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[fanfriclal FERC-dunerated PCE of Z007080%-011% Received by FERC OSEC DS/LT/EDOT in Docketk: CROE-365-000

CO1-1

CO1-2 |

Federal Energy Regolstory Commission
Amn: Kimberly D. Bose, Secrewry

248 Firet Street NE, Room 1A
Washingson, DC 2426

Beference Doglost #CPOG-365-000

Diear Ma. Boss,

Swanson Bark & Wood Products, bnc. in Loagview, WA is a manu facruning [acility invelved in
wood residual products. Based on our rather Emited imowledge of the NorhemStr Mereral Gas
Emdwood Landing proposal, we stisd in suppor of this praject.

Dnzsinesses: need g, and we're short on saiursl gas b this srea Specifically, the price of nstural
gas is hurting soutvwes] Washimgion's ability 1o dry wood, as will as genemlly bo altwicl fw
busirazss bo our coanty. Appeoving the Bradwood Landing project will help fill the pipeline,
ecxpanding business opportunities and business. competitiveness in our part of the state.

We see confidam in your agency's shility s snfeguard the populetian esd river Babitat
surrounding sach n facility, and (herefare da not feel safity ic a megor coneem.

S ' ;l
. =~ i/rbé; =
loha,
entCECH

2400 Tearart May » Logews, WA SBE2Z ¢ 3600103663 » Fan TG0 DTRAET » we sapvinonbarl 2om

Companies and Organizations

CO1-1

CO1-2

Comment noted.

Comment noted.
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[faofriclal FERC-durerated FCE of Z00710M2-0011 Recess

Swanson Bark ?
Wood Produc

Octaber 1, 2007

Clatsap County Board of Commissiceers

B0 Exchange 5t Suite 310

Astorin, OR 97103

e Bradwiood Landing's band wse application

Diear Comenigsioners,

BE WS,

optice thet's been presenied and we unge you to

wd by FERC OSEC 10/03/200T in Docketk: CEOE-365-0D0

ORIGINAL

__FILEC
FETN'E OF THE
RENL.

ME-9 Py

DY ot

;Pﬁgﬂ 365 -0og

CO2-1 | Wertally need natural ges in this anca at this e The price of gas is realiy baring industrial
maniufaciuring and, as te pipeline fram Canada geis more users than capacily, te problem will

Authis poinL, the NorthernStar Natura Gas Brndwood Landing project appears 1o be the best

allow it o o forwmnd.

That 5234, and perhaps & an aside, I've bad hed experiences with povemment condemnasions of
land, We would rather see vom be overly faur with the silly pecple who desand o0 much then i
ay eny slomp on e Gty people who allow 1t 10 go Gorwand with o celatively esall emoan of

TesigincE.

240 Tgmrang Way ¢ [argase, WA SSERE ¢ B60-018-3863 ¢ Fee 360-578- 1947 » wewdnansoniert com

Companies and Organizations

CO2-1

Comment noted.
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2ECRETARY
Fesderal Energy Ragulatary Commissian
ERARTL Bt Eimberly 0. Bose, Secratany m &'r | [ = 2 2
orvier 888 First Sereet HE. Aoom 1A !
Wishingren DT 10416 e L
t |:i‘r:'r u | B g .
| iweny | ecmacRIsIEom
VA
| Dear Hoaed of Commissionerns:
3
| o I amritag on behalf of Teevin Brs Land & Timber Ca, LLE, a regional smploryer near
| B Bradwood Landing. the proposed location for the MorthemStae Matwesl Gas faciliny, n
A3m Clatuag Coweny, Deegon.  We are alsa @ neighbor to e proposad Taclzy. Many of sur
| . bursneys limes ftimber, forestry, snd guamry) Sl within the imgect seea ol the faciity; and
| may of gur esnginyees and their tamiies e nearby
W have read the infarmiation provided by Both the peop e oy 5. of b
progect, and afer resiew of fcts and empiical evidence, and careful delibzration, we se
CO3-1 in agremmpat w!h s draft Emsiroremental Impact Statemant. W live Bore, we raise ur
families hete, aed we hunt, Bih, kike, camp, and ctherwie menaste hene. We e the
et 35 geopoed, having a short-serm regathe quality of §fe impact during
cometnuction; folipwed by a long:berm poshthee impact to our community.
‘Weighiag all parts of change, we see this &5 a nal pogitive for our community. Tre
ropased project will have minimal short-tem impacts on the envimnmest, Witk the
milliganing projects hiving & tubitantial posithee impect on ou environment.
This graject Brings b2 our community d wersification of the local econsesy, diversificaban
of employment opperbunities, incere fo7us on preserving and enfancing owr Bara #nd
Tiwrta, with ragicnal and national benefits of diversifying our source ol s.pply for natwesl
At
‘Wi realing this hag becpme an gmotipral ssue for many. And many of thode opposed do
™ nod ive ere. W lwe hete, We accept there wil be some impact. We delieve the
| n prajict wil contribute to the graaiergood of our reglon and oar datian. The draf
| e Emirormental Impact S1asement anfeens owrconcems., 'We recommend spproval of e
| . El5and the issuance of permits 1o consirucl this project.
WEE Sincerely,
TEEVIN BRCL
| o

A

Manager
wain Bros Land B Timber Co, LLC

[fanfriclal FERC-gurnerated FCE of Z00710M7-017E Receivwed by FERC OSEC LD/AS/EDOT in Docketk: CROE-365-000

Companies and Organizations

CO3-1 Comment noted.
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Susan B. Bergles, Esq.
325 Broxton Rd.
Baltimore, MD 21212
Ph. 410-433-0413
Fax 410-433-5016
sbb@nwnatural.com

November 21, 2007

Ms. Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E., Room 1A
Washington, D.C., 20426

Re:  Comments of NW Natural on Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Bradwood Landing LNG Terminal Docket Nos. CP06-365-000, et al.

Dear Secretary Bose:

Northwest Natural Gas Company (NW Natural) has received and reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Bradwood Landing LNG terminal
project and the associated pipeline proposed by NorthernStar Energy LLC. The proposed
project regards an LNG terminal to be built near Bradwood, Oregon, and the associated
send-out pipeline would be located in Clatsop and Columbia Counties, Oregon and
Cowlitz County, Washington.

NW Natural is an Oregon corporation that is a natural gas local distribution company
serving about 641,000 customers through separate facilities located in western Oregon
and southwestern Washington and 1s regulated by the Oregon Public Utility Commission
and Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission, respectively.” Additionally,
NW Natural is one of the members of Palomar Gas Holdings, LLC, the parent of Palomar
Gas Transmission, LLC, which has proposed to build a new interstate natural gas pipeline
in Oregon and which has initiated a pre-filing process at the Commission in Docket No.
PF07-13-000.

NW Natural files these comments on the Bradwood project DEIS to clarify some
inaceuracies in Section 2.1.6 of the DEIS regarding the Palomar pipeline project and its
potential interconnections with NW Natural’s local distribution system facilities,
including its Mist underground natural gas storage facility (Mist). NW Natural’s specific
comments are set forth below.

In Section 2.1.6, Palomar Pipeline, the tenth and eleventh sentences in this section state,
“The Palomar pipeline would then proceed northwest to interconnect with Northwest
Natural’s existing storage field at Mist. From Mist, the Palomar pipeline could branch

' NW Natural is exempt from FERC jurisdiction under Sections 1(b) and 1(c) of the Natural Gas
Act for its systems, facilities, and services in Oregon and Washington. Portland Gas and Coke Company,
17 FPC 638(1957).

Companies and Organizations
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CO4-1

olf 1o serve the propose:d Bradwoed Linding LEG miport tenmemal ™ The discusaan
conlimmes to sy, “IF the Bradwood Landng Project 15 nof asthonazed, or not i,
Palomar voukd sill serve the Forllad metropedlmars, and exlen s ppelne ol i
Morthwest Mahwral"s Mt storage field. Paloosar woubd just not Eoild th last sepment
bertwrzn Mist and Bradwood Landing ™ These statemends are not secumate and must be
revised in the FELS. As explained more fully helow, the Palomar papeling will not
dimeedly commect o Mist.

Tru 1989, WW Hatural's Mist storasge Geled began shomge operations for tls care gas loml
dustobution cushoners, $imee 2001, NW Nabural has mads exeess and new slorags
caqaeaty Wl 15 presbanltin sshance of cone need available o customers m e missale
marked pursiznt to a limited junsdiction Hankst canificate issued by the Commissien
unidar its regulations set forth in 18 CFRL § 3842247 The Mist imerstate services consist
of bundled Finen and interpapeible storage and releted mansporation sevices on W
Matural's systemn bo and from the Mist storage fecility. BW Neturals primary s of
Mast, howsver, 1 I provide relioble gos sapphies fo11s eore oustomers. As the nesds of’
Ui retl cnshomers grow, W Nihural can reduce the amoun ol storge capaily, no
urkker contract, (hat 15 mack: svanlalde e e inlerstale mrkst

Currendly, the physicel facility sat up at Mist &5 such that it is pot possibla for & naw
pipeling to directly cormact to Mist. Ths, the stabement in the DEIS thet indicates that
Palomar waruld directly eonnect to the Mist storage field is net accurae and needs to be
revised. In fect, iF here will be smy new inkerconnectian{s) between the Bradwood send
ool pipreding, Pabomar, of ey ofber inlerstate pipeline and NW Nabaal's eilies cpabis
ol rsactang Mst, swch interconmestonis} woulil be agcommilished through an
inifeeommesiicn belwean NW Mafural s lecal chstnbulion svstem aliies and the new
imtegstate pipeling facilitsies). W Naturel prefers to axpand its own infrastructan: o
any new fzilities bocanse this wondd erable it to design its facilities consistent with the
needs of its system, including any sssociated upgrades, and will provide additional
takieawey capacity from Mist that will Facilitate foture expansions that can be usad for
MW Natural's cors customers. 1415 alse possible thal amy new interstate ppeline
irlervammestiond 5) with WW Batural™s system coull be teed as 2 recenpl o delivery ponl
fior WW Ml s inlerstate starmgs cuslomers

Further, with respeet to Palommar, KW Metural weould also likely recuest to have other
imercommizetiors on the westen zone of the Pallomer system Located further south
(betwozan Mist and Molalla) s emsable 1t bo mone casily recaive gas from Palomar at
vanols loeations en WW Metural's local distribution system where soch gas is needed,
aml b podentially serve other new local chstribabiom customers &5 well. Such
infereommestices are sl bemg comermplated ancd this no defirtive plars currenily exist
fior amy sach intercommedtions

Mortieect Manial Gas Coanpasy, @5 FERC Y 61 242 02001 ), ¢ o |11 FERC Y 61 306 (2005)
irake eemkanEil).
! Malpd

Companies and Organizations 4

CO4-1

The discussion of the Palomar pipeline project has been moved from section
2.1.6 to section 3.1.2.2 and revised. Section 4.12 has been revised to reflect
that the Palomar pipeline’s proposed western zone may have multiple
interconnections with Northwest Natural’s local distribution system facilities
and would not connect directly to the Mist storage facility.
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CO4-1

cont'd

CO4-2

Far the reasons meicate:d above, W Matural respecttidly requests revisions bo Section
11 Gk sormeelly reflect the focts that €10 Falomsrs proposed westem zons may hive
mnilhpde interoommections walk MW Niahiral's local distnbaston system Gaunlibes, and (2)
imterstate pipeling facilities will anly conmect to Mist through N Fatre's Jocal
distritmtion system facilities. Since there will pot be amy direet conmection befween the
Palomar pipeline and Mist, amy such refarences shoald he remeved or revisad.

We sngzest the folloming langumgs bo replace the relevant portion of Section 2,1.6:

“The Pakomar pupeline would then procesd nodlovest i inlerconnect with varicus points
o W Malural s chstnbution system, The Palomar pipeline could brameh of o serve the
proposad Bradwoeed Lending LRG impart ferminal . The Palomar pipeline would then
procesd nortfwest to imerconneet with Bradwood Landing's proposed pipeline near
Weama, [fthe Bradwood Landing Project is net authedzed, o not built, Palemar eould
sfill serve the Porthand metropalitan arca vis a plammed inberconnection at Mollale and via
probatile fishae mieneormestions with BW Raturl s distibutm system between Mollala
il the temmarms of the Falomar pipeline’s weslem ame. Falomar would pet not build
the Linst segmenl 1o the Bracwodd Landing pipeline,™

Addfitonaly, in ths same Section, the sixth sentenca should be updeted to neflect that
Palomar hes initiated the pre-filing process at the Commissien.

Theank you For the epportunity so provide these clanfiang comments. 1f voun heve amy
fiurther questors about NW Natural s comments, plegss (el frae fo contaet me

Smeerely,
5 Bman B Berples
Susan B. Bergles

Altomey
O beha i iof Wartovest Matural Gis Comprny

Companies and Organizations 4

CO4-2

Sections 4.12 and 5.1 have been updated to indicate that Palomar has
begun the FERC's Pre-filing Process. See also our response to comment
CO4-1.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
1 herelyy certify that [ Rave this day cansed o ooy of the Goregaing
document o be served apon each parson designated en the officiel service Est compiled
tr the Feideral Energy Regulatory Comenission in this proceeding
Thated at Baltamoee, Mirvland, thes 217 chy of Hovember, BT

& Buvar # Herpilen
Susan B. Bergles

Companies and Organizations

A
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CO5-1

CO5-2

Willapa Hills Audubon Society

PO, Bes 399, Longvicw, WA 98632-T155
(logia G. MacKenzie, Director af Larpe  gemack @ pwest.neg

December 21, 2007

e Kirnberly D, Boee, Secratany
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
BE8 First Street, N.E., Roam 14
Washington, DT 20426

Subrject: DEIS Comments
Request for: A Comprehensive Meeds Assessment
A Programmatic EI15

Diocket Mos. CPO6-355 and 386
Merthermétar Bracwood Landing LNG Froject

Dear Secretany Bose,

Thank you far the copartunity bz submit camments regarding the proposad
prajed,

Section 4.6.1.2 State Listad Thraatened and Endangarad Speces

Pleasa refer to the Governor Kulongoski/Oregon State Agencies submitial to
FERC #200712 18-5063, pages 32 and 33 for specific bird infomation that was
nict induded in the DEIS. Fease add this informatian.

Section 4.6.1.3 Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The DEIS recognizes that the Colurbia River estuary is one of the mast
impartant sites on the Pacific Fyway for migratory birds, more than 300 spedes
omcuming n the area throughout the vear, Peak counts in the estuary during
migration have been almast 150,000 birds.

Companies and Organizations 5

CO5-1

CO5-2

See our response to comments SA1-146 through SA1-153, SA1-158, and
SA1-159.

Sections 4.6.2.2 and 4.6.2.3 have been revised to include additional
information relating to the potential impacts on migratory birds due to
operation of the Bradwood Landing Project. We believe the analysis of
cumulative impacts on wildlife have been addressed adequately in section
4.12. Potential cumulative impacts on wildlife are recognized, but not
considered significant due to implementation of our recommendations.
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CO5-2

cont'd

CO5-3

CO5-4

CO5-5

Secretary Boss
Page Tweo - 12/21 007

While the DEIS does recognize pobential impact duning construction, thene is no
mentian of the mpact ta migratony rawtes anising from naisa and Iight of the
terminal durng the aperational phase. There = no explanation of the cumulative
ovarall impacts, which can be expacted ower the lifespan of the fadlity, Flease
explain.

Section 4,7.2.4 Crastal Zone Management

Fleasa enplain the relstionship between 306(c05) and ORS 196,435, 1t wauld
seem that this is 2 typographical errar, because CZMA 306(c) %) refers ta the
‘Aliacation of grants to coestal states’. 306 {d) [5) wowd make mare sensa,

Coastal Zone Management Act Consisbancy Cestificatian, was not made a part of
the DEIS. [t is my underssanding that comments, and public hearngls)
regarding the application far cerbficaton will be aocepted during the G- nanth
periad, which began Octaber 23, 2007

In corchuman, the current process of reviesang sach LNG terminal proposal an a
case-by-case bask is wastful and draining. [ would like to recommend that a
Comprehensye Neads Assessnent be made alang with & Programmatic EIS. [F
the applicant sesks to involee the whale State of Oregon with its proposad
termingl and adjunct pipelines, it = strongly suggestad that this be done,

Sincerely,

Glaria G. MacKenzia
Diractor at Largs
Wilapa Hills Audubon Sccisty

Companies and Organizations

CO5-3

CO5-4

CO5-5

The reference to the CZMA has been changed to section 306(d)(5) in the

final EIS.

Section 4.7.2.4 has been revised to reflect this information.

See our response to comment PM5-74.

5
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE. THE
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

} Decket Mo, CPOG-3050K10
] Dockel Nos  (IPO6-306-000
3 CP06-3T6-HHI
1 CPdG-377-000

Bradwand Landimg LLEC
Horthem3lar Energy LLC

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENT AL IMPACT STATEMENT BY
THE NORTHWEST INDUSTHRIAL GAS USERS

Intervenor', Morthwest Industrial Ges Users {“MWIGLT™) respecsfully submit
thege comments regarding the Diraft Enviroomental Impact Statemest in the aheve-
referenced dockets, In meppont of its Comments, NWIGLU stabes as follows:

L BACKGROUNTD

MWWIGLT i g nomprrodit asseciation compmessd of thicty-Gve mdusirizl end users of
matlura] gas with engjor Cacilities in the stabes of Onegan, Washingoon, and Jdsbo, NWIGL
weatbers inclode diverse induestriad interests, including food processing, pulp and paper,
wood products, ehecinic generetion, akeminum, sheel, chemicgls, deciranics, and
acpospace. The association provides an infoomatioral service fo its membess amd

pamicipates in various ragulaiory mansrs thal affect member inferests. NWIGL) member

| prchase sub | quasdities of nabiral gas in ander 10 operate thes fusilites
i Uregon, Waghington and [dabe. Becade the propased LNG temtanad and relaled
pepelze project would bring substantial quartices of natial gas into G Pacifi

Horihwest, it is vitally impectat 1o NWIHGL tat FERC peoperdy considers the reeds of

e Pacifie: Morthwes: indusirial gas consumers for mane ges supplics as il reaches o

! T WWIGs" Petifian b Intersens filed Jely b, 20046 o FERC Dacket Mas. CPOG.165 000 21 2l

Companies and Organizations
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decizian an MaorthernStar Energy's application i comstnact an LG sermival and releed
pipeliee Fcilites n Onegon and Weskington,
I COMMENTS

C06-1 NWIGL congurs w3t the conclusions reached in the Drafi BES regunémg the
growing metket demand for nahaml gas in Omgon, Washingten mnd léaha, As progesad,
the Bradwood Landing LNG terminal and connected pipeting will have the capaility o
delivery approximately eme BOF per day of atured gas ieso the beart of the Pacific
Morihrwest gas maroets. Such a significest pew source of natura] gas would be available

ey powdl b met futurs demand for nefural pas in owr region.

The Morthwest (zas Association in its latest wpdate of the spply demand pictune
fiar the region shows that the Paific Morthwest needs aocess to ciow supplies of naniral
priz. WOWHGL herehy incomporaies as Bxhibic A to these Comenents 2 copy of Morhwest
Ciass Cutloak 2007, Natural (as Derand Sapely, and Servics Capecity in the Pacific

Marthwest. See wow.nwpaon

The study reaches the falkming conclusions tat are highly relevant w chis

procesding

L] Regional desnand for maturel gas will grow over the nexd five years, paced
by demeed fior pas-fired electrical generation and contmmued growth m the
unker of residential cusbomers,

. Matural gins consasrption in the region (measueed by energy comet, or
diseathents — Dy} can ba expacted to grow an aversge of 1.9 percent per
yiear, with a cunusbative projected growih cae of 7.2 percent throwgh 2002
(5o dma table AL, Appendix page 293, Moast of this merzase reflects
amlicipated rebound o demand by eledtncal gemeration 2 well as
caminued grovwiy in nesidestiz] demand,

. Recently adopted elimate change policies will drive additional demand for
natural gas becamse its cleam-burning sefributes are vital in helping 1o
refiice carbon emissions.

B3

Companies and Organizations 6

CO6-1

We have used the Northwest Gas Association’s report, Northwest Gas
Outlook 2007, along with a number of other sources for information for our
analysis of purpose and need in section 1.1.
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CO6-1

cont'd

. Relatively higher natural o praces amd encrpy efficiency effors continue
o lisnit geowth in industrial demend for pateml gas

. Other regions of barth America will incrcasingly seczse gas supplics from
production areas upon which the Northwest depends.

¢ Tomest futurs regioral amil continental dememed growth - particalsly i
Tespense o climate change policies - Norts Anserica will require new
incremendal sipplies. Sources al additsonal satursl pas are plentiful and
include Houefied natural gas (L) inpoeted foem overseas and new
supply sources chier b home such a8 Alaskan gas, Canadian frontier Zas
| Mackenzie River Deha), odfshoee resources asd enconventional rasources
such as coal-hod metrane, shabe ed biogas.

. Like mos! commudities, nataral gas prices reflect the relative balance
between sapply and demaesd. Inoressed desnand for netaral gés - driven in
past by regiomal cliomie ehange podicies — and mors competition from
ather North Amezica markets will only Egiien the region's demand supply
halanee.

. Irs ad ditiom 0 exsaning that eneryy is utilized as efficiently and effectively
85 poassible, palicymakers must explore and encourage increased recese b
new aml exsting supplies

. Bew energy palicis ta mitigale chmase change ane increasingly driving
demand for natura] gas both regsonally sitd contiventally because ils clean-
burming trrietss are recogmized i an ispanant sool in redecing carbon
ETEEONS,

Pombmest Gis Drtloak pp, 1-1

The eeconiroverted B2t ie that the Pactfic Nortbwesl neals antess Ly iew gas

cupptics and that the LNG tersming proposed by NosthersS tar wiewd belp meet thoee
pesds Whit is abmmedantly clear i% el clatms by opponcats of LNG thal new gas
suppliss are not needed in the Pacilic Manhwest are pesently false. The enengy supply
picture in the Pacific Moclkwest aveewheleingly shows that sur region will benefit fram
the siting of an LG terminal i Cregon. To sugpsst, 35 some have, that the oaly

Eeneficiaries of such a tenming] would b Califareiz consumers gnores all the realitics

facirg gas coesmmess in Oregon, Washimgian and Jabe.

Companies and Organizations
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CO06-2

CO6-3

CO6-4

Linder federal law, FERC is dirzcied to consider femsible shiematives fo ihe
prcgscesad pction, and address m the Final EIS the relative envicanmertzl impacts of the
mropesad action and feasible allematives. Foderal law does not regeire A need
desermimation to be made bocanse ro mahursl gas rrepayers are ot nsk for higher mies or
straesded investment resehing from construction of the marine fermmal and the Bradwaod
Landierg Pipeline. Cely those that wse the terminal and pipeline will pay for the fualites.
MarthernSear imvestors bave all of the fmancial nsk of falure. Thus, oo traditionsl uslity
need desermiration w5 mamdatied by federal law.

By praviding mere soceas bo vatural gas, however the NorthemStar LW G terminal
wanld hawe pasitive environmestal benefits. Watural gas is the clesnest fossil fuel source
for ened users, ared is an impertaed fuel source for eleciric generation m the Pacific
Martwest. Ges-fired generation iz being nsed in the Pacific Mardhwest ta help replace
power that was previausly penerated by coal, nuelesr power plasts s bydeeelestric
facilitiss. Electricity frum coal, maclear s bydenelecinic sources has declined in the
Pacific Morfhwest in the past fiflesn yers in response o anvironmeseel and public safety
comcems raised reganling ihose soorces of eleeinic gemeration. Gas-fired peneration
fueded by LW cen replece Jogt pemeraton fom otber sources that are deemsd to kave
greater enviranmeatal pecle. Furthermane, nasural gas-fined slecine genszation will ke
critical e oeder to back wp new renewable soumces of power, especially wind

Throngh the National Exvironsental Prolection At (NEPA) process, FERC is
comsidering the envirommental pacts of the proposed action. The impacts are being
carefully scrutinized throwgh tns process. KWHFU urpes FERC o also consider the
pesative enviconmenal impacts of the infrastruchare thes is svoided by sifing 3 femimal in

Oregen. Given the growing desnand for atural pas, if the prs dozs not come Frm LNG,

Companies and Organizations 6

C06-2

CO6-3

CO6-4

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

An expanded discussion of newly proposed pipelines from the Rockies to
Oregon has been added in section 3.1.2.2.
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CO6-4

cont'd

CO6-5

it will Eave to come from Cranada, the Rockies or eventually Alsks To access any of
thase alternatives, af lenst hundreds, @nd mare likaly thowsands, of mikes of netual ges
pipedines wiould peed to be constructed b deliver an a3ditional BCF of gas into the
Pacific Morthwesl, To hring Reckies gas, pipeling Bilicies would ke nesded in
Weytming, Idabo, ard Fastems Weshington or Eastem Orsgon. To deliver Eockaes gns o
the Wt side of the Cascades, svther n pipeline expanson [rom Eiest o Wt woald ke
receszary throwgh the Columbia Gaorge, o o new pipeline would have o eross the
Cesade Mountain Range, Tao brng new supplies from Canade, exlensive new pipeling
facilities would be require through Alberta ind Briiish Columbéa in Canada, and then
fmm the Washireton Canadian border south through Washingion and Cregon. To have
Alaskan pas reach this regiom woukd require thowsands of miles of pipeline Galiles md
quch lecilitics are mery years away, if they are ever o be constnicied.

MWK suggests that the Mortieest Gas Quthook repar charifies that there 1 na
“Tuild no new pes facilities’” aption mvailable for the Pactlic Marthwest 1f the repea’s
snerzy nerds are gome 10 by met b all, let sk ol reasonabde prices. The LNG temmingd
proposed Bradweed Landing 15 pan of the emergy reality of the forcseeable future, The
ways in which the enirgy reqoirements of Peeific Nosthwest corsumers will be met are
changing dramalically, Mabaral gae. inchuding LNG, will kelp provide the region with 2
bradge to oigr energy fotnre. Until a technologicnl break through enables us S0 meet all of
our enengy needs in an affordable way froe energy sourres thal conse no enviresenéntal
impacts, policy afficials will ke fore e make mnfoomed dheaces. NWIGL belioves
LM i an impaortant mifcrmed salulicn o meeting e regices energy nels for the

fomeseeable lulure.

Companies and Organizations
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CO6-6

Merw soufizes of naforal gas from LNG alsa will help address nnprecedented price
mcreasts that Pacific Morfreest corsumers have faced in recent years. Because of the
tght regional suppliss and increasng demimd, by the winter of 2005-06, natural gas wis
sellimg for $19 10 $12 per MMBlu, Just ten years agw, nalurad gas prices wene regularly
hrklwﬂ.ﬂ'.l;m MIMED in the winter, and al Umes sold for 51,00 in the summer. The
rapid Fige in natural gas prices has plazed wpeocodented strans on NWIGL member
companies. Large volume nsers of nabaral pes stniggle to keep their manudzciuring
facilities profitnhle despits the price valatility they face when purchasing nnfural gas.
Iiudiesrial wse of natemal s bas declmed significantly in recent years, down 45 percen in
2HIS trivmy the comsumplicn kevels of 1996 Gis Cutloak . 1. 0 Whale seeme of the
de:line i due to gggressive implementation of conservation measures, much of the
detline is duc 1o denrand destroztion sterrmning from eurtetlad peoduction st
manufichering fecilities thronghour the region with the comesponding Joss of jobs sd
revenues for local commmumilies,

For NWIGU member comparies, high-priced natumal gas is an impediment e
relaning ar expanding their besmesses in e regioa. Many mamfaciurers in the Pacific
Morthwest hive been farced to rodece productioi is part becase of the expoential
increase in nateral pas preces, and dhese menudfsciurers costinue 1 be constrained by the
oapoimg high level of natural ges prices. Accese bo LMG supplics trough a merine
terminal such 4 the Bradwood Landing Terminal proposed by MorthemSter would heve
positive henefits for the Parific Morthwest econonay by belping to siabilize natural gas
peices and pravide mdustnal consumers with purchasng cpporiamities thin will not

oherwise exis.

