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December 13, W07

Ma. Kimbexly [ Bose, Secretary
Faderal Energy Regaaory Commission
585 First 5T NE, Room 14
Weshingion, DC 20426

Re:  Comments of the State of Oregon
Diradt Environmeninl binpect Stztentent
Bradwood Landing LLC Docked Moo CPO6 366
Northesn. Star Enemgy LLC Ducket Noa, CPOG-366, CP0G-376 and CPO6-377

Diear Secrezary Hose:

Al my direction, Stabe of Crepgon nabaral resource agencies have been egaged in a
revview af the proposed Bradwood Lesding Liquefied Matural Gas {LMG) ampart terminal and its
sssociated pipeline. Oregon's comements an the Drafl Envimnmental fmpect Stetement for this
project are attached. My primary mesivation for a detailed save review of this deemmest is o
emsne that stne standarcs e concems e addressad by te develogser sad by the Federal
Energy Bepulaory Commission.

A Gowernar of te State of Oregom, [ do med suppon & statewide, calegosical exclusion af
LKG berminals from Oregon. Locating an LKG fnpart tendnal in Ovegan, however, mvst he
supparted by a comprehensive review of all potenifal ispacts of the facsity in Oregon. That is
the function of the Bradwood Landing DEIE, As more fully expluine below nod m the
Accidipanying comments, the Badwood Landing DELS is incoerplete and flawed in & porsber of
Tespects

Creegon his an effective sysbem for siting larpe enengy focilitics that belances the secd fire
few emergy resources effectively with environmental protectios and edequate sifety standards,
Thal sifing process effectively invalves all intesested Onzgon natum| resome agencies in the
review of gy facility. A anesult of Cregon’s unified siting process, stite naturml resource
agencies have allained a high Jevel of sxpertice in evaluating applicetions and contsibating nat
el tiy the eralysis of the emvinonmental Empacis bt also fo the destgn and sdopiion of
apprapriate mitigation measres. i fect, Oregoa was in te midd of reviewing an npplication
for the Bradwood Landsng facility ueder the sigte siting pracess when the Energy Palicy Act of
005 was emacted, effectively ending state-lovel review. As a result of this exgsr esee and
exptise, Oregon i wniquely sitated to provide commsents om this propased ficility.
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The Stiti st permétting antherity over LNG temsina in the ares of water quality, 1ir
quatity, and eoastal soms manmgement, and in cases where state mpproval is nesded for construction
of #ermizals or eppurtenant structunes on state lods, 1o many insances, the DELS 15 the best
evidenee aboul the spplicant’s plans for campliance with thase fedecally delegated progranms. [n
thei comments, the Oregon agsneies involvod heve idemified deficiencies that presen hurdles to
the ahtimale approval of the project by thase agencies,

As the sealic comments will reflect, many conclussens in the IS are founded o
asserims wnd proatises, 0ol on sound science, comprebensive malysis and empiricel facs, The
Commizasion should mod make & decisien to Hioense this LG termizal o e inadegaale
erviranmisital second comenly before the Commission.

- Comnments sent 1o sabe ggencies by Morthem: Star lte in the comment period sumest thal
there is information contained m the admitistrative record oF currently eirdalng for review hes
inay sbires some of Oregon's concerms. Because thet infoanation & not onsained i e DEIS,
we ire compedled o assert these comeenzs. 1t is well-esisblished that the fical EIS, as the
forandation fir the licensing devcision by FERC, must be complete. Thus, any sritigation pilis or
other document that will be relieid on by FERC to Setenming that the fecility meets licensng criteria

rust be included i the IEIS and cineulsted for mesningful neview before adoption of the fingl E13.

Furthenmeore, such plans and docernents most be neferenced in licease conditicns in the fxal
derision

As an example of the insdequacy of the DEIS, fargs pertions of the nitiged o for kabical,
wetlimds, srchaeologicel impact, landshie protection sed emengency placsing are sl micnonn,
Indeed, many supportivg decumirts for the leemsing docigion will be prodiuced afler the
epporiunity fior comment on the DEIS bas closed. Thas is u fendamental process faw, We
recomiend delaying the Firal Envicmmental Ingact Saiemen (FELS) ontil the design is fslized,
mitigafion plans with metrics ere writlen, and smerpency Tesponse protocals can hie defined, and
aftier intenestid pisties have bad an opporeity to comment on ke efficacy of thoss plans. We
further recoemmend thet, when the FEIS & presestod, # dearly presens the required infoemation
used do develop and articulale measursble project spezific conditions that demoeatrate how the
facility would meet Oregon’s sandends. Apreements made cetside the FERC heensing process
catnnat be considered damble and theneforne do not peovide adequate sssurance that the facility will
e construzted, operated, maintained, and deconsmissicaed g required by Oregon's Eneray Facility
Sitiny: standards,

I 3quefied Watural (Gas terminals alsa introducs o companics swile of issnes associstod with
natural pas pipedines that cary LN fram temeinals (o service arcas, sometines al greal dislances,
Theesocisd and envirodenestal mmpacts of these pipelings are of & siug cancern 1o the $tabe s the
terminals Gemsehees, Accondimgly, Onepon sgencies B also idetified and evaluated the
environmenial and soeinl impacs of tese pipelines thromgh federal fnd sace penmilting processes.
Further, becasse pipeline conpardes who ohtain n FERC license hmwe toe power of ensinent
diistiry, 1 heve inssled that that power b weed carefully and with the uimest nespect for property
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We disagree that the EIS is either inadequate or flawed because mitigation
plans for archaeological resources have not been finalized. As stated in
section 4.9.4, the process of complying with the NHPA cannot be completed
until after the FERC issues its Order authorizing the project, which would
allow NorthernStar to use the power of eminent domain to acquire a right-of-
way easement over parcels of land where access was previously denied so
that the cultural resources inventory could be finished. Once the survey is
done, the FERC would determine if any historic properties would be
adversely affected. If there would be no impacts on historic properties, no
mitigation plans would be necessary. If historic properties would be
adversely affected, the FERC would consult with the appropriate parties to
resolve impacts, and treatment plans would be formulated. It is standard
FERC practice to condition an Order so that the process of complying with
the NHPA can be completed after an Order is issued but before
construction is allowed to begin. Also see our response to comment FA2-
22.
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righa that includes fair comtpensation md Gl mitigesion of impects 1o property owmer, 18 well as
recugmition of the reed 10 he respansive 1o citizens concenis sed poblic reguests foc infireniton and
maps of these pipeline projects. [ have recenily commesscaled thase expectations to pipsline
peoject sponsors and will coetinue t manitor progress in this matter.

Mirthem Sier hns provided evidence that the proposed project will affer sabstastial evonamic
benefits 1o the Jocal community, including:

Enhanced capadity for dves cconimence (i Bar and dver palats, new fmgsy;
Property tex neveses for Clatsop Covsty and special districts {merense 92.4 percent];
Comatroctions jobs (331 per year for taree years, 506 peak); mid
Operational jobs (30 FTE, average $608, 15 FTE secanity)

Thirse ecanamic hesefits mast be balanced with the envirosmental Evpacts of the fcslity.

I'highligh the felkwing megar convems regamding the DEIS, which are addressed in mone
ditad] in U sccoenpanying comanents,

8, Themeed for the facility has not hees establisked and the alernative analysis s
Inmdequate. The DELS does nat adequately analyze markst datn and raturel gas sapply trends to
support the clains by the develapers thal acdditional sepplics of LG are needed in the Pacific
Nemthocest, Mor does the DELS contein 2 comprehensive list of altersatives tal isclude no setioa,
energy conservafion, expansion of exssting infrasenscture, and potentinl new scorces of natural gas,
inchuding densestie, continenial snd offshans supplies

b The DEIS needs o adequately reflect scientilic information frem geotechnical reports.
Thee: stabe figencies kave idestified several instances where the DEIS provided incomest technical
staivacils and satemesis with no scbstantisting science. That failure undenvines e credibility of
he entire dnalysis.

L] I many cases, the DEIS depends om assertions that mitization will be provided, bat
ilve details of the mitigation are wnknown. For exnmple, regerdieg mitigatics for impacts o Gah,
altEenigh Neethem Star has propased fo spead S50 million over the #0 o 50 year life of e
Bradwood Landing project on & Selmon Enhescement Tnitistive, the Inikative would be eotinely
volumtary (not regudateey’), and v elfectivenss 1 unknown, Similarly, the DEIS provides no clear
compenistary sitigation plan far impeets from dredging or wherd sststroction activities.

i The propesed project would have ndverse impacts on air amd water quality Iy the
Lower Columlria watersbed. Mrapased dredying for the termingl, turning bert and pipelise will
céizie dimage o widershed femchion, warter quality and sensitive species and habilais, and those
mpacts have et been adequesely evalusted o sddnessed in the TEIS. Supply ships and vaporizers
will contribare air pollutantz. Proposel mitigation messones are nol suificent w0 offect the darape
that will be dose, s curnuedative impacts nesd o be theroughly anshvzed,
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E The DEIS does mot sdequately recegnize Crepon®s rale in emergency preparedness,
Na enforceekle commitment has been made tor Emerpeny Response resources nsosssary o
operate at the proposed faclity, noe were sefery and seewity impacts to the Jocal communities
adequately asessend, |naddition, the RIS does not recogmize that the Orepen Department of
Fomesiry (ODF) is an emergency responder o wilidfirss on privale, nos] snd stabe owned fands, and
that ODF needs to be consulbed an emerpency response planning.

L The DETS does not contain mitigation recommendations requiring Novthern Star to
mitigate CO2 emissions and 1o provide financial assurance to retive the facllity, A detailed

eagineering estimate of sie retirement costs shoudd be raguined eod assurseces gased il those
coats will be covered, befize FERC isazes a Firal BB, Withiut those assurances, Cregon s mp
prevectice ageinat harknupacy or sbandanme of the fcility.

[n summary, 1 believe theat e S2abe of Oeagon and the Cosrmissdon must farly address all
e enefids emd costs associated with LNG facilities and detersnine i LG hes a role as o “bridge™
sounce al energy for Orugom and the Northwest. For the Commission to make LNG siting decisions
in a vacuvm, without the benefit of the best evailable infonmation and seiemific data, would do a
Tupe disservies to the people of Orogoes. Ultimately, te declsion po sile fememals requines the full
engagestent of e Saderal geversenent, the tate pnd the commeanities where fcilifies ae proposad,
But, as noked in pargraph Sour of this letter, Oregon helds authority in the imporfemt ercas of wr
quality, water quality emd coastal zotwe mansgement. Only by working together trough the siiing,
arvisonmental essesammt and pemritting processes, with the benefit of a cooplise and substantial
envistumiental ingact stafenent, com we maks soend devisions ghoul the iporoprimeness of By
proposel LG terminal,

I ootk Foeweaed 1o pour resodotion of Cregon's concerns.

THEGDORE [ KULONGTSKD

Covernar

TRETsjb

Erelzam
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Diear Secretary Boses:
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STATE OF OREGON COMMENTS ON
BRADWOOD LANDING NATURAL GAS IMPORTATION TERMINAL
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
127182007

GENERAL COMMENTS
The Purpose &nd Need Anabvsds is lnadeqaale

Ciregen is diseppointed with the level of detail & the decument. Much of the Bradwood Lasfing
draft envirommental impact statemerd [DEIS] containg only general information and conclosions
Aol exvironmental andd respuree effeets, Specifically, the geaeral naturs of the Federal Energy
Regulatary Cammissicn (FERC qr the Commisson) review of the project “purposs and need”
i related “alemitives” anzlysis is imadequate, The DELS does not sufficientty deseribe the
hegsis: for detemmaning (he regienal and matioral nesd for an LNG impon tensvingd and pipeline
praject i Gns fecation ar provide 2 clear set of chjectives that provide o raficeal basic upon
which eeed can he assessel

A reelt, only geoesal informaton ahout market demand foe natural gis is mehuded in the
DEIS document. More importsacly, these is no overall national or regiional esergy plan to gade
the sitirg and coastmaction of natural gas infrasmicoore thet assures the economic ad efficient
prowvision of imped tenninal and pipeline facilies. Beeause of the ahsence of specific
information documenting the need for terminal ad pipeling Teeilifics in this losafios and the
Pacific Mortbes! amd the FERC prectice thet relics an apglicants wo proposs projects far case-
Try-caee revicw, The IVELS dioess not adequalely assess fundamental energy infrasoucture panning
issues. Such an spproach could result in approval of several sermival and pipeline projecss, cack
with significat envicnmentzl effects, thil previde excess immpor femisal copacity, unnecessary
pipeling mfrastnuciure and unneteszary enaronmental gifsls. The public interest i hest served
b a mesningful analysis of need sl alternatives.

Currenely, in Chrezon, thers are three sctive progesals for LG bnpart tenemals and four active
propasals for interstale pipeling projects. ARhough spplicants usdarstaed dhat sl all af e
projects will be construcied, esch is being pursued as if it will be construsted. The lack of
speafic guidmmee or planmmg policies at e faderal bevel requires pablic and govemesent
ageniies at all levels bo devale resources o raviewing these prejects, at a substaniial cast.

The DEIS esmeludes, withoot subsianfiofion, that some alermatives arc nod Geasible, The DEIS
inerely concledes tat soene allematives do it meet the céectives of the Bradwood Landing
proeet without assessivg the validity of the staled objectives and that other illematives do not
provide sipnifcant environmental advastages withoul sompieizg specific economic and
eanironniental coste and benefits. Without soere cosmonly seceptad sl of eriteria wpon which
e review cach of the progossad LMG impert teninal and pipelioe projects cumenly praposed i
the region (which would include ather projects co the Cahmbia River and in Coos Bay), the
Stale cam nod d etermime whether the Bradwood Landing LG import terminal and pipeline
Tepresenis a superior site for such 2 fucililty from an economes, envirommieial and social
perspiclive. As was seggested in Chregon’™s March 3, 2006 letl
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See our response to comment FA4-1.

Section 1.1 presents a summary of project purpose and need, including
some information about regional markets. However, market issues and the
need for this project would be more fully developed in the Commission’s
Order.

We disagree. The EIS provides our reasons for finding some alternatives to
not be feasible. The project objectives, and the criteria we used to evaluate
alternatives, are clearly explained at the beginning of section 3.1. Further
criteria we used to consider alternative LNG terminal locations are outlined
in section 3.1.5.3. See our response to EPA (comment FA3-14). The State
of Oregon does not have the authority to determine a superior site for such
a facility. The FERC has sole authority to site onshore LNG import
terminals under the NGA and EPAct 2005. We do not choose between
alternative locations, but evaluate each proposal on its individual merits.
See also our responses to comments PM2-23, PM2-27, PM2-29 and PM2-
31.
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The alternatives analysis should include evidence and findings to support conclusions.
At this point the resource report includes conclusory statements without clear findings
that link evidence to applicable local, state and federal requirements. We recommend
that the alternatives analysis be based on relatively clear standards, Objective standards
tied to regulatory requirements and commonly recognized LNG import terminal needs
are more useful than subjective or general standards.

The DEIS continues to treat the need and alternatives analysis in a superficial manner.
Geologic Site Stability

The DEIS should aceurately reflect the content of geotechnical reports, Our review found
several instances of incorrect technical statements and statements with no substantiating science
in the DEIS. The DEIS should be reviewed by the contracted geotechnical authors to ensure
proper incorporation of vital technical geological and engineering information and data. The
contracted geotechmical reports should be reviewed by independent, qualified licensed or
registered professionals. If this has been done then those reviews should be referenced and made
available in appendices.

The DEIS did not adequately address mitigation of natural hazards including but not limited to:
o Adequate tsunami wave modeling
o Liquefaction and ground stabitity
o Landslide and debris flow characterization
¢ Flooding

In addition, there is no discussion of monitoring programs to accompany the operation of the
facility. At the very least we recommend the facility emplace shoreline erosion monitoring.

Fish Habitat Impacts

The DEIS does not inctude information on the amount of shallow-water fish habitat (habitat 20
feet in depth or less) that would be affected by the wharf structure, concrete berm, water intake
etc. These impacts to shallow-water feeding and rearing habitat favored by juvenile salmonids
such as chum, Coho and Chinook salmon need to be specifically defined and delineated.

The DEIS does not address how much shallow-water habitat may be adversely affected in areas
below the dredging sites in the Clifton Channel, Quantifying the Joss of shallow-water habitat
from changes in hydraulic characteristics of the channel needs to take place and the number of
juvenile salmonids affected by this loss of habitat should be estimated to determine appropriate
compensatory mitigation. The anticipated reduction in the hydraulic characteristics, due to
dredging 700,000 cubic yards of sediment to create turning basins, also suggests a likely
reduetion in juvenile salmonid shallow-water habitat and possibly an increase in habitat for
predators like pikeminnow and bass.

Singe initial dredging of the proposed turning basin and ship berth will remove approximately 45
acres of deep water (deeper than 20 feet) bottom habitat and maintenance dredging may need to
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The EIS is a summary document that is written for a general audience and
is not intended to be highly technical in nature. Technical reports (i.e.,
geotechnical reports, geohazard reports, seismic hazard analysis reports)
prepared by qualified engineers and geologists have been provided to ODE
and DOGAMI and are available to the public in 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. This information has been reviewed by the
FERC staff and its third-party contractor, including licensed professional
geologists and engineers. The reports have also been reviewed by the
FERC's consulting seismic design and geotechnical engineers.

These reports assess the site-specific earthquake probabilities, the
geotechnical site conditions, and the site-specific effects of earthquake
shaking on the proposed facility as required by NFPA 59A, and as further
detailed in FERC’s Seismic Design Guidelines (Jan. 2007).

The work performed to date is sufficient to characterize the major geological
aspects of the site and to understand the significant geotechnical issues
that must be addressed in the later, more detailed, design phase of the
project. The facility must be designed to withstand a major CSZ
earthquake, without loss of the storage tank contents as required by NFPA
59A. There is a high probability that underlying soils at the site, if
unmodified, would liquefy during a significant earthquake and that vertical
settlement and several feet of lateral spreading towards the river would
occur. Proposed mitigation measures (including deep pile foundations and
soil densification through vibroflotation) are included to minimize the
liguefaction potential and large displacements.

Through the FERC Staff's Recommended Certificate Conditions,
NorthernStar would be required to provide additional design details prior to
initial site preparation and to demonstrate that the proposed site
improvements achieved the necessary subgrade conditions prior to
receiving approval to construct the remainder of the facility. The FERC Staff
also recommends that NorthernStar be required to retain the services of an
independent Board of Consultants, that would review and certify that all civil
and structural detailed design calculations and construction documents are
in compliance with all applicable codes, standards and project civil and
structural design criteria, that all civil and structural construction is in
conformance with the project construction documents, that all procured
equipment has been properly seismic qualified in conformance with the
project seismic qualification requirements, and that seismic detailing of
structures has been properly implemented.
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These topics are addressed in responses to comments appearing later in
this comment letter.

See our response to comment SA1-96.

Section 4.5.2.1 has been revised to quantify direct impacts on shallow water
habitats.

Section 4.5.2.1 has been revised to quantify direct impacts on shallow
water. Potential impacts on wetlands and wildlife due to construction and
operation of the LNG terminal are described in sections 4.4.1.2 and 4.5.2.
See also our response to comment FA2-11.

The rationale for the predicted frequency of maintenance dredging is
included in the Hydrodynamic and Sediment Transport Assessment that
was conducted for the Bradwood Landing Project. This document was filed
with the FERC as part of its Application on June 5, 2006. 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. We agree that impacts on the berth and
maneuvering area would be permanent, as is presented in both table 2.3-1
and in section 4.5.2.1.
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occur every two years, and benthic communities that salmonids depend on for food may take as
long as two to three years to recolonize (DEIS, page 4-135), the habitat in question should be
considered permanently lost and not temporarily disturbed (Appendix G, page 103).

There are no estimates in the DEIS on the number of juvenile salmonids that rear in arcas that
would be affected by construction of the wharf structure, pilings, shoreline concrete berm, water
intakes, etc. FERC did estimates of potential juvenile salmonid usage around those areas they
suggested as mitigation sites (Svensen Island) (Appendix G, page 41), but not of areas to be
disturbed by the activities proposed in the shallow-water fish habitat area. In order to make a fair
comparison or assessment of the value of habitat around Svensen Island to that of Clifton
Channel, sampling results from juvenile seining completed in the Clifton Channel or estimates of
salmonid usage should be included in the DEIS.

FERC states that by restoring/enhancing habitat at Svensen Island, they will more than meet their
mitigation requirement (DEIS, page 4-143, Appendix G, page 104). FERC suggests that by
restoring and or enhancing a total of approximately 235 acres at lower and middle Svensen
Istand they would be meeting the compensatory mitigation requirement of three acres enhanced
for every acre lost. Considering that the down-stream Clifton Channel shallow-water habitat lost
from effects of the creation of the turning basin has not yet been determined, it is not possible to
determing the adequacy of the proposed mitigation.

‘When discussing compensatory mitigation for loss of habitat, FERC needs to make a distinction
between what they intend to restore and what they intend to enhance. If their intention is to
restore habitat then the ratio of one acre restored for every acre lost needs to be applied. If
cohancement is their intention, then the ratio of three acres enhanced for every acre lost would be
the goal.

Within the Wildlife and Aquatic Resources section of the DEIS, the fish sereening provisions for
the LNG ships do not provide adequate detail, This section does state that the ships would be
provided with filtered water however, there is no mention of “fish screens.” There also is no
mention that the screens for the ships will be designed to meet National Marine Fishery Service
(NMEFS) or Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) fish screen criteria, or that NMFS
and ODFW will review and approve screen designs. Fish screens for the ship ballast and cooling
water intakes as well as for all other surface water uses must meet NMFS and ODFW standards.
Oregon recommends that a condition be added to the final EIS stating that the screens for ship
cooling and ballast water will meet NMFS fish screening criteria and the design will be approved
by NMFS and reviewed by ODFW prior to installation. Oregon also recommends that a testing
system be included as a condition in the final EIS to ensure that the screens work properly since
this is an as-of-yet unproven screening system. Oregon believes that screening the ships® cooling
and ballast water intakes on the wharf may be the best solution.

Oregon also requests that the Commission include a condition that allows Oregon to review,
comment on and approve all design-level detail for fish screens for all surface water uses for the
terminal site, ships and pipeline in Oregon. Screening of water intakes includes water use for the
LNG ships’ cooling and ballast water, hydrostatic testing of LNG tarks and pipelines, soil
compaction and ground improvements, and the fire suppression system. Screening is also
addressed specifically for the dam and pump method for pipeline water body crossings. If any
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Additional information has been provided in section 4.6 estimating the
numbers of juvenile salmonids that rear in the vicinity of the LNG terminal
site.

See our response to comment FA2-10.

Section 2.1.5 has been revised to clarify that the Hunt Creek Mitigation Site
would be preserved; the lower Svensen Island Mitigation Site would be
preserved and limited enhancement activities would be implemented by
NorthernStar; and the middle Svensen Island, Delameter Creek, and
Petersen Point Mitigation Sites would be restored as compensatory
mitigation for unavoidable impacts associated with the Bradwood Landing
Project.

See our response to comments PM1-31 and FA1-28.

The FERC staff's recommendation in section 4.5.2.1 that NorthernStar
conduct post-installation water flow mapping through all intake screens at
the LNG terminal would provide adequate testing of the system. In addition,
we have recommended that NorthernStar consult with the NMFS and
ODFW to develop a monitoring program that would assess the effects of
impingement and entrainment from use of the screened water supply
system on juvenile salmonids during terminal operations.

As stated in section 2.1.3.6, all fixed intakes at the proposed LNG terminal
that withdraw water from the Columbia River would be screened. In
addition, as described in section 4.2.3 of the Waterbody and Wetland
Construction and Mitigation Procedures Plan, screens would be installed on
pump suction hoses to prevent the entrainment of aquatic species in
waterbodies crossed using the dam and pump method.

Because all intake screen designs have been reviewed and approved by
the NMFS and comply with ODFW and NMFS regulations and fish design
criteria, we do not feel that it is necessary to include a condition in the EIS
that would require NorthernStar to submit all design-level detail for fish
screens to the State of Oregon for review, comment, and approval.
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SAl1-14
cont'd

SA1-15

SA1-16

SA1-17

SA1-18

SA1-19

Bradwaod Landing Mafaral Gas Imparniztion Terminad St of Cregin
Diealt Emvirommeniad linpead Steteroers! Comeiends Fued

fish salvay operations thal require pesnping oceur durieg pipeline constructon, the pusg intake
should be sepeenod

Enviroamental Impaers

The federal agencies, inchiding FERC, have little expenience with sating this type facility in the
Noribwesl, The few other LNG facilities that exist om the Easl Coast and Culf Coest are in
compietely different environmenial scenamivs. Feview and evalmtiom of sech a proje, in the
Norhwest is complicatal by the proposad lecation of this praject far up wilhim the nvenee
systean {19 il [ram e ooean) in a dynamic porisoa of the Cobunbia River ssiusry, in
addition 1o the mesy endasgered species bistings, ienpaieed giatis of the Catumbia River, and
ek of detailed infonrstice oo cumulative impacts from activities in Oregon, Washington and
Canada. which contrituse bo the River's listings snd inpairment.

The Lower Coluntbéa Bliver Bstuary is one 07 27 cspoarics in the Exvireeswental Protection
Apency’s (EPA) National Estuary Program and the Columnbin River has recently been named by
EPA a Mation's Greal Waber Body (one of seven in the country] and elevated to a nationg]
priority far addressmg watershed health, EPA's twe pronged focus for fhis prionty is bo addness
teeacs anid wetlanil loss. Impacts on the nver environment tha are contrary to these poals must
e seutizmized and postified by projects thet provide sgni ficand npsonal gains so offee the
regonal inpacts.

The West Ceast Governer's Agreemen on Oecas Health Draft Action Plas lists several goals
related to waber quality end ifs beneficial wses which may conflict with the preposed Bradwoesd
Landing project, Theses include:

& "Hesmee esimring Sahitals, il comda] wellands, 1o achieve 2 nel incress in
hatsitat and toeir fmsetion by at Lesst ten percen aver the next len veims” - The Brchood
Landing peoject proposes enbancentent of exiting wetlasds and hahilal, yel there would
bz a net Joss in the estuery of up to 36 seres of in-stream habital sod 33 acres of wetlands,
a5 well as temporal losses from temporary impects po 98 acres of wetlinds.

# "Muke Low Isapact Development (LID] a prinrity for the West Const.” — The impacts of
the peoposed Bradwod Lending project are kigh, anif ne malysis or plasning has gone
towand sppdving LID lechaigoes to manage poftulad runoft, imit imperviowness or new
aurfnces, or reduce other impacts.

= "Lrge the Inlernaticaal Marilime: Organization to sdopd the U5, propesal which sets
sinngent emigsion slindands for cofn ging vessels.” — The proposed Bradwoed
Landing project would imcrease vewn gaing vessel traffic and associated smissions

* "Develop repional sefimeont masapement plane to meximize beneficial use of wedimens
{i.e., sand] o profect and maininin eritical community econcmic and environmensal
indrastruciure.” - Regponal sediment management srntegies should be i place bo require
I8 hest asise of mateial, Hmit She amount removed Fom the sysrem, and profect
downsiream communites fram having to deal with sodes,

State Agencies 1

SA1-15

SAl-16

SA1-17

SA1-18

SA1-19

We disagree. The FERC has a great deal of experience in the siting of LNG
import terminals throughout the United States, and the regulation of
jurisdictional LNG storage “peak shaving” plants, as the FERC is the lead
federal agency authorizing onshore LNG import terminals. The FERC and
other federal agencies with regulatory roles have reviewed many natural
gas and hydroelectric projects in the Pacific Northwest. While this
experience has been relied upon for preparing the EIS for this project, the
FERC has also solicited and incorporated input from other agencies,
various stakeholder groups and any member of the public interested in
these proceedings.

We agree that the Bradwood Landing Project would result in both temporary
and permanent impacts on wetlands within the Columbia River estuary.
Although compensatory mitigation is not required for temporary wetland
impacts, temporary impacts would be mitigated through the implementation
of NorthernStar's Waterbody and Wetland Construction and Mitigation
Procedures Plan. Because the plan has not been finalized, 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. Permanent impacts on wetlands would be mitigated by restoring and
preserving habitat with similar ecological function in the general project
area. NorthernStar’s stated intention is to provide mitigation in areas
substantially larger than that lost to permanent impacts, and restore such
areas to a higher level of ecosystem function. Because NorthernStar is
currently revising its Compensatory Mitigation Plan, we have recommended
in section 4.4.1.2 that NorthernStar continue to consult with the COE, FWS,
NMFS, ODSL, WDE, and other appropriate resource agencies to finalize its
Compensatory Mitigation Plan, prior to construction of the LNG terminal and
pipeline facilities.

Consistency with existing land use plans, policies, designations, and
guidelines is discussed in section 4.7.2.2. Management of run-off and
impervious materials is discussed in section 4.3.2.3.

Emissions and a discussion of air quality impacts resulting from the ocean
going vessel traffic associated with the proposed project have been
included in section 4.10.1 of the final EIS.

NorthernStar has proposed to place sediments dredged from the
maneuvering basin at the Wahkiakum County Sand Pit site for beach
replenishment. The Bradwood Landing Project would not subject
downstream communities to toxics.
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e "Aquatic invasive species are considered one of the greatest threats to native species and
habitats. The introduction of aquatic invasive species into West Coast waters threatens
the ecological, social, public health, and economic integrity of the region’s marine
resources.” -The Bradwood Landing project does not propose adequate measures to
prevent the transport of invasive species on the LNG ships that would enter the Lower
Columbia estuary.

 Emergency Preparedness Planning

The DEIS is predicated on the assumption that critical response assets are already approved and
inplace. This is a major flaw in the draft emergency response plan (ERP) for the proposed
Bradwood Landing LNG terminal. Without commitment to provide this region the necessary
resources, Oregon is unable to conduct a thorough evaluation of Bradwood Landing’s draft ERP
to ensure the plan is adequate and can be effectively implemented to protect the health and safety
of Oregonians in the event of an LNG mishap at Bradwood or in transit to and from the
importation terminal. Commitments made outside the NEPA process nust be incorporated into
the FEIS to assure that needed communication and emergency response infrastructure are
approved and placed into service prior to facility operations,

Emission Offset/Facility Retirement

The DEIS does not contain mitigation recommendations requiring Northern Star to offset CO2
emissions and to provide financial assurance to retire the facility, both of which are required by
Oregon’s Energy Facility Siting Standards. The FEIS should contain a detailed engineering
estimate of future site retirement costs and assurances gained that those costs will be covered,
before FERC issues a Final EIS. Without those assurances, Oregon has no protection against
bankruptey or abandonment of the facility. Additionally, the facility will add an undefined
amount of carbon dioxide (CO,) to the lower Columbia airshed. The amount of CO; to be
emitied cannot be caleulated without a final design, and this impact cannot be quantified. The
FEIS should provide appropriate conditions for offsetting the potential emissions, followed by
conditions to “true up” the calculations such that mitigation can be meaningfully implemented.

Economic Impacts

Knowing the impact of this new natural gas source on the regional energy situation would be
helpful in determining if the project will benefit industries in the Pacific Northwest and
specifically Oregon.

This project will bring in a new supply of natural gas to the region and country, This fact is not
addressed in the DEIS. The project may have connections to PGE production facilities at Port
Westward and to Georgia Pacific Wauna Mill. These connections could prove valuable to those
facilities over time as energy costs escalate. This is not mentioned in the EIS but may have
significant long term positive impacts for GP Wauna Mill and ratepayers served by PGE. This
of course depends on the details of the contracts that will be executed by the companies
involved.

FERC has asserted that this project will increase the capacity of ship piloting and tug capacity on
the river to the benefit of all shipping operations. New bar and river pilots and tugboats will be

State Agencies 1

SA1-20

SA1-21

SA1-22

SA1-23

SA1-24

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.

See our response to comment PM1-1. 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. 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.

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 CO, emission standards, for the proposed LNG import
terminal.

We have included in section 1.1 a discussion of the likely positive impacts of
LNG on future natural gas prices.

The EIS does discuss using additional tugs to assist with LNG marine traffic
in the waterway. It also mentions that NorthernStar is considering using the
existing PWRR to bring construction materials to the LNG terminal.
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SA1-24 | added as a result of this project. Additionally, it is projected that the project will generate
increased rail traffic during construction and improve a portion of the rail through a required
cont'd realignment at the project site.

ISA1-25 | It was estimated by Northern Star that based on current tax rates, property tax revenue for
Clatsop County and special districts would increase by 92.4 percent upon cotnpletion of the LNG
terminal and that construction jobs will average 331 per year over three years with an expected
peak of 506. Northern Star has also committed to hiring at prevailing wages for all construction
jobs. During operations the project is projected to generate 50 FTEs and will operate 24/7.
Average salary at the terminal was estimated by the applicant at $60,000/yr. based on prevailing
wages. The project is also projected to require an additional 15 FTEs for security.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON DEIS

These comments follow the organization of the DEIS and include both comments on deficiencies
in the evidentiary basis for the conclusions and specific recommendations for additional
language or conditions, Recommendations for additional language or conditions are italicized.
Oregon agencies whose comments are included here include Oregon Department of Energy
{ODOE), Oregon Department of Envirenmental Quality (DEQ), Oregon Department of State
Lands (DSL}), Oregon Water Resources Department (WRD), Oregon Department of Forestry
(ODF), Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW), Oregon Department of Geology and
Mineral Industries (DOGAMI), Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development and
Oregon Coastal Management Program (DLCD/OCMP), Oregon Department of Economic &
Community Development (ODECD), and Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT)

Executive Summary, pg 3, paragraph 4
SA1-26 | Forest vegetation. Planting in clearing right-of-way will minimize the amount of area converted
to a non-forest condition

Executive Summary, pg 6
ISA1-27 | Ignition and combustion potential, fire hazards, There is no acknowledgment in the Executive
| Summary that wildfire could potentially result from LNG or gas leak in forested settings. An
analysis of this possibility should be added to the document.

Execuative Summary, pg 7
ISA1-28 | Pipelines. The Palomar pipeline is addressed under Section 2, “Proposed Action” but is not
| mentioned in the Executive Summary. Please add a discussion of Palomar and how it relates to
the Bradwood project.

Executive Summary, page 9, 8th bullet
ISA1-29 | Fire. Add language that says Oregon Department of Forestry is an emergency responder to
wildfire in non-urban forested settings

LOINTRODUCTION

Section 1.1 Purpose and Need (p. 1-3

State Agencies 1

SA1-25

SA1-26

SAl-27

SA1-28

SA1-29

Section 4.8 addresses socioeconomic impacts and benefits, including taxes
that NorthernStar may pay to local jurisdictions.

See our response to comment SA3-9.

The Executive Summary is meant to be very brief and cannot discuss every
topic that is covered in detail in the body of the EIS. Forest fires are
discussed in section 4.0.

We only summarize the most important conclusions from our EIS in the
executive summary.

The referenced bulleted items are taken from the Coast Guard's WSR,
which does not include a discussion of the Oregon Department of Forestry
or other specific resources relative to the need to augment shore side
firefighting capabilities.
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Purpose and Need is too general to be useful. The primary assertions are related to market
demand and unsupported forecasts. Conclusions are based on assumptions that are not supported
by evidence or analysis. DEIS should include information about regional or national energy
infrastructure guidance or any planning to support a demonstrated need. Also, add an assessment
of system capacity or potential to meet need through FERC approved projects that have not yet
been constructed. More rigorous analysis is needed to support Purpose and Need conclusions.

Section 1.3.11 Other State Permits and Approvals (p. 1-11)

Paragraph 5 states “Any state or local permits issued with respect to jurisdictional facilities must
be consistent with the conditions of any Certificate the FERC may issue.” This statement is
confusing because it is not clear how a certificate could even be issued if a state agency were to
find that a needed resource was not available, or further use was prohibited or limited. This
statement does not raise a particular issue at this time.

The FERC needs to consult with state agency experts prior to issuing any Certificate in order to
preserve and protect valuable natural resources. The FERC cannot expect a state to make
available resources in violation of its own rules and law. The State of Oregon has an established
process under EFSEC that utilizes these agencies knowledge and expertise to site and certify
energy projects. That process structure needs to be incorporated into the FERC siting process for
LNG.

Sec 1.3.11, (p. 1-11

State permits. All “forest operations™ must comply with Forest Practices Act. Oregon
Administrative Rules include notification of harvest, harvest plans, protection against wildfire,
etc. (ODF)

Section 1.3.11, (p. 1-11 —1-12

State Approvals. Per ORS 509.583 and OAR 635-412-0020, fish passage approval from Qregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife is required for stream crossings. The DEIS does not mention
the need for approval by ODFW for pipeline crossings, potential lateral crossings, or other road
crossings (e.g., Hunt Creek Bridge). Even though the pipeline will be placed beneath strearns, it
filly crosses them and has the potential to be an artificial obstruction if exposed through stream
grade changes. The final EIS should include a condition requiring ODFW approval, prior to
issuance of the Joint 404/Removal Fill permit, for all stream crossings. (ODFW)

Section 1.3.11, (p.1-12)
Removal-Fill Law Requirements. Required proprietary authorizations need to be indicated in the
DEIS.

Add a more detailed justification on how the proposed project’s purpose and need is the
“best use of the water resources of this state” and within the public need.

Project will be reviewed per OAR141-085-0025, -0027, 0029, -0031, ~0115 ef seg.
(mitigation) and ORS 196.825.

Per OAR 141-085-0029(3), “the Department must determine that the proposed removal-
fill activity will not be inconsistent with the protection, conservation and best use of the water

State Agencies 1

SA1-30

SA1-31

SA1-32

SA1-33

SA1-34

We have revised our discussion of purpose and need in section 1.0.

See our responses to comments PM06-94 and FA2-22. Table 1.3-1 lists
the major federal, state, and local codes; ordinances; statutes; rules;
regulations; and permits that would apply to the project. The Bradwood
Landing Project is not being reviewed or authorized by the EFSEC. Under
the EPAct 2005, the FERC has sole authority to site onshore LNG
terminals, and we review applications according to our regulations.

The Forest Practices Act has been added to table 1.3-4.

Fish passage approval from ODFW for stream crossings has been added to
table 1.3-4.

We have expanded the discussion of the project purpose and need in
section 1.1.
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resources of this state, and would not reasonably interfere with the paramount public policy of
this state to preserve the use of its waters for navigation, fish and public recreation”.

Removal-Permit permit will be contingent upon receiving ail other local, state and federal
authorizations and approvals.

Section 1,3.11, (p. 1-12) General Comments
Removal-Fill Law/Compensatory Mitigation Requitements, Compensatory mitigation is
required for projects within both wetlands and waters of the state. Compensatory wetland
mitigation (OAR141-085-0121, -0126, -0136, -0141, -0151), Compensatory mitigation
(OAR141-085-0115) and mitigation for temporary impacts (OAR 141-085-0171) are needed.
Per OAR 141-085-0121 (4), for projects over 0.2 acres, on-site Compensatory wetland
mitigation first has to be considered. Compensatory mitigation is also required for impacts to
water resources per OAR 141-085-0115. There is not a clear compensatory mitigation plan for
impacts from dredging or wharf construction activities that show an increase in function to offset
impacts.
Complete compensatory wetland, compensatory non-wetland and temporary impacts
mitigation plans atre needed priot to issuing a Removal-Fill permit.

Section 1.4, Public Review and Comment, (p. 1-16
Spill contingency planning. Need to add the State of Oregon requirement for preparation of
vessel and facility spill contingency planning requirements, ORS 468B.300 ¢t seq., amended by
2007 Legislature, requires Oregon DEQ review and approval of LNG vessel and facility spill
contingency plans.

Note that DEQ will need to amend existing spill contingency planning requirements to
specify plan submittal requirements for LNG facilities and vessels. Plan approval is required
prior to any delivery of LNG to Bradwood facility. (DEQ)

Section 2.0 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION

Section 2.1.1.5, Ballast and Cooling Water (p. 2-6

With regard to obtaining water for ballast and cooling for LNG ships, Bradwood Landing has
indicated its intent to apply for a water right for a fixed, on-shore or on-dock diversion system.

1f Bradwood does not apply for a water right for ballast and cooling, the state urges Bradwood to
consult with OWRD in the near future to assure that water appropriation does not cause injury to
existing uses or over-appropriation of the water resource. Wells appropriating ground water used
for ballast and cooling must comply with OWRD's statutes and rules governing well
construction. The state urges FERC to require a funding agreement for consultation with
OWRD on water rights issues. (OWRD)

Section 2.1.1.7, Page 2-7

Fire Protection. Water used for actual firefighting is an exempt use of water and does not require
apermit. Testing of firefighting systems does require a permit.

Add a statement that use of water for actual firefighting is an exempt use and a permit is not
required, while testing of a firefighting system does require a permit, for which an application
has already been submitted. This should be clarified prior to any FERC certification. (OWRD)

State Agencies 1
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As described in section 2.1.5, NorthernStar is currently revising its
Compensatory Mitigation Plan based on input from agencies and
stakeholders through site visits in both Oregon and Washington and through
comments on the draft EIS and other comment periods associated with
permits required for the project. However, because the plan has not been
finalized, we have recommended that NorthernStar continue to consult with
the COE, NMFS, FWS, ODFW, ODSL, WDE, and other appropriate
agencies to finalize its Compensatory Mitigation Plan. See also the
response to comment FA2-10.

The spill response plan has been added to table 4.6.2-1 as a minimization
measure.

Wells would not be used as a primary or alternative source of water for
vessel ballast water or engine cooling water.

We revised the EIS.
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bradwood Landing Manral Gas [mpenatien Tenminzd St of e
Dirall Envirigreeriad Iropeed. Seeroem! Cammmons Flp':l

2.1.3.0 Railroed Reduention {p.1-215)

2.4.1.1 Bailraed Ling Realiansend (p. 2-£1}
Railroad Relocation deseriptiog i not edequate. The dozument should provide

information about ehe eovironenental effects of this peoject element. The deseniption should
address potentinl for impacts hasad on porential for resumeed service. {DEL)

Section L1351, Manewvering Area and Berth (p.3-13)
Sectinons 14,11, ALY Manewvering Area and Ship Berth (p, 242}
Tatal Praject Inpacts within Wetlands"Weters, Per (MR 141 0B5-002904 and 5], “the
Drepartrnent will issie the practicable allernatne with the least alveree effects” Allemative sike
desz g and layouis with a smaller foatpelnt are not diseussed in adequate detail as 1o why the
chiesen shiemetive layout is the most peacticable with beasi adverse effects.

Need more discossion on “possible fatere expanaion”. Add Bnguape that indestes
whether fulure expaesion will imelude the avoided wetkand srea. (DEL)

Alempdive wharf desiens and [potprints. {See addinonal dzcussion of altermaniver wirhia
Compenrmiory Weilands Wirgmian (O] plaw, Agpendic G

Laik o amalissis s 0o ol mewialer di | 15 oot @ “practicihle aBernative”,  Mdenbify the sifes

for the maistenance dredging.

DSL recomevends that projoct impacis bsied within the Removal-Fill permit appliceton proside
eame speeific discussion & to how each element of the proposed projoct ropeesents the
practicable albermative with the least impacts wo the aquatic resoure.

Figures decumensing impacts in waters should include sofal impaces area of wharf and
pilings.

. 116 Pa

Paboanar |:|i||EI|||E 18 addrissad umder section 1, “proposed pelion”™ hul ped analyveed in secton £,
s et it seems it st nok be & pant af the propesed actin,

If the Pabonar line is past of the propesed actian a8 = sugpedel by s mention in section
2.0, then ODF wounld have 8 substasdially proster level of poscerm and would expert 2 serie of
isswes related 1o State Forest lands be analyzed in sectien 4 af the DELS. (ODF}

Sectien 5.5, Pipelime and Assoclated Abovegroued Facilities (p, 3-35)

Permeaeni maintenanee comidor. DELS siates that the comidor will be 30 feet wide, bot on Page

I3 5l sigys 30 fieet, section 4.4.2 also says M0 feet. Please revise for consisteney,

Sectien L4 Constrmctinn Pro

Pigelines. [Fthe Palorar line s liated ender Sectson 2 as a proposed schion, then ils route and

congtnuetion specifics eould be addressod inchoding the peivate and state forest ownership 0
wohl cross.

1. Dredging. Mo new moorsges heve been proposed in Onegon thet appeosch the seale of
impact for the proposed Bradwood Lanfing project. Under Clesn Water Act £01
Crstification, DEQ has not been asked to review a project with in-smer md wetland
mpacls of This magnetde = the keslory of the 21 Certificalion Progmm.  The project
prioposes & deepenitig by about <14 feet in shallow water hahital, over 58 acnes inowater,
adjacer o the 600 fact-wide faderal navigation channel which i slated for deeperdng
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We disagree. The EIS presents a more than adequate description of the
proposed railroad relocation and an analysis of the potential environmental
impacts associated with that action. See sections 2.1.3.6, 2.4.1.1, 4.3.2.3,
and 4.8.2.7.

The proposed action is the site layout with the smallest footprint because a
smaller footprint was not feasible. See also our response to FA2-14.

The disposal site for the material removed during maintenance dredging is
uncertain at this time. The material would either go to the Wahkiakum
County Sand Pit site, if a permit is obtained by Wahkiakum County, or to
another approved disposal site.

We consider the proposed project, as modified by our recommended
conditions, to be the preferred alternative. An analysis of alternatives is
provided in section 3. ODSL is responsible for reviewing NorthernStar's
removal and fill permit application on its own merits, under state regulations.

We agree that the description of the Palomar pipeline project should not
have been placed under the proposed action. The discussion of the
Palomar pipeline project has been moved from section 2.1.6 to section
3.1.2.2 and revised.

The EIS has been revised to reflect 50 feet as the permanent right-of-way
corridor width.

See our response to comment SA1-43. Construction specifics including the
private and state forest ownership crossed by the Palomar pipeline will be
addressed in the EIS for the Palomar pipeline.
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Shaie af Coegon

{Troien 40 fset to approcimately <51 doel. ineluding ovendredge), 25 well as over 30 miles
of new pipetme to cannect al mubtiple defivery points with existing pipelincs. Initial
dredging nf the fumting basio and berth o ihis single fver mile vl rewese
appravcinately MHLO0D eubsic yeeds (ev), which ecpal o about 171000 of the 1otal
valume prageciad for Columbia River channsd deepening project over sbout 150 fiver
mides andl tributary mouttes.

2 lepacts from the combined actions of this deedging of 38 aczes adjacent to the
fiederal nenigation chanme! and deepesting of that chennel have not bees analyzed
by th applicant, [ i possibde that dredging a large fres adjacent 1o the chinnel
will cause the channel ta shifi, s this needs bo be theroughly svaluated and
pdidresssed

Further, this progect is dependent on channel dezpesing occuring af this
izcation 2nd being meininined ot new depihs iedelnitely, akhough
Panding ard remewed 401 Certifications (from Qregan and Washingian)
fost thre: Umited States Army Comps of Enginesra (Corgal o complete
channe] doepeaing and maintenznee have 2o yet been issued

i. Channel deepening sodies by the Coeps kave analyzed side slope

ehoighing and bank erasion i a et of deepening. These impacls mast
be Tooked af in the coswext ol the beeth and turning basin dredging as well
o3 in relation to chismel deepening, Sediment tamspart models have heen
useil hy the applicest to look gl some aspects of the propasal, but thess
meadiels are o well ondcrstond. requine subjective mierretation as 1o
predictioes, and may lead to conchusions comrary 1 these foed by the
Cenps bnitiated modeling and shudies,

Althorgh in-stream sediments propesed foe resoval have beex teated Sor
canlaminants, bank materials which may be ensdead isadvertenily have not
Iens bested, Mo infommalion s provaded a5 to the historica] and coment
peesticide and fertilizer appbcations i ancas potentially susceptible to
ercesion anel which hawe heen exposed to agricubural or sibvicultural
prectices. Imadeguate anal ysis of bank stability dering damamic
adjustment of e river 1o dredging could introduce boevailable taxics to
the water golezn s sediments that were previcisly tied up in apleed
wrterizl. Precaution in this regard is partiastarly ingoetant as dia is
segree and implications ars just beginrong ko be sludied dhaosgh the
imitiatives of EPA's and DECYs loxics reductioa goals in the hagh prierty
Calumbia River system.

iv. Additionally, stablicy of e farmser log pand 6 various stages of fill has

mod b analyweil with regand 1o dynamic chimges to the river imduced by
dredging 2 the berthurning hesin sed for channe] deepening. Side slope
shoughing in-stream caused by dradging could reseht in bank Railure, which
ey rebease drodged sedimen e il the former log pend. The DEIS pees
10 tharonghly evalusie and sédness the mpsets w the strcam sad babitat
fram a sndden releasz of up to J00000 ¢y of sedissent under this petential
SCCTALI,

b Timpacss fo the hydrodyname pecesarphic changes in the river, bolh upsireas and
dommstrean, have nol been Bally analveod by the applicast. These may cotribute
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Maintenance dredging of the navigation channel would maintain the channel
position.

The channel deepening project is being handled by the COE; it is not an
activity regulated by the FERC.

See our response to comment IND82-3.

There is no indication of heavy pesticide or fertilizer use, such as would be
typical of an agricultural setting, at the Bradwood site based on available
historic information. Significant bank erosion at the LNG terminal is not
anticipated; however, if it were to start occurring, mitigation measures would
be required to stabilize the banks. Therefore, we do not believe that
sampling and analysis of bank materials is warranted.

The log pond is intended to be filled by sediment.

See our responses to comments IND82-3, PM3-18, and IND82-5.
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1o unacceptable levels of erosion (hanks on eitder side and arcund maltiple in-
sipcan iglands]), inroduction of sxics o the waterway, Bahita boss, and wedlamds
losz - all of which redoce waler quality.

DEQ does not have the technical capability to analyze fluvial geomorphic
changes imduced by the proposed project and how these will impact water quality.
Tnitial review of the modeling presemed mises guestions sbout the
appraprizteness af the mesdels used {e.p., why 2 2-D mode] was used maiher than &
3eI¥ medel which 1s svailable, lzck af a physical basis for models used) and their
predictive abillies wiven averge resells ood highly complex relationships
i eniacm, salment temspor anid deposilion

i This wock mist be contraciad cut by DF[:I and managemenl of the
coniractor cocedingted mitemally by DEQ safl representing severad
prnprans ta determing overal] impazts s waler quality.

ii. Addidonally, there is no state or federal prezedent i nefar to for reviewing
npregert of {his seale. DEQ will likely require the full time ellowed foe
evaketion wrder fhe Clean Water Aet for 401 weter quality eertification

(65 dzvg) of the Frrupumd priject,
2 Tirmne snd Duraticm
a. Diedging s propesad 1 secur nan-stop (24 hours per day, 7 davs per weels) for 2-
3 mootin. W oeher proposal for dredging in the Cebenbin kas operied 24-hours
per day, 7 days per wedk for muoliple months, Irpacts b 17 listed salmonid
spocies ESLs, sturgeon {which ane proposed for Hsling), resadent aquatic
organisns (mamenals, [y, amphibéans and repliles, wvericbraies, sediment
dwellers), and teresirial spocics are wof fudly idestified or known hised an non-
slop action over this duration. Potenrially debi¥teting impacts u these species
include neiss, comtinuous Fight, suspermion of sedisent, vorbidity, loss of
sutmanid habitat and ability o rest or modd predeion, sod potetia] aractan far
slurgenn o a daegerous constuction zons
B Pile driving and ather in-water activities (with similar impects a5 dredging) may
ozear snmultanasly with dredying, dredge dispesal, and upland construction,
The ceennlative effieets of thess actions oo waler quality "heneficial uses”
(particularly listed zalmoends, whoch are the masl sensitive beneficial use) hive
ot heen analyzed er sccounted for.
3. Dhspesal of dredged mpderial, The project proposes in disgose of dredged material either
rearshore, mesneam, or use the material 5 fill am the termival site, both afier devalenmg

e matimals back mio the Columbéa River, Thie discharge of refun water w the

Calumbia may cree igh levels of suspended sofids snd surbadity in violation of water

quality standands. In aklites, accomplashing dewmening for use g Gl co-ste is

pmpami al the EXpEEISE af the El.isll:g farmer Ing pnnrl, which 15 |:|u'|_1r|||}' pommeciod o

e mainstem Cobummbia and fomebors as @ wetkind and affachanne] hahicat Tor fish

Mearghore plecemnear of drodged matcrials on Puget Island i4 al a currently roding site.

Mo annlyeis is offered 45 to erosien scccberation ar cthis bocation due s the dysamic

aimstment of the river in responee o dredging.  This may lesd 1o & pempebial disfurbance

al'the area dunrg eycles of continual placement and erosion, 45 wiell as uncerisinty of te

I

fate of erading material. [t is pesshle that material will be deposited in the navigntion
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The EIS discuss studies undertaken to assess water quality and channel
flow as a result of the dredging to create the turning basin at the Bradwood
Landing terminal.

Potential impacts on aquatic resources and federally listed salmonids due to
dredging are discussed in sections 4.5.2.1 and 4.6.2.2, respectively.

Dredging would not occur concurrently with other in-water activities
associated with construction of the LNG terminal. Depending on the
construction schedule, some in-water activities may occur simultaneously
with upland construction activities at the LNG terminal site; however,
NorthernStar would implement BMPs to protect water quality. Therefore,
the additive impacts of these activities on water quality are expected to be
short term and minor. Impacts of in-water construction activities on aquatic
species are discussed in more detail in section 4.5.2.1. Impacts on listed
salmonids in particular are discussed in detail in section 4.6.2. We are
currently revising our BA and EFH Assessment in compliance with section 7
of the ESA and have recommended that NorthernStar not begin
construction until formal consultation with the NMFS is completed.

As described in section 4.3.2.3, water removed from the dredged material is
expected to infiltrate into the ground. During rain events, the decant would
be routed to a holding pond. Compensatory mitigation is proposed for the
unavoidable loss of the log pond. NorthernStar completed a modeling study
of the impacts of dredging. These results are summarized in section
4.2.2.2.
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channe], resulting in an increased need for maintenance dredging, and these issues need
to be thoroughly analyzed and addressed.

4. On-going maintenance dredging, Continual disturbance of the area will oceur for the life
of the LNG facility, every 2-4 years to maintain adequate depth by removing
approximately 80,000 ¢y and disposing the material at Puget Island, which may be
continually eroding due to the dredging. Another comparison of scope of this project is
Oregon’s largest port facilities at the Port of Portland: The Port of Portland maintains five
berth aras at Terminal 6 on the Columbia River at the confluence with the Willamette
River (a much larger system than the Clifion Channel where Bradwood is proposed); all
five Port of Portland T-6 berths span about 1.5 river miles, are dredged to approximately
-51 ft and require removal of only about 2,000 ¢y to 40,000 cy for maintenance on a
similar time frame as the proposed Bradwood Landing project, which is projected to
require approximately 80,000 cy removal.

5. Proposed equipment may be inadequate. All dredging is proposed to be accomplished
via hydravlic suction, However, 12 of 31 cores planned for sediment sampling to depth
(-43 ft) hit refusal before reaching proposed depth. The contractor’s assumption was that
obstructions were caused by dense gravel layers, wood and densely packed sand
comprising an identified layer of consolidated sediments. No information is offered as to
the ability of the proposed hydraulic equipment to penetrate the consolidated materials.
Procedures proposed by the Corps for removing obstructions in channel deepening
include using a clam shell bucket and blasting. Both of these methods may result in
significantly deeper disturbance and greater impact to remove erratic materials. Further
analysis and justification is required for such contingency measures. (DEQ)

Section 2.4.1.1,Site Preparation (p. 2-41

Blasting, No statement is included that the applicant and the construction contractor will be
aware of sensitive wildlife sites located near blasting. ODFW recommends that the applicant
and the applicant’s consultants/contractors consult with ODFW, prior to blasting, regarding
sensitive wildlife site locations and timing of blasting in order to minimize impacts to sensitive
wildlife. (ODFW)

Section 2.4.1.4, (p. 2-43
Hydraulic Testing of the LNG Storage Tanks. Water Resources discusses its issues with use of
water for testing in Sections 4 and 5. (OWRD)

Section 2.4.1.4, (p. 2-44
Hydraulic/Pneumatic testing of Piping Systems. Water Resources discusses its issues with use of
water for testing in Sections 4 and 5. (OWRD)

Section 2.4.2.1, (p. 2-47
General Pipeline Construction Technigues, Hydrostatic Testing. Water Resources discusses it’s
issues with use of water for testing in Scctions 4 and 3. (OWRD)

Section 2.4.2.1, page 2-44
General Pipeline Construction Techniques. No statement is included that construction will occur

after review of sensitive wildlife sites. ODFW recommends that the applicant and consultants
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The EIS discusses maintenance dredging anticipated during operation of
the Bradwood Landing LNG import terminal.

Hydraulic suction dredging would be adequate for removing consolidated
sediments identified during sediment sampling by core refusal. The
vibracore sampler, which met refusal, is not very robust. The other sampler
that was used for the project did not have difficulty penetrating any of the
sediments.

Section 4.5.2.3 has been revised to include a recommendation that
NorthernStar consult with the NMFS, FWS, ODFW, and other appropriate
agencies in developing its Blasting Management Plan.

Based on the analysis provided in the EIS, we believe that with the
implementation of our recommendations, impacts on sensitive wildlife sites
in the vicinity of the proposed project would be temporary and minor. In
addition, potential impacts on federally listed species will be analyzed in
detail during formal consultation with the NMFS and FWS. Therefore, we
do not believe that additional consultation between NorthernStar and the
ODFW regarding potential impacts on sensitive wildlife sites is warranted.
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consult with ODFW on sensitive wildlife sites near the Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) terminat
and pipeline. (ODFW)

Section 2.4.2.2, Special Pipeline Construction Techniques (p. 2-49)

Section 4.4.1-3, Pipeline Facilities (pp. 4-98 - 4-105)

Temporary Impacts. Conversion of wetlands is not a temporary impact, i.¢. Palustrine Forested
wetland converted to Palustrine Emergent.

Ifthere is a conversion of wetland types, this is a permanent wetland impact and
Compensatory Wetlands Mitigation is needed. Clear explanation if the conversion of 5.0 acres
of Palustrine Forested wetland is accounted for within the Compensatory Wetlands Mitigation
plan. (Proposed temporary impacts at terminal is 15 acres).

Oregon has recommend that adequate CWM be identified. If Palustrine Forested wetland
is being converted, the mitigation needs to be “In-kind” replacement. More detail is needed on
what the width of the maintained right-of-way will be along pipeline. This is not clear if it will
be 10 feet for all wetland crossings.

Authorization will be conditioned to require pipeline right-of-way restoration activities
for the temporary impacts to wetlands be monitored for at least five years.

Finalized and complete Compensatory Wetlands Mitigation and Compensatory
Mitigation Plans are required prior to any authorization from DSL. (DSL)

Section 2,4.2.2, Special Pipeline Construction Techniques (p. 2-53)

Roads and Railroads. Five foot depth is insufficient along or under any State Highway, or for
any pipes within the Potential Impact Radius. ODOT needs a minimum of 10 foot depth below
bottom of ditch or below surface grade to protect the integrity of the State Highway System.

ODOT has the responsibility to preserve the operational safety, integrity, and function of
the highway facility. ODOT must also ensure that improvements to the highway system can be
accomplished without undue impacts or damage to utilities within the highway right-of-way.

The developer must obtain a permit from ODOT to work within the highway right-of-
way. The developer shall meet the requirements in Oregon Administrative Rule 734 Division 55
through special provisions.

The following conditions must be fulfilled before a permit to work in ODOT right-of-way

will be issued.

o Developer must notify and work directty with ODOT where the proposed location of the
pipeline is shown to be within the Potential Impact Radius (PIR) of any state highway.
The PIR is based on minimum federal safety standards found in 49 CFR Part 192,

¢ Developer shall provide ODOT with a set of plans which include, but not limited to,
detailed pipeline route maps and construction staging plans. Developer will work with
ODOT to develop design standards for all pipes within the PIR of a state highway.
Design requirements include the following;

o Minimum of 10 feet of cover from the top of the pipe will be the norm unless special
acceptance of a lesser amount is authorized for a specific reason. A minimum of 10 feet
of cover should be used as the standard within ODOT right-of-way.

o All pipeline crossings of the highway shalt be properly cased or for uncased pipeline
crossings, a substantial increase in the pipeline design standards will be required

* Inno instance shall the pipeline attach to or be suspended within highway bridge
structures.

