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SA1-A 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. 

SA1-A 
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SA1-1 See our response to comment FA4-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-2 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.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-3 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. 

SA1-1 

SA1-3 

SA1-2 
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SA1-4 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 
liquefaction 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. 

 

SA1-3 

cont’d 

SA1-4 

SA1-5 

SA1-6 

SA1-7 

SA1-8 
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SA1-5 These topics are addressed in responses to comments appearing later in 
this comment letter. 

SA1-6 See our response to comment SA1-96.  

SA1-7 Section 4.5.2.1 has been revised to quantify direct impacts on shallow water 
habitats. 

SA1-8 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. 

SA1-9 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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SA1-10 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. 
 
 
 
 

SA1-11 See our response to comment FA2-10. 
 
 
 

SA1-12 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. 

SA1-13 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. 

SA1-14 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. 

SA1-9 

cont’d 

SA1-10 

SA1-11 

SA1-12 

SA1-13 

SA1-14 
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SA1-15 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. 

SA1-16 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. 

SA1-17 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. 

SA1-18 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.   

SA1-19 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. 

SA1-14 

cont’d 

SA1-15 

SA1-16 

SA1-17 

SA1-18 

SA1-19 
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SA1-20 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.  
 
 
 
 

SA1-21 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.   
 
 

SA1-22 Section 4.10.1.2 of the final EIS has been updated to indicate that 
NorthernStar has agreed to voluntarily comply with the Oregon Department 
of Energy’s siting requirements for non-generating energy facilities, 
including the CO2 emission standards, for the proposed LNG import 
terminal.   
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-23 We have included in section 1.1 a discussion of the likely positive impacts of 
LNG on future natural gas prices.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-24 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. 

SA1-20 

SA1-21 

SA1-22 

SA1-23 

SA1-24 
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SA1-25 Section 4.8 addresses socioeconomic impacts and benefits, including taxes 
that NorthernStar may pay to local jurisdictions.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-26 See our response to comment SA3-9. 
 
 
 

SA1-27 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. 

SA1-28 We only summarize the most important conclusions from our EIS in the 
executive summary. 
 
 

SA1-29 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. 

SA1-24 

cont’d 

SA1-25 

SA1-26 

SA1-27 

SA1-28 

SA1-29 
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SA1-30 We have revised our discussion of purpose and need in section 1.0. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-31 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. 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-32 The Forest Practices Act has been added to table 1.3-4.  
 
 
 

SA1-33 Fish passage approval from ODFW for stream crossings has been added to 
table 1.3-4.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-34 We have expanded the discussion of the project purpose and need in 
section 1.1. 

SA1-30 

SA1-31 

SA1-32 

SA1-33 

SA1-34 
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SA1-35 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. 
 
 

SA1-36 The spill response plan has been added to table 4.6.2-1 as a minimization 
measure. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-37 Wells would not be used as a primary or alternative source of water for 
vessel ballast water or engine cooling water.   
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-38 We revised the EIS. 

SA1-34 

cont’d 

SA1-35 

SA1-36 

SA1-37 

SA1-38 
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SA1-39 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.  

SA1-40 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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-41 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.   

SA1-42 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. 

SA1-43 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. 

SA1-44 The EIS has been revised to reflect 50 feet as the permanent right-of-way 
corridor width. 

SA1-45 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.   

SA1-39 

SA1-40 

SA1-41 

SA1-42 

SA1-43 

SA1-44 

SA1-45 
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SA1-46 Maintenance dredging of the navigation channel would maintain the channel 
position. 
 
 

SA1-47 The channel deepening project is being handled by the COE; it is not an 
activity regulated by the FERC.   
 

SA1-48 See our response to comment IND82-3. 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-49 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. 
 
 
 
 

SA1-50 The log pond is intended to be filled by sediment. 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-51 See our responses to comments IND82-3, PM3-18, and IND82-5.  

SA1-46 

SA1-47 

SA1-48 

SA1-49 

SA1-50 

SA1-51 
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SA1-52 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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-53 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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-54 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.   