Companies and Organizations
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DATED: December 21, 2047,

1 FH

The record in this procseding supports a findmg in the fimal E1§ tha gs
comsmners i the Pacific Morfhwest will hemafit greatly froen the sitig of an LNG
termuingl such ns the cme propasad by MorthemSier a1 Bradwood, Oregon. MWIGL wrges

the Commrssion to grist the meeesary cortfleates

Respectiully submatiid,

VN

Edmand A, Finklea (58 Mo, 84216
Chad M. Stokes DB Ko (0400
{ainle Hustoa Beedict
Haggensen & Lloyd, LLE
1001 8% 5 Avenue, Suie 2000
Portland, OF 97204
Telephonz: {503) 224-M02
Faceimile: {303} 224-3176
E-Mail- efinklegaicablebnsion. comn
¢ehokesingnhlshasian com
O Attorneys for the
Northwest Indhestnal Gas Uisers

Companies and Organizations
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

THEREBY CERTIFY that oo December 21, 2007 [ cansed to be served via electromic
mail andior L5 Mail (if no email address is provided) the feregomg COMMENTS OF THE
NRAFT EIS BY THE NORTHWEST INDUSTRIAL GAS USERS en the allached Service List
chtained an this &te from the Fedenl Enesgy Regolatory Commisgion™s Wehsite a3 follows:

Service List for CP05-365-000, CP05-366-, CPO6-376 and CPOG-377
Bradwood Landing LLC

-

Primary Persan or Counsel
of Record to be Served

Dahn Buchovecky
iwan Ness Fakdman B2,

Other Cantact to be Served

racwmnad 1050 Thornas Jeffersan S, W#
anding LLC  [Sewenth Fioor Bradwood Larding LLT
] Washington, DC 20007
lijkdienl.eoen
[Foalt lerger
tooluembla Riveraeeper
Christian Bock 610 5%W Alder, Suile 310
Portiand, OR 97205 Fhristan Bk
[Geott @dield{rrger.com
tahn Salisbury, Fariner
I |
v, AT
Clatskanis Clatskanie, OR 97016 ity of Datdkarie
lalisbujclatskanie.cam
LE. Jorcdan, Abboerey
rd vadual (Mo Besailed Afiliation
CLATSOPR, Gt}
COALINTY OF Two Centerpainta Drive, 6th FAcor CLATSOR, COUNTY OF
Lake Cswagn, QR 57035
ey, jordaniljordanschrader.com
arah Harnson
ssistant County Counssl
COLMELA Colurnbia Caunty, & political
COLNTY Libadiaisiom, Dnegan -
DEVELGEMENT Columbla County Courthase [covst ot GOVNTE
AGENCY 30 Skrand )
b, Hielers, OR 57048
hanioes S celurmbla.oris
Calumbia arah Harsen
County, @ ssistant County Counsal Columbia County, & political
politcal clurnbia Caunly, & palitical Aubiisan of the State of
subdivision of  [subdiision of Dregon Karegan
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

Fage L
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{the State of  olumbla County Courthouse
Cregon 30 Strand
b Helers, OR 57040
necrsno mlumbia.orus
e B
E‘“""‘T““ \Columbia Fiver Inter-Tribal Fish
Tr’;'t':l'l :'é_lr 723 KE Gregen S, Suite 200 urnibig Rever Inter-Tribal Fish
ot Poctland, OR 97232 omm
caEritcong
Daniesl Ryart [
okt lerger
A - BB Pecegram Coordinatar
Cakuinbia lumbia Riverkeeper urmbia Riverkeeper
[r— 100 5W Alder, Sulte 910 0. Bax 2478
SEPET lrtland, OF S7205 -
ﬁﬁreld'e P rants Fass, OREGON 47528
Jerger. sRTRESOreganwaters.org
T ickie Musgrave, Comenissianers
Crnwlisz County
Comlibs County (207 4th Ave N
rals0, WASHINGTON 48616 oz Counly
musgraves oo, cowlitzwe.us
“Sealt eger
[Celumbia Riverieaper
Iswrman's - |1l SW Abder
back e [Suite 910
I'.ll'\ll}l' mordland, OREGEN 475 Fisherman’s Prubedhee Unian
1 LNITED STATES
| ScaltéEfiekderger.com
[~ |5::{|11. lerger
Friends of ET;;:‘:E:T
:"""9 QUEGEn e ixa 910 Frinpds of Living Oregon Warers
FLBE:::I Partland, CRESOMN 57205 [FLLW
i UNITED STATES
Seotiéifinldjerger.cam
Carl Fing
Assistant Gu-?ﬁra: Colrel -;ﬁrrgqarrﬁii::rﬂnﬂcqummy
- E}:”’“ﬂ’:‘*"’" Martans: Gas Transmission Merthwest
rarsImissen |y 4nn cw Firth Avenue Comaratian
ot hweest kg 1200 1400 5w Filth desrue
b 2
CorParaten o Hand, OREGON 57201 ﬁ:’f ﬂu-ﬁumﬂu —
LINITED STATES oh gm.;:he AransCanada, com
_m'l_"lnkﬂtrpnnqunada.cnn [k, ripr :
TafF Nuss, Presidert/CED o
{areeniood Green'Wand Resounces, Inc.
:,‘:?“ms' ;;_ltmﬁglg??g;'& Suite 1029 |- onwoad Ressurces, Inc,

Jnuss EgreErwnodramUNcERm |
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1
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Inct ol (Mo
Dietailed

fillatian
Siveri)

Irciaicisal [Ha
ailed
ffillakkan
ey

\Wanda Derby
[ndividual Mo Detasiled Affllatian
Given)

B1036 Enckson Dike Rd,
Clatskania, CREGON 57016
woerbearthing, et

Individual (Mo Detakied
Affilintion Given]

Sraphen Rasnissan

[ndividual (N Deteiled Affliation
Givan)

PO Box 415

Lake Farest, 04 GRG0G-0416
SRrASUSSENE oo, Net

cndividual (Mo Detaled
affiliation Given)

rdividieal [Ma

alled
ffiliatizn
e

willlamaDers Dragich
veilliamalerisCragich Trust
Tredividual (Mo Detailed Alfiliation

Ghean) [ndividual {Mo Detaded
G54 Fall Sreek R Afiliation Given)
Lonigview, Wh 98E32-9741
DragichBie . com
Paul Clhaiser
’:“nl-‘c‘a"_ ijr's:rl?ual {Hin Cetailed Afiliation N
bufnm npr [S3114 Hillrest Loop il
1 fastoria, OREGON 97103
| mbeiserfkneppafire.com
1 cott lerger i
Landewners urnbia Riverkeeger
el s e
Comrn Partland, OREGON 87205 Fal Conm
4 cottfifiekdjarger,com
Fobert Markle
] Fishery Bilogist
Matkingl Flaticnal Harine Fishernes
Maring [Saryioe
Ficheriag 1201 NE Loyd Blvd
‘Sarvica Euite 1100
| Partland, OREGON 57232
i Robert, Marklelinos, gov
thy Tortoric
i Christnpher Fonteccho )
faatianel [tormey-Adviser g::’fl“; Marine Fighericd
Parine Furiteechis, Christaphar 1221 NE Linyd Bled
isheries (Thl0 Sand Point Way NE ‘Suite 1100
BrviCe i::m;. :Th?‘]ﬂfé'mﬂ BE1ls Partlang, GREGON 57232
- lontECehintinaan. g iCathy. Tadorid @ noas.gav
{EZ FEACE  |Hike Lopez T
IBE tall Aktorrey

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

E]
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WEZ FERCE TRIBE
100 fuericy Read
PO Boy 305

Lagrrai, [DAHG BI540
mikel@nerperce.ong

hn Buchovecky
r Mess Feldman B.C.

**Gary B Coppedge
Marthernitar Emerigy LLC

= Th cr
g_t;thena?tcar }E;E"E;was Jeffersan St., WA 418 Commencial &
Y th Foar Asteria, OREGOM §71034516
Washington, DC 20007 o
|[Ee@ynt.com Atmop
"""""" [Edwamt Finkiez
Harthwast Enurgyﬁﬂuum: LLP
Industrial G 1001 59 Sth e )
i Suite 2000 Warthesest Industrisl Gas Lsers
s Partland, CREGON 57204
tefinkleaicablahuston . com
[Susan Bargles
Mortheest ttormey at Law
Malural Gas (325 Broxton Rd, Harthwest Natural Gas
Company Baltimore, MARYLAND 23212 Company
beﬂnwnatural.m
usan Hughs
anior Pellcy Anatyst
G o B Syttt ey
E;‘:"' " |25 Marion 5L ME Oregon Department of Enargy
&l alem, CREGON §7301- 3737
usan.c.hughsfistate. orous
lenet Prewitt
[5r. ARG
E"El]':ﬂmm of faregon Department of Justice
Ew 1162 Coaurt 5L ME Oregon Department af Enargy
e Ialem, DREGON 97310
liannt. prawit Gdoj. state. or.us
Sooth Jerger [
1 Columbia Riveroeemer
Peter Hubtala  |R10 5@ Akler, Suite 510
Rartland, CREGON 7205 Pater Hulat:
seotteltield]erger.com
Heather ReyTiolds
Attorney at Lae
Irdividual (Mo Detailed Alliliation
2ot of Askoria |Ghean) .
B Bow 145 Part af hstoria
Agboria, OREGON 97103
reyna khigpadifier.com
[Poet of Kalama [Mack Stermitz |- ) T
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

|
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Bullivant, Houser Baikey PC

[rdividual (Mo Detalled Affiliation

Gieen)
300 Planesar Towes
a5 5% Fifth Ave,
Partland, CREGON 57204
I'l'IﬂIk.E[EfTI"I_HIEbJ“'JEI'It.E{]I'ﬂ

Fort af &t.
Helens

Port of St Helens

PO Box 558
t, Helers, DREGOM 97021
udleyEponsh.org

Port of
Waneer,
Washington

Raymand Kindley

Scheabe, Willamson & wyatt,
p.C,

Pacwest Dervler, Suales 1600-
1300

1211 5% Fifth &venue
Partland, OREGON 97304-3795
rkindeyizchwabsa, com

Part af Kelama

Port of Sit. Helans

Part; of Manooureer, Washington

{Fart Wastward

James HeGres
Bruder, Gentik & Marcouy LLP

1701 Pennsylvana Svanue, N,

LKG, LLC Suits 500 “oet Westward LG, LLC
iftachingbon, D2 20005-5507
fhmegremi@brudergentile.com

nbert Ramage
sicdant
Part Westsard ‘Weshward NG, LLT
LWG, LLE L G, Bow B2T Port Westward LG, LLC
enterpart, NEW YORK 11721
megeilaning com

| nh Potter

| Analyst

|P1:rnan:I raveidisal (Mo Detaded Affilation

|Ganeral Kaher )

Eleciric 121 5W Salman 5t gmg;&nerﬁ Blectric

Company 1-mbr-0208
Portland, QREGON 97204
rob. pobter@ipgncom

- Raymand Kindiey
Grhaabe, Williamsan & Wyalt
= G Sui e

[P— ];Evéﬁt\_ermr. Suites 1600 .

Fassourees LLC 1311 S Filth Avenus Renewable Regouroes LLC
Partland, OREGON 97204:37%5
rhinids hwabs. com

[P S hmtt lerger | B

CERTIFECATE OF SERVICE
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Coluribis Riverkeeper " [Rivervision
510 5W Alder
Sulkz 910
Portland, OREGOM 97205
5ottt fapifraer com
; che Kytr =Tt Wells
i drriinistrans Preskdant
{Salmon For almon Far All, Inc =alman For All, Tnc,
1Al Inc. 0 Bax 56 PO Box 56
| uria, QREGIN 571030056 wistoria, OEEGON SF10EM56
| aiforal@pacifier.cam Clateep
K S
| Thane Tienson, Atbamey i
| ancye Bernett Blumstsin LLF als:z"fl,ﬂufi" Ine
\Samon For [1300 5% Sth Avenie BN B BE
el [ng, Suite 3300 -
[ Pertiand, OREGON 97201 orln, CREGON 5716205
1 ttiersonedland ye-bernetl.cam beop
| roét Jerger
| alumbia Aserkeaper
|SierTa Club 10 5W Alger, Sulte 210 o
jand, OREGCH 37205 Sierrs CLib
otk iEhdjenger.oom
" [Dauglas Canter, Attormey
Souithiaast nCarthy, Sweeriey B Harkesay
Gas 2175 K Strest, MW, -
Canprstion Waghingtan, 5.5, 20817 Gouthweest Gas Corparaton
dmeuashBmsbgc.com
*=Slate Supervisor
L5, Figh and wildlife Service
ﬂfa;:‘“ and Dragan Fish & wildife fice
; 2600 55 SExh e Ste 100
e Partland, CREGOMN GT2661325
Fulnemah
*[uane Mecham )
amor Allorney lioseph Zisa
115, Fshand (L5, Fish and Wildlife Servoe L1.5. Fish and Wildlife Service
Aiidife Pacific Morthwest Region 2600 SE $8th dveree
Service 500 KE Multnamah 5t Ste 07 Partland, CREGON 57213
Portland, CREGON ST2322036 o8 _zisadiws. gy
Halty Plenriger
wdministrative Coordinatar
. Individual (Mo Detailed Afliliation
#uhkiakum Given)
County B4 Hinin Strest Wankesum Counly
Catllamet, WASHINGTON 98512
pfennigarhidca, wahkizioim.wa.us

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
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) " [Genrge Exum
T abstaser Wakiskum Frierds of Lhe River
Wahkiakuit 10 5 Ald P 541 W, Birnie Siaugh Ra
Friends af the Sy G110 Bl 541 W, Birnie Sough Rd
fetver Rarllarel, DREGON 57205 vl
Scotb@feldiarger.com - —
William Frymine
Cericr Coursel
‘W ashington tashingten Office of the
Zepartment of |Attomey General Washinglon Departrment of Fish
Fich b 'Wikdife |PD Gox 40100 B Wikdife
Qlympie, WASHIMGTON 98501
Eillfighalg. wa.gov
i [Baan Marchiere
’ Serior Counsel
:'Irf:'m Cifficn of Attarmey General
'E‘h! —— PO Bax 40117 Washington Stabe Departmant
ch:w' " |0lympia, WASHINGTON 58504 [nf Exmlogy
0117
JoanM2 Sty wa.gov
Tarry Pruit Lsa Faubicn
lhgsistant BHormey Generk i iatics Land Manager
Irddividual (Mo Detailed Afliliation  [Washington State Dept, of
:I:?:@of G ) Flataral Resouroes
Hatural . 1125 vashingion 5t 5E G601 Bord Road
Fies PO BOX 40100 PO Boy 230
GRS ljympin, WASHINGTON S850d  [Costie Rock, WASHINGTOR
LLNITED STATES OBG11-0350
[terrypilatg. wa oy Isa, faubianEwadnrgoy
Elizabeth Elis
Planner
Warzhi [Washingtan State Depe. of

atuml Resourcas

itake Degt. oF 1y 140 Washingten ST SE

Washington State Dapt, of

!I':::;r.,ar!:e PO Box 47027 Hatural Resouroes
! 5 lohympia, WASHINGTON 58511
| LINITED STATES
leizabath,ilisEdnr wa.g o
[ Stava Feneaud
1 hgsistant Allormey Genersl
i I
st Lsr?::n-::llual (Mo Detailed Affllation
l:t‘u*m[i"*" 5014111 Washington St SE Washington State Dapt, of
PO Box 40100 Matural Resouries
BEHINEE Dy mpia, WASHINGTON SE504
UKITED STATES
resnlyefi@ato.wa.qoy

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
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Daonald Trotter
gninr Coursel

Weshirglon Jagmingban Utiities and

Utdities ard
Transpartatian

Cammision PO Bow 40028

empia, WASHINGTON
UNITED STATES
trakberiZmiste, wa,gny

rarcpertation Commission
1400 % Evergresn Pk Or W Washingtan Utikkies and

Transpertation Cammissian

ot Jerger
umbia Riverkesper
‘Willapa Hills 1053W Alder

Audobon ulke %14
Socinky Partland, OREGON S7105
UMITED STATES

cott @fiekdjerger.com

Willlapa Hills Audabon Society

DATED this 217 day of Degember, 2007,

Respecitfully submatied,

. AA

Sl d 75
Fidward & Finkles Q5B Mo. 84216
Chad M. Siobes 0SB No., 00400
Cable Huston Beedicl

Haaﬁenz-cn & Llowd, 1LF
1H BW 5™ Avenue, Siite 2000
Portland, OR 57204
Tekephone: (503} 224-3042
Facgimile; ($03) 14-3176
B-Mail; gfinklestichbd com

mnkesichbhucam
QF Atnomeys for the
Morhwest Industrial Clas Users

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
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/\

mE ¢ Portland General Electric Company J-Ilﬂdylludlrj'

127 S Satwn Shoved @ TWILITTS @ P, Drys STAM
’ LA » Pl S 4100

Diepencher 24, 20H

VIA FLECTROMNIC FILING
The Honorable Kimberdy 1. Bose, Secretary
Federil Enerpy Regulaary Cinbitsssici
588 Firl St M.E,
Washington, [ 20426

Re:  CT{H-205000 ¢L s
[Dizar M. Bose:

Altzched please [md 2 copy of Footland General Electric Compeny™s comments
o the Federal Energy Regolamory Commsssion®s dafl Enviconmental lowpact Staemen

(EIS) & the alwve referenced docket and publihead n the Federsl Regisier on August L7,

20457, Pheuse accept these elecoronically Gled conmeats of Poriland Genzral Eleciric
Comnpany.

Respecilully submitied,

&"&"’Lﬁﬁf T
iﬁTLrl.-Ei,d::. ,

Wice President. General Counsel nmd
Carporuie Complisncs Olicer

o Service list

Companies and Organizations
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSINN

Bradwoaed Landung LLC i Dot Mo, CROG-365-000
Meeihen Sur Encrgy LLC | Dot Ma. CPOG-T75-004
Dhocket Mo, CROS-177-000

COMMENTS OF
PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY
1. COMMENTS

Portland Gieneral Electrle Conyany {“PGE”) herely sulbimits conmenis in the
abowe referencod procecdings. PGE is a public wiility, incorpoeated = Chegronr. PGE
prowides elecinic servics o approximaicly T75000 reinil cestomers theoughout a 4,000-
stquare-make servive wea. PGE 1 gweser and eperator of the Beaver Genenrting Frcility
and thee Port Wzslward 'I:-nu:mlhg rul.'i|!:.- in Chalskanie, Orepon. The Beaver plast has
3 545000 KW capability and Port Westwa |m:-'racl¢u:||1|'rnmn|:lr]}'-1ljﬂ-.[l-l.‘rl,‘l kW of
peseratmg capabality. Begh plasts o wed 1o serve PGE's cesomers,

POE 15 a co-ewner i e Eedso-Beaver Pipeling (“K-B Pipeline), a natural gas
pipelive ther defivers netural pas to the Beaver and Pont Westward plants. The K-B
Pipeline is an inzrsimiz rafural gas pipeline subject 10 FERC jurisdiction tha extends
froen an intercosncction with Mardwest Pipeline Componition in Kelso (Cowlitz Comty)
Washingon, 1o o delivery paint st PGE's Beaver Genersting Focalily in Columba

Comnity, Cregon.

Page | - COMMENTS QF PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY

Companies and Organizations
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COo7-1

PGE supports the developnteant of liquelied notural gs (*LNG™) facilites in the
Facific Marthwest. The Bradwood Landing LM ispanation Lerminal, storage Facilicy
ol ssocisned natural gas pipeline eallectively “Brodwood Facilay™) propeosed by
Bradwoed Lasding, L1 and MorthemStar Ensrpy, LLC (0rwners} raiees. centain
yuestions end constens &5 i nelatess t the K-B Fipeline and cur Port Westwand amd
Beaver facilities. Thase concerze ape cutlined belo and o psk that they be asesidersd
in this permitting process,

The clise prosimity of ihe proposed Bradwood Facility natural gas pipeline
1o the K-E Pipeline necessitales sufely procnions during its conistrisetinm,

The Bradwoed Facility malural gas pipeling i= located approximately Gty (309
linar feet south of the K-B Pipelme for an exteled distance, Because of the proximy
ol the Bradwood Facility nateral gas pepeline io the K-B Papelime, PGE his safety ad
operaticmal cinocnrs ghoust the comstiruction snd operation of e Brademd Facility
During comsingtim, physical dtudmnces, direct danage, erosian or elber indirect
impicts o the K13 Ppelme causcd by the construction are passilble, Such impacts coukd
ka1 saflety risks b POE employers ar cther persins bocsied in the vicinity,
Addstionally, Bradwood Facility satural gas papeline constnaction activites conld
interfiere with PGE ar itz cpesatars socess snd ability 1o properly maimain or fepair (ke
E-B Pipcling as may be peeded. Fually, outeges of the K-B Pipeline caused by
Erudwood Faclity natural gas pipeline coastiuction sy inigoct the operalion of the
Beenvesr il Fioel Westwimd generating plomts, ultimaely harming POE"s abilivy v provide

relinble clectricel service b il cosomens

Prge 2 - COMMENTS OF POETLANIHGENER AL ELECTRIC COMPANY

Companies and Organizations 7

Co7-1

As discussed in section 2.3.3, where the Bradwood Landing pipeline would
be adjacent to the existing KB pipeline, the proposed temporary construction
right-of-way would overlap onto the existing pipeline’s permanent right-of-
way. The overlap would be up to 10 feet on the spoil side of the pipe trench,
but no closer than 15 feet from the existing pipeline. This would allow room
to keep construction equipment off the operating pipeline, thus avoiding
potentially damaging the existing pipeline. Various activities and practices
would be implemented to reduce the risk of damage to existing utilities. For
example, prior to construction, NorthernStar would survey and mark its right-
of-way and pipeline centerline, and conduct electronic surveys to locate
existing underground utilities in the construction work area. NorthernStar
would implement an environmental monitoring program to ensure that
construction activities are confined to approved work spaces and to address
issues such as off-site erosion, should it occur. NorthernStar’s erosion
control measures are contained in the ESC Plan and SWPPP, which are
available on the FERC's eLibrary for PGE’s review. 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.
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CO7-1
cont'd

Tir ressedy ihese concenms, FUE requess that the Federal Frergy Regalstary
Commigsian {“FERC™) inspose the follawing coaditious. Speeifically, priorio
canstrction of the Bradwood Facility naberml pas pipding, ks developersiconiracices
("Bradwond Coniracives™s shall perform Geld Jocations to determing the exact bacation of
th: B-B Pipeline md flag the cxisting right of way for the K-B Pipeline. PGE believes
il by kg (he Boacwood Contractars off the K-B Pipeline right of wny, it will help
prtest the K-B Pipsline from equipment damage and will alse help keep the exeing
wepetalion mocisturbed, thereby resduving erceion problems. PGE roqoests a daily
mepection repoel froan Bradwood Contmectors and Crumers verifying tha they bave
e unlr:rinE clrlnlvmir.\g_l,l':rnutl,h lhe E-B P'lpfli'n: rigtrl qfwa!,-_

Addditianadly, PGE requests e review the Bradword Facslity patural gas pigeline
drainage costrol plan, as well 28 emeion sedimend control plans and to have the
opportunity e medify or revise such plans as may be reasonshly necessary e avaid
potential Barm 1o e B-B Pipeline, 'We are concerned that check dams, water bars snd
gl changes comld afbect the drainage anoued the K-B Pipeline wod resull = piping and
sinkholes,

PGE is alse conczmed that construction of the Bradwaod Fcility natural gas
pipsting ol activate Ll shides, PGE veguests any e slides activoed éue o
constrition or drainage tsues rebated w e construction hecame the sle responsibility
af the Dwners imd ae promply remedied.

The Rrudwoed Facilitys natwrl gas pipeine orossing of the K-B Pipeine

near PUL's Port Westward Facilily requires dditivnal safeguards,

Page 3 = COMMENRTS OF PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY
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CO7-2

CO7-3

I additicn te gencral coucerns and safspwards requicod by the close prosimity of
e Braidwoud Fariliy mature] gas pipeling 1o the KB Pipeline, st one specific point the
Bracuwood papelme rosses the E-B Pipeline. Such 2 cosing muirs: even greater
preciitios 1o avaid safely and eliability peoblems. PGE requests thal it addition 1 the
Cramers perfomming feld keation of the K-B Pipeline pricr i corstmction, that it shali
have visually bocased te E-B Fipeline prior to the excavesion of the baspe pit, W pegucst
that FOE e allowed i be present during tha: visial ocetion provess, and el a foetv-
cight (481 hour sotice be provided y the Bradw ol Costrictor mnd Grwnices s FUE priar
o emeavition aroond dhe K-8 Pipelime in ceder to bave PGE persanns] or it pipeline
operalen on site during such woek,

The Bradwoml Facility natural gas pipeline requines adequste cathodic
protection do avold harm io the K-B Pipeline.

The clowe proximity &, and the: croesing of, te K-B Pipeline by the Bradwond
Facility also poves o potentind cothodic proscetion (CF) ssue. The Bradwood Failing's
cherien maethiod of pabvanic andfor impressed currens OF s the poteatiel o increzss
comrdsien mkl passible hydrogen cmbritibenzent on the K0 pipaiine, which can uitimately
lizadd bor pipeting failune or costly repairs. These problers: can be mirigated by
coidinating esign of CF syslems hetween both the K-B and Bradwood pipelines, se
then CF desigmed 1o pratect oo pipeline against corrosion will not negatively gFiest the
ather pipelise by reversng the posarity of the ionic charges in due seil in the vicinity of
the cther pipeline,

Toaveud such calheds hamm to the E-B Pipeline, PEE reguests that, price 1o

constniction of the Bradwood Facliy nural gas pipelime, the Bradwaod Contmetors

Frge 4 — COMMENTS OF FORTLART GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY
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CO7-2

CO7-3

Language has been added to section 2.4.2 to address the concerns of PGE
regarding crossing the KB pipeline.

The Bradwood Landing pipeline cathodic protection system would be
designed and operated in accordance with 49CFR 192 which requires,
among other things, the electrical isolation of new pipelines from other
underground metallic structures (49CFR 192.467) and that impressed
current cathodic protection systems be designed to minimize adverse effects
on existing, adjacent underground metallic structures (49CFR 192.473).
Additionally, NorthernStar has indicated it would coordinate with KB pipeline
during design of the cathodic protection system and monitor for interference
during required system surveys.
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CO7-3

cont'd

e (hwimes ane equised 1o develop ad mstall such s eathodic protection system for any
pipelie that i withirs o undergrossd distanee of ane hundred {1000 feel of the K-1
Fipeline. FUGE ali requists thal it be ellowed engineering review and spproval of sudh
system prior o consiruction af the Brdwood Frcility uatural gas pipeling,

. NOTICE

The following persens are swborieed b0 receive nolises and aemunications in

e honve captianed dockets:

Richand Goorge Bl Palier

Assitent General Counsel FERC Coorgiliance Analyst
Portland Genersd Eketriz Campay Portland General Eleceric Compans:
121 5W Salenon Steat, IWTC I3 121 SW Salren Strest, 1W TS
Portland, Orepea 5720 Portband, Omnepon 97204
Telephone: (505 460-4011 Tebephine:  4507) 464-5784
Facsimile: (505 404-22(K) Facsimile:  {300) 262-3235
F-mail: igheard. peorge i pen oo E-mail: b putter@ pgn cum

. COMCLUSION
Bused o the nbove comments, PGE urpes the Commission to mequately consicer
the commests of POE. PGE will continus t0 monbiee tiese dockets and will contiss t
participete i ubame FERC procodings.
Reespectfally subwutied,

¢ e r e

L) ey
I. Bedrey Bidley, ©
Vice Presidenl, Gencral Counsel and
Carpans Campliance Officer

Page 5 - COMMENTS OF PORTLAND GENERAL FLECTRIC COMPANY
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I heseboy cemily dual 1 have s duy served tie foeegaing document upon esch
persm desigrated on the official service list compiled by the Secretary i this procesding

o rih
[ ]'.Incernh:r*'l“'l, HHIT.