State Agencies 1
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As stated in section 4.0, FERC considers resources requiring more than 3
years to recover from construction activities to be a long-term impact.
Palustrine forested wetlands within temporarily impacted areas would return
to their preconstruction condition during the life of the project (approximately
40 years); therefore, although impacts on palustrine forested wetlands are
considered long term, they are not considered a permanent impact.
Conversion of forested wetlands to emergent wetlands would be mitigated
through the implementation of NorthernStar's Compensatory Mitigation
Plan.

Section 4.4.1.3 discusses wetland monitoring along the right-of-way. In
addition, we have recommended that NorthernStar consult with appropriate
federal and state resource agencies to develop a Waterbody and Wetland
Construction and Mitigation Procedures Plan that includes measures to
appropriately monitor the success of revegetation.

Right-of-way widths that would be maintained within wetlands and uplands
are described in detail in sections 4.4.1.3 and 4.4.2.3, respectively.

See also our response to comment SA1-16.

Table 1.3-1 lists the major federal, state, and local codes, ordinances,
statutes, rules, regulations, and permits that would apply to the project.
NorthernStar would apply for permits to cross state and county roadways
and adhere to the conditions of these permits. Section 2.4.2.1 has been
revised.
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o Highway access to all pipeline surface structures and assemblies such as, but not limited
to, gate valves and monitoring equipment, shall comply with Oregon Administrative Rule
734 Division 51. A preferred location [or pipeline surface structures and assemblies is to
be placed outside highway right-of-way.

»  Annually, updated emergency contact information (names and phone numbers) shall be
delivered to each District Manager in which the pipeline may affect highway operations
and maintenance activities.

Tt is the sole responsibility of the developer to ensure that all required environmental statutes and
codes are completely met. The developer is responsible to secure all state, federal and local
permits and clearances as required under federal, state and local statutes or codes for all areas
within ODOT right-of-way that are impacted by the development. (ODOT Region 2)

Section 2.4.2.2 , Special Pipeline Construction Technigues
Waterbody Crossings, paragraph 2.

(1) In discussing the flume and pump methods for stream crossings, no mention of fish salvage
actions or reference to a fish salvage plan is made. The dam and pump method would also
require proper fish screening. Since there is a high likelihood that the pipeline crosses fish-
bearing streams with the potential for stranding of fish, the DEIS needs to inchude a fish salvage
plan, or identify where/if one is available.

(2) This section discusses cleaning and inspection of flume pipe for dirt, grease, oil, and other
pollutants. Consideration needs to be giver to inspection of flume and equipment for invasive
mussels. It is unknown if invasive mussels are present in the water bodies that are crossed,
however, they are present in the Youngs Bay watcrshed downstream. In light of unknown
distribution, a proactive approach for control of invasive species should be taken. ODFW
recommends that equipment and materials used in and moved between waterways be inspected
and cleaned (i.e., power wash those portions in contact with stream substrate). This
recommendation should be added either in this section or as a part of the Environmental
Compliance Inspection section (2.6). (ODFW)

Section 2.4.2.2, (p. 2-55

Blasting. No statement is included that the applicant and the construction contractor will be
aware of sensitive wildlife sites located near blasting. ODFW recommends that the applicant
and the applicant’s consultants/contractors consult with ODFW on sensitive wildlife sites and
incorporate impact minimization measures.{ ODFW)

Section 2,7.3, Pipeline and Associated Aboveground Facilities (p. 2-59 ~2-60
Maintenance of Pipeline. Per ORS 509.610, pipeline crossings must be maintained as approved.
This section should mention that exposure of the pipeline in streams will be monitored and
addressed as a potential maintenance need. (ODFW)

Sec. 2.8.2.2 Emergency Response Procedures
Emergency response plan. Plan should include coordination with ODF on wildfire issues.(ODF)

Sections 2.1.5, Wetland and Habitat Mitigation Sites; 2.2.3, Salmon Enhancement
Initiative; 4.6.2, Impacts and Mitigation; and 5.2 FERC’s Staff Recommended Mitigation)

Mitigation
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As described in section 4.2.3 of the Waterbody and Wetland Construction
and Mitigation Procedures Plan, screens would be installed on pump
suction hoses to prevent the entrainment of aquatic species in waterbodies
crossed using the dam and pump method. NorthernStar filed its Work Area
Isolation and Fish Salvage Plan for the Bradwood Landing pipeline as
Appendix K of its JPA on November 22, 2006. 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.

Section 4.5.3.1 has been revised to include a recommendation that
NorthernStar's final Waterbody and Wetland Construction and Mitigation
Procedures Plan include measures to prevent the spread of invasive
species due to construction activities within waterbodies.

See our response to comment SA1-58.

The pipeline would be installed and maintained in accordance with DOT
standards, as explained in section 4.11.9. Pipeline crossings of
waterbodies are discussed in section 4.3.2.4.

NorthernStar has filed a draft ERP. It will be revised after review by the
FERC, and other appropriate federal, state, and local agencies.
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The majority of mitigation proposed (for both in-water and wetlands impacts) will occur
off-site at an existing island 14 miles downstream of the proposed Bradwood Landing
project. On-site mitigation is proposed by preserving existing wetlands and riparian area
at Hunt Creek. All mitigation proposed would preserve and enhance existing areas which
already provide functional water quality and habitat benefits. Although the targeted arcas
may function better if mitigation actions are successful, the project will still result n a
permanent loss of 33 acres of wetland and 58 acres of in-stream areas, as well as
temporal losses from an additional 98 acres of temporary wetland impacts. Not only is
this contrary to both the intent and requirements for mitigation to fulfill permit
requirements under the Clean Water Act, but it is of additional significance under the
recent EPA elevation of the Columbia River to a national priority. EPA’s strategic
targets are to protect and restore 13,000 acres of wetlands and 3,000 acres of upland
habitat, clean up toxic sediments, and reduce toxics concentrations in the water column
and in fish tissues.

. Proposed off-site mitigation i¢ too distant and not representative of all the impacts of the

proposed Bradwood Landing project. The DEIS is inconsistent in some analysis related
to this point. For example, the applicant notes that the closest other development in the
area (12 miles away) which may contribute to cumulative impacts is too far away to have
an effect. Yet off-site mitigation for impacts of the project is proposed at an island 14
miles from the terminal site and up to 30+ miles from the pipeline impacts. This
proposed mitigation would not compensate for impacts at the project site. Additionally,
any water quality and habitat benefits will be isolated to an arca downstream of the
impacts and at the lowest point in the watershed. Impacts are proposed in uplands,
forested wetlands, tidal wetlands, and in-stream, and these will have cascading impacts to
water quality and species in all levels of the watershed. Mitigation is proposed at only
one level and will not fufly replace the lost functions over the diversity and wide variety
of areas affected.

. Upland impacts — Associated with the pipeline and powerline corridors will be the

permanent removal of mature trees aging 20-80 years old, as well as old growth stands
and other vegetation. This could potertially contribute to reduced infiltration and
additional erosion leading to water quality problems nearby. This is also contrary to
EPA’s strategic target to protect and restore 3,000 acres of upland habitat in the
Columbia River basin. These significant impacts will not be mitigated along the
cotridors, nor will mature trees be replaced, resulting in spatial and temporal losses which
have not been addressed.

Other Water Impacts

1.

Groundwater — The applicant has provided extensive information as to the location and
capacity of groundwater which would serve the intended industrial uses. However, no
information is provided as to potential impacts to groundwater as a result of operation of
the proposed facility. In order to insure that infiltration of sanitary waste and stormwater
would not pollute groundwater, details on the depth to groundwater, aquifer type, and
infiltration media are required. DEQ permits for on-site septic proposals must be
obtained. Adequate treatment of stormwater to remove poltutants is required —
infiltration through sand alone for a short distance to shallow groundwater is not adequate
to insure that groundwater will not receive pollutants. Withdrawal of large amounts of
groundwater (approximately 12 million gallons for construction and 1 million gallons
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See our response to comment FA2-10.

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.

The FERC staff does not feel that the EIS is inconsistent in differentiating
what is considered a cumulative impact and what can be considered
mitigation for project impacts. Cumulative impacts are defined as those
impacts resulting from other projects that are constructed at or close to the
same time. The distance from the project within which cumulative impacts
may occur varies based on the environmental resource being considered.
For example, as described in section 4.12, impacts on geology and soils
from construction activities are highly localized; therefore, cumulative
impacts on near-surface geology and soils would only occur if other projects
are constructed in the immediate vicinity of the proposed project. In
contrast, cumulative impacts on federally or state-listed species could result
if other projects would affect the same species or their habitats; therefore,
cumulative impacts could occur within a much larger area. Alternatively, the
driving factor in selecting a site for mitigation is the ability of a given site to
replace functions that would be lost due to the proposed project.
NorthernStar's rationale for selecting the proposed mitigation sites is
described in detail in its Preliminary Engineering Design Draft Mitigation
Plan.

Potential impacts on water quality due to clearing of trees and vegetation
are discussed in section 4.3.2.4. Although operation of the pipeline and
power line would result in permanent impacts on 125.3 acres of upland
vegetation, it is important to note that all upland areas would be revegetated
as described in sections 4.4.2.2 and 4.2.2.3. Old-growth forest would not
be cleared as a result of the Bradwood Landing Project.

Groundwater characteristics at the terminal site, impacts and mitigation of
water discharged to the ground, and associated permits are discussed in
section 4.3.1.3. Based on the characteristics of the aquifer in which the on-
site well would be completed and its location, we do not believe the volumes
of water proposed to be used during construction and operation would
adversely impact the aquifer, Hunt Creek, or the Columbia River (see
section 4.3.1.3).
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annuelly} fom hebow sand may sasult in subsidence, pmhibet recharge of the Columbsa
River or Hem Creek, averdraw & confined aquifer, or resull ina coee of depression
drging potential pollulnts into te goumdwiier o stz

. Oregon Wiser Resources Diepariment (OWRTY) loerises far water withdramals Sros

surfnce walers and greusdwarier - Though some licenses may have been apphed for from
OWRD groundwser withdrawals for pipeline hydrostatic testeng and termminz]
construction], it is wnclear whether these have heen or will be granted or 1 surfase water
wilhdrawals {73 millice: zallons for terminal eosstruction and angaing witkdsials far
fire suppressicn system) have been applied foe. Further, 7 is uncler haw review of these
withdrawesls will be conpdinased with the Cinegan Deparment of Fish md Wildliz, DEQ
s etiers 25 pended tn evalmile impects and inte prate pemis requirszzents (DEG)
Matioral Pallubon Descharge Elinization System (NPDES) cr Water Pollwtion Control
Facility (WPCF) pemits are nevded for the discharge of water withdrawn} and TMEL
consklerations,

Pos-Construcan Steemwater Management Plan - The plan provided is madeuate,
Altheugh & concepbaal plan is presemted, sriticnl detarls are 2ot provided which are
necessary L detemine that polkant removal will be aozomplished to the maxinm
entent practicable soch that reasansbly expected polbstants (sediment, metals,
Inpdracatons, rarments, el in mnadl from o) asscciated impervicus surfaces wll not
e diischarged to warlers of the state. Lecking information inchules specifications fr
propossd fciliies such as s of ponds, dimensions (Jength, width, sade shope, dopth) of
swiks. vepetative campuneszs, flreton media, distancs of avesiand Oow throsgh
vegstalion, grodient of low-paths. and chronology of & main of treatment Geatures which
addresses sich revcnably expected pellutans, Additicnally, there & incomsistencies
with The comeeplual plaz, incieding proposed infiliration of ol sioemwater runodf despite
campaction of fill areas for seismic stahility for the Fulity. Finally, merging conveyance
of remvall weith speill convaimment'cntchrment facilities 18 not permiittable. Minimizing
petential polhues i sormwater through separate coaveysnce from potential industral
apills bs considered abest management praciice.

. Mational Pelluiion Discharge Elminatica Systens (NPDES) permils - A recent rulisg by

ihe 9 Circuit Courl miy be a eritiesl Bctor in deciding whether o7 fes DEC ean issoc &
NPDES permit for the propesed Bradwood Landing Golity. The case 18 Eriends of i
Creat of al v EPA o ol 504 F3d 1007 [9“1_'ir. 20070 {filed Dictotee 4, 3007 In brief,
the % Circuit vacated & permit that EFA Fsned b Carlota Coppeer Company berauss the
permil allowed discharpes of copper into Pinin Cresk, which was alrzady cxceeding
waler quality stendards for copper. EPA contended thet parfial remediation of »
disebarpe from anpther Grility wonlil ffiet the pollution geing imo Pimo Crek. The
caurt ruled that 1) complinnze sthedules designed o bring the segment into complEncs
st be sstablished for existing dischargers befire 2 new permil cen be zaed, s 2}
*fhee is ppitang m the Cleas Water Act o the regulation thal pravides an exeeption for
a0 effizt when the Wwatess remain impeired and the new sowree & discharging pollwtion
inl that ipaired water."

For wasteseater discharpes from the Bradwood Landing facility, temperature will
probsably be the coly issue, Calumk:a River TMDLs are already in place forr ilbcimin el
tintal diszodved s, hut TS are till seeded for temperabee, arsenic, DO, 2d
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SAl1-71 Table 1.3-1 lists the major federal, state, and local codes, ordinances,
statutes, rules, regulations, and permits that would apply to the project.
Coordination of permit review within state agencies is not relevant to the
EIS.

SAl1-72 NorthernStar’s Stormwater Management Plan provides the requested detail
and is available via the eLibrary as described in the response to comment
PM1-4.

SA1-73 This case is for a different project.
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Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). Bradwood Landing’s NPDES permit application
showed non-detect levels for arsenic, but the detection limit was probably too high (this
can be easily remedied). EPA is in the lead on developing the Columbia River
temperature TMDL, but work has been stalled for several years. Bradwood Landing's
NPDES application lists the following three outfalls and maximum expected
temperatures: 1) LNG vaporization discharge, 68 °F summer and winter, 2) Firewater
system testing, 47 °F winter, 74 °F summer, and 3) Hydrostatic testing, 60 °F winter, 75
°F summer. Qutfall 1 would be the ongoing LNG operation discharging 0.2 million
gallons per day (MGD). The firewater system would be tested for one hour each week
with a maximum flow of 4,400 gallons per minute (GPM). Hydrostatic testing of tanks
would aceur once during the construction period using 30 million gallons for each of two
tanks. Hydrostatic testing of piping would occur once during the construction peried. A
total of 1.5 million gallons would be discharged in several episodes over a 2 year period.

DEQ’s understanding of the Friends of Pinto Creek ruling suggests that we could
not issue a permit without requiring that temperature water quality standards be met at the
end of the pipe before a TMDL was issued. Outfall I discharges may not need any
cooling according to the application. However, for outfalls 2 and 3, it might be possible
and necessary to cool the water before discharge.

. Ballast water - No analysis is offered as to impacts of reduced water flows for withdrawal

of up to0 6.3 billion gallons annually of ballast water from the Columbia River at the
berthing area. The applicant proposes contract incentives to LNG ships outfitted with
appropriate screening to reduce impacts to organisms and recirculating capabilities to
address ship cooling issues and prevent additional withdrawals as well as discharges of
heated water. However, this is not standard equipment on the existing LNG ships
worldwide and no assurance is given that these retrofit measures will be required. The 9™
Circuit Court recently ruled that NPDES discharges to a stream cannot be permitted prior
to analysis and load allocations being finalized under a TMDL when the stream is limited
for a parameter in the discharge. As the Columbia River temperature TMDL has not
been completed, there are no load allocations and therefore no discharge of heated water
can be allowed.

. Invasive organisms — No measures are provided to prevent transfer of non-native species

from ship hulls, anchors, propeller, incidental ballast, efc., other than rinsing of anchors
and chains prior to leaving the port of origin. These measures would not be adequate to
remove organisms from the vessel hull, its components or incidental ballast that were
acquired at the port of origin or other waters encountered on the journey to Oregon.

. Railroad Realignment - Hunt Creek is proposed as a mitigation area through

preservation. However, realignment of the railroad will position it only 30 feet from the
creek, which is an insufficient buffer area to protect water quality. Typical riparian
buffers for water quality protection are at least 100 feet of densely vegetated, low
gradient buffer area (or wider where slopes are steep). Additionally, no information is
provided as to protection of Hunt Creek’s water quality from loss of riparian vegetation
and inputs of runoff from potentially chemically treated wood railroad ties, sediment and
gravel, train related hydrocarbons, metals, ete. Details for protection measures during
construction, as well as post-construction stormwater management measures are required.
Mitigation for impacts to Hunt Creek resulting from inadequate buffers must be provided,

State Agencies 1

SA1-74

SA1-75

SA1-76

As described in section 4.5.2.1, water withdrawals associated with operation
of the project would average less than 80 cfs. More specifically, water
withdrawals for ballast and engine cooling water would occur at a rate of
about 95 cfs. This is a small fraction of the average annual mean
streamflow of the Columbia River as measured at the Beaver Army
Terminal, which is 233,575 cfs. Therefore, although reduced downstream
flows as a result of the proposed project are expected, the reduction would
not be significant. See also our response to comment PM1-31.

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.

As described in section 4.3.2.3, approximately 2,000 feet the rerouted
railroad line would parallel Hunt Creek. For most of this length, the creek
and the edge of the railroad right-of-way would be between 50 and 400 feet
apart. However, for about 50 feet, the edge of the railroad right-of-way and
Hunt Creek would be less than 50 feet apart. NorthernStar’s terminal ESC
Plan describes measures that would be taken to prevent construction
materials and eroded soil from entering Hunt Creek during construction.
Section 4.3.2.3 has been revised to include additional information on the
potential impacts on water quality from the portion of the railroad
realignment that is located within 50 feet of Hunt Creek.

There may be potential for impacts from run-off containing train related
hydrocarbons and metals, but a 2-foot-high berm of earth covered with
native grass would be constructed between the Hunt Creek oxbow and the
railroad tracks; this would buffer impacts on Hunt Creek if the railroad is
used temporarily during construction for delivery of materials. The berm
would extend for 100 feet centered on the apex of the oxbow. There is
currently no traffic on the tracks and the PWRR has no plans to operate
trains west of Wauna (Wauna is east of Bradwood). Treated railroad ties
would not be used within 100 feet of any wetland or waterway. Adequacy of
mitigation is addressed in the response to comment FA2-10. Section
4.3.2.3 has been revised to include this information.
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and no mitigation credit should be considered for preservation of the creek riparian areas
which are, in fact, being impacted.

8. Erosion due to ship wake — The analysis of potential for erosion due to 125 visits per year
of ships larger than those that currently access the Columbia is not representative of
proposed ship size and makes favorable conclusions based on lack of information. More
information is needed to determine the level of potential effects. Corps studies related to
channel deepening in the proposed reach have found wake from current ship traffic to be
largely responsible for crosion at Puget Island. The DEIS incorrectly identifies speed as
the most important influencing factor in ship wake erosion. The Corps studies have
found vessel hull shape to be the contributing factor for ship wake crosion with severity
dependent on tidal stage during travel. No information on vessel hull shape and tidal
stage correlation is provided in the DEIS analysis. Additionally, tug boat wake from
multiple boats during berthing and unberthing should be analyzed in combination with
wake and propeller wash from the vessels. (DEQ)

Section 3.0 ALTERNATIVES

Alternatives analysis is not supported by adequate information that relates reasonable
alternatives to a demonstrated putpose and need. This section of the DEIS should be more
detailed and include a set of criteria that includes commonly accepted import terminal
requirements and environmental/permit requirements that can be uniformly be applied to all
reasonable build and no-build alternatives. There should be a rigorous analysis of alternatives
and more consideration of conservation and renewable energy. The analysis of alternatives is
too general to be helpful. Other sites proceeding through the FERC process should be more
carefully analyzed and the DEIS should provide more guidance about all of the relative
advantages and disadvantages of cach project. (DLCD)

Section 3.0

Also Section 3.1.6.2, p.3-41, Section 3.1.9, p. 3-52 through 3-58 and Table 3.1.9-1

See applicable comments at DSL Section 2.1.3.1, p.2-13 and Sections 2,4.1.2,2.4.1.3, p. 2-42.

(DSL)

Alternatives Analysis

1. Other potential focations within the region have no impacts from dredging or to wetlands
at the terminal site. Despite acknowledging that 58 acres of dredging impacts are the
most significant and feast well understood environmental impact from the proposal,
FERC does not find that options with no dredging or wetland impacts are less
environmentally impactful.

2. Tribal nations have expressed concerns with the location of the proposal. Although
supportive of LNG in Oregon as a “bridge” energy source to reduce dependence on
salmon impacting hydropower, such facilities should not be sited in sensitive estuarine
areas such as the Columbia River estuary, though which many declining salmonid species
must pass in order to access traditional fishing areas. (DEQ)

Seetion 3.1.9.2
Dredged Material Placement Alternatives

State Agencies 1

SA1-77
SA1-78

SA1-79

SA1-80

See our response to comment FA4-14.

We disagree. The EIS provides adequate information about alternatives.
Our analysis discusses the relative advantages and disadvantages of
various alternatives. In the beginning of section 3.1 we explain the project
objectives and our criteria for evaluating alternatives. We address the no
action alternative in section 3.1.1, and discuss conservation and renewable
energy alternatives in section 3.1.1.3. See our response to comment SAl-
3. The purpose and need for the project is briefly summarized in section 1.1
of the EIS. The Commission Order for this proposal will present a more
detailed analysis and conclusion about project need.

It is not true that other potential locations for LNG import terminals in the
region would have no impacts from dredging or no impacts on wetlands
(see section 3.1.3.4). The proposed Jordan Cove LNG terminal would need
to excavate or dredge about 4.3 million cubic yards of material, and its
associated sendout pipeline would potentially impact about 406 acres of
wetlands. The proposed Oregon LNG terminal would need to dredge about
1.3 million cubic yards of material, and its associated sendout pipeline
would cross 11.5 miles of wetlands. The EIS has been revised to explain
that NorthernStar intends to dredge about 46 acres within the 58-acre
turning basin, producing 700,000 cubic yards of material, the majority, or all,
of which would be disposed of on site. Only one of the alternative LNG
terminal locations would not require much dredging (Tansy Point).

However, that site has no project sponsor, and an LNG terminal at Tansy
Point may impact other resources, associated with a higher population
density, and a longer sendout pipeline. We have not characterized
dredging as “the most significant impact

Section 4.9.3 discloses that Indian tribes have expressed concerns about
potential project impacts on the lower Columbia River estuary, federally-
listed threatened and endangered salmon species, and tribal fishing rights,
due to the proposed location of the LNG import terminal. As explained
elsewhere, the project proponent selected the location for its facilities, and
the FERC analyzed the environmental impacts the project may have at that
location. Our alternatives analysis did not identify another LNG import
terminal location that was vastly superior to NorthernStar’s location in terms
of potential environmental impacts. In fact, several other locations may
have greater impacts; especially those projects with longer pipeline routes.
However, the FERC usually does not choose between various project
locations. If environmental impacts can be mitigated, the FERC could
authorize several projects at different locations within the same region, and
let the market decide which projects are viable. The EIS for the Bradwood
Landing Project discusses the lower Columbia River estuary in section
4.3.2, threatened and endangered salmon species in section 4.6, and tribal
fishing rights in section 4.8.1.7.
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Upland placement of dredged sediments. DEQ’s Solid Waste Program’s comments are on the
upland placement of dredged sediments, page 3-53. DEQ has the authority to issue a disposal
permit for the disposal of materials that do not meet the definition of clean fill.

The DEIS does not recognize the role that the DEQ Solid Waste Program plays in the
approving the disposal of waste that is not clean fill. There is reason to believe that the
sediments will not be clean fill and thus subject to DEQ Solid Waste Program regulations.

Missing is a discussion of the process that will be used and the interaction with DEQ’s Solid
Waste Program if the sediments do not meet the definition of clean fill. Add the following text
as a new paragraph to page 3-53, under the first paragraph under the heading “Dredged Material
Placement Alternatives.”

s The Oregon DEQ Solid Waste Program has the authority to issuc a disposal permit for
the disposal of materials that do not meet the definition of clean fill. To make this
determiination, the program looks at analytical results from a totals tests (EPA method
6020, as used for the resutts shown in table 4.2.2-2) to determine if contamivate levels are
above DEQ’s screening levels. Table 4.2.2-2 shows levels that appear to be above these
screening levels for some constituents. In this case, the project proponents and DEQ will
work fogether to determine options for upland disposal of sediment.

¢ Suggested deadline for compliance with condition: The project should work with DEQ
as soon as practical to determine how sediments will be disposed of. If the dredged
materials meet in-water disposal criteria (Sediment Evaluation Frameworl, Port of
Portland criteria, etc.), it is a "clean fill" for upland disposal, and no permit from DEQ’s
Solid Waste Program is needed. If the method used to determine that sediment meets in-
water disposal is a bioassay and/or bioaccumulation test, the sediment may not be
appropriate for upland disposal. Ifit fails in-water disposal criteria but passes screening
criteria, it is considered "clean fill" and no Solid Waste Letter of Authorization (SWLA)
is needed from DEQ. If the contaminate levels are close to our screening level, more
sampling may be required, If sediment fails the screening criteria, a SWLA will be
required to dispose of the material on land, except at an approved and permitted fandfill.
Processing of a SWLA or other permit can take six months, depending upon the
associated work load. (DEQ)

Sec 4.0 Environmental Analysis

If Palomar is listed as a component of the proposed action, then there are many issues/effects that
could be associated with it that are not analyzed/disclosed (ODF)

Section 4.0

Much of the information in the Environmental Analysis is too general. There are general
assertions about project effects, but these conclusions are not tied to environmental data and
information. The information on dredging impacts generally discusses alterations in flow, but
does not discuss the long term impacts on habitat or species in the vieinity of the project or in the
downstream areas of the main navigation channel or Clifton channel. While there is good
modeling information, the information needs to be tied to a better analysis of effects on key
environmental conditions,

State Agencies 1

SA1-81 The dredged material would meet the definition of clean fill (see section
4.2.2.2).

SA1-82 See our response to comment SA1-43.

SA1-83 Potential long-term impacts of alterations created by dredging on habitat
and species will be discussed in more detail in the FERC's revised BA and
EFH assessment.
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See our response to comment IND82-5.

The EIS addresses air quality issues in section 4.10.1.

Emissions of SO, 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.

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 less than
0.5 tpy. 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.

The preliminary design of the Bradwood Landing LNG facility has accounted
for the major geologic hazards at an acceptable level of detail at the current
time. See also our response to SAl1-4 and LA7-25. The FERC staff intends
to ensure that NorthernStar consults with the designated state agencies
regarding all aspects of the seismic design and geologic hazard mitigation
measures.
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2. Exrongous technical statements within the DEIS. Erroneous technical statements raise
overall concerns about the qualifications of the applicant with respect to technical issues.

No reference to detailed geotechnical and seismic reports (URS reports) on some very
complicated geotechnical issues (specific examples are given below). Also erroneous statements
which do not match the URS reports.

Reference to detailed geotechnical and seismic reports (URS reports) on some very
complicated geotechnical issues. Adequate integration of technical issues into the DEIS.

A technical review of the DEIS by URS and relevant consultants to ensure adequate
integration of technical analyses and results. (DOGAMI)

3 High risk because of the combination of a proposed hazardous facility and the high
(severe) geologic hazards. The site has very poor foundation soils, is in a high seismic hazard
area, and potentially subject to other severe geologic hazards.

The role of the geotechnical and geologic hazard information and project members
appears to be inadequate.

The geotechnical and geologic hazard information has not been fully considered in the
DEIS.

Effectively integrate geotechnical/geologic hazard project members into the design,
construction, inspection and operations so that the site’s severe geologic hazards are mitigated
adequately. (DOGAMI)

Section 4.1.1, Regional Geologic Setting (p.4-2, para, 7}

“In recent time, the coastal regions of...”. Discussion of vertical deformation rates appear only
to consider long-term rates (hundreds of thousands of years) based on geologic studies.
Contemporary vertical deformation rates may be different.

Evaluation of Contemporary vertical deformation rates. The DEIS should differentiate between
long-term and short-term (contemporary) uplift rates at the site and evaluate the potential for
earthquake-related subsidence at the site. (DOGAMI)

Section 4.1.1, (p.4-3, para 9)
“Brosional features formed along the northern...”. Erosion features do not form deposits.
Example of global item #2.

Erroncous technical statement. Such erroneous technical statements raise overall
concerns about the qualifications of the applicant with respect to technical and public safety
issues

A technical review of the DEIS by URS and relevant consultants to ensure adequate
integration of technical analyses and results. (DOGAMI)

Section 4.1.2.3 Geologic Hazards (p.4-3, para. 1)

“The only geologic hazard that would affect or be influenced...”. Since significant dredging is
proposed, shoreline erosion may not be the only geologic hazard affected or influenced along the
waterway. Does not consider other hazards such as slope stability. Need scientific data to
support the statement. Increase in depth of channel may cause slope instability along with
shoreline erosion.

State Agencies 1
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URS reports are cited and complete references are provided in Appendix H.
See also our response to comment SA1-4.

See our response to SA1-4.

The EIS discusses geological issues in section 4.1.

Vertical deformation rates are provided as general geologic background
information. Because such rates are relatively slow and not significant over
the lifetime of an LNG facility, the contemporary uplift rate at the LNG
terminal site was not evaluated. Although liquefaction and lateral spreading
of soils may cause subsidence during an earthquake, the treatment of soils
at the site by vibroflotation would minimize such potential.

The referenced statement has been corrected. See also our response to
comment SA1-4.

Dredging is proposed only at the LNG terminal site, not at other locations
along the LNG marine waterway. There would be no deepening of the
navigation channel associated with the project.
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Need detailed study or evaluation by a qualified and licensed geologist or engineer.
Evaluate potential slope stability due to increase channel depth. (DOGAMI)

Section 4.1.2.3, (p. 4-3, para. 3
“Most of the natural shoreline is resistant to erosion...”. This statement is unsubstantiated and
may be inaccurate. May not consider geologic processes and hazards such as river course
migration and slope stability. Need scientific data to support the statement. Analysis is missing,
Increase in depth of channel may cause slope instability along with shoreline erosion.

Need detailed study or evaluation by a qualified and licensed geologist or engineer.
Evaluate historic current shoreline stability (including potential slope stability). Evaluate
shoreline with proposed facilities and channel modifications. (DOGAMI)

Section 4.1.2.3 (p. 4-5, para, 7

“NorthernStar commissioned a study of wave,..”. DEIS reports that LNG tanker wave heights
would be “slightly larger” than other smaller, but similar sized tankers and does not report on the
resulting etosion potential from this generalized wave height.

Does not report how big the resulting waves will be and the erosion potential from these
waves, Need scientific data to support the statement.

Need detailed study or evaluation by a qualified and licensed geologist or engineer. Study
that provides specifics about the hoat wakes generated by the vessels, their impact at the shore
(which is currently vague as it stands). Also baseline study and monitoring at the site.
(DOGAMI)

Section 4.1.2.3, (p. 4-5, para. 9

“Therefore, it is difficult to determine what additional impacts on shorelines...”. Sinceitis
difficult to determine before hand, some sort of baseline study and monitoring program should
be implemented. (DOGAML)

Figure 4.1.3-1, Known faults in the Bradwood Landing Project Area (p. 4-10
This is not a map of known faults. It is simply a copy of the USGS fault and fold map, which
identifies only certain types of faults. Example of global item #2.

Detailed geotechnical evaluation for pipeline indicates that the pipeline will cross four
mapped faults. These four faults are not shown on the map.

Such erroneous technical statements raise overall concers about the qualifications of the
applicant with respect to technical and public safety issues

Need a technical review of the DEIS by URS and relevant consultants to ensure adequate
integration of technical analyses and results. Show ALL faults on the map or indicate map is not
complete. (DOGAMI)

Section 4.1.3.2, Mineral Resources (p. 4-8, para. 2
“Before operation of the LNG terminal...”. Since there is a hazardous facility proposed at the
site, reclamation should be petformed to adequate standards for this type of facility.

DEIS proposes standard reclamation. Reclamation should be performed with the
proposed hazardous facility in mind. Reclamation should be performed with the proposed
hazardous facility in mind. Propose reclamation not to standard regulations, but to levels so that
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See our response to comment FA4-14.

See our response to comment FA4-14.

See our response to comment FA4-14.

Figure 4.1.3-1 depicts Quaternary faults from the USGS database of
Quaternary faults. The figure and text in section 4.1.3.3 have been modified
to include this information. The faults crossed by the pipeline are not known
to be “active” but will be further investigated prior to construction.

The quarry is not located within the permanent area of the LNG terminal
and would not operate after LNG is put into the terminal. NorthernStar
would design the quarry reclamation so that it would not affect the terminal
facilities under the same magnitude earthquakes as used for designing the
terminal facilities.
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a hazardous facility can operate without influence in any way from the reclaimed area.
(DOGAMI)

Section 4.1.3.3, Geologic Hazards (p. 4-9, para. 4

“Debris flows or landslides initiated within Hunt Creek drainage...”. Significant landslide
hazards like debris flow impact, should be evaluated in detail by a qualified licensed geologist or
engineer. There is no reference to a detailed study or evaluation by a qualified geologist or
engineer. Need scientific data to suppott the statement and modeling to show debris flow won’t
impact the site. (DOGAMI)

Section 4.1.3.3.(p. 4-9, para.

“The risk of rock fall runout proceeding north...”. Significant landslide hazards like rock fall
impact should be evaluated in detail by a qualified geologist or engineer. No reference to a
detailed study or evaluation by a qualified geologist or engineer, Need scientific data to support
the statement. a detailed study or evaluation by a qualified licensed geologist or engineer, and
modeling to show rock fall won’t impact the site. (DOGAMI)

Section 4.1.3.3 (p. 4-11, para, 10
“Seismic risk can be quantified by the motions ...”. Ground motions are not expressed in terms
of “acceleration due to gravity” as stated in the DEIS. Example of global item #2.

Ground motions are not expressed in terms of “acceleration due to gravity.” Ground
motion maps are usually expressed in terms of a “percent of gravity”. Such erroneous technical
statements raise overall concerns about the qualifications of the applicant with respect to
technical and public safety issues

Please add a technical review of the DEIS by URS and relevant consultants to ensure
adequate integration of technical anafyses and results, (DOGAMI)

Section 4.1.3.3 (p. 4-11, para. 14

“The OBE is controlled by earthquakes that have...”. This does not address earthquakes
between 8.0 and 8.5 nor does it address earthquakes occurring outside the Cascadian subduction
zone (C8Z). DEIS lacks references to magnitudes of earthquakes for operating basis earthquake
(OBE) and safe shutdown earthquake (SSE) in the URS reports. FERC’s draft seismic design
guidelines on OBE (section 5.2) are based on probabilistic ground motions (not maximum
carthquakes).

Add evaluation of OBE-SSE between 8.0 and 8.5. Evaluate earthquakes not on CSZ.
Substantiate approach. A technical review of DEIS by URS and relevant consultants to ensure
adequate integration of technical analyses and results. Provide consistent statements based on
URS analyses. (DOGAMI)

Section 4.1.3.3, (p. 12, para. 15

“Lateral spreading generally develops on gentle slopes...”. The susceptibility, severity, extent
and risk of lateral spreading was not discussed. The global stability of the site was not discussed
with respect to lateral spreading, including the extent inland, the potentially impacted area, and
the associated risks. The site requires safety and stability from damaging permanent ground

deformation from lateral spreading.

State Agencies 1

SA1-100

SA1-101

SA1-102

SA1-103
SA1-104

NorthernStar reviewed site specific Lidar topography and proposed layout of
the site facilities. The potential for debris flows impacting the facility is
estimated to be very low due to the shallow Hunt Creek stream profile
(average gradient from the mouth to 1 mile upstream is approximately 6
percent), lack of topographic evidence of past debris flows at the mouth of
the creek, an approximate 1,000-foot setback of the proposed perimeter
berm from the mouth of Hunt Creek, and the height of the proposed berm
above the surrounding topography (greater than 10 feet). The creek profile
includes a 44-foot-high vertical waterfall at the mouth of the creek that,
combined with loss of stream confinement, would effectively dissipate
horizontal energy as any debris flow exits the incised portion of the drainage
and moves onto the 2,000-by-1,000-foot flat area between the mouth of the
creek and the perimeter berm. See also our responses to comments SA1-4
and LA7-25.

As indicated in section 4.1.3.3, we do not believe that there is significant risk
to the site due to rockfall runout emanating within the Hunt Creek drainage.
A detailed study is not warranted due to the large setback of the facility from
the base of the bluff (rockfall source area) combined with the proposed
perimeter berm. See also our response to comment SA1-4.

Our discussion regarding seismic design and earthquakes in section 4.1.3.3
has been revised. Additional details regarding the “design earthquake”
ground motions have been added to the text. URS is the technical
consultant hired by NorthernStar to perform the necessary studies
documenting the seismic design requirements for the proposed facility. Any
“technical review” of the draft EIS by URS would be largely irrelevant as it is
the URS studies and recommendations that form the basis for
NorthernStar's proposed design. Any short-comings or errors in describing
the proposed mitigation measures and the findings of our reviews of the
proposal are those of the FERC staff. Also see our response to comment
SA1-88.

See our responses to commentsSA1-4 and SA1-102.

Liguefaction and lateral spread analyses were performed for the site and
are discussed in the Preliminary Geotechnical Report and the Berthing
Facility Geotechnical Data Reports. Lateral spreads of up to 6.5 feet have
been conservatively estimated. This information has been added to section
4.1.3.3. As discussed in section 4.1.3.3, mitigation measures would include
soil treatment such as vibroflotation to strengthen site soils and deep
foundation systems.
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Add discussion of the global stability of the site with respect to permanent ground
deformation from lateral spreading including severity, extent and risk. Discuss mitigation
measures that specifically address lateral spreading risks. (DOGAMI)

Section 4.1.3.3, (p. 4-12, para. 3
“The LNG storage tanks would also bg supported on deep foundations.” Additional parts of the

support facility should be considered for ground improvements against liquefaction in addition to
the tanks. Support facilities are important and deep foundations should be considered as well.
(DOGAMY)

Section 4,1.3.3, (p. 4-14, para. 4

“The DOGAMI has prepared tsunami hazard maps for the shoreline of the Columbia River...”
The proposed facility should be evaluated on a site-specific basis. Regional maps developed
over 10 years ago are cited. Site should be re-evaluated on a site-specific basis and include
recent scientific data. (DOGAMI)

Section 4.1.3.3, (p. 4-14, para. 5
“However, should one occur, the raised elevation of the site...". Conclusions like impacts to the

site from locally derived tsunamis should be from qualified professionals. DEIS contains no
reference to a detailed study or evaluation by a qualified geologist or engineer. Need scientific
data to suppot the statement and modeling to assess local tsunami impact lo the site. Should
include detailed landslide map of the area and dynamic slope stability analysis. (DOGAMI)

Section 4.1.3.3, (p. 4-14, para.
“Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) (1995) insurance rate maps...” This does

not consider that the FEMA maps may be out of date and/or simply incorrect because they are
based on old topographic data. Also does not consider a potential dam break and subsequent
inundation/flooding levels. Need scientific data to support the use of old FEMA maps and
evaluation of a dam break. (DOGAMI)

Section 4.1.3.3, (p. 4-16, para. 6
“The project would not likely result in land surface subsidence and settlement...”. URS report

(Dec 2005) indicates “softer compressible soils” and significant settlement, DEIS does not
consider regional seismic induced subsidence. Need a technical review of DEIS by URS and
relevant consultants to ensure adequate integration of technical analyses and results. Provide
consistent statements based on URS analyses. Also, consider settlement monitoring during
operation. (DOGAMI)

Section 4.1.3.3, (p. 4-17, para. 3

“Sienificant geological hazards are unlikely to be present in the vicinity of the proposed
glectric...”. Pipeline report indicates significant landslides adjacent to the site. Need scientific
data and a detailed study or evaluation by a qualified geologist or engineer to support statement.
(DOGAMI)

Section 4.1.4.3 Geologic Hazards (p. 4-20, para. 3

State Agencies 1

SA1-105

SA1-106

SA1-107

SA1-108

SA1-109

SA1-110

Text has been added to section 4.1.3.3 to indicate that all structures integral
to the operation of the facility would be founded on deep foundations or
designed to function in the case of large displacements. FERC'’s Seismic
Design Guidelines (Jan. 2007) specifies a comprehensive approach to the
seismic design of LNG facilities. The FERC staff is not necessarily in
agreement with NorthernStar at this time regarding certain preliminary
design concepts and other statements made on the record. Appropriate
measures would be worked out later in the detailed design process.

The previously published tsunami maps indicated insignificant effects
downstream of the Bradwood Landing location. Given that the berm
surrounding the LNG terminal would be at a minimum elevation of 25 feet
NAVD (more than 15 feet above high tide level) and the site is located at
CRM 38, we do not believe that a site-specific tsunami analysis is
warranted.

We have included additional text regarding NorthernStar’s analysis of local
tsunami risk in section 4.1.3.3. See also our response to SA1-4.

Given that the site elevation would be 12 feet above the 100-year flood level
based on the FEMA flood maps used, we do not believe further analysis is
warranted. The design is not sensitive to the accuracy of FEMA maps. The
100-year flood level is 13.23 feet NAVD and the 500 year flood level is
below 14 feet NAVD. The finished site elevation would be 20 feet NAVD
and the 5 ft perimeter berm would give additional protection.

We have added discussion of a potential dam break to section 4.1.3.3.

Settlement would be mitigated at the site with ground improvement and
deep foundations, as stated in the section 4.1.3.3, and therefore is not
expected to occur. Earthquake-induced regional subsidence is not
expected to be a factor for the project.

The landslide described in the Pipeline Geohazards Report (URS, 2007) is
the Wauna landslide, between about 1.4 and 4.0 miles from the facility. The
proposed powerline towers would not cross the Wauna landslide but would
tie into existing BPA powerlines north of the landslide.
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“Northern Star indicated it would install automated vibrating...”. The DEIS does not indicate
how “lack of recent (landslide) activity” was determined. There is no reference to a detailed
study or evaluation by a qualified geologist or engineer or scientific data to support the
statement. Developer should plan to install inclinometers or some type of monitoring to
determine it is not cutrently moving. (DOGAMI)

Section 4.1.4.3, (p. 4-23, para.3

“The 1980 eruption of Mount St. Helens will likely reduce...”. This statement and the sentence
after are inaccurate and is inconsistent to the references referred. DEIS states that future Mt. St.
Helens eruptions will be reduced because of the explosion in 1980 thereby precluding lahars over
the design lifetime of the pipeline. A detailed study or evaluation by a qualified geologist or
engineer is needed to support statement. (DOGAMI)

Sections 4.2.3 Pipeline Facilities (Soils and Sediments),

4.3.2.4 Pipeline Facilities (Water Resources

4.4.1.3 Pipeline Failities (Wetlands and Terrestrial Vegetation

4.4.2.3 Pipeline Facilities (Upland Vegetation)

Pipeline Facilities. There are 94 stream crossings and 24 wetland area crossings proposed to
accommodate 30 miles of new pipeline. Associated with these disturbances to the streams and
wetlands themselves, are significant impacts to riparian and wetland vegetation. For instance, a
full ¥ of the existing riparian trees will be removed. Bven with total replacement by replanting
(which is not proposed because a vegetation free right-of-way is required for 25-feet on cach side
of the pipeline), temporal losses of wetland and water quality function will be experienced for 1-
3 years for wetland shrubs and up to 20 years for trees in forested wetland areas and riparian
areas, This riparian vegetation, and in particular trees, is essential to providing water quality and
habitat function. Such services as shade to reduce stream temperature, pollutant uptake,
stormwater treatment and infiltration, and bank stabilization through root structure and
evapotranspiration will be lost in the impacted areas for years to decades. The sensitivity of
these areas js not accurately described in the DEIS. The route of the pipeline parallels the
Columbia River through tidal wetlands and tributary mouths, which are important spawning,
rearing and predator avoidance areas for listed as well as resident species. Loss of riparian
yegetation in these areas is directly contradictory to the applicable Water Quality Management
Pian for the North Coast Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL), which requires preservation and
restoration of riparian areas in tributaries to address temperature and other water quality
parameters. (ODEQ)

Section 4.3.1, LNG Terminal (p. 4-52 and 4-54

Groundwater Uses, and Withdrawals. The LNG Terminal must obtain water rights from OWRD
for terminal uses listed in the DEIS. With regard to obtaining water for baltast and cooling for
LNG ships, Bradwood Landing has indicated its intent to apply for a water right for a fixed, on-
shore or on-dock diversion system. If Bradwood does not apply for a water right, the state urges
Bradwood to consult with OWRD in the near future to assure that water appropriation does not
cause injury to existing uses or over-appropriation of the water resource. Wells appropriating
ground water used for ballast and cooling must comply with OWRD's statutes and rules
goveming well construction. The state urges FERC to require a funding agreement for
consultation with OWRD on water rights issues.

State Agencies 1

SA1-111

SAl-112

SA1-113

SA1-114

NorthernStar has indicated that it would conduct further investigation of the
activity of the Wauna Landslide prior to final design of the pipeline (Pipeline
Geohazards Report; URS, 2007). The need for instrumentation would be
evaluated based on the results of this investigation.

The discussion in section 4.1.4.3 regarding Mount St. Helens and lahars
has been revised.

Potential impacts on wetlands and water quality due to clearing of trees and
vegetation are discussed in sections 4.4.1 and 4.3.2, respectively. These
sections also describe measures to avoid, minimize, and compensate for
tree clearing in riparian and wetland habitats. To reduce impacts on riparian
vegetation, a riparian strip at least 25 feet wide would be allowed to
permanently revegetate with native woody plant species across the entire
right-of-way, except for trees greater than 15 feet tall or deep-rooted shrubs
within 15 feet of the pipeline. Upland forested communities would be
replanted in-kind with trees, with the exception of the portion of the right-of-
way within 15 feet of the pipeline. Forested wetlands would be replanted
with in-kind wetland tree specimens, with the exception of the portion of the
right-of-way within 5 feet of the pipeline. NorthernStar’s proposed tree
planting exceeds the revegetation requirements of the FERC staff's
Procedures. Permanent impacts on wetlands would be mitigated by
restoring sites in the general project area that would be set aside and/or
developed as compensatory mitigation. A goal of NorthernStar’s proposed
compensatory mitigation is to reestablish functioning forested wetland and
riparian habitat and improve other wetland functions, including water quality
improvement, buffer functions, and wildlife habitat. Impacts on listed species
resulting from riparian and wetland clearing will be addressed in additional
detail in the revised BA and EFH Assessment. See also the response to
comment SA1-16.

See our response to comment IND106-76
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A limited License application: for construction water would need to be submitted or wait
to see if permits are granted and use industrial manufacturing water under a permit. In any
event, authorization to use water will be required before construction may begin, This should
take place before any FERC Certification. (OWRD)

Section 4.3.14, (P. 4-56)

Pipeline Facilities. Pipeline excavation and installation, including horizontal drilling activities
may adversely affect shallow wells, springs, and surface water in the vicinity. There may well
be old wells and home sites that are using springs that are not on any database due to their age.
How would adverse effects be handled?

A plan to identify any of these old wells or spring uses nceds to be developed and
implemented. In addition, a plan to mitigate any impacts needs to be in place before any FERC
Certification. (OWRD)

Section 4.3.2.2 (p. 4-6

Waterway for LNG Marine Traffic. This is not an OWRD permitting issue as the intake system

is currently described. The DEIS should mention that a permit is not required as the system is
currently designed. However, if they change to a specific diversion and piping systent, a permit
would be requircd. This should be done prior to any FERC Ceitification. (OWRD)

Section 4,3.2.3 (p. 4-73

Bridge Replacement, first bullet. The in-water work period is correct but ODFW further
recommends (but does not require) work below the ordinary high water (OHW) mark be
scheduled (as feasible) o coincide with the low tide series during the in-water work period as an
additional environmental precaution. (ODFW)

Section 4.3.2.3 (p. 4-75

Railroad Line Realignment, top of page. This section discusses the railroad right-of- way and its
close proximity in one section (50 fect) to Hunt Creck and ditch/ buffer. ODFW’s earlier
comments requested that “the Jong-term protection should be addressed also (permanent berm at
toe of stope to collect any stray ballast material, or to collect any storm-water and direct ittoa
more suitable area, etc.)”. This section indicates that a 3-foot wide ditch will be used, but does
not indicate depth or slope. Within the section in close proximity to Hunt Creek, a ditch may not
be sufficient to keep material from working into the buffered area. The DEIS also appears to
assume the railroad company will maintain the ditch in the right-of-way, which may be
questionable since the line is in service but not currently in use (page 2-41). ODFW proposes
that the 50-foot area in question have a small berm (2 feet or so high) incorporated into the south
side of the ditch along the narrow area of encroachment as additional protection. (ODFW)

Section 4.3.2.4 Pipeline Facilities and
Table 4.3.2-4 Waterbodies Crossed by the Bradwood Landing Project), (p. 4-78 - 4-82)

Pipeline facilities crossing streams. Methods for crossings described here and in section 2.4.2.2
are ot being questioned. However, each crossing listed here will need ODFW approval as to the
type of crossing method, timing horizontal directional drilling especially, as the DEIS states that
this will be outside the in-water work window), and pipeline depth. In addition, it does not
appear that adequate coordination with ODFW has occurred in order to provide designation of

State Agencies 1

SA1-115

SA1-116

SA1-117

SA1-118

SA1-119

See our responses to comments PM6-85 and PM1-40.

We have revised portions of the EIS. It may not be necessary for
NorthernStar to acquire a permit from OWRD before the Commission issues
its Order.

It is anticipated that working during low tide would be the preference of the
construction contractor as well, in that fewer complications can be expected.

_Section 4.3.2.3 has been revised to indicate that a small berm would be
incorporated into the south side of the ditch adjacent to the railroad tracks
as additional protection.

Because the Waterbody and Wetland Construction and Mitigation
Procedures Plan has not been finalized, we have recommended in section
4.3.2.4 that NorthernStar continue to consult with the COE, NMFS, FWS,
and appropriate federal and state agencies to finalize its Waterbody and
Wetland Construction and Mitigation Procedures Plan.

Designation of fish use at waterbodies impacted by the proposed pipeline in
Oregon was determined based on the NMFS's Atlas of Salmon and
Steelhead Habitat in the Oregon Lower Columbia and Willamette Basins
(2005). NorthernStar has also consulted with the ODFW regarding the
occurrence of federally listed species at proposed pipeline crossings
described in section 4.6.2.3.
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fish use at each crossing location. (Note: only crossings at which native migratory fish are or
were historically present require ODFW approval).

Timing of Stream Crossings, other than the Columbia River, using horizontal directional
drilling. In regard to horizontal directional drilling and timing of the work on streams other than
the Columbia River, ODFW will not support horizontal directional drilling activities outside of
the in-water work period in waterways containing native fish species. Non-fish bearing stream
crossings may be considered for out of in-water period work but ODFW's recommendation on
these streams must be determined on a site by site basis,

The rationale for this recommendation is as follows: a frac-out or other drilling-related
accident outside of the in-water work period could have serious impacts to native fish
which spawn and rear in the vicinity of the stream crossing. ODFW is responsible for more than
just salmonids (listed or otherwise), and therefore makes this recommendation for all native fish.
Greatest impacts would likely be related to spawning areas and activities, but ODFW must also
consider juvenile fish that may be rearing in the area. A frac-out during higher flows may be
harder to control/repair and clean up, and may involve a much larger area of impact due to higher
flows, either from the material itself or from the clean up process. It would seem reasonable to
consider out of period work on non-fish bearing streams but ODFW's recommendation will be
dependent on distance from fish-bearing water, size, access to site, etc. There may also be
amphibian and other wildlife issues that would remove the possibility of working outside of the
m-water work period on non-fish bearing streams.

ODFW understands the project sequencing and delivery delay implications that this and
the Columbia River HDD crossing (next section) recommendations have for the applicant, but
without assurance that no frac-outs will occur, this is the best stance ODFW can take. ODFW's
Northwest Region has dealt with frac-outs in the Tualatin basin on past HDD natural gas pipeline
projects and frac-outs can indeed cause substantial aquatic impacts. There is no guarantee as to
where frac-outs will actually surface, and what quantities of lubricant or bentonite will burst out
in a stream befors the contractors can act and stop the flow. Mobilizing heavy mop-up rigs
across the landscape to find and clean up the mess during the wetter phases of the year is also an
aceess concern, What the in-water work recommendation will mean for the contractor is
redesigning the approach to completing all the various elements of the project. This very well
might mean longer work hours and extra equipment to conduct horizontal directional drilling
under sensitive stream environments only during ODFW-approved in-water work timing months.
ODFW would be open to a meeting with the applicant, FERC and National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFES) to discuss all stream and Columbia River horizontal directional drilling
crossings.

Timing of HDD for the Columbia River Crossing. ODFW recommends restricting in-
water work associated with the Bradwood Landing HDD in the Columbia River to the month of
[December due to concerns over chum salmon, smelt, and spring Chinook. Normally the
recommended in-water work period for the Columbia River is from November 1 through the
month of February. Due to the potential of a frac-out occurring during drilling, ODFW
recommends the HDD operation not be conducted during the month of November because of
potential negative impacts to Endangered Species Act (ESA)-listed chum salmon. Returning
lchum salmon are most active in the Columbia River during the months of November and
December. The chum salmon populations in Oregon on the Columbia River are in an area
between two and ten miles below Bonneville Dam around Ives and Pierce islands, near the
mouth of Multnomah Creek and at the mouth of McCord Creek. Retuming chum salmon adults

State Agencies 1

SA1-120

SAl-121

Waterbody crossings using the HDD or conventional bore method may be
performed outside of the in-water work windows during suitable construction
seasons, typically from April through November, depending on the weather.
Construction during the rainy season would increase safety concerns and
make compliance with NPDES permits more difficult. Waterbody crossings
using the HDD or bore method would not involve construction below the
ordinary high water mark or MHHW. Waterbody crossing methods, timing,
species and life stage occurrence, and potential impacts will be discussed in
detall in the revised BA and EFH Assessment.

The crossing of the Columbia River using the HDD method would take 3
months to complete and is currently scheduled to occur during the summer
months. On the Oregon side of the river, laydown areas are located in
wetlands and the Washington side of the river is relatively hilly; therefore,
the HDD crossing of the Columbia River would occur during the dry season.
See also our response to comment SA1-120.

Potential impacts on aquatic resources (including salmonids) due to a frac-
out are summarized in section 4.5.3.1 and will be discussed in detail in the
revised BA and EFH Assessment.
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begin refurning to spawning grounds beginning the first week of November and continue to be
present in the Columbia River through December with peak spawning taking place in the above
areas it mid-December. A frac-out at River Mile (RM) 53 could have the effect of delaying
adult chum salmon migration to spawning grounds. Since typically the bulk of adult chum
salmon migration occurs during the month of November, we recommend that no HDD be done
during that month.

Smelt begin retuming to spawn in the Columbia River and tributaties in December with
the majority of mainstem spawners being caught in commercial fisheries in January and
February. Commercial smelt fisheries operate in the mainstem Columbia River below the
Clatskanie River (RM 350) around Wallace and Puget islands. Should a frac-out aceur during
January or February it may not only interfere with an important fishery but also negatively
impact mainstem spawning in this reach of the river. In addition, spring Chinook salmon begin
migrating through this reach of the Columbia River on their way upriver to spawning grounds.
Commercial fisheries in the lower Columbia River catch spring Chinook salmon in January and
February. Should a frac-out in the Columbia River occur during January or February, it could
pot only have detrimental effects on an important winter commercial fishery but also disturb and
delay migration of ESA-listed upriver spring Chinook satmen.

Because of the above concerns for returning spawners and fisheries in the lower
Columbia River and the unpredictable nature of HDD with the possibility of frac-outs faking
place while drilling, ODFW recommends that any HDD below the Columbia River be limited to
only the month of December when there is the least amount of migration of salmon and smelt
occurring in the Columbia River. (ODFW)

Section 4.4.1.2 LGN Terminal (p. 4-96, p. 4-153 of DEIS) and Compensatory Wetlands
Mitigation plan (p. 73

Terminal site Impacts and Compensatory Wetlands Mitigation/Compensatory Mitigation
Proposal Need to clarify mitigation plans for water impacts on the Funt Creek/Clifton Channel
site. The Compensatory Wetlands Mitigation plan lists the acreage to be preserved at Hunt
Creek/Clifton Channel is 57 actes (p. 73), but the DEIS states 61 acres.

Preservation may not be adequate to fit within the CIL per OAR 141-085-0131(4). DSL
recommends that additional compensatory mitigation measures need to be considered for
impacts to waters, including annual maintenance dredging and aquatic impacts.

A finalized and complete Compensatory Wetlands Mitigation and Compensatory
Mitigation plan is required prior to any authorization from DSL. As part of Removal/Fill permit,
there will be specific success criteria that will need to be met for the Compensatory Mitigation
and Compensatory Wetlands Mitigation monitoring report. (DSL)

Section 4.4.1.2 (p. 4-95

NG Terminal Compensatory Mitigation. There is no discussion about the methodology that
will be used to measure function (baseline functions, changes in function, replacement of
finction at mitigation sites). ODFW recommends that the DEIS refer to a methodology and
address this in detail in the Mitigation Plan. (ODFW)

Section 4.4.1.2 (p.. 4-96

LNG Terminal Compensatory Mitigation, 3¢ paragraph. The on-site biologist that is described
in this section as being present during construction of the mitigation site should aiso be assigned

State Agencies

SA1-122

SA1-123

SAl-124

See our responses to comments FA2-10 and FA3-3.

See our response to comment FA2-10.

As described in section 2.1.6, NorthernStar is currently revising its
Compensatory Mitigation Plan based on input received through agencies
and from comments on the draft EIS. Therefore, it is anticipated that this
comment will be addressed in the final Compensatory Mitigation Plan. See
also our response to comment FA2-10.
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to ensure that negative impacts to wildlife are avoided (i.¢., not just for fish impact avoidance).
ODFW recommends that the responsibilities of the on-site biologist include wildlife
minimization and avoidance responsibilities (e.g., assuring that timing of blasting avoid sensitive
wildlife sites and nesting times). (ODFW)

Section 4.4.1.3 Pipeline Facilities (p. 4-98

Pipeline Facilities Impacts and Mitigation, 40 paragraph, Horizontal directional drilling is
addressed with no mention of potential frac-outs and mitigation that would oceur in the event of
frac-outs, ODFW recommends that this section address what will be done to avoid the potential
for frac-outs and then mitigate for impacts in the event that frac-outs do occur. (ODFW)

Section 4.4.1.3 (p. 4-107

Pipeline Facilities Compensatory Mitigation. Regarding the Delameter Creek wetland mitigation
site, information is lacking about whether or not the landowner is amenable to a Conservation
Fasement. ODFW recommends that the DEIS provide this information and clarify how the
property will be protected in the long-term. A third-party should hold this CE to ensure long-
term protection. (ODFW)

Section 4.4.2.2 LNG Terminal (p. 4-110 — 4-111)

LNG Terminal Impacts and Mitigation. Regarding the tree inventory, although tree species other
than cottonwood are “not abundant”, it is unclear if any of these are proposed to be removed. It
is also unclear if the replacement trees would replace what would be lost. (ODFW)

Section 4.4.2.2 (p. 4-112

LNG Terminal Impacts and Mitigation. Regarding the management of trees within 25 feet of the
secutity fence, topping of trees may not effectively limit the height of some tree species. ODFW
suggests that, in addition to topping, girdling trees will limit tree growth and promote
development of snags. Also, ODFW recommends placing cleared vegetation on mitigation sites
for habitat enhancement (e.g., brush piles). (ODFW)

Section 4.4.2.2, page 4-112

LNG Terminal Impagts and Mitigation. Tt is unclear what seeding with “conservation grasses”
means. Please explain this. ODFW recommends coordination with ODFW’S Tillamook Office
regarding a grass seed mix that would be acceptable for revegetating the project’s disturbed
areas. (ODFW)

Section 4.4.2.3 (p. 4:115

Pipeline Facilities General Impacts and Mitigation, Pipeline Right-of-Way. Final disposition of
woody vegetation/ trees removed from the workspace is discussed in this section. Is there an
opportunity to reach a similar agreement with ODFW for use of debris/trees for on-site
mitigation? Please explore this option and address in the Final EIS, (ODFW)

Table 4.5.1-2,( p. 4-130

Bullfrog, nutria, house sparrow, rock dove are non-native, invasive species. ODFW
recommends removing these species or acknowledging in a footnote that these are not species of
concern because of their non-native status. (ODFW)
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Section 4.4.1.3 has been revised to include a discussion of the potential for
frac-outs in wetlands crossed using the HDD method as well as
NorthernStar’'s HDD Contingency Plan, which includes mitigation measures
to be implemented in the event of a frac-out. Directions for accessing
NorthernStar's HDD Contingency Plan (Frac-out Plan) via the eLibrary can
be found in the response to comment FA3-13.