SA1-55 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. 

SA1-51 

cont’d 
SA1-52 

SA1-53 

SA1-54 

SA1-55 
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SA1-56 The EIS discusses maintenance dredging anticipated during operation of 
the Bradwood Landing LNG import terminal. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-57 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. 
 
 
 
 

SA1-58 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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-59 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. 

SA1-55 
cont’d 
 SA1-56 

SA1-57 

SA1-58 

SA1-59 
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SA1-60 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. 

SA1-61 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. 

SA1-60 

SA1-61 
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SA1-62 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. 

SA1-63 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. 

SA1-64 See our response to comment SA1-58. 
 
 
 

SA1-65 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. 

SA1-66 NorthernStar has filed a draft ERP.  It will be revised after review by the 
FERC, and other appropriate federal, state, and local agencies. 

SA1-61 

cont’d 

SA1-62 

SA1-63 

SA1-64 

SA1-66 

SA1-65 
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SA1-67 See our response to comment FA2-10. 

 
 
 
 
 

SA1-68 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. 

SA1-69 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. 

SA1-70 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). 

SA1-67 

SA1-68 

SA1-69 

SA1-70 
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SA1-71 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. 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-72 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. 

SA1-70 

cont’d 
SA1-71 

SA1-72 

SA1-73 
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SA1-74 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. 

SA1-75 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. 

SA1-76 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. 

SA1-73 

cont’d 

SA1-74 

SA1-75 

SA1-76 
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SA1-77 See our response to comment FA4-14. 

SA1-78 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 SA1-
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.   

SA1-79 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 

SA1-80 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.  

SA1-76 
cont’d 
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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. 

SA1-81 

SA1-82 

SA1-83 



 

K
-452 

State Agencies 1 

 

SA1-84 See our response to comment IND82-5. 
 
 

SA1-85 The EIS addresses air quality issues in section 4.10.1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-86 Emissions of SO2 from the LNG carriers shown in table 4.10.1-4 have been 
updated to reflect a fuel sulfur content of 4.5 weight percent, the 
international sulfur limit, for ship main engines and generators in transit.  In 
addition, clarifying information documenting the basis for the emissions 
estimates has been added to table 4.10.1-4. 

SA1-87 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. 
 

SA1-88 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 SA1-4 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. 

SA1-83 
cont’d 
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SA1-89 URS reports are cited and complete references are provided in Appendix H.  

See also our response to comment SA1-4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-90 See our response to SA1-4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-91 The EIS discusses geological issues in section 4.1. 
 
 

SA1-92 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.   

SA1-93 The referenced statement has been corrected.  See also our response to 
comment SA1-4. 
 
 
 

SA1-94 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.   

SA1-89 

SA1-90 

SA1-91 
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SA1-95 See our response to comment FA4-14. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-96 See our response to comment FA4-14. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-97 See our response to comment FA4-14. 
 
 
 

SA1-98 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.  
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-99 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.   

SA1-94 

cont’d 
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SA1-100 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. 

SA1-101 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. 

SA1-102 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. 

SA1-103 See our responses to commentsSA1-4 and SA1-102. 

SA1-104 Liquefaction 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.  

SA1-99 

cont’d 
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SA1-105 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. 

SA1-106 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.   

SA1-107 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.  

SA1-108 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. 

SA1-109 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.  

SA1-110 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. 

SA1-104 

cont’d 
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SA1-111 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. 
 

SA1-112 The discussion in section 4.1.4.3 regarding Mount St. Helens and lahars 
has been revised. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-113 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. 

SA1-114 See our response to comment IND106-76 

SA1-111 
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SA1-115 See our responses to comments PM6-85 and PM1-40. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-116 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. 
 
 

SA1-117 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.
 
 
 

SA1-118 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. 
 
 
 
 

 

SA1-119 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. 

SA1-114 
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SA1-120 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 
detail in the revised BA and EFH Assessment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-121 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.   