1. Jeffrey Dulley, A
Witz President, General Crooses] el
Corporale Compliane: Officer

Fage | -CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
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Dagzmber 14, 2007

Kimbetly [ Boes, Secnetary

Fedzrel Emergy Rggubatory Commission
FEE Furst Sireed, W E . Eomm 1A
Wishington, DT 20476

Fe: Bradwood Landng Dockel Mambers: CF0-305, 306 and 377,
Crregon LNG Docket Number. PF §7-10-030

Diear Becratary Base,

Thie Oregon Chinpter of the [nfemational Heae Govemmental Crgamzatym, Mryeicians for Social
Reepenitility, strangly oppeses all T Ligud Maturl Ges Termimsils sl ther prpeline delivery
systems (thres in the Columbéa Biver end ome in Coos Bay) that ars slabed for eonstruction in cur
teautiful stale, The destrictive envirommenal mmnpects, e possalle health nsks 1o ogr ahizers, the
contmied foreign enegy dependence and the poleniial secunty nsks are oo mary dngers thal we

are o wrllirg toaocept in irade For momimal eoorse benedit

Caxr membership supports rencwable enezgy resoumess that reduce carbon footprings For comperacs,
individisls end government. Therefors, we oppose LNG For the following reasons:

CO8-1 | 0O LNGisnot sustmnablz of claan snergy

CO8-2 | O It bas expensive tremsportations coets sines it is imported from countries like Indonesia,
Wigeria, Russia and Iran
Cc08-3 | O Cregon doss not nesd this energy source and thers is considerble svidenes that Califomin
dhoes ot meed 11 pess 2013,
Cc08-4 O Emall businesses that we meaawre, our local Famiby-owmed Barms, would be imevocabby
| tarmed, imcluding the habitats and water sources that they wiork herd bo protect.
Cc08-5 [ Bradwood Landire, the termiral on the fastest track to approval, will cise encrimous
| ceabogical chimage and comsaguence to Colunbia River estuanne haalth that is not
aceepiable
C08-6 | O Our forests amd prervate Lindowmers would leoss their propertes to mulbmabomnal
corpanhons that <o nod cire ahond profechng o limd as we da
cos8-7 | [ Arad oo accident oe trmois aet coudd conse potential thermal radiation bums a halfmale
from the: initiel LYIG poal firz:

Crzgon Physicians for Social Responsitality works diligently to support energy sources that do not
chimsage o emvrermmEnt of cur aifizens. Wee tege Faderal and state tax dollars that woudd e

Companies and Organizations 8

C0s8-1

C0o8-2

CO08-3

CO08-4

C08-5

C08-6

COo8-7

We disagree. While natural gas is a non-rewable resource, we will not be
running out of it any time soon. There are about 1,191 Tcf of recoverable
natural gas reserves in the United States, and about 5,211 Tcf.world wide.
Natural gas is the cleanest burning fossil fuel, and is the energy source most
in demand for new electric generation plants because has less impact on air
emissions than other fuels, such as oil and coal. Natural gas has and will
play an important part in the energy mix of the Pacific Northwest, as
explained in section 1.1.

The cost of LNG may fluctuate over time and place. It could also be
imported from Alaska, Australia, and Trinidad and Tobago. LNG may prove
to be competitive with domestically produced natural gas, and its importation
may result in price stabilization or perhaps even reductions in energy costs,
as explained in section 1.1.

The need for an additional source of natural gas is described in section 1.1.
California is not a target market for the project. See our response to
comment PM1-23.

There is no evidence that the project would harm small businesses. In fact,
as shown in section 4.8, the project should benefit the local economy. As
discussed in section 4.7, the majority of agricultural land would be restored
to its previous condition after installation of the proposed pipeline. As
discussed in section 4.8.3.3, NorthernStar would compensate the landowner
for crop damages and use of the land, through the easement negotiation
process. Impacts on waterbodies are discussed in section 4.3.2 and
potential affects on habit are addressed in section 4.4.2.

The Bradwood Landing is not on a fast track for approval. See response to
comment PM2-20. The EIS documents that the Bradwood Landing Project
would not cause enormous ecological damage to the lower Columbia River
estuary, and the mitigation measures proposed by NorthernStar may result
in net benefits for habitat.

No private lands would be lost to multinational corporations. NorthernStar is
incorporated in the United States. It would acquire a utility easement for its
pipeline, and the land would still belong to the current owner. Potential
impacts on forest and NorthernStar's mitigation measures to reduce impacts
are discussed in section 4.4.2.

With implementation of the mitigation measures described in the Coast
Guard’s WSR (Appendix H), an LNG release would be highly unlikely.
Section 4.11 discusses the hazards associated with a release of LNG and
section 4.11.8 discusses terrorism and security issues.
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allocated to assistamy LG termingds or pipelings to be re-dirscted to renewable, local energies
stech s wanel anc solar power, W achimanily oppose iy Stale or Fedeml endorsament o sucha
chingerous, wnmecessary and oosily experse 10 o ervmonment anud our Bealih

Sirerely,

Resched Larsen
Exzewtive Director
Oregnom Fhysiciins or Soctal Responsiflity

Cregon PSR woald like to thank the supplying of materials that essisted in the composing of this
Tetter From: Mational Physcions for Social Responsibitiny, Orogon Citizens against the Pipelings,
Colurnzea River Intertribel Fish Commession, Columbia Riverkespers and local firmers.

Companies and Organizations
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Credible,
Independent
In the public interest.

P‘llL_me Safety

TRUST

1153 Woth Stae Stoct, Suste 605, Belbnplin WA SEILE  Phooe 3000500 Fan JE05430078  hopipipdinciakip b g

CO9-1

Decenber 24, 2007

Mz, Kimberly D. Bosa, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
B85 First Street, N.E., Room 14
Washington, D.C., 20426

R Craft Ervironmentad Impact Statament {DELS) for the Bradweod Landing
LG Project (Docket Mos. CPOG-365-000, et al.)

Dizar Secretary Boss;

Thank you fior this copcrtunity to comment on the propased Bradwood
Landing LMNG facility and associated pipelines. The Fipsline Safety Trust was
foimed after the ppeine tragedy in Balingharm, Washingtan that killed three
young peaphe in a park, alang with every living thing in twe miles of a
salmen stbraam that runs through Bellingham, After investigeting and hearing
that case the LS. Justice Departrant and a federal judoe saw the need for
an independent organization to watchdog both the pipeline industry and the
regulators that are supposed to ensure the public's safety. They providad
maney a5 part of the ciminal settlement of thet case to start the Fipeling
Safety Trust for Ehat purposs.

Staff of the Pipeling Safety Trust are members of the Washington State
Citizen Committes on Pipeline Safety, and the U.5. Departrnent of
Tramsportation's Technical Hazardous Liquid Pipeline Safiety Standard
Committee and Pipelines and [nformed Flanning Alliznce.,

For the past month we have reviewed the DELS for the Bradwood facility and
associated pipelings, and would like to provide the following comments and
requests for clanifications and comections,

Proof of Need
Clearly the best sftemative fraom the paint of public safety and

efvirerimental impact ks me faclity gt sl [F the need for natural gas is great
emaugh, than a facility with mitigation measures bo ensure public safety and

Companies and Organizations

C0O9-1

We discuss the no action alternative in section 3.1.1. We have revised
section 1.1 to cite other studies from independent agencies and
organizations regarding the need for this project. The Commission would
make its comprehensive determination of need in the project Order.

9
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C09-1

cont'd

C09-2

C09-3

minimal environmental impacts may be justified. After reviewing the DEIS
we did not find any compelling proof of the need for this facility or the
associated pipeline. These are our specific concerns:

¢ Inthe DEIS (pages 1-4,1-5, 3-2), FERC justified the need for this
additional gas by referencing reports from the Northwest Gas Association
(NWGA) and Energy and Environmental Analysis (EEA) Inc. The Northwest
Gas Association is a trade organization of the Pacific Northwest natural gas
industry, and as such has a clear conflict of interest and should not be
considered a valid independent source. EEA is a private consulting firm that
does a lot of work for the natural gas industry. On their website
(http://www.eea-inc.com/ngservices/marketanalysis.html) under “Gas
Market Scenario Analysis” they state “Construct Your View Of The Future -
EEA provides market projections that are based on your strategic planning
assumptions.” This clear statement that their market projections are based
on a client’s wishes, not the best available information, should also clearly
make their report used to justify the need for this project suspect.

If this project is to be approved based on need, then a more complete,
independent analysis of the future need in the Pacific Northwest needs to
occur, and we ask that the states of Oregon and Washington be included in
designing that analysis.

¢ The project’s need is also based on the future need for more natural gas
in the Northwest, yet there is no information in the DEIS that this project
will provide more gas to market then is currently available. The proposed
pipeline will connect the LNG facility at Bradwood to the William’s Northwest
Pipeline at Kelso, Washington. Williams has stated numerous times that their
Northwest Pipeline is at capacity, and there is no indication in the DEIS that
there is any plan to expand that capacity in any way. Without such
expansion of capacity in the Williams pipeline then this proposed facility
would not provide any more gas to market, only an alterative source of
gas. The DEIS was not based on the need for an alternative source of
natural gas, but on the need for additional natural gas. Again, the analysis
for this DEIS is flawed and needs to be redone to either show how this
facility will provide additional gas, or why an alternative source of gas is
necessary enough to justify this proposal. We ask that such additional
analysis occur, and that it includes a discussion of how this project compares
to other proposals for additional gas to the region from the Rocky Mountains,
Canada, and Alaska.

o There are at least four other competing pipelines - the Oregon Pipeline,
the Palomar Pipeling, the Pacific Connector pipeling, and El Paso’s Ruby
Pipeline - proposed to bring natural gas to Oregon. There was no discussion
in the DEIS about how these other proposed pipelines relate to the need for
this project. In particular the Palomar Pipeline and the Oregon Pipeline

Companies and Organizations 9

C09-2

CO09-3

The EIS states that the proposed project would bring in new supplies of
natural gas through the importation of LNG. See section 1.1. The existing
Williams Northwest system does not have to be expanded to handle the
additional volumes that would become available through an interconnection
with the proposed Bradwood Landing Project. See our response to
comment PM1-10.

The EIS has been revised. Section 3.1.2.2 discusses Palomar and Ruby as
newly proposed pipeline alternatives. The Oregon Pipeline is discussed as
part of the Oregon LNG Project, and the Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline is
discussed as part of the Jordan Cove LNG Project in section 3.1.3.4
Proposed LNG Import Terminals in Oregon.
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C0O9-3

cont'd

C09-4

C09-5

appear to have the ability to serve this same LNG facility, but these
alternative pipelines to the pipeline proposed with this facility was not
discussed. If this is to be a regional facility, then the DEIS should address
the regional impacts. Why build three pipelines, with three sets of
environmental impacts, if one pipeline would be sufficient? This is a critical
failure of the DEIS, and we ask that it be addressed by including, at a
minimum, the Palomar and Oregon pipelines as part of the alternative
review.

¢ The DEIS also fails to provide any discussion regarding the need for this
particular LNG facility compared to the many others proposed for the west
coast of the United States and Canada. It is clear that at most only a handful
of these facilities will be needed, so why is there no discussion in the DEIS of
which facilities will have the least environmental impact and pose the least
threat to public safety? Does the Bradwood facility provide for better safety
and less environmental impact than the other proposed facilities? Why does
FERC continue to place such a financial and emotional burden on multiple
states, local jurisdictions, and citizens to review multiple proposals when it is
clear that economically not all of them will be built? We ask that a discussion
of how this particular facility compares to other competing facilities
regarding public safety and environmental impacts be included in the final
EIS.

Public Safety of Ships Traveling the Columbia River

There are many unaddressed concerns raised by others more knowledgeable
than us regarding the specifics of LNG spill models used in the DEIS to
discuss potential public safety impacts. We hope these issues are more fully
addressed.

One concern we have with all the LNG proposals we have reviewed is the
lack of acknowledgement of the potential for a cascading failure of
containment tanks if a terrorist attack was to occur. In February of this year
the Government Accountability Office (GAO) made a recommendation to
Congress that such a cascading failure of containment after such an attack is
the leading concern not currently being addressed, and that further research
needs to be done. There was no new research provided in the DEIS, and this
concern was not addressed adequately. With LNG tankers transiting many
miles up the Columbia River such a cascading failure, particularly near
Astoria, Oregon, could have catastrophic effects. We ask that the possibility
of a cascading failure be adequately addressed in the final EIS.

Pipeline Construction Issues

We agree with the concerns raised by the Washington State Citizen
Committee on Pipeline Safety, and include them again below to lend our

Companies and Organizations 9
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The need for this project is discussed in section 1.1. Our alternatives
analysis explains why the Bradwood Landing Project would serve a specific
purpose that may not be served as well by other LNG import terminals in
Canada, Mexico, or California. We offer a comparison of environmental
impacts for other proposed LNG import terminals proposed in Oregon, where
we have data for those other sites, in section 3.1.3.4. No other project was
identified that had significantly less environmental impacts. There is no great
burden on states or local governments to review the LNG proposals,
because under the NGA and EPAct 2005 the FERC is the sole agency with
authority to site onshore LNG import terminals, and it is our staff which has
the burden of reviewing the applications and preparing this EIS. Any project
authorized by the FERC would have equal protection for the public with
regard to safety and security issues. The FERC does not choose between
projects and would review each project independently on its own merits.

See also our responses to comments PM2-23, PM2-27 and PM2- 31.

Section 4.11.5.3 includes a discussion on the effects of a cascading scenario
on the overall fire hazard and has been updated to include a discussion on
the GAO reports position on cascading issues.
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C09-6

C09-7

CO09-8

C09-9

C09-10

support to making sure they are addressed before this project moves
forward.

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

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

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

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

¢ The use of HDD to get under streams and landslide areas is extensive in
the construction plans. While we do support the use of HDD in such
situations, we also know that even with the best geologic analysis HDD can
fail. For this reason we ask that the final EIS clearly state what methods will
be used in each situation if the HDD methods turns out not to work in an
area. For streams this would include which method would be used in place of
HDD, and for slide areas this would include whether the pipeline will be
rerouted to avoid the slide or what other mitigation may be employed.
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Comments CO9-6 through CO9-16 were also submitted as part of comment
letter SA3. For these comments, our responses refer to the response
previously provided.

See our response to comment SA3-3.

See our response to comment SA3-1.

See our response to comment SA3-2.

See our response to comment SA3-4.

See our response to comment SA3-5.
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CO9-11

CO9-12

CO9-13

CO9-14

CO9-15

CO9-16

¢ Sometimes, during the HDD process under streams frac-outs occur that
can dump harmful quantities of fine silt materials into fish bearing streams.
In the DEIS it states that response to such frac-outs would occur within 30
minutes. We believe that the detection and response to frac-outs should
occur much quicker than 30 minutes and we would like to see this reflected
in the final EIS.

Right-of-way Issues

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

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

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

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

Proximity to Residences

» The DEIS states that there are six residences within Washington State,
which are within 100 feet of the pipeline. We appreciate the care taken to try
to avoid residential areas as much as possible, but according to the C-FER
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C09-12

C09-13

C0O9-14

C09-15

C09-16

See our response to comment SA3-6.

See our response to comment SA3-7

See our response to comment SA3-8

See our response to comment SA3-9.

See our response to comment SA3-10.

See our response to comment SA3-11.
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cont'd

Technologies report (A Model For Sizing High Consequence freas Associated
With Netural Gas Pipalines - 2000) that is usad to help determing high
consenuence areas, these residents, and probably athers, are well within the
hazard area. Wa ask that the final ELS nclude a list of all residences within
the hazard area as defined by the C-FER Report, and that esther the route be
adjusted to rermove these residences from the hazard aeea, or that an
explanation of why that is not possible be civen.

Thank you for considering our comments on this proposed fadlity. If you
have questions feel fres to contact me,

Sincerely,

(kT

Carl Weimer
Swacutive Dirsctor

Companies and Organizations
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MONTINORE
ESTATE

Kimberly [. Bose, Secretary ~ Willamette Valley Oregon
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission M VEC 18 p »

888 First Street, N.E,, Room 1A =00
Washington, DC 20426

—~ vy

h.\FUr(YCU‘..JuS 3165

Re: Docket No. CP06-365-000 et al.

Dear Ms Bose
- I it ding the natural ipeli posed t . Lo .
col0-1 our s,a(:"}z,,“a'lﬁi,y,‘e’fy?w“,fe,’?ﬁm: ::n}::mgxiﬁf:,;;gs\f;ﬁey fam?ngg% CO10-1 The Bradwood Landing pipeline would not cross any portion of the
acres of wine grapes. | have met with representatives of the pipeline companies Willamette Valley, and therefore would not affect the Montinore Estate farm
and based on the information they provided I have concluded that construction or vineyard.

of these pipelines is and dangerous and unnecessary. They propose to bury a 3-
foot diameter high-pressure pipeline 3 feet below ground. In the same section of
our vineyard where they would like to place this pipeline just last summer my
vineyard crew punctured a irrigation line 4 feet below grade when performing
the routine maintenance of replacing an end post. If they had ruptured a gas line
five of my crew would have been killed and most probably many members of
the families that live adjacent to our vineyard. Farmers regularly disturb soil
below 3 feet when installing drainage lines, water lines, fence posts or in the
process of sub-soiling. The proposed pipeline installation is dangerous to our
farmers, their families and our neighbors. ['m sure the Oregon Department of
Agriculture shares these concerns,

- Th ) I\ k ctive. Wi . L .
C0O10-2 doﬁfm"ﬁg%m: gfesg:::nmgfgﬁ?s%hf?:;;e;dolfiegear;&e be carried is CO10-2  The purpose and need discussion in section 1.1 has been expanded and
to be sent to California customers yet we Oregonians are expected to bear the clarifies that the natural gas would not be going to markets in California.

risks of this project. If Californians need the gas let them accept the terminals on
their coastline and the pipelines crossing their properties.

CO10-3 | Another problem with this proposal is that the gas companies are not using CO10-3
existing right of ways but rather proposing to cross private lands near homes and
schools and across agricultural and forestry lands. This is in direct opposition of

See our response to comment SA3-37. The Bradwood Landing pipeline
follows existing rights-of-way to the extent possible, for about 22 percent of

the Oregon guidelines for this type of project. its route.
CO10-4 | Not least is the issue of environmental impact especially at the coast near the C0O10-4  The proposed Bradwood Landing LNG terminal is not located on the Oregon
docking terminals. Our Oregon coast is on of the healthiest and most beautiful coast, but 38 miles up the Columbia River from its mouth.

in the country and a great source of pride for all Oregonians.

As our government representative charged with balancin tﬁthe energy needs of
Americans with safety and impact [ respectfully request that you oppose the
LNG projects and require the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission to

3663 SW Dilley Rd # PO Box 450 ¢ Forest Grove OR 97116-0490
Phone: {503) 359-5012 Fax: (503) 357-4313 Web: www.Montinore.com
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comsider all of the Oregon LNG projects in a single ervinarmmental rrngn
statement that specifically sddresses why Cregon should host an LNG plant that
is interded vo send Califernia gas.

~Risdy Marchysi |
,; F;é;’ﬁmlﬂ-wm

ident, Mondinore Vineyards
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Due to the length of the Columbia Riverkeeper comment letter (comment letter CO11), we have summarized the issues raised and include them
in the following table along with our responses. A copy of the complete letter follows the response table.

Comment Number

Comment (Summary)

Response

CO11-1

CO11-2

CO11-3

CO11-4

CO11-5

CO11-6

CO11-7

CO11-8

CO11-9

CO11-10

There is no proven “need” for the project in the Pacific Northwest. The
EIS assumes that LNG is a vital resource for the future of the Pacific
Northwest; however, no impartial information is given that shows the need
for the enormous scale of the Bradwood Landing proposal. What
evidence is there of the need for gas in Oregon; where would the gas that
is planned for import to Oregon go?

The draft EIS states that the purpose of this project is to import LNG to
supplement regional supplies, when in fact NorthernStar’s purpose for the
project is to tap into the California market and supplement California’s
natural gas supplies.

California gas needs should be evaluated as part of the draft EIS needs
analysis.

LNG imports will help stabilize the supply and price for the region, is a
false statement. LNG imports are notoriously unreliable because of
uncertainties in the supply and demand of the global market. The
purpose and need should be re-evaluated in light of these observations,
the effects importing LNG will have on the regional supplies, and prices
should be stated.

The draft EIS rests its need analysis largely on a national presumption of
need for LNG imports, and is inadequate in its evaluation of the regional
need for LNG imports.

Data from the Northwest Gas Association can not be considered
unbiased, due to Northwest Natural Gas, a member of the Association,
who is a partner and will likely be a future owner of the Bradwood Landing
pipeline.

The details of Williams pipeline and its lack of capacity to accept
NorthernStar's gas needs to be addressed in greater detail.

The size of the LNG ships that will transport LNG to the proposed
Bradwood terminal is inconsistent.

The number of LNG storage tanks proposed has been inconsistent (two
or three?).

The draft EIS does not provide a description of the routes the LNG
vessels will travel to and from the proposed LNG terminal, making it

See our response to comment PM1-8. The Commission will make its
determination of need in the project Order.

See our response to comment PM1-23.

California is not a target market for the Bradwood Landing Project and therefore
should not be included in the assessment of need.

We disagree based on a nhumber of sources as cited in our discussion of
purpose and need in section 1.1.

See our response to comment CO11-1.

Section 1.1 was revised to cite a number of independent studies.

Section 1.0 has been revised to include a discussion of the Williams Northwest
pipeline capacity. See our response to comment PM1-10.

The LNG terminal is designed to accept LNG cartiers up to 200,000 m®. The
WSR would limit the size of the LNG carriers to a capacity of 148,000 m*® until a
completed site-specific risk analysis for larger carriers is approved by the COTP.
At that time, NorthernStar would prepare a follow-on WSA with the proposed
LNG carrier size for approval by the Coast Guard.

The number of LNG storage tanks has consistently been presented as two in
the EIS and in the current versions of the JPA and JARPA. Because two
storage tanks were proposed in NorthernStar’s application to the FERC, and
analyzed in the EIS, if the Commission authorizes the project, only two tanks
could be built at the LNG terminal.

We have modified section 4.6.2.1 to indicate that NorthernStar would minimize
impacts on whales by contractually requiring that the LNG carriers travel in a
defined area that would narrow to 10 nautical miles in width between 126
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Due to the length of the Columbia Riverkeeper comment letter (comment letter CO11), we have summarized the issues raised and include them
in the following table along with our responses. A copy of the complete letter follows the response table.

Comment Number

Comment (Summary)

Response

CO11-11

CO11-12

CO11-13

CO11-14

CO11-15

CO11-16

CO11-17

CO11-18

extremely difficult to assess vessel strikes.

The draft EIS ignores the Palomar Pipeline as a connected action.

An inadequate analysis of alternatives has been given due to the
unreasonably narrow definition of the purpose and need of the project.

There are cleaner, safer, and more affordable energy alternatives.

Evidence is not provided to support the conclusion that LNG is an
economically reasonable source of gas supply for the region.

How would the siting of an LNG terminal, in the Lower Columbia act to
stimulate or encourage the development of electrical power generating
facilities and other energy intensive industries?

The DOE estimates there are decades of natural gas remaining in North
America.

The EIS does not consider an alternative that would remove impurities
(non-methane components) from the LNG.

How would the proposed project be consistent with Oregon’s renewable

degrees (west of the toe of the continental slope) to the marshalling area off the
mouth of the Columbia River. Also we are recommending that NorthernStar
coordinate with the NMFS to determine appropriate LNG carrier speed and
seasonal restrictions, or other applicable measures, to avoid or minimize
impacts on whales.

As discussed in further detail 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. The two projects can be considered as
competitors to supply natural gas from different sources to the same market.
The FERC intends to do an independent environmental review of the Palomar
Project. See our response to comment PM1-24.

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

See our response to comment PM1-12. Natural gas is the cleanest burning
fossil fuel. Its affordability will vary with market conditions. See our responses
to comments CO8-1 and CO8-2. As explained in section 4.11, natural gas is
safe.

Market conditions will dictate whether LNG is economical in any given year. As
indicated in section 1.1, NorthernStar believes that imported LNG can compete
with domestically produced natural gas.

One of the goals of the Bradwood Landing Project is to supply natural gas to the
Beaver Power plant. As discussed in section 1.1, natural gas is growing as the
fuel of choice for electric generation plants because it produces less air
emissions than other fossil fuels, such as oil or coal. The conversion of power
plants from oil or coal to natural gas could have benefits in terms of better air
quality, and lower production of GHG.

The supply and demand for natural gas is discussed in sections 1.1. It has been
estimated that there are about 1,191 Tcf of recoverable natural gas reserves in
the United States. However, it may not be possible to extract that gas and
transport it to markets in the Pacific Northwest in the near future.

See response to comment PM1-22.

We discuss Oregon’s renewable energy standard in section 3.1.1.2 of the EIS.
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Due to the length of the Columbia Riverkeeper comment letter (comment letter CO11), we have summarized the issues raised and include them
in the following table along with our responses. A copy of the complete letter follows the response table.

Comment Number

Comment (Summary)

Response

CO11-19

CO11-20

CO11-21

CO11-22

CO11-23

CO11-24

CO11-25

CO11-26

CO11-27

CO11-28

CO11-29

energy standard and how could it increase political pressure to weaken
the standard to allow for greater combustion of gas?

The EIS does not consider the Palomar pipeline as an alternative to the
proposed sendout pipeline.

The FERC should more thoroughly evaluate Rockies gas as an
alternative, including the Bronco and Ruby pipelines.

The draft EIS does not evaluate a range of projections for Canada’s
natural gas exports to the United States.

The EIS should consider potential LNG terminal sites in northern
California because a large proportion of the natural gas from the project is
planned to go to California.

The alternatives section does not justify why open-cut methods are being
used to cross waterbodies in some areas.

The FERC did not consider a smaller sized facility or smaller sized LNG
carriers as alternatives.

The EIS dismisses alternative regasification strategies.

The EIS does not provide adequate analysis of its major pipeline route
alternatives.

The dredge disposal alternatives analysis is inadequate.

The alternatives analysis is inadequate and fails to consider reasonable
alternatives that would avoid impacts on aquatic ecosystems.

There are inconsistencies (e.g., with respect to wetlands) between the
alternatives analysis in the draft EIS and the JPA and JARPA.

In an editorial that appeared in The Oregonian newspaper on April 27, 2008,
Gregg Kantor, President of Northwest Natural, indicated that renewable energy
sources currently account for only 4 percent of Oregon’s electricity, and new
supplies of natural gas from imported LNG are needed in the near future to
bridge the energy gap until Oregon’s goal is reached of having 25 percent of its
energy produced from renewables by 2025.

As discussed in section 3.1.2.2, the proposed Palomar pipeline would not be a
substitute for the proposed Bradwood Landing sendout pipeline; but can be
viewed as a newly proposed system that would provide an alternative path for
gas supplies to reach markets.

The Rockies and Bronco pipelines have been analyzed as system alternatives
to the proposed project in section 3.1.2.2.

Sections 1.1 has been revised to present predictions for future production of
natural gas in the WCSB and potential export volumes to the Pacific Northwest.

A large portion of natural gas from the project is not planned to go to California.
We considered LNG import terminals in California as alternatives discussed in
section 3.1.3.3.

As discussed in sections 2.4.2.2 and 4.3.2.4, the standard waterbody crossing
method is the open-cut method. However, NorthernStar would use the HDD or
conventional bore method to cross sensitive waterbodies.

Section 3.1.6 of the EIS discusses alternative LNG terminal designs. We feel
that NorthernStar’s proposed LNG terminal is the smallest footprint feasible to
meet its economic and engineering design objectives. An operating terminal
covering only 40 acres would be smaller than many other existing and proposed
LNG terminals in the United States.

See our response to IND107-4.

The analysis of major pipeline route alternatives considered numerous factors
(see table 3.1.3-1). We do not believe that any of the alternative routes offer an
environmental advantage over the proposed pipeline route.

We believe the various dredge disposal alternatives were analyzed adequately
to determine that the proposed action of placing the dredged material at the
terminal site and at the Wahkiakum County Sand Pit is a reasonable and
environmentally sound alternative.

We evaluated a variety of alternatives but did not find any feasible alternatives
that had clear environmental advantages over the proposed project and that
could meet all of the project objectives.

NorthernStar used different assumptions while calculating impacts to wetlands
than we did. For example, it did not include permanent impact acreages with its
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Due to the length of the Columbia Riverkeeper comment letter (comment letter CO11), we have summarized the issues raised and include them
in the following table along with our responses. A copy of the complete letter follows the response table.

Comment Number

Comment (Summary)

Response

CO11-30

CO11-31

CO11-32

CO11-33

CO11-34

CO11-35

CO11-36

C0O11-37

The EIS should evaluate alternatives in light of SIGTTO standards.

Due to the nature of this facility and its regional location the following
geologic hazards were inadequately addressed.

. Poor foundation soils that have potential to undergo
liquefaction.

Volcanism

Seismicity

Tsunamis

Landslides/Rock fall/Debris flow

Slope stability

Shoreline erosion

Subsidence

Evaluate OBE and SSE for magnitude 8.0 to 8.5 earthquakes not on the
Cascadian Subduction Zone.