See our response to comment FA2-10.

Section 4.5.2.2 has been revised to include the number of trees other than
cottonwoods included in the tree inventory conducted by NorthernStar in
June 2007. Although the precise number of non-cottonwood trees that
would be cleared as a result of terminal construction was not quantified, it
did state that most of the trees to be removed would be located along the
Hunt Creek estuary, where about 40 red alder, Oregon ash, Sitka spruce,
and bigleaf maple are located. NorthernStar proposes to plant 1,895
replacement trees within the LNG terminal site consisting of cottonwoods
and other species based on soil and hydrology suitability (e.g., Sitka spruce,
red alder, Pacific willow, and other native tree species).

Although we agree that girdling trees would be an effective method of
limiting the height of trees, we are not aware of any environmental
advantages to girdling the trees for security reasons.

Because the 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. The placement of cleared vegetation on
mitigation sites for habitat enhancement purposes could be considered as
NorthernStar finalizes its plan. Directions for accessing NorthernStar’s
Compensatory Mitigation Plan via the eLibrary can be found in the response
to comment PM6-11.

The term “conservation grasses” generally refers to a mixture of grasses,
legumes, and forbs. Because the first use of the term “conservation
grasses” occurs in section 4.3.2.4, that section was revised to include a
definition of the term.

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. Included within this plan
is a description of the species that would be used for revegetation in areas
impacted by project activities. 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.

Specific mitigation measures regarding the use of debris/trees for on-site
mitigation are beyond the technical scope of the EIS. See also our
response to comment SA1-128.

A footnote has been added to table 4.5.1-2 indicating the non-native,
invasive species that occur along the waterway or at the LNG terminal site.
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Section 4.5.2.1, page 4-139 — 4-140.

Aquatic Resources Log Pond Filling and page 4-141 Hunt Creek Bridge Replacement . Aqualic
wildlife may also be present at these locations. A wildlife salvage plan should be prepared and
implemented. ODFW permits are needed to conduct fish and wildlife collection/relocation.
(ODFW)

Section 4.5.2, LNG Terminal (p. 153, para. 3, Hunt Creek; Section 4.5.3.1)

The project proposal claims that preserving Hunt Creek is mitigation. ODFW does not consider
preservation as mitigation but it is a good thing to do. Preservation does not replace lost habitat,
There will still be habitat lost even with Hunt Creek preserved. Again, ODFW allows
preservation but does not count it as mitigation for lost habitat, (ODEW)

Section 4.5.2.2 (p. 4-154

Essential Fish Habitat. ODFW is aware that this section refers to NMFS’ Essential Fish Habitat
designations. In regard to Oregon Department of State Lands’ (DSL) Essential Fish Habitat
designation, the applicant/FERC should keep the following information in mind. This section
suggests that only two species of Pacific salmon (Chinook and Coho) may be negatively affected
by the Bradwood Landing project. Since the Columbia River estuary is known to be an area
where not only Chinook and Coho, but alse chum salmon and steelhead rear and migrate
through, chum and steelhead should be included in the list of fish species Essential Fish Habitat
(according to DSL definition) that will be impacted by an LNG project at Bradwood Landing.
(ODFW)

Section 4.5.2.3 Terrestrial Wildlife (p. 4-156 — 4-159
ODFW believes this section provides a thorough description of general inypacts on terrestrial
wildlife. (ODFW)

Section 4.5.2.3, page 4-158

Terrestrial Witdlife General Impacts on Terrestrial Wildlife. Wildlife could become entrapped
inside the terminal facility’s fence. ODFW recommends development of a contingency plan for
wildlife trapped inside the facility’s fence. (ODFW)

Section 4.5.2.3, page 4-161

Terrestrial Wildlife Active Osprey Nest. Regarding relocation of the old osprey nest onto a new
platform, it may not be feasible to keep the old nest intact. ODFW recommends that the Final
EIS clarify that this will be attempted, but in the event it is not feasible, portions of the old nest
will be used to construct a nest start on the new platform with guidance from ODFW. (ODFW)

Section 4.5.2.3 (p. 4-161

Terrestrial Wildlife, This section includes bullfrog, and nutria and these are non-native, invasive
species. Either remove these species ot acknowledge in a footnote that no mitigation will occur
for these species because of their non-native status. (ODFW)

State Agencies 1

SA1-132

SA1-133

SA1-134a

SA1-134b

SA1-135

SA1-136

SA1-137

NorthernStar's Fish Salvage Plan includes a statement that all work would
be performed under an ODFW/NMFS scientific collection permit. We
believe that wildlife concerns related to salvage activities will be
adequately identified and addressed through the scientific collection
permit process.

See our response to comment FA3-3.

We believe that the impacts of the project on EFH, as it is defined under
the MSA, are adequately addressed in the EIS. A detailed description of
potential impacts on federally listed salmonids occurring in the vicinity of
the Bradwood Landing Project is included in section 4.6.2.

We agree.

As described in section 4.5.2.3, the fencing that would surround the
proposed LNG terminal site would be 10-foot-high woven wire topped with
barbed wire. At this height, the fence would effectively preclude most if
not all wildlife from jumping over the fence, thus minimizing or eliminating
the risk of wildlife being trapped within the LNG terminal site. Therefore,
we feel that the development of a contingency plan for wildlife trapped
within the LNG terminal site is not necessary.

Section 4.5.2.3 has been revised to reflect the osprey nest relocation
recommendations included in this comment.

Within section 4.5.2.3, the discussion of wildlife species occurring at the
Peterson Point Mitigation Site has been revised.
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Section 4.5.2.3 Terrestrial Wildlife (p. 4-172

S A1-138 |General Impacts on Terrestrial Wildlife. The statement in this section that impacts on wildlife
from construction of the pipeline are generally short-term is not entirely accurate. Some of the
habitat impacts are long-term. (ODFW)

Table 4.5.3-4 Wild Life Species Oceurring . . . Pi . 4-173
SA1-139 [Bullftog, nutria, house sparrow and rock dove which are non-native, invasive specics are
included. Either remove these specics or acknowledge in a footnote that these are not species of
concem because of their non-native status. (ODFW)

Section 4.5.3.3, (1) pages 4-172 -4-175; (2) page 4-174

ISA1-140|(1) The section on General Impacts on Tetrestrial Wildlife is a rather abbreviated description of
impacts. ODFW recommends expanding the narrative in this section to a similar depth as
done on p 4-156 (see comment above).

(2) This section contains a good description of the anticipated re-vegetation and monitoring
plan. (ODFW)

Section 4.6.1.1 Federally Listed Threatened and Endangered Species (p. 4-182, last

paragraph on Chinook Salmon)
SA1-141 | The statement “Because of their large body size (over 100 pounds and up to 58 inches in length),

Chinook tend...” is incorrect and misleading. The statement infers this is a common size for
Chinook which was probably not true even in the period before Columbia River dams. Although
there were fish of this size, they were still the exception rather than the norm. A better
assessment would be “(average size of 20 pounds and average lengths of 34 — 38 inches, and a
few over 40 pounds)...” This wording would be more reflective of current physical attributes for
Columbia River Chinook. (ODFW)

Section 4.6.1.2 State Listed T&E Species (p. 4-197)
ISA1-142 |Westem Pond Turtle. The status of western pond turtle in Oregon as State sensitive-critical is
not mentioned in Section 4.6. Please include this species, its status and information. (ODFW)

Section 4.6.1.2 State Listed T&E Species, (p. 4-198)

Columbia Torrent (seep) Salamander. The status of the Columbia torrent salamander in Oregon
as State sensitive-critical is not mentioned in Section 4.6. Please include this species, its status
and information. (ODFW)

SA1-143

Section 4.6.1.2 State Listed T&F Species (p. 4-199
S A1-144 | American Peregrine Falcon. The status of American peregrine falcon needs to be corrected. The
American peregrine falcon was de-listed in April 2007. (ODFW)

Section 4.6.1.3 Other Special Status Species (p, 4-199

Townsend’s Big-eared Bat. The status of the Townsend’s big-cared bat in Oregon as State
sensitive-critical is not mentioned in Section 4.6. Please include this species, its status and
information. (ODFW)

ISA1-145

State Agencies 1

SA1-138

SA1-139

SA1-140

SAl-141

SA1-142

SA1-143

SAl-144

SA1-145

Sectiqn 4.5.2.3 has been revised to provide additional information on
potential long-term impacts on wildlife due to construction of the pipeline.

A footnote has been added to table 4.5.3-4 indicating the non-native,
invasive species that occur along the proposed pipeline route.

Section 4.5.3.3 has been revised to include additional discussion of the
potential impacts on terrestrial wildlife due to construction and operation of
the pipeline facilities.

Section 4.6.1.1 has been revised to reflect the typical body size of Chinook.

The western pond turtle is discussed in section 4.6.1.2. The section has
been revised to reflect the State of Oregon’s classification of the western
pond turtle as sensitive-critical.

The Columbia torrent (seep) salamander is discussed in section 4.6.1.3.
The section has been revised to reflect the State of Oregon’s classification
of the Columbia torrent salamander as sensitive-critical.

The American peregrine falcon was removed from the Oregon Threatened
and Endangered Species List on April 13, 2007. Therefore, the species has
been removed from section 4.6.1.2 of the EIS and is now included in section
4.6.1.3 (Other Special Status Species).

Townsend’s big-eared bat is discussed in section 4.6.1.3. The section has
been revised to reflect the State of Oregon’s classification of Townsend's
big-eared bat as sensitive-critical.
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Seetion 4,6.1.3 Other Special Status Species (p. 4-201
Olive-sided Flycatcher. The status of the olive-sided flycatcher in Oregon is not clear if that
listing comes from Oregon’s State Sensitive Species List. Please clarify. (ODFW)

Section 4.6.1.3 Other Special Status Species (p. 4-201)

SA1- 147| Lewis’ Woodpecker. This is more of an eastside species. Please double check to see if the

project is within this species’ range. (ODFW)

Section 4.6.1.3 Other Special Status Species (p. 4-201
Northern Goshawk. The status of the northern goshawk in Oregon as State sensitive-critical is
not mentioned in Section 4.6. Please include this species, its status and information. (ODFW)

Section 4.6.1.3 Other Special Status Species (p. 4-201
Purple Martin. The status of the purple martin in Oregon as State sensitive-critical is not
mentioned in Section 4.6. Please include this species, its status and information. (ODFW)

Section 4.6.1.3 Other Special Status Species (p.4-202

Northern Red-legged Frog. The status of the northern red-legged frog in Oregon is State
sensitive-undetermined within the Coast Range Ecoregion. The information in the DEIS needs
10 be corrected. (ODFW)

Section 4.6.1.3 Other Special Status Species (p. 4-203)
Tailed Frog. It is not clear in this section that the listing comes from Oregon’s State Sensitive
Species List. Please clarify, (ODFW)

Section 4.6.1.3 Other Special Status Species (p. 4-202
Western Painted Turtle. It is not clear in this section that the listing comes from Oregon’s State
Sensitive Species List. Please clarify. (ODFW)

Section 4.6.1.3 Other Special Status Species (p. 4-204)
Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Regarding the authority of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA),
please clarify that the MBTA applies to active nests, eggs, and young. (ODFW)

Table 4.6.2-1 Summary of Potential Impacts and Mitipation Measures (p. 4-210)
Action: accidental spill or leak of hazardous materials. There is no “if” scenario included.
Please add and include what compensation would occur. The spill response plan should be
mentioned. (ODFW)

Table 4.6.2-1 (p. 4-210
Action: Filling log pond. The fish salvage plan needs to include obtaining necessary ODFW fish
salvage permits. (ODFW)

Section 4.6.2

Impacts and Mitigation. For many federally listed species, there seems to be a lack of mitigation
discussion. This section needs to include more information of mitigation measures that would be
implemented. (ODFW)

State Agencies 1

SA1-146

SAl1-147

SA1-148

SA1-149

SA1-150

SAl1-151

SA1-152

SA1-153

SA1-154

SA1-155

SA1-156

The status of the olive-sided flycatcher as vulnerable on Oregon’s State
Sensitive Species List has been clarified in section 4.6.1.3.

As the comment noted, Lewis’ woodpecker generally occurs in the eastern
portions of both Oregon and Washington. However, due to scoping
comments received, the Lewis woodpecker was included in the sensitive
species analysis conducted for the Bradwood Landing Project. The text in
sections 4.6.1.3 has been revised to clarify that the species is not known to
occur within the proposed project area.

The status of the northern goshawk as critical on Oregon’s State Sensitive
Species List has been clarified in section 4.6.1.3.

The status of the purple martin as critical on Oregon’s State Sensitive
Species List has been clarified in section 4.6.1.3.

The status of the northern red-legged frog designated by the State of
Oregon has been revised in section 4.6.1.3.

The status of the tailed frog as vulnerable on Oregon’s State Sensitive
Species List has been clarified in section 4.6.1.3.

The status of the western painted turtle as critical on Oregon’s State
Sensitive Species List has been clarified in section 4.6.1.3.

The text within section 4.6.1.3 relating to the Migratory Bird Treaty Act has
been revised to clarify that the Act extends protection to any part, nest, or
egg of any such bird (16 USC. 703).

The spill response plan has been added to table 4.6.2-1 as a minimization
measure. We could not speculate what compensation would be appropriate
in the event of a spill at this time.

Section 4.5.2.1 has been revised to clarify that NorthernStar’s Fish Salvage
Plan includes a statement that all work would be performed under an
ODFW/NMFS scientific collection permit.

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 completed
formal consultation with the FWS and NMFS.
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Section 4.6.2.2, LNG Terminal (pp. 4-242 — 4-246

Salmon Enhancement Initiative. The applicant has proposed to implement a Salmon
Enhancement Initiative that would be entitely voluntary, amounting to $50 million over the life
of the project (40 — 50 years). Tn and of itself, this plan could be a big plus if there were
guarantees that it will be completely and successfully implemented, over and above successfully
implemented compensatory mitigation. The DELS does not address specifics of the plan or
environmental impacts from its implementation. Because the plan is voluntary and not
regulatory and because little detail is given on its specifics, ODFW continues to have many
questions about it, ODFW suggests that the applicant first assure successful avoidance,
minimization and compensatory miligation for the project before undertaking the SEL (ODFW)

Section 4.6.2.2 LNG Terminal (p. 4-258)

MBTA. This section addresses vegetation clearing period to avoid impacts to nests. The
proposed start is in mid-July. This section needs to acknowledge that active nests might still be
found and address avoidance of impacts to any active nest. ODFW also recommends that the
DEIS amend the vegetation clearing start date to August 1 (see comment below). (ODFW)

Section 4.6.2.3 Pipeline Facilities (p. 4-270

MBTA. This section proposes a vegetation clearing period to avoid impacts to nests as starting
August 1. This date is inconsistent with the start date given in Section 4.6.2.2 (i.e., mid-July)
and again, needs to address avoidance actions that will be taken if an active nest site is found
during vegetation clearing. (ODFW)

Sec 4.7.1.4 (p. 4-277)
Publicly owned forest. Add langnage on the project’s proximity to and potential impacts on the
Tillamook State Forest, another publicly owned forest in northwest Oregon. (ODF)

Sec 4.7.1.4 (p. 4-277 & 293)

Recreation. ODF has a Recreation Management Plan for the Astoria District (dated 2000), and
recreation on the Clatsop SF is recognized and actively managed in coordination with local user
groups and citizen advisory committees. Please consider this in your analysis. (ODF)

Section 4.7.1.4 (pp. 4-279 — 4-280) and

Section 4.8.1.7 Transporation and River Traffic (p. 4-328 - 4-330

Commercial and Recreational Fishing Use of Columbia River. The moving 500-yard safety and
security zone around 125 LNG ships per year (2 - 3 per week) as they move up the Columbia
River will be very disruptive to commercial and recreational fishing boats. The applicant has
stipulated in meetings with ODFW and other agencies that ships would ingress/egress the

Columbia at night during key fishing seasons such as the Buoy 10 fishery (August — September).

This commitment appears to be missing in the DEIS. ODFW recommends that the
applicant/FERC include the commitment that ships will ingress/egress the Columbia River at
night during key fishing seasons (see attached table for fishing boat numbers on the Columbia
River below the proposed Bradwood Landing LNG Tertninal site). (ODFW)

State Agencies 1

SA1-157

SA1-158

SA1-159

SA1-160

SA1-161

SA1-162

We agree. The FERC staff will continue to work with the resource and other
regulatory agencies to ensure that the project includes appropriate
measures to avoid, minimize, and compensate for environmental impacts.

Section 4.6.2.2 has been revised to address vegetation clearing timeframes
and impacts on active nests.

Section 4.6.2.3 has been revised to address vegetation clearing timeframes
and impacts on active nests.

Based ona review of State Forest maps, it appears that the Tillamook State
Forest is over 60 miles south from Astoria, and well outside the project area.

Section 4.7.1.4 has been revised to include a reference to the Clatsop State
Forest’s Astoria District Recreation Management Plan.

The moving safety and security zone is expected to have a minor impact
recreational and commercial fishing. Because of this, restrictive scheduling
of LNG ship transits to nighttime hours does not appear justified.
Furthermore, the Coast Guard has restricted the LNG ships to daytime
transits for the first 6 months of operation to allow the Columbia River Pilots
to become accustomed to the vessels.
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Sectiom £.7.17 (p. 4-294-5) )

SA1-163 | Visugls. TIN5 Farest Managemen Flan far MW {R has Liund Menagement Clesificaticn
(VAR designatstmns which inclade areas where of visml cancenss are designad. There isa
visual designation alowg the Columbin River o the Clatsop Stmie Forest directly west of the
Arabwiod site. Visual imparts fom the disignated aneis on the Clasop State Forest should be
reesidered im this section, ((MIF}

Section 4.8.5.6 Local Enfrastructure and Public Services
Tahle 4.8.1-4 FExisting Econamic Conditions (p, 4-34}
SA1-164 | Emergeney Services. (DF @ & oversight ggency to Kural Fine Prutection Districts and 1.2
respoader o foresl el brush fives o privie, rral, and state oused laods

Fmergency and evaceation pans sheuld be cocnlinaied with BDF, partienliely any
emeryency poule across Srate Forcet Rands, (CDF)

Section 4.8.2.7 Transportation and Traffic (p. 343-345)
SA1-165] Transpoetaticn and Traffic, The DECS understates the importanes of LU Rowe 300 Highway 30
{5 a bwo-lane past-west highway el conndcts Agtoria to Pertland,”

US Route 30 is the cmly highway serving the Lower Columbia corridar between Portland
and Astoria. US Roule 3 serves as the “Main Street™ for most commusatics in the cormidor and it
i the primary facility for freighi traffic serving industry in e coridor. The importance af 15
Ranrte 10 firr passenger and Creight traffic is refevted by its designation as part of the National
Highway System, a Sawe Freigh: Route, and n Federally Desigzated Trock Route,

CHIOIT huas iefnemed Northens Stor's Engineering Firm CT8 Engineering and Clalsop Couity
vhat a Road Agpeoach Permit will be required for Clifton Road t U5, 50 and QAR T34 Division
51 poquiremnts shall be met; mitigetion will be idesritied during the roal appnoech permiting
peneess. Cost for all Bighway mitigation s determined by QAR 734 Divisian 31 doe o the
development impacts wall e the soke respoesibilisy of the developer.

QDOT will mead to re-evaluate &l traffic impects ol the Cliton Raad inereection, once 2
road appronch applicacn has becn submitted, Basat ona preliminzary review of the informatinn
supplied tn DT a3 af this daie. the required milgation al Us: U8, Highway 30°CHfien Raal
inlersection will Be:

1. Construcsion of  deft um Tefiage an Highway 30 a1 Clifton Read. This mitigatxon i_:
hased an sefery ind operational concers, and & suppaned by bam-lime wimants Beitg
me during she 3-3 year construclion paniod,

2, Widening of the highway shouder in the sohzast guadrant bo accemsnodate right
turning vehicles; and

3. Radii impmpweminis.

TS Frgineesing was indormed that any other matigation will bz identified during the applicatan
IO,

Currenthy, 3 Park & Ride 15 being prepesed at a location appraximalely T miles east of
i cuigingl Jocution. A right furn kuse may he required in len of the previously mentioned
shonlder widenimg, ddue to the bocation of the Prack & Ride, aml its pocentisl 1o increase the
number cf night luming vehiclss.

State Agencies 1

SA1-163

SA1-164

SA1-165

Section 4.7.1.5 has been revised to include the Clatsop State Forest's Land
Management Classification of “Visual” along the Columbia River just west of
the proposed LNG terminal.

See our response to comment PM1-1.

The FERC acknowledges the ODOT’s concerns regarding Highway 30 and
its road approach application process. We will require that NorthernStar’s
proposed improvements to Clifton Road be reviewed and approved by
ODOT prior to construction.
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¢ The new Park & Ride location propesal does not alter ODOT’s decision on

requiring a left turn lane on US30 at Clifton Road or the Radii improvements..

Due to public safety and operational concerns, ODOT recommends inclusion of the
following as a condition of approval; All improvements on U.S. Highway 30 and on Clifton
Road shall be completed before any permits will be issues allowing construction at the terminal
site which would result in inctease traffic at the intersection of Clifton Road. (ODOT, Region 2)

Sec 4.9 Cultural Resources (p, 4-357 - 4-457)

Geologic hazards. The Wauna slide feature and associated Clatsop crest is a very large deep
seated feature (portions of which exhibit active slopes) that maybe should be mentioned here (it
is mentioned in other sections) (ODF)

Section 4.11.2 Cryogenic Design and Technical Review and Staff Recommended Mitigation
#93 (p. 5-33-5-340

Reporting Bvents. All incidents (minor or otherwisc) at LNG facilities in Oregon require the
Oregon Department of Energy (ODOE) to respond by providing initial notifications to the
Governor's office and other response organizations as appropriate. FERC Staff Recommended
Mitigation #93 does not require the state be notified immediately of all pon-scheduled events at
Bradwood Landing.

FERC should revise the DEIS to include language about including the notification of the
Oregon Department of Energy immediately of all non-scheduled events at Bradwood Landing in
Staff Recommendation Mitigation #93.

Recommended Condition Language - As a condition of the permit, Northern Star will
immediately notify the Oregon Department of Energy of all non-scheduled events at Bradwood
Landing (Staff Recommendation Mitigation #93). (ODOE)

ODOE

Section 4.11.5.5, Requirements for LNG Carrier Operation and FERC Staff Recommended
Mitigation #87 (p. 5-32)

Implement Measures as Qutlined in the WSR. A major flaw in the U.S. Coast Guard’s (USCG)
Waterway Suitability Assessment (WSA) process was that the WSA Validation Committee
failed to include members from the cities of Knappa, Astoria, Warrenton, and Clatsop County.
Without representation from the host county and local fire and law enforeement officials from
the affected communities, it is difficult to adequately assess safety and security issues in this
region. Missing is critical safety and security input from local fire and law enforcement experts
giving credibility to the USCG WSA process and the final recommendations to FERC in the
Waterway Suitability Report.

FERC should require USCG to reconvene a new WSA Validation Committes for the
proposed Bradwood Landing Tmport Terminal with the appropriate local, county, and state
emergency response officials to review and discuss appropriate safety and security measures as a
result of the new modeling completed for the larger (260,000 em) LNG vessels. We expect the
three zones of concern would likely be expanded for the larger vessels. This could have
significant impacts for the city of Astoria. Reconvening the USCG WSA in light of this new
information is both timely and protects the integrity of the WSA process.

Recommended Condition Language - As a condition of the permit, USCG will reconvene
anew WSA Validation Committee for the proposed Bradwood Landing Inport Terminal with

State Agencies 1

SA1-166

SA1-167

SA1-168

SA1-169

SA1-170

See our response to comment SA1-165. We have included a
recommendation that NorthernStar file a final transportation plan,
formulated in consultation with Clatsop County and ODOT, that pertains to
proposed modifications to Highway 30 and Clifton Road.

We have not added a discussion of the Wauna slide feature and the
associated Clatsop Crest to section 4.9. At this time, no cultural resources
related to those geological features have been identified within the APE. If,
during the course of future investigations for this project, cultural resources
are found at those geological features, the FERC would assess their
eligibility for nomination to the NRHP, and, if any of the sites are eligible,
would consult with the appropriate parties about the resolution of adverse
effects. As discussed in section 4.9.2, NorthernStar would implement the
measures in its Discovery Plan if any previously unidentified cultural
resources are encountered during construction.

If authorized, NorthernStar would have to comply with 49 CFR 193. Section
193.2509(b)(2) requires NorthernStar to have procedures for dealing with
an emergency which includes notification of local officials.

The WSA Validation Committee members included appropriate
stakeholders that were selected based on their technical expertise. There is
no requirement for local government representatives and in fact, including
local government units might constitute a conflict of interest. Input from
local fire and law enforcement experts was obtained during the WSA
process through other measures.

The WSA for the Bradwood Landing Project took into account larger LNG
vessels. We recommend in section 4.11.5.5 that NorthernStar annually
review and update their WSA to reflect changing conditions at which time
the Coast Guard would review and validate.
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the spproprints kocal, coumty, ani stale sntergeney Tesponss officials to meview and discuzs
appropriate safety and secenity measunes a2 & resall of the new modsimg completed for the larger
(260,00 o LG veselss

Murihern Star will revise the 38 miles tramsit maps for the thres goess of cocern (o
mehudi a0 merease based on modeling results. Northem Star will provide e updated list of
salety and seeurily resoarce commitments for review and discussion by the WEA Validation
Cammintes,

Morthem Star will fmplement mensures @ otlined in the revieed WSR. (ODHE)

Seetion 4.11.6 Emergency Response and Evacastisn Flanning and FERC Stafl
Recomusended Mitigation 362 (p. 5-19 t0 5-30)

Bradwaod Exnerpsiey Response Man. A major faw in the drafl emergency repoose plan (ERF)
for the proposed Bradwood Landing LMG terminal 55 that it nssumes cnbcal exer geney fospinse
agseds e dlready commicted, i place, and spproved by stabe pod focal enmergieney respoass
cepmzations. Wiikeat Nocthern Ster's commitmen! bo provids this cegon e setessary
résaourees, the sate and the Federal Enengy Regulmory Commigsion {FERC) are unable o
conduct 2 trorough evaluation of Bradwood™s drafl ERF t enseme the plan is adegeate snd can
s effetively implemented 1o progect the health and safidy of Ovegeesans in the event of an LRG
nishep at Brachwood. Specific problems melude:

* 1 - Locul emengency respomdiers currently fack the resources to lammch o timely md effective
resgpomese o o Bradwood Landing exerpency. Sigoificant partions of the dmift Bradwond
ERF cannot curesilly be implemested, dus to lsck of resources nnd msuflicient commitmenls
from Mertbers Star. This inclodes the incident command stucture and the fire nespanse
ptices of the draft Bradwood ERP,

FERL sl requirs Morthern Star fo provide fire resources 10 frs respinders thal maeel
giate ed National Fine Protection Associalion (NFPA) standass for a four -misule respoose
toa I* Alarm Fite o an indestrial facility, In addician, FERC should acknowledge Morthem
Sie”s commitment bo provide oo opsle fire brgade, which will sopplement, bt not replace
oo offset, the offste reponse, Cregon expects that the fire brigade woukd operste consistent
with WFFA slandards.

R o Cemiition £ ¢ - As 8 condicion of the penmit, Nerthem Ster will
e statc and NFPA standands for response to an indusirial facility fire, Thas ncludes
penvidiag adequate fire resnurces o ensnre n four-minule respanse o a 1 Al Fire for an
imdustrial facility &5 shown in Table 7.2.1,

Table 7.2.1 - - Required Resorves for a “Meadiemn- Hiward Oeeupancies” Response. This

imcluides apariments, offices, merantile and industsial seeupancice not normally rogeiring

extensive resoue ar inefightmg leces.

& Allessl 3 pumpers

« 1 Ladder buek der combingtion spparatus with cquivalent capabilities}

»  (hher gpecislized spearabes a5 may be necdad or zemilahle

o Sewer than 16 fire fighters, | chief efficer, 1 safety officer, and 2 Rapid Iniervention
Team (4 - 5 fre Gghters on sandby ot evenl seene),
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Development and finalization of an ERP and Cost Sharing Plan are not
required prior to completion of the final EIS. However, NorthernStar has
developed these plans and they are currently undergoing review. See
response to SA1-21
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Wage: Refer to Wolume 1 - NFPA Handboak, 19° Bditien. Chapler 1, Sectivn 7, Organizing
for Fire and Rescne Services

Morthem Star will werk with stae and local emergency resporss pryesmations o
detenming the mpreprate kaeation e facility design for the Fre station and plecement of
persomme] and geipmes resources. Upon commencement of this work, Northern Starwil
provide a eamprebensive esource Tist of fine resmurces and placasent with slate and hzal
signateee appenval with the draft Bradwood ERP o be submstied to FERC for fingl review,

2 - While the U5, Cosst Giard has heaad authonty oves ke waterways, it Jacks resourees i
respoid 1o LI vessel fires traveling (he 35 mile channel 1o the Bradwood Landmg Inport
Tepminal, The Coast Guand issued its Walerway Suitability Repost approving LNG vesset
transit for Bradwood Landing withoul resclving this critical issne legvmy Omegon citizens
along the 38 milkes chennel vulierahle to potential vessel mishaps. See “Coneern 3 far
detuils conserming the Cosst Guoand's Waterway Suitobility Asmessmenl process.

In ecditoe, Nerlen Star's drafi Bradwood ERP fiils to alidress the issoe adeguately, [ e
drall ERP, Marthem Star proposes a three tiered respense to in-lranst fre fghting.

Tier 1: Local Fire Agencizs - Lozal fire agencies are (o profedt citizeas and water/rom
property from vessel fize anly.

Conpem - Stretched risannees w proteel ctizens and waterfrant property akng the 38
mile channel and no ahility s suppon shipboerd fires.

I

Mariteme Fire & Safety Association (MFSA) - The MFEA has 24 members srade o
al' pubkic and private coenpanics including fire agencies, parts, and povale companies
alverg the Lower Cobambia and Willametie Rivers. The purpese is o set forth &
coinpeetengive system which ensures fast, well-courdinated and elfective response to
ship fire incidents in the Lower Columbss regpon.

Tier

Congermn - MFSA i% nod 2 viahle aption $or Bradwood Landing”s propased Toer 2
Tespanse b shiphoand fires, In ks region, any available MFPSA resormees woald be
exhausted in the Ther | nesponse becauss firs resourees ore s lmnited, My Jocal
Fire agencies alsy choose nof 1o be a MSFA member, Only members can benedit fiosn
MFSA resanneea both in persoane] aned squipment when available. MFSA menber
agenzies can enly respond o shipboard fires that are docked at a port. 1t i penerally
agreed tha in this region that i would be unlizely for any pori io allow o baming
vesmsel to approach their docks,

It is also impertanl in recagnize tet MES A reseurces belong fo the respective
menber fine apencies. This means any resources MNortbern Star provides Lo the
MESA carmot be dedicited o Bradwood Landing emergencies ke Alss, reapanse
ard suppeet froen MFS A memvbers is optional. Both fire fghless and eqaipmen: may
b busy cleewherz and unmeailable wien neaded. As 2 reselt, the MESA 5 nol s
reliable sysiem te suppert Bracdocod Landing’s Tiee 2 response.

State Agencies
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Tier 3: Cortractors Compavies - Northem St propases contacding with privele ngsties o6
of Peetland 1o provide s Tier 3 respossa e shipiboard fives in the channel.

(Comceny - Sigmificomt delay in risponse,

FERL showld require Morthern Star to develop a shipbaml fire resposee plan thes can
actually be impilerssentid in the region for revisw and approval by the Coast Guard, state, and
Yocnl agencies. This inchedes requiring Morhem Star o provide th neccssany resnamess o
implement the plan.

Fecommendd Condition Langrage - As o sonditson af the permit, Banhemn Ssar wall
wuek willi the U5, Coast Guard, stofe, and locz] emergeney sespoanse agencies o developa
detailed respanse plan wo effectively aldress ship board fires along the 35 mile channel. Thas
inchudes re-oasidering Tiers 1, 2 anid 3 e ensure sdequets rescumees ars vommitied and
dedicsted for resparese to Bradwood Landing emergencies only. Upan commencesnent of
this work, Norhem Star will provide 2 comprehensive resaurce list for respense 1o shipboand
firs with Coast Guan, stale and lecal signatore appeoval with the draf! Bradwood ERP 1o be
submitted Ly FERL for Rl reviow,

3« The drall Bradwood ERP fails ro address respanse actions for fighting fores aod brush
Firess 25 a resuli of a facility emergency. The proposed etz i smrounded by forest timber.
Wichoul & detailed plam %o idestify possible senzniog and proposed responss mctions and
ceoedination to fight sach & blazs, the state and FERC are not able to Setermine whelher the
region hes adequate resomrees o conkain a firest o beush fine 3. result of 2 Brslwood
mighap, Addilicnal fire resurces miay be weeded in addition to the resounzes nequired far
Tespanse 0 an mmdusiriz] Bality fire dizeussed in probles 1.

FERE shoulil reguine Nosther Star o work with state and lecal ersergency responss
arganizatians 0 develop a detailed draft plan in response frest and bnush fires 45 a result of
a Brdwoad Landing emergency. This will allow slate imsd local emergency responders Io
aens whether additicual fine resourtes are needed m nesponse 1 farest and bresh fires,

Recowomended Condiion Lanpuape - As & candition of e pesinit, MNoethemn Sear nill
previde a detailed draft plan for resporss to forsst and bruzh (res &3 & rezalt of 2 Brdwocd
Landitg emergency for state amd local review and sppeovel. This includes infoemation en
likely scenarias, responss aclions, and rzseurces needed fo implement respomse fclars,
Lipom commencement of this woek, Mordern Star will provide @ comprehersive rsouree list
fir respamae Lo Torest and beush fires with stabe and Jocnl sigrauee appreval with the draft
Brasfwiod ERI 1o be qubmirisd to FERC for fnal rmaew,

See ales Opegon Departmen of Forestry (ODF) comenents Seeton 4,836, Emerpency
Services sod Section 282 2, Emergency Respanse Plan. DDF hes oversight far nurz] fize
peotection districes and responds in fovest and brush firss on private, naml, and stz owned
lands.

4 . Whale Marthern Ster has provided verbal commitment f provade a public waming
system, i detzilod deseription or propesal has heen suboiitted to the stetz and local
EmETgEY FEspONss arpRaizations for review wd appeovel. Wichoot & proposed plan fior

State Agencies
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public warning system in the region, it is itapossible for the state and FERC to determine

whether the draft Bradwood Landing ERP can be implemented effectively to provide timely
notifications to Oregonians living, recreating, and working near Bradwood Landing or along
the 38 mile transit route in the event of an LNG incident.

FERC should require Northern Star to provide a draft detailed plan for a public warning
system for the region. This will ensure that FERC and the state have adequate information to
evaluate the effectiveness of the procedures for alerting and notifying the public of an LNG
incident in the draft Bradwood Landing ERP.

Recommended Condition Language - As a condition of the permit, Northern Star
will provide a public warning system for the region that includes the following alert and
notifications systems, but is not limited to:

« Reverse 911 (24-Port) System for Clatsop County - The system will inelude the
following capabilities: high volume calling; compatible with major mapping systems;
E911 data ready; multiple devices (recorded voice messages, text messages to wireless
receivers, and digital pages); geo-dimensional calling; full networking capabilities; off-
site back-up notification; remote launching capability; and other capabilities as
appropriate.

+  Sirens - Outdoor siren system throughout the entire 38 miles transit route covering all
three zones of concern up to the Bradwood Landing Terminal. The system will include
the following capabilities: multiple high intensity warning signals; live and digital voice
messaging with flat frequency response from 200 - 2000 Hz for clear voice reproduction;
360-degree coverage with no sound variation in the horizontal plane (106 to 125 dBe at
100£t/30m); continued emergency operation regardless of primary power outages, and
other capabilities as appropriate. Northern Star will include a map of the proposed
number and locations of sirens showing the coverage area of each proposed siren for state
and local review and approval.

« Reader Boards - Reader boards located along Highway 101 and Highway 30 in Clatsop
County to provide event information, direct traffic, and facilitate evacuations. Northern
Star will include a map of the proposed number and locations of reader boards for state
and county approval. Reader board specifications must be consistent with the Oregon
Department of Transportation reader boards located throughout the state.

Upon commencement of this work, Northern Star will provide a comprehensive resource
list for a public waming system with state and local signature approval with the draft
Bradwood ERP to be submitted to FERC for final review.

5 - While Northern Star has provided a verbal commitment to provide a remote gas detection
system for the region, no plans have been submitted for state and Jocal review and approval.
Without a proposed plan for offsite gas detection, the state and FERC are unable to determine
whether the draft Bradwood Landing ERP can effectively warn emergency responders of an
LNG release in high risk and populated areas along the 38 mile transit route.

FERC should require Northern Star to provide a draft detailed plan for a remote gas detection
system for the region. This will ensure that FERC and the state have adequate information to

State Agencies
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evaluate the effectveness of the remcie gas detectinn syslem Lo deteet LNG concentrafinns
threateming high risk of pepulated arcts in the drafl Bradwoed Landing ERF.

Recanmendind Coudiricr Language - A5 2 condilion of the permit, Northem St will provide
admil detailed plan for & remole gas deteclion system for the region, The prapased reminls gae
detectioe syste phan will inchede infarmetion abiut the ollowing sysiems, but i nat lited to:

o Fived Gos Dietectors - Fived giss cheteetoes will be peovided in 211 high risk xd bigh
population aress along he entine 38 mile mansit route in Clatsop County. Fixed pre
detector capabalilies will mclade peitote wirsess operaticas and the alsility o provide
readdouts in mvalliple locationa, Woethern Star will inchade a mep of the proposed fised
yiss detectar Jocatious along the 35 mile franse routs for state and kocal review and
appreval, Fixed gas detzctor locations melude, but are nof limited fo;

Oregeir
Hammond, Tarsy Point. Warenton, Astoria {3 detoctors), Tongus Paint, Sétler Podn,
Lang kland, Krappa, and Pragt lsland {3 detociors).

Weshinglon:
Rubry Island, Thwaca, (2 detecsors toiel - | g sirport), Chineck, Elliot Point, Middk:
Walley, and Cathlaniel,

»  Porable Gas Detectors - Morthern Star will provide lares kayers of panable ges detectons
1} All emengency respander vehicles in the regiee Wil be provided 2 methane s
detector, 21 Methens ges and oxygen meters will be assigned to all fire ks, and 3
wulti-metere will be provided fo hazardous malessals responders.

Woethen Stae will inclide o list with 2 breakdown of all proposed fived and partable ges
Jetieesiors and designated loeations Sar B equipmens for state anil local review. Upon
comanencement of this wock, Meetbern Star will provide o comprehensive resonree Esl for a
Temale gas delection syalen witl state and local signatire apgreval with the drafl Brdwocd
ERF i b subisitted 1o FERC for final review,

% 6 - While Marthern Star has provided 2 verbal cammitment 10 develop m inkemoperhle
commnicaiions system, 1o plims heve baen submited for steee and local review imd
sppeovel, Withaut & proposed plm fior emergen ey Tespenes commumications, the stabe and
FERC are wmable 10 desermeme whetber the draft Bradwood ERF 15 adequate and can be
effectively implemented tn ensume interoperahle communications across jurisdictions and
berween all responding agmcies touglout the duration of an LM emergency 4t the faility
or aleng the 38 mals manait roule.

FER{ should reguine Moathern Star ta provide a draik detaikd plan for an infercperahle
cormmunicions syaiem for the ragion. This w3l essure that FERC sl the mabe have
adequate iformetion bo aveinate the effectiveness of e communications plan in the dail
Bradwood Landing ERP

Recawsended Condition Language - A5 o condition of the permil, Morhern Sterwill
provide a draft detaibad plan or an interoperebde communications system for the region. The

State Agencies
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proposed iseroporable commerieations system plan will inelude infamssaticn abaul the
Following syenems, ket is nol Ermited t:

» Repeaters and Cell Towers - Sperify the number of repeaters 2ad ecll towers newled ta
gnsure uninberngpted o2l and radio coverngs almg the 35 eniles transit route to the
oo Landing fecility, coverimng all three zones of canceny. Includs: 0 map of te
propused nepeater and cell tower bocations shewing the coverage area of ench propasel
repeater ind cell tower location for state and local review and approval.

o ncident Command - Specify the momber s Jocations of intrinsically safi: hedbeld
eadians 1o be provided I fire, ke enfincemet, and other respandess o a Bradwood
Landing mishap, Tnchode infarmation an FOC lipensing nequiraments and proposed
frequencics, antemma svetem, base station console, and ofher pestment mformation.

+  Tmergency Operations Conlers - Multiple federal, state, and local emengency aperatioss
cemers (ECHCs) mey be goivated in response 1o 2 Bradwood Landing wrishap
* Frnerpesey Operstions Cenlers support the incidest eowmand. Sperify the primary and
redundant backip comrrmications systerss % be wsed b ensure uninterrapial
comemnications betwesn Braduoed Linding sad the federal, sate, mmd kacal EOCs
This includes, bt is not mited o a dedizated phoue system, video iefecanfincnce
syaten, satellite phones, Inlermel, e-zail, and other fechnology o approproae.

Ulpon commencemenl of this work, Mogthens Star will provide o comprehensive reciars: D
for an intemoperahle commmunications system with state and local signaiure spproval with the
drafi Bradwood ERP e ke submitied to FERC for fimal review.

7 The Chatsop County EOC iz comenly loepbed al 355 Seventh Stroet in Astoria o the
Clalsep Counly SherifTs Office. The Clasop Cousty BOC is within zane 1, the highest
irspact zoae. The potential exists that an LRG vessel mishap while passing throwgh the
Aslorla waterfrare eoild diresily impact county reapanae operations from the EOC. In
addition, the cument Clmsop Coenty BOC & nesther larnge enongh nor equippes t suppart
affected federal, state, and local emergency arganizetions reparting o Clatsap County o
respond collectively 1 i LNG cenerpency ot Bradwood, Morthern Star has sade 10
commitmerd 1 relicibe of expand, modify and equip the exstisg Clesop County EOC to
syppert m LNG respoase (o Bradwood Landing.

FERC shoud roguire Morthem Star i work with the Cletsop County Sheriff™s Gilice 1o
ket fy s alvernate BOC outside of the three wones of cancern. This includes requiring
Maorthen Sta 1o cquip the pre-desigoatied altemate EOC with the same copablitses as the
primary Clatsap County EQC, This will exure o scamless irnsition to the allensate BOC if
a LN meishap prevents the use of the primary Clatsop Cosnty BOC. FERC should alsa
peapie Narthern Star s expamd the exiting primary Clisop County BOC t susure
sufficient woek space fer alfeeied federal, stafe, and loce] emergency responders ae well as
Bradwaod Landing persanned reporting to Clalsep County 1o respoed eollectively o a1 M0
emergency 1l Bradwoosd Lamding,

Fecommignde Condition Lamgwage - Alemete Clatsop County EOC - As 2 enndition of
the pensil, Morthern Star will work with the Clatsop County Shenff's Oifice o wentify a

State Agencies
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location for an alternate BOC outside of the three zones of concern. Northern Star will
ensure the pre-designated alternate EOC has sufficient work space to accommodate affected
federal, state, and local emergency responders reporting to Clatsop County to respond
collectively to an LNG emergency at Bradwood Landing. This includes equipping the pre-
designated alternate EOC with the same capabilitics as the primary Clatsop County EOC to
ensure a seamless transition to the alternate EOC if a LNG mishap prevents the use of the
primary Clatsop County EOC. Pre-designating and equipping an altemate EOC ensures
Clatsop County can maintain direction and control of county protective actions and
decisions, providing a sustained response throughout the duration of a Bradwood event.

Primary Clatsop County EOC - Also as a condition of the permit, Northern Star will expand,
modify, and equip the existing Clatsop County EOC located at 355 Seventh Strect in Astoria
at the Clatsop County Sheriff’s Office to ensure sufficient work space to accommodate
affected federal, state, and local emetgency responders reporting to Clatsop County to
respond collectively to an LNG emergency at Bradwood Landing.

Northern Star will work with the Clatsop County Sheriff’s Office to determine the
appropriate location, design and layout, and equipping of the primary and alternate Clatsop
County EOCs for response to a Bradwood emergency. Upon commencement of this work,
Northern Star will provide a comprehensive resource list for both facilities with state and
local signature approval with the draft Bradwood ERP to be submitted to FERC for final
TEVIEW.

- 8 - Clatsop County does not have a pre-desighated Joint Information Center (JIC) to
coordinate and release event information to the news media and the public in the event of a
Bradwood Landing emergency. The purpose of the JIC is to ensure Bradwood and all
federal, state, and focal agencies responding to the event provide a consistent message to
news media and the public. The JIC will be the location for news conferences; coordinating
news releases from responding federal, state, and local jurisdictions; addressing public and
media inquiries; and other public information activities as appropriate. Failure to have a
central clearing house to manage the receipt and dissemination of emergency information
may result in misinformation, inconsistent mformation, and unconfirmed information getting
out to the public and news media creating public panic, confusion, and mistrust.

FERC should require Northern Star to provide a Joint Information Center in Clatsop
County outside the three zones of concem. Providing a JIC ensures terminal operators and
all federal, state, and local response agencies impacted by a Bradwood Landing emergency
can provide a consistent message to the news media and public.

Recommended Condition Language - As a condition of the permit, Northern Star will
designate and equip a JIC in Clatsop County outside of the three zones of concern. The JIC
will provide adequate work space and access to communications and information systems to
support public information officers from Bradwood as well as federal, state, and local public
information officers responding to the event. The JIC will also be designed to accommodate
news conferences and phone teams addressing public concerns.

Northern Star will work with state and local emergency response organizations to determine

the appropriate location, design and Jayout, and equipping the facility for response to a

State Agencies
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Brndwoed emengency. Upon commenesment of ihis work, Moathern Star will prenide a
comrehemsive resooee it far the Clatsop Comty JIC with state and local signatun:
aprmvil with thie draft Bradwood ERF to be submitted to FERT for final review.

9 . While Morthem Star has provided & verbal cammitment o previde LG trainieg b first
respoeders, county officials, and stale officisks in the ragion, no phms have heen submitied
For state axd Jocal review and approval. Without a propossd trasing plan, the stabe snd
locals are unahle 10 deermine whether Northen Stars trasmmg prrogram i5 adequans for
preparing this regim’s emergency sepanders and derision-makiers foe sn LNG emergency 5
Bmdwond

FERL sheuld require Northern Star s pronsde o drafl detailed training plan for state and
Tzl mewi and apgenval. This will help state and Jocal eisergeney Tesponse argunization
detemmime whedher Mornhern Star's trmining program is adeguete for preparing this regooe for
an LG emergency @t Bradwoed.

Fecemwended Condivian Limgvige - As a condition of the pemsil, Narthern Star will
peovide 4 dradt detriled training plan designed to mect the specific needs of this repoa’s first
respanders end decision-mekers, This includes, bl iz not Gmited 10:

o Comstrction of an LNG Fire Traising Cester in Clatsop Camnly - It 15 likely mere east
effective to udld & LNG traiing facility locally md bz m instruciors from Texas A
& M ar odher scerodited raining institetians than to sesd fire fghters e iraining in Texas
oo elsewhene in the coursry. Northem Star will work with state and local smergency
responders b deienmine location sed facilily design aed biyvout

«  Tupe af training to inchede, but i mot limited to: 1) Icideoy Command Sysiem; 2) facility
seemmity; 31 ail & hazrat spill respoese; 4) LM dor five fighters, emergency reposdens,
and law enfarcement; 5y maring fise fghting; 61 general LG training; 7) advioced LNG
fire fighting: 81 hospital eaining; 9 16bletops, drill, aod exercises and cthr Traising a&
appraprale.

+  Schedule of trainig detailisg the type of training, reqeined wrening hours, and numser of
anbipated raisees from Bredweod Landing, siate, and lecal agencies.

Hoetlers Star will provide the desaaled drafl tainivg plan far state sd kool review and
approvel. Nerthens Star will slso prostds this plas with stee and local signatane approval
with the drafi Bradwood ERF 1 he submited 1o FERC far final review,

10 - Cletsop County des not bave adequale personne] nar finding to develop sod saistain
the Clwsop Ciourty Erserpeney Reapanse Plam or Annex foe the Bradwood Landing [mport
Terminal. Marthern Star hes made no commitment to provide Faesding foe o Clatsop Coumry
LM Plaser.

FERC should require Northem Star ta provide the Clatsep Coanty Sherifi's Qffics with
funding for & County LNG PlannerFire Respanse Coordinetor. This »ill ensure Calwp
County cen develop and rmainkain the souty's emergenoy plan fr Bradwood Lasding.

Reeamemended Condition Language - A5 & condition o the peril, Marhem Sar will
pronisde funding b the Clatsap County Sherifls Office %o hine a fllime County LNG

State Agencies
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Plerser & Fire Regponse Coondinator. The County LNG Planner & Fire Responss
Ceeordimatire will work wish first risspandees o prepane for LG vessel amivals and
dispartures, work wilh Sirst regpondess, the state, amd Marthern Star 1o conducl pla neview,
coondinate iraining, sxencises, public mulrench, and perfoem ofber LNG emérgenty

preparedness pctivilies 26 appropiale.

11 - While Morthen Star has discussed with heepital officials and kocal emergracy
respanders regarding the region's copahilities 1o ressgon bum viclins ko Columbia
Wemorial Hospital, iriage bum multple vactisns, sl airlifl burm pabsas o the Oregon Bum
Cevter a Legacy Memarin] Hospatal in Pectland, no wrisles comistment ‘s beem iz and
submited 1o stete and Jocal fficials far seview nod appeaval. Withom a drsfl detled plan
10 addkress hurn victims, the siee and FERC are uneihle to determine whether the region's
medical services sester are sulllciesly cquipped, have the npecssary reseurces, and ars
prajiened 1 peopive imd treet bumt vietins from o Aradwood Lesding miship.

FERC chould requam: Nesthen Star o provide & deaft defailod plao fer state and lecl
review and approval, This will hlp staee ind tocal emctpoocy rgpoins: organizations
desteemmizye whether the region has saficisnt copabifitics o Columkia Memarial Hospital to
triage, provide trestmest, ad samspor bom wiclizng 1o @ Tearby bumn cener if neoded,

Feennumended Condivion Languoge - A3 a condition of the pemmt, Marchern Star will
wnrk with Coberabia Memorinl Hespital 1o dreft & detailed draft plan 1o sddress bum victims
as & resull ef & Bradwood smersency foe stae and foead review and sppeoval. The plan will
be seeststent with the capsblines outfined in the Bam Miss Casualty Flan for the Cregon
Esum Center at Legeey Empmeel Hospital. Specifically, Moethin Star will provide Cedurmbia
Menteeial Hospital with the personel and resounces nepessary to implement the Bum Mass
Casalty Plan's 72 Hour Hurn Fean - Cane of Bum Patients in & Noo-Bumn Hospital. This
inclodes, but i not [mited &

»  Identifying ressusces and procedres necesary o ireating bem vl if imnedisis
ransfer L a regietal burn center is not feasible. Thes inchides orgomg resugeitation e
fare,

o [dentify medical sepplies, pharmaceaticals, and equipment noedod to suppart 2 mage
statiio capahle of reating § vicsims with severe burss. This includes pre-packed medical
TERDITEE.

v Communicatsons capshilities including 300 i ranked redio and wed based
cligmtiserver applications to coordinate communications hefween The evet seenc and the
Calumbia Mesnoral Hospital and serve 25 the patican information irecking mechanisn in
evenls nvalvieg maHiple burn victims.

«  Slalfing roquirements for cave of bum patients in 2 neo-bur hoapital,
Upen commensement of this work, Northem St will provids a comprehensnve resouce ]

far Cofumibia Mentocial Hespital with state sl bocal signaturs appronal with the dreft
Bradwood ERP fo be sibenitted t0 FERC far fual review. (ODOT}

State Agencies
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Section 4.11.6, and FERC Staff Recommended Mitigation #63 (p. 5-30)

Bradwood Emergency Response Plan Cogt Sharing Plan  While the site meets the national
security requirements as a viable location for an LNG import terminal, like ali rurai
communities, it lacks the basic safety and security infrastructure required to protect public health
and safety in the event of an LNG emergency.

FERC should require Northern Star to pay ali project specific safety, security, and
emergency preparedness and management costs imposed on the state and local agencies as a
result of the proposed Bradwood Landing Import Terminal. This will ensure the state and local
emergency response organizations have the ability to develop and maintain a level of readiness
to ensure the protection of public health and safety in the event of a Bradwood emergency.

Recommended Condition Language - As a condition of the permit, Northern Star will
cover all project specific safety, security, and emergency preparedness and management costs
imposed on the state and local emergency response organizations as a result of the proposed
Bradwood Landing Import Terminal. (ODOE)

Section 4.12 Cumulative Impacts
1. The section is exceedingly short and dismissive of impacts to water quality. The

Columbia River is classified as “water quality limited” under Section 303(d) of the Clean
Water Act, for the parameters of Temperature, DDE (DDT metabolite), Polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs), and Arsenic. An EPA approved TMDL has been developed for
Dioxin and Total Dissolved Gas parameters. Other parameters listed for potential concern
include Cadmium, Copper, Iron, Lead, Mercury, Nickel, Sitver, Tributyltin, Zinc, Aldrin,
Alpha-BNC, Benzo(a)anthracene, Benzo(g, b, i)perylene, Bhe, Chlordane, Chrysene,
Cyanide, DDD, DDT, Dieldrin; Endrin, Hexavalent Chromium, pH, Phenol, Polynuclear
Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHS), Pyrene, and Radionuctides. This status requires
particular attention so as not to allow exacerbation of listed parameters and further
impairment of water quality. FERC and the applicant take the converse opinion in stating
that because the water is already impaired, further cumulative impacts are not important,
This is completely contrary to DEQ’s mission (and TMDL development) and EPA’s
National Priority strategies, which limit actions that impair water quality and implement
actions to reverse the impairments.

2. Cumulative effects to water quality are not adequately identified or analyzed. Although
additional dredging is identified as a potentially significant cumulative effect, it is
dismissed as not occurring, The timelines and duration of dredging that are identified are
incorrect. For instance, channel deepening by the Corps will not be competed in the
subject reach by 2007. Renewal of § year authorizations to continue the deepening are
currently being considered by DEQ and the Washington Department of Ecology and total
project duration or completion is not currently known. Multiple other dredging projects
are permitted and considered for permit in the Columbia River estuary (from the Mouth
to Bouneville Dam). These include Corps actions, sand/gravel mining operations, and
port and marina maintenance dredging. Although some of these actions are considered
minor, in total they are of significant amounts and the impacts are not well understood.
The cumulative impacts of these actions need to be thoroughly evaluated and addressed
in the EIS. (ODEQ)

State Agencies 1

SA1-172

SA1-173

SAl-174

See our response to comment SA1-21

We believe the analysis of cumulative impacts on water quality have been
addressed adequately in section 4.12. Potential cumulative impacts on
water quality are recognized, but not considered significant due to
implementation of BMPs. In addition, NorthernStar has committed to
providing an overall significant net benefit to the environment of the lower
Columbia River ecosystem by implementation of its Compensatory
Mitigation Plan and SEI. Directions for accessing NorthernStar’s
Compensatory Mitigation Plan via the eLibrary can be found in the response
to comment PM6-11.

Phase 3 of the COE’s Columbia River Improvement Project is expected to
be completed April 2008. Section 4.12 has been updated to reflect the
updated COE schedule. The revised section also includes data about the
proposed dredging for the Oregon LNG Project, which has not yet been
authorized, and smaller maintenance dredging projects at the Port of
Astoria, Port of llwaco, and at the mouth of the Skipanon River.
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Seetion 5.0 Conclusions amd Reeommendative
Section 3,18 Secloecomomics (p. 511}

Thiz pesject will bring in a new supply of nataml gas ta the fogion and couniry, This Bt is not
addreseed in the EIS. The projoct will have connections t PGE prodwetion factlities =i o
Westward and to Gearia Pacific Wauna Mill, These conneztions could prove valuahle wo those
fiscililiies v er e f etvergy cost escalale, Thes is not moentiomed in the EIS hul iy have
sigmificant loeg term pasitive: impacts for GB Wi Mill and Ratepayers served by PGE. This
of powrse depends i e details of the comeracts that will be cxecuted by the coeganics
imvalved.

There is 00 needs assessment associzted with this project, Koewiag the impact of this new
matueal g soumcs on the reguonal encrgy siteation would ke heiplud In determining iF the propect
will bengdit indastries i the Pacific Norhwest and specifieally Oregon. Sech mm analysis would
semist us greally i developing a policy sowards LRG terminals locafing in the st

This praject will ingzease the capacity of ship piloting sf og capacity oo the rver oo the bensfit
of all shipping epesatious. New bar and river pilots s mghoats will he wdded as a resulk of this
project.

Blased o eurnent by rahes, praperty L reveane Sor Clatsop County and spocial dismcts
weanld isereass by 52,4 percent upan eotgletion of fhe LR termintal. This & 4 very posiive
alfect Tocally.

The project will generste mereasod rail iraffic dvring cansiruction eod Tmprave o partin ol the
el thraugh 2 requned realignment o the projert site. Currently, there are few cuslonuers sing
il services west of Clatskanie.

The pregest will genezate 90 FTES and will aperase 247, Averape salary al the terminal i
estiznated a1 $60,00H1yT, hased on prevailing wages. The project will als rageire ot additional
15 FTEs fioe socurity.

Construcsion Jobs will average 331 per vear over three virs with an expesied peak of 506, The

company has cemmitled 10 hiring & prevailing wiges far all construction jobs,

The Cemmmany hag skresdy aligned itself with the community collegsis) o pravide training for
certaim construetion v permanent fobe al the e Thoy ars cumently subsidizing & welding
elhasss il Clatsog Commwniy Colleye directed a1 non waditinnn] workioree participants.

The rosthod ussd o mezsane scanamic impacts using IMPLAR appears 1o be reasonae md she
o usions also seem realistic.

The ares has beens able 1o sbesort the impard of kaving large consimition projects being built i
the reral regice. Frojeets such a5 PGE Port Westward and Cescode Giram along with Lines & and

State Agencies

SA1-175

SA1-176

SA1-177

Please read sections 1.1 and 2.1.4 of the EIS.

We discuss the need for additional sources of natural gas in section 1.0.

Currently there are no customers and no rail traffic on the PWRR west of
Clatskanie.
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7 TAD paper towel machines at Georgia Pacific will be completed before the construction starts
at Bradwood Landing. The workforce will be available for construction. (ODECD)

Section 5.1.3 Water Resources (p. 5-4, para. 2
“NFMS” should be changed to “NMES”.(ODFW)

Section 5.1.3, Water Resources (p. 5-3

The water uses mentioned are not wholly authorized at this time. References to the status
of applications with OWRD are not accurate. Limited Licenses for the temporary use of water
have been issued for hydrostatic testing of the tanks and pipeline, and the dredging of the turning
basin. These limited licenses do not allow use of water for other construction purposes.
Applications for permits for permanent use of water have been submitted. These applications
propose to use water for fire protection and industrial manufacturing. These permit applications
have yet to be authorized. Limited license short term authorizations have been issued, while
permanent permits have been applied for but not granted at this time. Construction water
authorization has not been obtained at this time.