SA1-119 
cont’d 
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SA1-122 See our responses to comments FA2-10 and FA3-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-123 See our response to comment FA2-10. 
 
 
 
 

SA1-124 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.   

SA1-121 
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SA1-125 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. 

SA1-126 See our response to comment FA2-10. 
SA1-127 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). 

SA1-128 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. 

SA1-129 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. 

SA1-130 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. 

SA1-131 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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SA1-132 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.  

SA1-133 See our response to comment FA3-3. 
 
 
 
 

SA1-134a 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. 
 
 
 

SA1-134b We agree. 
 
 
 

SA1-135 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. 

SA1-136 Section 4.5.2.3 has been revised to reflect the osprey nest relocation 
recommendations included in this comment. 

SA1-137 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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SA1-138 Section 4.5.2.3 has been revised to provide additional information on 

potential long-term impacts on wildlife due to construction of the pipeline. 
 
 

SA1-139 A footnote has been added to table 4.5.3-4 indicating the non-native, 
invasive species that occur along the proposed pipeline route. 
 
 

SA1-140 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.  
 
 
 

SA1-141 Section 4.6.1.1 has been revised to reflect the typical body size of Chinook. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-142 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. 

SA1-143 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. 
 

SA1-144 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). 

SA1-145 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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SA1-146 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. 

SA1-147 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.  

SA1-148 The status of the northern goshawk as critical on Oregon’s State Sensitive 
Species List has been clarified in section 4.6.1.3. 

SA1-149 The status of the purple martin as critical on Oregon’s State Sensitive 
Species List has been clarified in section 4.6.1.3. 

SA1-150 The status of the northern red-legged frog designated by the State of 
Oregon has been revised in section 4.6.1.3. 

SA1-151 The status of the tailed frog as vulnerable on Oregon’s State Sensitive 
Species List has been clarified in section 4.6.1.3. 

SA1-152 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. 

SA1-153 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). 

SA1-154 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. 

SA1-155 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. 

SA1-156 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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SA1-157 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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-158 Section 4.6.2.2 has been revised to address vegetation clearing timeframes 
and impacts on active nests. 
 
 
 

SA1-159 Section 4.6.2.3 has been revised to address vegetation clearing timeframes 
and impacts on active nests. 
 
 

SA1-160 Based on a 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.
 
 

SA1-161 Section 4.7.1.4 has been revised to include a reference to the Clatsop State 
Forest’s Astoria District Recreation Management Plan. 
 
 
 

SA1-162 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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SA1-163 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. 
 
 
 

SA1-164 See our response to comment PM1-1. 
 
 
 
 

SA1-165 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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SA1-166 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. 

SA1-167 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. 

SA1-168 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. 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-169 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.  
 

SA1-170 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.   

SA1-165 
cont’d 
SA1-166 

SA1-167 

SA1-168 

SA1-169 

SA1-170 
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SA1-171 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 

SA1-171 

SA1-170 

cont’d 
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SA1-172 See our response to comment SA1-21   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-173 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. 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-174 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 Ilwaco, and at the mouth of the Skipanon River.   

SA1-172 

SA1-173 

SA1-174 
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SA1-175 Please read sections 1.1 and 2.1.4 of the EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-176 We discuss the need for additional sources of natural gas in section 1.0. 
 
 
 

SA1-177 Currently there are no customers and no rail traffic on the PWRR west of 
Clatskanie. 

SA1-175 

SA1-176 

SA1-177 
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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. 

SA1-177 
cont’d 
 
SA1-178 

SA1-179 

SA1-180 

SA1-181 

SA1-182 
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SA1-183 See our response to comment FA2-10. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-184 See our response to FA3-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA1-185 See our response to comment FA2-10. 

SA1-182 

cont’d 

SA1-183 

SA1-184 

SA1-185 
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SA2-1 Table 1.3-1 includes the WDNR’s responsibilities regarding Aquatic Lands 
Use and Lease Authorization.  