The draft EIS failed to analyze: the adverse impacts on the location,
structure, and dynamics of aquatic communities; shoreline and substrate
erosion and deposition rates; the deposition of suspended particulates;
the rate and extent of mixing of dissolved and suspended components of
the waterbody; and water stratification.

The draft EIS fails to assess how aquatic life in the estuary will be harmed
by the resuspension of contaminated sediments into the water column.

The draft EIS fails to analyze what will be done with any possibly
contaminated water from dredging activities.

The draft EIS fails to analyze whether the maintenance dredging is
realistic, (i.e. NorthernStar predicts it will need to dredge every 2 — 4
years. However, maintenance dredging is required if the turning basin or
channel fills in with 1 foot of sediment.)

The draft EIS fails to consider the stability of the dredge side slopes.

temporary impact acreages, whereas our temporary impacts include the
permanent impacts.

The SIGTTO standards are taken into consideration and implemented as
appropriate.

See our responses to comments SA1-4, SA1-92, and SA1-100 through SA1-
112.

The OBE and SSE design response spectra were established per the
requirements in the 2001

NFPA 59A standard. In their seismic analysis, URS (2006a) determined that the
largest earthquakes producing the largest ground motions at the terminal site
would occur on the CSZ. Therefore, the OBE and SSE are based on
earthquakes that would occur on the CSZ.

The EIS discusses the impacts of dredging on the benthic community at the
LNG terminal site as well as indirect impacts on the aquatic resources that
forage on benthic species. We also addressed turbidity, sedimentation, and
water quality issues associated with dredging.

Based on the results of sampling and analysis of the sediments proposed for
dredging, aquatic life would not be harmed by the resuspension of contaminated
sediments into the water column.

Based on the results of sampling and analysis of the sediments proposed for
dredging, contaminated water would not be generated during dredging activities.

The frequency of maintenance dredging is an estimate based on modeling.
Permits, which require environmental review, would be obtained from the COE
for maintenance dredging.

We have confirmed with the COE that a side slope of 1 (vertical) to 3
(horizontal) is appropriate for the river sediments in the area of the LNG
terminal. See also the response to comment IND82-3.
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Due to the length of the Columbia Riverkeeper comment letter (comment letter CO11), we have summarized the issues raised and include them
in the following table along with our responses. A copy of the complete letter follows the response table.

Comment Number

Comment (Summary)

Response

CO11-38

CO11-39

CO11-40

CO11-41

CO11-42

CO11-43

CO11-44

CO11-45

CO11-46

CO11-47

CO11-48

The draft EIS failed to qualify how 0.5 percent spillage of sediments
during dredging was ascertained.

The draft EIS indicates that phytosterols were found in the proposed
dredge sediments but fails to analyze the effects phytosterols will have
upon aquatic organisms if the phytosterols are released from dredge
material.

The draft EIS failed to produce a plan for contaminated sediments and
water from dredging activities.

The draft EIS does not analyze the capacity of the Wahkiakum County
Sand Pit site, or show that the site will be able to accommodate all the
dredged materials from initial dredging as well as future maintenance
dredging.

Bradwood should be required to conduct soil contaminant testing in areas
likely to be disturbed during construction by clearing, grading, or
excavation activities before any construction ensues.

The draft EIS fails to adequately evaluate the potential for releasing
contaminants from the soil during Bradwood road construction.

The draft EIS states that the infiltration capacity of the soils will be
sufficient for the water to percolate into the ground before running off into
the river, but does not provide support for these statements with any
reference to calculations or other scientific evidence.

The study conducted by Bradwood to analyze the contamination in the
sediments had a flawed design. The replacement cores were lost, and
not enough information on these replacements was provided. It should
be required that Bradwood not only redo sampling, but analyze individual
samples without compositing.

The draft EIS does not adequately describe how impacts of dredging are
being mitigated.

Additional pollutants such as excess total organic carbon and total volatile
solids were not addressed in the draft EIS.

The Mitigation Plan on file for this project is insufficient. An updated and
detailed mitigation plan to account for the full scope of the project

WEST (2006) determined the spillage rate in its hydrodynamic and sediment
transport assessment for the dredging of the ship berth and maneuvering area.

The relatively low TOC content of the sediments within the dredge prism
suggests a limited potential to mobilize phytosterols from the sediments during
dredging or from the leave surface during operation of the facility.

Based on the results of sampling and analysis of the sediments proposed for
dredging, such a plan is not necessary.

The final EIS has been revised to reflect that NorthernStar would place less
dredged material at the Wahkiakum County Sand Pit site, up to the amount of
capacity that is available.

Prior to construction, NorthernStar would prepare a CMMP that would specify
the procedures to identify, characterize, and properly manage potentially
contaminated materials.

See our response to CO11-41.

An assessment of the permeability of the soils at the site is based on the
geotechnical analysis of the site performed by URS as detailed in “Final
Geotechnical Report, Proposed LNG Import Terminal, Bradwood Oregon, 2005”
available on the FERC's eLibrary. .

We are satisfied that the sampling and analysis of the sediments at the LNG
terminal site met the objectives of the study and provided sufficient information
to properly evaluate the materials to be dredged. The sampling and analysis
plan was approved by the RMT and we do not believe the deviations from the
work plan adversely affected the study results.

Some of the impacts of dredging, such as increased turbidity, are short-term and
localized and do not require mitigation. We have included new text in section
4.1.3.3 regarding NorthernStar’s plan to monitor shorelines in the area of the
LNG terminal to determine if dredging has contributed to shoreline erosion and
implement mitigation measures if necessary. Furthermore, we added a
recommendation that NorthernStar monitor the side slopes of the maneuvering
basin for lateral migration and implement slope protection measures if
necessary.

The total organic carbon and total volatile solids content are an indication of
organic matter in the sediments; they are not pollutants.

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
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Due to the length of the Columbia Riverkeeper comment letter (comment letter CO11), we have summarized the issues raised and include them
in the following table along with our responses. A copy of the complete letter follows the response table.

Comment Number

Comment (Summary)

Response

CO11-49

CO11-50

CO11-51

CO11-52

CO11-53

CO11-54

CO11-55

including the following should be provided:

e  What will the final effects of the proposed project be?

. Provide more detail about how the mitigation measures would
be required and if they are not required what basis FERC relies
on to assume that they would actually be implemented.

The listing of BMPs to be used in the ESC Plans is inadequate for a
proper analysis of the probative value of the proposed sediment control
measures.

The draft EIS claims that any scale and sediments in the water from the
pipeline hydrostatic testing will be filtered out by straw bales, but provides
no basis for the accuracy of this statement.

The Mitigation Plan will be insufficient to mitigate the adverse impacts of
the filling of the log pond. A more thorough analysis concerning the filling
of the log pond should be provided.

The draft EIS failed to consider the impacts from terminal construction on
the changes in salinity gradient, nutrient balance, dissolved oxygen
balance , and how these changes will adversely affect communities of
aquatic life, introduce populations of nuisance organisms, modify habitat,
reduce food supply, restrict movement of aquatic fauna, and change the
adjacent upstream and downstream areas.

The draft EIS falils to analyze how water temperature will be changed due
to increases in turbidity and how any changes in water temperature
resulting from increased turbidity due to dredging activities will exacerbate
the ODEQ 303 (d) water quality limited status of these waters. How will
dredging affect the dissolved oxygen?

The draft EIS does not provide any information on the accuracy of
turbidity models.

The draft EIS fails to consider the impact on water quality and the fact the
proposed dredging, filling, and pipeline construction will cause violations
of both Oregon’s and Washington’s numeric and narrative water quality
standards, including harming designated uses.

page at www.ferc.gov, through the eLibrary link, selecting “General Search,”
entering the docket number minus the last three digits (i.e. CP06-365), and
putting in the proper date range. As 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.

NorthernStar has indicated that it would follow applicable state and local
sediment control measures. Furthermore, NorthernStar has agreed to follow the
FERC staff's Procedures. In addition, we have recommended that NorthernStar
revise its pipeline ESC Plan and SWPPP to include measures from the FERC
staff’s plan that would provide greater protection.

Because clean, new pipe would be used for the pipeline, no measureable scale
or sediment is expected to be produced from the hydrostatic testing.

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.

We believe that sections 4.3.2.3 and 4.5.2.1 adequately discuss the potential
impacts of construction and operation of the LNG terminal on water resources
and aquatic resources, respectively. However, additional information on these
topics will be included in the revised BA and EFH Assessment.

Section 4.5.2.1 has been revised to reflect the extent of saltwater intrusion into
Columbia River. The additional dredging that would occur for the terminal area
would be an approximate 0.1 percent increase to the existing dredged
navigation channel from the mouth of the Columbia River to Portland.
Therefore, effects to saltwater intrusion along the Columbia River are not
expected to be significant.

As described in the COE’s SEIS for the Columbia River Channel Improvement
Project, “Navigation channel dredging...would not result in significant water
quality impacts. Dredging of fine-grained organic rich sediments could result in
limited short-term elevations of chemicals and possible decrease in dissolved
oxygen in the immediate area of the dredging.” Impacts from the significantly
smaller area that would be dredged for construction of the terminal berthing area
would also not be expected to be significant.

The EIS is a summary document. An assessment of the accuracy of turbidity
models is outside the scope of this EIS.

Potential impacts on water quality due to construction activities associated with
the LNG terminal are described in sections 4.3.2.2 and 4.3.2.4, respectively. As
described in table 1.3-1, NorthernStar would obtain section 401 water quality
certificates from the ODEQ and the WDE demonstrating that the discharges
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Due to the length of the Columbia Riverkeeper comment letter (comment letter CO11), we have summarized the issues raised and include them
in the following table along with our responses. A copy of the complete letter follows the response table.

Comment Number

Comment (Summary)

Response

CO11-56

CO11-57

CO11-58

CO11-59

CO11-60

CO11-61

CO11-62

CO011-63

CO11-64

CO11-65

The draft EIS does not assess the impacts that the lateral pipelines and
power line will have on water quality.

The procedures for dechlorination of the hydrostatic test water being
discharged back into the river are vague and insufficient to evaluate the
procedure proposed.

The draft EIS fails to assess the impact of permanently filling at least 14
acres of estuarine and freshwater wetlands at the terminal site, and the
impact of destroying the log pond habitat.

The draft EIS fails to consider that construction activities, including
terminal construction, replacement of the Hunt Creek Bridge, power line
construction, relocation of the railroad tracks, and temporary parking lot
construction, will destroy acres of vegetation. The draft EIS fails to
adequately analyze the full scope of vegetation removal on surrounding
habitats, and the problems associated with revegetating areas in the
vicinity of the project site.

The draft EIS fails to adequately analyze the quantity and type of
vegetation to be destroyed as a result of construction activities at and
around the proposed terminal site, road improvements, construction of
temporary roads, or other various acts of construction.

The draft EIS fails to take into account the difficulty of establishing some
species of trees that will be removed during construction.

The vegetation that will be cleared may be disposed of by being burned,;
the draft EIS does not discuss this source of pollution.

The draft EIS failed to consider the impacts to the changes in salinity,
nutrient balance, dissolved oxygen balance, turbidity, temperature and
how these factors will influence the aquatic wildlife.

The draft EIS fails to analyze the effect of light pollution, and fish
entrainment during dredging activities.

The combination of losing shallow water habitat from dredging and losing
shallow water habitat from filling wetlands will be a devastating hit to the

associated with the project comply with federal and state water quality
standards.

The lateral pipelines are non-jurisdictional facilities that would be constructed by
parties other than NorthernStar. No information is available on the routes in
order to assess impacts at this time. Additional information discussing the
potential impacts on water quality due to construction of the power line has been
included in section 4.3.2.2.

See our response to comment FA1-12.

Section 4.4.1.2 includes a discussion of both temporary and permanent impacts
on wetlands at the LNG terminal site, including the log pond. Potential impacts
on aquatic resources due to habitat modification at the LNG terminal site are
discussed in sections 4.5.2.1 and 4.6.2.2.

The total acres of vegetation impacted by construction and operation of the LNG
terminal and associated facilities are provided in table 4.4.2-1. It is important to
note that the railroad realignment, widening of Bradwood Road, and Hunt Creek
Bridge replacement are included in the total acreage impacted. In addition,
specific impacts on vegetation due to construction and operation of the LNG
terminal are described in section 4.4.2.2. We believe that our analysis of
potential impacts on vegetation, including revegetation, due to construction and
operation of the LNG terminal is adequate.

See our response to comment CO11-58.

Section 4.4.1.2 has been revised to include additional information describing the
proposed monitoring at the LNG terminal site to ensure survival and to verify
that success criteria are met in areas planted for site restoration and
compensatory mitigation.

As stated in section 4.4.2.3, no trees, slash, or woody vegetation would be
burned during construction of this project.

See our responses to comments CO11-51 and CO11-52.

Section 4.5.2.1 includes a discussion of the potential impacts on aquatic
resources due to terminal lighting and entrainment due to dredging activities.

As described in section 4.3.2.3, no shallow water habitat would be impacted by
dredging activities. However, potential impacts on aquatic resources due to
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Due to the length of the Columbia Riverkeeper comment letter (comment letter CO11), we have summarized the issues raised and include them
in the following table along with our responses. A copy of the complete letter follows the response table.

Comment Number

Comment (Summary)

Response

CO11-66

CO11-67

CO11-68

CO11-69

CO11-70

CO11-71

CO11-72

CO11-73

CO11-74

estuary ecosystem. The EIS must analyze the habitat loss of the dredge
and fill cumulatively.

The dredged hole at the head of the Clifton channel will cause a decrease
in the velocity of the water which will harm salmon by increasing the travel
time for smolts traveling to the ocean. The draft EIS fails to discuss how
dredging and the project overall will affect salmon recovery.

The draft EIS does not analyze the impacts of fish entrainment due to
dredging.

The draft EIS ignores the impacts of wave action on salmon stranding
outside the terminal area.

The draft EIS fails to adequately consider the impact to the millions of
individuals of salmon, sturgeon, lamprey, and other resident species that
utilize this area as habitat at various times in their lifecycles. This project
will destroy habitat for 13 ESUs of Columbia and Snake River salmon that
are threatened under the ESA.

The draft EIS does not adequately describe the nature and effectiveness
of the SEl, or alternatives to the SEI.

The introduction of invasive species may harm the aquatic ecosystem.

The draft EIS does not adequately address the monitoring for the
presence of pinnipeds and fails to discuss conditions under which more
than one monitor could be used, under what conditions monitoring
activities will be sufficiently doubtful to stop pile driving, and the methods
Bradwood will use to monitor small and elusive marine mammals, such as
harbor seals.

Removal of vegetation near the shorelines of the Columbia River and
Hunt Creek during construction activities will also adversely affect aquatic
species by removing a source of food.

The draft EIS does not adequately describe how controlling noxious
weeds will directly benefit salmon and offset the type of impacts the
project will have at the site where terminal construction and dredging will
destroy dozens of acres of critical habitat.

habitat modification are discussed in section 4.5.2.1.

Any decrease in velocity associated with dredging at the head of Clifton Channel
would be localized to a relatively small area in relation to the migration path, and
resulting impacts on travel time due to any decrease in velocity are not expected
to have a significant impact on juvenile salmonid out-migration.

Section 4.5.2.1 (see Impacts on Aquatic Resources, In-water Construction
Activities, Dredging, Entrainment) describes the potential for small fish to be
entrained during dredging operations. NorthernStar would minimize fish
entrainment during dredging activities by keeping the cutterhead within 3 feet of
the river bottom and conducting dredging activities during specified in-water
work window when the densities of fish in the project area is lowest.

See our response to comment FA2-19.

Because the EIS is a summary document, we believe that the level of detalil
provided in sections 4.5 and 4.6.2 on the potential impacts from the proposed
project on aquatic resources (including salmonids) is adequate. However, as
they relate to federally listed species and designated critical habitat, these topics
will be addressed in additional detail in the revised BA and EFH Assessment.

See our response to comment FA4-12.
Section 4.5.1.1 has been revised to include additional information on the

potential for introduction of aquatic species to the lower Columbia River system.

See our response to comment FA2-28.

Potential impacts on aquatic resources due to habitat modification are discussed
in section 4.5.2.1.

See our response to comment FA3-3.
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Comment Number

Comment (Summary)

Response

CO11-75

CO11-76

CO11-77

CO11-78

CO11-79

CO011-80

CO11-81

CO11-82

CO11-83

The draft EIS fails to consider that a 25 percent increase in deep draft
vessels due to the LNG terminal will increase the risk of vessel strikes to
marine mammals and sea turtles.

The release of contaminated water back into the river can be highly toxic
to aquatic life. The draft EIS fails to assess the complete impact of
contaminants (including but not limited to metals) on salmon, macro-
invertebrates, and other aquatic life.

The wetland fill at the LNG terminal will degrade the habitat used by birds,
amphibians, mammals, and invertebrates.

The draft EIS fails to analyze adequately the impact on protected wildlife
habitat in the Julia Butler Hansen Wildlife Refuge, Lewis and Clark
Wildlife Refuge, and Fort Stevens State Park.

The draft EIS fails to consider that noise impacts from construction
activities may disturb various birds, including the Bald Eagle, and other
animals, like the Columbia white-tailed deer, and cause them to avoid the
areas impacted.

The pipeline construction will disrupt fish passage by damming the
streams during the trenching and pipeline placement.

If a frac-out should occur during pipeline boring or HDD, bentonite will be
introduced into the waterway. Bentonite smothers fish habitat and fouls
streams.

The draft EIS fails to mention the behavioral modifications to salmonids
and other organisms in the area due to noise impacts underwater.

The analysis for the Columbian White-tailed deer fails to account for
fragmentation of habitats between population pockets in the estuary. The
draft EIS fails to analyze the potential of fragmentation on terrestrial
organisms that migrate through the region.

Section 4.6.2.1 discusses the potential for increased ship strikes to both sea
turtles and marine mammals as a result of increased vessel traffic during
operation of the Bradwood Landing Project.

Although discharges into the Columbia River would meet ODEQ standards and
NPDES permit requirements, the long-term bioaccumulative effects of pollutants
on fish, humans, and other wildlife resulting from construction and operation of
the Bradwood Landing Project can not be characterized with the best available
science. Bioaccumulative effects can result from a variety of physical, chemical,
and biological processes. However, the concentration of contaminant levels
reported in section 4.2.2.2 of the EIS does not indicate a significant biological
effect is likely.

We agree that filling of wetlands at the LNG terminal site would result in a loss
of potential habitat for both aquatic and terrestrial wildlife. However, only about
13 acres of wetlands would be permanently filled at the Bradwood Landing LNG
terminal, and NorthernStar will be required to mitigate for permanent impacts on
wetland habitats through the implementation of its final Compensatory Mitigation
Plan. See also the response to comment FA2-10.

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

Sections 4.5.2.3 and 4.6.2 describe potential impacts on terrestrial wildlife due
to construction and operation of the LNG terminal.

Potential impacts on aquatic resources due to pipeline construction are
discussed in section 4.5.3.1.

We believe that NorthernStar's HDD Contingency Plan adequately addresses
potential modes of failure for each phase of the drilling process as well as
mitigation measures for frac-outs to waterbodies.

Potential impacts on aquatic resources (including salmonids) due to increased
noise levels during construction of the proposed LNG terminal are discussed in
section 4.5.2.1.

See our response to comment FA4-6.
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Comment Number

Comment (Summary)

Response

CO11-84

CO11-85

CO11-86

C011-87

CO11-88

CO11-89

CO11-90

CO11-91

CO11-92

CO11-93

The draft EIS fails to consider the harm to multiple ESA-listed mammals
and turtles including: green leatherback, loggerhead and olive ridley sea
turtles; blue, fin, humpback, north pacific right, sei, killer, and sperm
whales; and Steller sea lions.

The draft EIS has failed to consider the cumulative economic effect of
Bradwood on the fishing industry and communities dependent upon the
fishing economy. The direct harm to fish will harm the fishing industry, as
will the lack of access to traditional fishing areas.

The draft EIS fails to analyze the economic impact, including the
cumulative economic harm due to the delay on the importers and
exporters of goods, producers, and consumers.

The draft EIS fails to consider that dredging will adversely affect the
commercial and recreational fishing industry, both vital components of the
Clatsop County and State economy. The 24-hour per day dredging will
completely block access to the traditional fishing grounds at the head of
the Clifton Channel, and may block Clifton Channel, for several months.
The LNG tankers will block access to traditional fishing areas along the
entire length of the river as well.

The draft EIS must consider the advantage of the 35 full-time jobs and the
short-term construction jobs versus the detriment to the existing industry
in Clatsop County and the State. The draft EIS fails to consider the risk to
the multiple industries and municipalities.

The LNG tankers and terminal will disrupt the tourism and real estate
industries, and burden local communities.

The draft EIS falils to consider that construction activities at the proposed
Bradwood LNG terminal will substantially increase traffic and decrease
safety on Clifton Road.

No consideration was taken for other disenfranchised communities,
especially senior citizens and the physically disabled. What percentage
of impoverished and/or minority groups would be relevant for a
consideration to be made on the impact on those communities?

Was public notice and documentation of this project provided for the
Hispanic, non-English speaking, population?

How many condemnation actions are expected on both the proposed
northern pipeline and on the Palomar pipeline? What is the projected
total loss in property value[lthat the proposed pipeline right of way would

Potential impacts on federally listed species are discussed in section 4.6.2.
More specifically, potential impacts on federally listed sea turtles, whales, Steller
sea lions, and other marine mammals (i.e., harbor seals and California sea
lions) along the waterway for LNG marine traffic are discussed in section
4.6.2.1. Potential impacts on Steller sea lions and other marine mammals
potentially occurring at the LNG terminal site are described in section 4.6.2.2.

Section 4.12 of the EIS describes the potential cumulative impacts from the
project in relation to other past, present, and future projects. As discussed in
section 4.12.4, because recreational users of the Columbia River have always
had to account for industrial and commercial ship traffic, no significant additional
cumulative impacts on these activities are likely.

See our response to PM2-19.

Although dredging would occur 24 hours per day, 7 days per week for a period
of approximately 48 to 72 days, it is important to note that the dredge would be
operating throughout the 46-acre dredged footprint during that time. Potential
impacts on commercial and recreational fishing could occur due to dredging
activities; however, it is not anticipated that impacts would be isolated on any
area for the entire 48- to 72-day period during which dredging would occur.

We do not believe operation of the proposed project would adversely affect
other industries in the project area. Our discussion of potential socioeconomic
impacts associated with the proposed project is included in section 4.8.

As discussed in section 4.8.1.8, we believe the proposed project would not have
a significant impact on tourism in the project area.

Potential impacts on Clifton Road and NorthernStar’s proposed mitigation
measures to reduce impacts are discussed in section 4.8.2.7. Clifton Road is
now planned to be widened to 24 feet with 2-foot shoulders on each side.

As discussed in sections 4.8.1.9, 4.8.2.9, and 4.8.3.9, low-income and minority
populations would not be disproportionately affected by the proposed project.
Executive Order 12898 does not establish a specific threshold (percentage) of
minority or low income populations for assessing environmental justice impacts.

We did not identify a need to publish notices in Spanish, because the project
area does not contain a large Hispanic population, as noted in section 4.8 of the
EIS.

Our discussion of condemnation and potential impacts on property values is
included in section 4.8.3.3. Even when eminent domain is authorized, in
practice it is rarely used. For example, a large natural gas pipeline currently
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Comment Number Comment (Summary)

Response

cause as a result of loss of currently allowed uses along the pipeline?

CO11-94 The draft EIS fails to include discussion of the project’s conflict with
federal, state, and local plans, policies and controls. The following need
to be addressed:

e  Conflicts with County land use plans.

. Conflicts between the Bradwood pipeline and Cowlitz County
laws that protect natural resources, economics, and public
safety.

. Conflicts between the Bradwood project and Oregon law and
policies, such as:

o) the Statewide Planning goal 16,

o the noncompliance with Oregon’s implementation of the
CWA'’s waste water permitting program under CWA
section 402

o the conflict with Oregon’s obligation to certify a project as
consistent with water quality standards under CWA
section 401

o the conflict with Oregon’s duty to evaluate whether a
water appropriation should be granted by the Water
Resources Department

o the conflict with Oregon’s duty to protect the public
interest when leasing state land

. Conflict with federal laws:

o  Conflict with the CWA section 404 dredge and fill permit.

o  Conflict with the Endangered Species Act of 1973

CO011-95 Further consideration of historic sites such as the LCNHT, Hunt Lumber
Mill, historic shipwrecks and site 35C016 should be made.

CO11-96 Complete section 106 of the NHPA for the entire project prior to the final
EIS being published.

under construction in the Midwest crossed the property of 1,746 landowners.
Eminent domain was exercised to acquire land rights to only nine parcels. See
also the response to CO11-12.

Our discussion of the proposed project’s consistency with local plans, policies,
designations, and guidelines is included in sections 4.7.2.2 and 4.7.3.2.
Because Clatsop County accepted NorthernStar’'s zoning changes, there is no
longer a conflict with Oregon State Planning Goals at the LNG terminal. With
regard to Cowlitz County, Washington, see our response to comment PM4-12.
As discussed in section 1.3.11, the FERC encourages cooperation between
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.
There are no identified conflicts with other federal laws, such as the CWA and
the ESA. The COE has responsibility for reviewing the JPA and JARPA for
consistency with section 404 of the CWA. As described in section 4.6.1.1, the
FERC is responsible for complying with the ESA, and submitted a BA and EFH
assessment to the FWS and NMFS that we are currently revising. We have
recommended a condition in section 5.2 that NorthernStar may not start
construction until the FERC has completed formal consultations with the NMFS
and FWS.

We and the Oregon SHPO agree the project would have no adverse effects on
the LCNHT. As explained in section 4.9.1.1, it is highly unlikely that LNG marine
traffic in the waterway would have any adverse impacts on shipwrecks that are
listed or qualify for listing on the NHPA. As discussed in section 4.9.4, we have
not yet completed compliance with the NHPA. We have recommended a
condition that NorthernStar must provide the results of additional investigations,
including data about the Hunt lumber mill and site 35CO16, for our review and
approval, before construction could begin,

It is not necessary that the FERC 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. Our
recommended condition in section 4.9.4 ensures that the FERC will be able to
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Comment Number

Comment (Summary)

Response

CO11-97

CO11-98

CO11-99

CO11-100

CO11-101

CO11-102

CO11-103

CO11-104

The draft EIS fails to assess the impacts of imported natural gas with a
Wobbe index higher than the domestic natural gas historically used in
Oregon.

The draft EIS fails to adequately assess the emissions of air pollutants,
including greenhouse gases, from the project.

The draft EIS fails to adequately assess air quality impacts resulting from
the emissions associated with the proposed project.

The draft EIS fails to adequately evaluate possible mitigation measures to
be implemented to reduce air emissions generated from the project.

The draft EIS does not include adequate discussions of the health effects
for the air pollutants that would be emitted from the proposed project.

The draft EIS fails to consider the direct, indirect, and cumulative safety
impacts that the project would have related to the LNG tankers, LNG
terminal facility, and pipelines that would be associated with the project.

Has it been acknowledged that LNG sources that could be used to supply
the Bradwood terminal may contain contaminant gas concentrations that
exceed 15 percent of the total LNG?

The draft EIS fails to describe what the potential effects of a leak caused
by brittle fracture could be and what the resulting effects would be on
sensitive resources including humans and onshore structures.

consult with the SHPO and review and approve additional cultural resources
investigations and plans that would address potential project impacts on cultural
resources.

See our response to comment PM1-22.

Section 4.10.1 includes information on the estimated emissions generated from
the construction and operation of the project. Section 4.10.1 of the final EIS has
been updated to clarify key assumptions used as the basis for the emissions
estimates from the project and to include emissions of GHG.

See our response to comment SA4-11.

Section 4.10.1 includes a discussion of the project emission sources, regulatory
requirements, and proposed mitigation measures to be implemented in order to
reduce air emissions and minimize impacts.

See our response to comment SA1-87 for additional information.

General information related to the health and environmental impacts of the air
pollutants that would be emitted by the project during construction and
operation, which are regulated by the EPA, ODE, and ODEQ, are widely
available to the public. Information specifically related to the proposed project
impacts is included in Section 4.10.1.

We believe that the safety impacts of the project, including the marine waterway,
LNG terminal, and pipeline, have been adequately addressed in the final EIS
and the WSR (Appendix G). Reliability and safety is discussed in section 4.11.
Section 4.11.5 discusses safety impacts associated with LNG tankers, section
4.11.4 discusses safety impacts of the LNG terminal, and section 4.11.9
discusses safety impacts of the associated pipeline.