A limited License application for construction water would need to be submitted or wait
to see if permits are granted and use industrial manufacturing water under a permit. In any
event, authorization to use water wilt be requircd before construction may begin. This should
take place before any FERC Certification. (OWRD)

Section 5.0, 5.1.12 Alternatives

Conclusions related to alternatives are not supported by adequate criteria, relevant data and
information, a rigorous analysis and a clear explanation about why the evidence and information
supports the conclusion. Alternatives are dismissed or not considered based on conclusions that
do not adequately address basic need and effects issues. All of the proposed projects should be
carefully analyzed against a commons set of etiteria to determine the best project. This analysis
should consider the need for the terminal and pipeline infrastructure based on demonstrated tong
term planning and an analysis of which project can most economically and efficiently meet
regional/mational needs with the least long term environmental and social consequences.
(DLCD/OCMP)

COMMENTS ON APPENDICES

Appendix B
Wetland Delineation for Pipeline Route. Sheet 1 of 11, Appendix B: s “minor route variation

included in delineation for the pipeline?

Prior to any construction activity, an on-site wetland delincation, and delineation concurrence by
DSL, of entire approved pipeline route is needed. (DSL)

Appendix G and DEIS p. 4-151, last paragraphs:
1 Compensatory Wetlands Mitigation on Svensen Island. Lower Svensen Island Wetland

Delineation and use within the Compensatory Wetlands Mitigation plan. It is not clear if this
area is proposed for enhancement credit.

State Agencies 1

SA1-178  Section 5.1.3 has been revised to correct this typographic error.

SA1-179 Issuance of the EIS does not imply that pending permit applications are
approved. See also our responses to comments PM6-94, SA1-31, and
LA12-3.

SA1-180 The intent of the alternatives analysis is not to compare the proposed LNG
projects in the region and pick the “best” project. The FERC's evaluation
criteria for the alternatives analysis is described in the introduction to
section 3.1.

SA1-181 The final proposed route has been completely delineated for wetlands,
including minor route variations.

SA1-182  See our response to comment FA3-3.
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Bradwood Landing Natural Gas Importation Terminal State of Oregon
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If Lower Svensen Island is proposed as part of Compensatory Wetlands Mitigation site, a

wetland delineation may be needed. The wetland delineation for Middle Svensen Istand is
currently being reviewed by DSL. (DSL)

2. The Compensatory Wetlands Mitigation ratios listed are not in accordance with the
Estuarine Mitigation rules. See OAR 141-085-0256.

Additional detail on the placement of fill material for berm construction around existing
home site. If this fill material is within wetlands, the total acreage needs to be accounted for and
included as part of Compensatory Wetlands Mitigation. (DEIS, p. 4-152)

It is not clear whether the culverts, tidegate and other removal/fill activity being placed
within the Compensatory Wetlands Mitigation site are accounted for as fill and removal activity
on the JPA,

At the end of monitoring period for the Compensatory Wetlands Mitigation site,
wetland delineation will be required. This will be at least a 10-year monitoring period with
annual reports through year 5. Temporary impact monitoring reports for 5 years.

The permittee will be responsible for submitting yearly monitoring reports on the
Compensatory Mitigation and Compensatory Wetlands Mitigation plans.

Conservation easement (or other protection instrument) for the Compensatory Mitigation
/ Compensatory Wetlands Mitigation sites will need to be in place prior o any construction
activity within wetlands or waters. Also, long-term responsible party needs to be identified and a
financial security instrument is needed prior to authorization (p.72) (DSL)

3. Compensatory Wetlands Mitigation Plan, p. 13, also page 18-20 and 67 of Compensatory
Wetlands Mitigation plan:
Terminal and Pipeline Temporary Impacts. The DEIS states that there are 15 acres of temporary
impact at terminal and 98 actes with the pipeline, and p. 13 of the Compensatory Wettands
Mitigation plan states that terminal has up to 1.5 acres and pipeline has up to 75.64 acre of
temporary impact. Also, the permanent impacts are not consistent within the DEIS (12.9) and
Compensatory Wetlands Mitigation plan (13.7).

Prior to construction activity, the wetland mitigation site will need to be constructed
either prior to or concurrent with the wetland/waters impacts authorized within the Removal-Fill
Permit. (DSL)

Appendix G, Revised Preliminary Design Draft Mitigation Plan Feb o7

General Comments

The terms “weeds” and “noxious weeds” are sometimes used throughout the mitigation plan.
Suggest changing the wording to “non-native invasive vegetation” or, at least be consistent with
terminology throughout the plan.

The vegetation descriptions include several non-native invasive plant species (e.g., reed canary
grass, yellow flag iris, Himalayan blackberry). Some of these species are acknowledged as non-
native invasive species, but others are not. ODFW suggests providing clarification identifying
all non-native invasive species.

"These comments on Appendix G of the mitigation plan were provided by the Oregon Departrient of Fish and
Wildlife.

State Agencies

SA1-183

SA1-184

SA1-185

See our response to comment FA2-10.

See our response to FA3-1.

See our response to comment FA2-10.
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Page 13, Section 2.1 - OQregon Wetland Mitigation

General Comment — The focus of the mitigation discussion is on aquatic resource values for fish.
Discussion on wildlife issues is generally weak. Wetland/waterway habitats also provide habitat
values for wildlife, but these are not weli recognized. Later in Section 3.0 (Wildlife Mitigation)
there is a statement about how mitigation for wildlife habitat losses cansed by impacts to
wetland/waterway habitats are addressed in Section 2.1, but ODFW’s Fish and Wildlife Habitat
Mitigation Policy does not appeat to be specifically addressed in Section 2.1; the focus is on the
Army Corps of Engineers/Oregon Department of State Lands mitigation requirements.

Page 14, Section 2.1.2
Mitigation goals and ohjectives should apply not only to “endangered species”, and it is unclear

how this term is defined in this context. Mitigation should apply to state and federa] threatened
and endangered species as well as to State Seusitive Species and other species of concern.

Page 24, first paragraph after bullets
This paragraph provides an example of how wildlife habitat values are not thoroughly addressed

in this Section 2.1. In the sentence about presence of large wood debris around the petimeter of
the fog pond, there is no mention that the logs also provide wildlife value/benefits.

Page 26, Section G

This section provides an example where one species (Scott’s broom) is recognized as a non-
native invasive species and where others (yellow flag iris, purple loosestrife, and reed
canarygrass) are not.

Page 28, Section I Exigting Fish and Wildlife
This section needs to clarify that nutria is a non-native, invasive species. The impacted wetland
also likely provides habitat for riparian songbirds and various small mammals (e.g., mink).

Page 40, Section 2.1.4 Site Selection
There is no mention of restoration of wildlife habitat or ODFW’s Fish and Wildlife Habitat

Mitigation Policy as being even minor driving factors in mitigation site selection.

Page 49, Section G, first paragraph, last sentence

What about provision of wildlife habitat? Wildlife habitat is a function in the Hydrogeomorphic
Assessment (HGM) and Section 3.0 states that mitigation for wildlife- related wetland impacts is
addressed in Section 2.0.

Page 53, third bullet
What will be done with the roots and stumps that would be removed in areas of the pipe trench?

ODFW suggests using this material on-site ot on mitigation sites for wildlife habitat
enhancement (e.g., brush piles for wildlife cover).

Page 59. Herbivore Control
ODFW suggests trapping/removal of nutria to help control herbivory.

State Agencies
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Page 59, Section 2.1.7

Genera) Comment: Planned restoration activities will also benefit wildlife, but this is not
thoroughly addressed. For example, this section could discuss how restored off-channe} habitat,
large wood, and restored tidal influence will benefit wildife (e.g., waterfowl, shore birds,
secretive marsh birds, ete.).

Pages 60, 105 Large wood features
(1) The large woody debris (LWD) discussion lacks information/detail associated with the six

proposed structures. Figures are referenced but not provided as part of the document. The
document should at least contain a “typical” structure detail listing numbers of key large
wood pieces, species of wood (conifer), size of key pieces, and general complex design.
There needs to be at least some minimum key size and composition criteria for evaluation,
The mitigation plan calls for structures to be placed in tidal channels. Consideration should
be given to placing some additional structure(s) on the flats that would be used by fish
during high tide inundation periods. Productivity of the flats would likely be increased with
addition of LWD in these areas also. Some of the large wood slated for removal from the
terminal site may be suitable for these additional structures, if not being otherwise used.

@

Page 61, Wildlife Habitat Feature Creation
This section does not adequately describe how lost wildlife habitat functions will be restored.

Page 68, Section L Construction Specifications

This section should include considerations of adjacent wildlife habitat values e.g., amend this
section fo read “...construction of the mitigation site to ensure that the site is built without
impacting adjacent fish and wildlife habitat...”

Page 68, Section 2.1.8
Goals 1 and 2 state that native seed would be applied to bare soil, yet Page 58 states that Re-

Green would be used for short-term erosion control. Please clarify and make this consistent.

Page 83, Table 3.1
Agriculture/pasture/poplar farm habitat is lumped together and value categorized as ODFW

Habitat Category 6 (lowest value designating facilities/structures that are non-restorable).
ODFW disagrees with this habitat categorization and recommends that the agriculture/pasture
lands be categorized as category 5 and the poplar farms be categorized as category 4.

Page 84, Table 3.1
This section includes a stream as a habitat category 6. Even if this is an intermittent stream or a

ditch, it would not be categorized as a category 6. ODFW would be open to discussing this with
the applicant as to the stream’s appropriate habitat categorization.

Page 83, Second paragraph

This paragraph says: “Mitigation for wetland impacts is addressed in Section 2.0, and mitigation
for fish habitat impacts is addressed in Section 4.0 of this mitigation plan.” Comment: It is not
clear where wetland mitigation, in terms of ODFW’s Fish and Wildlife Habitat Mitigation Policy
is addressed in Section 2,0, If it assumed that other mitigation methods (e.g., Oregon

State Agencies
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Bimadwoned Laading Wanzal Gas [npegtadion Temminal Stale af Coegen
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Degartment of Stale Lands (DSL) wetland mitigation requirement) fulfills QDFW's Fish end
Wildlife Hahitat Mitigation Policy then clanify his.

7 agTaph
This paragreph acknondedges thet sven-aged stands of poplar do indesd provide some wildldfi
willug, mcluding cover babital for Columbéan white-aiked deer (CWTD). This stalement
spports the chage of i habdist 108 kabital eategory 4 as menticeed in the comment ahove for
Page k3.

Page 05, Section 39,2 Mumisoance, Wesd Conirol
ODFW recommends addressing the timing of when vwesd control woukd sceor. Tk should be
canducted auizide of bird nesting peziods.

Page 9 - Avoidsnee and Minmmizatson Messures tar CWTD
Maintenaree vegetation conbred betwesn mid-July o October ray be akay for the deer, but net

far nestmg binds. Sea commeni Bar page 55 above

State Agencies
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE AND MAILING
1 herehy cemify that [ have this day szrved by electronic mail, and for thase parties fior
which servace is nol gpecifbed s an electronic madl sddress, by LS. mail. first class postage
prepsd, the fnregoing documers on all parties listed on the afficial service list complicd on fis
peucading,

Deate: Decenber 15, 2007

|/'§’ s

I L _q,?}f_
¢ Aanct L. Prewits, 485307
| Assisinm Allomey General

GENTI NS -SERVICE LIST
Fage 1
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20080103-5073 FEAC PDR (ned Tisiall 01/02/2008 0508020 FH

Jarnary 3, 2007

Kimnberly [0, Bose, Secrelary

Federal Energy Regilatosy Cocrenissicn
R ISENE Rm 1A

Wahangton, D 204260001

RE:  Comected Version of submittel Docket Wo CPOG-363-000
Diear Mz Bose:

Thamk yam for the opportonity to provide drput o the Dvaf Envirormensal Ingact Statemen
(EES] for the Bradwood Landeng, LLC liguafed matra gas (LMG) inport teemiral and storge
faacility, s an assocated natiral gee send oot pipeline

Backgreurd
The Bacality would be loeated ot the foomer mill town of Bradwood, Clatsop County, Oregon,
Locotad at Baver Mile (RM) 38 en the Columbaa River.

Spevific comporents of the Fality include & one-berth manme facility capatle of handling 125

MG carnier ships per vear, infercormecting faeilities inchuling piping, electrical, and contral
systenms; two LG sborage tanks with a capacity of 1600000 cubic meters; vapor kandling, re-
pasification and send out systems, wfilities and other suppont systems, and associstsd buldings
aml erelosres.

A Jd-mile underpround, high-pressurs weldsd steel send out pipeline would exdend from the
storage Tecality, Tlis pepeling is sphit everdy hatween Cregon and Washington — with
appioamately 129 miles of Jeeinch-izsnater pipedme m Clatsop and Colurtea Comities,
Oregory, and 17.4 miles of 30-meke dizmeter pipelive in Cowlite County, Washington. Morthern
Matural Gis wonkd constnoct, eanage and o the end out pipelive.

The LNG would armive by large vessel, from oversess souress. The facality would recaive and
decompress e LMG, routing it through the pupslin to private recipisots and to the Williams
Pipeding, nzar Kelso, Washington. The facility would includz o natural gos send o coparity of
g B0 13 il cubic Feet per day (“ACFDT,

State Agencies
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Kimberly D. Bose
1/3/2008
Page 20f 11

Authority
This project involves different Divisions within the Department of Natural Resources (DNR).
This letter reflects comments from the Aquatic Resources Division.

As the FERC may already be aware, DNR manages over 2.6 million acres of state-owned
aquatic lands and attached resources, including bedlands, shorelands, tidelands, and harbor
areas.

Resources located upon aquatic lands that DNR manages include aquatic plants, aquatic
animals; and valuable materials and minerals.

DNR management authority derives from the state’s constitution, law, and regulations.  As
proprietary manager of state-owned aquatic lands, DNR has been directed to manage these
lands “... for the benefit of the public...” in a manner that provides “... a balance of public
benefits’ for all citizens of the state...” that includes: “(1) Encouraging direct public use and
access; (2) Fostering water-dependent uses”: (3) Ensuring environmental protection; and (4)
Utilizing renewable resources” (Revised Code of Washington, 79.105.030).

As part of the obligation under RCW 79.105.030 1o manage state-owned aquatic lands for the
benefit of the public, aquatic resources are viewed as part of a larger complex system.
Evaluations typically include assessments of potentially affected aquatic areas, adjacent uplands
and the human impacts within those environments. Therefore, individual projects and requests
are typically reviewed in this ecosystem context, vather than as isolated cases. The Aquatic
Resources Division anticipates taking this approach with hydrokinetic project evaluations on
state-owned aquatic land.

State-Managed Aquatic Lands Located Within the Project Areq

Of the 17.4 miles of pipeline in Washington, a number of waterbodies will be crossed, and two
are considered navigable and under state management by DNR: the Columbia River and the
Cowlitz River. NorthernStar Energy, LLC would use horizontal directional drilling methods to
cross both the Columbia River and the Cowlitz River.

SA2-1 | DAR the bedlands and tidelands of the Columbia River where the proposed pipeline is
fo cross. In order to directional drill through the bedlands and lay pipeline in the Columbia
River, the company will need to survey the location and sign a Use Authorization with DNR.

The section of the Cowlitz River where the pipeline would cross is also under DNR management.
The crossing is just south of an actively meandering portion of the riverbed. DNR has requested
that the company move the original pipeline crossing south, away from this portion of the river.

! Articles of the Constitution (XV, XVII, XXVII), Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 79.02, 79.10, 79.14 and 79.105
to 79. 145, Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 332-30.

2 WAC 332-30-106 defines public benefit as “...that all of the citizens of the state may derive a direct benefit from
departmental actions...”

? Water dependent uses are those uses that “...camnot logically exist in any location but on the water” (RCW
79.90.465).

State Agencies

SA2-1

Table 1.3-1 includes the WDNR'’s responsibilities regarding Aquatic Lands
Use and Lease Authorization.
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The conmany hes coenplied, ot hes not providad a survey o exact bocation of e cormected
croasing. Thus far, DR hes only receivid the images provided in the envirommental documents.

Gemeral Comnpents”

DR Eneouragss Submitting Applications oo Use Awthorzations Early for Lage Complex
Projeets

LR et with the applieant m g of 2007 to dscuss forsst practics and aquatic land s
recuurements. The applicant stated they woold be submitting e asthonzation packages ather
obtaining all parmits. The spplicant was highly encoursged to subenit a package early, even if
meoirglete, dus to the rabre and complesaty of this project

Appliziea Covvered by Agency Defavs: The applicant hes steted concarn in the Draft
E1% nbout being “amreascmably” deloyed by statz or local agencies. ONE would be able
fo 1ssue a use wathonzotion in a timely manner, if an application were recaived sarly
even 1 the apphication mckage wers meomplete. DINK has not recetved sucha packnge.

Auatic Lands Excludad from Draft EIS
At the Jase 2007 meeting, the applicant was infermed that Celumbes and Cowditz Biver
crassings wotld reguire the applicant te cbiain o badands easement. The cument Diraft E15
axeludes specific menticon of tdelands end hedlands under manzsgemnt of DWE for which an
esament from DHE »all be nesded. An applicant 15 not relieved ofits ohligation to obdain
authorizaton fiom DNE bo wse the stre-pwned bedlmids becase the applicant is dnlling
Temeath the surfoes of the hedlands, The state™s fee cwmership of niver beds mclndes all
subsrface ngits o sch ks, The Garlure o el bedlands in the caleulaton of stte-cwnsd
Land necesaary for etsements & in emor and further substantiates & nead for a fonmal survey
meeting DPIR"s requirements
Clari pusz of Beabe-Cemied i Lande fior Diredge Matarnal Deposition and Beneficial
Mat
DR alsomanages state-cmmed aguatic Jancks on Pugel Eslamel, where the apphicant stales they
will be chisposing of dredgs spoals for purposes of baneficiol use. The applicant states the comty
(Wabkuakum Conrty ) will be resporsille for chtmnirg all permts sssomated with tos part of the
preject. However, DINE has not been contactad abeut s action o approved 2 Site Use
Authorizstion for the deposition of dredge material from Cregon for beneficial nse on state-
ot muatic lands at Puget [sland

Digposal of Dvedgs Spoils

It the Wahkaakvm County Sand Pit Sl i located on or adjocent bo state-owned squatic
land, DINE neads o be comsulted. The applicant or Wahkiakum Conmty wall nesd to
obtain or amend a Use Anthomzation o ns state-comed aquatee lands to chspose ol
dredge speils. DWE needs o evalusate the ameant and quality of ery material placed from
the Oregen sda of the Columbia Biver anto the Wahkiakum County Sand Pit site. DNE

¢ Seealta i comimient it

State Agencies 2

SA2-2

SA2-3

SA2-4

The FERC staff, not the applicant, produced the EIS. We list in table 1.3-1
permits NorthernStar should obtain prior to construction, and it is up to
NorthernStar to file applications with appropriate regulatory agencies to obtain
those permits.

We have revised section 4.7.3.6 to discuss that Washington state-owned
lands include riverbeds crossed by the pipeline. It is the responsibility of
NorthernStar to apply for and obtain required permits or authorizations from
regulatory agencies, such as use authorization application from the WDNR for
waterbody crossings in Washington, prior to construction.

NorthernStar is pursuing the appropriate state permits.



68171

20080103-5073 FEAC PDR (ned Tisiall 01/02/2008 0508020 FH

SA2-4
cont'd

SA2-5

SA2-6

SA2-7

Fimbsrdy T Boexy
1AME
Fagedof 11

will nead assrances that all metenal placed oo state-oamed agotic lands is uder the
crmerskip of DINE

Benefivial Uee of Sediments

DR considers the use of materinl for beneficial, public uss a separate action om the
cisposal of dredge matenal. According to e loeations descnbed in the Dratt EI5,
placement of dredge mateninl tor benstizal nse may imvolve state-owned wpmtbic lods
along Prget Sound [sland or Coffes Pot Jsland beoches. This would requirs eoardmatzan
with and a Usz Anthorization from DRNE. Once placed on state-ownad aquatic lands,
DR considers the watenal weder stste owmearshap.

DR s currently daveloping intzrnal policy and guidance pertaining to beneficial use of dredged
materials on stote-owned oquatc lands (both manns and freshwater)y Unhl completed, the
applicatelity of this tache will be svalunied on a case by case hasis, both by the Sechmemt Cality
Unit of TR and the DNR Distret staff emplovees.

Mo Flams fior Abaidonivent and Desomimisssoning

The applicant hes made e plans reganding the abendonment or decomenissonng of the pipaline.
DMRs easement fommn bas standard langusge for the removal of struchires on state-crmad
aquatic lands. These provistons require that improvemsnts cwmiad by the eesement hel der be
remived by the Tenranation Date unless DNR notifies the ensement bolder the mprovements
may rzmain 1tis DR s pobicy that i the impeovements remam on stts-owned oquatc Jinds
affer the sxprmation of an exsement, TRE may chooss to remave the improvements, a the
easement holder's experse.

A icis vy Pavmnent fior Fasamarts

Thaz Diraft E15 steted ome-fine pasments would be negotisted with public agencies for easements
crossing public lands. Sueh easements would grant tamporary constroction and permanent ights
of way for operation. DNF. has nod agreed bo, o sxcloded, & one-time pavment m the absenee of
an appication fora Use Ardhormotion. THIRs stahitory sassment authonty requores DRE o
charpe Gl maskel valuz fior any eesement it grants For the pipeline, DWE may require payment
on eilber o ong-ame o amal sis

lmpacts to Shorelines of the Columbia River cansed by Vessel Wake

The document makes conflicting statemsents about the impact of vessel wake and shorelines. The
Draft EIS justifies the placemsnt of dredped material st Puget [sland as o beneficial use to effset
the impacts of vessel wakes (pages 3-53)

“The shoreling locuted hetwesn the Wahkiakum Conmty Saned Fif and the faderal
mvigation chanred s sabiect 1o combumation of shep wakes, wind, and tidal
affizcts thet are currently eroding send from the nver beach at o rapid rate.
Dredzed matesial wis most recently sppliod so the besch ares in 201 to mitigate
the aroeban.”

State Agencies

SA2-5

SA2-6

SA2-7

Potential future plans and abandonment are discussed in section 2.9. Any
future abandonment would be subject to the appropriate environmental and
non-environmental review based on federal, state, and local regulations in
effect at that time.

Section 4.7.3.1 has been revised to state that one-time easement payments
are typically negotiated. We acknowledge the DNR’s comment that it may
require either a one-time payment or payment on an annual basis.

See our response to comment FA4-14.
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The section addressang potential impocts of vesael wake to Cobambia River shorelines i sivply
oot elear. Mo coomiative bmpect anslysis was comgplated. The Draft EIS conclodas that “._ staff
confinge ti stody this issoe and additonsl anabysis regarding shoreling erceien will ke
imelded. . in the final E1S (pages 451" I the anslyais is incomplete, it s diffieult te comment
on the potential mmpact.

It thers 15 am increased potentinl for sroson on state-cwmed oquatic lands in the Columbin River,

DR reads to be infoomed of thes possibality, Thimk vou for this oppoctanety 10 comment
Shonld you have any adidifional questions of corments please o not hesitate to contact me.

Hinearshy,

Rich Deenges
Division Mamger
Auuatic Resrarces

Enclosurs

State Agencies
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SA2-8

SA2-9

SA2-10

SA2-11

Appropriate revisions have been made in the EIS. See our response to
comment SA2-3.

The only portion of the Bradwood Landing Project subject to federal CZMA
review is the LNG import terminal at Bradwood. None of the proposed
project facilities fall within the Washington coastal zone.

NorthernStar has submitted a decommissioning plan for the LNG terminal
with Clatsop County. As mentioned in section 2.9, NorthernStar would need
to submit a new application with the FERC to abandon any of its facilities,
including the pipeline, and we would conduct an independent environmental
review of that proposal at that time. Since abandonment would be a
separate and different undertaking it is not covered by the current EIS.

All applicable permits and approvals would be obtained prior to placement of
dredged materials at the Wahkiakum County Sand Pit site. See our
response to comment FA4-14.
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SA2-12

NorthernStar has not provided the complete study. The information we have
been given to date has been incorporated into section 4.1.2.3. See also our
response to comment FA4-14.
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SA2-13

SA2-14

SA2-15

See our response to comment FA4-14.

See our response to comment SA1-112.

See our response to comment SA1-112.
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SA2-16  Slope instability is referring to the long-term condition existing prior to short-
term failure, which would be the landslide or rock fall. A rain event is one
possible trigger that could cause an unstable slope to fail.

SA2-17  See our response to comment LA7-25.

SA2-18  See our response to SA1-112.

SA2-19  The discussion on volcanism in section 4.1.3.3 has been revised.
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All applicable permits and approvals would be obtained prior to placement of
dredged materials at the Wahkiakum County Sand Pit site.

Section 4.7.3.1 has been revised to reflect this information about payments
for right-of-way easement to the WDNR.
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Tables 4.7.3-2 and 4.7.3-8 and section 4.7.3.6 have been revised to clarify
that acreages of submerged lands managed by the WDNR are estimates.
As part of the process of obtaining an easement from the WDNR,
NorthernStar would be required to complete a survey, conducted by a
Washington state licensed surveyor, of each waterbody that would be
affected by the pipeline to determine the amount of state-owned aquatic land
that would be affected.

If a frac-out were to occur during HDD operations, an alternative HDD
borehole location, within the existing construction right-of-way, would be
determined at that time based on the location of the frac-out. Any necessary
approvals associated with the new location would be obtained before drilling
of the new borehole was started.
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Cotiimibtiee Mesnbers:
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State of Washington Citizens Committee On Pipeling Safety
PO B 47250 Olympia, WA 985M-T250 »  wavirubo wa.govpipelirns/ocops

Decembear 15, 2007

M=, Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
BEE First Street, M.E., Room 14
Washington, D.C., 20426

Re: Draft Ervironmental Impact Statament {DELS) for the Bradwood Landing
LMG Project [Dockst Mos. CPOS-365-000, ef &)

Cear Secretary Boss:

The Washington State Citizen Committes on Pipaline Safety wauld lika o
submit the follewing comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Staterrent (CEIS) for tha pipeline assocated with the Bradweod Landing
LMG Faality.

The Washington State Citizen Committes on Pipeline Safety was estzblished
by the Washington State Legislature in 2000 to “acviss the state agencies
and other appropriate federal and local govemment agencies and officials on
mathers relating to hazardous ligud and gas pipeline safety, reubng,
corstruction, operation, and mantenance,” The committes is Governar
appointed and mests ragulacly t decuse, idantify, review and highlight
pipline safety issues on & kocal and national level. The committes consists of
rife votirg rmambers representing e public, ineluding lecal governmant,
and elected officials. Four non-voting members regresant owners and

cperators of hazardous liquid and gas pipelines,

Cwer the past couple manths comrittes members have reviewad the DEIS
for the Bradwood facility, and voted unanimously 2t our Novernber 257
committes meetng Lo submit the fallowing comments,

State Agencies
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Construction Related Issues

* We are concerned about possible jurisdiction, coordination, and expertise
issues between the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), the
Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA), and the
Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (WUTC). For these
reasons we ask that FERC allow the WUTC full access to the pipeline and
related construction documents for the purpose of inspection during the
construction phase. We also ask that PHMSA grant the WUTC permission to
carry out these construction inspections as part of their delegated interstate
authority. We ask that this be incorporated in the final EIS.

¢ We are concerned that the DEIS does not clearly call for the non-
destructive (e.g., radiographic or ultrasonic methods) inspection of every
girth weld on the pipeline. Given the difficult terrain, the pipeline is highly
susceptible to abnormal loading, we ask that the final EIS makes clear that
every girth weld will be 100% inspected by non destructive testing, and that
these girth weld nondestructive test records be retained and made available
to governmental inspectors for the life of the pipeline.

o We concur with FERC that the current amount of information available
regarding seismic and landslide hazards is insufficient, and ask that pipeline
construction not begin until FERC, PHMSA, and the WUTC are satisfied with
the analysis and any proposed routing changes and mitigation that come
from it.

¢ We are concerned with the level of confidence that FERC seems to put in
the use of strain gauges for providing warning against landslides. While
strain gauges can be valuable for predicting problems on slow moving slide
areas, they provide little or no protection for landslides in geologic
formations that make them prone to catastrophic failures (e.g. slopes
susceptible to high hydrology gradients such as that in Western
Washington). This again points to the need for better analysis of landslide
areas and rerouting if necessary.

¢ The use of HDD to get under streams and landslide areas is extensive in
the construction plans. While we do support the use of HDD in such
situations, we also know that even with the best geologic analysis HDD can
fail. For this reason we ask that the final EIS clearly state what methods will
be used in each situation if the HDD methods turns out not to work in an
area. For streams this would include which method would be used in place of
HDD, and for slide areas this would include whether the pipeline will be
rerouted to avoid the slide or what other mitigation may be employed.
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State agencies with statutory authority to regulate pipelines may conduct
inspections independent of the FERC or accompany FERC inspection staff.

As stated previously the pipeline will conform to DOT regulations including
Title 49, Part 192 Subpart E §192.241 and §192.243.

The FERC would not approve construction until it has determined that all
applicable safety standards would be met.

We have recommended that NorthernStar conduct additional field mapping
and subsurface investigations of landslide area as needed to develop a Final
Pipeline Design Geotechnical Report. If this project is approved, our
recommendation would be made a condition of the authorization. Also see
the response to comment LA7-25.

If an HDD borehole is unsuccessful, the method would be attempted at
different locations within the existing construction right-of-way. If it is
determined that HDD methods cannot be used at a given location, the
FERC'’s Procedures require a contingency plan for an alternative crossing
method at each HDD waterbody crossing location in the event that the HDD
method is unsuccessful (see section 4.3.2.4). Furthermore, NorthernStar
has indicated in its HDD Contingency Plan that it would have approved
alternative crossing methods for implementation in the event of HDD
borehole failure. Directions for accessing NorthernStar's HDD Contingency
Plan (Frac-out Plan) via the eLibrary can be found in the response to
comment FA3-13.
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¢ Sometimes, during the HDD process under streams frac-outs occur that
can dump harmful quantities of fine silt materials into fish bearing streams.
In the DEIS it states that response to such frac-outs would occur within 30
minutes. We believe that the detection and response to frac-outs should
oceur much quicker than 30 minutes and we would like to see this reflected
in the final EIS.

Right-of-way Issues

o Itis our understanding that FERC has a policy to encourage the use of
existing right-of-ways when possible. It is unclear from the DEIS exactly
why this proposed pipeline from the Bradwood facility is not following the
existing KB Pipeline for more of its route through Washington. Please either
explain this more explicitly in the final EIS, or require this pipeline to follow
that existing KB Piopeline right-of-way since they are both going to the same
place.

¢ The DEIS states that this proposed pipeline would be serving the Beaver
power plants. This would appear to make the KB pipeline obsolete, and its
existing right-of-way more available for this proposed pipeline. Please
discuss the future need for the KB pipeline, and why the replacement of that
pipeline with a larger pipeline was not considered as an alternative to the
Washington part of this proposal.

o The DEIS states that after construction trees will be planted on the right-
of-way in forest areas and wetlands within 5-15 feet of the pipeline to
reduce the visual impact and protect habitat. The DEIS also states that
property owners will not be allowed to plant trees anywhere on the
permanent fifty foot right-of-way. We support the planting of trees as
suggested for forest and wetland areas, and ask that similar planting also be
approved for property owners in consultation with the pipeline operator.

¢ The DEIS states that after construction trees will be planted on the right-
of-way in forest areas and wetlands within 5-15 feet of the pipeline, and that
such plantings will create a nearly full canopy cover. While we support this
planting of trees, and ask that it remains a part of this plan, it does bring up
the question of how the company plans to meet its inspection obligations
under CFR 49 Part 192.705. Please describe in the final EIS what inspection
methods the company plans to use if a nearly complete canopy precludes
aerial inspections.

Proximity to Residences

* The DEIS states that there are six residences within Washington State,
which are within 100 feet of the pipeline. We appreciate the care taken to try
to avoid residential areas as much as possible, but according to the C-FER
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The EIS has been revised to indicate that the detection and response to frac-
outs would occur as soon as possible.

The proposed pipeline route is collocated with the KB pipeline right-of-way
between MPs 22.0 and 30.0 where practical and where conditions are
conducive to construction and maintenance of the pipeline. Realignments
away from the KB pipeline route have been necessary where the KB pipeline
was constructed in areas containing geological hazards such as poor slope
stability, or to reduce stream crossing impacts.

The proposed Bradwood Landing pipeline would provide an alternative
source of natural gas to the PGE Beaver Power Plant. There is no indication
that the KB pipeline would discontinue its supply of natural gas to the power
plant. The potential end users of the KB pipeline and any expansion of the
KB pipeline are beyond the scope of this EIS.

As part of the easement agreement, property owners could negotiate
revegetation methods, including tree planting. See also our response to
comment CO9-15.

Among other pipeline DOT safety requirements, the land surface over the
pipeline must be inspected at least 26 times each year. FERC would require
that NorthernStar adopt the Wetland and Waterbody Construction and
Mitigation Procedures, wherein a 10-foot-wide corridor would be kept clear of
trees to facilitate the required inspections in wetlands. Furthermore, the
trees planted between 5 and 15 feet from the pipeline would be limited to a
maximum height of 15 feet. In non-wetland areas, this herbaceous corridor
would be extended to a 30-foot-wide maintained corridor within the
permanent right-of-way. Maintenance clearing within these corridor widths
would prevent the formation of a full-canopy, thereby allowing the
inspections to be completed.

Based on new information provided by NorthernStar, we have identified only
three residences within 50 feet of pipeline construction work areas. Pipeline
safety is addressed in section 4.11.9.
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With Metural Gas Pipelines - 2000) that is used to help determing high
consequence areas, these residents, and probably others, are well within the
hazard area. Wa ask that the final ELS include a list of all residences within
the hazard area as defined by the C-FER Report, and that either the route be
adjusted to rernove these residences from the hazand anea, or that an
explanation of why that is not possible be given.

Thank you far considering our comments on this propossd fadlity. If you
have questions feed fres to contact me,

Sinceraly,
i )
(al Wl

Carl ‘Weimer, Chairman

State Agencies
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STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

PO Box 47775 = Qlympia, Washington 98504-7775 ¢ (360) 407-6300

December 21, 2007

Kimberly Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

RE:  Bradwood Landing LNG Project, Docket # CP06-365-00, et al.
Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Ms. Bose:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (draft
EIS) for the Bradwood Landing LNG Project. This project proposes to construct a new pipeline
to convey natural gas from a new terminal at Bradwood, Oregon that would cross into Cowlitz
County, Washington and terminate at a junction with the Williams natural gas pipeline near
Kelso, Washington. The Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology) has experience with the
environmental review for natural gas pipelines. The following comments highlight regulations
and guidelines that apply to the environmental review of this project during the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) processes.
They are intended to assist the Federal Energy Regulatory Commussion (FERC) in the revision of
the draft EIS and completion of the Record of Decision (ROD).

Please note that the State of Washington strongly opposed the FERC’s preemption of state
jurisdiction over regulation of LNG facilities in 2005 because it undermined our ability to protect
our citizens and resources, Regardless of the possibility of federal preemption, we expect
Northern Star to reach full compliance with state regulatory requirements by securing and
complying with state permits and approvals. Ecology also asserts its authority and expects fult
compliance with water quality certification requirements under the Clean Water Act.

These comments are separated into three sections. The first includes an excerpt from Ecology’s
comments on the Notice of Intent (NOT) for this draft EIS. The second section addresses some
general comments on the draft EIS and the third is an attachment that includes specific
comments and recommendations on the technical details of the proposal and draft environmental
analysis.

State Agencies



€05

20071222-5003 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 12/22/2007 05:40:26 AM

l

SA4-1

SA4-2

SA4-3

SA4-4

December 21, 2007

Page 2

Ecology’s NOI Comments Not Addressed in draft EIS

The following comments were included in Ecology’s comment letter of October 17, 2005
regarding the EIS Notice of Intent issued for this project. We include them here again because
they were not adequately addressed in the draft EIS. . '

L

. FERC Guid

Safety: The EIS discussion on “reliability and safety” will be critical for revealing the
safety impacts, planning, preparedness and contingencies that would affect Washington
communities along the Columbia River. As noted in the Notice of Intent, the EIS shalt
analyze safety issues related to LNG ship traffic and terminal. The EIS should
adequately define the boundaries, intensity, duration and extent of potential safety
impacts to workers, communities, and property owners. When providing quantitative
estimates of impacts, the EIS should use recognized and accepted risk assessment and
modeling. The EIS should identify the spectrum of potential accident scenarios that
could occur over the life of the proposed action, including failure scenarios from
earthquakes, floods, other natural disasters, and human error.

vs, Washington State Guidance/Standards: Typically, the FERC’s
EIS would require the applicant to implement the FERC’s Wetland and Waterbody
Construction and Mitigation Procedures, Upland Erosion Control, Revegetation and
Maintenance Plan, and Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. However, Washington
requests that applicants follow state or local guidance when it is more stringent, which
includes the Wetlands in Washington Volume 1 and 2 (which can be found on the
Ecology website at http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/sea/bas wetlands/index.html) and
the Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington (which can be found on

the Ecology website at http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wg/stormwater/manual.html),
The environmental review would be strengthened if the EIS reflects that the project will

follow the most stringent requirements and/or guidance. Further, Ecology recommends
that FERC require that contractor training cover both the FERC guidance as well as any
other local, state or federal agency guidance that is more stringent and conditioned in
the state or local permits. ‘

. Washington State Water Quality Standards: The EIS should adequately disclose the

extent to which the project will be able to meet state water quality standards. This will
include compliance with State of Washington Surface Water Quality Standards
(Chapter 173-201A WAC), Sediment Management Standards (Chapter 173-204 WAC),
and Groundwater Quality Standards (Chapter 173-200 WAC). If the project is likely to

exceed water quality standards during construction in water bodies and wetlands, then

the EIS should: (1) identify how much, when and how long the project would be out of
compliance; (2) how the impact will be minimized; (3) when the project would be back
into compliance; and (4) what mitigation is offered for any temporal losses to fish or
wetlands. For upland construction, the EIS should address the development of separate
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPPs) for land disturbing activities in
Oregon and Washington, as will be required by the state National Pollution Discharge
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Section 4.11.5.3 of the final EIS discusses the hazards associated with a
spill from an LNG carrier which includes defining the zones of concern
associated with a spill from an LNG catrrier, the distance to these zones, the
thermal flux levels of these zones, and what communities or areas are
included in each zone. Section 4.11.4 discusses the hazards associated
with a spill at the LNG terminal which includes modeling for different spill
scenarios, thermal flux levels and distances that these thermal flux levels
travel. The final EIS presents a consequence analysis of these hazards.
The facility must comply with the siting requirements in 49 CFR 193.

It is anticipated that state-specified measures for project-related activities will
be addressed as part of the various permitting processes (see table 1.3-1).

Table 1.3-1 lists the major federal, state, and local codes, ordinances,
statutes, rules, regulations, and permits that would apply to the project.
NorthernStar would adhere to conditions of these permits. We have revised
section 4.3.2.1 of the EIS to mention Washington state water quality
standards. It would be the obligation of NorthernStar to apply for and obtain
necessary water quality permits from appropriate Washington state agencies
prior to construction. See response to comment SA1-79.

As described in section 2.4.1, NorthernStar has developed terminal and
pipeline ESC Plans for construction activities within Oregon and a SWPPP
for Washington. These plans incorporate elements of the FERC’s Plan and
Procedures, state and county requirements and provisions, stormwater
pollution prevention plans, and spill prevention and response procedures.
These plans were 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. Potential impacts on critical areas, endangered
species and water quality are included in sections 4.7, 4.6, and 4.3,
respectively.
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5.

i

Elimination System (NPDES) permits for construction activities. The EIS should
include information on critical areas, endangered species, and how potential impacts to
water, such as turbidity, will be evaluated.
Pursuant to the requi ts of the Washington State Water Quality Standards (Chapter
173-201A WAC) the EIS should identify beneficial uses of surface and ground water,
impacts on those beneficial uses, and measures to comply with the standards or reduce
exceedances of the standards.

. BMPs: The project design and the EIS should recognize that BMPs for in-water work

may be different from BMPs for upland work. Making this distinction in the EIS will
reduce confusion or concemns that inappropriate BMPs will be used. Similarly, it would
be useful for reviewers of the EIS to understand that two different water quality

" monitoring strategies will be needed for the project: one that addresses in-water

construction and one that addresses upland construction, as required by the respective
water quality permits.

The EIS should include information on clearing limits. It should discuss the
construction access and wheel wash - - how the project will minimize dirt, mud, and
debris from being tracked onto private and public roads. If wash stations are proposed
the EIS should describe how they will be constructed and maintained to prevent runoff
from impacting waterbodies and wetlands. The EIS should also discuss how flow rates
will be controlled, and if retention/detention facilities will be constructed. The EIS
should discuss BMPs to control sediment and stormwater runoff; preserve vegetation,
stabilize soils, and protect slopes; protect drain inlets; stabilize channels and outlets;
control all pollutants, including water materials and debris; control de-watering;
minimize turbidity from equipment working in waterbodies; or trap sediment in a
manner to avoid interference with the movement of salmonids. For example, a
checklist of sources and perimeter control BMPs, and BMPs that will apply to
equipment that will enter waterbodies could be included in the EIS.

The EIS should desctibe construction sequencing, work and specific erosion and
sediment control plans for work planned during the rainy season, and timing for
installation of erosion control BMPs, For examplé, appropriate BMPs should be set up
prior to grading or other activities that disturb soils and have the potential to cause
erosion. .

The EIS should describe spill prevention protocol and the placement and contents of

spill kits, and how construction crews will avoid littering the construction right of way. -
For example, clearly marked garbage cans could be carried on all construction vehicles -

for cigarette butts, food wrappers, and drink containers.

Cumulative Impacts: The discussion of cumulative impacts should be element -
specific, not discussed separately. The discussien should define what the project is
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Potential impacts and mitigation for beneficial uses of ground and surface
water have been addressed in section 4.3.1, 4.3.2, and in NorthernStar's
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.

Section 2.4.2.1 discusses general pipeline construction techniques, and
section 2.4.2.2, discusses special construction techniques, including in-water
work. NorthernStar's Waterbody and Wetland Construction and Mitigation
Procedures Plan provides details on different BMPs in wetlands and
waterbodies. 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.

Vehicle wheel washing would occur on a paved wash pad near the point
where the access road crosses the realigned railroad. No soaps or
surfactants would be used for vehicle wheel washing and the temperature of
water used for washing would be equal to that of water being stored in the
on-site storage tank (no hot water would be used). Excess water from the
pad would be discharged to a two-cell sedimentation/infiltration pond.
Construction sequencing is discussed in section 2.4. NorthernStar would
implement the FERC Staff's Procedures, as well as its Terminal and Pipeline
ESC plans in Oregon as well as its SWPPP in Washington. Furthermore, we
are recommending that NorthernStar revise its pipeline ESC Plan and
SWPPP to include the measures from the FERC's Plan that provide greater
protection. We believe that the implementation of these plans will
adequately address the issues in this comment.

We discuss our strategy for analyzing cumulative impacts from projects
located in the same geographic region that may occur within similar time
frames at the beginning of section 4.12, and list those projects on table 4.12-
1. We were unable to find detailed environmental information about each of
those other projects, except for the Oregon LNG Project, so we are unable to
produce a comparative table. However, we have revised section 4.12 to add
data about the Oregon LNG Project. Section 4.12.3 does address
cumulative impacts on vegetation and wildlife.
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SA4-8 considering for the cumulative impact area. The discussion should be linked to how
cumulative impacts relate to project impacts. Providing a table of cumulative impacts
cont'd to supplement a narrative description would be useful to reviewers. Cumulative effects

should be identified for vegetation, wildlife, aquatic species and their Habitat,
Cumulative impacts should also be described for future maintenance of the right-of-
way and pipeline. The EIS would be strengthened by having a summary table for each
vegetation, upland habitat, and aquatic habitat that shows acreage of estimated
permanent impacts (habitat loss) and temporary impacts. Similarly, the EIS could
include a parallel table that summarizes how permanent and temporary impacts will be
mitigated. Additionally, the EIS should include the methodologies that were used for
the impact analysis. .

SA4-9 6. Unavoidable Impacts: The EIS should identify the unavoidable direct and indirect
impacts and the proposed mitigation. The EIS should also identify those unavoidable
direct and indirect impacts that cannot be mitigated. Adding separate subsections that
explain unavoidable impacts within each technical element of the EIS would be helpful
for reviewers and may reduce comments and requests for additional information. For
¢xample, unavoidable adverse impacts could be added as a subsection to ¢ach of the
section of the chapter on Environmental Analysis. These new subsections would
logically follow subsections on mitigation. The EIS would be strengthened if
unavoidable adverse impacts were summarized in the Executive Summary and in the
chapter on conclusions.

SA4-10 7. Horizontal Directional Drilling: The EIS should discuss the possible affects of
incidental releases of bentonite drilling mud during the proposed horizontal directional
drill crossing at the Columbia River and any other waterbodies where HDD is the
preferred crossing method.

SA4-11 8. Air: The EIS should adequately describe the boundaries or extent of impact areas, the
' intensity and duration of the impact, and existing air quality. The EIS should discuss
potential effects of the proposed action on ambient air quality during construction,
during normal operating conditions, and during upset conditions. The EIS should
describe impacts that would distinctly occur only in Oregon or Washington and what
permits would be necessary. )

SA4-12 9. Floodplain Issues: Floodplain permits are necessary for projects that traverse a
mapped floodplain (referred to as a Special Flood Hazard Area on FEMA maps).
Permits are required for any development in flood hazard areas in all communities that
participate in the National Flood Insurance Program. There are general standards that
apply to placement of all utilities in floodplains, per local ordinances. The EIS should
discuss potential temporary and long-term project impacts to floodplains and measures
to be implemented to avoid or minimize these impacts. Where spoils are proposed to
be stored within the channel, the EIS should explain how this will impact the floodway.
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As appropriate, subsections within each portion of the environmental
analysis (section 4) specifically address impacts and mitigation.

Potential impacts from a frac-out are discussed in section 4.5.3.1.

Section 4.10.1 of the EIS includes a discussion of the permitting
requirements and air quality impacts of the proposed project. Further details
of the modeling analysis described in the EIS are contained in the publicly
available Bradwood Landing Modeling Report dated March 22, 2007,
submitted to the ODEQ and filed with the FERC. As documented in table 12
of the modeling report, impacts from the proposed project were predicted to
exceed the CO and NOx significant impact levels (SIL) for the 8-hour and
annual averaging periods, respectively. The predicted impacts greater than
the CO 8-hour SIL and NOx annual SIL were predicted to extend 0.38 and
4.4 kilometers, respectively, from the proposed project site.

All construction within floodplains would be temporary, lasting only a few
months during clearing, grading, trenching, pipe stringing, welding, lowering
in, backfilling, and restoration operations. All trench spoil would be returned
to the trench, and all disturbed areas would be restored to preconstruction
contours. Because the project would not add permanent fill in the
floodplains, potential flood flows would not be displaced and long-term
impacts are not anticipated.
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10. Channel Migration: The EIS should discuss stream channel migration issues. The
project must not fill, block or otherwise alter channel migration features where such
alternations would cause the migration area to impact up or downstream of the area.
The EIS should indicate that during project surveyiﬁg, features of channel migration
should also be staked and surveyed (e.g., channel migration areas, relic and overflow
channels, spring brooks and other fluvial features related to channel migration).

11. Environmental Inspector: The EIS should describe the responsibilities of the
Environmental Inspector. These responsibilities should include notifying agencies of
permit violations or when permit requirements need to be altered because of field or

weather conditions.

12. Vessel Prevention and Contingency Plans: The vessels delivering LNG to the
proposed site will transit Washington State waters inbound and outbound. The EIS
should describe the vessels’ ol pollution prevention equipment, the vessels’ and vessel
operators’ spill contingency plans and Safety Management Systems. The EIS should
describe the vessel bunkering and oil transfer procedures. (Please consult Chapter 317-
40 of the Washington Administrative Code - Bunkering Operations for specific
requirements that may apply.)

Ecology’s Spill Prevention Program manages a unique non-regulatory environmental
protection program for tank vessels. Tank vessels operators are invited to participate in
Washington’s Voluntary Best Achievable Protection (VBAP) and Exceptional
Compliance (ECOPRO) Program for Tank Vessels to protect Washington’s
irreplaceable natural resources from the damage caused by a spill. For more
information about this program please visit the website at:
http://www.ecy.wa.qov/programs/spills/prevention/bap/bapbase.htm. The EIS
should discuss the vessel operators’ intent to participate in these and other pollution
prevention programs. .

Additional Comments specific to the Draft FIS

Section 1, Introduction
The objective or purpose of the project is stated on page 1-3 as follows:

To provide a new source of natural gas fo the Pacific Northwest through importation of
ING. '

The stated “need” for this objective is vague and does not sufficiently address the alleged
regional shortage or market value problem with natural gas. The draft should be specific about
how much more natural gas should be provided to the region. The draft should quantify a
reasonably foreseeable future need of natural gas in order to legitimately compare alternatives

using the criteria on page 3-1. The boundary of the Pacific Northwest region is not defined, nor -

is there an estimate of how much this proposal will contribute to the estimated future need of
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NorthernStar would comply with the permit requirements under section 404
of the CWA and the FERC'’s Procedures relative to restoration of the stream
beds during waterbody crossings.

Section 2.6 outlines the duties of an Environmental Inspector.

Contracts with LNG shippers have not been established yet. All vessels are
required to carry 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. Such language has been added to section 2.7.1.

Contracts with LNG shippers have not been established yet. Therefore, the

EIS cannot discuss the vessel operators intent to participate in Washington’s
Voluntary Best Achievable Protection and Exceptional Compliance Program

for Tank Vessels.

We have expanded our discussion of purpose and need in section 1.0 and
have included the results of a study by Wood Mackenzie Limited (2007) of
markets served by the proposed Bradwood Landing Project (see our
response to comment PM1-23.
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new sources of natural gas. The quantified estimates of future demand for natural gas are based
on national averages and do not address the stated purpose of the proposal.

This information about purpose and need is particularly important given the number of other
LNG terminals and pipelines in the region that are engaged in the FERC licensing process.

Section 2, Proposed Action

This section should specifically (i.e. quantitatively) address the current capacity of proposed
connector pipelines (e.g. Williams pipeline) and the feasibility of using this system to distribute
Bradwood’s natural gas. Without this information, it is unclear how this proposal meets the
stated purpose and need and consequently it could fall short as a potentially reasonable and
environmentally preferable alternative when the evaluation criteria on page 3-1 are applied.

Section 3, Alternatives

The draft EIS should not include the analysis of alternatives that do not address the stated
purpose and need. This is an incomplete and potentially misleading exercise — and particularly
so when the selection criteria automatically excludes alternatives such as renewable, nuclear

. power, conservation and effitiency, etc. because they do not it the stated purpose and need.

(page 3-1) More attention should be paid to identifying and refining the purpose and need, and
comparing it only to applicable alternatives.

The draft does not adequately address the alternatives of other proposed LNG terminals in
Oregon. Although the details of the environmental impacts of these other projects are currently
being addressed in concurrent NEPA processes, this draft EIS concludes that the Bradwood
Landing terminal is less environmentally harmful (due to a shorter sendout pipeline) than the
other proposed projects. This conclusion is made without the necessary cumulative impact
analysis of this project and other proposed pipelines. In particular, the analysis shiould address
the Palomar pipeline — which would essentially serve as another sendout pipeline for Bradwood
towards the south.

Section 4, Environmental Analysis and Cumulative Impacts

The key missing piece throughout this document is a description of methods that were used to
conduct the environmental analysis and provide the basis of comparison between the proposal
and the alternatives. This information would document the legitimacy of the conclusions and
recommendations for this large complex project of great public interest.

Additionally, FERC received comments on the NOI (as reported on page 1-25) requesting an
analysis of the cumulative impacts on global warming and climate change. This draft EIS does
not address climate change impacts from this proposal, nor does it include an analysis on how
the “existing” environment for the project will be altered in the future due to sea level rise, river
hydrology and other changes.

Washington’s SEPA specifically requires state and local agencies to consider the impacts of a
proposal on climate — as an element of the environment. This draft is deficient in this area,
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See our response to comment FA2-32.

In the beginning of section 3.1 we explain the project objectives, and our
criteria for evaluating alternatives. It is standard practice for the FERC to
discuss a range of alternatives, including the no action alternative, other
sources of energy, system alternatives, and site alternatives. Furthermore,
other parties have commented that the EIS should examine conservation
and renewable energy resources as alternatives to the importation of LNG.

We disagree. The EIS adequately addresses other LNG terminal locations
in Oregon as alternatives to the Bradwood Landing Project. Where we have
data about environmental impacts associated with those other projects, they
were provided. See our response to comment FA2-3. It is logical that a
longer pipeline would have more environmental impacts. The alternatives
analysis has been revised to include the Palomar pipeline (see section
3.1.2.2). We also discuss the Palomar Project in our cumulative impacts
section 4.12.

We disagree. The EIS summarizes the studies conducted that led to our
conclusions, and provides references to those studies.

Section 4.10.1 has been updated to include the estimated CO2 emissions
resulting from the construction and operation of the project. In addition,
Section 4.10.1.2 of the final EIS has been updated to indicate that
NorthernStar has agreed to voluntarily comply with the ODE'’s siting
requirements for non-generating energy facilities, including the CO2
emission standards, for the proposed LNG import terminal.
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Furthermore, SEPA provides agencies with supplemental authority' to require mitigation for — or
deny under certain circumstances — a proposal when they identify adverse environmental impacts
that cannot or will not be mitigated through existing laws or administrative rules. Although
SEPA does not require decision makers to mitigate the impacts before making their decision, it
does give them the ability to address impacts that would normally be outside their regulatory
authorities. '’

We recognize the potential role of additional natural gas supply for meeting our future energy
needs, but nevertheless, we recommend that FERC address climate change impacts from this
energy development project. Washington has committed to reducing fossil fuel emissions
through both an executive drder and recent state legislation. FERC should address specific
mitigation needed to avoid, minimize and compensate for any climate change effects. State
approvals for this project must consider these impacts and possible mitigation in order to be
consistent with our climate change policy and new law.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment. We hope our comments help you to complete
a full environmental review of this project.

Respectfully,

W/‘ 4/ A~ \

Richard K. Wallace
Regional Director
Southwest Regional Office

cc:  Mike Wojtowicz, Cowlitz County Planning Department
Steve West, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
Elizabeth Ellis, Washington Department of Natural Resources
Ron Wilson, Emergency Management Division
Steve King, Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission.
Susan Hughs, Oregon Department of Energy
Doily Tawater, Wahkiakum County Emergency Management
Cathy Batchelor, Cowlitz County Emergency Management

! Supplemental authority is described in Chapter 43.21C.060 RCW and WAC 197-11-660. Al state and local
agencies are given the authority to condition for impacts identified in an environmental document when they have
identified policies about how they will use the supplemental authority. They can deny a proposal when an EIS has
been prepared and mitigation is insufficient to mitigate the impact to a nonsignificant level. This is intended to
address gaps in existing regulations due to new science, new issues, new environmental conditions, site specific
conditions, and unanticipated consequences. Although many new regulations hiave been added since 1971 when
SEPA was adopted, the legislature reaffirmed the need for SEPA in 1995.

State Agencies
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Mark Lundguist, Wahkiakum County Commissiones
Earla Ellis, Army Coops of Enginezrs — Portland District
Mfatt Siswerwalt, Giovenor's Offis

Shadezck Scheimsan, (15 Coast Gsrd .
Sheila Pandbeton-Oane, Easlagy Water Chuality Propram
Bah Troyes, Ecology Spills Program

Lori Ochen, Ecology SEA Program

Mark Cline, Ecology SEA Program

Annie $rvetecy, Offies of Regulmory Assistance

State Agencies
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See our response to comment SA4-3.

We discuss the engine operations of LNG carriers in sections 2.1.1, 4.10.1.1,
and 4.11.5.

See our response to comment PM1-31.

In the event that the LNG carrier uses all of its cooling water for ballasting to
avoid discharging it to the Columbia River, heat radiating from the LNG
carrier’s ballast tanks to the surrounding water would not result in adverse
impacts for several reasons. The amount of ballasting water needed by an
LNG carrier is proportional to its cargo capacity, the larger the cargo
capacity, the more water required for baIIastin% to maintain stability when the
cargo is offloaded. For example, a 145,000 m” LNG carrier would require
about 57,000 metric tons (MT) of water for ballasting, while a 210,000 m*
LNG carrier may need upwards of 70,000 MT. Meanwhile, the amount of
heat generated (by machinery and power generation) by an LNG carrier
while at the terminal depends mainly on the type and size of the LNG
carrier’s propulsion system, the “hotel loads” and the “transfer loads.” Hotel
loads are electrical power requirements to operate the ship, excluding the
cargo transfer pump loads. Transfer loads are the electrical power
requirements to operate the cargo transfer pumps and other ancillary
equipment required only to transfer cargo. Transfer loads are proportional to
the rate at which the LNG is being unloaded. The unloading rates for LNG
carriers at Bradwood Landing would be about 12,000 m*hr. Unloading at
about 12,000 m*/hr requires about 4 MW of power. In all, a steam-powered
LNG carrier may require about 6 MW of power considering hotelling and
offloading loads, which with an efficiency a bit below 30 percent means that
about 15 MW of excess heat is being generated. Conversely, some of the
newer (and also larger) LNG carriers being built today require upwards of 9
MW of power during the unloading process but because they employ more
efficient generators (more than 40 percent efficient) less overall excess heat
is generated. Thus the worst case at the Bradwood Landing terminal would
be a steam-powered LNG carrier, generating 15 MW of excess heat during
the unloading process. Over the course of the entire unloading process,
which lasts about 18 hours, this equates to about 9.2 x 108 Btu. Assuming
that all of this excess heat is absorbed by the water used for ballasting
(about 57,000 MT), the temperature of the water would only rise about 3 °F.
As a side note, the assumption that all of the excess heat is being absorbed
by the water only is very conservative considering that much of the excess
heat generated in the process would be released to the atmosphere
internally (into the engine room) through heat radiation and convection and
externally into the outside atmosphere through the power plant’s exhaust.

So while the ballast tanks would radiate some heat to the surrounding water,
it would be very minimal simply due to the fact that the driving force, a
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temperature difference of 3 °F, is so small. Moreover, much of the area
adjacent to the ballast tank is above water, meaning some of the excess
heat would be dissipated to the surrounding air. Essentially, given the small
difference in temperature between the ballast water and the surrounding
Columbia River water, the effects of heat radiating from the ballast tanks
would be minimal.

In the event an LNG carrier unloads at the wharf without the necessary
modifications to discharge cooling water into the ballast tanks, cooling water
discharge would occur via standard overboard methods. We have
recommended that NorthernStar continue to consult with the NMFS, ODFW,
and other appropriate agencies to develop a temperature performance
standard for all cooling water discharges from LNG carriers at the wharf.
Further analysis of the potential thermal impacts of cooling water discharge
on aquatic resources will be included in the revised BA and EFH
Assessment. See also our response to comment PM1-31.
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Section 2.1.1.6 is a general listing of navigational and communication system
equipment and is not intended to be a detailed, comprehensive list of
technology. All LNG vessels would have to meet all applicable international,
federal, and state navigational, communication, cargo monitoring and control
systems prior to being placed into service or conducting operations. We
have updated this section in the final EIS.

Section 4.4.1.3 has been revised to include a recommendation that wetlands
potentially affected by activities within the pipe and contractor yard in
Washington should be flagged in the field. Construction activities within the
yard should not occur within 50 feet of flagged wetlands.

Section 2.4.2.1 includes a description of survey and staking methods that
would be used to mark boundaries of approved disturbance areas. Section
2.4.2.1 has been modified to include a reference to NPDES Construction
Stormwater Permit conditions.
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The paragraph being referred to in this comment is not in section 2.4.2.1;
however, the treatment of stormwater is discussed in 4.3.2.3.