SA2-1 
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SA2-2 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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA2-3 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. 
 
 
 
 
 

SA2-4 NorthernStar is pursuing the appropriate state permits. 

SA2-1 

cont’d 

SA2-2 

SA2-3 

SA2-4 
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SA2-5 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. 
 
 
 

SA2-6 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. 
 
 
 

SA2-7 See our response to comment FA4-14. 

SA2-4 

cont’d 

SA2-5 

SA2-6 

SA2-7 
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SA2-7 

cont’d 
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SA2-8 Appropriate revisions have been made in the EIS.  See our response to 
comment SA2-3.  
 
 
 
 
 

SA2-9 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.   

SA2-10 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. 

SA2-11 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. 

SA2-8 

SA2-9 

SA2-10 

SA2-11 
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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. 

SA2-11 

cont’d 

SA2-12 
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SA2-13 See our response to comment FA4-14. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA2-14 See our response to comment SA1-112. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA2-15 See our response to comment SA1-112. 

SA2-12 

cont’d 

SA2-13 

SA2-14 

SA2-15 
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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. 

SA2-16 

SA2-17 

SA2-18 

SA2-19 
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SA2-20 All applicable permits and approvals would be obtained prior to placement of 
dredged materials at the Wahkiakum County Sand Pit site. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA2-21 Section 4.7.3.1 has been revised to reflect this information about payments 
for right-of-way easement to the WDNR. 

SA2-20 

SA2-21 
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SA2-22 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. 

SA2-23 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. 

SA2-22 

SA2-23 
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SA3-1 State agencies with statutory authority to regulate pipelines may conduct 
inspections independent of the FERC or accompany FERC inspection staff. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA3-2 As stated previously the pipeline will conform to DOT regulations including 
Title 49, Part 192 Subpart E §192.241 and §192.243. 
 
 
 
 
 

SA3-3 The FERC would not approve construction until it has determined that all 
applicable safety standards would be met. 
 
 
 

SA3-4 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. 
 
 

SA3-5 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. 

SA3-1 

SA3-2 

SA3-4 

SA3-5 

SA3-3 
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SA3-6 The EIS has been revised to indicate that the detection and response to frac-
outs would occur as soon as possible.   
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA3-7 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.  
 

SA3-8 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. 

SA3-9 As part of the easement agreement, property owners could negotiate 
revegetation methods, including tree planting.  See also our response to 
comment CO9-15. 
 
 
 
 
 

SA3-10 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. 

SA3-11 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. 

SA3-6 

SA3-7 

SA3-8 

SA3-9 

SA3-10 

SA3-11 
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SA4-1 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 carrier, 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.   

SA4-2 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). 
 
 
 
 

SA4-3 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. 

SA4-4 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. 

SA4-1 

SA4-2 

SA4-3 

SA4-4 
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SA4-5 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. 

SA4-6 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. 

SA4-7 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.  
 
 

SA4-8 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. 

SA4-4 

cont’d 
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SA4-9 As appropriate, subsections within each portion of the environmental 
analysis (section 4) specifically address impacts and mitigation.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA4-10 Potential impacts from a frac-out are discussed in section 4.5.3.1. 
 
 
 

SA4-11 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. 

SA4-12 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.  

SA4-8 

cont’d 
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SA4-13 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.   
 
 

SA4-14 Section 2.6 outlines the duties of an Environmental Inspector. 
 
 
 

SA4-15 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. 
 
 

SA4-16 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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA4-17 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. 

SA4-13 

SA4-14 

SA4-15 

SA4-16 

SA4-17 
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SA4-18 See our response to comment FA2-32. 
 
 
 
 
 

SA4-19 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. 

SA4-20 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.    

SA4-21 We disagree.  The EIS summarizes the studies conducted that led to our 
conclusions, and provides references to those studies. 
 

SA4-22 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.   

SA4-17 

cont’d 
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SA4-23 See our response to comment SA4-3. 

