatives can not reasonably be studied to the same level of detail as 
the proposed site due to the time and cost that would be required.  Our 
alternatives analysis focuses on the major factors that would result in the 
highest level of potential environmental impacts and for which data is readily 
available through published and public sources. 

NA2-75 The proposal to construct and operate an LNG terminal in essential 
rearing habitat for salmonids, sturgeon and lamprey impacts treaty 
resources for which CRITFC was formed to protect.  

Potential impacts on aquatic resources are included in section 4.5.  Indian 
treaty fishing rights are discussed in section 4.8.1.7. 

NA2-76 The draft EIS fails to address impacts from the alternatives on 
archaeological resources.  The final EIS should contain the linkages 
between the fish populations, and their fate under the four alternatives and 
others presented in these comments with tribal cultural resources.  It 
should also examine the issue of Environmental Justice with respect to all 

See the response to comment NA2-74. 
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alternatives analyzed. 

NA2-77 It is recommended that government-to-government basis be appropriated 
with CRITFC member tribes and become engaged in consultation with the 
tribes. 

As discussed in section 4.9.3, the CRITFC has been included in our 
consultations with Native American tribes. 

NA2-78 The nature of the CRITFC member tribes’ treaty rights are 
mischaracterized (page 4-330). 

Section 4.8.1.7 has been revised to provide additional discussion of the 
CRITFC member tribes’ treaty rights. 

NA2-79 Each LNG ship would maintain a Shipboard Oil Pollution Emergency Plan 
(SOPEP).  It is not clear how carrying a plan on board would be effective 
in dealing with a spill or a leak.  What materials are available on board that 
would actually assist in limiting the spill or leak?  What materials would be 
required at the LNG terminal or at stations along the pipeline route to 
rapidly deal with major leaks or spills? 

LNG carriers would be required to carry Coast-Guard approved vessel 
response plans and comply with state spill prevention and contingency plans, 
including the applicable requirements in Chapter 317-40 of the Washington 
Administrative Code – Bunkering Operations.  Any materials used for leak and 
spill mitigation at the terminal would be detailed in the ERP.   

NA2-80 The draft EIS must reasonably evaluate the efficacy of proffered mitigation 
measures based on available scientific information, together with the 
physical setting of the project’s impacts, and use this to reasonably 
determine and disclose the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on 
aquatic and watershed resources in a clear fashion. 

We have recommended in sections 4.3.2.4 and 4.4.1.2 that NorthernStar’s 
Waterbody and Wetland Construction and Mitigation Procedures Plan and final 
Compensatory Mitigation Plan, respectively, be filed, along with agency 
approvals, with the Secretary prior to construction of the project.  We do not 
feel that it is unreasonable to assume that agency-approved mitigation 
measures would be effective.  Therefore, an analysis of the efficacy of the 
measures in the EIS is not warranted. 

NA2-81 There is no cumulative effects analysis.  For example, the pipeline impacts 
could result in cumulative sediment delivery for the multiple headwater 
tributary crossings that could affect sloughs and mainstream habitats. 

We disagree.  Cumulative effects are discussed in section 4.12 of the EIS.  
Cumulative impacts are defined in section 4.12 as those impacts resulting from 
other projects that are projects would be constructed at or close to the same 
time as the proposed project.   

In response to the example stated, with the implementation of our Procedures 
and NorthernStar’s pipeline ESC Plan in Oregon and its SWPPP in 
Washington, impacts on water quality and aquatic resources in the 
waterbodies crossed by the proposed pipeline would be less than significant; 
therefore, we believe that our analysis of cumulative impacts as it relates to 
these topics is adequate. 

NA2-82 The draft EIS lacks assessments of synergistic and cumulative impacts to 
salmon and critical habitat that could result from dredging. 

Because dredging associated with the other projects described in table 4.12-1 
is not expected to occur concurrently with either construction or maintenance 
dredging associated with the Bradwood Landing Project, cumulative impacts 
on salmonids from dredging activities are not expected. 

NA2-83 The draft EIS does not meet the requirements of the NEPA with regards to 
the cumulative impacts analysis. 

1. Catalogue past projects in the area 
2. Assess the cumulative environmental impacts of those projects 

with the proposed project 
3. Analyze the additive cumulative impact of all reasonable 

We are not aware of past projects in the area of the project with similar types 
of impacts that would contribute significantly to cumulative environmental 
impacts.  We interviewed representatives of local governments to determine 
projects that were planned in the area of the project.  If projects have not been 
proposed and local officials are unaware of them, we do not believe they are 
reasonably foreseeable. 
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foreseeable federal and non-federal actions, whether or not they 
have actually been proposed. 
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