The EIS is a summary document; more detail on BMPs and construction
plans can be found in the FERC'’s Plan and Procedures as well as in
NorthernStar's terminal ESC Plan, pipeline ESC Plan for pipeline
construction within Oregon, and SWPPP for pipeline construction within
Washington.

See our response to comment SA4-31.

The final water intake and discharge locations as well as the discharge rates
associated with hydrostatic testing of the pipeline can not be determined until
the contractor is selected. The volume of water required and rate of
appropriation are described in table 4.3.1-1 as well as in section 4.3.2.4.
BMPs are described in the pipeline ESC Plan for Oregon and SWPPP for
Washington. Furthermore, NorthernStar would be required to obtain all
applicable water appropriation and discharge permits, which require specific
intake and withdrawal information and BMPs during application.
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NorthernStar's Waterbody and Wetland Construction and Mitigation
Procedures Plan addresses the issues raised in this comment. 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.

Additional details regarding procedures and environmental precautions are
contained in NorthernStar’s Pipeline 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.

Drivable berms are just one of the potential BMPs that would be used during
construction of the pipeline. The number and locations of drivable berms
would be determined based on site-specific conditions in the field at the time
of construction activities. Other BMPs, such as silt fence and/or straw bale
structures may also be used in place of drivable berms at some locations.

NorthernStar would obtain approval from the WDFW for use of any additional
imported material used to backfill waterbodies at open-cut crossings.

Dewatering plans would be prepared by the boring contractor prior to
conducting borings for waterbody crossings. All applicable permits and
approvals would be obtained at that time.

NorthernStar would prepare site specific plans for all HDD waterbody
crossings.
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SA4-39  We discuss the engine operations of LNG carriers in sections 2.1.1, 4.10.1.1,
and 4.11.5.

SA4-40  Sections 2.4.2.1 and 4.4.2.3 discuss restoration and revegetation.
NorthernStar would perform restoration and revegetation activities in
accordance with its SWPP in Washington, the FERC staff's Plan,

SA4-41  See our response to comment SA4-14. NorthernStar would have to
implement whatever measures were specified in required NPDES permits.

SA4-42  The scour holes at Welcome Slough and Pancake Point had capacity at the

time of the alternatives analysis and were therefore appropriate to use. The
discussion of the Wahkiakum County Sand Pit site has been revised.
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SA4-43

SA4-44

SA4-45

SA4-46
SA4-47

In the event of a pipeline leak, natural gas would be released to the air and
would not dissolve in the groundwater. We do not believe an aquifer
mitigation plan for a breach of the pipeline is warranted.

All references to the crossing method that would be used at Tributary 5 to
Coal Creek in section 4.3.2 were checked to confirm that the bore method
would be used (including table 4.3.2-4). Use of the conventional bore
method at Tributary 5 to Coal Creek would include maintenance of a riparian
buffer to minimize impacts on the waterbody.

NorthernStar's SWPPP for pipeline construction within Washington is
intended to meet the requirements of the Construction Stormwater General
Permit issued by Washington’s Department of Ecology in November 2005.
Local county requirements are incorporated into this plan. Cowlitz County
has adopted the DOE requirements for erosion control. Application would be
made to Cowlitz County for approval prior to construction. Furthermore,
NorthernStar would implement the FERC Staff's Procedures, and we are
recommending that NorthernStar revise its pipeline ESC Plan and SWPPP to
include the measures from the FERC's Plan that provide greater protection.

See our response to comment FA3-10.

Drilling mud would be managed using standard BMPs. NorthernStar’'s
revised HDD contingency plan contains detailed measures for mitigating
frac-outs. Directions for accessing NorthernStar's HDD Contingency Plan
(Frac-out Plan) via the eLibrary can be found in the response to comment
FA3-13.
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December 11, 2007 o
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Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Encrgy Regulatory Commission
Public Reference Room

888 First Street N.E,, Room 2A
Washington, DC 20426

Dear Ms. Bose:

Reference: Bradwood Landing, LLC Docket No, CP06-365-000

NorthernStar Energy, LLC Docket No, CP06-366-000

The Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission (UTC) welcomes this
opportunity to comment on the dreft environmental impact statement (EIS) for the
Bredwood Landing liquefied natural gas (LNG) terminal and related pipeline proposed
by NorthernStar Energy LLC (NorthernStar).

The UTC is an agent of the U.S. Department of Transportation’s Pipeline and Hazardous
Material Safety Administration (PHMSA) and authorized to inspect interstate pipelines in
that capacity. The UTC is also an intervenor in these Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission (FERC) dockets.

Our comments focus on the portions of the draft EIS related to the proposed pipeline (the
send-out pipeline) that will transport natural gas from the Bradwood Landing LNG
terminal to the Williams interstate gas transmission pipeline near Kelso, Washington.'
Our comments will apprise FERC of environmental and public health and safety issues
raised by NorthernStar’s proposal to build this pipeline, Our review also addresses issues
related to the construction, operation and maintenance of the proposed pipeline pursuant
of the Code of Federal Regulation (CFR) Title 49, Part 192 for Transportation of Natural
Gas.

Description of the Proposed Pipeline and its Route throngh Washington State

The draft EIS proposes a 36 mile-Jlong pipeline extending from the LNG terminal at
Bradwood, Oregon, to the Williams Northwest pipeline system near Kelso, Washington,
Approximately 17 miles of 30-inch diameter pipe would be within Washington State.

' Our commeats relate to the route of the pipeline referenced as the “proposed pipeline” in Figure 3,1.8-1
on page 3-7 of the draft environmental impact statement.

L, . B0 a

State Agencies
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The pipeline, as proposed, would cross the Columbia River at Port Westward, Oregon,
and extend cast through the southern portion of Washington's Willapa Hills to Williams
Northwest pipeline approximately three-quarters of a mile east of Interstate 5 and north
of Kelso. In addition, eight miles of the proposed route is in close proximity to the exiting
Kelso-Beaver (KB) pipeline right-of-way. As proposed, the pipeline would be made of
carbon stecl. with a maximum operating pressure of 1,280 pounds per square inch.

The proposed route is currently lightly populated (e.g., mostly Class 1), The soil type is
mostly silt loam and the terrain is typically a 20 to 30 percent slope. The proposed
pipeline is located north of the metropolitan areas of Longview and Kelso.

Comments and Recommendations

The UTC has the following comments and recommendations about the proposed
NorthemnStar pipeline:

L The principal shortcoming of the draft EIS is that the pipeline route has not been
selected to avoid areas of soil instability, a common geological feature in
Southwest Washington. Soil instability was the cause of a catastrophic failure of
the Williams pipeline near Kalama during 1997. The existing KB pipeline right-
of-way, which is adjacent to the proposed pipeline route, includes areas of soil
instability and KB has a history of menitoting and mitigating soil induced stresses
on its pipeline, For example, a section of the KB Pipeline was relocated above
ground and supported by piling across a landslide feature,

The geo-hazards report prepared by United Research Services (URS) for
NorthernStar identified 30 landslide features to be crossed by the proposed
pipeline alignment. The report states the majority of the landslide features are on
private property and have not been field-verified due to access issues. This is an
area where additional analysis is needed.

UTC Recommendsation: In the final EIS, NorthemnStar should identify a route
that, to the maximum extent possible, avoids areas of soil instability. To the extent
that arcas of instability cannot be avoided, specific measures should be identified
to address this instability.

2, The URS report also estimates that 41,000 feet of horizontal directional drilling
(HDD) will be required for croasing rivers, streams, sloughs and roadways.
However, we do not believe that sufficient soil analysis throughout the route has
been completed. Without this, an accurate assessment of where HDD may be used
will not be achieved. This is important because HDD cannot be used in some soil
conditions, If those soil conditions are present, then other means of crossing water
features on the route will be needed. These other means are typically more
environmentally disruptive during construction.

State Agencies 5

SA5-1 NorthernStar has routed the Bradwood Landing pipeline to avoid areas of
soil instability. Although the pipeline would be largely collocated with the KB
pipeline, the route deviates from the KB pipeline route in areas instability.
Section 4.1.4.3 discusses measures that would be used to mitigate for soil
instability. See also our responses to comments SA3-4 and LA7-25.

SA5-2 See our response to comment SA3-4.
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UTC Recommendations:

SA5-2 » NorthernStar should test soils thoroughly to determine where HDD can be
cont'd used. The results of this testing should be included in the final EIS.

SA5-3 o The criteria that NorthernStar will use to determine both where HDD will be
deployed and where the pipeline will be placed above ground should be
defined and included in the final EIS.

SA5-4 3. Federal safety rules require operators to protect gas transmission pipelines from
external corrosion by installing a cathodic protection system. The rule ailows that
this system may be placed in operation as late as one year after completing
construction (CFR-49-192-455). In this case, however, we believe that re-
excavating the pipeline to attach test stations, galvanic anodes, and other
components after the pipeling construction will increase soil erosion and effect
surface runoff quality. We therefore recommend that NorthernStar install the
cathodic protection system on the pipeline at the time of construciion.

[n addition, cathodic protection systems are susceptible to interference from other
systems located nearby or from nearby sources of electrical current. NortherStar
should evaluate possible sources of this interfesence along its route in the final
EIS.

UTC Recommendations:
» To minimize soil erosion and other environmental impacts caused by re-

excavation, NorthernStar should be required to install its cathodic protection
system at the time of construction.

o The final EIS should eddress explicitly the potential for interference with its
planned cathodic protection systems from sources of current in proximity and
describe how it will address this issue in design and operation of the pipeline,

SAS5-5 4, Over the past 15 years, Western Washington hes experienced dramatic population
growth, Previously semi-rural areas now contain housing developments close to
pipeline rights-of-way. We encourage the NorthemStar to anticipate increased
population density (e.g., class 3 locations) likely to occur in the area north of
Longview and Kelso and design its pipeline accordingly.

UTC Recommendations:

¢ The final EIS should identify the steps NorthernStar will take to mitigate the
threat to people and property such as posed by the pipeline in high
CONSEqUENCE arcas.

SA5-6 o NorthemStar should take the following additional safety measures in

potentially high consequence areas through which the proposed pipeline will

nn:

State Agencies 5

SA5-3

SA5-4

SAS5-5

SA5-6

A final determination on HDD locations will not be made until the final
geotechnical analyses have been completed. There are no areas where the
pipeline is proposed to be placed aboveground. See also our response to
comment FA3-13.

The FERC does not typically impose additional safety conditions other than
DOT standards.

As addressed in section 4.11.9.1, if a subsequent increase on population
density adjacent to the right-of-way indicates a change in class location,
NorthernStar would be requested to reduce the MAOP or replace the
segment with pipe of sufficient grade and wall thickness to comply with DOT
regulations for the new class location.

The FERC does not typically impose additional safety conditions other than
DOT standards.
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o Install cathodic protection test stations at approximately 2,000 linear
foot intervals and reference cells where the pipeline crosses other
cathedically protected facilities,

o Conduct a close interval survey approximately two years after the
pipeline is installed. Utilize the data obtained from the close interval
survey and compare them with the data collected from annual
monitoring and reference cells to determine the frequency of close
interval surveys.

»  Conduct an internal inspection survey prior to commissioning the pipeline to
identify construction anomalies and establish a baseline for future evaluations,

*  Schedule future internal ingpections at approximately five-year intervals to
identify wall loss from corrosion and third-party excavation damage.

5. Inaddition to the comments above relating to the EIS, the UTC believes that
public health and safety will be protected more fully if NorthernStar includes the
following actions in its pipeline construction plan:

o Specify that bedding and shading material around the pipe should be select fill
material free of sharp rocks with maximum particle size of 4" and containing
a large percentage of finea. If the trench bottom is not free from sharp or
unusually rough surfaces, the trench should be over-excavated six inches and
refilled with select fill material,

o Inspect pipe coating integrity before lowering the pipe in the trench by
“jeeping” and repairing coating with manufacture's recommended material,

¢ Radiographically examine 100 percent of the girth welds, For welds that
cannot be radiographed, the radiographer should certify that radiographs are
impractical and provide written evidence in support of his or her conclusion.

The UTC Staff appreciates the opportunity to review the EIS for the proposed
NorthernStar transmission pipeline to further enhance environmental protection and
public safety. If you have questions about our response, please contact David Lykken,
Acting Pipeline Safety Director at (360) 664-1219 or Al Jones, Pipeline Safety Engineer
at (360) 664-1321.

S'anmly,7
'/.{_,—'J [ L ’/c/,n —
" .
David W. Danner

Exccutive Director

State Agencies

SA5-7

SA5-8

The FERC does not typically impose additional safety conditions other than
DOT standards.

Section 2.4.2.1 includes the General Pipeline Construction Techniques that
NorthernStar would use during installation of its pipeline, including
requirements for padding the pipeline in stony soils, pipeline coating, and
visual and radiographic inspection of pipeline welds.
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The project should not have significant impacts on commercial or
recreational fishing. The project would not result in restrictions on fishing
activities outside of the moving safety and security zone around LNG carriers
in transit in the waterway to the proposed Bradwood Landing terminal, and
there would be no river closures. Nor would the safety and security zone
around an LNG carrier at dock at the terminal cause the closure of any
popular nearby spring Chinook sport fishing areas. See section 4.7.1.4.
Significant impacts on fish movements are not expected as a result of
operation of the proposed project. Potential impacts on salmon due to
construction and operation of the proposed project are discussed in section
452.1.

Section 4.5.3.1 has been revised to include a discussion of potential impacts
on spawning habitat due to a frac-out. Implementation of NorthernStar's
HDD Contingency Plan would minimize potential impacts on salmonids if a
frac-out were to occur. Directions for accessing NorthernStar's HDD
Contingency Plan (Frac-out Plan) via the eLibrary can be found in the
response to comment FA3-13.

All operational activities authorized by the FERC would occur within the
proposed project footprint. During operation of the project, if circumstances
were to result in changes to the area impacted by the proposed project,
NorthernStar would be required to file a revision with the COE requesting
authorization of the proposed project changes. In addition, changes to the
area or volume of sediment being dredged would require reinitiating formal
consultation with the NMFS.

Adequacy of mitigation is addressed in the response to comment FA2-10.

The general adequacy of NorthernStar's proposed compensatory mitigation
for the project is addressed in the response to comment FA2-10.
NorthernStar’s SEI is not a part of the compensatory mitigation for
unavoidable impacts associated with the project. Although it was proposed
by NorthernStar as a voluntary measure to provide a net benefit to the lower
Columbia River, the SEI is part of the proposed action. To this end,
NorthernStar has indicated that multiple agencies would make the SEl a
required component of the project through their permits. See also our
response to comment FA4-12.

See our response to comment FA2-10.
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GreEnor
May 9, 208

s, Kimberly D, Bise, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulaiory Commission
B8 First 51 M.E., Room [A
Washingion, [LC, 2026

Re:  Supplemsental Draft Environirental Impzct Stabement
Bradweood Landing L1C Diocket Moo CPOG-366
Morthern Star Energy LLC Docket Nos. CP06-366, CPO6-376
and CPOG-37T

Tiear Secretary Bose:

Oin behalf of the State of Cregan. | request that the Federal Regulatory
Energy Commission (FERC) issue o supplemerital Drzfi Envireamental [mpact
Samtement (ELS) far the Liquitied Matural Gas (LNG) impart terminal facility ot
Brudwood Landing and its associated pipelines. [ helicve that o supplemeal
[EIS (SDEIS) i required under the regulations of the Council on Environmental
Quality {CECH on the Natioral Environmental Palicy Act (NEPA). 40 CFR §
1302, %c].

s o kiaw, the State of Oregan previcashy submitled commenis on the
Dheaft Environmentz] [npact Statement for this project, (o help ensiane that state
standards and concerns are addressed by the developer aad by the Federal Encrey
Regulatory Commission. As we explained in those comments, the Bradwood
[anding DEIS i incomplete and fowed in s number of respects. We parlicularly
noted i our cover letber o our comments Uil “any mitigation plan or cther
docamerit that will b redied on by FERC to determme (bt the feeility meets
licersing crizeria must be included in the DELS and creulated for meaning il
review before sdoption of the final EIS." W ale stated:

Asan example of the insdequacy of the DEIS, large parikms of the
mitigation for habitas, wetlands, archeolegical mpagt, lamdshide protectzan
andl emergeny planning are still unknown, Indesd, many sapporting
dicumsents for the [eensing deciston will be produced afier the opposunity
for coenment on the DELS has closed. This is a fundamental process flaw.

! The State of Oregon sepports fhe sme request made by Colurnba Riverkeeper & al. in the kener
in FERL disted April 24, 200K

STHTE EAPITAL, SALEW BTI0I-A04T (503) 378311 1 FAK (503} ATH-ARE] TTY (503) 378-4850

WWW.GOVERNOR.OREGDN-GOY
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See our response to comment CO15-1.
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1. The CEQ) regmlation requires a Supplemental DELS in this context.

SA7-1
cont'd A0 CFR § 1502 %) pravides:
[c) Agencies:
(1) Bhall prepase supplements o either drafl or fal emviranmental impact
staemenits if:

(i} The agency makes substaniial ehanges in the proposed action that are
relevant to environmental concems; af

(i) There ore significant new circumstances or infonnation relevaat to
environmental coneems and hearing on the proposed action o its impacts,

Far purpeses of NEPA, the concept of "s'l@'rl‘x‘:awc“ isdefined by the
repulations of the Cauncil on Eaviranmental (uality.”

¥ [y 40 CFR § DS08.27, CFO) difioves the term “significamhy” m follows:
*Significantly” as wsed in NEPA requines consierations of bosh comext and imensity

[y Contest. This means that the sigasfieande of an aetion mest be analyzed in sveral conbots
such res socicty 25 2 wholbe (humis, satlonal), e affected region, the offecied interests, and the
Ineality, Significance varies wilh e seitiag of the proposed nofion. For instance, in the g of
site-spevific ncting, sigaificance wouldl wsually dopesd upon the: effects in the lcale rather than i
the wirld a5 2 whole. Roth short- and lomg-tem iffins are: relevant.

{1 Livtenssiey, This refers to the severity of impact, Resporsable offizisls st bear in mind thet
moee than ane agency may make decisiones shost partial aspects of 4 major action, The following
sheuld ke considersd in evalesting imensigy:

{11 doorpcts okt migry b both beneficial and adverse. A sigrificent effect sy enist even if the
Federal agency believes that on balance the effect will be beneficial

[) The degres to which the proposed action sfficts public bealth or sfery,

[3) Unique: cheractesistics af the gecgraphic area such a3 presimity s hivoelz or culiurl
rescurces, park lands, prime farmlands, wethieds, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically enlical
24w N

(4] The degres o which the effects on the qeality of the homen envinment ae likely bo be
highly sonmrnvernisl

(51 The degree to which the possibie effects om the humen envimnment woe bighly uncertin or
b umigue o upknown risks,

Resquest in FERC for [ssuance of o Supplemental DEIS
Papel
My 0, JHIE
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FERC has ils van set of NEPA remelutions, see 18 CFR §3 380.1 through
38016, FERC's NEPA regulutzons, hawever, do nol appear o explicitly address
or implicithy bear on the standard for 2 supplemental E1S established i the CEC)
regulation guoted above,

The podicy underpinning of the sapplemerital EI5 requirement was well
articulated in Sierea Chub v, Marsk, 714 F Supgp 339, 371 (00 Maine 1959,
appeal dismissed, 907 F2d 20001 Cir 1990}

NEPA is an environmendal "full disclosure” law. The supplemental

EIS process is designed ta ensure that agencies act with "oomplete

awareness . . . af the enviranmental consequences of [their] actzn]s).”

Evey Conmty Prezevention Asa'n v, Campbeli, 536 F 2d 958, 961 (15t Cir.

1976] [eitation emitted), aff'z. 399 F, Supp, 208 (I, Mass, 1975) (onfering

supplemnental E15 despiie mability to determine, s 2 matler of ke, that

mew mEvrmation wowkl have stgnificimt svamonmental effect; bt public
should have apporfumity to analyze and assess ir).

2. The LNG import terminal Gacility project bos changed substantially
since the DELS was isued,

i) The degro b which the acthon say eablish a pecodiat for futere sctions with sipnifican
elfiects or represents a dicision in principle about a firnuee consideation.

i 7h Whether the action is related o other actions with individually insignificoat bt cemulatively
significant impacts. Sigrafizence axits if it is reasoashle W anticipate & camulativaly sianifeang

impact on the eavironment. Significnrce cannoct he avoided by terming 2n action emparny o by
breaking it dowm imo sme compenznt pars,

(B} The degres: s which the action mey sdversely affect districts, sies, highways, strocones, of
ahjects listed in o eligide for listing in de National Bugistor of Historlc Flaces or sy canse loss
o dustrection of signidieant seientific, celural, or historal resomess

141} The degres: v which the aetion miey sdveraly affect an edanperad or thretened speiies o
it lakritan that beas Bisen detirmnined o ba critical ender the Endangensd Species Act of 1971

1) Whether fhe action threxiens a violation of Federal, State, or local law or requirements
impoced fof the protoction of the emisemenl.

Request in FERLC for Issuanze of & Supplemental DEIS
Page3
My 9, 2008

State Agencies
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As pated i the April 24, 2008 kiter from Cofumbiz Riverkeeper, the
Bradwood Landing LMG impart terminal fcility and associased pipeline praject
has changed in four key respects:

1. Unscreened water intakes: The DEIS comained o recommended
cemditian that “anly L¥G ships that are retrofitbed {0 use the screened wiler
supply sysbem at the berth are allowed to unkoad carpo 21 te Bradwood Landing
LMG ferminal.” DEIS at £- 145, The assessment in the DELS of enviroameial
efficts of the project was presumably hesed on the assumption that all LNG ships
would e sereencd water intakes. The applicants have recently taken the position
that ot @l ivcoming LG tankers will use sereened ballist and cooling water
intakes, Asstsied in the applicants™ April 8, 2008 leter 1o FERC,

The goal of Applicants’ an-site wates system program is b ensure
that a5 muny LM cirriers & practicahle have the ability to use the on-gite
waler svstem. ** ¥,

Applicaits have propesed, as per of the Project, to provide
reasanable coitract incentives t cnoourage equipping or metmafiting LG
carriers far cormpatibality, hut it is not in Applicants” contral 0 neguire eff
LM carriers to resradit, Despite these ressonable contrel meentives
propased by Applicants, it is nat likely that all LNG carriers making
deliveries o the Bradwood Landing terminal under spal market contracts,
shart tem contracts, or as replacemsent carriers 10 loag term eontracts will be
equipped for the an-site water svstem.”

The impacts of urseresned water withdrawals on threatened and
endungered sabmim wiere pot addressed in the TIEIS, and the public hos never had
achanee 1o comment an that substantial progect change. Hence, the covizonmenta
effects of that chimge mist be evalusied in a supplemental DEIS.

1. Changed pipeline route: The pipeline route is expected (o chimge
MoethernStar kas apparently scknowledged that many alterations of the ronte are
underwsy. Those changes eould significantly alter the natume of the
enviranmentsl, public-safety-related and economic impacts of the project, which
meust be evalunted in 2 supplemental DELS.

* Response of KorthernStar Exergy LLC and Bracuoad Lasding LLC 10 e FERC S1afTs
Recommended Mitization Measere 24 in the DEIS. Letter doted Al E, 2008, pp 2.3,

Riqquest to FERC for Isspanes of a Supplementnl DEIS
4

Fage
May 4, 2008
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After our issuance of the draft EIS, NorthernStar indicated that not all LNG
carriers may be retrofitted to connect to the proposed ballast and cooling
water supply system. Therefore, our analysis and discussion of potential
impacts on water quality and aquatic resources (which includes salmonids)
in sections 4.3.2.2 and 4.5.2.1 has been revised. We conducted additional
analysis of entrainment and water quality impacts 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 that the Commission Order include a condition to require
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. 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 proposed pipeline route has not changed since the draft EIS was issued.
The pipeline alignment in the final EIS is the same alignment that was in the
draft EIS. Changes to the pipeline route that may occur after the final EIS is
issued would likely be relatively minor and fall within the corridor that has
been assessed for wetland and wildlife impacts (where access has been
granted). All route realignments, with certain exceptions described in
recommended condition no. 6 in section 5.2, would require written approval
from the Director of OEP before construction in or near that area.
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3. Deposit of dredge spoils: Dredge spoils will now be placed entirely on the
Birachwood site: it appears thai deposition elsewhere in Wahkinkum Courity will
ned oeeur. The enviconmental effcets of that substimbial change must be evaluated
in & supiplesnental DELS.

4. Open regasification: The repasification system may be oltered to allaw
ppen repmsification. That substantial change will result in greatly incrensed
amounts of effiuent descharged dito the Columbia River. The enviranmental
effects of that increased eMuent on fish specics and other values are unknown and
mrst be evaluated i a supplemental DEIS,

The staidisd for requiring a supplemental ELS when & project has
sustaniially chamged was explained by the United Sotes Supreme Court in Marsi
. Crezon Notweal Resoirces Couredl, 490005 360 (1989), The decision i
prepare a supplemental EIS is similer o the decision whelber o prepire &n E15 in
the Grsl instance: “Tfihere remains ‘major Federal actiondn]” W accur, and if the
new information is sufficient to show that the remaining action will “affecft] the
quakity of the b environmental” in 8 significant marmer oc (-3 sigaificant
extent ot already considered, & supplemental ELS must be prepared ™ & at 374,

An agency viclates NEPA when it fails to give adaquate and timely
canziderntion i the significance of new circamstances, NEDC v, Ukirea States
Army Carpe of Engineers, 399 T Supp 2d 386, 405 (SDNY 2005) (dredging action
alleged 1o hivve chanped due to EPA consent order requiring a remedial
imvestigation fesibility studv). A panty challenging an agsney s futhure to prepire
# supplemental envirenmental inpact statement need demonstrate caly that there
i # substantial poasibility that the changed agency netin may hive significan
new impacte. M atdl1.

An alemative that entails “a differsnt configuration of activities and
locations” from that contained m a previous ELS must be presesed in 2
suppbemental EIS. [n Dutois v. Urired Stares Depariment of Agricaiture, 102 F3
1273 (1% Cir 1996), cerr den 521 US 1119 {1597, the First Circwii explained that
i cantrast to “n reduosd version of o presiouslv-considered alterative,” a new
alternative reflected o different proposed configursiion must be publicly sired,
because “pubdic commentess mighl bave painted oul, 1f given the opporimity -
and the Forest Service might have serivsly considered - whelly new problems
posesd by e new comfiguration (even if seme of the enviccnmental problenc
present i the prior altematives have been eliminated).” 102 Fid at 126203,

The four changes listed anre (unscreened intake water, changed pipeline
route, different location for putling dredge spodls, md oper gasification svslem)

Reequesn o FERC foe lssmance of a Supplementsl DEIS
Fage §
May 9, 2003

State Agencies 7
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We considered the alternative of placing all of the dredged material from the
ship berth and maneuvering basin at the LNG terminal site in the draft EIS.
Up to 205,000 cubic meters of dredged material may still be placed at the
Wahkiakum County Sand Pit site. However, even if all of the dredged
material is placed at the LNG terminal, aside from the raising the grade an
additional 5 feet, there would not be any significant changes in impacts at the
LNG terminal site resulting from the additional dredged material.

NorthernStar has not filed any proposed changes to their regasification
process with the FERC. NorthernStar proposed SCVs to regasify the LNG
and that is the technology that we have analyzed in our EIS.

The submittal by NorthernStar on April 16, 2008 did not contain “substantial”
amounts of new information or information that reflected substantial changes
in the project.
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represent substential changes in the project that are relevant to environmental
concerns. The CE(} regulation provides that “[s)zencies [s]hall prepane
supplements t either draft or final envircamental impact statements if [1)he
ngency makes substential changes i the proposed acticn that are relevant in
environmental concerms,” 40 CFR § L502.9(c), Henee, FERC iz reguived by the
CECH repulaton i issue o Supplemental Drufi Enviranmental Impact Ststemsent.

As noted by the First Cirenit Court of Appeals with respect to thal CEQ)
regulation, “[t]he use of the word “shall’ is masdatory, pol precatary, [ creales a
duty om the part of the sgency to prepase a supplemental E1S 1 substaniial changes
from amy of the praposed alernatives are made and the changes are relevant 10
cavisomivental coneerns," Daubis v, Ulifted Siwtes Depariment of Agricultare, 102
Fid at 1292,

b, Sigmificant wew infarmation is rebevant to envirommental concerns
and hears am the proposed action and its inpacts,

Significant pew informetion has been genersted both by the applicants
themselves and by the Cregon Depariment of Energy coneeming the proposed
LNG impart termmal Beility and it enviremmental e/Tecls,

O Apeil 16, 2008, NorthernStar ard Bradwood Landing submilte 1o
FERL its Muotien for Leave io Respond and Respesse of MorthernStar Energy
LLC and Bradwood Landing LLC to Comments Filed with the Cesnimission
Rezarding the Draft Environmental Impact Stafement. The modion to file a
Tespanse to comments meluded four large appendicss containing valumines
informativn, which NorthernStar and Bradwood Landing have charscterized as
“additional information™ ar infarmation that has keen “revised.”

A serse of the scope of the “additional” and “revissd” informarion
contained in the motiom submitted by NorthemStar end Bradwaood Landing is
conveved in e Index of Atlachments:

Index of Attschments

Attschment A:  Applicants' Responses to Comments an the DEIS re
General Maticrs

Attachment A-1: Revised DEIS Table 1.3-1
Attachment A2 Revised Draft of DELS Section 2
Attachment A-3: Memorandam re Washingion Forested Wetland Conversion

Biquest 1o FERC for lsuznce of & Supplemental DEES
Page b
Mgy 9, 20§

State Agencies
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Attachment B:

Attachment B-1:
Atiachment B-2:
Attuchment B-3:
Attachinent B4
Attachment B-5:
Attachment C:

Attachment C=1:
Attachment Ii:

Attuchment A4
Aftachment A-3:

Artachment D-1:

Adtachemet 0-2:

1

SFAfE008 1:30:45 PN

Acreage DHserepancies

Fevised Frac-out Mitigation Flan

FERC Staff"s Recommended Mitigation Codition 20
Response

Applicants’ Responses fo Comments on the DEIS re Air
Quality

Revised Bradwood Landing Construction Emissions Tehle
Bevised DELS Table 9.1-7

Werrthwest Fipeling LNG Interchangeshility Mesting Slides
LM Sowth Ceest Air Basin Impoet Shdes, Jan, 06
Bevised DELS Table 4,10.1-4

Applicants’ Responses to Comments on the DEIS re
Deesign

Applicants' Response to Comments of lemy Huvens

Applicants’ Responses to Comments on the DEIS re Water
Suitnhility Assessment

Cotumbia Krver Movigation Chenel — Analysis of Vessel
Arrival Patterns

CoJutbia River Navigation Chennel — Analysis of Navigation
Protocels & Prioritks

MarthemStar and Brodwood Landing is seeking leave to file its respanse o
comments, giver 1l such reapanss eomanents are omside the narmsl NEPA
provess. By definitice, the additioral and revised information that NaorthemSoar
ursd Bradwood Landimg has subinirted in its reply comments was not cansidered in
the Drafl Environmental Impact Satement. Hence, the pobiic has not had a
chanee iin the NEPA process to evahuate the additiona] and revised informetion and
comenent o it. Such additional ad revised informatian is “significant™ within the
meaning of the CEC) regilation and must be evalisted in a sapplemertal DEIS,

The current scenaria, in which NorthemStar and Bradwood Landing have
submitted additional and revised information that the public has had no
appartumity ta review within the NEPA process, despite the bearing of that

Request tn FERL for [ssusnce of o Supplememal DEIS

Page 7
My 9, 2O0E

State Agencies
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information to the enviremmental effects of the proposed projeet, <learly
demenstrates o need for issianc: of 8 Supplemental DELS.

Iny Ketrle Rampe Cangervation Group v. United Shnte Forest Service, [48T
Supp 2d 1107 (ED Wa 2000}, the court granbed an injunation prahihiting the
Umited $tntes Forsst Serviee from implementing a “Dooglas-fir Bak Beetle
Project”™ until the Farest Service hinl prepased a supplementsl E18. 42 F Supp 2d
ot 1135210, And in Portiand Andubon Saciety v, Babbis, 998 F24 703, 708 (3°
Cir 19493}, the Ninth Circait held that a supplemersial EIS should have been
prepared regarding the effect of imber harvess oo the spoited owl, “hecause the
scientific evidence available to the Secretary in 1987 raised significant new
infarmation relevant 1o environmental concerns, infosmation beering on the
impacts arising fram the angoing implementation of the land use decisions drven
by the ariginal TRPs [limber marsgement plans].”

In addition 10 he significart additiomal and revised informestion submitted
b the applicants, the Orepon Department of Fnergy has developed the ottached
reporl, entithed “Response to Gavernor Kulongoski’s Request far LNG and
Wanaral Gas Rewiew, ODOF, May 7, 2008." That repart concems the need far i
codts, both fiscal and enviranmentz], of an LG import termimal facility in
Ciregon, The report contains sipnificant new miematsan bearing on the impac of
he proposed LNG impoet teminal Gacility on the buman envirotment, The report
discusses the altemative of new pipelines te bring natara] gas from domestic
Rocky Mountain sources 1o Oregon # less cost and with fewer adverse effects on
ihe environiment. The repari addresses the casbon footpring of LNG generally and
e carbon diowide emissions in Cregon cansed by the proposed LMG import
termimal facility. That new information is significant, &5 defimed by the CEC}
regulation, and hence it must be evaluated in a supplemental DEIS.

Mare specifically, the (HROE repor concludes that natural 2es will
continge 1o be needed in Oregen for the foresecable fubare, bt thet the thres LN
inpeet termiresl facilities propesed in Ovegan are ot the only viahle option to
asime noeded restural gas supplics are availshle. There is an over-capacity of
existing LMG facilities in the United States, and hence Oregan LNG facilities
would likely be underutilized. Furthermsare, high il prices and competition from
Asiam countries competing for natural gas supply mean that the price of Pacific
Basin LMG would gresily excesd the poce of Merth Amenscan natural gas.
Domestic patural gas from Narth American could provide adequate natuzal gos o
ngel Orgpion needs Gor the foreseenble filare. Three new prapose:d pipelines fram
e Riscky Moantain gas fields, for example, could provide natural ges meee

Recpaizat Ly FERC fior lssmmmoe of a Supplemental DEIS
Pege &
Pelay %, 2008

State Agencies
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We have incorporated information from the report tittled, Response to
Governor Kulongoski's Request for LNG and Natural Gas Review (ODE,
May 7, 2008) into sections 3 and 4.10.1 of the final EIS.



625

Z00B0512-5063 FE

SA7-8

SA7-9

SA7-10

b OBFAfE008 1e30:45 PN

eeceamically for the Oregom and California markets than the three L¥G
terminals.

[n additivn, the report indicates that LG hes significantly higher Kfi cvele

2 custs than domessic natural gas, due Lo the processes used to liquefy and re
gisify the natural gas nd the large trmsportation distances imvolved in shipping
LMG to Cregon. It s Tikely that OO emissions from regasification at an LRG
terminal in Crregan wauld be included in a regicmal cop and trade system and thus
could adversely affct Oregon's ability to meet s CO2 reduction targets under o
stte b passed in 2007 (House Bill 3543 and under the Western Climate
Indtzative. In general, the Rocky Mountain pipelines uppear likely to have less
environmental impact on Oregon and lower levels of lifis cycle gresnhonse gas
entissings thim the three LMG facilities proposed for Oregon 10 serve the same
markets. The informution contaimed in the (DO repont i3 siprificant new
information that itist be evalunted in a supplements] [FS,

Inn Blaerr v, Bweion, D006 U5 Dist Lexis 56333 (ED La 2006) (impacts of
Hurricanes Katris &nd Kita resulted in new informetion supporting & 21l for 2
supplemental EIS), the court sgreed (hat the plaintiffs were likely to prevall an
their NEPA claim that & supplernental 15 was required:

The Court of Appeals has stated, “The principal factor an agency
shoubd consider in exercising its discretion whelher to supplement an
existing EIS because of now information presents o picture of the likely
environmental consequences ssociated with the proposad action not
erviziomed by the original E18'" Londsians Wilalife Fed®, Tne. v, Fork, 760
FLIA 044, TOST {50 Cle. TRR (quidting Wisconsin v Weinberger, 745
FE 412, 413 (7ih Cir. 19841,

In determining whether to issue a supplemental EIS, FERC is required
umider MEFA 1o take a “hend loak” at the enviranmentsl impaets of substantially
changed netians and signifiesn new information. See Hughes River Watershed
Conservancy v, Glickman, 81 Fid 437, 246 (2% Cir 1995} (Asmy Carps of
Engineers fazled to tnke a “hard look" at problem of zebra mussel infestation

resulting from dam project; ease remanded for deberminmtion regarding
supnlementz] E15),

CONCLUSION

Ag Guvernoe of the State of Oregen, | request that FERC issue a
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement o address the substandial

Request to FERC for Isssance of 2 Supplemental DELS
Fage 8
Moy %, 2008

State Agencies 7
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We have added a discussion of lifecycle GHG emissions for LNG facilities to
sections 3.1.3.3 and 4.10.1 of the final EIS.

We do not believe that substantial new information exists to support the need
for a supplemental draft EIS.

See our responses to comments SA7-1 through SA7-9.
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charges in the proposed action and the significant now information relevant to
erviroemenital concems besring on the praposed action. Such new Information
incledies mot anly the valumines material that MorthernStar and Bradwood
Landing Fave themselves identificd and submitzed to FERC in the farm of
additiora] and revised infarmetion ot previously meladed m the DEIS, but also
the sttached repoet from the Oregon Department of Enerpy addressing
corsiderations of need, cost and the carben footpeint consequences if the propased
LW(3 impart terminal fcility s built in Oregon

In closing, [ reiterate the comement [ made in my previois keter
accompanying the DEIS comments of Oregon agencies:

Uiirnacely, the decision te site terminals requires the full
engagemenil of the federal gevernment, the state and the commeanitics
where facilities are proposed. Only by working together through the siting,
environmenial assessment and permitting processes can we make sound
decisions about the approprioleness of any proposed LNG terminal.

In that spirit of cooperation und covcdination, [ lok farward to
affirmative resolation of Oregon’s reguest that a Supplemsntal Dradl
Envircamerilal Impact Stalement be prepared for the Bradwood Lasding LNG
import terminal fility and ssocialed pipelines,

Sincercly,

77

THEODIRE E. KULORGOSEK]
Cravernor

Reguest to FERC fior bssusmoe of a Sepplemental DETS

B 10
May 5, 2008

State Agencies
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Economic DEvELOPMENT
COUNCIL
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Federal Encry Regulatory Commission _9..2 T ;:g
Attn: Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary E+n <z
AR First Stezet N, Rawoms 1A e ®oom
Washington, DC 20426 Ref. Docket# CPO6-365-000 =] 5

To Whom It May Concern:

On behalf of the Board of Directors of our Econotnic Develapment Council | would like to respond to the
proposal before you concerning Bradwood Landing and Northern Star Natural Cas,

For the pas 2 ¥ vears we have taken a wail and see attitude aboun the building of an LNG plant across the river
fromy onr County, Wi liave stidied all of the pros and cons, sility and water tealfie issties ete. nml we have
visited with Northern Star ofTicials,

With our understanding that your county will benefit greatly with a massive tax increase, our board has decided
that we wart to support the building of this facility at the requested site for the following reasons:

1. Northem Star has committed the docking of three tug boats in Cathlamet. These boats would constitute
35 obs. phus rent and remodeling of an old building. In addition to maintenance. fuel, food. ete. This
operation would greatly enhance our job growth and waterfront development.

[

. Northern Star hias committed fifty-five living wage jobs at the plant. If our county could earn tn to
fifluen of those jobs along with the fug boat jobs, it would make Bradwood Landing our fourth largest
employer. See attached Wahkiakum County list of top employers.

3. With the decline in timber revenues that our County uses to fund mandated services, our County
medical clinic is in jeopardy. We need indusiry. growth and funds to help make up this loss in revenue
and scrvices.

. Novthern Star hus vommitted to allow Wahkiskum County to bid on manulseturing items fo be used in
building their plant and giving us a start up business, and development of a business park. In addition to
job training for our High School students.

5. Nusthern Star has committed $100.000.00 a year to our Wahkiakum Community Foundation to be used
to ¢ssist with safety issues and address County needs. They have already funded the first payment and
will continue annually umil the plant comes on line.

6. Northern Star has committed $500,000.00 a year after the plant is operational for the life of the plant to
be uswd ay the County Foundation submits requests for newds.

7. We (eel that one of our biggest assets is the river and its ship traffic. Many of cur landowners and
tourists come to Wahkiakum County to see the ships and river traffic. We feel it will not hurt our
growth but add to it.

Thank you for considering our needs and requests.

Pxeclitive Dircctor

—P.0. Box 243 * Cathlamet. WA 98612 * Phone 360-795-3996 * FAX 360-795-3944

Local Agencies

LA1-1

Comment noted.
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COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT BY THE
CITY OF WARRENTON, OREGON

Movant-Intervenor! the City of Warrenton, a municipal corporation, through its City
Commission, the duly elected governing body for the City of Warrenton (the “City” or
"Warrenton"), hereby submits its comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
("DEIS").

Background

As described in the DEIS, the City of Warrenton, Oregon is a municipality consisting of
approximately 17 square miles in geographic jurisdiction located at the mouth of the Columbia
River. It is the most northwesterly City in Oregon, The former Town of Hammond is merged
into Warrenton. The City’s year round population is currently 4,645, however based on proposed
development plans this is expected to increase to over 7, 000 in the next several years. The
summer time population can exceed 10,000. The City is directly and significantly impacted by
the proposed vesse] transits carrying liquefied natural gas ("LNG") to the proposed Northern Star
Natural Gas LLC {("NSNG") facility at Bradwood Landing, located at approximately river mile
("RM") 38 upstream.

Included within or immediately adjacent to Warrenton are a diverse number of private

and critical government occupancies. Atong these are Fort Stevens (Oregon's largest State

" On or about July 5, 2006, the City of Warrenton's timely Motion to Intervene was docketed by the Federal Energy
latory Commission (the "Commission™) as Accession No. 20060706-0160, but te date the City has not been
placed on the Service List.

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION i
T

Bradwood Landing LLC ) Docket No.  CP06-365-000 L
Northern Star Energy LLC ) Docket Nos.  CP06-366-000

CP06-376-000

CP06-377-000

Local Agencies
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Park), Warrenton-Astoria Regional Airport (Clatsop County's only commercial airport), Camp
Rilea Armed Forces Training Center (Oregon's largest active military reservation), a 100 bed
Jjuvenile corrections facility, and two major recreational and commercial fishing boat mooring
basins.

Public Safety is provided by local police and fire departments. The Warrenton Police
Department is comprised of eight full-time officers and several reserve officers, who are
responsible for 24 hour protection of the City’s 17 square mile area. The Warrenton Fire
Department consists of two full-time personnel, 32 volunteer firefighters, and seven response
vehicles. The Fire Depariment’s service area is 28 square miles and includes the numerous
facilities noted above, In addition, through existing Mutual Aid Agreements, Warrenton
supports the Knappa-Svensen-Burnside Rural Fire Protection District, in which the proposed
LNG terminal would be located. The City currently has no marine law enforcement or
firefighting capability.

The City has very limited funding resources available for public safety services. It relies
on limited property tax revenues thaf are used primarily for existing personnel expenses. In
recent years equipment purchases have depended on grants, loans, and serial levies.

The City's public safety responsibility extends for approximately seven miles along the
southerly bank of the Columbia River beginning at approximately Clatsop Spit (Buoy 14) then
continuing eastward to Smith Point. Approximately four and one-half miles of the Columbia
River shipping channel from Hammond Marina east to the Astoria city limits are within the
municipal jurisdiction of the City of Warrenton. Warrenton is the first municipality potentialty
impacted once the LNG Cartier enters the Columbia River. As desctibed in the DEIS (Section
4.7.1), portions of the City are located within all three Zones of Concern, including the
Hammond and Warrenton waterfront within Zone 1 (p. 4-273), the Warrenton Waterfront Trail,
Carruthers’ Park and the community library within Zone 2 (p. 4-278), and the police and fire

2
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stations are located within Zone 3 (p. 4-327). Within all three zones are many areas where
people congregate outdoors including essentially the entire route from Fort Stevens State Park,
along the River Walk trail, in the area of Hammond Boat Basin and at Carruthers’ Park. Each of
these public assembly arcas are sufficiently close to the vessel transit route to warrant heightened
safety and security measures.

Procedural History

On May 24, 2006, during the Pre-Filing Process, the City of Warrenton wrote to the
Commission to advise that the City had a number of safety related concerns regarding the
potential transit of LNG carriers through the corporate limits of the City of Warrenton, which
would occur should the Bradwood Landing site be approved by the Commission. A copy of that
May 24, 2006 letter was also included in the Safety Advisory Report submitted to the
Commission by the Oregon Department of Energy, attached as Appendix K to the DEIS. The
City timely moved to intervene, which motion was docketed July 5, 2006 as Accession No.
20060706-0160. Since that time, both Warrenton's Police Chief and Fire Chief have participated
in various meetings and workshops held in conjunction with preparation of the U.S. Coast Guard
Waterway Suitability Assessment Report ("WSR") dated February 28, 2007, attached as
Appendix H to the DEIS, and with respect to development of an Emergency Response Plan
("ERP").

Comments on the DEIS

The DEIS repeatedly refers to the same discussion concerning waterway safety and
security throughout the voluminous report. Specifically, the DEIS recognizes significant
potential impacts within Zones 1 through 3 due to an accidental or intentional breach of an LNG
vessel resulting in a release of LNG during transit or while at the berth. It acknowledges the risk
of severe consequences, with injuries ranging from mild to fatal, being most severe in Zone 1

and decreasing outward through Zones 2 and 3. See, e.g., DEIS, p. 4-322. Yet, the DEIS

Local Agencies
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We have updated section 4.11.5.5 to include a condition which would require

NorthernStar to comply with all requirements set forth by the COPT
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uniformly concludes that "with the implementation of the safety and security measures and
conditions outlined in the Coast Guard's WSR (see Appendix H), an LNG release along the
waterway would be highly unlikely." Id. See also DEIS, p. 4-273 ("Effects on structures within
Zone 1 would be most severe, while buildings within Zone 3 would be less impacted. However,
with implementation of the mitigation measures described in the Coast Guard's WSR, an LNG
release along the waterway would be highly unlikely."); DEIS, p. 4-275 ("With the
implementation of the safety and security measures outlined in the Coast Guard's WSR, it is
highly unlikely that there would be a release of LNG from a passing LNG ship that would lead to
a spill and related pool fire affecting planned commercial or residential developments along the
waterway."); DEIS, p. 4-279 ("Those facilities within Zone 1 could sustain damages to
structures, features, or vegetation, Facilities within Zone 3 would be less affected. However,
with the implementation of the safety and security measures outlined in the Coast Guard's WSR,
the chance of a spill would be extremely remote.").

As a result of these findings, the FERC staff made a number of recommendations which
are described in detail in Sections 4.11.5.5 and 4.11.6 of the DEIS (pp. 4-429 through 4-436) and
further documented in Section 5.2, Conditions 42, 62 and 63. These conditions fail to properly
acknowledge, however, that the Coast Guard measures are necessary requirements and not
simply preliminary recommendations with the details to be worked out later. Compare DEIS,

p. 4-432 ("the WSR recommends additional facilities and infrastructure to make the waterway
suitable for LNG marine traffic") with WSR, App. H ("I have determined that to make the
Columbia River suitable for the type and frequency of LNG marine traffic associated with this
project, additional measures will be necessary ... [and] must be put into place”).

Additionally, the DEIS minimizes and generalizes the specific requirements outlined by
the Coast Guard. For example, on page 4-432, the DEIS identifies one item as "augmentation of
shoreside firefighting capabilities to provide protection services to the facility as well as

4

Local Agencies 2

LA2-2

By necessity, the EIS must summarize information from many sources. The
complete WSR is provided as Appendix H.
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LA2-2

cont’d

LA2-3

communities along the river" when the original WSR (p.4 of 6) stated "shore side firefighting
resources and training will need to be augmented ... |including] adequate cost-sharing
arrangements for project related training, equipment, maintenance, and staffing ... for all
communities impacted by the project.”

Representatives of NSNG have had approximately two years to make firm commitments
to state, county and local law enforcement and fire agencies concerning these requirements, and
have not done so. The proposed conditions that the WSR be updated annually and NSNG
comunit prior to commissioning to implement the required measures is simply too little too late.
Additionally, the conditions recommending the Emergency Response Plan ("ERP") and cost-
sharing plan be submitted prior to initial site preparation likewise do not provide sufficient
certainty for local communities, like Warrenton.

As documented throughout the DEIS, implementation of these measures are critical to the
viability of the project and the validity of the DEIS assessment. Absent binding agreement with
the state, county and local fire and police agencies concerning security and safety requirements,
the project cannot proceed and the entire DEIS safety and security analysis is rendered
meaningless. Therefore, NSNG should be required, prior to issuance of the final order issuing
certificates ("Order” or "Certificate”) to reach an agreement in principle, in a form acceptable
to each respective agency, with each state, county and local municipality affected on the level of
resource funding NSNG will commit for safety and security requirements including, without
limitation, capital requirements for new equipment, resources for additional staff, and training
for all affected personnel (hoth professional and volunteer). These critical decisions cannot and
should not be put off until after the Certificate issues.

The Commission cannot fulfill its statutory duty to address state and Jocal safety
considerations required by 15 U.S.C. § 717b-1 (Section 311(d) of the Energy Policy Act of 2005)
by simply stating that these important details will be worked out after the Certificate issues. See

3

Local Agencies

LA2-3

See our response to comment PM1-1.
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LA2-3

cont'd

LA2-4

DEIS, Appendix K, Response of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission to the Safety
Advisory Report of the Oregon Department of Energy for the Bradwood Landing Project
(referring to proposed Conditions 42, 62, and 63). The statute requires meaningful resolution of
state and local safety considerations "prior to issuing an order pursuant to section 717b." See 15
U.S.C. § 717b-1(b) and (c). Therefore, NSNG must be required to address Warrenton's
requirements (as well as the other jurisdictions affected), outlined in its May 26, 2006 letter, and
commit to the funding necessary to implement these requirements, prior to issuance of any Order
approving the project.

Secondly, with respect to "the current capacity of the local public services to respond to
an incident or fire at the LNG terminal,” the DEIS recognizes "that significant gaps exist in fire
fighting capacity for both shore and water side fire fighting response." DEIS, p. 4-342, These
gaps were also described in the State Advisory Report (Appendix K) filed pursuant to 15 U.S.C.
§ 717b-1. The DEIS states that "NorthernStar has indicated that trained personnel and fire
fighting equipment would be maintained at the LNG terminal in the event of an emergency.” 1d.
However, there is nothing in the DEIS to indicate that NSNG has committed to anything more
than that which is required by applicable regulations and requirements found in 49 C.F R. Part
193 and NFPA 59A. The proposed solution to address this acknowledged issue, the requirement
to produce an ERP prior to construction, is simply inadequate.

Given the lack of local capacity and the distance from supporting fire fighting services,
NSNG must be required to provide enhanced fire protection in the form of an Industrial Fire
Brigade as described in NFPA 600. It is simply insufficient that operations and maintenance
personnel will be trained in safe shutdown and evacuation procedures, etc. as already required by
applicable regulations. If an incident occurs at night, when only a limited operations crew is
working, there may be insufficient personnel to man all of the fire fighting equipment likely to

be present. Additionally, by conditioning the Order on implementation and maintenance of an

6

Local Agencies

LA2-4

As discussed in section 4.11.6, NorthernStar would be required to develop
an ERP that would be approved by the FERC before any final approval to
begin construction. See our response to comment PM1-1.
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LA2-4

cont’d

LA2-5

Industrial Fire Brigade (NFPA 600), the Commission and the public can be assured that
dedicated fire fighters with proper training and equipment will be readily available to address
any incident at the terminal.

Lastly, with respect to protection of Cultural Resources in the event of an incident, the
DEIS states that "NorthernStar indicates that it would produce a Cultural Resources Management
Plan that would outline procedures for coordination with first responders in order to protect
historic properties." DEIS, p. 4-359. This commitment is not reflected in any of the proposed
conditions prepared by FERC Staff. See Section 5.2. Therefore, Condition no. 36 (requiring
such Cultural Resources Management Plan) must be modified to include a requitement to
coordinate, and reach agreement, with first responders on the method and means to protect
historic properties which are located within the Zones of Concern, especially historic buildings
along the waterway which are most likely to be adversely impacted.

Conclusion

As described herein and in its prior correspondence (incorporated by reference),
Warrenton requires a commitment to fund necessary capital and on-going expenditures related to
police and fire protection before it can agtee to any proposed ERP. NSNG should be required to
document such commitments, in a form agreeable to Warrenton, before any final Order is issued
from the Commission. The proposed mitigation conditions, which delay finalizing such
monetary commitments until after the Certificate issues, are inadequate and contrary to statutory
requirements enacted as part of the Energy Policy Act of 2005, Additionally, based on the
recognized need, NSNG should be required to implement and maintain an Industrial Fire Brigade
meeting all requirements described in NFPA 600, and as approved by the City of Wartenton,
Lastly, the required Cultural Resources Management Plan must contain provisions addressing the
risk to historic properties located within the Zones of Concern and include agreements with local

first responders documenting the method and means for protecting these properties and sites,

Local Agencies 2

LA2-5

We agree that the Cultural Resources Management Plan that NorthernStar
committed to protect historic properties from the actions of first responders in
the event of an unexpected accident should be part of the FERC's
requirements to complete compliance with the NHPA. Therefore, we have
added to our recommendation in section 4.9.4 the requirement that
NorthernStar must provide a Cultural Resources Management Plan, for
review and approval by the SHPOs and the FERC, prior to construction.
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Respectfully submitted,

Gilbert Gramson

Mayor

City of Warrenton

P.0. Box 250

Warrenton, OR 97146
Telephone: 503- 861-2233

December|7 , 2007
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE AND MAILING
T hereby certify that I have this day served the foregoing document on each person

designated on the official service list compiled by the Secretary in this proceeding on December
f% . 2007, by first class mail, postage prepaid.

Presto%olasek ;

City Manager
Attest:
- 'S
Linda Engbretson{ City Recorder
8

Local Agencies



0vS-M

HY
%SHING‘O“
COMMISSIONERS

- Kathieen A. Johnaon
District 1

Goorge Rater
Distct 2

Arel Swanson
District 3

ADMINISTRATIVE
COORDINATOR

s Stephania Dunn

T2 C,
*\\c\ oll,’)‘

Fau Board of o

[Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20071219-0194 Received by FERC OSEC 12/18/2007 in Docketf: CPOE-366-000

ORIGINAL

County Administration Building

TEL (380) 577-3020

Commissioners P o s 87

December 11, 2007

Kimberly D. Bosc, Secretary

Federal Encrgy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E., Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

Re:  Docket CP06-365-000 and CP06-366-000 et at.
Bradwood Landing LNG Import Terminal Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Ms. Bose:

Cowlitz County is the SEPA agency for the State of Washington. It is our responsibility to ensure
that the envi | document adequately add local and state issues. To that end the County
has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) and compiled comments from
the public and local and statc agencics. As members of the Board of Cowlitz County Commissioners,
we respectfully submit this letter and the enclosed artachments as the County’s official comments on
the Draft EIS.

Enclosed with this letter are the following documents:

v Cowlitz County official comments on the Bradwood Landing Project Drafl EIS
*  Public Commetits

v Agency Comments

*  County Meeting Notes

Overall, we found the Draft EIS helpful in its descnpuon of the prcposed terminal and operations,
and we appreciate the difficulty of completing a gh envi | analysis for such a large and
complex project. Our comments identify oury primary areas of concern and make requests for revision
to the Draft EIS or for additional analysis.

Sincerely,
Board of County Commissioners
of Cowlitz County, Washington

George Raiter, Commissioner

k-

Axel Sv Swanson, Commlssmner

b0: o 81 730 LW

cc:  Mike Wojtowicz, Building and Planning Ditcctor
Commissioners’ Record

Local Agencies
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Cowlitz County Official Comments:

Bradwood Landing Project Draft EIS NEPA/SEPA Review

Introduction

This NEPA/SEPA review looked at the Bradwood Landing Draft EIS, Resource Reports for the
environmental disciplines for both the Terminal and Pipeline portions of the project, and additional
supporting materials found as referenced in the Bradwood Landing materials or referred to the County
through public comment. The comments are organized by Draft EIS chapter and section.

These commients represent the official comments of the Cowlitz County Board of Commissioners, the
designated State Environmental Policy Act lead agency for the Bradwood Landing Project. Attached
with these comments is the full record of comments received by the County during the Draft EIS
comment period. The record is organized by public comments, agency comments, and county meeting
notes. .

Chapter 1 Introduction

LA3-1 1) Comment: (Page 1-2) The description of the proposed LNG import terminal does not mention or
describe the development of the foundation for a third LNG storage tank. Because the development
of a third storage tank foundation would affect habitat resoutces at the site, it should be identified as
part of import terminal development

Request: The FERC should clarify that a third storage tank foundation will be developed under the
proposed LNG import terminal description

LA3-2 2) Comment: (Page 1-3) Cowlitz County is concerned that the purpose statement and at least oe of the
stated objectives for the project may be considered too narrow under NEPA, Including “through
importation of LNG” in the purpose statement is rather narrow and rules out other sources of new
natural gas to the Pacific Northwest. Additionally, the statement “delivering natural gas to the Wauna
Mill, Oregon and the PGE Beaver Power Plant at Port Westward, Oregon” and then using this
statement as a project objective to rule out alternative sites and pipeline routes may be seen as too
narrow for NEPA standards.

Request: The FERC may want to consider a more broad purpose statement to meet the intent of
NEPA,

=

Comment; (Page 1-8) ODEQ will not review the Bradwood Landing NPDES permit application until
Clatsop County has issued 2 Land Use Compatibility Statement,

LA3-3 |3

Request: The review of the NPDES permit application should be made available for review and
comment prior to issuance of the Final EIS.

LA3-4 4) Comment: (Page 1-24 and 1-25) The Draft EIS should incorporate all substantial comments
submitted during the scoping process. However, the comments included in Chapter 1 do not include
comments made about unsuitable soils and geologic hazards or comments regarding economic

impacts to landowners along the pipeline.

Request: The FERC should include all sub iod concerns and raised during the scoping
process.

1of19

Local Agencies 3

LA3-1

LA3-2

LA3-3

LA3-4

Soil corrections and vibroflotation would be conducted in the entire LNG
storage tank area (including the area of the possible third tank); however
structural foundations for the third tank would not be constructed.

Although the purpose statement included the phrase “through importation of
LNG” we evaluated system alternatives that included new pipelines (see
section 3.1.2.2). Regionally, we considered locations in Puget Sound, Grays
Harbor, and Jordan Cove and did not exclude them because they could not
supply natural gas to specific end users that the Bradwood Landing Project
proposes to serve. However, when we considered the locations on the
Columbia River, we did a more detailed comparative analysis and assumed
the same delivery points along the sendout pipeline for all of the proposed
alternatives for consistency.

We have revised the EIS to acknowledge that Clatsop County made its land
use decision on March 20, 2008. See responses to comments PM6-94,
SA1-179, and SA4-3.

The EIS addresses all general issues raised during scoping. See our
response to comment PM3-24.
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LA3-5

LA3-6

LA3-7

LA3-8

LA3-9

Chapter 2 Description of Proposed Action

1) Comment: (Pages 2-11 and 4-428) Chapter 2 deseribes the waterway conditions at the mouth of the
Columbia River, for example the potential for a 35-foot standing wave gt the bar and the need for
large ships to wait for good conditions before leaving or entering the river channel. Page 4-428
explains that there are two anchorages on either side of the channel at Astoria, but that the LNG ships
would not uses the anchorages, Cowlitz County poses this question because if the location of holding
for LNG ships is closer to Washington there may potential impacts to the State of Washington.