Natural gas is pretreated before liquefaction to remove contaminants at the
export terminal before it is shipped. See our response to PM1-22 and PM6-79.

Section 4.11.4 includes a discussion on thermal exclusion and vapor dispersion
zones for the onshore facility. Thermal exclusion zones for the onshore LNG
tanks are calculated based on 49 CFR 193 and NFPA59A, 2001 edition.

Section 4.11.5.3 discusses the hazards associated with a release of LNG from
an LNG carrier for varying spill sizes and also includes a discussion on
cascading damage due to brittle fracture. It also identifies the zones of concern,
the communities located in the zones of concern, and what the potential effects
associated with a spill would be in those zones of concern
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Comment Number

Comment (Summary)

Response

CO11-105

CO11-106

CO11-107

CO11-108

CO11-109

CO11-110

CO11-111

CO11-112

What would the vapor cloud dispersion distance be if wind speeds were
10 mph or other higher wind speeds that would result in a greater
dispersion of a vapor cloud?

The draft EIS assumption that the outer tank wall would effectively contain
LNG lacks a reasonable basis in fact.

If an LNG vapor fire ignited on a roofless LNG storage tank, as appears to
be presumed in the draft EIS, how long would such a fire burn?

There is a failure to consider or disclose the flammable nature of
insulating foam on LNG tankers.

What would the effects of a cascading fire event on a LNG tanker be from
perspective of impacts to humans, private property, and infrastructure on
shore? What would the effects of a cascading fire be on the type of
200,000 cubic meter tanker that would be used at Bradwood? How long
would a cascading fire on such a tanker likely burn and what would the
resulting on-shore effects be?

Failure to evaluate an Emergency Response Plan and emergency
response capabilities of local emergency responders. There are currently
inadequate emergency response assets available to respond a serious
event involving a LNG tanker.

The draft EIS fails to consider the cost to the local communities for
emergency response and increasing the capabilities of emergency
responders.

Failure to consider the effect of Astoria’s extensive docks structure over
the Columbia River in causing a potential explosion of gas vapors.

For the DEGADIS model, farther downwind vapor dispersion distances are
produced at lower wind speeds. Increasing the wind speed also changes the
stability class and will result in a shorter dispersion distance.

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

The fire duration would be dependent on a number of factors, including the
amount of LNG inside the tank. A full LNG storage tank has enough fuel to
potentially burn for up to 2 days, which is similar in total duration compared to oil
tanks.

As discussed in section 4.11.5.3, fire-induced damage to foam insulation which
could lead to cascading damage was evaluated in the Sandia Report and, while
possible under certain conditions, is not likely to involve more than two or three
cargo tanks

Section 4.11.5.3 discusses the hazards associated with a release of LNG from
an LNG carrier for varying spill sizes and also includes a discussion on
cascading damage due to brittle fracture. Cascading events are not expected to
increase the overall fire hazard by more than 20 to 30 percent but would
increase the expected fire duration by approximately 2 to 3 times according to
Sandia. The Coast Guard has limited the size of arrivals until modeling is
performed on the larger carriers.

See our responses to comments PM1-1 and PM1-15B. NorthernStar is
currently in the process of developing its ERP and filed a draft ERP for the
FERC's review on March 24, 2008.

See our response to comment CO11-110. As discussed and recommended in
section 4.11.6, the ERP must include a Cost Sharing Plan which must be
approved by the FERC before any final approval to begin construction. If the
needed resources are not available and properly funded, construction and
operation of the project would not be approved by the FERC.

Section 4.11.1 discusses the hazards associated with LNG and section 4.11.5.3
discusses the hazards associated with a release of LNG from an LNG carrier for
varying spill sizes. It also identifies the zones of concern, the communities
located in the zones of concern, and what the potential effects associated with a
spill would be in those zones of concern throughout the entire waterway,
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Comment Number

Comment (Summary)
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CO11-113

CO11-114
CO11-115

CO11-116

CO11-117

CO11-118

CO11-119

CO11-120

CO11-121

CO11-122

Does the proposed site-specific location of the proposed facility make it
any more vulnerable to intentional terrorist attacks that could be launched
from a shoreline that in many locations is just a few hundred feet from the
path of LNG tankers? As a part of this analysis, please discuss the
justifications for security exclusion zones on either side of LNG tankers
that are typically 1,500 feet.

The draft EIS fails to address the risks of the Palomar pipeline.

In the event of either an accidental or intentional breach of a LNG tanker,
what would be the resulting damage with respect to loss of human life,
injuries to humans, damage to private structures and infrastructures,
along the tanker’s path?

The draft EIS significantly underestimates both the thermal radiation and
vapor dispersion risks associated with the proposed terminal.

The draft EIS modeling of the LNG terminal risks also improperly
assumes that should the integrity of the onshore LNG tanks, inlet, or
outlet lines be compromised, that gaseous vapors from the spilled LNG
would not mix with air thus reducing the vapor dispersion distance.

It is a concern that due to the high pressure un-odorized gas pipelines,
with a blast zone of over 1,400 feet, hundreds of homes, businesses,
farms and other sensitive facilities would be at risk.

Why would the proposed gas line not be odorized? What would be the
cost of adding odor to the line? How would the unodorized gas decrease
detection of gas leaks along the Williams pipeline that the proposed
northern pipeline would connect to?

The draft EIS fails to analyze the potential risks of onshore leaks due to
chemical composition of the natural gas from the proposed project.

The draft EIS failed to analyze the cumulative effects of the Bradwood
dredging, taking into account the channel deepening, increased ship
traffic from both the channel deepening and the LNG tankers, the
increase erosion from both projects, increased wave action, dredge
disposal, and geomorphic and hydraulic changes.

What are the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of increased
industrialization that would be encouraged by the siting of one or more
LNG terminals in the Lower Columbia River? Please include impacts to

including Astoria

Terrorist attacks were examined by the Coast Guard during their review. The
Coast Guard has determined that the Columbia River would be safe for LNG
marine traffic under the conditions described in its WSR. Based on their review,
the Coast Guard’'s WSR establishes a 500-yard (1,500-foot) moving
safety/security zone around the LNG carriers.

See our response to comment CO11-11.

Section 4.11.5.3 discusses the hazards associated with a release of LNG from
an LNG carrier for varying spill sizes. It also identifies the zones of concern, the
communities located in the zones of concern, and what the potential effects
associated with a spill would be in those zones of concern throughout the entire
waterway.

Section 4.11.4 includes thermal exclusion and vapor dispersion calculations
which were done in accordance with 49 CFR 193 and NFPA 59A.

See our response to comment CO11-116.

The safety of natural gas pipelines is addressed in section 4.11.9.

See our response to comment PM5-81.

See our response to comment PM1-22. Pipeline safety is addressed in section
4.11.9.

Section 4.12 on cumulative effects does discuss the COE channel deeping
project. Based on the COE's EIS, the channel deepening project is not
expected to result in increased ship traffic. Dredging for the channel deepening
project in the area of the LNG terminal would be completed before construction
would begin on the Bradwood project. We are continuing to study the issue of
shoreline erosion and will further discuss impacts in the BA and EFH
Assessment.

Section 4.12 on cumulative effects discusses the potential for multiple LNG
import terminals located along the lower Columbia River. However, it is purely
speculation that several LNG terminals would lead to any more industrial
development in the region than can be related to the mills at Longview and
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CO11-123

CO11-124

CO11-125

CO11-126

CO11-127

CO11-128

air, water, fish, wildlife, humans, traffic, noise, lights and other impacts.

The draft EIS fails to assess the cumulative impact of destroying critical
habitat on salmon, and on the economy and ecology of the estuary and
the Columbia River Basin.

The draft EIS failed to analysis the increase in development pressures on
the lower Columbia River.

The draft EIS completely fails to consider the effects that massively
increasing the gas supply in Oregon, California, and Washington and the
west coast generally would have on incentives for conservation,
efficiency, and renewable development.

The draft EIS failed to analyze the indirect effect of LNG creating
additional gas-fueled power plants, which will decrease the demand for
renewable energy, thereby hindering efforts to combat global warming
and hindering the economic opportunities that renewable energy has
brought to the Pacific Northwest, such as investments in wind, wave, and
solar energy.

Specific findings on the potential impacts of the project on: physical
substrate; water circulation, fluctuation, and salinity; turbidity;
contaminants; aquatic ecosystems and organisms; disposal sites’
cumulative effects on the aquatic ecosystems; and secondary effects on
the aquatic ecosystems need to be provided. The draft EIS fails to
assess adequately the tremendous impacts on human environment.

The analysis of projects in the Lower Columbia River by CRK’s Brett
VandenHeuvel should be reviewed and its contents considered and
discussed in the context of cumulative impacts on air quality, energy use,

Wauna or the facilities at the Port Westward Industrial Area.

Section 4.12 on cumulative effects does discuss impacts on aquatic resources,
including salmon. All federally regulated projects would need to obtain permits
from the COE if they impact wetlands, and would have to comply with the ESA.
The COE, NMFS, and FWS would require mitigation to compensate for wetland
loss, and lessen impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species
and their critical habitats. Those mitigation measures may result in habitat
improvements for salmon and the estuary.

See our response to CO11-122.

Increased efficiency and conservation is discussed in section 3.1.1.2.
Renewable energy resources are discussed in section 3.1.1.3. As explained in
section 1.1, bringing in new sources of natural gas by importing LNG would
diversity the energy portfolio of the Pacific Northwest, meet future demands, and
may work to stabilize natural gas and electric prices. It would not necessarily
reduce the incentive to conserve or develop additional renewable resources.
The goals mandated by Oregon’s Renewable Energy Standard would not be
diminished. See our response to comment CO11-18.

As mentioned in section 1.1, even without imported LNG on the West Coast,
there has been a trend for increasing use of natural gas to fuel electric power
plants. This trend would continue, with or without LNG, because natural gas
has less air emissions than other fossil fuels, such as oil or coal. Therefore,
providing more supplies of natural gas by importing LNG may result in
environmental benefits, by helping to reduce GHG and global warming in the
future if new or retrofitted power plants used natural gas instead of oil or coal.
As discussed in section 3.1.1.3, it is not currently possible for renewable
resources to produce the level of energy equivalent to the Bradwood Landing
Project. As discussed in sections 1.1 and 3.1.1 of the EIS, the denial of the
LNG project may hinder economic opportunities for the Pacific Northwest.
However, it is beyond the scope of the EIS to address indirect effects the
Bradwood Landing Project may have on creating additional gas-fired power
plants, since details are unknown, including the number or location of such
speculative plants.

Section 4.12 of the EIS describes the potential cumulative impacts from the
project in relation to other past, present, and future projects. The known
impacts that are described individually for these various topics in the EIS are not
expected to result in significant cumulative impacts. Therefore, we believe that
our analysis of cumulative impacts as it relates to these topics is adequate.

Mr. VandenHeuvel's analysis 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.
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Due to the length of the Columbia Riverkeeper comment letter (comment letter CO11), we have summarized the issues raised and include them
in the following table along with our responses. A copy of the complete letter follows the response table.

Comment Number Comment (Summary) Response
GHG emissions and their related impacts, including human health and CP06-365) and putting in the proper date range.
environmental impacts.

CO11-129 The draft EIS fails to include a cumulative impacts analysis of the The Palomar Pipeline is included in our cumulative impacts analysis in section
proposed Palomar Pipeline. 4.12.
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COLUMBIA Coliamtea Riverkeeper = Fretland Office

= = T17 SO Chade Streast, Suene 414

N Peeiand, R, 57205

( Fhoes: [H13) 224-3240

LLPAREXNEEN warw. columbiamiverkesper.oog
Dizzember 21, 2007

Kimberly 1. Bose, Sacrefary

Federal Energy Regalatory Commuissen
555 First Sfreed, NE., Room 1A
Wigshanglon, DT 20416

RE: Comneenis on Drafl Environmental Impact Stadement, Bradwood Landing Project,
FERC/EIS-02140, Dosckiet Wos, CP06- 305001, TP 366000

Ms. Boss,

We submmil these commments am the Traft Enaronmental [rpact Satement ("DELS)
Eradwond Landirg Projsct ("Bmdwond”), FERCETS02 140, Ducked Nes CPIG=305000,
CPe-3a6000, <m behal( ol the Eallowing orgamzations Columlaa Riverkeaeper, Columlbao
River Bamingss Association, Rivervisien, Webkiakum Friemds of the River, Landowners and
Citizems fior & Safie Compmmdty; Oregen Chaptar Siama Club; Willapa Hills Awdubon Sociaty;
COregon Cifizens Against the Pipeling, Friends of Living Cregon Waters, Coalition, Horthrest
Enwironmental Diefense Center, Willemette Riverkeeper, Rosemere Neighbethood Association,
Audtben Soctety of Parllond:, Crepon Covmetl Trout Unlomited; Bative Fish Society, Cilizens
Tior 8 Chaun Cedumbin Wemaishee; Columbin River Fishermen's Predective Unan; Northmest
Citaches amel Ameglers; Chregron Wilds, and Energy Optices (eallectively, “the Coalion™), The
Coalution irseldes & el Tocal and negional spectom of business, emarormental, sifly, bl
property imferests, Eech orgeaniztion bas members who would be harmed by LEG tamninal.

FERC muwst clrcalate a new DELS

Wereuest that FERT 155ue o applementil DEIS for publie comment berass e
curzent DEIS is wholly madequate, The DEIS contains major fictl emoes, fails 16 address
sutestanitial chimgss o e propect, Giils v address neasormlde sllematives, ignores lhe Palomar
Pipetine as o cormected actson, and fals 1o evaliate ggr Gean seenomie, soaal, amd
anvironmental consaquences. Thess emrors canmod be comrect in the final EIS. FERC's
rizutatons require FERC fo supplemend the inadequate DELS, and circudate the supplement dratt
for public comment. 40 CF.R § 150294

MEPA requirements

HEPA “is ot bisso raticesl aharter foe protestion of the envronment,™ e Wswuwais
Bioudiversity Progect v. Blackesod, 101 F.3d 1208, 1216 (9th Cir. 1998), quotieg 40 CFR §
1500 1) “WEPA was passed by Congress to proteet the envirenment by requining that fadersl
apencies carefully weigh ervironmental considerations and consider potential eltermatives bo the
proposed action befone the government leorches any major federal sction™ Lo Ceaieif v

20071222-8001 FRAC POR (ned Tisiall 1202272007 1212456 AM

Fonead], 305 F. 34 1019, 1026 (9ih Cir. 2005). The papose of KEPA 15 fo crmame “that the
agemey, n rmchmng its desion, will have avalable, and will carefily corsader, detaled
mlermsition eoneenmung sigmiicant snvronmental wnpscts, 1 alze pusrmies G the rdesn
informztion will be weade avealsble to the barger [public] audiance that meay also play & rolein
Tcith the decisionmaking process end implamentagon of that decision.™ Raberison v Wethae
Fealley Citizenis Coanvdl, 400 115 332, 349 | 9g0y

The Couneal on Enarcnmental Chality *CEQ”) has prommilgeted regulations that bind
[ederal agencies implementimg NEPA. Sierra Sl v 008 Forest Sarv R4 F .24 1190, 1193
(910 o 19888 “The provedures pressenbed bothan MEFA md the miplementing regulations are
fo b sty imleposted 1 the Golbest atent possabile’ in accoed with the policis embocked in
the Act.” . jeiting Oalifornre v, Bleok, GO0 F2d TE3, Tl (Oth Cir. 19823,

T primary parpesas. of the DELS ane: 1) to ensane that the Federe agancy
implementing &n action underpoes & thorough and ehjective investigation of the likely impacts of
the etz fir the srvironment, anel 25t shsedoss to the patle and snecumge pulidic scostimy off
any gehiem likeby e alfaet the emarcnment before such acfion is exseuted. 40 CF R § 1500, 10
(2006), MAadequaie prabbic descbosime by the E1S requirss o full i acevraie disclosume alall
Rkely environmental irpects, Paltimore Cres and Electrs Compmy v, ME0C, 267 1,5 57
(1983). Insatisfring the NEPA requanements for an EIS, 2 Fodaral apeney must include the
prrposs and reed for the action, analyves dineet and indinect eovironmental and cconomic impects
of the sction and amy reasorable altemetives to the propoeed sction, and evalate the
effectiveness of enficipated mitipetion measures. Addtionslly, & consideration of the cummulative
mpeets of sl reusonably forsseeable sctoms must be included fora full analysis of dirsel el
mechireet emvarormental arel sconomic inpeacts, 43 175.0, §4332

Full and Acowraie Disclosare

FER.C beas. comtinueadly Gailed bo disclose a full end acourste description of the projoct s
the public. Bradwood has submitted conmradictory information in its epplications to other local,
state, awl Bademnl ageness, ond the stelity of FERC b mhirass fese comesms in the DELS
prddematic. FERC com not make o fall amdd acomate disclosas to the pubhe il Brachweood
clim fies the ruz soope and goals of the progec) and sbants consistent apphicalion makenals 0 all
permllong agenies

Tha incomsistent informetion submitied by Bradwood at varieus stages of the FERC
presess preclides edegds parficipation by the public. Today, the Bradweod LMG projeet
{project” roposal dremeically differs from the profect evalustod in the DEIS. I addtion to
preclichng pubilic review m contrvention of the raguremets of NEPA, the inconsistent
mloomsition sdaiied by Bradwood prevenis FERD from prockecing o valsd fiml 15 The
everchargumg propesal ael e chienreg impast ianalyses alse risss questions abou the veroty
al' the iformatiom submntted by Bradweocl Bradwood sheuld wed be allewed to subonl altermle
plars fir the Bradwaood LEG project with various locel, stete, and faderal agencies and FERC

b Ag sl hrssghion tese commaents, “[roject” inclisdes ll aspects ol de LG mgonataon, mchid ing bt nest
Tuirnledd bes o ea WRiEp, Dt s, enmonial consnist i wd opsrtien, plaedin: gl cosmictom aul
aperio
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should abstain frem further evalustion o decision making conceming the projeet unhl these
wmeetainies are resolved. Tocomply with MEPA, FERC mst puldish lor public commments a
sigrpbemnental EL5 thal deseribes the curment project proposal poor o the fiml E1S. FERD crmat
progzed fir thie final E1S hecauss the project has substandally changed singe the DE1S was
prubkished

WEPA prants the public a night to review the eumrent progect, not a dramatically different
project, which hos changed ofter the publication of the DELS, Withoot consistent mibbomation,
the public carmot svaluate and elfzctively comment o the projedt propesed by Brochaood. Diae
P resqures the atehity o offectively parficpate, not pest subm comements on o fammer
project desgm. FERC also requines curren informmation fo Gl the KEPA requirsments of
tharough imvestigation of all the direct and indirect anvironmental and economic impacts |ihaly
10 DCEIL.

In sddition bo basing the DELS en the inconsistent information submitied by Bradwood,
FERL hos farled fo meet the Gall amd apcurate dsclostme regquirsments of MEFA by not ineluding
the emvirommetal sl ecomeme s of the whele praject, In the DEIS, FERD mst aralyvee
the full seope of the project, imeluding connected actions that are closely related 1 the proect. 40
CFRE 1502400, I detenmmeng what actons W0 include ina single E1S, the CEQ reganls
actions & cormected when they “faJutematically trigger other actions which may raquire
environmental impect stetements,” “Je]annot er will not proezed unless other setions are taken
previously of sicmdtanseeusly,” or “Ja]re inferdependent parts of & larper action and depend on the:
larger action for their justification.” & § 1308.25(2). FERC has failed to assess the impects of
the proposed Palomar Prpehine Frajpeel (“Palomar™), which 15 discussed i deta] below, in the
Eradwoord Landirg DELS, a partion of whech will nol procesd unless the Bradwood LRG Froject
1 soesslidly commplefed. Beciuse & porton ol the Palomsir Fipeline wall ned Tappen unles ihe
Eradwood LEG Project is completed, FERC pmst inelude the envirenmental and eeoroome
impacts of that project in the DELS.

Mumber of LNG Storage Tanks

Erdwod has preseobed incansistent information in vimos regulitery contexts
concerming he number of LRG somge tanks proposecl, [napplications submefles) o Clilsop
Conmty, the State ol Cresgom, amd the Anrry Conges of Enginesrs (Comps™), Bradwecd scinls 1o
pursuing a Bradwood LMG terminal designed for thres storage tanks. Speeifically, Bradwood
states [t tenmingl &5 designad for three tanks with & poming sterage capacity of 160,000 ',
fora fotal nominel LN storage capacity of 480,000 m™ in applicetien meserials submatied to
Clatsop County, OB Yet, the DELS states that the project will have two LNG storege tanks.
DELS al ES2; 220 ["LNG unloacsed. froen the ships waak] be stored m two 160,0004m ™ doewge
fanks]

Eradweoond 1 designirg the facality for thres stomeze tanks, [n Fat, Figere 3131 inthe
DEIE elearly shows the LFG terminal is designed foc e third tend. Additienelly, FERC
acknowledpes the torminal will have 2 potential to deliver 1.5 befd, which would likely require a

* v Bruibwined Lanekng LLC Mamalive: bt Sugpeort of Applieatsons far Local Apgroval ol e Brishwood Lasding
L Termiire) ol Asocztod Facibiics st @
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fhurdd tark. DELS il 1-1. A thard fank wall subsiantially change the safsty, envaronmental, and
crankmne mmpaets of the projest, wxd FERC should tks thos ino accoumt i evaluatmg the
prigect. FERCTs ftlurs b address the trard tanks 15 & majer oversighi

A thwres tank design wall inerease the everall LNG stocage capacity of the terminal from
the 320,000 v eomemplated in the DELS to an achual 480,000 m'. The inerzise in storage of
Large volumes of LMG changes the safety considerations imealved with the project. Mot anly is
therz an ineressad chames of m acodent, nohural dsester, or equpment fmlure leadmg oa
breaching of a tank a5 2 vl of there baum one ackhticral tank, the larger amount of Bamrmable
g ey smhanes calastrops svents, changing blas mdius dysimes and endamganng sven
rivare e, visgstahion, and wildale in the ares

Censtructson of an edditional tank will also add fo the noise, light, and water pollution of
the Bradwiood LMG praject, beth in the short-term and the long-term. Shert-tenm e enstrustion
activitios for a third tank will require more noise producing sctivities, increased opportunities for
palluted storm water et e the Columtes Rver, el mereased light pollution for sseunty
and camstrichan octivies I the long-tenm, sxddiomal S0V umts will e necassry with 2 thard
L2405 Gk, Jesaalingy to mmwcome anr peoddutd oo aonel wanteer padiution throagh deschirge of Jow pH,
chlornated, Fngh temperatie, and oo water inta the Columbia River, sndinganing aquetic
animmals and vegetation. Furthermaore, the visml assthetics will be fundementally chargad, with
thrae larpe tanks blocking views. and degrading the besoty of the location to en even fther
axtent, in addition fo increasad lighting for security papoess.

At Jong-temm aspest of an mersmsel storage copastty of the temmmal cmesed by a
Threes Fank destpn ol evabusted by FERC is i ineneese inshep traflic, The DEIS sates that 123
shups wall visal the site per year wilh virving LNG wimang copacitiss, bat an increimss of slorgge
cagacity due to the tenvimnal design of three tanks instzed of e will requine moee ships,
Inereasing the rmmber of ships wissting the site will kive substantisl impects upon the
enviranment, ceenemy, and sefity of the reggon. Inenzasing ship mraffic o more than 123 vessls
peer vear will causs ervitonmental hann theough increasing shorcling erosion, decreasing weter
cpmality by re-suspening sadiments due o wike trbulance, amd hamming squate sl theough
wessel sinikes, ballas! intakes, and clber barmbul ship effects such 5 standng. Economic harm
il alsor result from am merese in ship trallic becinse ofher vesels ot vield o the ks 1o
enstive (he salely some recorements are mel, This will canse consdarlly moes dsrmption s
comimercial fishing and recrestion on the lower Colwnbiz River, wasting valusble time of
commercial fishemmen or driving vahable business sweay from recreational arcas. Fimlly,
mereased LMG ship traffic will amplafi the safiety concems of the project. More ships will
cnhance the chances of a catastrophic accident or event by increasing e likelibood fior vessel
collziens, underwater chatucks stnkes, termonst attocks, scppment fulors, and vanoos other
chngers

FERC tmst sssess these emararenental, economne, and salely isses pertiinng ko a thres
tank disign in the EI8. Accerding bo materials submitted with other applications, Bradwood s in
fct actively seeking to baikd & facility designed For theee tanks and an output of 1.5 billien cobic
fiset perr by (“hefd™). Abthough FERC acknesledges Bradwood may seck to expand the
ficilitics in the firfure, and notes that any such expansion would ragare fmtber applications and &

Page 4 of 151




V.9

20071222-8001 FRAC POR (ned Tisiall 1202272007 1212456 AM

suppzmental EI5 for approval, FERT should address o possibile third tank now becanss
Eiradwoond has made clear thal if intensds o constroct the thard fanks and hes, m G, submibied
reguilatory applications thal cortain the tard tank.

At the lesst, FERC should reguire Bradwood to clanfy its peal and ebjectives for the
project and svepend further corsiderstion until confusion over the dserepancies is dispellad.
Even if Bradwoed does not plan fo install a third tank in the initiel phass of constuetion, FERC
shonikd still address the thord tank moab cumultive effzols molyas mihe EIS beeass it s
resseembly fomesezabie that Bradwoed wall instal] a fhord tank grven the desgn and their achions
ol setting apphication matsnals desenbogg o thard tank, Fuethermone, the miligation plan on
file for the: Bradwood LG projsct s msulTicien by sppor the coment progect as desenbed Ly
FERLC, mat fo mention & three tank design and incressed ship traffie. Bradwood should be
riquired by FERC bo sabemit an updated and detailed mitigation plen fo sccount for the fal scope
of the project so that it may be evalted propedy in the EIS.

Skee of the Ships

Hed orly are thers deserepancess reganting the munber of tanks 1o be wsed mthe
Birardweoend LING project, bnd applcation matenals submotted Ly Bradwood and the mfrmmnion
used in the DEIS akso disagree about the size of the LMG ships that wall trenspant LNG to the
proposed Bradwoed terminal, The DIELS s 2-3 states that ships sanging in size from 110,000 to
00,000 m” will transpoct LIG fo the tenmiral. Contrary to the DEIS, application materials
submmitted bo Clabsop County, State of Oregon, #nd the Ay Corp of Enginzers suggest a ship
sioe upde 220,000 m', For instanes, application materials subiaited fo Clatsop county state thin
“[o)m omder b acccrmeniclate the Gl rnge of LG carners thsf will serve the termmal, the berth
and & coniigiens g besn are desigred for LAG camers with 2 cagmaly mngrg fom
L0000 10 220,000 cubie meters (m* ™ Therefers, contrary to the assumed ship sizes avaluated
in the DEIS, Bradwood is secking to design the Eecility for the use of ships up 1o 220,000 ny'.

A b of impacts that the DEIS failed to sddress will ocenr as a result of te use of
larger ships. Larger ships will meresse wake and dealk dasturbares, arssion impacts, the
tikehhood of vessel stnkes md collisiens, hksdahood of shoalirg, and the amoent o waler
seithetrwen from e rver o fill ballast fanks Safity 15sies also arise becouse an st 20,000 m*
Al LWG wioidel mavais: the blast i 1 4 calastioptos evenl occurad. Addiliarnlly, the
Eradwood LECG terming is being designed based on recaivieg thas: larger ships. Could the
berth design and dradzing ectivities be scabod back to help mitigate the impacts of the prosect on
the environmeni if smeller ships only ranging up to W00 m aneused? A berth design and
Farger taming basin for Jarger ships are waecessary wiless Bradwood docs in fact intend 5o
receive the larger ships ot the termmmal, 1 soaller stops than 220,000 m” ane used, will moee shap
trallic be nevessry i el the nesds o the fenmmmal? FERC mist adddres these isaes in the
DEIS The DEIS should svaluate the envimmmental and sconomes imgoets of wsng ships s
120,000 1 in ize bscanse Bradwood 13 sclively ssekmng 2 berth and ming bisin design for
thass larger ships besed on application materials submétted to other Local, state, and fedaral
apencies. Forthermaone, FERC should evalate the impects of increased meimenance dredzing in

* I Bruchwied Larhag LLC Marmative: i Sugport of Agplieatans for Locel Apgroval ol e Brastwood Lasding
L Temiire) md Asoctod Facibiics sl &
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the DELS, becouss larger ships wall naquare mare minntenanes dredgmg o mvond shoalmg or
stkang underwater obslicles.