SA4-24 We discuss the engine operations of LNG carriers in sections 2.1.1, 4.10.1.1, 
and 4.11.5. 

SA4-25 See our response to comment PM1-31. 

SA4-26 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 ballasting to maintain stability when the 
cargo is offloaded.  For example, a 145,000 m3 LNG carrier would require 
about 57,000 metric tons (MT) of water for ballasting, while a 210,000 m3 
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 m3/hr.  Unloading at 
about 12,000 m3/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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SA4-26 
cont’d) 

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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SA4-27 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. 

SA4-28 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. 

SA4-29 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. 

SA4-27 
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SA4-30 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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA4-31 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. 
 

SA4-32 See our response to comment SA4-31. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA4-33 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. 

SA4-29 

cont’d 
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SA4-31 

SA4-32 

SA4-33 
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SA4-34 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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA4-35 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.  

SA4-36 NorthernStar would obtain approval from the WDFW for use of any additional 
imported material used to backfill waterbodies at open-cut crossings.   

SA4-37 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.   

SA4-38 NorthernStar would prepare site specific plans for all HDD waterbody 
crossings. 

SA4-33 

cont’d 

SA4-34 

SA4-35 

SA4-36 

SA4-37 

SA4-38 
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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.   

SA4-39 

SA4-40 

SA4-41 

SA4-42 
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SA4-43 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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA4-44 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. 

SA4-45 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. 

SA4-46 See our response to comment FA3-10.  

SA4-47 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. 

SA4-43 

SA4-44 

SA4-45 

SA4-46 

SA4-47 
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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. SA5-2 

SA5-1 
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SA5-3 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. 

SA5-4 The FERC does not typically impose additional safety conditions other than 
DOT standards. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA5-5 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. 
 
 
 
 

SA5-6 The FERC does not typically impose additional safety conditions other than 
DOT standards. 

SA5-2 

cont’d 

SA5-4 

SA5-3 

SA5-5 

SA5-6 
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SA5-7 The FERC does not typically impose additional safety conditions other than 
DOT standards. 
 
 

SA5-8 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. 

SA5-6 

cont’d 

SA5-7 

SA5-8 
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SA6-1 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 
4.5.2.1. 

SA6-2 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. 

SA6-3 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 SEI a 
required component of the project through their permits.  See also our 
response to comment FA4-12. 

SA6-4 See our response to comment FA2-10. 

SA6-1 

SA6-2 

SA6-3 

SA6-4 
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SA7-1 See our response to comment CO15-1. SA7-1 
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cont’d 
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SA7-2 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.    
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA7-3 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.   

SA7-2 

SA7-3 
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SA7-4 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. 

SA7-5 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. 

SA7-6 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.    

SA7-4 

SA7-5 

SA7-6 
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SA7-7 We have incorporated information from the report titled, 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.  

SA7-6 

cont’d 
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SA7-8 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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA7-9 We do not believe that substantial new information exists to support the need 
for a supplemental draft EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SA7-10 See our responses to comments SA7-1 through SA7-9. 

SA7-8 

SA7-9 

SA7-10 
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LA1-1 Comment noted. LA1-1 
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LA2-1 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 

LA2-1 
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LA2-2 By necessity, the EIS must summarize information from many sources.  The 
complete WSR is provided as Appendix H.   

LA2-1  

cont’d 

LA2-2 
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LA2-3 See our response to comment PM1-1.  

LA2-2  

cont’d

LA2-3 



 

K
-537

Local Agencies 2 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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. 

LA2-3  

cont’d

LA2-4 
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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.   

LA2-4  

cont’d

LA2-5 
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LA3-1 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.  
 
 
 

LA3-2 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.   

LA3-3 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. 

LA3-4 The EIS addresses all general issues raised during scoping. See our 
response to comment PM3-24. 

LA3-1 

LA3-2 

LA3-3 

LA3-4 
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LA3-5 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. 
 
 
 
 

LA3-6 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. 
 

LA3-7 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.  
 