Regquest: The FERC should disclose the alternative locations for holding LNG ships while waiting
Jor safe passage conditions to allow for consideration and review of potential impacts,

2) Comment: (Pages 2-27 and 4-9) The Draft EIS indicates gas conveyed by the pipeline would not be
odotized. The pipeline alignment in Washington would pass through an area of numerous
documented mass-wasting hazards.

Request: The Final EIS should include a more thorough risk analysis to address leak detection and
Ppipeline safety given the risk to pipe integrity posed by the geologic setting coupled with the pipeline
transport of non-odorized gas. ’

3) Comment: (Page 2-28) This section briefly describes the Palomar Gas Transmission pipeline project
(Palomar). It describes that although NorthernStar has indicated it is seeking capacity on the Palomar
pipeline, the construction of the Palomar pipeline is entirely independent of the Bradwood Landing
project. As such, the FERC indicates that all analysis of impacts and alternatives for the Palomar
pipeline will be conducted separately. This section also indicates that a section of the pipeline
cotinecting to Bradwood Landing would not be constructed if Bradwood were not constructed. Thus,
in our analysis, for at least that section of the pipeline, any impacts from the Palomar pipeline are, in
fact, dependent on the Bradwood Landing LNG import terminal project.

Request: The FERC should evaluate and disclose potential impacts of that section of the Palomar
pipeline that is dependent on the Bradwood Landing project. Because these impacts would occur on
lands not presently impacted by the project currently under review in this Draft EIS, property owner
notification, additional public hearings, and additional period for an updated
Draft EIS would be appropriate.

=

Comment; (Page 2:28) The potential connection of the Bradwood Landing LNG facility to the
Palomar pipeline has raised many questions about the future use of gas imported to Bradwood
Landing. Many Cowlitz County residents have questioned whether the Draft EIS accurately

represents the intent of NorthernStar with respect to the ultimate market destination of imported LNG.

‘The indication in this section that natural gas could be sent through the Palomar pipeline makes
Cowlitz County residents question whether the proposed pipeline through Cowlitz County is even
necessary, and if the demand for natural gas presented in the purpose and need section of the Draft
EIS accurately represents the intended markets.

Request: The FERC should closely evaluate the relationship between the Bradwood Landing LNG
Jacility, its proposed pipeline, and the proposed Palomar pipeline. To the extent possible, future
plans for capacity on the Palomar pipeline and the proposed Bradwood Landing pipeline for LNG
imported through Bradwood Landing should be disclosed.

5

=z

Comment: (Page 2-41) Site preparation may include blasting along the southern boundary of the site
and at the existing rock quarry. The Draft EIS states that all applicable federal, state, and local
regulations will be adhered to and NorthemStar would employ mitigation measures, as necéssary.

20019
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LA3-5

LA3-6

LA3-7

LA3-8

LA3-9

There are no locations planned for holding LNG carriers. If the Columbia
River Bar is closed, incoming LNG carriers would stay in the ocean, while
outgoing carriers would remain at the LNG terminal. No anchorages would
be allowed for LNG carriers along the waterway.

Section 4.1.4.3 describes the mitigation measures proposed by NorthernStar
to address potential geological hazards. The pipeline would be operated
under the DOT's pipeline safety standards contained in CFR 49 Part 192,
including leakage survey requirements in 192.706. See also our responses
to comments PM5-81 and LA7-25.

Although the segment that would connect to the Bradwood Landing LNG
terminal would not be built if the Bradwood Landing Project is not authorized,
taken as whole, the Palomar pipeline is not dependent on the Bradwood
Landing Project. The environmental impacts of the Palomar project are
being reviewed under a separate EIS process, including property owner
notification and the opportunity for public review and comment.

The Bradwood Landing sendout pipeline would terminate at an
interconnection with the existing Williams Northwest pipeline system near
Kelso, Washington. The Palomar pipeline could be an alternative destination
for natural gas from the Bradwood Landing LNG terminal if it is certificated
and constructed, but the Bradwood Landing Project would not be dependent
on it.

NorthernStar would develop a Blasting Management Plan which would
contain measures for noise mitigation.
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Request: Prior to completion of the Final EIS and to comply with SEPA, NorthernStar should
coordinate with nearby residents at Puget Island regarding potential noise impacts during blastin '3
and should develop a blasting managenent plan as part of the mitigation for this impact.

Comment; (Page 2-36 through 2-58) The FERC requires that NorthemnStar hire an independent third-
party contractor for compliance monitoring throughout construction.,

Request: The FERC should include stipulations that the third-party contractor be under contract to
the FERC, not to NortherStar to avoid conflict of interest concerns.

Comment: (Pages 2-63 and 3-41) Section 2.9 - Future Plans and Abandonment states “...provisions
have been made in the layout of the site to allow for a possible future expansion by adding a third
LNG storage tank and associated equipment.” Section 3.1.6,2 (page 3-41) states that «.. .designing a
project to allow for future expansion is a typical model for energy projects...” Both sections may be
interpreted to mean that a specific terminal area for a third LNG tank may be set aside for future
expansion. The Draft EIS does not explicitly state that construction of the foundation and concrete
pad is necessary as part of future planning or provisions.

Request: The FERC should clarify in the Final EIS that construction of the foundation and )
containment berm for a possible third LNG storage tank will be undertaken during terminal
development, and that the foundation and relevant section of the containment berm are provisions for
Suture expansion.

Chapter 3 Alternatives
1) Comment: Overall, the terminal site alternatives analysis as provided in the Chapter 3 of the Draft

EIS.and in the Bradwood Landing Resource Report 10 fail to meet the standards for alternatives
analysis found in Section 10.4 of the FERC’s Guidance Manual for Environmental Report
Preparation, August 2002, Scction 10.4 requires that the environmental document “Identify and
discuss the decision criteria and weighting used at each decision point and clearly state the basis for
each decision.” This statement is followed by a list of factors that should be discussed fot each
alternative site. Of the 17 factors, it appears the Bradwood Landing terminal site alternatives analysis
did not specifically evaluate seven of these factors as follows:

a,

Visual impact;

b) Amount of prime farmland soils;

c) Presence of HRHP-¢ligible sites;

d) Number of noise-sensitive areas (NSAs);
) Location of nearby NSAs;

f) Air quality considerations; and

g v

Although the environmental documents state that the alternatives analysis consisted of a three year
fong evaluation process, there is very little supporting information regarding the alternative terminal
sites and no evidence of a weighted criteria system or consistent application of the criteria to each
site. Cowlitz County reviewed the alternative locations for the terminal because of the impacts to

residents of the State of Washington on Puget Island and because the location of the pipeline is
determined by the location of the terminal,

L e o

Noise considerations;

Request: The FERC and NorthernStar should provide documentation of the detailed criteria
evaluation for each of the proposed alternative terminal locations and demonstrate how each
criterion was equally applied to each alternative site.

3of19
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The FERC third-party contracting guidelines establish a separation of the
contractor’s technical interactions with the FERC staff from the invoicing
process, whereby the project sponsor is only involved in paying for the
contractor’s time, materials, and related expenses. This is so that the
applicant has the burden of covering the costs for the review of its proposal,
rather than passing on those expenses to U.S. tax payers. This
arrangement is similar to what other federal agencies, such as the BLM and
USFS, do under their cost-reimbursable contracts with applicants. The third-
party contractor is under the direction of the FERC staff, and NorthernStar is
prohibited from viewing any work products. There is no conflict of interest.
See response to comment PM3-65.

See our response to comment LA3-1.

We discuss our criteria for evaluating alternatives at the beginning of section
3.1 and in section 3.1.5.3. We provided information about impacts on
specific resources where we have data for alternative LNG terminal sites.
We did evaluate visual impacts for certain alternatives. For example, the
discussion of the Oregon LNG terminal, in section 3.1.3.4, indicated that it
may have greater visual impacts than the Bradwood Landing location .
because it would be closer to population centers in Warrenton and Astoria.
We mentioned that the sendout pipeline for the Oregon LNG Project could
potentially impact nine archaeological sites, while 88 archaeological site_s
were identified along the sendout pipeline for the Jordan Cove LNG Project.
NSAs and noise impacts were considered indirectly by an assessment of the
closest residence and the population density in adjacent areas. Air quality
issues are equivalent, as all of the LNG terminal alternative locations are
within areas that are in attainment for all NAAQS criteria pollutants.
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LA3-15

LA3-16

LA3-17

LA3-18

2) Comment: (Page 3-6) Reference to the estimated 1,800 waste sites and radioactive contamination at
Hanford Nuclear Site is not explicitly linked to power generation at the Columbia Generating Station.
Unless the 1,800 waste sites are a byproduct of power generation they should not be included in the
analysis of nuclear enetgy as an alternative,

Request: The FERC should clarify or qualify in the Final EIS the relation and relevance of these
waste sites and/or nuclear contamination to nuclear power generation at the Hanford Nuclear Site -
Columbia Generating Station.

3) F‘amment: (Page 3-29) The argument for the dismissal of the Port Westward alternative site is
msufﬁcient. This alternative site appears to have important advantages over the Bradwood Landing
site, specifically the potential for reuse of waste heat and cool water.

g ges

Request: To improve the lusion, the results I research into the lease agreement for
site feasibility and more clearly quantified potential, incremental negative impacts of the further river
travel should be provided.

4) Comment: (Page 3-31 through 3-34) The Draft EIS states that the analysis of feasibility for off-shore
LNG import facilities was conducted at one location southwest of Astoria. This location was chosen
to provide an efficient pipeline connection to on-shore facilities. We note that for on-shore LNG
import terminals the alternative site analysis included sites outside of the immediate proposed project
area, as long as a site could meet the purpose of bringing LNG to the Northwest market, By limiting
the evaluation of off-shore alternatives to just one location, the alternatives analysis does not evaluate
a reasonable breadth of locations,

Request: (Puge 3-31) The FERC should identify other potentially feasible off-shore locations that
could serve the purpose of bringing LNG to the Northwest and should conduct the same analysis for
feasibility, and the results should be presented in the Final EIS. .

5) Com_ment: The analysis performed to compare Oregon off-shore conditions to those of the Gulf of
Mexico and the Atlantic Ocean near Massachusetts is limited and may not provide a clear picture of
the conditions other LNG facilities have been constructed in.

Reguest: The FERC should also include a comparison to the conditions in Nova Scotia where the
Keltic Petrochemicals LNG and Bear Head LNG facilities have been proposed with off-shore
components.

6

Comment: (Page 3-39) The argument for the dismissal of the Cherry Point altemative site is
insufficient. Reasoning for dismissing this site is based on potential restrictions on development due
10 an August 2000 Withdrawal Order by the Washington Commissioner of Public Lands that created
the Cherry Point State Aquatic Reserve (CPSAR). As stated in the Draft EIS, the specific
management plan will not be finalized until late 2007 or early 2008. To date negotiations are still
underway and inctude all the stakeholders in the area including industrial developments

www.dnr.wa.gov/htdocs/aqu/reserves). We feel that the existing industrial character of this site, the
deep water access, and short distance to the Williatns Pipeline make the Cherry Point site a strong
alternative to the Bradwood Landing site for bringing LNG to the northwest market.

g Further i igation of the p ial for develop of an LNG import terminal should be
included before finalization of the Bradwood Landing EIS. For more information, the DNR website

references Kyle Murphy (360-902-1073; kyle.murphy@dnr.wa.gov).

7 .Commelnt: (Page 3-48) The reasons given for dismissing the Railroad Route Alternative are
insufficient. The Draft EIS states that this alternative fails to meet the project objective of delivery to
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We have revised the text discussing nuclear power as a renewable energy
resource alternative in section 3.1.1.3.

We disagree that our analysis of the Port Westward alternative LNG terminal
location is insufficient. We do not believe that the potential to exchange
waste heat and cooling water from the Beaver power plant at Port Westward
is a critically important advantage. The Bradwood Landing Project would
have limited impacts on air quality, as explained in section 4.10. As our
discussion is section 3.1.3.4 indicates, the disadvantages of an LNG terminal
alternative at Port Westward includes lack of a project sponsor able to
prepare a FERC application, unfavorable development conditions for the
lease of waterfront property, and longer LNG carrier transit. No additional
research is necessary to support those conclusions.

The data on rough seas conditions, derived from the ABSC report, apply to
the entire Pacific Northwest coast line. (See our response to comments
PM2-24 and FA2-4.) We picked a hypothetical location off the Oregon
Coast, in close proximity to the proposed Bradwood Landing Project, in order
to meet the project objectives. The conclusions presented in the EIS are
based on an evaluation of technologies that are technically and economically
feasible given weather conditions off the Oregon coast. These technologies
have certain limitations under conditions that would be present along the
entire Pacific Northwest coastline. See also our response to IND115-2
[Bennett and Patricia Garner].)

We have revised section 3.1.4.1 to better explain how rough sea conditions
off the Oregon coast compares to conditions off the Northeast and Gulf
coasts. Keltic Petrochemicals of Halifax is proposing a petrochemical plant
and a cogeneration plant with an associated LNG terminal, storage, and
regasification facility (see http://www.kelticpetrochemicals.ca/
projects_Ing.html). The Bear Head LNG project has since been discontinued
but would have been located on a peninsula on Cape Breton Island, Nova
Scotia, Canada (LCG Consulting Energy Online, accessed March 2, 2008
http://energyonline.com/Industry/News.aspx?NewsID=6951). With LNG
storage and vaporization facilities located onshore, both of these proposed
facilities are not conceptually different than the one proposed by Oregon
LNG. Regardless, the sea conditions located at these sites are not
comparable to the conditions off the coast of Oregon.

Because of the uncertainty associated with the potential restrictions imposed
by the CPSAR, a potential LNG facility developer could not have considered
the Cherry Point alternative site under the same schedule as the proposed
site. As further discussed in section 3.1.5.3, the Cherry Point location was
also eliminated due to the interim restrictions on the development of any new
in-water structures within the Cherry Point State Aquatic Reserve. We do
not believe this alternative warrants further consideration at this time.

We believe our conclusions in section 3.1.8.1 sufficiently describe the
benefits of the proposed route over the Railroad Route Alternative. The
proposed route beyond the PGE Beaver Power Plant at Port Westward
would be collocated with the existing KB Pipeline for a significant portion of
its length.
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LA3-18 the PGE Beaver Power Plant at Port Westward without a pipeline lateral that would significantly
extend the length of the pipeline. Considering the objective of delivery to the power plant suggests
cont'd that another alternative, a hybrid of the proposed pipeline route and the Railroad Route, could have
been considered. The routc could have followed the proposed route to the power plant and then
transitioned to follow the Railroad Route. It appears, without any independent research or analysis,
there is potential for a route with fewer environmental impacts (as described by the Railroad Route)
that could be developed by such 2 combination. Additionally, based on Comment 2 in our comments
for Chapter 1, this alternative was eliminated for not meeting a project objective that may be seen as
too narrow under NEPA.

Request: Before finalization of the Bradwood Landing EIS, this additional alternative should be
analyzed.

=

Comment: (Page 3-49) The Major Pipeline Route Alternatives Conclusion appears to falsely state
that the proposed pipeline alternative is the shortest alternative route, when the description of the
Railroad Route of page 3-48 states that the Railroad Alternative s slightly shorter than the proposed
route, and Table 3.1.8-1 on page 3-50 shows the Proposed Route length as 36.3 miles and the
Railroad route length as 35.8 miles.

Regq This statement should be evaluated and corrected if needed.

LA3-19 | 8

N

Comment: (Page 3-49) The Major Pipeline Route Alternatives Conclusion statement further claims
that the proposed route elitminates constructibility issues. There is no specific evidence provided to
measure constructibility issues. Many would argue that the proposed route poses numerous
construetibility issues due to challenges of drilling below two major rivers and laying pipeline for
approximately 17 miles in terrain with approximately 31 documented landslide features, stream
drainages, and other geologic challenges.

LA3-20 | *

Request: Before finalization of the Bradwood Landing EIS, further analysis of constructibility
between pipeline route alternatives should be provided.

LA3-21 | 10) Comment: (Page 3-51) Table 3.1.8-2 provides reasons for mifor route variations in the proposed
pipeline route. While this information is helpful, it is difficult to evaluate the accuracy of the
statements because the level of detail provided on the maps in Appendix B is not sufficient to verify
the conclusions, Additionally, on the maps, it is unclear whether the red solid line shows the route as
indicated with the “selected” notation in Table 3.1.8-2 where the altemative route was selected, or if
the dashed line shows altematives considered in the case where it was selected or where it was not.

Request: Where a minor route variation was determined based on a physical element that can be
mapped, more detailed mapping should be provided. Additionally, clarification should be provided
Jor symbolization of the selected route.

Chapter 4 Environmental Analysis

4.1 Geology
LA3-22 |1 Comment: (Pages 4-20 and 4-21) Section 4.1.4.3 states that horizontal directional drilling (HDD) is

proposed for routing the pipeline under landslide features and up to 17 waterbodies. A URS
geotechnical investigation (URS 2006b) states for each of the proposed HDD sites, that “the risk of
encountering varying geologic conditions is low.” Based on a review by Foundation Engineers

l contracted with Cowlitz County, the Columbia River Basalt underlying many of the sites vary from
soil to very hard rock with zones of very close jointing. Therefore, in our opinion, the HDD will

l likely encounter widely varying conditions. The proposed extensive use of HDD technology appears
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LA3-19

LA3-20

LA3-21

LA3-22

The major pipeline route conclusion has been revised in the final EIS.

The constructability issue referred to is specifically the requ?r_em_ent for
blasting in proximity to the railroad bed. This has been clarified in the
conclusions for the major pipeline routes in section 3.1.8.1.

The legend on each figure indicates that the solid line is the proposgd route,
which by definition, would be the selected route segment. The EIS is by
necessity a summary document and we believe the level of detail in the _
pipeline route maps, along with the narrative in the text, is sufficient to depict
the minor route variations.

See our response to comment SA3-5.
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LA3-22

cont'd

LA3-23

LA3-24

[ A3-25

LA3-26

2

to “push” the limits of the existing technology. In addition, there are no contingency plans for
alternate stream crossing methods such as open trenching. The lack of surety regarding whether
HDD technology can be used at all the locations it is proposed may present problems with
compliance with the Biological Opinion and other agency approvals.

Request: The Final EIS should provide a more thorough di of design considerations and the
Jeasibility of using HDD. This discussion should include contingencies in the event that attempts to
use HDD fail to a significant degree and should demonstrate approval from regulatory agencies for
these confingency methods.

Comment: (Pages 4-20 and 4-84) The Draft EIS recommends preparation of a Final Pipeine Design
Geotechnical Report prior to construction but after project approval. The more detailed peotechnical
report is to refine the subsurface conditions beneath difficult geometries and/or sensitive watersheds.
The potential scope of engineering challenges seems to merit 2 more detailed analysis of the
suitability of the proposed pipeline alignment prior to project approval.

Request: The Final EIS should provide a more detailed of engineering challenges to

Ppipeline installation and integrity posed by local geology that can be compared with other pipeline
routes in the alternatives analysis.

4.2 Soils and Sediments
No specific comments.

4.3 Water Resources
1) Comment: (4-84) The Draft EIS states that up to 17 waterbodies will be traversed using HDD. A

2

=

URS geotechnical investigation (URS 2006b) that examines thirteen potential HDD sites states that
the risk of “frac-out”, Joss of drilling fluid to the surface is reduced by the subsurface basalt bedrock.
In our experience, Columbia River Basalt often includes open joints and zones of high permeability.
Therefore, the risk of drilling fluid loss is relatively high.

Reguest: The Final EIS should include an assessment of cumulative effects from potential multiple
frac-outs. The Final EIS should also include a “failure threshold” analysis whereby the use of HDD
would be re-evaluated. In addition, because some regulatory approvals (U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Biological Opinion and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 Perrmt) are dependant on
methods presented in applications based on HDD technology, plans and de ation
of approval from all required regulatory authovities must be provided prior to the Final EIS.

Comment: (Page 4-56) The HDD alignment for the Columbia River crossing falls within the area of
influence of a Port of St. Helens, Oregon municipal we]l that was not discussed in the Draft EIS.

Request: The Final EIS should describe and discuss effecis of pipeline construction on the Port of St.
Helens municipal well.

Comment: (Pages 4-66 and 4-70) Model predictions taken from the WEST hydrodynamic and
sediment transport report prepared for NorthernStar state that dredge-related total suspended solids
(TSS) would diminish to 0.1 mg/L before reaching Tenasillahe Island. Teasillahe Island is located
approximately 1 kilometer downstream of the edge of the proposed dredging zone. Funt Creck,
which is recognized essential salmonid habitat, is located immediately adjacent to the proposed
dredge site.

Request: Clarify in the Final EIS whether TSS concentrations on the order of 0.1 mg/L would be
temporary and minor in the vicinity of Hunt Creek during dredge actzvmes and what effects on
natural resources may be d from anticipated TSS ‘ations.

6of19
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The detailed geotechnical analysis for the pipeline requires property access
that is currently not available. It is not feasible to include this level of
analysis in the final EIS.

The trajectory of the Columbia River HDD would be designed to minimize the
potential for frac-outs. The FERC'’s approval of the project is contingent on
the COE's approval of the section 404 permit. In addition, the FERC would
not allow construction to proceed until after we have concluded formal
consultation with the FWS and NMFS.

Based on the location of the Port of St. Helens municipal water well relative
to the trajectory of the Columbia River HDD borehole, we do not believe that
the well would be affected by pipeline construction.

Based on figure 44 within the Hydrodynamic and Sediment Transport
Assessment conducted for the Bradwood Landing Project by WEST (2006),
TSS concentrations would diminish to 0.1 mg/L before reaching Hunt Creek.
Sections 4.2.2.2 and 4.3.2.3 have been revised to address this comment.
Potential impacts on aquatic resources due to increased suspended
sediment and turbidity levels from dredging activities are described in section
452.1.
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LA3-27 | 4 Comment: (Page 4-70) The Draft EIS states that background levels of turbidity measured in
Nephelometric Turbidity Units (NTUs) are on the order of 3 to 10 NTUs in the Columbia River, and
that *...turbidity plumes from dredging for the Bradwood Landing Project would return to within 1
NTU of background levels within 1 minute after suspension.” This represents a 10% to 33% increase
in NTUs over background over a period of 4872 days, 24 hours per day for the initial dredging to be
completed.

Request: The Final EIS should more explicitly characterize whether ingreases in NTUs reported in
the Draft EIS would have significant impacts to natural resources, and should more explicitly
characterize the extent and duration of the plume anticipated from dredging activities.

LA3-28 | 5) Comment: (Pages 2-42 and 4-50) The Draft EIS describes dredging a 58-acre basin to accommodate
LNG ship movement and berthing, The description of channel habitat affected by dredging does not
adequately quantify benthic species and their ecological functions.

Reguest: The Final EIS should more thoroughly characterize habitat and species usage in the area
proposed for dredging, and should discuss how proposed mitigation replaces functions and habitat
lost via dredging. The Final EIS should also provide more derail as to why dredge of the proposed
scale was determined to be “minor and temporary.”

4.4 Wetlands and Terrestrial Vegetation

LA3-29 | 1) Comment: (Pages 4-96) The Draft EIS requests that NorthernStar should file the final wetland
mitigation plan with the FERC prior to construction. Wetland and terrestrial mitigation is 2 key
component in the evaluation of environmental impacts and, therefore should be complete and
available for review and comment prior to application approval.

Request: The Final EIS should include the final mitigation plan in order to allow adequate
evaluation of proposed mitigation.

LA3-30 |2

Comment: (Page 4-103) The Draft EIS describes recovery of vegetation affected by pipeline
construction taking “several years” in the case of shrub-scrub wetlands, and presumably longer for
affected forested wetlands. However, the Draft EIS suggests 2 “minimum of 3 years” of post-
construction monitoring. It is typical for wetland mitigation tnonitoring to extend longer than three
years. We recommend a minimu of five years of mitigation monitoring, staggered over a ten-year
period.

Request: The Final EIS should include a more adequate post-construction mitigation monitoring
program.

LA3-31 |3

Comment: (Page 4-105) The Draft EIS notes that ten temporary construction areas located in
wetlands or within 50 feet of wetlands were not approved by the FERC. The Draft EIS recommends
relocating these construction areas or providing better site-specific rationale for their use “prior to

Request: The Final EIS should include descriptions for all temporary construction areas, and any
temporary construction areas that affect wetlands or other critical habitat areas should include site-
specific rationale.

LA3-32 |4 Comment: Proposed wetland mitigation for the Washington section of pipeline includes

enhancement of existing wetlands via weed removal and control, and native plantings, In our
- experience, existing wetland areas that include invasive, weedy species are difficult to enhance
without changing base conditions, such as modifying land 1 practices, manipulatt

-]
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We believe the potential direct and indirect impacts on aquatic resources as
a result of dredging activities are adequately described in section 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).

We believe that the discussion of habitat and species usage in the dredged
footprint is adequately described in section 4.5.2.1. The adequacy of
NorthernStar's Compensatory Mitigation Plan is discussed in the response to
comment FA2-10.

We were unable to find any reference within the pages described in the
comment (pages 2-42 and 4-50) to impacts from dredging being classified as
minor and temporary. We agree that dredging of the ship berth and
maneuvering area would result in permanent habitat modification (see table
2.3-1).

See our response to comment FA2-16.

We have included a recommendation in section 4.3.2.4 that NorthernStar
consult with the COE, NMFS, FWS, and other appropriate agencies to
finalize its Waterbody and Wetland Construction and Mitigation Procedures
Plan. The plan would include procedures for monitoring the success of
revegetation and weed control efforts. The Waterbody and Wetland
Construction and Mitigation Procedures Plan would be filed, along with
agency comments, with the Secretary prior to construction.

Temporary construction areas are depicted in the Alignment Sheets for the
Bradwood Landing Project. 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. In addition, table
4.4.1-7 describes all additional temporary workspaces that would be located
within 50 feet of a wetland. Because the EIS is a summary document, we
believe that the inclusion of site-specific rationale for the approval or denial
of each workspace within 50 feet of a wetland is not appropriate.

See our response to comment SA1-124.
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LA3-32

cont'd

LA3-33

LA3-34

LA3-35

LA3-36

hydrologic regimes, or other such measures. Proposed mitigati do notad
existing conditions.

ly address

Request. The final wetland mitigation plan should include a description and analysis of the base
conditions that support weedy species in the proposed enhancement area, and a description of
measures undertaken to modify those base conditions in order to decrease the chance of long term
mitigation fuilure.

4.5 Wildlife and Aquatic Resources
1) Commient: (Page 4-139) The Draft EIS requests that NorthernStar prepare a bubble curtain

5

4

S

=z

contingency plan prior to beginning pile driving activities.

Request: The Bubble Curtain Contingency Plan should be completed and submitted for eval
prior to release of the Final EIS.

Comment. (Page 4-147) The Draft EIS requests that NorthernStar submit a facility Lighting Plan
“priot to operation of the LNG terminal.”

Request: The Lighting Plan should be completed prior to the Final EIS in order to adequately assess
effects of facility operation on sensitive species and to comply with SEPA.

Comment: (Page 4-150) The Draft EIS describes the majority of habitat mitigation occurring at
Svensen Island. Svensen Island is located approximately 14 miles downstream of the impact area.
The distance between impact and mitigation site seems significant given that significant numbers of
species using the Bradwood site are migratory. The Draft EIS does not appear to adequately consider
how loss of habitat at Bradwood would affect travel distance for fish species that would otherwise use
Bradwood.

Request: The Final EIS analysis should include discussion of the importance and function of
Bradwood Landing habitat in the context of its distance from similar habitat areas, and should
analyze the effects of habitat loss on species movement,

Comment: (Page 4-145) The Draft ESA states “NorthemStar would offer contract incentives to the
LNG suppliers to retrofit LNG ships to connect with the wharf filtered water supply so that all water
withdrawn from the Columbia River would be done via screened intakes constructed by NorthernStar
at the LNG tetminal.” The FERC recommends that NorthernStar prepare a plan “prior to beginning
initial site preparation at the LNG terminal” outlining how to ensure that incoming ships are
refrofitted to use the screened water intake. The proposed use of ‘contract incentives’ is vague and
inadequately described in the Draft EIS.

Request: The Final EIS should sate that all ships wishing to unload at Bradwood Landing must be
retrofitted to use the proposed facility's screened water.

Comment: (Page 4-150) Dike breach activities are on the north side of Svensen Island, meaning that
access to the island interior would be from the main Columbia River channel only. The south side of
the island is in close proximity to streams on the Oregon maintand that outfall to the slough area
between the island and mainland.

Request: The Final EIS should provide more detail for the decision to locate dike breaches on the
north side of the island, provide a discussion of the function and value of contributing streams from
the Oregon mainland, and should assess and discuss the feasibility and desirability of dike breaches
on the south side of Svensen Island
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As described in section 4.5.2.1, NorthernStar filed its Bubble Curtain
Contingency 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.

As stated in section 4.5.2.1, NorthernStar submitted its Lighting Plan for the
Bradwood Landing Terminal as part of its response to the NMFS’s May 11,
2007 request for additional information to the FERC on July 6, 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.

We agree that additional information on the potential impacts of terminal
lighting and mitigation for lighting is required; therefore, we 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. The final
Lighting Plan, along with agency comments, should be filed with the
Secretary prior to operation of the LNG terminal.

In addition to mitigation efforts proposed for Svensen Island, it is important to
note that the Hunt Creek Mitigation Site, which is located immediately
adjacent to the proposed LNG terminal site and is designated critical habitat,
is included as part of NorthernStar's Compensatory Mitigation Plan. Hunt
Creek is known to provide both spawning and rearing habitat for federally
listed salmonids.

It is our opinion that due to the migratory nature of juvenile salmonids, the
distance between the proposed LNG terminal site and the proposed
mitigation site at Svensen Island would not significantly reduce the benefits
of the proposed mitigation for these populations. The adequacy of
NorthernStar's Compensatory Mitigation Plan is also 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.

See our response to comment PM1-31.

See our response to comment FA2-10.
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LA3-38 | 6) Comment: (Page 4-153) The Draft EIS describes several mitigation measures for impacts to aquatic
resources and wetlands. Included as mitigation measures are:

o Place some excavated material along selected dike areas to facilitate growth of shrubs and trees
10 be planted
o Protect two existing home sites by placing fill around one and raising the eastern cross-dike

The placement of excavated material and the protection of home sites do not appear to be mitigation
measures that will benefit aquatic resources or wetlands.

Reguest: Clarify in the Final EIS how these two measures constitute mitigation for wetland and
agquatic habitat loss.

LA3-39 |7) Comment: (Page 4-169) The Draft EIS states that most of the unstable slopes above sensitive waters
would be crossed by the HDD construction methed. For reasons stated above, there is concern that
HDD construction methods may be difficult, if not impossible in some areas.

Request: The Final EIS should more precisely identify geologic hazards within the pipeline
alignment, and should expand on the contingency analysis should HDD be found unfeasible, or
should construction lead to unanticipated erosion or frequent “frac-outs.” The more detailed
geotechnical analysis and contingency plan should be completed prior to, and a discussion of the
findings and measures should be included as part of the Final EIS.

4.6 Threatened , Endangered and Other Special Status Species

LA3-40 | 1) Conmment: (Page 4-250) The Draft EIS describes potentially adverse impacts to Columbian white-

i tailed deer as habitat loss (59 acres temporary and permanent), noise disturbance, and potential

i increased vehicle collisions. Disturbance from facility lighting is not mentioned. Three database
records of Columbian white-tailed deer record deer activity less than one mile distant, and place deer
activity on three different sides of the proposed facility.

Mitigation for adverse effects to deer populations includes preservation of remaining habitat. The
Draft EIS notes that deer remaining in the areas would acclimate to the long-term noise disturbance
caused by operation of the facility. Mitigation for adverse effects on Columbian white-tailed deer is
inadequate.

Request: The Final EIS should provide a more thorough analysis of effects of LNG terminal
development on Columbian white-tailed deer.

=

Comment: The Washington section of pipeline passes through an area documented as historical
habitat for listed Nelson's checker mallow (Sidalcea nelsoniana). The Draft EIS does not discuss or
address potential adverse effects of pipeline construction or easement maintenance through this area,

LA3-41 |2

Request: The Final EIS should address potentiol adverse effects to S. nelsoniana habitat,

4.7 Land Use, Recreation, and Visual Resources

LA3-42 | 1) Comment: (Page 4-289) Section 4.7.2.3 states that planned development was researched in Clatsop
. County in 2005, Although it is understood that the analysis for the Draft EIS began more than two
years ago, development is dynamic, and new planned land use actions are likely left out of the Draft
EIS analysis. Using January 1, 2007 as a cut off date for determining if a development meets the
definition of ‘planned” under NEPA would likely result in additional developments either in the
vicinity of the pipeline or the vicinity of the terminal.

9419
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As discussed in section 2.1.5, NorthernStar is currently revising its
Compensatory Mitigation Plan. Although NorthernStar proposes to protect
two existing home sites on Svensen Island by placing fill around one and
raising the eastern cross-dike, we agree that this would not mitigate for
impacts on aquatic resources and wetlands; therefore, this statement has
been removed from section 4.5.2.1. In contrast, the placement of excavated
material along selected dike areas in order to facilitate the growth of shrubs
and trees would indirectly provide a benefit to aquatic resources by
increasing the quality of riparian vegetation.

See our response to comment LA7-25.

Section 4.6.2.2 has been revised to include additional information on the
potential impacts on Columbian white-tailed deer due to construction and
operation of the proposed terminal. See also our responses to comments
PM3-68 and FA4-6.

Section 4.6.2.3 has been revised to include new survey information for the
Nelson’s checker-mallow.

We have revised section 4.7.2.3 based on comments we received on the
draft EIS.
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Request: Prior to completion of the Final EIS, the FERC should provide an updated list of planned
land use developments and analysis of potential impacts 1o these developments along with proposed
mitigation. :

Comment: (Page 4-308) Access road locations and conditions are listed in a table. They are all listed
as private roads and no names are given. This is insufficient information for reviewers considering
impacts to access roads.

Request: The location and name (if any) of all access roads should be provided on a detailed map fo
allow for full consideration and comment.

Comment: (Page 4-310) The Draft EIS notes that a Christmas tree farm will be crossed by the
pipeline construction in Cowlitz County between mile posts 31.7 and 32. The Draft EIS notes that
after construction is complete, NorthernStar would repair and/or restore all contours and grade to as
near original conditions as possible. Because the pipeline easement will require permanent
conversion of all land within the easement from productive Christmas tree growing area to
unproductive land (i.e., no trees can be grown in the easement in the future), more information on the
nature and extent of the impact is required.

Request: The Final EIS should provide:

@) The proportion of the farmed area will be permanently converted.
b) The value of the land for tree production and lost future revenues.
¢)  Proposed mitigation for loss of productive crop land.

In addition, the Farmland Protection Act (7 CFR 658.1 et seq.) may require a Prime Farmland
Conversion Impact Evaluation for much of the timber land being converted in this project. The
FERC should evaluate whether this is required and provide updated information in the Final EIS.

Comment: (Page 4-313) The Draft EIS states that NorthernStar has ot yet reviewed the zoning of
storage and laydown areas along the pipeline with Cowlitz County staff.

Request: The Final EIS should include analysis of land use compatibility of these areas and identify
what permits will be necessary for temporary or permanent use of the areas.

Comment: (Page 4-316) The Draft EIS states that no fiture planned residential or commercial
developments in close proximity to the proposed pipeline route in Cowlitz County were identified.
Cowlitz County residents William and Marjorie Castle have submitted comments to Cowlitz County
that their proposed single family residence is located directly adjacent to the proposed pipeline route
and drilling location. Their property is located at 212 Whitewater Road.. They submitted a building
permit application for the proposed single family dweliing on December 22, 2006, The permit can be
reviewed under permit number 06-12-2674.

Request: Because the County is aware of this example of a planned development directly adjacent to
the pipeline and the FERC Draft EIS fails to identify it, the County questions the accuracy of the
review of other areas along the pipeline, both in Washington and Oregon. The planned development
analysis should be conducted again and be provided along with potential impacts and proposed
mitigation in the Final EIS.

Comment: The Visual Assessment included as an appendix to Resource Report 8 indicates that the
presence of LNG tanker ships at the tetminal posc 2 short duration visual impact. With the proposed
frequency of ships per year and proposed duration of 24 hours per terminal visit, there will be a ship
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Many of the access road do not have names and are thus listed as
“unnamed.” Detailed maps of the proposed pipeline route that show the
locations of access roads were filed by NorthernStar as attachments to
Resource Report 1 and are available from the FERC's eLibrary site.

As further discussed in section 4.7.3.1, compensation for impacts for losses
resulting from construction, including losses of non-renewable and other
resources, damages to property during construction, and restrictions on
existing uses that would not be permitted on the permanent right-of-way after
construction.

As discussed in section 4.7.3.1, NorthernStar's proposed pipe storage and
contractor yard in Washington is located in a commercially zoned area.

Based on this comment we have revised section 4.7.2.3.

This comment refers to the Visual Assessment completed by NorthernStar.
Our visual resources discussion in section 4.7.2.7 does not include this
language.
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at the terminal in view of the residences on Puget Island approximately 34% of the year. This visual
presence is inaceurately described as ‘short duration’. This kind of visual impact should be
considered moderate duration, not short. Additionatly, it should not be treated as equal to the visual
impact on an LNG tanker passing by any point on the river as it seems to be.

Request: The FERC should consider revising the analysis of the visual impact of the LNG Tankers
while docked at the Bradwood Landing terminal.

7

Comment: There is no complete evaluation of light scatter and glare, only notation of future
collaboration with planners to minimize impacts.

Request: SEPA Rules require evaluation of scatter and glarve. Because the terminal will be lighted
24 hours per day and there are residents and wildlife refuge areas with direct visual connection to
the terminal site, the Draft EIS should provide more information about nighttime lighting and
mitigation for lighting effects.

4.8 Socioeconomics

1) Comment: (Page 4-328) The Draft EIS states that “about 1,500 recteational fishing boats go out on
the Columbia River between February and October, based on per-day use data from 2004.” Based on
our review, this statement appears to be inaccurate and misleading in two aspects: the total number of
vessels and the reported area of the measurement.

Total number of vessels

Using the “about 1,500” number and the approximately 270 days between February and October, the
average number of recreational vessels per day on the river would be 5 - 6 vessels per day. Given
that this number seems exceedingly low, we reviewed the River User Impact Analysis provided as an
Appendix to Resource Report 8, We found that Table IV.1 Recreational Fishing Boats — Average
Per-Day Use, 2004 in that report was used incorrzetly to generate the “about 1,500” number presented
in the Draft EIS. Data in Table IV.1 indicate an average number of recreation vessels using the
Columbia River estuary during each month between February and October. It appears that the
authors of the Draft EIS added each of the daily averages shown for each month to reach an
approximate total of 1,500, and used this number to describe the total approximate usage for the full
duration of time between February and October, This incorrect use of data leads to a gross
underestimation of total recreational tiver usage reported in the Draft EIS,

Accurately approximating a total number of recreation vessels from February to October based on the
daily averages in Table IV.1 cannot be accomplished. One can generate a very rough total estimate
by multiplying the daily average to the number of days in each month, and then summing the total for
each month, but because high weekend boating numbers may largely inflate some of the data, a total
generated this way may grossly overestimate the total. However, the ODFW estimates annual fishery
recreation usage at over 50,000 boats on the Columbia River, which compared to the data provided in
the Draft EIS suggests that the full impacts to recreational boaters has not been fully evaluated.

Reported Area of the Measurement

The Draft EIS statement, “about 1,500 recreational fishing boats go out on the Columbia River
between February and October, based on per-day use data from 2004” is unclear as to what portion of
the Columbia River the measurement applies to. We believe that most readers of the Draft EIS would
assume it applies to the Columbia River, generally downstream of the Portland Vancouver
Metropolitan area. However, the River User Impact Analysis indicates that the data is for the
Columbia River estuary. Given this clarification that the data applies to the estuary area only, the
data is misrepresented in the Draft EIS and does not cover the full area of the LNG ships transit of the
Columbia River.
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LA3-50

See our response to comment LA3-34.

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

Section 4.8.1.7 has been revised. However, we still conclude that the project
would not have significant impacts on recreational users of the lower
Columbia River.
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LA3-51

Request: The addition of an LNG ship traveling either up or down the river every 1.5 days presents
both frequent hazards and frequent disturbance and i ience to many recreational rivers users
that must relocate out of the exclusion area o let a ship pass. With incorrect data presented in the
Drafi EIS, the FERC appears to have not accurately evaluated the impacts to recreational river
users. This error should be corrected and any impacts different from those presented in the Draft EIS
need to be disclosed.

Comment: (Page 4-328 and 4-329) The FERC Draft EIS briefly discusses impacts to shipping
navigation and traffic with regard to the U.S. Coast Guard’s safety recommendations. The Draft EIS
concludes that although there will be security zones, ships would not be allowed to overtake an LNG
ship, and one-way traffic would be imposed for each LNG ship transit up the Columbia River every
1.5 days, ship traffic delays are expected to be negligible. The Draft EIS notes that there may be
delays due to wait times for ships either entering or leaving the mouth of the Columbia River, but
does not attempt to quantify the delays.

The River User Impact Analysis provided as an attachment to Resource Report 5 Socioeconomics,
indicates that although there has been some volatility in shipping traffic over the last several years,
the long term projection is for an increase in cargo shipping on the Columbia River. This report also
states:

“With river traffic of roughly 2,000 vessels annually, a ship is going upriver (and down river)
roughly once every 4.4 hours. With a 3 hour travel time, there is therefore a roughly 70%
chance of meeting oncoming traffic for each of the 250 annual tanker trips (125 upriver and
125 down). The worst-case scenario is that o ship must wait the entire 3 hours that the tanker
is traveling. If this scenario came to pass, the estimated annual impacts on shipping would be
8423,165. Delays of less than the entire three hours would decrease the overall cost to
shipping accordingly.

A margingl increase in ship traffic could increase the wait time for ships in Astoria
occasionally. If a large number of ships arrive at the mouth of the Columbia in a short time
period, some may need to wait for a pilot. A similar scenario plays out just upriver of Astoria
when Bar and River pilots replace one another.”

Thig estimate of delay is likely substantially understated. Additionally, the report also notes that the
full impact of the U.S. Coast Guard’s recommended safety zones has not been identified and that
future more in-depth analysis would be needed to discern the actual impacts to the shipping industry.

Request: The shipping industry on the Columbia River is an extremely important component of the
economy of several northwest states, and the industry is very sensitive to delay. The FERC should
conduct a full analysis of socioeconomic impacts due to shipping delays imposed by the addition of
the LNG vessels on the Columbia River: This analysis should include modeling of ship traffic based
on the best available data and vessel traffic monitoring system information, and should provide data
on expected delays based on cargo type to provide analysis of which industries and economies will be
most affected. The analysis should also provide a scheduling scenario of a typical trip and
encounters with other shipping traffic as well as a worst case scenario for delays imposed by timing
resirictions crossing the Columbia River Bar and delays imposed by the U.S. Coast Guard safety
z0mes.

126f19

Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20071219-0194 Received by FERC OSEC 12/18/2007 in Docket#: CP06-366-000

~
|

—~
\
S

o Bl S

T

Local Agencies 3

LA3-51

The River User Impact Analysis was prepared prior to the Coast Guard's
review of the WSA and release of the WSR. We do not anticipate significant
shipping delays would occur as a result of the project. In addition, section
4.8.1.7 has been revised to include additional discussion regarding potential
for navigational conflicts LNG carrier traffic may have with other commercial
ships traversing the Columbia River bar. See also our response to comment
IND33-16.
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3) Comment: The FERC implementing regulations for NEPA [18 CER Ch. 1 Part 380.12(g)(6)")

require that the FERC:

“Conduct a fiscal impact analysis evaluating incremenial local government expenditures in
relation to incremental local government revenues that would result from construction of the
project. Incremental expenditures include, but are not limited to, school operating costs, road
maintenance and repair, public safety, and public utility costs.” (emphasis added)

The FERC did not produce a Resource Report 5 Socioeconomics for the pipeline portion of the
project stating that the project is exempt from the Socioeconomics requirements because it 1s not an
above ground facility or a major pipeline project. The incremental local government cost of road
maintenance and repair is not sufficiently addressed for the pipeline portion of the project and
concerns have been raised about these costs by the local agencies.

Road Maintenance and Repair
In the Draft EIS the subject of local roads is addressed on page 4-353, second paragraph. The Draft

EIS indicates that access road modifications will be limited to grading and the addition of gravel to
prevent rutting, This is followed by a statement to the effect that previously existing roads used for
access would be returned to original or better conditions, or as requested by the owner.

Coneern about the future condition of Cowlitz County roads used to access pipeline construction sites
was raised during the public open house hosted by Cowlitz County on October 11, 2007, Many of the
roads providing access to construction areas are also the only roads providing access to residential
properties, and are narrow roads with low average daily traffic and very little truck use. Concerns
about the use of County roads can be seen as near-term and long-term. The near term concerns that
were not sufficiently addressed in the Draft EIS include:

a

R

Scheduling and restricted use of roads during construction causing financial burden on residents
due to delays and conflicts with other scheduled road work;

Damage to toadway, underlying utilities and adjacent properties by large trucks and heavy
equipment frequently using County roads would be costly for the county to repair; and

No specific description of standards to be followed for mitigation of damage and reconstruction
of damaged areas.

The long-term concerns that were not sufficiently addressed include:

b

C,

&

a) Drainage impacts to roads may occur during the subsequent rainy seasons after construction;

b) Geotechnical issues impacting the road right-of-way that are a result of the initial pipeline
construction activities;

c) Contlicts with future improvements to the County roads that may require pipeline relocation;

d) Long-term maintenance of the pipeline within County right-of-way; and

¢) Potential issues from pipeline failure.

Request: To comply with FERC guidance, the FERC should inventory County roads to be used
during construction of the pipeline and analyze potential impacts to the roadways and the associated
costs for repairing damages prior to completion of the Final EIS.

Additionally, to address the near- and long-term concerns, Cowlitz County requests that the FERC
require the applicant to enter into a binding agreement with the County that identifies, but is not
limited to items in the following list:

! Title 18--Conservation of Power and Water Resources, Chapter I--Federal Energy Regulatory Comnﬂésinn,
Department Of Energy Part 380--Regulations Jmpl ing The National Envi | Policy Act
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LA3-53

NorthernStar prepared environmental Resource Report 5 (Socioeconomics)
as part of its application to the FERC in accordance with 18 CFR 380.12(g)
which is meant to only address major aboveground natural gas facilities.
However, we addressed potential socioeconomic impacts for the entire
project in section 4.8 of the EIS

Section 4.8.3.7 has been revised to include additional discussion of
NorthernStar's requirements regarding local road permits.

NorthernStar may voluntarily enter into an agreement with Cowlitz Coun_ty
regarding road repair. We require that all work areas be returned to their
pre-construction condition and use, including access roads.
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LA3-55

a) Standards and procedures to be used for weight restricted bridges;

b) Standards and procedures to be used for work within County right-of-way. If the applicant does
not intend to oblain public works permits, then the agreement must specify how all components of
the standard permit will be accomplished;

¢) Responsible party for road work inspections;

d) Implied liability in the absence of a County public works permit;

) Impacts to and coordination with utility franchises;

f) Long term drainage impacts to County roads due to the project;

&) Process for future road relocations that may affect the location of the pipeline; and

) Transferability of the agreement to future owners.

The agreement nust clearly specify responsible parties for each aspect of the project and bind the
applicant or future owners to financial assurances to the County. The FERC should require that this
agreement be signed prior to i of the Final Commission Order.

4
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Comment: The FERC implementing regulations for NEPA [18 CFR Ch. 1 Part 380.12(g)(6)]
require that the FERC:

“Conduct a fiscal impact analysis evaluating incremental local government expenditures in
relation to incremental local government revenues that would result from construction of the
project. Incremental expenditures include, but are not limited to, school operating costs, road
maintenance and vepair, public safety, and public utility costs.” (emphasis added)

The FERC did not produce a Resource Report 5 Socioeconomics for the pipeline portion of the
project stating that the project is exempt from the Socioeconomics requirements because it is not an
above ground facility or a major pipeline project. The incremental local government cost of public
safety preparedness is not sufficiently addressed for the pipeline portion of the project and concerns
have been raised about these costs by the local agencies.

Public Safety

Public safety concerns resulting from the presence of LNG tankers on the Columbia River and a new
natural gas pipeline in Cowlitz County have been voiced early and often, In the heavily forested area
that the pipeline traverses, if a leak and subsequent fire, or an explosion were o occur along the
pipeline, Cowlitz County Fire and Rescue services would be responsible for Public Safety. At current
funding, staffing, and equipment levels, Cowlitz County is not prepared to suppress a fire of the:
nature caused by explosion of a natural gas pipeline. The two nearest fire stations of the Cowlitz, 2
Fire and Rescue district, the Bakers Corner and Lexington Stations, are rural facilities with very few
staff and limited resources.

Emergency response for a fire or other event on an LNG ship while in transit will rely on the
emergency response departments of the five counties surrounding the Columbia River. These county
departments will need to be coordinated, trained and ready, and supplied with the appropriate
equipment for such an event. At present the counties lack the training, staff, coordinated emergency
management plan and equipment to effectively respond to large-scale events on the Columbia River.

FERC guidance for Resource Report § Socioeconomics (page 3-57 and 3-58) requires that,

“If concerns are raised during project coordination in the area, this report should be
provided for minor projects and those with only below ground facilities. However, for major
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See our response to comment LA3-53.

As discussed in section 4.11.6 of the final EIS, NorthernStar would be
required to develop an ERP and coordinate procedures with the Coast
Guard; state, county, and local emergency planning groups; fire
departments; state and local law enforcement; and appropriate federal
agencies. In addition, the ERP would be 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.

NorthernStar would be required to submit the ERP, which includes the Cost-
Sharing Plan, to the Secretary 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.
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5)

Pipeline projects that require an EIS, preparation of all or portions of this report may be
necessary. In addition, federal, state or local land managing agencies may require the
analysis of the socioeconomic impact of pipeline construction as part of the review process
Jor vight-of-way grants.”

Request: To comply with FERC guidance, the FERC should inventory and analyze potential impacts
to the cost of preparedness for a natural gas pipeline explosion in Cowlitz County. The County
requests that the FERC require the applicani to provide funds to Cowlitz 2 Fire and Rescue district
specifically for facility improvement to allow space for needed equipment, equipment upgrades and
adequate personnel training for response to a natural gas pipeline incident,

Additionally, the FERC should require the applicant to conduct a detailed study of emergency
response requirements. The analysis must be conducted in coordination with emergency response
representatives from the five affected counties, and must include evaluation of the following:

q
5

=

Need for appropriate response equipment for use on the Columbia River.

Staffing levels for fire suppression of a vessel fire and any subsequent effects to nearby structures,
natural areas, or vessels.

=

) Staffing levels for law enforcement assistance to control water traffic during LNG vessel transit
on the Columbia River.

As a result of the study and prior to final Commission Order, the FERC should require the applicant
to sign an agreement with qll five counties 1o provide sustained funding from the beginning of
operations through decommissioning of the proposed facility to provide for the necessary additional
staff and equipment, Funding should also provide for one full time Emergency Management Planner
Jfor each of the five counties whose first responsibility would be to create a collaborative five-county
river event respanse program. Additional responsibilities of this position would include ongoing
management of training and exercises 1o ensure preparedness,

Comment: (Page 4-337) Section 4.8.2.3 discusses effects to property values from the location of the
LNG terminal and references two studies that found no appreciable or significant effects. It appears
from the discussion in the EIS that these stdies focused on actual sale values, but likely did not take
into account the effect on reducing the frequency of sales or the time on the market, or the increased
or decreased incidence of properties failing to sell when listed, The County has been contacted by at
least one property owner that is unable to sell their property, with the most likely reason being
proximity to the Kelso-Beaver Pipeline at the location whete it is exposed above ground.

The River User Inpact Analysis reported a methodology and potential impact specific to evaluating
the effect of loss of views on property value specifically for those residences on Puget Island. The
report found that a liberal estimate assuming a total loss of view value could cost $851,253 annually
based on the per-day and per-person value of the view for a year. Neither Resource Report 5 on
Sociceconomics, nor the Draft EIS introduces this cost impact as part of the analysis on the
socioeconomic impact to properties on Puget Island,

Request; Although the Draft EIS reasons that no property value impact can be determined until there
is actual sales data, this valuation of cost due to visual impact should be disclosed in the Drafi EIS so
it can be reviewed.

156f19
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LA3-56 See our response to comment LA3-55

LA3-57 See our response to comment LA3-55

LA3-58 The referenced section of the River User Impact Analysis states that the
annual impacts of $851,253 is the total amount applied to 65 people living in
the area, not the per-person, per-day estimated impact, which is identified as
$13,096.
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LA3-59

LA3-60

6) Comment: (4-322) Section 4.8.1.2 states that in Astoria there are five hotels with 253 rooms within
the Zone 1 hazard zone. Zone 2 contains an additional seven motels and hotels with a total of 333
rooms, In addition, the table below was created using the information on pages 4-322 through 4-328.
It shows the resources identified in the Socioeconomics section within each zone.

7

=

. Coast Guard Cape
Dlsappomlmem Station

(3 d Boat Basm . Wanenton Police and Fire
 Youngs Bay Bridge (101) ¢ Port of Astoria
* Coast Guard Statin

i R : i
* Astoria Pier 1 - Cruise ships | » Captain Robert Grey + Astoria Middle School (550)
Elementary School (780)

® Astoria Pier 2 - Commercial | » John Jacob Astor Elementary o Astoria High School (760)
fishing and recreation boats School (298)

o AstoriaMegler Bridge * Clatsop Care Center

* Astoria Police/Fire and * Columbia Memorial Hospital
Emergency Information
Center

¢ Columbia River Maritime ¢ County Health Services
Museum

* River front trolley » Coast Guard Base

* Boat anch

« CRM 33

»_Wahkiakum Fire District #2

¢ Skamokawa fown center

» Wahkiakum Fue District #1
¢ Cathlamet Fire District
# Cathlamet town center

Recommendations for risk management within Zorie 1 found in the Sandia® report include “Incident
management and emergency response measures should be carefully evaluated to ensure adequate
resources (i.e., firefighting, salvage) are available for consequence and risk mitigation.”

The primary fire, police, and emergency control center in Astoria is within the highest hazard zone,
and in the unfortunate event that an explosion were to occur at that point along the LNG route,
emergency response systems would be severely impacted.

Request: In order to undersiand how this high risk situation will be mitigated, the Emergency
Response Plan must be made public for review, Otherwise, there is insufficient information on which
to base a decision for approval of the proposal.

Comment: The Draft EIS provides information about the existing public services in the communities
along the Washington side of the LNG waterway route, but it doesn't fully address economic cost of
responding to a forest fire in Cowlitz County due to 2 pipeline breach/explosion. In several places the

* Guidance on Risk Analysis and Safety Implications of ¢ Large Liguefied Natural Gas sszI Qver Water. December

2004 (SAND2004-6258), by the U,S, Department of Energy Sandia Laboratories.
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The ERP is developed under consultation with appropriate federal, state, and
local agencies. The ERP is approved by the FERC, not by the public.
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.

See our response to comment LA3-55.
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LA3-60 text includes language similar to that below, which overly minimizes the risk of fires in this region.
We would point to the Tillamook Forest fires in the 1930’s, 40°s and 50°s as examples of how forest
cont’d fires in similar climate and ecoregions have been devastating when started during the dry summer
months.

(Page 4-325) Section 4.8.1.5:

"However, because the hazard area surrounding an LNG cargo vessel is transient (moving with the

vessel along its route), it is not possible to accurately quantify the economic impact of an incident,

Also, given the precipitation in the region, any project-related fire would likely be of short duration

and limited extent. Nevertheless, with the implementation of the safety and security measures and

| conditions outlined in the Coast Guard’s WSR, an LNG release along the waterway would be highly
unlikely,”

\ Request: The Draft EIS should disclose mitigation for the impact to local fire and rescue services.

LA3-61 | 8

=

Comment: The Draft EIS uses 125 LNG ships annually throughout the document as a basis for
evaluating impacts. However, in some cases the Draft EIS refers to increased capacity from
‘ expansion at the terminal by constructing the third storage tank.

i Regquest: The number of ships with the tank expansion should be disclosed and all impacts from that
' larger number of ships should be analyzed,

4.9 Cultural Resources

LA3-62 | 1) Comment: (Page 4-360) There are three unrecorded potential historic-archacological sites in the
' Bradwood Landing APE.

a) Hunt Mill
b) OTLC Mill
¢) OTLC Mill logging road

Request: The FERC should clarify what is planned for vecording these sites.

LA3-63 | 2

=

Comment: (Page 4-364) “NorthernStar has not yet documented any additional consultations with
Indian tribes, or that it provided the Confederated Tribes of the Grande Ronde with copies of cultural
TESOUrCES reports as requested.”

Request: The Draft EIS should disclose when and how will this information be provided and the
results of consultations,

LA3-64 |3

<z

Comment: (Pages 4-364 through 4-366) Several cultural resources issues are unresolved, including:

a) Effects on previously recorded site 35C016 due to HDD activity under the Columbia River based
: l on Oregon SHPO opinion.

b) Effects on the historic Hunt Mill pending full results of an archaeological investigation at the mill
location. .

¢) Status of the mill town of Bradwood under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act

I due to questions from the Oregon SHPO.

Request: Contrary to the FERC's recommendation that these issues must be resolved prior to
beginning construction, these issues must be resolved with the appropriate agencies prior to
completion of the Final EIS. This includes any mitigation agreements or Memorandums of
Understanding.

A
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LA3-62

LA3-63

LA3-64

See our responses to comments FA2-13 and FA2-14.

As discussed in section 4.9.4, prior to the initiation of construction, we would
require NorthernStar to file additional cultural resources survey and
evaluation reports, for the review and approval of the SHPOs and the FERC.
We would expect the revised report for the LNG terminal tract to address
additional investigations to locate, record, and evaluate the Hunt mill, OTLC
mill, and the OTLC mill logging road if elements of these resources are still
extant and visible.

In section 4.9.3, we added a new condition that would require NorthernStar,
prior to starting construction, to file documentation of additional consultations
with Indian tribes, and documentation that it sent the Confederated Tribes of
Grand Ronde, and other interested tribes, copies of revised cultural
resources reports.

We disagree that the FERC must resolve issues related to the identification
of historic properties and assessment of project effects prior to the issuance
of our final EIS. Itis standard FERC practice to complete compliance with
the NHPA after an Order is issued, but before we allow construction to begin.
This is because cultural resources inventories cannot be done on lands
where access was previously denied until after an Order, when the company
could use the power of eminent domain to acquire its pipeline right-of-way
easement. See our response to the comment from the state of Oregon
(SA1) and response to comment LA3-62. Our recommended mitigation
measure in section 5.2 ensures that the FERC will be able to review and
approve additional cultural resources investigations and plans, that would,
among other things, address potential project impacts on archaeological site
35C016, the identification and evaluation of the historic Hunt mill (if
remnants are still extant and visible), and the NRHP evaluation of the
townsite of Bradwood.
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LA3-66

LA3-67

4.10 Air Quality and Noise

Air Quality
1) Comment: (Page 4-380) The Air Quality section states:

“The second provision requires that certain emission units at stationary sources meet
Typically Achievable Control Technology (TACT), The [submerged combustion vaporizer]
SCVs would be subject to TACT because the Bradwood Landing LNG facility would require
a permit, and the SCVs each would have emissions of more than 1 tpy and would not be
subject to major source New Source Review, New Source Performance Standards, or other
emission limits specified in OAR 340-226-130(2)(a). Procedures for identifying air pollution
control equipment and emission reduction processes that meet TACT are not included within
Oregon’s regulatory text. However, if the ODEQ notifies NorthernStar that it intends to make
a TACT determination for the SCVs, then the proposed facility would need to submit any
requested information and comply with the final TACT determination.”

of the Final EIS, the FERC needs to demonstrate how this standard

P Toti,

Prior to the
is being complied with.

Noise
No specific comments.