Fipeline Frojects

That DEIS fiils o fekoe inko aceount the Palomar Gas Transmission Project (“Palomar™)
pipeling, which is deperdent upon the completion of Bradwood end, therefore, FERC fails to
anilyee wnd dscloss the full sape of the Bradwoed project. MEPA raqures (it actions “which
are redated b each other closely enongh o be, in effzed, a angle courss of action shall he
aviluated i 8 single impocd statement ™ 40 CF R 1502.402), An EIS 15 requared t cometler
actions thal are “mitend ependent parts of a lager acon and depeed om the lirger achom fox ther
Justification.” Id. § 1508.25{a){1}. The fest the Ninth Circut has wsed to detenmine if an scfion is
mterdepemdant with a proposed agency sction is the “but for” causation test. Saerra Club v,
Mreh, E16 F.24 137, 1387 (9 Cir, 198T), Under fhis test, an action is inlerdependant upon the
propesed ageney action if but for the proposed action the other acton would net cecur, &

Pabomar 15 0 jeard ventume of ™W Motural and TramsCamda and s desigmed fo diversify
the pahimal gas warkel m the Westem Uniled Stales. The proposed Pakomar Proect is a project
perdegrendent upon the Bracwood LG Praject. Althogh the Palomar clams that the sastem
partion af tha Paloorer Project may proceed regardless of whither the Bradwood LNG Project i
complated, the wastern balf of the proposed Palomar Project would not ccox but for the
Bradwood LKG Project. [n fact, Greg Kantor, president and chief opersting officer for WO
Matural, hae stated the the Pelomss “projeet is being designed so that, if an LNG terminal is
construglsd on the Columbin Raver, the Palomar pipeling con be extended to serve it ™ This
tlustrates that the Palommar project 15 depemrdent upom the: bulching of an LRG termirol sach as
the proposed Bradw ood lermmml on the Columlbian Biver. Furthenmors, Bradwood and FERC
Feav pot demnomstrated & market in Cregon and the Pacific Morthwest for enother 1.3-1.5 befd of
rabral gas

Eradwood will ikely necd the Palomar Project for the Bradwoed tobe ccenomically
vizhle since the Palomar Project will allosw Bradwoed bo fapingo other markets m the Western
Untied States. Therefone, ihe Falemar Projet is an interckpendent action wiih the propassd
Eiratbwennd Proqect. The Paloosor Projet 15 alsoa resonably [oesseeable sctiom, 6l an sctien
that s purely grecidatrve, n Bt a5 ol Ockaber 29, 2007, the Palosr prpelme s been deamel
smfficienthy Forescegble that FERC bas issoed & notice of intent to prodoce an E1S for the project.

Giwen that MW Matural is Bradwood"s sgent for budding the pipeling for the Bradwoed

LN Project, it is kel thet WW Mabure] and Bradwood had phanned Fom the beginning of
cheapring fhe Brsdwaod Froject fors connection to the Palomar Project. The fiel that FERC 15
illeming Bradwood and NW Nabal i siagger ibe o projects s i they are nel wrisnlependent
15 gzl Ius el thens bivs been plans fon veirs b bl the Paloosr ppein
sagnent lesckng (rom Trarsarsela’s GTH prpedime svstem o semewdhers soah of Molalla in
Clackemes County. However, it is alse trug thet the szeond segment of the proposad Palomar
Privject was not designed il recenthy, specifically after Bradwood designed the Bredweed
LMG Project Howw could thene hewve been plans for the westem sezment of the Palomar Project
Tefore the Bradwood Project when there was no Bradwood LNG termine] to which a comaction
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could be made? Bradwood and NW Natural should not be allowed to separate a pipeline project
clearly connected with the Bradwood Project into another project just to avoid the analysis of
additional environmental impacts for the Bradwood Project in this EIS.

Because the Palomar Project is connected to and dependent upon the completion of the
Bradwood LNG terminal, FERC should analyze the environmental and economic impacts of the
segment of the Palomar Project leading to the proposed Bradwood LNG terminal in this DEIS.
The pipeline segment at issue is proposed to be 102.5 miles long leading from the Molalla
Lateral interconnect to the Bradwood Landing pipeline. This proposed 102.5 mile long 36-inch
natural gas pipeline fundamentally changes the scope of the project. The pipeline will cross
miles of wetlands and sensitive habitats, not to mention crossing private property and disrupting
landowner’s uses of their own properties. Many landowners will lose the right to use their lands
for economic benefit because of the easements associated with the proposed Palomar Pipeline.
Construction of the pipeline will lead to large amounts of timber harvesting through forested
areas, destroying bird nesting areas and causing fragmentation of critical habitats for a variety of
species. Many threatened or endangered plant species are also located in the area and
construction activities will destroy many of these plants. Additionally, construction through
wetlands will cause pollution to the streams through increased sedimentation, temperature
increases, and introduction of pollutants such as gasoline and oil. Many of these strearns are
considered critical habitat for a variety of fish and construction activities would put these fish at
greater jeopardy.

Noise, air, and light pollution will also result from construction activities, operation, and
maintenance of the Palomar pipeline, further exacerbating the already substantial environmental
impact of the Bradwood LNG Project. FERC should take all these factors associated with the
Palomar Pipeline under consideration in the DEIS and not allow a project clearly associated with
the Bradwood LNG Project to be staggered for analysis in a different EIS. The environmental
impacts of the Bradwood LNG Project must be considered as a whole, which includes
assessment of at least the western segment of the Palomar pipeline leading to the proposed
Bradwood LNG terminal. Any omission of the impacts of the Palomar pipeline would be a
failure on the part of FERC to fully and accurately disclose the full scope of the Bradwood LNG
Project.

Dug to the DEIS’s failure to adequately explain the currently proposed project and failure
to adequately assess obvious impacts and connected actions (e.g. Palomar Pipeline, tanker
characteristics), FERC must prepare and circulate a revised draft. 40 C.F.R § 1502.9(a). In
addition, FERC “shall prepare supplements to either the draft or final [EIS] if: (i) the agency
makes substantial changes in the proposed action that are relevant to environmental concerns; or
(i1) there are significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns
bearing on the proposed action or it impacts.” 40 C.F.R § 1502.9(c). These comments provide
multiple examples of changes in the proposal and significant new information that requires
FERC to supplement the DETS.

FERC does not provide an adequate analysis of alternatives

Overview of Alternatives Analysis
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Acemheal component of the FERCs ELS process s 1ls llemiives amlyss, NEPA
rrandzles that an ey "shall ta the fulles) exlent possible; Use the NEPA process to glentaly
and sz the reasonable altzmatives to proposed sctbons that will svodd er minimize advarse
affieets of thess sefiors upon the quality of the himan epvirooment.” 43 CFR.§1500 We) The
apency must alsa *Srody, develop, and desenbe appropriate altemnstives to the recemmendad
courses of seion inany proposal which imvolves anresolved condlicts concemming altemative wses
avimlabis resmmess as provided by section [R20INE] of . 40 C.FER. §1500 el "

In eeder to i the permnd, the FERC has the burden of demanstratimg tha! ressomable
iltematrves —imclndmg altemative slss—have e oorsdersd thorotezhly. Thes ssuton will
demonstrate thet FERC's altamafive analysis does not even come elose to evaluating a
reasofable range of altematives. [0 faet, there are raltiple altematives to safisfy the besie
preject purposs without disturbing special squatic sies

The purpecess of Brackveed 15 fo provide natural gas to the westem markels. As sach,
therz are i myriad of allzmtives 1o sceomplish this papose. The prmery Qo with FERC s
allemalives arguments 15 thal FERC clamms the lemmiml mizst be mothe Columlaa Eiver 1o serae
cusloeners in Ciragon il Wisshington. The true destiration of the vast maonty of tes g 15
Califomia. Therafore, the Columbia River Jocation i not nezessery. This opens up multiple
reasorablie alternatives, inchoding siting an LMNG terminal in Califomia choser to the end users.
In addition, encrpy conservation and efficiency is 2 prefirable practicable slternative that FERC
dismisses witheut justification. Offshers LG fermirals are also practicable altematives.
Furthermoss, milfipds desagn changss at the Bradwood site its olfers bess barmbl procticabds
allemalvess

Thez FERC does mot provide saffickent ressoning or difadl to justify its dzmissal of many
desigr and project altamatives that could have & less adverse impact on the aqustic seosystem.
In particuar, there is lietle consideration of the relative costs, techmalogies, and logistics in the
altermatives dsregarded by the EIS. Many alemetives existin the Western enargy markes that
could provide clemer, saler, more affordalls energy withoul the snoemous nagatve impact o
the Liweer Colunthin Fiver BEradwood has nod met ol burden of ovencoming the presamption
That practrcibile altematives exist

Thez FERC elso mischerscharizes te overall project purposes. The seele of e project
alors chearly indicates that the proposed terming] will serve 8 West Coast-wide anergy market
Bradwood's Likely conmection to e proposed Palomar pipeline, which connects Bradwood to
the California merket, indicates that the purpese of the project is to serve a reglon-wide demand,
melwchmg Califorma, Brchwood attempls t ohlizcale tis broader progec pmposs in oder o
aviid discussion of the most ainaows allermative — sing the project m closer prosamily fo s
targel market in Califomia

Thaan i o prowen “rad” for tee project in the Pacific Medhwest. The altermatives
analysis rests, in part, on the assumpton that LNG is a vital resoares for the fiubore of the Pacific
MWW Yet, the analysis provides no impartial information shesving need in the Pacific NW that
mmabches the encrmeus scale of the Bradwood propesal. This everarching problem renders. the
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alternaimves analysis highly suspeet, ol any ramge of altematives mist be evaluatzd ing West
Coastowide combest, and e that fidlly acknmwlades the potential of the proposed Palomar
prpelime o conneel the Bradwosd Praject b regioml markets

Thaz FERC has failed toundertake an sdequate anabysis of gtematives becase of an
mreasorahly namow definition of the purpoese and need of the project which FERC then wsze to
dismiss reascrable alternatives. The DEIS states, “The parpess of the Bradwood Landing.
Project 15 fo prowice a mew seurce of matural gas to the Pacific Morthwes! through impotation of
LMG™(DEIS, 1-3) The pupse of the project should be mone broadly stated in terms of
sugrpitving the regron with mirad gas, an amlyss oo which FERC wioedd melide detailed
consickratiom of menLEG allemlives

FERC further deseribes key objectives &s supplying indastral and genzration facilities in
the Lower Colambia, supplying Mist divectly with raturel gas, and providing gas supply to the
Pecific W region via its interconnect with Williems ¥W pipeline (DEIS, [-3) FERC presumes
that fimlurs to meet thess obgestives through importhon of LHG will result m the objsstives nm
bairyr e, Bt mo Merth Amencan gos allematives i Al ese nsads through sestirg
mitwstmctre, However, thess prmary progect olyjscives do nol requine a prodect of the s and
scope ol the Brcdwood LNG termmml, and maliple prpeling already supply these gas users
from epdsting infrastrocture and supplics. The mein propesed conduait of this gas to the Pacific
W merket, the Williams WW pipzline syetem, carmot comently sccommeodate the hige
queantitics of gas that Bredyocd secks to impedt.

Industnal users and elesiniaty generstion n ke Lower Colanba, by Brdwood's owm
astimmales, are only Itkely 1o wse 10 mmcfil on anaverige day’, ODOE questions even tes
assarpfion, nofing el operators of nabural g plas in the ans e nol plionning 1o alsorh
LMG, camently.” Williams pipeline compeay has indicated that it does not have capacity e
absorh all of Bradwood's gas, and that Bredweod will likely have to vy an the Bradwood
pipelins in the utre.

FERL choeas ot mustify the ancemeos see and wapoet of 105 project, and thus dees not
demonstrle that more modemale developmenls (gas slompe, consaralon, efficiency mensunes)
are ped practcahle alternatives fo meel e modes! gromth m Pacc W% gos demand. Crapon
Departrient of Energy MOD0E™) recenlly commentacd, tn its dmall comments on the FERD
DE[S, “The DELS provides no independent assesament of the demand for LNG te justify the
need for the propesed projoet ™ ODOE's comment highlights widespread skepticism shaut
FERC's charecterization of the purpose and need forits project.

Furiherioees, FERL relies hevily on dita o the Mottt Gas Assooation
(HWGEAT The NWGA"s members include NW Matunl g, a priner and hikely [bure owmer
ol the Brachvoed pipeline s proponsnt of the conmested Palomsr propedt. The WGA data
carmial b comsichrad unbiisecl, s prelminary comments on the DELS of the Craron Depariment
of Energy bave noted: “The [demand) amalveis is based entirely an WWGA forocasts. ba

* Joank Aqualic Reseinoes Permit Applostion, Arachsiest H Deinber 106
:ﬂl.'".TE. D, 2007, Predirmanery Stale Agescy DEIR commients, o 4,
I
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mkependent assessment of demand. Mo corsderation of demand side reductions™ Otber Stole
agencies hinve mised smulir coneems with the FERC DEIS - o deeument whose allemalives
analysis 15 e sxtersve fan the Alleratives amilyas m the Ammy Corps apphieation b i
still deficient.

WOAA Bas also added its own resenvations about the purpese and need of the project,
rasing the following questions regarding whether the altenatives anslysis is artificielly
constrmmed m order ta justify o lghampect project: “As the stted ohjective s roviding the
Pacific Norttweest wilk imother naturl gs soarce, it wedd oppear additional dJata from the
region is wasranted ™ Given broad sheptician about the nesd for the propesal, the mo action
altemaivs mery resiedt an the natal gas needs of the Pacific Moohwest and Califoma being met
and should constifule a practicable alternative. FERC gives very litile corsiderstion fo the
paenital fior noaction

Whilz the project configaration and pipeling routing are parportedy designad to match
the reeds of Lowsr Colenbia mdustrial and dlsstmeity gensmhion users, sams of these wsers do
rrt e b bee plarmeng for LRGG. For sxample, comments of QDOE medicate thinl Pet
Westward s nol Teetonng LG inlo s gas sapply nesds, PGE, which owns genemating facilifies
therz, 15 nol necessanly goang 1 by lings quinfties of LRG:

Deelivery of ges tr the FGE power plants &t Port Westward is not a
compelling reason to sdect the prefmed pipeling route over alberratives,
In the Ciragen EFSC review of the Port Westward power plant, PGE did
e s Bt LG wosld be avadable, PGE alse did not ssane ibe
avelatelity of LRG m s imkegrated resonce plan review befirs the
o Puldic tility Commmssion”

Tha Bradwood project is deatly designed to meet its axpectation of West Coast-wide
energy demends - not these of the Pacific Northwest. FERC's assertion that key projec
chijectives involve delivery of gas to Mist and Celumbia River indusinial generation wsers is
sevemely imdenroned by the faet thaf less than 110 of the project woukd currently be likely to go
o thesse wsers. '™ The quamtity of gas propased for mport by Brachweod (1.3 befid) mees than
chaiblbes Cregon's average dialy natural gas wse

The enormous size of the project shows that a major cconomic driver for the project i
Califomia gas derrand, rather than Cregon's of Washington's. California consumes & much gas
st rest of the West combined'™ (see below’ and will likeby receive most of Bradvwood's pas,
Tased o the recenily proposed Palomer pipeline proposal (see attached maps). The Bradwood
progect nol enly seeks o commection bo Calfomua’'s macket vie Pakmmer, but i also likely requares

7 ODHIE, Diec. 2007, Preliminay Stte Agency DEI comments, ot 62

FHOAA comm esls on FERC DS December 17, 20607,

¥ OIMIE, Dec. 2007, Preliminary Stale Agescy DEIS comments, of 6.

'™ Birachwiadl el ing 404 Application Attachmen H. Cetober 2000

" Energy Information Adminsiration Wetorad (s Summery Satklice Onsasn 20001006

MUERA Wateral G L Sununeny Dtk Dee 205 lapeVangy, Quote from Laretta Lyach, Tomer Cheer of CA
FUC miier Gray Dania dharing Fortand kit on Maeh 1007
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additomal prpeline capacty askdz from the propesed Bradvwood ppeline through Cowlite Conmby
chue I the capaaity hnetbons on that pipeting CICF Indermational sy for WA EFSEC) i
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California is "Market Maker”

= Lerafa Lynch, Bx Chalr of Caltormia Pudlic Lbes Commission

Washingins

Mevida

Oregoa
[ilaha

Califarnia

i S LOHORG 50000 0000 250000
Diespgmbeer 2005 — CA uses as much ag rast of Wast combined

It s simply not crschbl for FERC to claim that its project wall sarve the Pacific KW
alere. The Daaly Astonan's imerview with a Willams Pipeline reprasentative demonstrabes that
the Willsurs Nerthwvest Pipelme, which FERC daivs Wil trarspont the mmjoaity of its gas, does
it have fooen for Bradwood s gas . Williams recognizad that the Paloerar mipeline, which waould
take gas to Califoemia, is necessary for Bradweod.

Willsams Northwrest Pipeling spokeswomen Michele Swaner semd her company
dozsn't have room for all e gas Bradwood plans to import to s Bradwood
Ticihity. *[f does maks semse that they sipned up on Falomar, she sad
“Prysically, we'rz enpable of receiving it, bul it weald take the place . of all the
iffier gas supplies Moming an thit system both morth and south. W have bog-
term aprecenents i plaee. _ We'ne mdikey to disrupt the relationsbep we dready
Feave wirth our custoenans right now.” Even witl the projected declines in supply
frem Canzda s the Rocky Mountains, she said, there's not enough demend for
gas in Chregon and Washington to abeork the full velume from Eradwoed. But she
saie] ther & demmand for Hat volume in Calitormin, ™

RO niemedional Mo, 2007
W Bt Where e G Will o7 Cossariabea Profita, Tie Jeslly disorkan, B 27, 2007,
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Exhibir i.1: Major Fipstnes in the Pacitic Norhwest
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Bradwood acdmits: that it plers to wse the propessd Palomer pipeline to deliver significant

cuantitizs of gas to potential custemers i Celiformia, accordng to its 8-1 filing submitizd to the
Hecunties med Exchimgs Cormmisson

In achebitiom b the Bradweocl Fipeline applicaticn, we have recerily
submmitted & fequest for servce o TransCansc and WW Natural for thae
crpieit seasne et which ey wonld coestneet, own and operate a pipelme
that would connect the Bradwood tenrinal to Wilkisms" Northwest
pipeling at Molalla and TremsCenada's GTH Fipeline near Medras. This
willl provide Bradwood and'or ether shippers with gas rensportation
sarvies from the LMNG termmal fo the prpeling svstems of both the
Hoqthwest Fipeline Company and TransC anada’s GT Fipelinz, which
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can deliver approximately 2.0 Bef/d into Northern California at the
Malin, Oregon interconnect point.”

Bradwood’s SEC filing also touts Bradwood Landing’s “convenient access” to the large
“Northern and Southern California” gas markets in addition to referencing the smaller Northwest
markets (SEC S-1 filing at 2). The SEC filing, submitted to investors, tells a completely
different story that the 404 application or the DEIS, submitted to regulators. The SEC filing
demonstrates that Bradwood’s true intention is to serve California markets. Bradwood’s attempt
to hide this fact in its FERC application and the failure of the DEIS to consider Bradwood’s
California connection via Palomar severely undermines FERC’s alternative analysis. Based on
the true project purpose of serving gas to California, as admitted by Bradwood, the FERC should
require Bradwood to submit a new alternative analysis to sufficiently assess the reasonable
alternatives of this purpose. The FERC has the burden of assessing all reasonable alternatives.
CEQ regulations state, at 40 CFR 1502.14: "(Alternatives shall) rigorously explore and
objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives which were eliminated from
detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated." Bradwood’s likely
use of the Palomar project —a pipeline that will likely send out the majority of Bradwood’s gas
onan average day in the West Coast energy market — should prompt FERC to assess West
Coast-wide energy alternatives to LNG. The DEIS does not undertake a suitable analysis for this
purpose.

Bradwood should be considered amidst a wide range of alternatives in the West Coast
energy market — including conservation, efficiency, renewable energy, North American natural
gas, and other LNG sites. All of these alternatives have potentially less severe impacts to the
sensitive aquatic ecosystems in which they might occur. The unprecedented and severe impacts
of the LNG proposal at Bradwood pose a huge risk to the aquatic environment, and the
alternatives analysis is cursory and omits consideration of key alternatives. The FERC dismisses
many of these alternatives based on the false assumption that they will not fulfill key project
objectives that focus on Oregon and Washington.

The WA State Pipeline Capacity study, however, concludes that no LNG terminal will be
viable in the Pacific NW without a pipeline connection to California:

Local load in the Pacific Northwest is too variable and not large enough to
be economic for a LNG terminal. To site a terminal at a size that would
be econornic, at least 1Bef per day to start with, access to Northern
Californian markets would be necessary." (emphasis added)."

As noted in the pipeline capacity study (see figure above) and in the recent Daily
Astorian article, the Williams pipeline is not capable of accommodating Bradwood’s supply
without vacating all of its current contracts for gas — a highly unlikely scenario. The pipeline
currently operates near capacity, and long-term supply contracts render the current proposed

U Bradwood 12/15/06 S-1 Registration filing with SEC, page 54 (emphasis added)
' ICF International. Nov. 2007. Review of Pipeline Utility Corridor Capacity and Distribution for Petroleum Fuels,
Natural Gas, and Biofuels in SW Washington. Submitted to WA State EFSEC. at 69.
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action potentially not viable. The alternatives analysis clearly should not have assumed that
space will be available in the Williams system to absorb up to 1.3 bef/d from Bradwood.
Bradwood admits in its SEC filings that it seeks to use the Palomar pipeline to aceess
California’s gas market — and the use of the Palomar pipeline may be necessary for the project to
even operate near capacity. Clearly, the Bradwood project must be considered in light of
numerous alternatives throughout the West Coast due to Bradwood’s stated intention of serving
California and other West Coast markets in addition to the Pacific Northwest. The high
unlikelihood of Bradwood’s project operating as described (largely serving Williams NW
pipeline) undermines the credibility of the current alternatives analysis, and certainly does not
overcome the presumption that alternatives are available.

CA Drives Gas Demand
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]
E 5 non N n mmm OR
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(Source: EIA. State Natwral Gas Summary Data, 2006.)

Ultimately, the FERC must evaluate whether there are preferable alternatives to the
Bradwood proposal in areas located closer to the largest target Califorma market, The DE
critiques potential LNG terminal locations south of the Columbia River for the length of their
pipelines, saving that long pipelines render other LNG sites in the Pacific NW not practicable.
FERC argues that Bradwood's proposed 36-mile pipeline is the least harmful. However, given
the agreement between Palomar and Bradwood to deliver gas to the California energy market via
anew 220-mile pipeline that cuts & swath across Oregon rivers, forests, and farms, FERC should
acknowledge and evaluate potential alternatives that do not require extensive harm to resources
in the Columbia River and all across Western Oregon. As FERC has repeatedly noted, the West
Coast natural gas grid is interconnected, and FERC should evaluate whether alternatives to LNG,
and whether other LNG sites, might accommodate future demands on the Western natural gas
grid.

The Palomar Gas Transmission project (PGT) has also indicated in its own statements
that the projects are intimately connected. Recent articles and statements in the FERC scoping
hearings for the Palomar project indicate that the Western segment of the pipeline (or at least a
significant portion of it) would only be constructed if the Bradwood project is approved.
According to Chief Operating officer Gregg Kantor of NW Natural in a recent McMinnville
News-Register article, "This project is being designed so that, if an LNG terminal is constructed
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on the Columbia River, the Palomar pipeline can be extended to serve it.™7 Mr. Sipes,

representative of FERC, also indicated that the two projects were closely related during scoping
hearings for the Palomar project. The FERC is asserting that the projects are “stand-alone”, yet
Mr. Sipes and Palomar project representatives have plainly stated that all or a portion of the
Westem segment of the Palomar project depend on the approval of the Bradwood project.'®

In addition, the FERC defines its project purpose too narrowly, and its alternatives
evaluation incorreetly presumes that it is necessary to increase gas supply only though importing
LNG, and ultimately only by importing gas into the Columbia River. Ifthe purpose is properly
defined as delivering clean, affordable energy into the West Coast market, many other
alternatives are available — some of which, including continued or increased reliance on Rockies
gas could fulfill all the project purposes. FERC persistently excludes many alternatives from
detailed analysis because “of their distance to the target market to be served”, yet the primary
target market for Bradwood’s gas is clearly California. Oregon PUC analyst, Ken Zimmerman,
stated, “So far, the only people that have shown any interest in contracting with these LNG guys
are in California.”"’ Bradwood also acknowledged publicly in recent Clatsop County land use
hearings that it already has an agreement to use the Palomar pipeline in the future — an agreement
that has been described in Bradwood’s S-1 filing with the Securities and Exchange Commission
in December 2006.

FERC does not adequately evaluate alternatives in conservation, efficiency, and

r ener gy throughout the West Coast

The Bradwood analysis also fails to accurately assess non-LNG alternatives, such as
conservation, efficiency, and renewable energy. In fact, the FERC alternatives analysis fails to
acknowledge renewable energy and greenhouse gas emission laws that have recently been passed
in Oregon, Washington, and California. These laws require a greater percentage of electricity
generation to come from renewable sources, and the FERC alternatives analysis rests heavily on
NWGA'’s assumption that gas-fired generation will drastically increase. Because LNG is 25
percent more polluting than domestic natural gas in its lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions,
FERC cannot assume that LNG has a place in an increasingly carbon-limited energy market ™

Because avoiding the construction of the Bradwood LNG terminal, Bradwood pipeline,
and Palomar pipeline would prevent severe damage to the aquatic ecosystem of the Lower
Columbia, FERC should give more serious consideration to the impact of increasing reliance on
renewable energy on the future of natural gas-fired electricity. The NW Power and Conservation

17 “Stage is Set For Big Pipeline Race.” David Bates. McMinnville News-Register. Aug. 7, 2007.

"8 Transcripts of FERC scoping hearings for Palomar Gas Transmission Project. Statements made by Mr. Doug
Sipes during meetings on Nov. 12 and 13 in Maupin and Molalla, Oregon, respectively.

' “Pipeline Battle Hinges on Need, Livability.” Ted Sickinger. The Oregonian. August 21, 2007. Ken
Zimmerman quoted as energy analyst for the Oregon Public Utilities Commission,

 Jaramillo et al. 2007. Comparative Life-Cycle Air Emissions of Coal, Domestic Natural Gas, LNG, and SNG for
Electricity Generation. Environ. Sci. Technol., 41 (17), 6290 -6296.

see also Supporting Calculations document and application of Jaramillo study assumptions to a West Coast LNG
facility in Powers 2007 study entitled Smart Energy 2020..