 
 
 
 

LA3-8 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. 
 
 
 
 

LA3-9 NorthernStar would develop a Blasting Management Plan which would 
contain measures for noise mitigation.  

LA3-5 

LA3-6 

LA3-7 

LA3-8 

LA3-9 
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LA3-10 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. 

LA3-11 See our response to comment LA3-1. 
 
 
 

LA3-12 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 sites 
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. 

LA3-9  

cont’d 

LA3-10 

LA3-11 

LA3-12 
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LA3-13 We have revised the text discussing nuclear power as a renewable energy 

resource alternative in section 3.1.1.3. 
LA3-14 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. 

LA3-15 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].) 

LA3-16 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_lng.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. 

LA3-17 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.  

LA3-18 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.   

LA3-13 

LA3-14 

LA3-15 

LA3-16 

LA3-17 

LA3-18 
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LA3-19 The major pipeline route conclusion has been revised in the final EIS.   
 
 
 
 
 

LA3-20 The constructability issue referred to is specifically the requirement 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. 
 
 
 
 

LA3-21 The legend on each figure indicates that the solid line is the proposed 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.   
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA3-22 See our response to comment SA3-5. 

LA3-18 

cont’d 

LA3-19 

LA3-20 

LA3-21 

LA3-22 
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LA3-23 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.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA3-24 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.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA3-25 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. 
 
 

LA3-26 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 
4.5.2.1. 

LA3-22 

cont’d 

LA3-23 

LA3-24 

LA3-25 
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LA3-27 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). 
 
 

LA3-28 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). 

LA3-29 See our response to comment FA2-16. 
 
 

LA3-30 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. 

LA3-31 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. 

LA3-32 See our response to comment SA1-124. 

LA3-29 

LA3-31 

LA3-30 

LA3-28 

LA3-27 

LA3-32 
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LA3-33 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.   

LA3-34 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. 

LA3-35 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. 

LA3-36 See our response to comment PM1-31. 

LA3-37 See our response to comment FA2-10. 

LA3-32 

cont’d 

LA3-33 

LA3-35 

LA3-34 

LA3-36 

LA3-37 
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LA3-38 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.  

LA3-39 See our response to comment LA7-25. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA3-40 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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA3-41 Section 4.6.2.3 has been revised to include new survey information for the 
Nelson’s checker-mallow. 
 
 
 
 

LA3-42 We have revised section 4.7.2.3 based on comments we received on the 
draft EIS.   

LA3-42 

LA3-38 

LA3-41 

LA3-40 

LA3-39 



 

K
-550

Local Agencies 3 

 
 

LA3-43 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.  
 
 
 

LA3-44 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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA3-45 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. 
 
 

LA3-46 Based on this comment we have revised section 4.7.2.3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA3-47 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. 

LA3-47 

LA3-46 

LA3-45 

LA3-44 

LA3-43 

LA3-42 

cont’d 
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LA3-48 See our response to comment LA3-34.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA3-49 Section 4.8.1.7 has been revised to correct the number of recreational 
fishing boats. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA3-50 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.  

LA3-48 

LA3-47 

cont’d 

LA3-49 

LA3-50 
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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.   

LA3-51 

LA3-50 

cont’d 
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LA3-52 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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA3-53 NorthernStar may voluntarily enter into an agreement with Cowlitz County 
regarding road repair.  We require that all work areas be returned to their 
pre-construction condition and use, including access roads. 

LA3-53 

LA3-52 
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LA3-54 See our response to comment LA3-53. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA3-55 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. 

LA3-55 

LA3-54 
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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.  

LA3-55 

cont’d 

LA3-56 

LA3-57 

LA3-58 



 

K
-556

Local Agencies 3 

 

LA3-59 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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA3-60 See our response to comment LA3-55. 

LA3-59 

LA3-60 
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LA3-61 See our responses to comments FA2-13 and FA2-14. 
 
 
 

LA3-62 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.  

LA3-63 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. 