4.11 Reliability and Safety
1) Comment: (Page 4-399 and 4-370 to 4-371) The Reliability and Safety section states:

“Methane vapors, the primary component of natural gas, are colorless, odorless and
tasteless, and are classified as a simple asphyxiant. Methane vapors may cause extreme
health hazards, including death, if inhaled in significant quantities within a limited time.
Although very cold methane vapors may cause freeze burns, any cloud resulting from an
LNG spill would be continuously mixing with the warmer air surrounding the spill site.
Dispersion modeling indicates the majority of the cloud would generally be within 25° F of
the surrounding atmospheric temperature, with colder temperatures ¢losest to the spill
source, In addition, this modeling estimates that most of the cloud would be below
concentrations resylting in oxygen deprivation effects, including asphyxiation, with the
highest methane concentrations closest to the spill source. Therefore, asphyxiation and
freezing normally represent a negligible risk to the public from LNG facilities.”

This statement indicates a risk of asphyxiation to humans if there is a spill over water, but it
minimizes discussion of that risk without providing an evaluation of the potential for humans to be
near enough to the source of the spill to be affected.

Request: The Final EIS should answer the following questi What di is considered “closest
to the spill source” such that asphyxiation concentrations could occur? If, as stated elsewhere in the
document, other river users will be allowed to travel in the Coast Guard’s required exclusionary
safety zones around moving LNG ships on a case by case basis, what is the risk of asphyxiation to the
large numbers of recreational boaters annually on the Columbia River, and especially during the

summer months and fishing seasons (see Comment 1 for Socioeconomics)?

2

=

Comment: Thete is no discussion either in the section on impacts to/from geology or in this section
on safety concerning the location of the proposed pipeline near BPA transmission lines or towers in
Cowlitz County, The towers are location in an area of known landslide hazards and the proposed
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As documented in the March 2007 Air Contaminant Discharge Permit
application submitted to the ODEQ and filed with the FERC, the SCVs would
meet the state TACT requirements by being equipped with low-NOy burners
that achieve an emission rate of 30 ppm NOy. Emissions of CO would be
controlled through good combustion practices to 90 ppm. Emissions of other
criteria pollutants would be controlled through good combustion practices
and the use of low-sulfur LNG prior to odorization, which minimizes the
amount of PM;o and SOy that would be formed from combustion in the SCVs.

Using DEGADIS, FERC staff modeled the distance to methane
concentrations which may result in asphyxiation. Those distances would be
within the Coast Guard'’s proposed safety/security zone of 500 yards. We
would not expect large amounts of recreational boaters inside this zone
during transit of an LNG carrier. Also, the GAO released a report in
February 2007 presenting a survey of experts in areas related to LNG risk,
hazards, and consequence modeling. As presented in Appendix Il of the
GAO Report, the 19 LNG risk and hazard experts unanimously agreed that
asphyxiation would represent a negligible risk to the public.

The FERC takes a number of factors into consideration when evaluating
proposed pipeline routes. With respect to collocating pipelines with other
utilities, such as electric transmission lines, experience has shown that these
two types of utilities lines are reasonably compatible from a safety
perspective, provided sufficient spacing is maintained. Such collocation
serves to limit the number of corridors created in a given region.
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pipeline will be located both near the towers and near the existing Kelso-Beaver Pipeline. In the
event of a geologic cvent the addition of the new pipeline will add to the hazards in the area.

Request: The FERC should evaluate the hazards or issues due to locating near BPA transmission
Tines with respect to geologic hazard events in the Final EJS.

4:12 Cumulative Impacts

1) Comment: The Port of Vancouver Columbia Gateway project is not included in the Iist of projects
evaluated for cumulative effects in Table 4.12-1, Because this project issued a Notice of Intent (NOI)
in September 2006, it would appear to meet the definition of reasonably foreseeable. This project hes
the potential of adding approximately 363 large vessel ships annually to the total large vessels using
the Columbia River. The Bradwood Landing Draft EIS does include the cumulative impacts of the
Oregon LNG project with its additional 150 LNG ships, so it appears reasonable that the Draft EIS
should also consider the impacts of an additional 365 ships from the Port of Vancouver Columbia
Gateway project.

Request: An analysis of how the Port of Vancouver project would add to cumulative impacts shouid
be included in the Final FIS,

2

=2

Comment: As an existing past project in close proximity to the proposed pipeline in Cowlitz County,
the Kelso-Beaver Pipeline may create a setting where the cummulative impacts of the proposed pipeline
could be considered significant, It appears that although the cumulative impacts of the KB pipeline
were considered for some el of the envi including vegetation, they were not
considered for others. Specifically, given the safety requirements for pipelines found in section
4.11.9.1, how does the introduction of a new pipeline adjacent to an existing natural gas pipeline
affect safety standards? How does the presence of an older pipeline increase the risk of failure of the
proposed pipeline (i.e. if the older pipeline were to suffer a failure and explode, could that cause
failure of the proposed pipeline, and if so, what are the additive risks of fire exposure with the added
volume of gas from both pipelines?

Request: The Final EIS should evaluate the cumulative safety impacts of placing the proposed
Ppipeline adjacent to the KB pipeline.

Overall Comments

1) Comment: The FERC indicates many issues are unresolved in the Draft EIS including evaluation of
cultural resources and consultation with responsible agencies and responses to requests for additional
information in the Biological Assessment for the National Marine Fisheries Service, and the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service. There arc other instances where the FERC requests that NorthernStar provide a
management plan, the Lighting Plan for example, after completion of the Final E1S, but before
construction. The NEPA and SEPA processes require that the public and agencies have the
opportunity to comment on all pertinent decision making information as part of the evaluation
process.

Request: The FERC should address all comments received on the Draft EIS as well as resolve the
outstanding issues like those noted above and re-release a new Draft EIS 'for review that will allow
Sull review of the project components and analysis prior to issuing the Final EIS.

19019

Local Agencies 3

LA3-68

LA3-69

LA3-70

The industrial development district levy intended to fund the Port of
Vancouver Columbia Gateway project failed in August 2007 and, therefore,
the project is not certain. However, we have included it in table 4.12-1 as a
potential development in 10 to 15 years because funding could become
available in the future.

The FERC takes a number of factors into consideration when evaluating
proposed pipeline routes. With respect to collocating pipelines with other
pipelines, minimum off-set distances are required, as are other safety
measures such as above-ground markers, signage, and pipeline integrity
testing. From an environmental perspective, collocation serves to limit the
number of corridors created in a given region.

The FERC is not going to reissue the draft EIS for this project, because that
document was adequate to comply with the NEPA. Comments on the draft
EIS are addressed in this final EIS, in volume 2, Appendix K. See our
responses to comments PM6-94, SA1-179, and SA4-3.
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LA4-1

&4 Main Street, P.0. Box 586 Cathlamet, Washington 12 (360} 765-8048 phone

Board of Walkiakum County Commissioners

George A. Tratt Daniel L, Cothren Blair H, 'Er&dy
District wi District #2 Distriet #3

December 18, 2007

The Honorable Kimberly D. Bose
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Streel NE

Room LA

Washington, D.C. 20426

Re: Bradwood Landing LI.C Docket No, CP06-365-000
Honorable Members of F.ER.C:

The Wahkiakum County Commissioners are concerned that the Draft
Environmentzl Impact Stalement related to the proposed Bradwood Landing LNG
Terminal does not adequately consider the needs of Wahkiakum County. The County,
having neutral intervener status in the proposed LNG tenminal, requests F.ER.C. include
a permit condition that Northemn Star Nalural Gas enter into a binding Community
Benefit Agreement (“agresment”) with Wahkiakum County. This agreement should be
included in the Final Environmental Impzct Statement, should you approve this project.
The agrecment is necessary to cnsure the needs of Wahkiakum County are permanently
aligned with the permit.

Entering into a binding Community Benefit Agreement would be in the interest of
all parties interest. We raise (his issue because Wahkiakum County is rarely mentioned in
the DEIS, despite its close proximity to the proposed facility. In fact, Pugel Island is only
500 yards from the proposed facility. The Bradwood Landing LNG terminal may
increase the public safety and emergency service costs in Wahkiakum County. The LNG
terminal may also affect the county's natural resources, environment, safcty,
Lransportation systems, and economy.

Wahlkiakum County specifically requests F.E.R.C to require Northern Star
Natural Gas (Bradwood Landing) to fund an assessment by an independent entity to
determine the emergency service and seeurity requirements of Wahkiakum County,
including any gaps in personnel, services, financial resources, and infrastructures. The
assessment should also determine the impact the LNG terminal and the proposed dredge
disposals will have on Wahkiakum County. An asscssment of the economic impacts on
Lhe county, both positive and negative also need to be studied. The Final Environmental
Impact Statement should include this assessment.

(360) 795-0342 fax

Local Agencies

LA4-1

It is not the FERC's practice to require such agreements with local
government units as conditions in the EIS process. However, NorthernStar
must work with local agencies in development of its ERP. Wahkiakum
County is included in the assessment of regional impacts of the project,
particularly with respect to the LNG marine waterway. See also our
response to comment LA3-55.



T9G-M

LA4-1
cont'd

The results of the assessments will be used to form the basis of the Community
Benefits Agreement. Wahkiakum County also requests F.ER.C require the Community
Benefits Agreement as a condition to be completed as part of the Final Environmental
Impact Statement, Along with this, the Community Benefits Agreement should be a
condition to the issuance of the F.E.R.C. permit. There arc similar agreements in place at
other LN.G. facilities.

Wahkiakum County has requested Northem Star Natural Gas fund the
independent assessment that the counly requires. It is appropriate for F.E.R.C. to make
this & permit requirement and a condition for the Final Environmental Impact Statement,

Sincerely,
George E, Trott
Chairman of the Board

Daniel L. Cothren
County Commissioner, District #2

Blair H. Brady
County Commissioner, District #3

Local Agencies
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Bradwood Landing LLC ) Docket No. CP0O6-
365-000
Northern Star Energy LLC ) Docket Nos.

CP06-366-000
CP06-376-000
CP06-377-000
COMMENT ON FILING DRAFT EIS
COLUMBIA COUNTY, OREGON and the

COLUMBIA COUNTY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

Columbia County, Oregon, and the Columbia County Development
Agency (collectively “Columbia County”) hereby submits comments
in the above referenced proceedings. Columbia County submits
these comments without waiving any rights under state, local,
or federal law and without prejudice to any other legal
rights. Pursuant to Rule 214, Columpbia County moved to
intervene in the above-captioned proceedings.

I.
Communication and Correspondence

Communication and correspondence regarding this

proceeding should be directed to the following:

Tony Hyde, Commissioner Sarah Hanson, County Counsel
Columbia County Courthouse Columbia County Courthouse
230 Strand, Room 331 230 Strand, Room 318

St. Helens, OR 97051 St. Helens, OR 97051
Telephone: 503.397.4322 Telephone: 503.397.3839

COMMENT ON FILING DRAFT EIS Page 1

Local Agencies
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503.366.3826

II.

Description of Proceeding

On June 5, 2006, Bradwood Landing LLC filed an ication
with the Federal Enerqy Ragulatory Commission (the
“Commission”) pursuant to Section 3 of the HNatural Gas Act

("NGA") seeking authorization to site, construct and operate a
Ligquid Natural Gas (“LNG") terminal in Bradwood, Clatsop
County, Oregon, for the purposes of importing LNG into the
United Stateg. Also on June 5, 2006, NorthernStar LLC filed an
application pursuant to Section 7(C) of the NGA and parts 157
and 284 of the Commission’s regulations for (1) a certificate
of public convenience and  necessity  authorizing the
construction, installation, ownership, and operation of the
Bradwood Landing Pipeline and other facilities, (2) a blanket
certificate to construct, operate and/or abandon certain
eligible facilities, and services related thereto, and (3) a
blanket certificate to provide open-access firm transportation
services.

In Bugust, 2007, the Commission issued ite Draft EIS and

indicated that any person wishing to comment on the proposed

COMMENT ON FILING DRAFT EIS Page 2

Local Agencies
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EIS must do g0 on or before December 24, 2007. Thege comments
are pursuant to and comply with that notice.
ITI.
Position Statement/Background

The Columbia County Development Agency was formed on March
28, 2000, with the mission to alleviate blight in Columbia
County as defined in Oregon Revised Statutes 457.010 and
specifically to alleviate DPlight 1in the Port Westward
Industrial Area which had precluded industrial development. On
September 11, 2001, the Port Westward Urban Renewal Plan became
effective, authorizing Columbia County to incur debt in order
to make needed road improvements, among others, to attract
development at the Port Westward Industrial Site (the “Site”).

Urban Renewal Area Developments

Since Geptember of 2001, Columbia County has incurred
substantial debt to make road and access improvements to the
Site from Highway 30. The total estimated cost of planned road
improvements isg 16.5 million dollars, which has been partially
funded through grants from the US Department of Commerce,
Beonomic Development Administration. The road and access
improvements are scheduled to be completed by summer, 2009. The

Columbia County Development BAgency will use tax increment

COMMENT ON FILING DRAFT EIS Page 3

Local Agencies
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captured from the development on the Site to gervice the
Columbia County debt for the road projects. Therefore, it is
imperative that these infrastructure improvements are not
delayed or otherwise hindered.

The Site consists of approximately 800 acres of property
owned by the Port of St. Helens. Part of the Site is subject
to a long term lease with Portland General Electric Company
("PGE"). The Site has a deep draft marine facility with a 1200
foot dock on the Columbia River. As a result of the
infrastructure improvements mentioned above, three industrial
developments are giting at the Port Westward Industrial Site.
The first development is a 400 megawatt gas fired power plant
operated by PGE which has now been completed, a 260 million
dollar investment. The second development is an ethanol plant
currently being built by Cascade Grain Products, LLC. The
ethanol plant will generate an additional 125 million dollar
investment. The third development 1is also a 536 megawatt
power plant to be built by Summit Westward Energy, LLC. This
power plant will generate a 320 million dollar investment. 211
told, the three developments will generate 705 million dollars
in the Clatskanie Community and will provide many needed jobs

within Columbia County. Therefore, Columbia County must

COMMENT ON FILING DRAFT EIS Page 4

Local Agencies
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LA5-1

geriously consider any proposed development outside of the
Industrial Site that could jeopardize the planned developments
and correlating jobs for its citizens.

Concerns with Bradwood Landing Project/Pipeline Alignment

1. Pipeline Interference with Port Westward Access

Improvements. The proposed pipeline will run from the Bradwood
Island site to the Port Westward Industrial Site to connect
with the Kelso-Beaver and Mist natural gas pipelines. The
route proposed by NorthernStar will run approximately 37 miles,
crogsing approximately 13.2 miles of property within the
County, and running through the Site. NorthernStar’s Proposed
Route Alignment as shown in Appendix B of the draft EIS, shows
the pipeline alignment following Hermo Road from the Collins
Road Intersection into the Site. This map shows the pipeline
on the east side of the Road, the same side as proposed for the
road project expansion. Columbia County is concerned that the
85-100 foot wide construction right-of-way and 50 foot wide
permanent right-of-way may interfere with the road
improvements. The County has completed engineering and is
preparing to construct improvements to Hermo Road, including
widening and overlay, an investment of over 11 million dollars.

It would be very expensive at this point to make changes to the

COMMENT ON FILING DRAFT EIS Page 5

Local Agencies 5

LA5-1

Section 4.7.3.3 has been revised to include a discussion about Hermo Road,
including our recommendation that NorthernStar document that it has
consulted with the Port of St. Helens, the Columbia County Development
Agency, and other appropriate agencies and representatives of Columbia
County, to determine if its pipeline may have impacts on county
improvements in the vicinity of the Port Westward Industrial Area.
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LA5-1
cont'd

road project. No final drawings have been provided to Columbia
County showing the exact location of the proposed pipeline in
relation to the road improvements. NorthernStar has not
coordinated its pipeline alignment with the County so as to
avold unnecessary delays and increased costs of Columbia
County’s project.

The Draft EIS at page 2-53, indicates that NorthernStar
plans to use HDD or the bore method only for "major paved
highways and railroads where traffic cannot be interrupted”.
The County is concerned that Hermo Road will not be considered
a “major paved highway” and that NorthernStar will use
intrusive construction methods, including road interruptions
during 1its pipeline construction. Several  industrial
developers are dependent upon having Hermo Road open and
available for use after completion of the road improvements.
Interruptions  from pipeline construction will not  be
acceptable. In addition, Columbia County 1is expecting that
significant wetland mitigation work will need to be done in
conjunction with the Hermo Road improvements and is currently
walting for a Wetland Permit from the Corps of Engineers. While
repregentatives of NorthernStar have repeatedly represented

that the pipeline easement will not interfere with Columbia

COMMENT ON FILING DRAFT EIS Page 6

Local Agencies
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LA5-1
cont'd

LA5-2

County’s improvements, Columbia County has no assurance that
there will be no such interference, and has no assurance that
the project will not increase the wetland mitigation burden or
impact wetland conditions in the area.

In summary, the Hermo Road improvements are of vital
importance to the three industrial developers described above,
as well as to Columbia County’s ability to encourage new
development  within the Port Westward Industrial Site.
Therefore, NorthernStar’s immediate coordination and
cooperation with Columbia County is imperative.

2. Pipeline Interference with Private Property Ownership in

Columbia County.

Approximately 13.2 miles of the pipeline is proposed to
built on private property within Columbia County. Yet,
Columbia County has received very little information from
NorthernStar as to how Northernftar intends to mitigate the
impacts that the proposed pipeline will have on private
property owners within the County. Specifically, NorthernStar
has not addressed in detail how it will fairly compensate
property owners for the required easements or the terms of such
ecagements. Nor has NorthernStar addressed in detail who will

be responsible for damage that may Dbe caused by the pipeline

COMMENT ON FILING DRAFT EIS Page 7

Local Agencies

LA5-2

Landowner compensation and the easement negotiation process are
discussed in section 4.8.3.3.
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LA5-2

cont'd

LA5-3

LA5-4

while in operation or for environmental damage related thereto.
The Draft EIS does not specify any protections that must be
included in landowner agreements. The Draft EIS indicates that
NorthernStar will need approximately 553 acres of land during
construction of the property and 234 during operations. The
rights-of-way will ultimately be 50 feet during operations.
Columbia County is concerned about the amount of impact this
much acreage will have on its citizens, and that its citizens
will Dbe unduly burdened by the proposed pipeline. Columbia
County desires to assure that its citizens are treated in a
fair and open manner during the eagement acquisition process.
REQUESTS

1. Columbia County requests that the Commission require
as a condition of approval that NorthernStar immediately
consult and agree with Columbia County as to the location of
the pipeline route alignment along public roads in Columbia
County, the timing of construction, the type of construction
methodsg, and liability for any changes or costsg incurred by
Columbia County as a result of the proposed pipeline alignment
and operation.

2. Columbia County requests that the Commission require

as a condition of approval that any change in the pipeline

COMMENT ON FILING DRAFT EIS Page 8

Local Agencies 5

LA5-3

LA5-4

Section 4.7.3.3 has been revised to include our recommendation that
NorthernStar consult with Columbia County to determine if its pipeline may
have impacts on county improvements.

Section 4.7.3.3 has been revised to include our recommendation that
NorthernStar should document consultation with the Port of St. Helens, the
Columbia County Development Agency, and other appropriate agencies and
representatives of Columbia County, to determine if its pipeline may have
impacts on county improvements in the vicinity of the Port Westward
Industrial Area.
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LA5-4
cont'd

LA5-5

route alignment that may affect the Hermo Road improvements or
any public road within the County be approved by the Columbia
County Public Works Director prior to construction.

3. Columbia County requests that landowner protections

be required of NorthernStar as a condition of approval.

Conelusion

This proposal stands to have potential substantial impacts
on Columbia County residents, on the property owners in the
Clatskanie area, on the current industrial development at the
Site, on anticipated construction of new industrial projects at
the fite, and on the recent investments in road infrastructure
made to attract new business to the Site. While Columbia
County takes no position either in favor or in opposition to
the proposed LNG facility and pipeline, the County’s concerns
must be addressed during this permit process.

Respectfully submitted,

/8/  Sarah Hanson
Sarah Hanson, County Counsel
Columbia County
Courthouse
230 Strand, Room 318

COMMENT ON FILING DRAFT EIS Page 9
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See our response to comment LA5-2.
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St. Helens, OR 97051
Telephone: 503.397.3839

COMMENT ON FILING DRAFT EIS

Page 10

Local Agencies
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Certificate of Service

I hereby certify that I have this day served the foregoing
document upon each person designated on the official service
list compiled by the Secretary in this proceeding.

Dated at St. Helens, Oregon, this 19th day of December,
2007.

/s/
Sarah Hanson
Sarah Hanson

COMMENT ON FILING DRAFT EIS Page 11
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
Bradwood Landing LLC ) Docket No.  CP06-365-000
Northern Star Energy LLC ) Docket Nos,  CP06-366-000
CP06-376-000
CP06-377-000

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT BY THE
CITY OF ASTORIA, OREGON

Movant-Intervenor the City of Astoria, a municipal corporation, through its City Council, the duly
elected governing body for the City of Astoria (the “City” or "Astoria"), hereby submits its comments on the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement ("DEIS").

Background

As described in the DEIS, the City of Astoria, Oregon is a municipality consisting of approximately 11,5
square miles in geographic jurisdiction located near the mouth of the Columbia River, in Clatsop County,
Oregon. According to the 2000 United States Census data, the City’s year round population is 9,813, however
based on proposed development plans and population projections, this is expected to increase to 11,205 by the
year 2015 as per the April 2007 Clatsop County Coordinated Countywide Population Projections, The summer
time population increases with the influx of tourists to the area. The City is directly and significantly impacted
by the proposed vessel transits carrying liquefied natural gas ("LNG") to the proposed Northern Star Natural
Gas LLC ("NSNG") facility at Bradwood Landing, located at approximately river mile ("RM") 38 upsiream.

Included within or immediately adjacent to Astoria are a diverse number of private and critical
government occupancies. Among these are Tongue Point Job Corps Training Center and the U.S. Post Office
(Federally owned facilities), two US Coast Guard stations (one mooring for USCG cutter vessels and one buoy
tender station) and USCG housing area, the County Seat (Courthouse, jail, and central County government
offices and services, including the Emergency Operations Center), regional health services (Columbia Memorial

I - COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
LNG COMMENTS 12-07 FINALE suoria city LNG Corente an DEISLupd

Local Agencies



V.GM

Hospital, which serves as the region’s only trauma center, and various medical facilities), Columbia River Pilots
and Bar Pilots services (pilot services for all ships crossing the bar or traveling the Columbia River), Port of
Astoria docks and offices, two major recreational and commercial fishing boat mooring basins, and one
transient tour boat moorage facility. U.S. Highways 101 and 30 join in Astoria and meet at the Columbia River
al the Astoria-Megler Bridge, a major access point between the States of Oregon and Washington,

Public Safety is provided by local police and fire departments, The Astoria Police Department is
comprised of sixteen full-time officers and several reserve officers, who are responsible for 24 hour protection
of the City's 11.5 square mile area, The Astoria Fire Department consists of twelve full-time personnel, twelve
volunteer firefighters, and four response vehicles, including Hazmat van. The Fire Department’s service area is
approximately 12 square miles and includes the numerous facilities noted above with contract services to the
Tongue Point Job Corps. Center, In addition, through existing Mutual Aid Agreements, Astoria supports the
Knappa-Svensen-Burnside Rural Fire Protection District, in which the proposed LNG terminal would be
located. The City currently has no marine law enforcement or shipboard firefighting capabilities except with
land-based shipboard firefighting with the Maritime Fire Safety Association.

The City has very limited funding resources available for public safety services. It relies on limited
property tax revenues that are used primarily for existing personnel expenses. In recent years equipment
purchases have depended on grants and loans.

The City's public safety responsibility extends for approximately nine (9) miles along the southerly bank
of the Columbia River beginning at approximately Smith Point (Youngs Bay Bridge/Highway 101) continuing
castward to and around Tongue Point. Approximately six (6) miles of the Columbia River shipping channel,
from Warrenton city limits near Smith Point, east to Tongue Point are within the municipal jurisdiction of the
City of Astoria. Astoria is the second Oregon municipality potentially impacted once the LNG Carrier enters
the Columbia River. As described in the DEIS (Section 4.7.1), major portions of the City are located within
Zone 1 of concern, including the Astoria waterfront, the downtown retail and governmental center, the Astoria

waterfront River Trail, City Aquatics Center, Columbia Memorial Hospital and other major regional medical

2 - COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
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LAG-1

Section 4.7.1, the police and fire stations, three public mooring basins, numerous City parks, six motels, and
several residential housing areas (including two large condominiums and four proposed, senior housing facility,
housing for the disabled, and several single-family residential neighborhoods). Each of these public assembly
areas is sufficiently close to the vessel transit route to warrant heightened safety and security measures,
Procedural History

On June 26, 2006, during the Pre-Filing Process, the City of Astoria wrote to the Commission to advise
them that the City had a number of safety related concerns regarding the potential transit of LNG carriers
through the corporate limits of the City of Astoria, which would occur should the Bradwood Landing site be
approved by the Commission. A copy of that June 26, 2006 letter was also included in the Safety Advisory
Report submitted to the Commission by the Oregon Department of Energy, attached as Appendix K 1o the
DEIS. On June 26, 2006, City timely moved to intervene, Accession No, 20060706-0181. Since that time,
both Astoria's Police Chief and Fire Chief have participated in various meetings and workshops held in
conjunction with preparation of the U.S. Coast Guard Waterway Suitability Assessment Report ("WSR") dated
February 28, 2007, attached as Appendix H to the DEIS, and with respect to development of an Emergency
Response Plan ("ERP").

Comments on the DEIS

The DEIS repeatedly refers to the same discussion concerning waterway safety and security throughout
the voluminous report. Specifically, the DEIS recognizes significant potential impacts within Zones 1 through
3 due to an accidental or intentional breach of an LNG vessel resulting in a release of LNG during transit or
while at the berth. It acknowledges the risk of severe consequences, with injuries ranging from mild to fatal,
being most severe in Zone | and decreasing outward through Zones 2 and 3. See, e.g., DEIS, p. 4-322. Yet, the
DEIS uniformly concludes that "with the implementation of the safety and security measures and conditions
outlined in the Coast Guard's WSR (see Appendix H), an LNG release along the waterway would be highly
unlikely." Id. See also DEIS, p. 4-273 ("Effects on structures within Zone 1 would be most severe, while

buildings within Zone 3 would be less impacted. However, with implementation of the mitigation measures

3 - COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
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LAG-1
cont'd

LAG-2

LAG-3

described in the Coast Guard's WSR, an LNG release along the waterway would be highly unlikely."); DEIS, p.
4-275 ("With the implementation of the safety and security measures outlined in the Coast Guard's WSR, it is
highly unlikely that there would be a release of LNG from a passing LNG ship that would lead to a spill and
related pool fire affecting planned commercial or residential developments along the waterway."); DEIS, p. 4-
279 ("Those facilities within Zone 1 could sustain damages to structures, features, or vegetation. Facilities
within Zone 3 would be less affected. However, with the implementation of the safety and security measures
outlined in the Coast Guard's WSR, the chance of a spill would be extremely remote.”).

As a result of these findings, the FERC staff made a number of recommendations which are described in
detail in sections 4.11.5.5 and 4.11.6 of the DEIS (pp. 4-429 through 4-436) and further documented in Section
5.2, Conditions 42, 62 and 63. These conditions fail to properly acknowledge, however, that the Coast Guard
measures are necessary requirements and not simply preliminary recommendations with the details to be
worked out later, Compare DEIS, p. 4-432 ("the WSR recommends additional facilities and infrastructure to
make the waterway suitable for LNG marine traffic”) with WSR, App. H ("I have determined that to make the
Columbia River suitable for the type and frequency of LNG marine traffic associated with this project,
additional measures will be necessary ... [and] must be put into place"). Additionally, the DEIS minimizes and
generalizes the specific requirements outlined by the Coast Guard. For example, on page 4-432, the DEIS
identifies one item as "augmentation of shore side firefighting capabilities to provide protection services to the
facility as well as communities along the river” when the original WSR (p.4 of 6) stated "shore side firefighting
resources and training will need to be augmented ... [including] adequate cost-sharing arrangements for project
related training, equipment, maintenance, and staffing ... for all communities impacted by the project.”

Representatives of NSNG have had approximately two years to make firm commitments to state, county
and local law enforcement and fire agencies concerning these requirements, and have not done so. The
proposed conditions that the WSR be updated annually and NSNG commit prior to commissioning to
implement the required measures is simply too little too late. Additionally, the conditions recommending the

Emergency Response Plan ("ERP") and cost-sharing plan be submitted prior to initial site preparation likewise

4 - COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
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See our response to comment LA2-2.

See our response to comment LA2-3.
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LA6-3

cont'd

LAG-4

do not provide sufficient certainty for local communities, like Astoria.
As documented throughout the DEIS, implementation of these measures is critical to the viability of the
project and the validity of the DEIS assessment. Absent binding agreement with the state, county and local fire
and police agencies conceming security and safety requirements, the project cannot proceed and the entire DEIS
safety and security analysis is rendered meaningless. Therefore, NSNG should be required, prior to issuance of
the final order issuing certificates ("Order” or "Certificate”) o reach an agreement in principle, in a form
acceptable to each respective agency, with each state, county and local municipality affected on the level of
resource funding it will commit for safety and security requirements including, without limitation, capital
requirements for new equipment, resources for additional staff, and training for all affected personnel (both
career and volunteer). The agreements should address the effiects of heightened security alerts and unfunded
future governmental mandates, These critical decisions cannot and should not be put off until after the
Certificate issues,
The Commission cannot fulfill its statutory duty to address state and local safety considerations required
by 15 U.S.C. § 717b-1 (Section 311(d) of the Energy Policy Act of 2005) by simply stating that these important
details will be worked out after the Certificate issues. See DEIS, Appendix K, Response of the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission to the Safety Advisory Report of the Oregon Department of Energy for the Bradwood
Landing Project (referring to proposed Conditions 42, 62, and 63). The statute requires meaningful resolution
of state and local safety considerations "prior to issuing an order pursuant to section 717b." See 15 US.C. §
717b-1(b) and (c). Therefore, NSNG must be required to address Astoria's requirements (as well as the other
jurisdictions affected), outlined in its June 26, 2006 letter, and commit to the funding necessary to implement
these requirements, prior to issuance of any Order approving the project.

Secondly, with respect to "the current capacity of the local public services to respond to an incident or
fire at the LNG termunal,” the DEIS recognizes "that sigmficant gaps exist in fire fighting capacity for both

shore and water side fire fighting response.” DEIS, p. 4-342. These gaps were also described in the State

Advisory Report (Appendix K) filed pursuant to 15 U.S.C, § 717b-1. The DEIS states that "NorthernStar has
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indicated that trained personnel and fire fighting equipment would be maintained at the LNG terminal in the
event of an emergency.” 1d. However, there is nothing in the DEIS to indicate that NSNG has committed to
anything more than that which s required by applicable regulations and requirements found in 49 C.F.R. Part
193 and NFPA 59A. The proposed solution to address this acknowledged issue, the requirement to produce an
ERP prior to construction, is simply inadequate.

Given the lack of local capacity and the distance from supporting fire fighting services, NSNG must be
required 1o emhance fire protection. [t is insufficient that operations and maintenance personnel will be trained
in safe shutdown and evacuation procedures, etc. as already required by applicable regulations. If an incident
occurs at night, when only a limited operations erew is working, there may be insufficient personnel to man all
of the fire fighting equipment likely to be present. The Commission and the public can be assured that
dedicated fire fighters with proper training and equipment will be readily available to address any incident at the
terminal. Local public safety services will require increased resources to meet this need at the facility and in the
community.

Lastly, with respect to protection of Cultural Resources in the event of an incident, the DEIS states that
“NorthernStar indicates that it would produce a Cultural Resources Management Plan that would outline
procedures for coordination with first responders in order to protect historic properties.” DEIS, p. 4-359.
Astoria is the oldest city west of the Rockies, and has three National Register Historical Districts, two of which
abut the Columbia River. The City has about 800 historic properties and over 70% of the City's housing stock
was built prior to 1950, This commitment to protect historic properties is not reflected in any of the proposed
conditions prepared by FERC Staff. See Section 5.2. Therefore, Condition no. 36 (requiring such Cultural
Resources Management Plan) must be modified to include a requirement to coordinate, and reach agreement,
with first responders on the method and means to protect historic properties which are located within the Zones

of Concern, especially historic buildings along the waterway which are most likely to be adversely impacted.
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As described herein and in its prior correspondence (incorporated by reference), Astoria requires a
commitment to fund necessary capital and on-going expenditures related to police and fire protection before it
can agree 10 any proposed ERP, NSNG should be required to document such commitments, in a form agreeable
Lo Astoria, before any final Order from the Commission issues. The proposed mitigation conditions, which
delay finalizing such monetary commitments until afler the Certificate issues, are inadequate and contrary to
statutory requirements enacted as part of the Energy Policy Act of 2005. Additionally, based on the recognized
need, NSNG should be required to implement and maintain an Industrial Fire Brigade as described in NFPA
600. Lastly, the required Cultural Resources Management Plan must contain provisions addressing the risk to
historic properties located within the Zones of Concern and include agreements with local first responders
documenting the method and means for protecting these properties and sites,

December 21, 2007
Respectfully submitted,

illis L. Van Dusen, Maynr- )
City of Astoria

1095 Duane Street

Astoria Oregon 97103
Telephone: 503-325-5824

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE AND MAILING

I hereby certify that I have this day served the foregoing document on each person designated on the
official service list compiled by the Secretary in this proceeding on December 21, 2007, by first class mail,

postage prepaid.

Pdul Benoit Y~ )
ity Manager
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Bradwood Landing LLC ) Dacket No. CP06-365-000
NorthernStar Energy LLC ) Docket Nos. CP06-366-000
CP06-376-000
CP00-377-000

COMMENTS ON TIE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT BY
INTERVENOR, CLATSOP COUNTY

Intervenor Clatsop County, Oregon hercby responds to the Commission’s request for
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) in this matter.

Due 1o emergency conditions in Clatsop County resulting from recent high winds and
flooding, the County has been unable to indcpendently review the DEIS in a timely manner
However, the County has contracted with the Colambia River Estuary Study Taskforce
(CREST), an intcrgovernmental agency in Clatsop County charged with the responsibility of
providing technical advice to member jurisdictions regarding matters pertaining to Coastal Zone
Management and the Columbia River Estuary, (o conduct the DEIS review on the County’s
behalf, That rovicw by CREST is attached hereto as Exhibit A and is submitted herewith.

For Claty

County Comﬁ p
/,/

o

44548-35140) 121 160.doc\ MM/ 42172007
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EXHIBIT A

Columbia River Estuary Sludy Taskforce \“

740 Comimercial Sireed, Room 205, Astoria, Oregon 87103
Phone: (503) 325.0435. Faxx: (303) 3250459
Emalt: crast@columblasstuary.og
Website: waw,columhipasiugry arg

DATE:  12/21/2007

To: Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
888 First Street N.E., room 1A
Washington, 0.C. 20426
From: ' Columbia River Estuary Study Taskfarce (CREST), representing Clatsop County, OR
750 Cemmercial Street, roam 205
Astoria, OR 97103

RE: dwood Landing Draft Envi Impact Review

Docket No. CPOE-365-000, CROG-366-000

Dear Ms. Bose,

Clatsop County of Northwest Qregon contracted with CREST on October 5, 2007 to
review the Bradwood Landing Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and provide
the following comment letter. Upon approval by the Clatsop County Board of
Commissieners and CREST Council, CREST has been autharized to submit this document
directly to FERC on behalf of the County. Please note that CREST remains neutral in
regards to this project and does not intend to submit its own comments on the DEIS.

We have focused our tachnical review efforts on the project concerns and impacts
voiced most often by Clatsop County residents, including environmental impacts te the
communities and the estuary, as well as associated recreational and commercial uses
supporting the regional economy. Our review excludes project reliability and safety,
Chapter 4.11 of the DEIS; please refer to Clatsap County’s fuly, 2007 Public Safety
Assessment for the Proposed Bradwood Landing LLC/NorthernStar Gas LNG Project
report {prepared by PBS&J consultants) for discussion of these issues. [n addition, our
review excludes the land use issues that are affected by the County’s land use decision-
making process. Please refer to the local land use process for the Counties’ comments
on those issues,

Over the |ast several decades Clatsop County has participated in extensive scientific
studies in the Lower Columbia River estuary through membership in the engoing

1

Local Agencies



¢85

oo7TT

LA7-1

T-5ZI17FERC PDF (UGfficial) 12/21/2007 04:49:58 PM

Columbia River Estuary Study Task Force and partnership in major restoration projects
and plans. Researchers have shown that the estuary provides critical habitat far a
variety of salmon life history stages, from fry to adults. Importantly, juvenile saimonids
utilize the estuary as a rearing, refuge, and feeding area prior to transitioning into the
ocean environment. Comprehensive plans have been developed by all tevels of
government aver the last 30-years, addressing fish and wildlife restaration in the
Columbia River and its estuary. Maintaining and restoring the estuary is a critical part
of the long-term muilti-billion dollar Calumbia River restoration effort. Despite
weakened fish stocks, commercial and recreational fishing in the region is still very
significant, providing tens of millions of dollars in county revenue annually (Clatsap
County Fisheries Project, commercial and sport crab / salmon / sturgeon commercial
fishing, etc.). The eventual success of the long-term fishery restoration efforts will yield
increased economic benefits to the regional economy by restoring fishing opportunities
lost to the protection of weak stocks.

Because the scale of this project is unprecedented in the Lower Columbia, and we feel
the DEIS is inadequate in several ways, we recommend that FERC proceed slowly
through the permitting process to ensure that the final FIS {FEIS) address all of the
concerns brought forward by Clatsop Caunty and the various involved state and federal
agencies,

General Review of Clatsop County’s Overarching Issues
1 Consequences of Major Liquefied Natural Gas and Vessel Fuel Oil Spilis

to Clatsop County Communities and the Waterway

The risk of a major LNG spill and an associated vessel fuel oil spill on the waterway is
taken very seriously by Clatsop County, even though the DEIS indicates there is 2 low
probability of such an occurrence in any given year. The adverse consequences of a
major LNG shipping disaster to citizens of affected communities and biological resources
of the estuary would be vast, requiring assurances for post disaster remedies. There s
no predictive capability for such disasters, and prevention control for LNG transit
disasters is worsened post September 11" due to the fact LNG vessels in particular have
been identified as a prime target for maficious intent. In addition, this particular LNG
transit corridor is very narrow in places and adjacent to shareline communities, making
it difficult or impractical to fully defend. The County wants to make sure that all
possible funding mechanisms are in place to assure any major, accidental or intentional,
LNG transpart incident will be fallowed up with timely and complete remediation,
restitution and recovery to both the human and natural environments.

We understand the difficulty in estimating the level of damage to life and property
under different spill scenarios. The DEIS and its references do offer enough information
for us to conclude that if a major accident/incident occurred adjacent to a near shore
community like Astoria, fife and property damages would be substantial and long -

Local Agencies
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lasting. When a small community endures a major disaster there is a potential to
permanently change ts character, especially if post emergency disaster response is
lacking. tn addition, restoratian is complicated in old cities like Astaria {oldest west of
the Mississippi) having farge numbars of heritage sites.

There is also a serious threat to the estuary once an LNG vessel's gas containers become
tdamaged, not due to the LNG, but rather shattering and break-up of the ship allowing a
major spill of vessel fuel ail into the water. The Resource Report 9 {Air and Noise
Quality) that Bradwood LLC/NorthernStar submitted to FERC states that bunker fuef oil
will be used in approaching, maneuvering, and departing from the terminal berth.
Industry resources also show that conventional LNG carriers, although often cited as
exclusively using LNG cargo boil-off when underway, get about 50% of their energy
requirement form heavy fuel ol Released gas vapors that are trapped in confined
areas of the ship after an incident can damage the ship's structure upon igaition or
detonation. A spill of tens of thousands of bunker fuel oil would be quickly distributed
throughout the estuary by swift river currents and tides to wetlands and shorelines.
Bunker fuel off is made up of compounds harmful to fish and wildiife and known to
sometimes cause off-flavor in harvested fish species, During an LNG / ol spill
emergency, safety.issues delay clean-up, allowing distribution of contaminants,

Amajor spill of bunker fuel oil could potentially result in signficant economic impacts to
the region, including suspension of some commercial fisheries due to contamination
and possible reduced fishing opportunity over the long term, For example, if there is
documented loss of a significant number of salmon fisted as endangered species, it may
be deemed necessary to further restrict the already severely restricted fishing
opportunities in the estuary. - A major oil spill would also impact tourism and recreation
based economies like those on the Lower Columbia because of the visual blight, off-
flavor in fish and pollutant odors. :

In order to assure full remediation, restitution and recovery of the community and the
estuary follawing an LNG and/ar fuel oil spill it i necessary to have the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission’s ficense require LNG shippers and Bradwood facility operators
and their successors to be fully bonded and insured for the worst case spill clean-up and
response. This includes damage compensation/restitution obligations for all lost uses
over the entire recovery period.

We believe there is Federal guidance for FERC to use license terms and conditions to
provide surety for full remediation and compensation. First, LNG vessel transit on the
Columbia River is an integral part of the Bradwood project; without it the proposed
project could not exist. Federal designations for the Columbia River estuary indicate it
is one of the Nation’s most important and environmentally sensitive waterways (one of
seven nationally designated by Environmental Protaction Agency's National Estuary
Program). Guidance to FERC is provided by the Federal Power Act requirement “... to
consider the extent to which a project is consistent with Federal or state comprehensive

3
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plans far improving, developing, or conserving a waterway or waterways affected by the
project” {FPA Section 10{a)(2}{A)). FERC has adapted 25 Comprehensive Plans that
address improvement /restoration of the Columbia River for fish and wildlife resources
and recreation.  The permit authorized by FERC should provide adequate protection
and mitigation of fish and wildlife and other beneficial public uses such as recreation,
The Federal definition of mitigation does include p ion for an idabl
impact. Since spifls may occur despite every required prevention measure, such spills
would be considered unavoidable and therefore require compensation for impacts,

Another source of guidance to FERC is the federal endangered species program
recovery plan for the Columbia River, which includes the estuary s critical habitat. The
health of the estuary is essentiat to achieving recovery of the listed anadromous species,
all of which spend time in the estuary. Given that recovery plans examine the exposure
of weak populations to harmful events aver a 100 year period, even events that occur
infrequently like LNG / oil spills coutd reduce chances of recovery for the species
withaut remediation and compensation,

fl Recreatlonal and Commercial Fishing Impacts

The DEIS does not adequately analyze or mitigate the significant patential conflicts
between the LNG ships using the waterway and recreational and commercial boating
activities (sport fishing, commercial fishing, power baating, sailing, paddling, waterfowl
hunting). The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) estimates the angler
hoat count downstream of the Astoria-Megler bridge to range between a low of 613 in
Aprilte a high of 19,644 In August, with a total of 46,547 boats annually engaged in
recreational and commercial fishing for crab, sturgeon, saitmon, halibut/bottomfish,
tuna, and whiting.

The DEIS states an LNG vesse! will initially be seen an the river approximately every 1.5
days. All other vessels are expected to move out of the 500 foot security exclusion zone
for a quarter hour or more before resuming their position. Commercial fishermen may
face an even longer delay, given the time it takes to retrieve and deploy nets and other
gear. In some reaches of river, excluded vessels may have to move to shaliow areas
where they must contend with wakes larger than other shipping vessels, sand bars at
low tide and obstacles in the fog. Some recreational boaters tmay choose to leave the
river, impacting traffic at boat ramps. When considering the entire volume of boat
anglers and pleasure boaters cumulatively and the channel conditions, we believe the
impact to boat traffic is significant rather than the inconvenience conclusion in the DEIS.
Mitigation considered for this significant impact could include: (1) timing LNG transit to
avoid peak recreational boating or fishing periods/times of day identified by local and
state knowledge, including the Astoria Regatta, Great Columbia Crossing and peak fish
migrations; {2) for those fishing periods that cannot be avoided, redirect angling effort
to areas outside the exclusion zone by funding the development of strong fisheries in
tributaries and side bays of the estuary, and (3) improvement of hoat ramp facilities.

Local Agencies 7
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Our EIS does not specify any time period (such as a quarter _hour or longer
for commercial fishing boats) that other vessels may be required to move out
of the way of LNG carriers transiting up the Water\{vay to the proposed
Bradwood Landing LNG terminal. If the LNG carriers travz_al at speeds
between 8 to 12 knots up, they would be past other boats in a matter of
minutes. Thus we are able to conclude, in section 4.7.1.4, that the project
would not have any significant impacts on other river users.
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The communities on the Columbia River estuary p ly have a focus en developing
tourism and recreational uses. LNG carriers and their heavily armed escort vessels have
a high potential to create an unweicome and/er unsafe appearance not conducive to
many tourists and recreational fisherman seeking a relaxing experience. The
uncemfartable response of visitors to LNG transit would be expected to warsen if there
are future LNG shipping disaster{s} anywhere in the county. If visitors choose other
coastal recreation opportunities because they are uncomfortable with the LNG transit,
the regianal economy wauld lose millians of dollars over the long-term spent on retail,
hotet and guide services, The DEIS should disclase and analyze the economic value of
tourism and recreatlon to the region and then estimata a range of potential long-term
lost visitor use relating to LNG transit, including recreational fishing, visiting cruise ships,
the Lewis and Clark National Heritage Park, and the proposed Columbia Pacific Heritage
Area. We believe the lost value aver the long-term could be significant and recommend
conducting an apinion survey of potential visitars that gauges recreational and tourism
conflicts with LNG transit in general {thus avoiding potential tourism impacts of the
survey itself). If significant losses are estimated, mitigation could be considered in the
form of funding tourism promotions to off-set estimated losses.

i Incomplete and Inadequate Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Importantly, there has not been a third-party market analysis concerning whether or not
the LNG gas provided via the project fulfills the purpose and need of the project.
Spokespersons for the William's Northwest Pipeline say that the company doesn’t have
raom for all of the gas the Bradwood facility would provide and that, even with project
declines in supply from Canada and the Rocky Mountains, there is not enough demand
for natural gas in Oregon and Washingten to utilize all of the Bradwood supply. The
evidence indicates that the Bradwood Landing project will be most fully realized when,
in the foreseeable future, the Palomar pipeline is connected to the proposed facility.
We believe that the Palomar pipeline is therefore not a related foreseeable praject fi.c.
a potential cumulative impact as cited in the DEIS), but rather a project the proposed
LNG facility is dependent upon. If this is the case, FERC staff should require that the final
DEIS be amended to include environmental impacts associated with the Palomar
pipeline.

In addition, FERC and EPA approved comprehensive plans for protection and restoration
of the Lower Columbia River are an important guide to the Federal licensing process for
this farge scale project but are omitted from the DEIS analysis. The intent of these
comprehensive plans is to restore the fishery, ecological function and fishing
opportunity, providing a significant value to the locat economy. We recommend the
DEIS list and review the 25 FERC approved Comprehensive Plans and use them to guide
development of a mitigation package that fully mitigates for all the project impacts to
the Columbia River estuary and its tributaries.

Local Agencies 7
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We do not believe that LNG marine traffic in the waterway would represent a
safety risk to adjacent communities, as explained in section 4.11.5. Nor do
we think that the project would have any negative impacts on the local touri_st
industry. We do calculate the value of recreation and tourism in the region in
sections 4.7.1.4, 4.8.1.8, and 4.8.2.8.

As discussed in section 1.0, the Williams Northwest pipeline would have
capacity for the natural gas from the Bradwood landing pipeline project. _\_Ne
do not agree that there is not enough demand for natural gas in the Pacific
Northwest to utilize the Bradwood Landing Project supply. See our
discussion of purpose and need in section 1.1. Also see our response to
comment PM1-58. As described in section 3.1.2.2, we consider the Palomar
Project to be a separate undertaking from the Bradwood Landing Projec_t.
Neither project is inter-dependent on the other. If Palomar is not authorized
or built, the Bradwood Landing Project could still go forward, and vice versa.

See our response to comment PM5-28.
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Clatsop County, Oregon state agencies, and federal agencies commenting on the DEIS
have identified currently unmitigated project impacts in the waterway, on the site and
along the pipeline(s) and we recommend that their comments prodisce binding
mitigation commitments. [n this manner, Clatsop County recommends that
NorthernStar use their project development funds for full and complete mitigation of
the project impacts consistent with the underlying intent of Federal, state and local
rules and guidance. We expect that funding such a complete mitigation package would
approximate the project proponent’s voluntarily offer to spend $59 million dollars on
unspecified salmon enhancement {e.p. endowments for mitigation areas, bonding and
insurance for spill contingency and damage compensation, various omitted mitigation
needs, etc.). This Salmon Enhancement initiative will ba completely outside of any
license or permit requirements (enhancement is not ruled to be a necessary
environmental commitment for a project). One of the realities of enhancement offers
is that they can be readily disregarded by a successor company or awner,

Finally, the DEIS alternatives analysis is superficial and incomplete. We recommend
completing a robust alternative analysis worth of the guidance in the comprehensive
pfans and the community’s focus on the estuary. Potentially significant impacts for
which we recommend additional analysis in the DEIS are detailed further in the specific
comments {including references on key points), including recreational conflicts, wetland
mitigation areas and their management, and gealogic hazards.

IV Geologic Hazards Associated with the Bradwood Landing Location

The geology and geologic hazards associated with the location of NorthernStar's
propased facility at Bradwood are critical issues. The Oregon Department of Geology
and Mineral Industries {DOGAMI) labels the site as having severe natural hazard
potential, The DE'S attempts to address the applicable geologic hazards, but in many
sections the research is incomplete. The County believes that for the DEIS to be
considered complete and adequate it must disclose new specifications and mitigation
measures for foundation problems at the facility related to liquefaction and ground

_ stability during major subduction-zone earthquakes, adequate tsunami wave modeling,

accurate pre-construction landslide and debris flow characterizations {including records
of historical fandslides omitted from the DEIS) and new pipeline routes in response to
geologic hazards. in addition, it is necessary to address HDD stream crossing methods
and landsfides associated with pipeline construction potentially impact important
tributaries,

v CZMA Consistency Requirements Regarding Federal Actions

The Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 is based an the premise that such
management is best achieved at the state and local level {CZMA Sec. 302(7)). This plan
directs the states to create coastal management programs that are consistent with this
Act. Oregon’s Coastal Management Program, which is federally approved, directs local
governments in the coastal zone to create laws-and policy consistent with CZMA

Local Agencies 7
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We disagree. We believe our alternatives analysis in the EIS is robust and
complete.

Concerns raised by DOGAMI regarding geologic hazards are discussed in
the responses to comment letter SA1. See also our responses to comments
PM3-39, LA7-25, and LA7-31.
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objectives. In conjunction with the State program, Clatsop County has integrated the
CZMA into its local comprehensive plan and thus become an agent of the State. This
gives the County, as directed by the CZMA, the authority to determine i a federal
action, suich as the siting of energy facilities, is consistent with local land use laws.
{CZMA Sec. 307). Specifically, CZMA Sec. 307 states that, “No license or permit shalt be
granted until the state or its designated body has concurred with the applicant's
certification”.

The proposed Bradwood Landing LNG terminal site is located within the authority of the
CZMA under Oregon designation. Due to this fact and the County's role as an agent of
the state on this issue, FERC has the responsibility to integrate Clatsop County’s land use
decisions relevant to the CZMA into the final EIS. Thus, the decision of the County to
concur with or object to the Bradwood Landing proposal must be an integral part of the
final FERC approval pracess. As a result, any conditions attached to a County approval
that is relevant to the CZMA must be incorporated into the final IS by the authority of
the CZMA. if the County's declsion is to deny, or if NorthernStar asserts that some of the
conditlans are tao restrictive and wants them removed, FERC must prove that the
activity is consistent with the CZMA or otherwise necessary in the interest of national
security {CZMA Sec. 307{c)(3)(A)).

At the time this document was written, the County is currently in the precess of
analyzing and deliberating on NorthernStar’s consolidated land use application for
approval or denial. it Is Important for FERC to understand that the Oregon DLCD cannat
Issue the mandatory CZMA consistency certification for NorthernStar's proposed project
unfess Clatsop County finds it consistent with its Comprehensive Plan, Land and Water
Development and Use Ordinance, Standards Document and the Columbia River Estuary
Management Plan. All of these documents have been acknowledged by the State as
being in compliance with the statewide planning goals and thus are a part of CZMA
consistency.

in the final EIS, FERC should be guided by specific CZMA goals regarding development on
the coast and the siting of an energy facility. A management objective of coastal
development is minimizing the loss of Jife and property caused by improper
development in flood-prone, storm surge, geological hazard and erasion-prane areas.
(CZMA Sec. 303{2)(B)). In NorthernStar's case, the Bradwood terminal and pipeline
locations are prone to floading, gealogic hazards, erosion and other hazards associated
with heavy storms. In addition, the CZMA states that priority consideration should be
given to'coastal-dependent uses and orderly processes for siting major facilities, such as
energy, in focations that are in or adjacent to areas where commercial or Industrial
development already exists {CZMA Sec. 303(2){D}}. in ragards to NorthernStar, the
Bradwood location is on property designated for industrial use, but that use s limlted by
the local comprehensive plan to industrial uses smaller that the proposed facility. Also,
there is no adjacent industrial or commercial development near the Bradwood site, The

site is surrounded by forested lands and the nearest industrial operator is several miles

away.
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We have revised the EIS to indicate that on March 20, 2008, Clatsop County
made a final decision to approve the land use changes_ proposed by
NorthernStar, subject to specific county-imposed conditions.

See our response to comment LA7-8.
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vi Other Primary Clatsop County Concerns

Other County impacts that will be addressed in brief in the Specific Comments section
include:

» Sediment impacts in watersheds along the pipeline route: The focus is on
streams tributary to the estuary included in comprehensive restoration plans
and/or supporting anadromous fish spawning. Potential sediment impacts can
be derived from active landslides triggered by pipeline activities, and pipeline
crassings, both open trench and borings. Mitigation measures should include
careful monitoring of streams and watersheds for sediment discharges followed
by clean up of significant deposits in spawning riffles and juvenile rearing areas.

> Mitigation Plans: Clatsop County requests to be included among the applicable
apencies that will participate in finalizing the Bradwood compensatory mitigation
package and third-party monitoring and reporting programs. Site-specific
mitigation area agreements are recommended that will minimally include: {1) An
endowment to manage each of the areas in perpetuity in a manner that aveids
impacts to neighboring properties, (2} funds covering all start-up costs {3)
designation of a qualified land management agency, and (4) providing the county
with in fieu taxes if the land owner/manager is tax exempt.

v

Fish entrainment at water intakes: Although the proposed facility will have a
baliast water and engine cooling installation that prevents entrainment, itis not
compatible with all the ships that transpart LNG. A requirement is recommended
that limits the LNG facility to contract with ships having compatible equipment
and an associated monitoring and compliance program.

» Shoreline erosion caused by LNG vessel wakes; The LG vessel produces a wake
that is farger than the typical cargo vessels. The DEIS does not disclose the
presence of numerous dikes along the Columbia River that protect homes and
property. Many of the dikes are in need of maintenance and upgrading. County
recommends analyzing shoreline erosion affects upon dikes due to the LNG
vessel wake and mitigating any unavoidable impacts found to be significant.

Spacific Comments Related to Clatsap County’s Overarching [ssues

Alternatives Analysis

The Alternative Analysis should be mare robust and complete o utilize the Federal
guidance of FERC approved Comprehensive Plans concerning restoration of the
Columbia River and its estuary and EPA special deslgnation f the Columbia River in the
National Estuary Program (Section 10 of the Federal Power Act). Specifically, off-shore

facilities alternatives that avoid impacts to-the estuary-should-receive more analysts——-——--
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The impacts of pipeline construction and sedimentation on surface waters
and aquatic habitats are discussed in sections 4.3.2.4 and 4.5.3.1,
respectively. To minimize impacts on surface waters, NorthernStar would
implement its Waterbody and Wetland Construction Procedures Plan,
pipeline ESC Plan for Oregon, and SWPPP for Washington as well as our
Plan and Procedures. In addition, NorthernStar is consulting with the FWS,
NMFS, and state agencies regarding potential mitigation for replacement of
in-stream habitat. We have included a recommendation that NorthernStar
finalize its Waterbody and Wetland Construction and Mitigation Procedures
Plan that describes the specific methods of in-water habitat mitigation to be
conducted, and file that plan for our review and approval prior to pipeline
construction. NorthernStar would compensate for impacts on surface waters
and aquatic resources that could not be avoided by setting aside or
developing a number of mitigation sites, which are described in its
Compensatory Mitigation Plan. See our response to comment FA2-10
regarding compensatory mitigation.

County-level involvement is typically welcomed as part of estab_lishing
wetland mitigation within the CWA permitting process. Contacting the ODEQ
to facilitate such involvement is recommended.

See our response to comment PM1-31.

See our response to comment FA4-14.

We disagree. We believe that no more analyses are necessary for our
consideration of a potential offshore LNG terminal alternative. Our detailed
feasibility analysis of this alternative is presented in section 3.1.4. The ABS
report summarized in our discussion indicates that conditions offshore in the
Pacific Northwest result in rougher seas than found offshore of the Northeast
and Gulf coasts. See our responses to comments PM2-24, FA2-4, LA3-15,
and IND115-2.
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cont'd

than that provided in the DEIS. The DEIS does state that “ an offshore LNG import
terminal alternative would avold some of the environmental impacts of the proposed
Bradwood Landing Project, such as effects associated LNG marine traffic up the
Calumbia River, critical salmon habitat in the river, nearby population and visual effects,
and impacts on terrestrial resources, including wetlands.” 1t then goes on to conclude:
“However, based on our review of the analysis conducted by ABSG and Northernstar,
we do not consider an LNG terminal off the coast of Oregon ta be a viable alternative to
the proposed project because of the rough sea and weather conditions and the
additional environmental impacts associated with the longer send out pipeline.” The
DES should place greater weight on protecting the Columbia River and its estuary than
the sandy bottomed sea floor area supporting the send out pipeline to the off-share
facllity based upon the Federal guidance in both the FERC approved Comprehensive
Plans that appear relevant to natural resources and recreation in the Lower Columbia
River {see the following list), and EPA's inclusion of the Calumbia Estuary in the National
Estuary Program (program description alse provided below) and the Nation's Great
Water Body program. Furthermore, in a relative sense the off shore area has much
more dilution capacity than the estuary for assimilating fuel ofl spills, In terms of the
feasibility of using the aff-shore facility, such engineering analyses are outside of our
capability; however we nate in the following figure from a FERC staff presentation that
there are praposed LNG facilities on the New England Coastline, which is at times known
for rough ocean conditions, and the Guif of Mexico which at times has hurricane
conditions (see proposed sites number 40 to 43). Therefore it appears appropriate to
provide a detailed feasibility analysis of an off-shore facility.

FERC LIST OF COMPREHENSIVE PLANS
REVISED AUGUST 2007
Documents that satisfy the Commission's comprebensive plan criteria Hsted for the Columbia River under
Oregon and Washington that arc potentially relevant to the Lower Colwmbia River where Bradwood LNG
Project transit corridor and facility site is located includs;

Northwest Power and Conservation Council, 2000. Columbia River Basio fish and wildlife program,
Portland, Oregon. Couneil Document 2000-19,

Northwest Power and Conservation Council. 2005. The Fifth Northwest electric power and conservation
plan, Portland, Oregon. Council Document 2005-07.

Northwest Power and Conservation Comnoil. 1988, Proteoted areas smendments and response to comments.
Cauineil Document 88-22 (Septomber 14, 1988). Portland, Oregon.

Northwest Power and Conservation Council. 2003, Mainstem amendments to the Columbia River Basin
fish and wildlifc program. Portland, Oregon. Council Document 2003.11.

Oregon Department of Encrgy. 1987. Oregon final Summary report for the Pacific Norfhwest rivers study:
Salem, Oregos. November 1987. 8 pp.

Orcgon Departmeat of Enviroamental Quality. 1978, Statewide water quality mansgement plan. Salom,
Oregon. Noverber 1978, Seven volumes.