Also see Heede, Richard. May 2006. LNG Supply Chain Greenhouse Gas Emissions for Cabrillo Deepwater Port:
Natural Gas From Australia to California. http://www.edcnet org/ProgramsPages/LNGrptplusMay06.pdf
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Commetl conelude:d thet mamd power, consenvation ond elficiency are capabie of mestmg Joad
growth amad that exastng natural gos supplies,” Wind powes, alons, hos tbe polantial e bang
omine and ackk ool SHI0 AW :_lr;l:.‘.u:h‘_luu capscihy Wesl ol the Contimentis) divada, acimdng
to WWPCC s report. The FERC does not flly evalusite the savers eovironmental snd
cpomamic costs of Bradwood's project, and dees not sttempt to weigh the Mo Action altemative
with resdily availabla sltematives deseribed in the Fifth Power Flan and elsewhbere & required
under NEPA. WEPA requires that reasonable alternatives be weighed in & logical manner with
clear, reasonzd eritena used fo compare the diffarsm altzmatves

Crsgom’s Diepartment of Ernarogrmental Quehily (DECT questions whether the impacls
pmvoitves] with Eracwoid are nevessary and withoul altematives m renewille snergy and
consarvation: “Decadzs of maintsining LWG facilities in Oregon to supply netoral gas to
Califiomia might mot be jostified, especially given Oregon's pelicy to reduee reliance on non-
renewenle enengy sources and the West Coast Govemers® goal to explore new renewable coergy
oiptions. en e coasts.™ " Onegon’s Dieparment of Land, Consarvation and Development agrees:
“There should be o ngeeons amlyss of allermtives md mare comsilamtion of conservation and
remewahils ey,

Large LMNG

rerminal capaciry
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Thosaads of GWH
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Thae Coqramunity Environmental Couneal in Califomia has concdlodzd thet the nead fofure
LMG imports can be precluded economically by evena low estimate of energy efficiency

e Foawer and Corsenvation Comcil Fifth Praver Pln. 2006 see Chapter 5, Geneniling Hesorces
BN ]

= Predmngry Coimmivaits of DEC), Ovegen Siae Agencas i DEIS M, 2007 @ 9

“ Prolimirery Commaits of DLCT, Qe Slaie Apmiciss on DELS, Moy, 1007, 21
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potentil (ses ahove)” Cregon Department of Energy has similarly sspressed sheptcism abom
the rl reesed for the Brsdwod LNG termmnal, soting new renewails poofolio sndards m the
Shitlz of Diregron as 2 faetor thal conld reduce demard for feesal el powered dectnaty
Commanting on the DELS, which wes issued afler the passege of the 1007 Renewsbla Portfolio
Standard (25 percent by 20231, OGOE neted the following infonretion gap in FERCs need
analysis: “The Analysis docs net consider the impact of Reneweble Partfclio Standards (RP'S)
adepted by the 2007 logisleure,™"

The Chregon Puebles Uldities Commmussion bos identified energy efficrency and
conservation us majer goals forevlbeting fuls sy peliey, Sakhinaemlly, the Califoma
Energzy Comarission his conchuded that gas demane in Califraa is ot likely 1o rsich 2000
demand Jevels for the foresesabla fature (see graph below’ ™ The NWGA presents, in s bese
g, that Oregon will not resch 2001 wsage bevels until 2011, Because the Bradwood progect is
imtimately linked with Californiz gas demend, and Cragen is acively moving towards mone
Limited usa of fossil fels, conservation and efficency are practicable altemetives that have less
alvers: impacd and shoud be evalwted fheoughout the Wesl Coast

Int thee MW pesvem, the Fifth Power plan conchackes thal supplies ars mvailable 1o mes) gas-
fireeed generatice suppbes fo the Gomssaeable fulire, The rememeder of etre Joed growih can
resorahly be addressed toough conservation, efficiency, and renzweble anergy. Indead, the
passage of & law reguining 38 percant renewable gemserafion by 3025 in Cregon mey preciods
utilities ability te greatly expend their proportionsl use of natural pas, limiting the growth in the
fossil foel electricity gensretion sector.
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Sewree: Califoenig Energy Commicrion, Dove Mol

“Himte al 106 Joes Coljfris Ned LG Comminity Environmental Camnil,

 prefirdrary Comminis of OO0, vegon Stale Aaencies on DEIS Mov, 207 6062

< Souwee, Colifinmin Baergy Cotrmitsion, Tove Ml Take from “The Case Againel LG presesiation gven by
Farmir DA FUC Cleer Lovetta Lyeh i Pt bl R 2007,
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FERC offers thas cursory conclusion m s allermtives mmalyss, “1 is also congetvalle
that meremsing enengy elfivieney amd wss of renemalle seurces of ensmzy could radues the
progected fulurs demaned for natural gas”™ (DELS, @ 370 As noted alowe, progetad ligurs
ratiral gas demeand i not necessanly as robust as MWGA indicstes, and ODOE and others ave
wepfified & back of indzpendent aralysis of the nead for raturel gas. The DEIS dozs not provide
anlysis bo evaluste the likelibood of nefural gas demand being limited by consarvation,
cfficiency, and renewables. A report prodoced by the Amencan Council for an Energy Efficient
Economy indvcates that, by 2000, Crsgon can Limf ik niotural gas use by 5 pervent, compared to
bz cuse sstarphions. Lookamg shed, nafural gas demmnd codd b Timbed by § pereent by
005 and 12 pepvent T 30307

Theese potential raductions in projected growsh could sevenaly undemming the projected 8
percant growth suggested by the NWGA by 2011, The FERC should evaluste indzpandent
astimates of Forure need rather than aimply reporgitating nfomretion put fooward by project
proponents. Particolady when MWGA information appears to be contredicsed by other
projectins, te FERC has o regeonsimlity ta ook of a reasonnbls rmgs of information. FERC
aven cites the MWGA"s estimate thot s shoeballs might oo by the winter of 20062007
(DELS, 1-4), This scemanie did not oceur, e the WWGA contirmes to painl o dirs gos sipply
scemani o pstily the Brdwood projast,

That FERAC does mot offier sopposting mfomretion to dismiss the potential for altematives
%o limit groerth in nanrel pes demand, vet the DELS concludzs, “neither conservation measires
mior renewable energy sources are expected to replace the need for additional fubare nabore] gas
suprpines m the Poctfic Nortimest™ (DEIS, of 3-7) FERC s pomficknes thal insresmsing gos
charsmel mall necessitate LNG mport mthe Noribwes! 15 clzarly nol shaned by Cregon
Crepartment of Energy. 1 abso Bilsely comeliades thal independent ragmomal enemyy fonecasds
concluds that increasing gas supply and ges-fired genzration afe nzesssary for meeting fistre
demand. The NW Power end Conservation Couneil eleary indicate that wind power is &
growing and vishle alternative for meeting prowth in generation capacine. ™ As altematives s
fossil foels increase in renewable enerzy, energy eficiency, and conservation, naturel pas prices
rmay be relieved of some of the stain and vilnemability o speculation and manmpulation that has
clriven repent bigh natural gas prices ™ As Oregon State agencies bave suggested, FERD mst
evaluate i reasorable rngs of allemmhves inchading allematives 1o LNG such as renewable
eneriry, comservabion, el eflfiaency

ODNE aiddresses FERC s estimeate of fubae wind anergy dirsctly in its comments on the
FERC DEIS. The alternatives analysis agerandizes the meed for nahoral ges-fired gencration by
diminisking the current and fistre capecity of Washirgton and Cregon to generads wind-
powered dectnaly, DOOE commenls, “The DELS understales wind capecity, operaonal and
wmder constnuction, in Cragon and does nol mention Washimgion at all. The DES cies the 2005
CO0E brermmal enssyy plin el states tal Cragon bis o kol capasity of 259 MW wanl, wath

# Eliod, B Mend and Anna Shepley. April 2008 Impacts of Beergy Efficiency And Reewable Energy on Mahunal
Ciag hiarkets

S prw Fowes and Comservalion Crmeil 2005 Filth Pewer an

“ Ellied, R Meal i A Shopdey, Apil 2005 Iiogests of Beergy EMicieiy And Resen bl e Energy o Natural
s Maakieta, Areri-an Counell B an Boergy Efficisil Beotnity
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Referenca is mads to the discossien of wind power as an altemetive encrgy
s found on pege 3-5and 6 of the DEIS ™ While it s acknowlsckzad that wind powsr
represenls only a partm of the total Peeific Heetbwes| energy portfoleo, and recgares lood
shaparg from other soress of aergy; the disresive pressnfatim of wind power in the DELS 15
) anoorec, k) 1s preciea e o outbiled infirmatson from seemmngly o single source, and ¢ does
ot address the Pacific Northevest &5 a whaola. A far more balanced plehare is foond in mane
contemperary information from the intergovernmental Northest Power and Corszrvation
Coungil [MWPFCC] Noted in the Norhwest Power and Conservation Couneil dosument e
Role e Reviewable Sowrces i the Fifth Power Plan" dabed 3 October 2000 at page & of the
repnt wnkker the hending: “CURRENT RENEWABLE RESOURCE DEVELOFMENT
ACTIVITY™:

Crver 2600 megawalls of genarating capscity ol all esource types will have gen
placed in service in the Morthwest between adoption of the 5th Hanin December
204 and the end of 2008, About B0 megewstis is operating, %60 megawstts
umder construction and 880 megawants cumentdy scheduled for completion by the
cnd of J00% {Figune 1) Abour 730 megareaits (55 percent) of s teval are
rerewatie sneygy resonrees. Neanly o af s fover 59 parcendl i wind
enpaeity.” [emmpitisis m iilics adkded) 7

As shosm above, the A00M, wind power figure neted in the DE1S
s incomeet. Additiomally, whale the assertion on page 3-4 of the DEIS that most
rew deetiical generation is fom naboral gas fred sounces was true in 2003, this
assartion hes been rendered moat by th recent acecleratod development of wind
powered gemeration, The follewing note appered in the Infrockaction b Tatest WWEPCC Bienmal
Momivang Beport o ihe Fifth Power Plan clated Jamury 5, 2007 “The Flan found that the
reggion hacd i surplus of gerertmg capalalaty sl thet the nesd fiocnew generation (oo coal or
ruilial gis likely woidkd mot occar woitil alber 2012, aller the Sver action plan penad ™ Al in
the Summary:

High anergy prices and coneems about potential climate-change pelicy have also
beadl b appressive development of wind power in the Pacific Morthwest in the two
vairs smeet the Couneal adopied the Filth Fower Plan, Mew gensmtion capacity
and slovw demand rowih hive merssed the electical sigply surplus in ibe
reszion, whoeh firther delins the nesd foe new generatng capstnlity

T OOE Freliminay Commenis on Bradwood DEIE. Moy, 2007, ol &3-64.
 fee DIEIS commests of B Duncan Makewie, Dec 17, 2007,
O RAWFDC, Fifth Pewer Plan Monforing Regort. Janry 1007, sl NWPCC Report entitled The Role: of
Reteuihe Resores: B the Fllh Posrer Pl
H
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ofher projerts planned for s tolal of 400 MW" GDOE coneludes that the FERC s altermalives
anilysis “thoes nof wse enment daka fier opersting and planned wand generaten, Informatan rrr—
compled by DODEs Renewalles divison suggests aver S00 MW of operating renswilis £ o -
genezation, and over 3000 & zither under constroction or in various stages of parmitting. Ths e ot
dazs not aven includk Washington ™ i B

o
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Therefore, the renewable mmbers wed by FERC are sumply mecoect. The FERC mist
e the besst avmlobde mbommben fo make its deqsions, and should not danss oo LG
altermatrves such as wikl tosed on nemrect sshimmtes of these resmmes

With ODOE axpressing skepticism that pas-fired genesators in the Lower Celurbea will
sz this gas, it is important to avaluate whether LNG is evan ecencmic compared with ranzwable
altematives, The price of LWG will be & key Gutor in determining bovw, and it the fled is wed
omee it is imporied. ODOE concludzs dhat industrial use of nefural gas is projected to decling by
4 percen, and that gas-fred generation may greee to mest deemnds - vel both of thess factors
deperil ot Least somewhat on poee. As noted above, nitural gos prices may from Noeh
Aurencn sources depend on e success of conserrahon, eliaency, ad renewalde spergy
prograns and developmat. The Amencan Counal Fr an Energy Eflicient Ecoovem concludss
that “sigraficant price reductions are pessible by releving demand” theough a variety of
efficiency, conservation, and renewable proprams.™ Their rapart specifically cites Oregon's
Remawable Portfolio Stenderd &s a potential mathed for relesing fishare grossth in demrend for
clectricity from nafural ges-fired gereration. Hence, comparison of LMG and North American
gas pisls shoadd take Ciregon's BPS and other similar programs in Washmglon e Cahifomes
iy aecon, The compansm may rencler LNG even mons sxpensive when conmparsd to LNG,

Furfheriroees, aeccoding (o mny puldished peports, cument priang i move rellecive of
spaculetion than merket fmdamsentals.

Costs ane wiey below cament prices. For the most axpensive domestic
production, deep weber Gulf of Mexdeo, the fiull-eycle replacement eosts
may be as begh as $3.2 53, 5000 B, the repor sovs, Ioported LRG fills
mear bl rasgze alsoal 8375275 Cther Morlh Amencim il cyvele
production ests ane: overall Gullof Mesee 52,753 00 MMEW; mshors

“ Ellied, R Meal i A Shopdey, Apil 2005 Iiogests of Beergy EMicieicy And Reser bl e Energy o Natural
ius Dlarketa
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Gulf Coast $2.50-2.75; Canadian $2.25-2.75; and Rockies $2.00-2.25 . . .
36

The above statement and EIA data show that LNG is not likely to depress prices below
current levels. In fact, conservation, efficiency, and renewable alternatives are economically
viable alternatives. The DEIS alternatives analysis does niot compare costs or provide a
reasonable projection of its own future gas supply costs. When combined with Bradwood’s huge
negative impact to the aquatic environment, it is evident that FERC has erroneously made the
presumption that energy efficiency, conservation, and renewable energy are practicable
alternatives to the project as a whole, making the no action alternative both viable and
environmentally preferable.

FERC fails to adequately evaluate r ble alternatives to the project in
Rockies and Canadian gas supplies

The project configuration description in the DEIS is incomplete, and the project
description should include consideration of the Palomar pipeline project, the Western half of
which clearly depends on Bradwood’s LNG terminal being approved. Under NEPA, the projects
are conmnected actions — but for the Bradwood LNG terminal, the Western half of the Palomar
pipeline (or some significant portion of it) would not be constructed.”” The Palomar pipeline is
not a surprising outgrowth of the Bradwood project. For several years members of the public
have noted that the Williams pipeline system currently lacks available capacity to take on an
additional 1.3 bef/d. FERC’s three-fold description of the project objectives (delivery to
industrial/electricity users, Mist, and Williams) cunilatively do not come close to the capacity
of the project as a whole. Again, the WA EFSEC study completed by ICF International shows
that the region cannot economically absorb the huge amount of gas that Bradwood intends to
import:

Each of the proposed terminals has an associated pipeline project. Local load in
the Pacific Northwest is too variable and not large enough to be economic for a
LNG terminal. To site a terminal at a size that would be economic, at least 1 Bef
per day to start with, access to Northern Californian markets would be
necessary.

FERC’s alternative analysis, then, should evaluate methods of meeting regional gas
demand in the Pacific Northwest and California because project objectives may be readily
aclievable through North American sources of natural gas with exiting pipeline infrastructure.
The ICF International Study completed for WA EFSEC concludes that pipeline capacity is
adequate to meet needs of gas users in SW Washington and Northern Oregon, areas of focus for

% Report by James R. Choukas-Bradley, a principal with the firm Miller, Balis & O°Neill, and Natural Gas
Intelligence, February 18, 2005. Analysts Assail Hyped Gas Market, See Prices Falling. See attached RACE
coalition comments to Clatsop County and regarding the Cabrillo offshore LNG facility.

% Gregg Kantor statement. Palomar Gas Transmission Press Release. Aug. 6, 2007. See also Transcripts of FERC
hearings for Scoping on the Palomar Gas Transmission project held November 12-15, 2007.

% ICF International. Nov. 2007. Review of Pipeline Utility Corridor Capacity and Distribution for Petroleum Fuels,
Natural Gas, and Biofuels in SW Washington. Submitted to WA State EFSEC. at 69.
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pregect ahjeciives.” Secondly, FERC st svaluatz alternaiive metheds of mestmg gas demand
on i regnerewids loss, nelielng Beckarss sypplrs, bacuse the balk of the s 15 ikl o go o
Calalommi o e that Stale’s enempy nesds. There e muliple West Coastawnle altemalves
that shondld be considaned s ressonable, and for which the DEIS provides no of very cursary
anlysis.

Drommesnic Mot s B o Piable Albarmtive

Mothem Star, on s websts, clinms tat “Despite reeord Jevels of dnlling for nabeal gos
m Morth Amena, prociction m the US and Canicha 5 struggling to keep ip with conamphion.”
" The FERC DELS claractenzes U S, and Carsndiom gas suppliss as in <echng, o5 well
Hovwever, this projectm ignoees that [l 1l the Drepartmen of Enenry {DOE) eshmmales hal
there are decades of natural gas supply remaining in Morth America. To queds the DOE,

At cirment rebes of consumpticn, the Mation has at lasst 60 years worth of nafiral
pas supplics that are recoverabls with curnent technclogy. Mersover, as our
Emeniadge of resonmes chamstenisties axl e potental of new technalogy
imeremisies, estimabes of the sizs of the respure: s prow !

Hirlural gas demand bas actimlly decresed mishonwile smoe the DOF rapor wis sl
A plaring omissien in amy of Bradwood's matenials ar the FERC DEIS is the lack of detailed
analysis of incressing supplies from the Rocky Mountaire as & viable altemative to the
importgtion of LMG. Page 3-10 provides & very cursary consideration of otber pipeling
pesahilities, citing the Palemar pipeling &5 & possihle conduit for domestic gas inte the Oregon
markst. Fealistially, the Falomar propset would be used for the apposite purpes: - tompart,
largs ueaniities of LG via the Columb Biver i the Westem macket, The olber provect
chsoissal, Eander Morgan's Rockies express, 15 ated is & potenizal deam <n Bockss gas spply
%o the Pacific region. The Rockses Express pipeling, aceording & presepdation given by ICF
Intermeatioral regarding the developmsnt of their pipeline cagacity study, will bave the opposite
affizet then that suggested inthe DEIS. By relieving competiton pressure from the Midwest for
Caradlian gas, the project would Likely increass the availability of that gas supply whils not
affectivaly reducmg the amewnt of Rockies gis also avilabie o the Pacific NW

FEEC mms! imioee thomogehly eviluate Rockies ges as im allemative 10 LNG. Nioadetarlad
rahinale ps gven compsinmg The Bockes in goee ar envarommegntal pmpact 1o LMG nnpodahon n
Oregon. According to the DOE, thene are almost 7,000 trillion cubie fzet (Tef) of nefural gas in
the Rocky Mountains, As their report details, more than 300 Tef of ges-ineplacs is curently
techmically recowerable, though several diffarent estimatas done by organizations such as the
Naticral Petrelenm Comneil and the E1A demonstrate that the recoversble rates ane increesing,
and the polemtial 15 great.™ By way of companson, the stiles of Tdaha, Cregon and Washingkm
collectively comsmed approsamately 570 Billion cubic fael per year of maboral gas in 2005

.

= hapz wwwr bradwio dlanding comiaffandehl=_energy hin

TS DOE, “Marel Cre Fimdnimerniank: From Eessarce io RMarke,” DOETE-5T, hne 20603, o 4.

5 DVOE, Rovky Lisanaly Semer Mo Gy - Ressnce Potmsal ot Prevegiiies io paudsd Prode e
COEFE-D8, Septenher 100, & 5

* Froer Bl ibwnsbesse Firge it e g oo dnet g cons_soen_ i _naes_im i
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Annual production from Rocky Mountain States has risen from 2.3 Tef in 1990 to over
3.5Tefin 2001. According to the DOE,

the geologic knowledge base and
technology progress, upward trends in resource assessment and recovery are
expected to continue ... The National Petroleum Institute projects technically
recoverable tight-gas sands resources in the Rocky Mountain States to grow from
105 Tefin 1998, 10 137 Tef in 2010, and to 151 Tef in 2015

A ongoin in exp

“Tight sands” is one of several classifications of natural gas deposits in the Rockies.

The DOE report goes on to describe one of the most serious barriers facing natural gas
producers in the Rocky Mountain States: lack of access to markets. The report states, “Severe
pipeline constraints have contributed to two decades of depressed natural gas prices in the
Rocky Mountain States. In vecent years, price volatility, in large part due to limited pipeline
inﬁ‘astrtzture and market access, has discouraged investments in natural gas production in the
region.”

There is, however, a high-capacity gas pipeline currently under construction, called
“Rockies Express Pipeline,” being built by Sempra Energy, parent company of SoCalGas, and
Kinder Morgan Pipeline Company. This pipeline, over 1,600 miles long, will run east to
terminate in Clarington, Ohio. It will deliver up to 1,500 MMecf per day of domestic natural gas
to custorners throughout the Midwest. This pipeline goes in the opposite direction of utility
customers in the Pacific Northwest. The distance between the major energy market of Portland,
Oregon and the Wyoming gas fields is approximately 800 miles, about half the distance from
these same Wyoming gas fields to Clarington, Ohio.* It would appear, then, that delivery of
Rockies gas to the West Coast could also be an economic means of meeting regional energy
needs.

Not surprisingly, new pipeline capacity from the Rockies to the West Coast are now
proposed in the form of the recently announced Bronco and Ruby gas pipelines. These projects
clearly provide an alternative to LNG on the West Coast that the FERC should evaluate. The
price of gas traded at Henry Hub on July 6, 2007, which is the benchmark for domestic natural
gas pricing, was $6.14 per MMBTU. The price for natural gas traded at the Opal, Wyoming hub
on the same day was $3.54 per MMBTU.*' The typical spread between the Henry Hub and Cpal
spot prices is more on the order of $2 to 83 per MMBTU, The price is low at Opal due to the
current lack of pipeline aceess to markets. " Three new gas pipeline projects are now proposed
to carry gas from the Rockies gas basin into the Western U.S. Two of them — the Ruby and

U8, DOE, Rocky Mountain States Netural Ges - Resource Potential and Preveuisites o Expanded Produuction,
DOE/FE-M60, Seplember 2003, al 5.

“d a3

“ hitp:/fwww.kindermergan com/business'gas_pipelines/rockies_express/

" hitp: /fintel ligene epress. com/features/intex/gas/intex_gas_pointemb?pointcode[CERMTOPAL

“ Wyoming Pipeline Authority, fact sheet on need to expand natural gas pipeline export capacity from Wyoming:
hidp /Awww. wy opipeline.c orm/mission/ GasOn Gas pl’
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Eromeo pipeline prajevis - excesd | befd in capacity and would direcy apcess the Matn, OF,
miememmect wilh Transcamada’s GTN system &5 well as Caliliorma ppehnes

Statemants frem the Ruby and Broneo Ges Fipeline proponent indicats thet thedr projects
prowick an altermative resporse to the FERC s dharactenzation of West Coast market needs. lim
Clizary, spokespersen for the Ruby Pipeling, said “Ruky will provide natural gas sars in
northem Califomia, Nevade, and the Pacific Morthmest with competiively priced mahara] gas
from the nateons mest impodimt growth supply regron” The Ry prosect will hive o copasity
of 1.2 befid and can be sxpanded to 2 befid™ 4 rapressnfalive of Spectm Energy, proposing the
Ercmer gass pipelme, chamctenized their prowect in sinmlar teoms: ™With the contirmed demand for
cleansbumng nafural et Coel growibin the Paulhe Northwsd and Cali fiomia markels, ihe
Eronco Pipeling represents an impaortant new outlet for Rockies production fo reach thess ey
mmarkets ale:] Tudlds on our heng-standing service to this region through cur Westem Canadian
fecilitios."

The nflux o a largs quamtity of Rockies gas mic the West Const st be constdersd as
an aillemative e LRG, and would likely rest in less competition for Canadun natural gas
Fecarre Rockies gas 15 the cheapest Morh Amencan soures and sty ficandly cheaper than LNG,
il becimse: Brwood's proposal remquares: the large, destmctive Falomir prpeline (o be viahle,
the altarrsafives analyess must avaluate these new proposals as reasenshle and potamtially
environmentally preferable proposals.

Inereasing natoral gas supplics from the Rockies should cleary be evaluated as a cost-
affectve and reliable project altemave toimpertmg LG, The E1A regional nitural gas
production wencks shown m the map Below mdicate robost supply growth m the Rockies, and
stanly praductom m other key maor produchon regmoms aroumd the coontry through 2025

= El Paea Carparalion Asnsancs: Eackiss Pipelne Projscl” Fress Belewe Do 3, 2007

Dt oo i ) st i s ol e PR -0 TOET 1 2035014 G him Fmed=emisws

R Faergy Propeses Mew Pipeline i Sere Wes lem Uaited Stalcs ™ Mews Relewse, Nire, 2007,
Jamp s v esdiors, epes rncrmrgs, cony phogins ThinPe=2HH S e p=eus A clad=10T1L 510
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Regional 1.5, Naturnl Gas Production Trends, 2003, 2413, 205"

Regional Matural Gas Production, J82, 200 8, 28
|irdliom cabic: Fast)

L

A T ¥

ite, “Canach™s reserves are also dwinedling &ned the
Carmdlian Energy Resesuch Instifite predicss that greshsetion from the grant depeaits in wesdem
Carnela will sty at current lavels only unial 2010 arad then begin an mevitable slow declne ™
The FERC eltzmatives snalysis paints a similardy dirs picturs of the Foture of Caradion ges
exports, erpuing m Chaper | that Cansdian pas supply forecasts show a decline in Canadien
exports. Page 3-8 of the DEIS projects & stzep dexling in Canecdian expens to the U8, fom 33
tefin 2003 bo 1.2 tefin 2030, Ve, FERCs analysis does not evalunts a range of projections —
saveral of whook do rod descrbe & decline in expons a5 savere 45 sungasted in the DEIS,

Simibar wsertices alao appear in Califorma Evnergy Contmisgaon, Califorma Poblic
Utilitees Comintissan sl ELA clata, which state that esitural gas isvgoats feom Caiads will
decling A5 percent over the nes 15 vears ™ The apzncies are basing this assertion on Figrs 77,
“Nat U5, imgowts of el e by sowrve, JON-20907 in the ELA's 2007 Annual Enzipy
Outlook, whech shows a 45% decling m Canadian sxports tothe U.S. by 3020 Fipare 77 shows
Carndion exports in slight decling in the 20052013 penod, followed by 2 much stesper dexline
i e T015-2020 penod. The seeper dacline in the 2015-2020 penod acoomits for mesd of the
cverall 453 declmne in the 2005-2020 penad

It appesus that the E12 is taking the “woest case” Camndian Maforal Erergy Board (NEE)
suppiy-demand forecast seermrio and adopting it &5 the eoly Canadian forscest. WER forecasts
melude multiple supply-demand scenamos. The 2003 forecast booked ot two seenanos, me
("Supply Push”) where exports pradually decrease through 2015 and then o indo a omach stesper

* I Vs Wegenar, FLA, Do Nodvead e gplis 4 Lavgee Resoatee Bai (e i Gareied Lo Loag-
T Priced, presaitasn gven ol MEMAAED Confarenie, March T3, 2004, 4 13
SR Myers, H Mo, Cortlaks’s N i LN Syppdes, CFUIC sienn, Diecesriber 12, 2006,30 3
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export decling curve, and the second (Techo-Wert™) whers natural gos sxports merease through
005 andd reberm e 2005 Levels in 2023

Tha WEE is currenly working onan update to the 2008 Caimdiar Gur Sippdy, 050
2024 doewment that will be published in 2007, The npdate will inclode three sceranios;

L) “Fertified lskbands,”
2} Sustamnable Econcme, Emaronmental, md Energy - "EEE”, and
3 “Contimang Trend "™

The termn “Frtafied Il mesns Carda puls moce emphasis oo devebapng ils own
rahral gas pesonrces and reducing inbernal demand, and less emphasis on imports to satisfy
anergy neads. The EEE scanario asswmses sbomdant cheap LIG is available and development of
domestic resouress s de-emphasized in favor of imperts. The “Continuing Trend™ is & bisiness-
as-nsuel seenanio that assumes no neticnal comenitment to mcreasing domestic natural gas
prosdustion akd redueng domestic demsmd, The SEB “Fortified [slands™ seenana matches well
with (he Techma:Verl soemnio ineluded in the 2003 repar,

In thas seeneni Canschion exports inerease from agprosimmtely 8,00 MMl m 2005 o
L6000 M fd i 2015 and them retum fo 8,000 MMefd in 3038, This scenano starkly confrasts
with the DEIS assumptions, and FERC should evaluste this alternste projection of Caradian gas
axports in evaloating the need and potential eltematives or the project. Continued reliance on
Caradian gas apparently may be a reasongble altemative to safisfy ot least a significend pertion
ol the prajested shortfall desenbed by the DEIS

1 s rezsomnlde o wssume thet the “Fortiied Bslols™ scemmrio is moes likely o cocur
tham a scenario that presumes cheap and ghomdant LMG will cause Canada te put less amphasis
om davedoping its o retural gas resomces. LG is neither cheap ner abondant ™ Supply
neertaingy and the willingnzss of major Far East LPAG conswmers such as Japan, Korea, and
China o link the prica they pey for LNG to the price of oil make it highly wlikely that “cheap”
LMG wll ever be avmlalde on the West Cowst of Canada or the US The likely hiph poce and
constramed sgply ol LG in the Focyfie Brm makel will Lead Comad o comtmue 1o develop it
o reserves, podentially Janling to an sxqor scemani mees (ke the one we descobe—(iom
A000 promeli o 10,000 mrmeld and bick 1o B00 mmeld by 2025

Tha Washington State Energy Facility Siting Cotneil recantly commissionad a shady in
which [CF Internaticnal conchuded that adeguate supply end pipeling capacity edsts in the
Pecific BW For the reasensbly foresesable future, even in the absenee of LMG. In fect, the study
Feghlighis mcr=sing Rockies gis reserves i the cheapes! source of gos to the West Comsl
regiom. Mol surprsingly, ihree recend ppeting proposals now plin b inerease ihe pipeline
Tnkage between the Wes! Const il Bockees gas producers (Rute, Broneo, ikl Kem Kiver

 Telephione commenication between Hill Powers of RACE and K. Mertin Conadias NEB ratoral ges specilist,
Apil 3, 1007,

L

I, Jevmen, Progrie Rapert on Wistidoeicks £067 Tk, presential sl CEC Stalf Worksop o e g,
Al o, s Teaes Tor the Misral Gae Asessmoent Repent, bach 26, 2007
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expansion). The “System Alternatives” section unreasonably narrows its focus to LNG import
possibilities — excluding already planned expansions of these new Rockies imports.