LA3-64 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.  It is 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 
35CO16, 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. 

LA3-60 

cont’d 

LA3-61 

LA3-62 

LA3-63 

LA3-64 
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LA3-65 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-NOx burners 
that achieve an emission rate of 30 ppm NOx.  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 PM10 and SOx that would be formed from combustion in the SCVs.
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA3-66 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 III of the 
GAO Report, the 19 LNG risk and hazard experts unanimously agreed that 
asphyxiation would represent a negligible risk to the public. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA3-67 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. 

LA3-65 

LA3-66 

LA3-67 
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LA3-68 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.  
 
 
 
 

LA3-69 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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA3-70 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. 

LA3-67 

cont’d 

LA3-68 

LA3-69 

LA3-70 
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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. 

LA4-1 
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cont’d 



 

K
-562

Local Agencies 5 

 



 

K
-563

Local Agencies 5 

 



 

K
-564

Local Agencies 5 

 



 

K
-565

Local Agencies 5 

 



 

K
-566

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.   

LA5-1 
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LA5-1  

cont’d 
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LA5-2 Landowner compensation and the easement negotiation process are 
discussed in section 4.8.3.3. 

LA5-1  

cont’d 

LA5-2 
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LA5-3 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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA5-4 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. 

LA5-2  

cont’d 

LA5-3 

LA5-4 
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LA5-5 See our response to comment LA5-2. 

LA5-4  

cont’d 
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LA6-1 See our response to comment LA2-1. LA6-1 
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LA6-2 See our response to comment LA2-2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA6-3 See our response to comment LA2-3. 

LA6-1 

cont’d 

LA6-2 

LA6-3 
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LA6-4 See our response to comment LA2-4. 

LA6-3 

cont’d 

LA6-4 
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LA6-5 See our response to comment LA2-5. LA6-5 

LA6-4 

cont’d 
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LA7-1 See our response to comment FA2-35. LA7-1 
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cont’d 
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LA7-2 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 waterway to the proposed 
Bradwood Landing LNG terminal.  If the LNG carriers travel 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. 

LA7-1  

cont’d 
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LA7-3 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 tourist 
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.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA7-4 As discussed in section 1.0, the Williams Northwest pipeline would have 
capacity for the natural gas from the Bradwood landing pipeline project.  We 
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 Project.  
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.  
 
 
 

LA7-5 See our response to comment PM5-28. 

LA7-3 

LA7-5 

LA7-4 
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LA7-6 We disagree.  We believe our alternatives analysis in the EIS is robust and 
complete. 
 
 
 
 
 

LA7-7 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. 

LA7-5 

cont’d 

LA7-6 
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LA7-8 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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA7-9 See our response to comment LA7-8. 

LA7-8 

LA7-9 
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LA7-10 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. 

LA7-11 County-level involvement is typically welcomed as part of establishing 
wetland mitigation within the CWA permitting process.  Contacting the ODEQ 
to facilitate such involvement is recommended. 

LA7-12 See our response to comment PM1-31. 

LA7-13 See our response to comment FA4-14. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA7-14 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. 

LA7-10 

LA7-11 

LA7-12 

LA7-13 
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cont’d 
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LA7-15 See our responses to comments SA1-4 and SA1-93. 
 
 
 

LA7-16 As a clarification, the Columbia River navigation channel would not be 
modified for this project.  See also our response to comment FA4-14. 

LA7-15 

LA7-16 
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LA7-17 See our response to comment FA4-14. 

 
 

LA7-18 See our response to comment SA1-100. 
 
 
 
 

LA7-19 See our response to comment PM3-39. 
 
 
 
 
 

LA7-20 See our response to comment SA1-98. 
 
 

LA7-21 See our response to comment SA1-102. 

LA7-22 See our response to comment SA1-105. 

LA7-23 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. 

LA7-24 See our response to comment SA1-106. 

LA7-25 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. 