State of Oregon. State of Washington. State of Idahio, Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs
Reservation of Oregon, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, Nez Peree Tribe,

Confederaied Tribes and Bands of e Y akiits Tadial Nitioh. 1987, Selilenical Agrectent pursuans to e

Local Agencies
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September 1, 1983, Order of the U.S, District Court for the District of Oregon in Case No. 68-5113.
Columbia River fish management plan. Portland, Oregon. November 1987,

61 pp. and tables,

State of Washington. State of Oregon. Statc of Idaho. Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs
Reservation of Oregon. Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation. Nez Perce Tribe.
Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakima Indian Nation. Settlement Apreement pursuant to the
September 1, 1983, Order of the U.8. District Court for the District of Oregon in Case Na. 68-513.
Columbia River fish management plan, Poriland, Orcgon. November 1987,

Washington State Depariment of Ecology. 1982. Instream resource protection program for the main stem
Columbia River in Washi State. Olympia, i

Qregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. 1982, C hensive plan for production and of
Oregon's anadtomous salman and traut; Part I. General cousiderations. Partland, Oregon. Jore 1, 1982.33
-

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. 1982. Comprehenstve plas for production and of
Orepon's anadromous salmon and trout: Part I, Coho salmon plan, Portland, Oregon, June 1, 1982. 118 P
and appendices.

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. 1991. Comprehensive plan for production and of
Oregon's anadromous salmon and trout: Coastal Chinook salmon plan. Portland, Gregon. Degember 18,
1991, 62 pp.

Qregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. 1996. Species at risk: Sensitive, threatened, and endangered
vertcbrates of Oregon. Portland, Oregon, June 1996,

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. 1997. Oregon coastal salmon restoration initiative {Oregon Plan).
Raoseburg, Oregon. March 1997. Five volumes.

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. 1997. Oregon plan for salmon and watersheds. Salem, Orogon.
December 1997.

Qregon Land Conservation and Development Commission. 1984. Oregon coastal management program,
Salem, Qregon. 63 pp.

Oregon Water Resources Departmont. 1988. Oregon water laws, Salem, Oregon,

240 pp.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Undated. Fisheries USA: the recreational fisheries policy of the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service. Washington, D.C. 11 pp.

Interagency Commitiee for Qutdoor R ion. 2002. Ap of outdaor ion in Washi
State: A State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Planning (SCORP) Document 2002-2007. Olympia,
Washington. October 2002.

Lower Colnmbia Fish Recovery Board. 2004, Lower Columbia Salmon Recovery and Fish & Wildlife
Subbasin Plan. Washington. December 15, 2004

‘THE UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
NATIONAL ESTUARY PROGRAMS

The United Stulcs Environmental Protection Agency National Estuary Programs was charged with
developing und implementing a Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP) which
establishes priorities for activities, research, and funding for the estuary. The CCMP serves as a blueprint
to guide future decisions and actions and addresses a wide range of environmental protection issnes
including water quality, habitat, fish and wildlife, pathogcns, land use, and introduced species 1o name a
few. The CCMP is based on a sientific characterization of the estuary and s developed and approved by a
broad-bascd coalition of stakeholders. . (http:/fwww.epa, goviawowlestuarics/cemp/) Lower Columbia
CCMP, completed in 1999, containg 43 specific actions designed to protect and restors the lower Columbia
River. The actions are broadly grouped ifito throo edtegories - Actions 1-12 address habitat and land use;
Actions 13-2§ address education and manapewent; Actions 29-43 address conveational and toxic

poll fwwrw.epag e
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Geology

LA7-15 Page 4-3, Paragraph Z: As stated by Oregon DOGAMI, this is an erraneous technical -_ LA7-15 See our responses to comments SA1-4 and SA1-93.

statement because erasion features.do not form deposits. The County is in agreement
with DOGAMI that a technical review of the DEIS by URS and relevant cansultants needs
to be performed to ensure adequate integration of technical analyses and results.

LA7-16 Page 4-3, Paragraph 7, Second Sentence: The statement that most of the natural LA7-16 As a clarification, the Columbia River navigation channel would not be
shoreline is resistant to erosion is unsubstantiated and needs scientific data to support. modified for this project. See also our response to comment FA4-14.
The DEIS discusses that there has been little change in the river's location over the last ]
6000 years, However, there is no study cited ta support this. In addition, even a minute
change in one reach of the river’s course can affect County landowner’s properties
along the river. The DEIS needs a more complete study of the LNG traffic’s affect all
along the river channel due to channe! modifications for the praject.

1
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LA7-17

LA7-18

LA7-19

LA7-20

LA7-21

LA7-22

LA7-23

LA7-24

LA7-25

Page 4-5, Paragraph 6, Second Sentence: Since it is difficult to determine what
additional impacts on shorelines the propased LNG marine traffic would contribute, a
baseline study and menitoring program should be implemented.

Page 4-9, Paragraph 2, Second Sentence: The DEIS states that debris flows would not
reach the terminal site. However, there is no study or modeling shown to prove this
paint. This type of event should include adequate scientific data to support the
conclusion the DEIS reached. A large landslide could potentially damage the terminal
facilities and should be better researched to determine if such an event can or cannat
oceur.

Page 4-9, Paragraph 5: The DEIS states that FERC staff could not find any data on a large
landsfide that accurred in 1965 very near the Bradwood location which caused a
tsunami on Puget Island. However, the Wahkiakum County Fagle, a newspaper out of
Cathlamet, WA, dedicated an article with pictures to the event (W.C. Eagle, Thursday,
Feb. 4, 1965), This is evidence of a lack of complete data on histaric fandslides in the
terminal and pipeline areas. A more complete analysis needs to be performed.

Page 4-10, Figure 4.1.3-1: This map identifies anly some of the known faults in the area.
DOGAM| has stated that this map is incomplete and shows a lack of confidence in the
scientific data. A new map showing all of the known faults is needed.

Page 4-11, Paragraph 5: This discussion does not include earthquakes with a magnitude
between 8.0 and 8.5, In addition, the County agrees with DOGAMI that analysis of OBE-
SSE between 8.0 and 8.5 is needed, along with a evaluation of earthquakes not located
along the Cascadian subduction zone.

Page 4-12, Paragraph 3: In addition to the LNG tanks being supported on deep
foundations, the other portions of the facility should be cansidered for ground
impravements beyond vibroflotation and engineered fill.

Pages 4-12 and 4-13: The County would like to see that all of the FERC staff
recommendations on these two pages be integrated into the final EIS. These include
recommendations that the final engineering tesign needs to incorporate, including
detailed seismic specifications and other measures to mitigate the impacts of seismic
hazards,

Page 4-14, Paragraph 4; Some regional tsunami maps cited by the DEIS are over 10 years
old. The terminal site and pipeline areas should be evaluated on 2 site-specific basis. The
data should include the mast up to date information available, including the tsunami
research currently being performed by Oregon State University.

Page 4-20, Paragraph 5: 110 potential landslide areas have been identified along the.
proposed pipeline route. The DEIS states that these landslide areas may cause changes

12
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LA7-17

LA7-18

LA7-19

LA7-20

LA7-21
LA7-22
LA7-23

LA7-24
LA7-25

See our response to comment FA4-14.

See our response to comment SA1-100.

See our response to comment PM3-39.

See our response to comment SA1-98.

See our response to comment SA1-102.
See our response to comment SA1-105.

We have included and/or expanded and clarified the same recommendations
for the final engineering design in the final EIS as were in the draft EIS. See
for example the responses to comments SA1-4 and LA7-25 and related
FERC staff-recommended conditions. Should the project be approved,
these recommendations would become conditions of the authorization.

See our response to comment SA1-106.

Additional field mapping and subsurface investigations are required before
the final pipeline design geotechnical report can be completed, and access is
not available for all of the areas needing to be investigated. Proposed
mitigation measures for geological hazards along the pipeline route would be
subject to review by the Board of Consultants recommended in sections
4.1.3.3 and 4.1.4.3. The FERC staff has modified the draft EIS
recommendation regarding completion of the geotechnical report on the
pipeline route to clarify that all significant geological hazards must be further
investigated and mitigated through final design measures. The
recommendation specifies that NorthernStar must consult with and seek
comments from the designated state coordinating agencies (WDE and ODE)
prior to filing the report with FERC.
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LA7-25
cont'd

LA7-26

LA7-27

LA7-28

LA7-29A

in the pipeline route or ather additional precautions. Alternate routes and precautions
are suggested in Table 4.1.4-3 (Page 4-21), however, the DEIS fails to show the final
pipeline route. This uncertainty causes great concern to area residents. The final EIS
needs to include a final pipeline design geotechnical report showing the chosen pipeline
route and its relation to the landslide areas.

Soils and Sediments

Page 4-28, Paragraphs 3 and 4: The environmental site assessment identified six
Recognized Environmental Concerns [RECs) on the terminal site. These represent areas
have the potential to contaminate the surrounding soils or may already be contributing
10 their cc ination. FERC staff recc a Contaminated Materials Management
Plan (CMMP), if final design demonstrates the need. The County would like a CMMP
developed no matter what the outcome, The potential for discovering contaminated
soils during construction is high due to the RECs and therefore a CMMP should be
included in the final EIS,

Water Resources

Page 4-52 and 4-54: Groundwater uses and Withdrawis. The County would fike
assurances that the water appropriation at the site will not cause injury to existing users
or over-appropriation of the resource, Wells appropriating groundwater for baliast and
cooling must comply with Oregon Water Resources Department’s statutes and rules
governing well construction. The County urges FERC to comply with OWRD's request to
require a funding agreement for consultation with OWRD on water rights issues,

Page 4-60, Paragraph 4, second sentence: FERC staff recommend that NorthernStar
prepare a CMMP {Contaminated Materials Management Plan) that would specify the
pracedures to identify, characterize and properly manage potentially contaminated
materials, including graundwater, to be submitted to appropriate agencies for approval
before construction. This recommendation needs to be incorporated Inta Section 5,1.3
{Conclusions and Recommendations for Aquatic Resources) and the results need to be
disclosed prior to the development of the FEIS so FERC staff can evaluate the
contaminant risk of preject implementation.

Page 4-66, Paragraph 4, fourth sentence: The DEIS states that LNG vessels “have the
potential to resuspend, and subsequently redeposit, sediments, resulting in impacts
similar ta dredging. Impacts assoclated with propeller wash would occur more
frequently than dredging”. The DEIS does not offer any mitigation for these impacts, or
monitoring ta ensure that ODEQ tatal maximum dissolved solids requirements are met,
Instead, the DEIS states “we do not anticipate that prapeller wash from LNG ships and

~ ‘tugs-wouid-r-esult—in-a-signiﬂeant—degr—ad-ation-of ‘water quality in the Columbia River*;,———

13

Local Agencies 7

LA7-26

LA7-27

LA7-28

LA7-29A

The FERC staff's recommendation already would require a CMMP pe filed
with the Secretary prior to beginning construction regarqless of t_he flna!
design results. It is not necessary for the CMMP to be included in the final
EIS.

It is not the FERC's practice to require funding agreements with state and
local agencies as conditions in the EIS process. However, other regulatory
bodies at the federal, state, and local levels could, if deemed necessary
and appropriate, include such agreements as conditions to their permlts.
Groundwater would not be used for ballast or cooling water requirements at
the wharf.

Section 5.0 is a summary of our findings and is restricted in length.
Therefore, we are limited in the amount of information that can be included.
A CMMP would not provide information on contaminant risk and it is not
necessary that it be included in the final EIS.

Mitigation measures are not proposed for propeller wash because the
impacts would be localized and minor. The wakes produced by an LNG _
carrier are only slightly larger than those of the large vessels currently using
the Columbia River. In addition, the speed of LNG carriers on the Columbia
River would be limited by the tethered tug, thus reducing the potential for
shoreline erosion. Shoreline erosion is discussed further in section 4.1.2.3.
The volume of LNG carrier traffic is not expected to increase during the life
of the project.
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LA7-29A

cont'd

LA7-29B

LA7-30

LA7-31

The EIS should analyze and disclose the level of risk to localized water quality and the
structural integrity of the many dikes in the area from the wake and subsequent
shoreline erosion caused by LNG transit, The long-term impacts of LNG vessel wakes
may be grossly underestimated because the DEIS leaves open the possibility for future
increases in capacity and gas send-out, requiring more vessels transiting the waterway.
Possible mitigation measures may include reducad speeds to reduce the wakes,
installing-eroston protection on dikes, and & manitoring plan for TMDL compliance.

Page 4-72, Paragraph 3, Sentence 3: The DEIS says that if the hydrostatic testing of the
twa storage tanks is done in conjunction with each other, then it would save 30 million
gallans of water. The County requests that this be the only approved process in arder to
preserve the water resource.

Page 4-84, Paragraph 4: The DEIS claims that Northern Star's HOD contingency plan
provides procedures and measures to mitigate an inadvertent release of drilling mud to
the water body. Under Oregan's definition of mitigation there are not suitable
mitigation measures contained in the contingency plan. The plan simply commits to
stop the discharge of pollutants 30 minutes after detection followed by an inspection of
biological resource damages. Feasible mitigation measures recommended for any
significant discharge of drifling mud into a fish bearing stream should include: removal
of the thicker deposits of drilling mud in stream bottom using sludge pumps and/or
restoration of the stream system to mitigate for the fost productivity following a spill.
Many streams support spawning salmenids (cutthroat trout, rainbow trout, salmon and
steelhead) and the discharge of the drilling mud over spawning beds can suffocate eggs
and larvae located within the gravel bed by entombment or sealing off intergravel flow
{the drilling mud is used in the bore hole as a sealing compound). in the case of streams
that support spawning of resident and anadromous salmonids the HDD crossing should
be restricted to the dry season after all the early life stages have left the stream. . In
addition, the contingency plan should include on-site quality controf
monitors/inspectors stationed on a real time basis some reasonable distance
downstream from the bore hole, Given the geologic characteristics of the region drilling
mud can erupt or vent to the stream bed seme distance from the bore hole and the
thick rain forest vegetation can restrict its detection.

Page 4-84, Paragraph 5: The DEIS states that geotechnical investigations were
conducted at 13 proposed HOD water body crossing locations to determine suitability of
the method. Table 4.3.2-3 of the DEIS, however, lists 19 potential HDD water body
crossings. Results from existing geotechnical studies need to be disclosed in the EIS and
geotechnical studies of the remaining sites need to be performed and reported to the

appropriate agencies prior to the end of the DEIS comment period.
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LA7-31

NorthernStar intends to schedule construction activities so that water used
to test the first tank can be reused to test the second tank. However, if
construction does not proceed as planned and delays are experienced, the
two tanks may need to be tested at different times.

NorthernStar's HDD contingency plan has been revised. Directions for
accessing NorthernStar’s HDD Contingency Plan (Frac-out Plan) via the
eLibrary can be found in the response to comment FA3-13. See also our
response to comment SA3-6.

The final geotechnical analysis for the HDD boreholes was not complete_d in
time to be incorporated into the final EIS. Geotechnical investigations will
be conducted at the remaining HDD locations when access is obtained and
the results will be provided to the FERC and made available on the FERC's
eLibrary. Also see the response to comment LA7-25.
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Wetlands

Page 4-91, Paragraph 3, sentence 7: The DEIS states that “if the LNG vapor cloud were to
burn, wetland vegetation alang the Columbia River could be damaged” and “with
implementation of the mitigation measures describéd in the Coast Guard’s WSR, a
release would be highly unlikely”. Prevention and low probability of occurrence are not
mitigation according to Oregon State Law. Binding language should be inserted into the
EIS that requires NorthernStar to produce banding and insurance for cleanup and
restoration of wetlands damaged by an accidental or intentional release of LNG ar fue!
oil.

Page 4-96, Paragraph 2: NorthemStar has drafted a Mitigation Plan to account for the
permanent loss of some wetlands. The following are some of the identified deficiencies
in the plan and recommended improvements:

*  Some designated mitigation sites, such as Svensen Island, are already
functianing as wetlands such that they do not qualify as mitigation
i.e. double counting). Substitute mitigation areas are needed for
these sites,

¢ Amitigation area agreement needs to be develaped for all of the
mitigation areas that minimally includes:

* An endowment to manage each of the areas in perpetulty ina
manner that does not impact adjacent properties owned by
citizens of the county; including proper management of wetland
function and water supply, controlling noxious weed seed
reservoirs, appropriate control of public access, activities and
litter etc.

* Paying alf costs associated with start-up of the mitigation area,
including acquisition, transfer of property, water rights, water
delivery system and an initial menitoring program that verifying
wetland functions will be effective going forward into the future.
Turning over the lands to a qualified land management agency
*  Providing the county with in fleu taxes if the fands are turned over

to amanagement agenty that is exempted from county taxes.

4-109, Paragraph 1, sentence 2: The DEIS states that “the wakes produced by an LNG
ship are only slightly larger than those of the large vessels currently using the Columbia
River. As such, we do not believe the LNG;hipping activities would adversely affect
Priority Habitats found along the lower Columbia River.” This statement is entirely
inadequate without quantification of the size of the wake behind an LNG ship. The EIS
should anatyze and quantify wake size and the risk of shorefine erosion, particularly asit

relates to potential impacts on priarity habitats and man-made structures like dikes.
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LA7-32 See our response to comment FA2-35.

LA7-33 See our response to comment FA3-3.

LA7-34 See our response to comment LA7-11.

LA7-35 See our response to comment FA4-14.
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LA7-35
cont'd

LA7-36

LA7-37

LA7-38

LA7-39

Possible mitigation measuras may include reduced speeds to reduce the wakes,
instalfing erosion protection on dikes, and performing periodic third-party habitat
manitoring along the lower Columbia river.

4-109, Paragraph 2: The DEIS dismisses the consequences of a major LNG accident,
intentional or accidental. LNG is said to burn back to the spill site, rather than outward
towards shoreline habitats, but the DEIS acknowledges the possibility for ignition of LNG
vapors to spark a forest fire, Prevention and low probability of accurrence are not
mitigation according to Oregon State Law. Binding language should be inserted into the
LIS that requires NorthernStar to produce bonding and insurance for the cleanup and
restoration of natural and human landscapes damaged by a worst-case scenario
accidental or intentional release of LNG or fuel oll. In addition, the FIS needs to discuss
Aot just the possibility of LNG release, but a major spill of bunker fuel ol (used when
approaching/maneuvering/departing the berth and, increasingly, the primary fuelin
new LNG vessel designs). A fuel oif spill would be very difficult to contain in the dynamic
estuary and the ecological and economic consequences would be vast and lasting.
Bunker fuel oil is made up of compounds harmful to fish and wildlife and known to
sometimes cause off-flavor in harvested fish species. The compounds can linger in the
estuary for decades and cause temporary commercial fishing closures, long-term fishing
restrictions, and a decrease in tourism. The potential for a fue! oil spillis not
acknowledged in the DEIS and needs to he discussed and mitigated fully. In addition,
the discussion should disclose if a spill is related to a terrorist incident would that be
considered as an act of war under the insurance policy carried by the shipper? If so
sufficient bonding should be in place ta cover the clean up and damage compensation
for a worst case scenario without any assistance from insurance. If the spill places more
liability than assets held by the shipper the operator of the Bradwood facility should also
have sufficient bonding to step into the shoes of the shipping company should it
dissolve due to the incident.

Page 4-117, Paragraphs 3 ~ 5: The DEIS states that “reasonable” efforts will be made to
cbtain straw bales for erosion control that are free of noxious weeds and clean fill soil
that is free of noxious weeds. Given the scale of this project, and the very large number
of vehicles and people involved, there exists very significant potential for spreading
invasive species that, in some parts of the estuary, have all but taken over native
habitats. The EIS needs to erase the word reasonable and require the project to procure
clean straw balas and fill so as to reduce the likelihood of the pipeline serving as a
vector for the spread of noxious weeds. In the same vein, the DEIS should not say
“when available, Gregan or certified seed or eguivalent wiil be used for

Wachi

revegetation”. This should instead be a FERC condition of appraval.
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LA7-36 See our response to comment LA3-55.

LA7-37 Potential impacts from an accidental spill or release of hazardous materials
on aquatic resources and terrestrial wildlife are discussed in sections 4.5.2.1
and 4.5.2.3, respectively.

LA7-38 See our response to comment FA2-35.

LA7-39 See our response to comment FA3-10.
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LA7-40

LA7-41

LA7-42

LA7-43

LA7-44

Wildlife and Aquatic Resources

Page 4-123, Paragraph 4, first sentence: The DEIS states that “LNG ships transiting the
fower Columbia River over the operation life of the LNG terminal are likely to result in
the stranding of some sub-yearling fish”. Given that strandings will include ESA listed
species of salmon, mitigation for strandings should be described. Instead the DEIS
states that FERC staff will continue to study this issued and incorporate findings into the
revised BA. These findings should be disclased for FERC consideration prior to the
construction of the FFIS, with strategies for lessening the impact, like slower transit to
reduce wakes or increased juvenile salmon habitat mitigation.

4-124, Paragraph 4, first sentence: The DEIS states that “fuel (e.g. diesel) used for vessel
propulsion or auxiliary/emergency generators could potentially spill or leak”, but claims
that the double hull and shipboard SOPEP plans are sufficient to prevent and contain a
fuel release. Given that LNG carriers have a heightened risk for incidents because of
their status as a terrorist target, binding language should be inserted into the EIS that
requires NorthernStar to produce bonding and insurance for the cleanup and
restoration of natural and human landscapes damaged by a worst-case scenario
accldental or intentional release of LNG or fuel oil. In addition, the EIS needs to discuss
not just the possibility of LNG release, but a major spill of bunker fuel oil. Pleasa see
Specific Comments for page 4-109 for further discussion.

4-128, Paragraph 4, first sentence: The DEIS states that adverse affects on Essential Fish
Habitat (EFH) “would be limited to accidental spills or leaks of hazardous materials”. it
goes on ta say that minimization of these impacts will be discussed in detail in section
4.5.2.1, but on page 4.148 there is anly a brief mention of the ESC Plan being sufficient
mitigation for these impacts. Specific measures fram tha plan need to be detailed in the
FEIS, with mitigation for unavoidable impacts.

4-132, Paragraph 2: The DEIS is inadequate in describing mitigation of potential LNG
spills on unique or sensitive wildlife habitats: Please see Specific Comments for pages 4-
109 and 4-124 for further discussion.

4-136, Paragraph 1, first sentence: NorthernStar’s hydrodynamic modeling “do not show
significant changes to the overall bed conditions in the Clifton Channel” according to the
DEIS. Furthermore, for the fish in Clifton Channel, “there will be little impact”. These
impacts appear to be under-analyzed and underrepresented in the DEIS and need
reconsidered by FERC over the long-term life of the project before FERC constructs the
FEIS.
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Wake stranding is discussed in the response to comment FA2-19.

The adequacy of compensatory mitigation for impacts on federally listed
species is discussed in the response to comment FA2-10.

See our response to comment FA4-18.

As described in section 2.4.1, NorthernStar’s terminal ESC Plan includes
BMPs recommended by the ODEQ's 2005 Erosion and Sediment Control
Manual, which describes specifications for hazardous material
transportation, handling, storage, spill prevention, and spill response.
Because the EIS is a summary document, we feel that the analysis provided
on the potential impacts from accidental spills or leaks of hazardous
materials in section 4.5.2.1 (including implementation of the terminal ESC
Plan) 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.

Section 4.5.1.3 has been revised to include additional discussion regarding
potential impacts on unique or sensitive wildlife habitats.

See our response to comment IND82-5.
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—— 1 FERCstaff can-not-aceurately-assess the impact of LNG transit on-juvenile salmonidsin————— — —

4-141, last paragraph, first sentence: The DEIS states that “filling the log pond at the
LNG terminal site would result in a permanent loss of suitable off-channel refugia” for
federally tisted ESA species. The applicant states that the footprint of the site could not
be reduced further to avoid this significant impact, but the DEIS Alternatives Analysis
has been cited by various state and federal agencies as insufficient. FERC should
preferentially consider project sites that avoid direct impacts on ESA species or Essential
Fisheries Habitat.

4-145, last paragraph, first sentence: FERC staff recommend that “prior to beginning
initlal site preparation at the LNG terminal, NorthernStar should prepare a plan, for the
review and written approval of the Director of ODP, which outlines how NorthernStar
would ensure that only LNG ships that are retrofitted to use the screened water supply
system at the berth are aflowed to unload cargo at the Bradwood Landing LNG
terminal”. Because the measures that NorthernStar has proposed to reduce the
potential for introduction of invasive Species through ballast water fouling, fish
entrainment through ballast water / engine toolant intake, etc., hinge on the ability of a
docking LNG vessel to use this system, FERC staff should be provided written
documentation of how this guarantee can be made prior to the construction of the FEIS.
The FERC permit should include a contracting restriction mitigation measure requiring
Bradwood facility to only use LNG transport ships equipped with compatible water
intake system for preventing entrainment (incentives are not suitable as there is no
assurance they will produce the equipment). Menitoring and reporting for the permit
should include the compliance of the contract requirement for shippers to have
compatible equipment and effectiveness monitoring of the fish screen system.

Threatened and Endangered Species

Page 4-208, fourth paragraph: The DEIS states that LNG marine traffic would affect
salmonids and/or their critical habitat through various activities, including: fish
strandings, shoreline erosion, ship ballast and cooling water appropriations and
discharges, accidental spill or feak of hazardous materials, and an accidental ar
intentional breach of an LNG ship. Potential impacts and mitigation are described in
brief in Table 4.6.2-1, and in the previous section 4.5.1.1. Regarding wake stranding of
small fish, the DEIS claims that strandings appear to be negligible in the lower part of
the river where LNG vessels will be transiting. The DEIS also notes, however, that the
Pearson et al. {2006) study that identifies contributing factars for wake stranding drew
exclusively from studies of three locations upriver of the terminal site. Without
additional research, and careful cansultation with local experts iike NMFS and FWS,
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None of the alternative sites would avoid impacts on ESA species or EFH.

See our response to comment PM1-31.

Wake stranding is discussed in the response to comment FA2-19.
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this regard. Please see Specific Comments on pages 4-109, 4—145, 4-128 and 4-124,
respectively, for comments and recommendations regarding shoreline erosion, ship
ballast and coaling water appropriations and discharges, accidental spill or feak of
hazardous materials, and an accidental or intentional breach of an LNG ship. Al impacts
regarding salmonids, or other threatened or endangered species, should be carefully
considered within the context of angoing Columbia River estuary restaration efforts and
the FERC approved comprehensive plans listed above.

Page 4-235, third paragraph: The DEIS states that the Bradwood Landing LNG terminal
would affect salmaonids and/or their critical habitat through various activities, including:
dredging, shoreline development, pile driving, log pond fifling, bridge and railroad
improvements, powerline construction, ship ballast and engine cooling water
appropriations, hydrostatic testing and fire suppression activities, terminal lighting,
accidental spills, routine discharge of condensate water, and operational acoustic
effects. Given the diversity and magnitude of these impacts, their cumulative impact is
very significant; please see Specific Comments page 4-96 for concerns regarding the
inadequacy of mitigation. FERC staff should consider permanent impacts (e.g. log pond
filling), and on-geing maintenance impacts (e.g. turning basin dredging), to carry more
weight than.impacts that will be unnoticeable in a matter of years (e g. pipeline
construction or staging areas in non-forested areas). The relative significance of each
impact, as well as its cumulative effect over the life of the project, should be disclosed in
the FEIS. All impacts regarding salmonids, or other threatened or endangered species,
should be carefully considered within the context of ongoing Columbia River estuary
restoration efforts and the FERC approved comprehensive plans listed above.

Land Use, Recreation and Visual Resources

Page 4-289, Paragraph 4: This paragraph lists eight noise attenuation measures that
NorthernStar would consider to reduce the noise in the nearby noise-sensitive areas
{NSAs). The County requests that all of these measures be employed during the
construction and operating phases of the project. in addition, the final EIS should
demonstrate why it is necessary for the dredging operations to accur 24 hours a day,
rather than restricting that activity to daylight hours. If the dredging operations exceed
regulatory nolse limits, then there should be adequate demonstration of the reasens
why those operations should not be limited to daylight hours.

Page 4-294, Paragraph &: The dredging of the turning basin will interfere with
recreational use of the Columbia River. The Caunty recommends that the dredging

operations work to minimize its obstruction to navigation en Clifton channel and not
allow complete blockage of the channel for extended periods of time,
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We agree that long-term and permanent impacts are more significant than
short-term impacts. Therefore, portions of the EIS describing potential
impacts on various resources (e.g., geology, wetlands, threatened and
endangered species) distinguish between temporary and permanent
impacts. A description of ongoing recovery efforts will be included in the
environmental baseline portion of the revised BA and EFH Assessment;
however, because the EIS is a summary document, we do not believe that
this level of detail is appropriate.

Noise mitigation would be completed as described in section 4.10.2 of the
EIS. As indicted in the EIS, dredging may be conducted up to 24 hours per
day due to the time constraints placed on the project over which dredging
may occur. We are recommending a noise mitigation plan to minimize
dredging noise impacts during construction of the facility.

Dredging activities would be conducted in accordance with applicable laws
and regulations under the jurisdiction of the COE, the ODSL, and the
ODWR.
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Socioeconomics

Page 4-346, Paragraph 2: The DEIS states that operation of the terminat itself would not
affect commerdial or recreational uses of the Columbia River. This is
incorrect. The DEIS acknowledges that cruise ships reach Astoria, however, it fails to
reflect ongoing cruise ship operations that go from Portland to Astorfa. These ships pass
right by the terminal and would be impacted by the LNG ships that they would have to
pass. These encounters could pose significant economic and scheduling issues. Two
cruise lines that should be included in the final EI$ are the Majestic America Line and the
Cruise West division of West Travel, inc. In addition, there are various ather cruise ships
that go by the Bradwood terminal location and additional research into these other
operations in needed.

Page 4-350, Paragraph 2: The DEIS references the INGAA Foundation Natural Gas
Pipeline Impact Study {INGAA, 2004) and states that the study found that there was not
asignificant impact on the sales price of praperties located along natural gas pipelines.
In addition, the DEIS references a Whatcom County, Washington study as well. The
County would like the final EIS to reflect exactly what questions the studies were asking
as well as a review of all other studies available that reference this subject.

Cultural Resources

Page 4-366, Paragraph 2: To ensure responsibilities under the National Historic
Preservation Act, the County requests that all of the recommendations listed by FERC
staff be followed and that consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office
continue throughout the project construction phase.

Alr Quality and Noise

Nuise: Please refer to the comments above on Page 289, paragraph 4 for comments on
noise,

Page 4-383, Paragraph 2: In addition to the measures proposed here to limit the tailpipe
emissions from vehicle traffic, the County also would like to see the following measures
added to the project: installing electrification at the dock to reduce ship hotelling
emissions, switching to cleaner fuels on all diesel engines, and installing retrofit devices
on all diesel engines.

.

Conclusions and Recommeridations

Page 5.1, last sentence: The DEIS geology analysis for the terminal facilities is not
complete because it does not disclose the extent of the seismic hazard and specify
mitigation for the poor foundation conditions at the site. it has been determined that a
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See our response to comment PM2-17.

We believe the discussion in section 4.8.3.3 adequately summarizes the
studies regarding the potential for natural gas pipelines to affect property
values.

To ensure compliance with the NHPA, sections 4.9.4 and 5.2 include our
recommended condition that NorthernStar be required to provide all cultural
resources investigation reports and plans to the Oregon and Washington
SHPOs and file comments from the SHPOs with the Secretary before
construction of its proposed facilities. If cultural resources are discovered
during construction, those resources would be handled according to the
Unanticipated Discovery Plan discussed in section 4.9.2.

See our response to comment SA1-87.

See our responses to comments SA1-4, SA1-103, SAl-4, and SA1-105.
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number of additional detailed seismic specifications and mitigation measures are
necessary and they are not yet developed and presented for public review.

Page 5.2, First sentence: The DEIS analysis far the pipeline raute is not complete asit as
it has been determined that pipeline route through landslide areas may be relocated to
undisclosed/undetermined locations or mitigated with other measures, The more
important open questions for the relocated segments of the route include the geslogic,
cuttural and biological conditions. There are also known landslide sites along the
pipeline route that are not identified as such in the DEIS; sych as the 1965 stide near
Puget Island. Any landslide sites not yet identified in the document need to be disclosed
and addressed with relocation or other mitigation measures,

Page 5.2, Paragraph 4, first sentence: The DEIS concludes LNG marine traffic may
contribute to shoreline erasion along the waterway and that this impact will be further
studied, The document is incomplete as it does not make a determination if the impact
is significant and if mitigation measures are necessary. The document should disclose
that there are numerous dikes in the Lower Columbia where the LNG ships will transit
that protect hores and property. Many of these dikes are in very poor condition and
do not meet current standards making them very vulnerable to share erosion. Dike
districts lack the funding to improve the dikes, The DEIS should analyze and disclose the
level of risk to the dikes face from the wake erosion and develop rﬁitigation measures.
Possible measures may include reduced speeds to reduge the wakes, installing erosion
protection on dikes and purchase of properties on the interior of high risk dikes to limit
property damage associated with dike failure, See Specific Comments pages 4-66, 4-109
and 4-123 for further discussion,

Page 54, Paragraph 2, Sentence 4: The DEIS does nat disclose how the propesed
terminal would only accept LNG ships that are equipped with the water intake system to
prevent entrainment of juvenile fish Into the ship ballast water. See Specific Comment
4-145 far further discussion.

Page 5-4, Paragraph 3, Sentence 3: The DEIS claims that Narthern Star’s HDD
contingency plan provides procedures and measures to mitigate an inadvertent release
of drilling mud to the water body. See Specific Comments page 4-84 for further
discussion.

Page 5-5, Paragraph 2, First Sentence: NorthernStar has drafted a Mitigation Plan to
account for the permanent loss of some wetlands. See Specific Comments page 4-96 for
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Minor adjustments may be made to the pipeline route prior to the start of
construction and even during construction for various reasons. See also our
responses to comments LA7-25 and PM3-39.

See our response to comment FA4-14.

See our response to comment PM1-31.

See our response to comment LA7-30.

See our responses to comments FA3-3 and LA7-11.
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Page 5-5, Paragraph 2, Last Sentence: Clatsop County requests ta be included amang
the applicable agencies referred to here that will participate in finalizing the Bradwaod
tompensatary mitigation package. Also the Countyis interested in reviewing any
mitigation agreements that cover the mitigation package.

Page 5-5, Last Paragraph, Last Sentence: Concludes that: “Typically, mobile species
would relocate to similar adjacent habitat during construction, and return after the area
isrestored.” In practice this assumption is not correct necessitating a mitigation plan.
Fundamentally, if there is similar habitat adjacent to the disturbance area it will already
support a population of species like that forced to relocate; meaning it typically lack
sufficient carrying capacity to support more individuals of that species. The relocated
individuals are subjected to the rigors of competition and predation and it is unlikely
they would survive for years while the disturbed area grows back to the status of the
original habitat. In the case where habitat is being converted from one type to another
the relocated species wifl not find suitable habitat to return to because of the
conversion, We recc d efiminating this ption from the conclusion and
compensate for all habitat alteration associated with the proposed project (without
accounting for relocation and survival). The mitigation plan should provide sufficiently
high ratios of replacement fands that compensate for the lost use while the reseeded
habitat grows back.

Page 5-6, Paragraph &: The paragraph on Essential Fish Habitat needs to add a fuel ail
spill as a potential impact and detail appropriate mitigation. See Specific Comments
page 4-109 for further discussion.

Page 5-7, Paragraph 4, Last Sentence: The DEIS is not camplete as it does not disclose a
completed Water body Mitigation Plan for public review, We are interested in
reviewing the level of protection provided in the more important anadromous streams
that are included in the Comprehensive Plans for the Columbia River identified under
Section 10 of the Federal Power Act. The DEIS should also mention that pipeline
crossings and failed undergraund borings can produce excessive turbidity in the streams
that can interfere with angling activity.

Page 5-7, Paragraph 6, Third Last Sentence: For the conclusion that the mitigation
package represents values equal or greater than habitat permanently lost it will be
necessary to add mitigation areas to substitute for Svensen island which is already
undergoing restoratian via a natural breach.

Page 5-7, Paragraph 6, Last Sentence: Although not included as part of the project’s

€ y mitigation, NorthernStarhas also developed a voluntary SEt that would
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See our response to comment LA7-11.

The reference to NorthernStar's Compensatory Mitigation Plan has been
removed from this paragraph. As described in section 4.5.2.3, animals
displaced by construction activities may relocate into similar habitats
nearby; however, the lack of adequate territorial space could force some
animals into suboptimal habitats. The influx and increased density of
animals in some undisturbed areas caused by these dislocations could
increase inter- and intra-specific competition and also reduce the
reproductive success of animals that are not displaced by construction.
The loss of these individuals could result in a decrease in the food stock
available for predators of these species. The adequacy of NorthernStar’'s
Compensatory Mitigation Plan is discussed in the response to comment
FA2-10.

Potential impacts on EFH due to an accidental spill or leak of hazardous
materials are discussed in the environmental analysis portion of the final
EIS, as appropriate. However, because discussion within section 5 of the
EIS is limited to a summary of the FERC staff's environmental analysis, it is
not the appropriate portion of the EIS to address detailed comments on
potential impacts on EFH. See also our responses to comments FA4-13,
LA7-36, LA7-37, and LA7-38.

NorthernStar has filed its Waterbody and Wetland Construction and
Mitigation Procedures Plan with the FERC. 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. Potential impacts on water quality and water resources due to
waterbody crossings are discussed in sections 4.3.2.4 and 4.5.3.1,
respectively.

See our response to comment FA3-3.

See our response to comment FA4-12.



€09-M1

20071221-5211 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 12/21/2007 04:49:58 PM

LA7-65
cont'd

LA7-66

LA7-67

LA7-68

LA7-69

contribute about $50 million aver the fife of the project to the recovery of salmon in‘the
Lower Columbia River ecosystem. We are concerned that the funding may be
somewhat illusionary because this is discretionary funding that does not include any
criteria for how or when and under what conditions it can be spent. Because itis nota
requirement there will be little incentive to spend this much money on a timely basis. 1t
is difficult to put restoration projects together with multiple funding sources without
clear understandings conditions the funding is available, Furthermore, we are
concerned that the funding offer may be transitory because NarthernStar could very
well turn over the Bradwaood facility to another aperator or successor not involved in
any way with the voluntary offer. We recommend the best use of the funding in the SEI
isto fully apply it to mandatory mitigation and monitoring programs associated with the
project which are in several instances deficient and need a larger funding commitment.

Page 5-9, Paragraph 1 Sentence 1: Recommend changing sentence to: The Bradwood
Landing Project would have impacts on commercial fishing and recreational users of the
Columbia River.

Page 5-9, Paragraph 1 Sentence 3: Add waterfow! hunters on islands in the Columbia
River to the list of boaters that would have to move out of the way of LNG marine traffic
heading upriver to the LNG terminal to comply with the Coast Guard maving 500-yard
safety and security zone around LNG ships. ‘There Is a National Wildlife Refuge in the
lower Columbia River that includes hunting areas along with isfands outside the refige,

Page 5-9, Paragraph 1, Sentence 4; Qualify the sentence as follows: Jet-skiers, wind-
surfers, kayakers, and canoeists typically stay in shallow water outside of the navigation

channel; however much of the shallow water areas outside of the navigation channel s
within the moving 500-yard safety and security 20ne around LNG ships along the 39 mile
feach of river. In some cases at low tide there is no where to £0 outside of the moving
200 yd exclusion zone due to sand bars that are jmpassable by boat. The document
should describe how the 500 vard safety and exclusion zone will wark under heavy fog
or storm canditians when poor visibility prevents recognition of an LNG vessel. Will
there be a sound used to announce the poison of the vessel? If so the document should

analyze the noise impact,

Page 5-9, Paragraph 1, after last sentence add: For many communities, estuaries are the
focal point of tourist-related activities and thisis the case with Astoria, Warrington,
lwaco and Cathlamet. As such the view shed is just as important for visitors as
residents,
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We have revised relevant portions of the EIS. While the project may affect
commercial and recreational fishing and other river users, those impacts
would be brief and not significant.

It is implicit that all boaters, including hunters, would have to move out of the
way of LNG carriers in transit in the waterway to the proposed Bra_dwood
Landing LNG terminal. Section 4.7.1.4 also addresses use of National
Wildlife Refuges along the waterway,

As discussed in section 4.8.1.7, the Coast Guard’'s moving safety/security
and moored vessel security zones would not be treated as absolute
exclusion zones that would preclude all other vessel movements. Rather,
other vessels may be allowed to transit through the moving safety/security
and moored vessel security zones with the permission of the COTP. The
expectation is that the COTP’s Representative would work with the pilots and
patrol assets to control traffic, and would routinely allow vessels to transit the
safety/security zone based on a case-by-case assessment conduct_ed on
scene. In the case of fog or other low-visibility situations, the secur_lty
escorts would likely approach recreational river users and communicate
verbally regarding the presence of the LNG carrier an(_j security zone. Fl_nal
details regarding the security zone would be included in the Vessel Traffic
Management Plan.

The suggested text has been added to section 5.1.7.
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The presence of ING carriers and their heavily armed escort vessels have a high
potentiaf to create an unwelcome or dangerous appearance that is not conducive to
tourists or fisherman choosing to recreate in this area.

Page 5-12, Last Paragraph in Socioeconomics Section, First Sentence: Change as
indicated in underlined segment: The LNG ships transiting the river during the tourist
season have the potential to adversely affect businesses related to tourism. Then add
the following: “Perhaps most impartant, the presence of LNG carriers and their heavily
armed escort vessels have a high potential to create an unwelcome or dangerous
appearance that s not conducive to tourists or fisherman choosing to recreate in this
area. For many communities, estuarles are the focal point of tourist-related activities
and this is the case with Astoria, Warrington, lliwaco and Cathlamet. (f these visitors
choose other coastalfestuary recreation oppartunities, millions of dollars spent locally
on retall, hotel and guide services would be lost over the long term.” The DEIS should
thoroughly disclose the reglonal economic value of tourism and estimate the range of
that economic value that could be potentially lost over the Jong-term, including, but not
limitad to, the substantial tourism associated recreational fishing, visiting cruise ships,
the Lewls and Clark National Heritage Park, and the proposed Columbia Pacific Heritage
Area. Also see comment for Page 5-6.

Section 5.2: Please consider incorporating into this section the mitigation
recommendations contained in this comment letter for the waterway, site and pipefire.
Thank you for your considerations.
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The mitigation recommendations made by the Columbia River Estuary Study
Taskforce on behalf of Clatsop County will be incorporated into the
environmental analysis portion of the final EIS, as appropriate. However,
because discussion within section 5 of the EIS is limited to a summary of the
FERC staff's environmental analysis, it is not the appropriate part of the EIS
to address detailed comments on NorthernStar’s proposed mitigation for
project impacts.
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OF VANCOUVER

v USA

December 24, 2007

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E., Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

Dear Ms. Bose:

Below are the comments of the Port of Vancouver, USA regarding the draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) concerning the Bradwood Landing
Project proposed by Bradwood Landing LLC and NorthernStar Energy LLC
(collectively referred to as NorthernStar).

Bort of Vancouver, USA Overview

The Port of Vancouver, USA, 1s a multi-purpose port authority located in
Vancouver, Washington along the banks of the Columbia River and is a critical
hub of marine, rail, highway and air cargo transportation for regional, coastal
and inland consumers,

Located at the natural transportation hub of the Pacific Northwest on the
Columbla/Snake River System, the Port of Vancouver, USA, is an ideal transfer
point for cargoes moving to and from the Pacific Rim and the world. Annually,
the Port handles over 500 ocean-going vessels, as well as river barges, with a
total cargo volume exceeding 5 million metric tons.

The Port is adjacent to north/south and east/west national highways and
offers on-site connection to river grade rail traveling between Canada and
Mexico and east to Chicago

The Port of Vancouver, USA, has handled a variety of bulk and break bulk
cargoes since 1912,

Comments on the Draft EIS:

Vessel traffic destined to upriver ports is critical to the local, regional and
national economies and must be allowed to transit the river without additional

Local Agencies
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Port of Vancouver, USA Letter to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
dated December 24, 2007, SUBJECT: Comments on Draft EIS for the
Bradwood Landing Project

constraints and costs. Adding LNG vessels to the river will add additional
constraints and potentlal delays if not propetly managed.

a. The EIS indicates that impacts to other commercial traffic would be
minimal unless there was an LNG release into the waterway, Annually,
approximately 125 LNG vessels would be expected to travel to the LNG facility.
While navigating in the waterway, the LNG vessels would have a 500 foot safety
zone. Vessels could not enter the zone without receiving permission from the
US Coast Guard Captain of the Port (COTF). According to the COTP letter to
the Federal Energy Regularly Commission (FERC) in February 2007, the
COTP's representative will, in concert with the river pilots, routinely allow
vessels to transit the zone based on case-hy-case assessment conducted on-
scene. (emphasis added)

Concern: Although nice to read, carriers and ports upriver from
Bradwood have no assurance that this initial procedure will continue to be
followed when LNG vessels actually start transiting the river. No additional
information on how the assessments will be conducted (policies, etc) have been
made public. For example, what happens to vessel navigation when the region
is in Maritime Security (MARSEC) levels two or three?

b.  Regarding vessel meeting situations, the EIS outlines four passing
zones along the transit route that would allow two-way traffic. Although the
EIS mentions that these traffic patterns are expected to resemble those already
in use by deep-draft traffic today, it also mentions that these transits would

require careful traffic planning - something already in use today.

Concern: What constitutes careful traffic planning with LNG
vessels? How much additional pilot man hours would be required to
additionally plan and manage LNG transits? Will those additional costs be
solely born by the LNG vessels? Does careful traffic planning also mean that a
federal administered vessel traffic system (VTS) would be required to plan and
manage vessels traffic on the Columbia River?

¢, The EIS mentions that a marginal increase in ship traffic could
occasionally increase the wait time for ships in Astoria. The study indicates
that ships may have to wait for pilots. The COTP leiter to FERC indicates that
at least initiaily (first 6 months), there will be two pilots on LNG vessels.
Additionally, before LNG vessel arrival (at least 24 hours before), federal
authorities, and others (including bar and river pilots) will meet to coordinate
inbound and outbound transit details.

Concern: Who pays for the extra pilot man-hours required?
Making vessels wait for pilots is not acceptable. Current vessel charter rates

Page2of 3
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LA8-1 The procedure described is not an “initial” procedure but the procedure
expected for the operation of the project. Under higher security levels, all
ships would be subject to tighter security measures and a MARSEC level
three could shut down the river for all vessels.

LA8-2 As part of the WSR requirements, an expanded vessel traffic information
system would be implemented. We anticipate the cost of this system would
be included in NorthernStar’'s Cost Sharing Plan.

LA8-3 Scheduling of the pilots and the potential for increased costs due to having to
wait for pilots would need to be worked out between NorthernStar and the
other river users as the vessel traffic management system is developed.
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Port of Vancouver, USA Letter to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
dated December 24, 2007, SUBJECT: Comments on Draft EIS for the
Bradwood Landing Project

LA8-3 average $2300 per hour. In the worst case, a vessel waiting up ta 12 hours for
the next favorable tide would lose $27,600. Additionally, liner vessels would
cont'd lose at least a half day's travel time - putting them behind in their schedule.
This could result in carriers omitting a Columbia River port call due to
potential delays. At the very least, the vessel would have to increase speed
{with increased fuel costs) to meet its schedule.

LAS-4 d.  The EIS mentions pilot savings for other vessels traveling the river
because Northern Star would contribute approximately 1.6 million in fixed
costs. This is new information not previously known. More information would
be needed to evaluate this claim. Northern Star also claims that additional
pilots would not be needed for LNG vessel traffic - something not confirmed by
the pilot associations.

Summary:

The Port of Vancouver, USA concerns are centered around two areas:
1) Unhindered navigation for vessels transiting to upriver ports and 2)
Additional costs (particularly pilot labor costs) that the maritime transportation
sector may have to assume. The draft EIS does not adequately address these
Issues at this time.

PORT OF VANCOUVER USA

Operations Manager
Port of Vancouver, USA

Page3of3

Local Agencies

LA8-4

We have confirmed with Paul Amos, President of the Columbia River Pilots,
NorthernStar's statement that additional pilots would not necessarily be
required for the LNG carriers. Mr. Amos states that the pilots regularly
experience fluctuations per year of larger numbers of vessels without
needing to hire additional pilots. They generally look at the previous year
and new commodities traveling the river to determine if additional pilots
would be needed.

Mr. Amos also clarified that an increase in pilots does not increase costs to
anyone else, because the ship’s tariff pays for the pilots.
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Office of the Secretary
Washington, DC 20426

RE: BRADWOOD LANDING DOCKET # CPQL-365-000
SUBJECT: VESSEL TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT COORDINATION

The Bradwood L.anding Draft Environmental impact Statement Executive Summary
States on Page £5-4:

*About 125 ships per year would enter and travel along the
Columbia River to deliver cargo to the LNG terminal, resutting in
about a 7 percent increase in traffic. LNG marine traffic in the
waterway may have some minor impacts on shoreline erosion;
however, we do not believe that commercial or recreational nver
users would be adversely affected.”

The Port of Portiand believes that, as a community of navigation system users on
the Lower Columbia River, we have developed a safe, robust, and flexible
navigation infrastructure system over many years. This navigation system is in
place and benefits all Oregon and Washington shippers and a growing economy
based on trade and waterbome transportation.

Qur river system can handle additional vessel traffic, and we are continugusly
improving its capacity to handle the growing volume of trade handled by the
Columbia/Snake River system. However, we would be extremely concerned about
the impact of new facilities in the Lower Columbia River should their presence place
significant restrictions on existing vessel traffic that must transit past the facility
and/or utilize the same navigation channel.

It is our understanding, based on the Waterways Suitability Report, that vessel
traffic management measures will be required and that vessels’ transits (of LNG
vessels) will be coordinated to minimize conflicts with other deep-draft vessels,
recreational boaters, seasonal fisheries, and other marine events. It is essential for
the continuity of existing commercial navigation and the existing maritime
investments on the entire river that vessels destined for or departing from locations
upstream of the proposed Bradwood facility be able to wutilize the channel fully
without the creation of a de-facto one-way channel. This will require safe passing
zones and implementation of multiple improvements to the navigation system as
identified in the WSR report.

Local Agencies

LAO-1

The safety/security zone would establish the Coast Guard’s authority in the
area surrounding the LNG vessel to allow control of the movements of
vessels in the security zone area. With expansion of the vessel traffic
information system, we do not anticipate significant impacts on shipping
traffic during operation of the project. The WSA assumed the larger LNG
vessels would be in use and the project would be authorized for 125 LNG
vessel round-trips per year.



609-M1

LA9-1
cont'd

[Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20080107-0058 Received by FERC OSEC 12/28/2007 in Docketf: CPOE-365-000

FERC - Office of the Secretary
Page 2
December 26, 2007

It is our specific oncem that additional vessel fraffic restrictions may be identified in
the future based on size of LNG vessels, frequency of LNG vessel calls, or other
factors as yet not determined. If this were to happen, it is the Port of Portland's
position that liner services, such as the automobile and container carriers which are
on fixed schedules and/or tight rotations, need to be provided priority in vessel
passage and not unduly restricted by LNG vesse! traffic.

Regards,

L Kl

§aM Ruda
Director, Marine & Industrial Development

Local Agencies
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December 21, 2007

FERC
Office of the Secretary
Washington DC 20426

RE: Bradwood Landing Docket #CP06-365-000

This letter is in regard to the application by Northern Star LLC and Bradwaod Landing
LLC to establish an LNG facility on the Columbia River. As a sponsor of the Columbia
River Channel Improvement Project, we wish to ensure that the proposed facility will
not interfere or impede established or projected commercial vessel traffic in the
river.

Accordingly, as a condition of granting a permit for construction and operation of any
LNG terminal on the Columbia River, we respectfully request that FERC require
Northern Star to analyze and address the following:

Will the advent of LNG on the Columbia River, as currently proposed, cause
commercial or vessel safety impacts that result in the need for increased
and/or improved ship anchorages along the river from its mouth to the
Portland/Vancouver area?

If thorough study indicates that the arrival of LNG on the river will in fact result in
such a need, the establishment of such new anchorages by Northern Star should be
made 2 condition of FERC's siting approval. We also respectfully request the results
of this analysis be publicly available for review.

Regards,

Sl

Sam Ruda,
Director Marine & Industrial Development

Local Agencies

LA10-1

Increased or improved ship anchorages would not be necessary. With

10

careful traffic management, prearrangement of meeting locations in the four

established passing zones, and an expanded vessel traffic information
system, traffic delays are expected to be negligible.
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November 12, 2007

Paul Friedman, Manager

Bradwood Landing Project

Office of Energy Projects

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Washington, DC 20426

Ay
SUBJECT: Conditions of Approval in Clatsop County’s Review of -
Application from Bradwoed Landing, LLC, for Land-Use Permits for
LNG Marine Terminal at Bradwood, Oregon

Dear Mr. Friedman:

Clatsop County expects to complete its review of the local land-use permit
application from Bradwood Landing soon. We conducted two public hearings
before our planning commission in July and one public hearing before our
Board of County Commissioners on October 22, 2007. The Board-of
Commissioners will hold another hearing on November 19, 2007; and is
expected to reach a decision’on the application i few weeks after that. If the
board'decides to approve the application, the.conimissioniefs are likely to
adopt conditions of approval regarding critical issucs such as emergency -
services, road access, plant retirement, wetland mitigation, and habitat
restoration.

At the boards October 22, 2007, hearing we were surprised 1o hear testimony
suggesting that FERC might be able to preempt overrule such local conditions
of approvel. This is contrary to our understanding of federal law on
consistency with the Coastal Zone Management Act and of the Energy Policy
Act as well. We therefore ask for your views on this crucial question; Does
FERC have authority to invalidate, waive or modify local land use
regulations or local conditions of approval adapted pursuant 1o’ the Coasial
Zone Management Act, and if so, what criteria does FERC employ in
deciding whether to take such action? '
As you kriow, most of Clatsop County, including the Bradwood site; is in
Oregon’s coastal zone, The county’s comprehensive plani and fand-ise -
reulations have been acknowledged by the stae’s Land Coniervation ad”
Development Commission t'be the controlling documents for all land use
decisions in the coastal zone and for implementing the state’s federally
approved coastal management plan. We understand the federal consistency

Clatsop County

800 Exchange St., Sute 310
Astoria, Oregon 97103

Board of
County Commissioners

Phone (503) 3251000
Fax (508) 325-8325

Local Agencies

LA11-1

11

On April 4, 2008, Mark Robinson, Director of the FERC'’s OEP, wrote a reply
to this letter from Mr. Derickson (see accession number 20080404-3020).
While the EPAct 2005 gave the FERC the authority to site onshore LNG
terminals, it also stated that the rights of the states under the CZMA would
not be affected. The EIS addresses local land use zoning in section 4.7.
The EIS acknowledges that NorthernStar has not yet received a
determination that its project is consistent the CMP and recommends that
prior to construction, NorthernStar must file documentation from the ODLCD
that the project is consistent with the Oregon CMP.
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provisions of the CZMA to require that any federal action occurring in
Oregon's coastal zone that would affect coastal land or weter uses or natural
resources must be consistent with Oregon’s coastal management program and
with the local plans and land use regulations that implement it. We further
understand the federal consistency provisions to extend to all local decisions
that apply the local plans and land use regulations that implement Oregon’s
coastal management program. We therefore conclude that (a) any decision on
Bradwood by Clatsop County to deny, continue, approve, or approve with
conditions will be subject to federal consistency provisions of the CZMA, and
(b) FERC hes no authority to waive or modify any such decision.

We appreciate your attention to this important question and look forward to
hearing from you at your carliest convenience.

Sincerely,

Scott Derickson, Clatsop County Manager
800 Exchange Street, Suite 410
Astoria, OR 97103

Copies to:
Clatsop County Board of Commissioners

Dale Blanton, Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development
Adam Bless, Oregon Department of Energy

Local Agencies
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February 22, 2008

Kimberly Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.T.

Washington, DC 20426

Re: Bradwood Landing LLC, Docket Nos. CP06-365-000, CP06-366-000,
CP06-376-000, CP06-377-000
Our Filc No. 44548-35140

Dear Secretary Bose:

This office represents Clatsop County, Oregon ( the “County”), in the above
referenced proceedings regarding the Bradwood Landing LNG
(“Bradwood”) facility and associated pipeline. As the FERC decision-
making process nears completion, the County Board of Commissioners
remains concerned over the stams of local conditions of approval and the
adequacy of environmental and safety review. The purpose of this letter is
to outline for FERC various questions proposed by the Board of County
Commissioners regarding the remainder of the FERC process.

After Bradwood submitted its formal application to FERC, a debate arose
regarding the breadth of FERC’s jurisdiction over the project. The County
initially believed that FERC had exclusive jurisdiction and that the Oregon
Department of Energy would review the proposal on behall'of the state and
affected local governments. After several months of discussion, however, it
was determined by all affected agencies, and at the County’s insistence, that
Bradwood should seek County land use approval. Bradwood consented to
this request and submitled a consolidated land use application to the County
for approval of a wide variety of plan and zone changes, variances, and
permits to assure compatibility of the proposal with County land use policies
and regulations.

The County held two days of hearings before the County Planning
Commission and two days of hearings before the Board of Commissioners,
The Board of Commissioners ultimately accepted the Planning
Commission’s recommendation to approve the project subject to a variety of
conditions regarding road improvements, dredging, mitigation of
environmental damage, and saflety, among others.

44548-33140 127174 doc\MIME2/25/2008

P.O. Box 230669  Portland, OR 97281  Phene: 503.508.7070  Fax; 503.598.7373  Toll Free: 888.508.7070  www.jordanschrader.com
1498 SE Tach Centar Placa, Suite 380 Vancouver, WA 98683  Phone! 360.567.3900  Fax: 360.567.3801  Toll Free: 8688.508.7070

Local Agencies
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Contemporaneous with the local fand use process, the County contracted
with Columbia River Estuary Study Taskforce (“CREST™) to propare
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS”) issued on
August 17, 2007. Thase comments were submitted to FERCon
December 21, 2007, along with comments by other affected parties. It is the
County’s understanding that FERC is currently analyzing the comments
received in response to the DEIS and preparing a Final EIS that will address
the comments filed by the affoeted parties.

Based on the above background, the County has the following questions:

L AlZ- 1 (1) In what manner is FERC going to address (he questions, concerns,
and comments filed by state, federal, and local agencies in response
to the DEIS?

LA12-2 (2)  Doesa conflict of interest arisc when FERC requests that a

consultant hired by Bradwood complete a study in order Lo respond
to a comment filed in response to the DEIS? If so, how does FERC
manage such a conftict?

LA12-3 (3) I FERC ultimately approves the Bradwood application, will FERC
require Bradwood to satisly the conditions placed upon local
approvals by local governmental bodies having jurisdiction over such
approvals?

Once a Final ELS is issued, it is the County’s understanding that FERC will
prepare an order approving or denying the Bradwood application. Because
the County represents the local public interest in this proceeding, it is
important that the above concers be addressed so that the County can take
whalever action it deems necessary to ensure the environment and public
safety are adoquatcly protected.

45835140 127174 o\ OXNI2 22:2008
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LA12-2

LA12-3

On April 4, 2008, Mark Robinson, Director of the FERC's OEP, wrote a reply
to this letter from Mr. Jordan (see accession number 20080404-3020). All
comments on the draft EIS have been addressed in the final EIS by
providing direct responses to specific questions and concerns, as well as by
modifying the text in the EIS, as appropriate (see volume 2, Appendix K).

We do not consider this to be a conflict of interest. All of the information
used by the staff to complete its environmental review is independently
evaluated. The FERC staff assesses the validity of the study, verifies facts,
and reviews the claims of any consultant’s study done on behalf of an
applicant, before accepting any data for inclusion into our environmental
document.

The Commission encourages cooperation between the applicants and state
and local authorities, and we expect the project sponsors to submit
applications for necessary permits. However, this does not mean that state
and local agencies, through application of state and local laws, may prohibit
or unreasonably delay the construction or operations of facilities approved by
the Commission. Further, state and local permits must be consistent with
the conditions of any authorization the Commission may issue.