LA7-17 

LA7-18 

LA7-19 
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LA7-24 
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LA7-26 The FERC staff’s recommendation already would require a CMMP be filed 
with the Secretary prior to beginning construction regardless of the final 
design results.  It is not necessary for the CMMP to be included in the final 
EIS. 
 
 
 
 
 

LA7-27 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 permits.  
Groundwater would not be used for ballast or cooling water requirements at 
the wharf. 

LA7-28 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. 
 
 
 
 

LA7-29A 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.   

LA7-25 

cont’d 
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LA7-29B 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. 

LA7-30 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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA7-31 The final geotechnical analysis for the HDD boreholes was not completed 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. 

LA7-31 

LA7-30 

LA7-29B 

LA7-29A 

cont’d 
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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. 

LA7-32 

LA7-33 

LA7-34 

LA7-35 
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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. 

LA7-36 

LA7-37 

LA7-38 

LA7-39 

LA7-35 

cont’d 
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LA7-40 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. 
 
 
 
 
 

LA7-41 See our response to comment FA4-18. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA7-42 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. 

LA7-43 Section 4.5.1.3 has been revised to include additional discussion regarding 
potential impacts on unique or sensitive wildlife habitats. 

LA7-44 See our response to comment IND82-5. 

LA7-40 

LA7-41 

LA7-42 
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LA7-45 None of the alternative sites would avoid impacts on ESA species or EFH. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

LA7-46 See our response to comment PM1-31. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA7-47 Wake stranding is discussed in the response to comment FA2-19. 

LA7-45 

LA7-46 

LA7-47 
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LA7-48 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. 
 
 

LA7-49 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. 
 
 
 
 

LA7-50 Dredging activities would be conducted in accordance with applicable laws 
and regulations under the jurisdiction of the COE, the ODSL, and the 
ODWR. 

LA7-48 

LA7-49 

LA7-50 
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LA7-51 See our response to comment PM2-17. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA7-52 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. 
 
 
 
 
 

LA7-53 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. 
 
 

LA7-54 See our response to comment SA1-87. 
 
 
 
 
 

LA7-55 See our responses to comments SA1-4, SA1-103, SA1-4, and SA1-105. 

LA7-51 
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LA7-56 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. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA7-57 See our response to comment FA4-14. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA7-58 See our response to comment PM1-31. 
 
 
 
 

LA7-59 See our response to comment LA7-30. 
 
 
 
 

LA7-60 See our responses to comments FA3-3 and LA7-11. 

LA7-55  
cont’d 

LA7-56 

LA7-57 

LA7-58 

LA7-59 
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LA7-61 See our response to comment LA7-11. 

 
 
 

LA7-62a 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. 
 
 
 
 

LA7-62b 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. 

LA7-63 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. 

LA7-64 See our response to comment FA3-3. 

LA7-65 See our response to comment FA4-12. 

LA7-61 

LA7-62A 

LA7-62B 

LA7-63 

LA7-64 

LA7-65 
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LA7-66 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. 

LA7-67 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 Bradwood 
Landing LNG terminal.  Section 4.7.1.4 also addresses use of National 
Wildlife Refuges along the waterway, 
 

LA7-68 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 conducted on 
scene.  In the case of fog or other low-visibility situations, the security 
escorts would likely approach recreational river users and communicate 
verbally regarding the presence of the LNG carrier and security zone.  Final 
details regarding the security zone would be included in the Vessel Traffic 
Management Plan. 

LA7-69 The suggested text has been added to section 5.1.7. 

LA7-65 

cont’d 

LA7-66 

LA7-67 

LA7-68 
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LA7-70 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. 

LA7-69 

cont’d 
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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.   

LA8-1 

LA8-2 

LA8-3 
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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. 

LA8-3 

cont’d 

LA8-4 



 

K
-608

Local Agencies 9 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LA9-1 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. 
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LA10-1 Increased or improved ship anchorages would not be necessary.  With 
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.   

LA10-1 
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LA11-1 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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LA12-1 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). 

LA12-2 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. 

LA12-3 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. 
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