Increased supplies of Rockies gas to the West Coast (whether in California or Oregon)
will relieve pressure on Canadian gas, allowing more gas into the Williams system which is
largely dependent on Canadian gas. Because pipeline capacity between the Pacific NW and the
Rockies is constrained, these new pipelines are not likely to increase starve the Pacific NW of
Rockies gas. Essentially, there is enough for both markets, and increasing access from the
Pacific to Rockies gas is very likely to relieve pressure on Canadian gas. Additionally, the
Rockies Express Pipeline, which will deliver Rockies gas to the Midwest, may also relieve
pressure on Canadian gas supplies according to the WA EFSEC pipeline capacity study.’® Taken
together, the FERC alternatives analysis currently fails to evaluate other potential, proposed
influxes of natural gas into the West Coast pipeline system. Hence, the “System Alternatives”
analysis is deficient, which only briefly evaluated alternatives and stated without substantial
analysis that “modifications or additions (to existing pipelines) would result in environmental
impacts that could be less than, similar to, or greater than those associated with construction of
the proposed project” (DEIS, at 3-7). Ultimately, the DEIS does not offer a clear comparison of
the potential alternatives, including the relative environmental impacts of the different projects
and their potential, for instance, for negative impacts to threatened and endangered wildlife and
fisheries species.

Due to the tremendous impact on the aquatic ecosystem for Bradwood, the FERC has not
met its burden under NEPA in demonstrating that reasonable alternatives have been considered
that would avoid many of the negative impacts on the aquatic ecosystem. There are numerous
alternatives to the Bradwood Project, all of which have potentially less intensive aquatic
ecosystem impacts. There are practicable alternatives in configurations of the terminal, pipeline
developments, other LNG import sites, and overall methods of meeting regional energy
demands.

Other reasonable alternatives are preferable to the Bradwood site

The FERC dismisses many practicable alternatives for LNG import sites on the grounds
that they are too distant from the “target market”, which FERC apparently defines as the Lower
Columbia River. Given the enormous size of the project and the statement from ICF
International indicating that LNG projects in Oregon are not economically viable without
connections to Northern California, FERC’s characterization of the target market is unreasonably
narrow. The likely movement of the gas via the Palomar pipeline to California and the unproven
need for a huge quantity of natural gas in the Lower Columbia River impugn FERC’s blanket
assertion that other LNG sites are too distant. Indeed, even in Bradwood’s own alternatives
analysis for its 404 application to the Army Corps, it indicates that only100 mmef/d would
typically be used in the Lower Columbia area by electricity and industrial users.”” The cursory

% ICF International. Nov. 2007, Review of Pipeline Utility Corridor Capacity and Distribution for Petroleum Fuels,
Natural Gas, and Biofuels in SW Washington. Submitted to WA State EFSEC.

77 Bradwood Landing 404 Alternatives Analysis submitted with Joint A quatic Resources Permit Application.
Qctober 2006. Attachment H, at 3.

Page 27 of 151

Companies and Organizations

11

222-5001 FRRC POE ned Fisial 1272202007 12:24:56 AW

anilysis offered im regand o oiber sites fils fo svalumis key differeness and potential advaniges
alwesn ales

Othir LN sites axist on the West Coast that coubd potentially provide naurel gas
sonrees bo Califormia and other markets including the Lower Columbia industrial and electricity
generation natural gas users. FERC dismisses many planned and developed facilities as unsble
to meat its project purposes becauss of their distance bo the “target™ Pacific MY market. The
FERC mles cut Caleloomia altemativss, saying “the Cahiforma LNG mmport terminal
proposils. . eould not mest the aechives of the Eradwood Landing project o supply the shiles
of Chregen amed Wishingion wilh new sources ol mabvral gas ™ This statemend from FERC i
maorale, both hecase 1l mmphes thal the central porposs of The Britwaod proped, 15 o sappihy
the Pacific MW with gas {when 1CF Intemstional hes indicated that serving Cakfomia is the
prienary driver for amy LMG terminal), and becerse it Bils to evaluste bow a possible influ of
rabral gas elsewhers o the Westem gas gnd wall allow Canadian and demestic sourees of gas
%o be more available to the Pecific KW,

The West Coast ensrgy pnd 15 imlercommeglad and so desmesing o Califormia termiril 15 4
ot s for chsgqualiliang ather LG siles, The FERD masd evaluste the repoml mopact of
each of these stes, meliuckng Sempras Costa And Geality - which FERC only barely
acknonladpes slthough it will come online scen and have an enormants petential inpact an gas
suprplics in the Pacific region Becase LG fecilities e se large, they will impact & largs
geographic range of any region they coompy.  The West Coast, as & whobe, uses sporeodmately 9
befd. Amy LNG terminals that supply a significant percentage of thet total could potentially
rehieve pressune on tradutional ges souress, s well, laving more traditonal gas resouress for the
Pacific W

Thez DE1S staes that oher NG impert fenmirsals are mot censidared further in this
analysis bacawse gas from this southemn lecation cannot ecencmically ba transported fo the
Pecific Morthwest, but it docs not evaluene the regional import of LRG imperts into Califomia
from Mexico. Furthenmore, becauss Bradwoed is planning to deliver & barge propertion of its
s o Calulimia, the altematrves analysis sheadd meude potenhal LRNG development sites in
Hothem Caltfooa, in parteclar, Thers weze multapls proposals for LG termmmals in Horihern
Calatommi, mcluhng Yallepo and Humbolck Bay, Indesd, FERC aggested 1o mmather LG
Tisealaty im Chregrony (1 oeddan Conve hat 11 shwoaalel chefened whiy 1035 nid locating its Galily cliser ta
its target market. The seme enticism eould be directed at Bradwood, who has enagreament to
poseniially use the Palomar pipedine in the fshwe. FERC must evalmate slematives thet include
siting the Eacility in the market capable of sceommoedating 1.3 befd In siting the facility elosar
%o its e farget market in Califomia, Bradweed would likely svoid large pipeline corstnuction
and disturbance 1o the Columtng River, The FERL cites shorter papelms roules as o rsason o
chsmmss ather projeviz in the Paiifie Morhwest, bl 1 doesned apply the same endema oals oum
shucly and 1ls wse al'the Faliomir pehine: b commed & Call fimmia

FERC Esmisszs the offshome LM tarmingl design alternstives based lagely on cost
considerations. FERC and Bradwood, in other documerts, argue that some of thess dedgns
roquine spect feally designed tankirs, vet the analysis Bils to mertion that tankers for its owm
fscility will Fave fo be speeifically retrofitied to accept fltersd ballast water from a sereemed
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imiake system ™ Cost oppears 1o be the dommant consickration m sodluding odfshors desgn
albernatrves, despite the Gct that Bradword his 1ts own odlshore proposal and that several ofhers
are proposed for the Wesl Ceast Offhore Gicalitees grsally dmmsh the publee salety nsk
ivalvid with LM G shipping - a factor thet FERC doss not waigh heavily in its altermnadves
analysis. MOAA bas criticized FERC for disregarding effshore designs:

Thet DE1S indicates rough sea snd weather conditions off the coest of the Pacific
Mothwest preclu: the sttng of offshers terminads, To these ol readily famlior
wiith the ciremstimees thal diffrentiate propesed or sxsting ermnals or olher
sl struchmes Jocated i harsh envicommental conditions elsentere (2.0,
Calvpesir LNG terminad ofT the sstem coast of Floads, Troll Natural Gas Fisklk m
the Merth Ses with depths of 1L0G featy, FERC should explain further why the
placement of terminals o fhore of Washingten and Qregen are net fasibe.”™

FERL chees not anadyze the polental advantages thal ofber siles may Bove over Bradwood

prbienlarly edfshors sites tol do med recquore taming basn drednng. Bacmss Brhvood's
pregect imvolves severe dstudtnes of oriteal silmin habilal and o lange-scale altertan of the
Estuary, the altematives analyss ot weigh ofher polential LNG sies, Siles elsewhere in the
Columbia River may not invelva the same amount of dredzing and disturbanee in exdramely
sensitive habitats. The alternstives analysis painks all of the sites as simalar in the odent of
dredzing. The analysis also states thet Bredweod is prefirable fo Jordan Cove because thae
proposal’s nead for a lengthy pipeling — an sdvantage that obwiously evaporates onee we
consickr the Palomer praject s part of Bradwood's propesal

The DEIS alfernatives analysis fulsely asserds that key pmedect algeciives carmal e mel
thrioughs cidher means, particdarly referming to the delivery of nataral ges te Mist, o Williams
Pipedine, and to Lower Columbia River industrial and electrieity gas consumers. Mot only can
these demands potentially be satisfied through demestic somecs of ges, but, & we heve already
moted, FERC has mischaracterized the project purposes fo apgrandize the impertance of these
smalber poals that are acloevable trough other pracheshls allematves. Berauss the sile has
regional significanes U 15 aprproved and ball, FERC cannet sersen oul allemitives an the hass
ol the Brachvood Gecility bemg i ohaser prosimity 1o Gicalitees tal may nol even e LEG m the
filire accieding Lo ODOE

Delivery of gas to the FGE power plants &t Port Westward is not & compelling resson to
select the prefarmed pipeling route over alberratives. [n the Oregon EFEC review of the Pord
Westward power plant, FGE did not assume: that LIG would be evailable, POE ebe did not
g the availobility of LG 1 its mtegrated rescurce plan review before the Crsgon
Pulilic Utilify Commssion

FERL cites cther pipeiine projects as baing more darsging then Bradwoed, but several
of these ppeling and other system alternatives might reguine Jess dredge/ill sctivity tan

#4048 Agpibcalion frem Bradwoeod Landisg. Oxtober 2006, Amachsesi H
O, DTS comimnis, A 2 Subritied De 17, 2007,
* ODOE prelistisary State Agemey Comnsients on Bradwood DEIS, Now, 1007, o 63
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Eradwood. FERC 15 also miskanding in s deseription ol ihe sxert ol its pipdns developmen,
gnang ni scknowlecdzement of the addesd dradge’ (11 impoct of the Palomar ppeling, wiich is
clearly s conmected soton unter MEFA guidelines. While otber sites on the Columbea Biver
ey v onger pipelings, the Bradwood propeosal is likely to resudt in tue Palomar pipeline
Tzirg exendad to the Columbia River — adding 100 additional miles o meore to the overall
pipeline mileage thet should be attribubed to the Bradwood projec.

FERL also charmeterizes His progeet a5 meome distant fhan cther altermatve sites m Oregon
from populabion centers, Ths desenpiion apparenily coly conmders the fermirnl st el
which neidantally 15 close o both Pregat Islind and the Washington comrmuoly of Cafhliomss
The Bracwioed project also brings Warrsnton and Astori well wittin 1 mile of the LHG tankers
in the shipping channal. Bradwood has significant dissdvantages over other sites throughout the
Wizst Coast due to its selection of a site in the midst of the basy Columbia River shipping
chammel. The erca between Puget [slend and Brachwood is narmow, and the shipping chernel is
currently unable to secommedste an LNG vessal. Bradwood™s 700,000 eubic vards of dredging
and eamstrichon fo its mepelmes) constiute 3 massve allemhon of the agwiie saaronment of’
the Liwwer Calumbia

FERC alsa finls o evalugte whether olher stk are supenor m aveickng senstive fabitls
In consmuction and operstion eantars. The Bredwocd propesal is extreordinany in s salection of
asite in the midst of habitats of edrems impodanca te twe Celombean White-tailad deer, habita
for threatened and endangered salmon, and numerons sensitive streams and wetlands for fis
project arca. Bo other terminal poses the same degres of threats to migration and rearing habitat
{ior wvznle salemereds aned Codumbea wiite-faked deer, in parficuar, FERC points < that there
are tracke=nfls with each s, bt elealy the selection of the Brachood ste m the st of crineal
Fubital for ESA-lsied Gshard wildhil species ngresents polaially ihe worst altemative for
compliances with the ESA on the Weat Coest.

HOAA bas srongly criticized FERC s esscssment of altermatives in LG sites end
preject design. The criticism leveled st Bradwoed and FERC in thess statements also &pply to
the Comps albermalives analyss, which 15 even moes cursary and inacoumate thim the Alternatves
analysis n the DELS, KOAA conchsces,

T dhiirsatnm aniel wsagmiticke of ampacts do mal appear 1 have bee filly
considared in the altermatives amalyss. Impacts tet are permmanent or
chronic should be given sigrificamly greater weight than temparary or
shomt-term impects. For exampla, in mest instances when appropeiate
conseryation messures are suceess fully implemented (e.g , HDD smeam
crossings], the aopsct of pipeline constroction cn ogqustic systems o be
aviided or e limmied fo lemporary or shorl-term chation. Insuch
mstarkess Wi transtory naturs of the mpaet ikety ks the magrainls of
the emviremmeial effest, Conversaly, mmmets thal s penmament (e g,
anuetic and wedend filling, sequestation of dredged sodiment) or dhoonic
(g, mainferanee dredging, wake stranding of juvenile selmonids) are of
considerable erwironmental concemn and ere marne likely to have
sigmificant impacts on sensitive species. FERC neads fo consider the
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duration and magnitude of likely impacts when determining whether
environmental advantages exist between alternatives.®'

The Columbia River Estuary, as a whole, is a critical area for the survival of listed
salmon and Columbia white-tailed deer populations; hence, it is crucial that FERC evaluate sites,
not only in the Lower Colurnbia, but also throughout the West. It is also important that FERC
not dismiss as not practicable alternatives which will serve the true project purpose of delivering
LNG into the Western U.S. —including Oregon LNG, Tansy Point, Jordan Cove, and numerous
potential sites in Northern California.

FERC fails to provide accurate information on why other sites are not practicable
alternatives, in violation of its burden under NEPA. The alternatives are not evaluated in terms
of their relative impacts on shipping, habitat, and public safety in a manner that clearly indicates
advantages and disadvantages between them. FERC has not provided an analysis adequate to
evaluate whether other alternatives might environmentally preferable. NOAA’s recent
comments on the Bradwood project indicate that practicable alternatives may exist that have
significantly less negative impacts on sensitive species, and that FERC failed to weigh the
sensitivity of affected species in its alternatives analysis:

The sensitivity of a species or their habitat to change does not appear to have been
factored into the alternatives analysis. An alternative that impacts only viable fish
populations is preferable to one that impacts at-risk species. Similarly, an
alternative that impacts few or no ESA-listed species is preferable to an
alternative that impacts many ESA-listed species. FERC should analyze how, for
example, endangered, threatened or sensitive species and their associated habitat
could be impacted by each of the proposed alternatives. Moreover, NMFS
believes that all of the alternatives should include measures to minimize and/or
avoid impacts to threatened and endangered species and their critical habitat. This
is consistent with the implementing regulations for NEPA, which state that both
context and intensity must be considered when determining significance, and that
the ESA-status of a species and their critical habitat are one consideration (40
CFR 1508.27). FERC needs to consider environmental impacts in terms of
species and habitat sensitivity when evaluating project alternatives.”

FERC does not adequately evaluate alternatives that would reduce impacts on
the environment

FERC Fails to Analyze Reasonable Alternatives to Size and Design of the LNG Terminal
FERC should have considered designing the terminal for a smaller footprint and smaller

LNG vessels in greater detail. The FERC analysis makes the assumption that a smaller LNG
terminal is not economically viable but does not provide data to justify ruling out smaller design
alternatives. There is no justification anywhere in the DEIS for the size of the project; at 1.3
bef/d, the Bradwood proposal will overwhelm the Pacific NW market and is not viable without
access to regional markets. If Bradwood seeks to serve primarily Pacific NW markets, it should

' NOAA comment letter to FERC regarding Bradwood DEIS. Dec. 17, 2007. at 4
62
1d, at 4.
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Fave evalupted amaller desgn altematives with maore limbed sencoat capacity, smaller pipehnes,
and Fewer ol smaller tankers

Dz to the leck of considerstion of amaller tarminal altemnatives, FERC daozs not
demonstrate that there are no precticsble alternatives bo i terminal site design. Redocing the
sizz of the terminal Sootprint &5 wall as the anea that regaires dredoing are metheds of
diminisking the impact on the squatic sooevstem. The size of te temminal dselfis a key factor
fhat remams wwresolved, FERC should hive evalvated the prajeet &5 & whole for s 3-fank design;
clearly, o thurd tardk 1= rensonably foezseeable, Accordmg b page 241 of the DELS, “desigrng o
progest i allow for fture expansion es 2 typeal modk] Tor enenry progects of thes stze and 15
mepesaimy ko make the projact vinlle ™ Desmie tos imdecation kal a thicd Gmi w1l be nevssiry,
the DEIS enly acinowladges two tanks as the proposed action, with the passibility of foture
axpanon. As discossad elsswhere, and in the comments of Frans Evkeal, Meagjone Castle and
oifhers, the mumber of tankers will increase wath a three-tank design. [ndead, the Jant Aquatic
Resonnezes Permit Application and the Altematives enalysis for the 404 spplication sobmitted by
Eradwood shill desenbe o three-fank cesign. The FERC DEIS does not evaluate allemratives thit
preclecke fufure exparsom. Lanntirgs the facthily o bae kanks 5 8 conckion of Jocal propessd
Laned use approval, amd o mary ot the amcent -;-I‘peln;lr_mll arel bempomimy negative Ipects
chmng constructyon and cperlion of the lemmmal

Thet FERC namowly corsiders methods: of reducing the footprint of & temminal of the
proposed size, buk docs not consider reducing or Limiting the achml propesed size of the terminal.
Thazre is no fachizal evidence to support the conclusion that a smaller terminal would not ke
vible, The Pacific Norttwest does o requirs an LG teomuml of sven wo tinks, vet FERC
chaas ek evalite the possibality of reducing or hmibmg the capaety of is termmnal in oeder o
reclice 115 st o ihe smanormment. A thind stomigs tank, 260 el dameier and over 160
fisat in height, increazas the footpriet of the aree. FERC should evaluste site designs thet do not
vl the extensive watland 61 that will acenr on @2 site. FERC claims that Bradwood bas
rechucad the ameowrt of wetland Gl withinies 1.3 befid design, bt it must considar whather a
fcility of smaller size amd sendout cepaeity wondd require fewer impacts to the environment.
Lass pas slorage woull also dezrese the number ol lainkers necessary each year, whoch would
chevrease pherse mmpects. The FER has faled t0 ammilyze how fulure exparsion plas ars
merssirg the ‘_'-'\ll,'l|:n||I o the cummently proposed Giohity (which wall be consnariad with
Tiumdation for o third tank), and whether atamdoning fifure exparsaon ar redocirg the mimber
and size of tanks is a ressonable altermative. MOAA raises this question in its comments on the
DELE, a5 well:

The epplicant submmitted diffeing proposed actions to the local, state, and fiedersl
permultmg agencess with regards Ioowhather beoor fnes fanks would e bali
The DETS stafes that the applicant bas mot commfied fo-sxpanding (be lemmnal,
Fewwerver i they wash o eagrand by way of o third tank, the terminal layou
aeeoimls foe this, 11 remmirs imelear how stonge ipacity Gictors imie the
project's purposs and need, in addition to FERC"s altematives analysis as
previously discussed. The applicant's own statements heve indicated that storage
capacity does not determine throughput (sendot) cepacity.d Therefieee, the need
to accommodate and reserve spece for & fuhre third tenk appears questionsble
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st the tenmimal 15 alremdy designed fo accommadate o peak senchoud capecity of
1.3 balliom eube fesf pror iy (Befel) As such, the suljeet of whetber the prosest
TieApindt Fais besen mromimized b the preated degres practeabds remans in
cquzstion. The FEIS shoudd darify this bopec and provide sapporting rational e on
Friv thee project foctprint bas been minmized, perbaps threugh medeling vanious
oparating seenarics

FERL chsooms the possibility of developing s smadler termina] andsor lomuting the
Tacthity bo bwo tanks by stalmg that the projedt would not be econommlly valde 121 were a
smaller size. Yel, Brachood mow propusss o two=tank, destgn mats application e FERT, leaving
the potential for o third tank i the future, [ FERC mesists that o thesestank demign 15 necessary
for project viahility, than certainly this a reasonably foreseeable fubmre action and the entine
DE[S shold have reflected the ditimate, 3-tankdesign. The alternatives analysis does not
prowick sdequete dita to justify why a smeller site design is not practicable, particularly
considering the reletively modest overall gas demand of Oregon and Weshington (less then 13
e, combmed, o an average 2006 dav),

FERC asserts that the loves asted demsmel and lalk eyele costs maike it potentially
rrecesamy b exprnil the fohines o meet Gefure demand, bt 3t dies ol svabisite the potential
Tenefits to the enwironment of substantially redocing the scale of the project. FERC has not
prowided sdequate information to sopport 1 cleim thet the Pecific Morthwest neais a felity on
the scale of 1.3 befid and Cregen Deparment of Energy and others bave raised the problem of
o proven need in commenss on the FERC Draft E1S. Given the petentially huge range of firturs
chemsml { FERC reliss am the WWGA - o nonsshyjschive propoment of the natural gas industry,
FERLC mmst orrader amaller site ceggms. The smalvas should clearly indeats what
envirammeiial and ecorcome benelits 1o the commpnly mgh accur m 2 smller desgn
altzrmative as well as the costs to the applicant. NOAA bas noted the insdequate e of
FERC's eost analyvss in the Altamatives section of the DIELS:

It remairs wnclesr whet weight FERC gives to finaneid costs. In maltiple
mstances FERC appesrs to dismiss allernatives due b finmecinl eomsidemtions
withond Fully evalisiting enviconmental or pbdse sifialy tmpacts. FERC sheuld
chewebop and mplenient a mece trimsparent cosVbensfil deasion matng in ke
allemmalives analyvas, Furbermons, any Graneal cods arslyss should be
comprebinsive and inclode costs essociated with each altemative in ifs entirety
(g, increasad shipping costs to iver commerce due fo traffic restrictions,
impects to fisherics, increased emerpency respors: pecity) ™

Cragem Departiment of State Lands bos expreseed simidar conesmm with the lock of
aliemairves analyee:d for the desgn laven of the facility besed on the Drafl EIS for Bradwood
L argues, “Allermtive stbe designs akl lavouts wth o smalker Botprnt e nol discus sl in
Udb!rl-l.lli:ll.'!‘lil] s o why the hasen allemative liyoul is e mesd prsctacilbde waih least adverss
affacts.”

SN DETS comment, Tee, 17, 2007, 64
A DETA cominas, d 2
* Oneggen VAL Frelimimary Stale Aganey ¢onmmes on DIELS, By, 2007, 41 31
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In general, FERC doss not demonstmle that s st design 13 necesgary fo mest the
alpectives of the project. Specifically, FERC must evalmte what sree of Giality v could
practicably build without essznsive wetland 611 en the site. There are similar consdarations for
the sendeut pipelines) as well. Additionally, the Bradwood project will impact arsas of the
afuatic anvirenment that are not apprepriately zonad for indestrial davelopment of this type. It is
imappeoprate for this applicaton fo proceed without a land use compatibility statement, in amy
i, but 1t is also enocial for o therough aliematives analyais that Brodwood develop a sile
chespn ol s consislant with coment zemng regulatons. Even U Bradwood achisves sommg
consisterny, thiss changes aze Tkely 1 be contmgent an only two tanks. FERC doss mt
nvestigale i tnoe warmmal impact sile design nls Alternatves analvais, bt msled assens
withom propar analysis that the project canmat be reduced in size. Most importenily, FERC
shond evalusie a site design that involves fewar (and poientially smaller) storege tanks and with
rcucad overall sandoat capacity. We agres with the following NOAA comment on this issue,
regscd inits comments o a similar altematives analysis for the project in the FERT DEIS:

1 remiirss imclear what role stfe or capactty expansion plays in eomsideration of
simlable allerrmlives o the proposed presedt. Sectaon 3.1.6.2 diseusses tenmirml
experrann in lerms of the proposecd Bradwcod Landug LG termmnal, il appeis
miait fo do the seme for the altameatives. [Fexpansion potentizl is a deeigon
clement, FERC should modify its selection cnteria to clarify the weight given to
axparsion in the altemsatives sralysis. Furthemmores, i expansion petential is not a
siting consideration, there appears no negson thet reserving space for a third tank
ol Brechweod Landing sheoubd he: considered nevessary e the propossd project and
the facility Cootprind should be reduced acordngly.™

FERC Faus v Addess Atenatives ; atiors vl ity s pating

FERC's DELS largely ignoges two key issuzs that will greatly imnpeaet the quantiny and
rratire of wir eorissions for the project. The methed of gasification and the quality of ges
impariod to the site ane two crocial fuctors that s poody evaluated, end for which FERC does
it constcker Temsomable aliematives, The FERD it conspder allemmitives tist liomt ar
emissiims, axl the current amalyas Gils o provide adequanz analysis of imgacts or the
altematives ko the proposed proect's smssons

FERC cssentially dismisses shtemative gasification sirategies. Most importanchy, the
DE[S concludzs the ambient sir vaponzation is nof & reasonable alternative for the Bradwood
site doe to frequent, cool weather, Yet, Oregon LNG in Wamenton bas a similar dimatic regime
and now proposes bo wse ambient g vaperization technology. The DELS must evaluatz the
relatve envirenmental and sconames costs of mch technology - including enenry usege, efllvent
{comelensaile), i sy emisaons, The DELE mbioenle for dusmissal of ambeent air vaponizataon is
ekgpuate, ikl fhie DELS should be amended o aneluds mone ihorough dissussion of this
saportsition lehmoue Arbeen sir vagonzation s lass polluting, petentially, ton sbmmerged
combustion vaporization. The DEIS dees not provide an analysis of reasonable altarmatives s
the methed of veporizetion.

WA contisenls on FERC DEIS, Decaniber 17, 2007, 4
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Addtionally, FERC does not evaluss the issue of whether impersd gas will comply
with gas guality spestications m the Pecific Norttwest, LRAG allen comtains & bigher proportion
aof nenamethane constitents such as propene, ethane, and tutane — 2l of which incrsiss the
Feating velug of the ges (see belowr). The FERC DELS must avalsate an altarative that limits
the impurities of impored ges by stripping poe-methane constiisents ot of the LIG impaerts.
Thiss prosess is proposad fir Jerdan Cowe LNG - a proposal which is [ikely to be secking LM G
suprplics from the same Pecific Rim market as Bradwood. The FERC's failure to evalute
fermirml desipn alferratives that Lot non-methane impuntes in the LRG supply may result
sigificnt merznses m Nl olher emissans,

Eecase FERC his nol identified the gas source, the public comot ersune il gas quality
specifications will be met by propesad incoming LMG supplies, snd FERC ot evaluate ths
Essue in its alterrafives analvses, The terminal design can be amendad o remove impurities, and
FERLC prowicks ni basis for axcluding this alternative which has posentially significant
environmental benefits for e wir quality of the Lower Columbia River airshed and all of the
markats targeted lor LG wse, Carenily, there 15 nsdequats gas spply avalable for “mmxng”
gas b the Lowsr Columlia gas users that Bradwood sesks to supply, The DELS should also
valuate allemsilives 1o ensune thal gis cin be mied with Horth Amencim el s o lrng
LA G wilhi an ecceptialde rnge of et vilues Ganown as the Wobise index) =
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FERLC Evaluates 41l Aiterwtives Far Dredge Disrnal:

First, dresfipe disposal plans remsin unelear, 25 Wehkiakum County has not agreed to

Frave its sand pit wsed for the lange quantity of dredge matecial invelved in the project. The
application must clarify the proposal befors elearly evalsting altematives to the proposal. There
ane discrepancies in dredging and dredze disposal plans between the FERC DEIS and the
application o the Ammy Cogs. The DELS prinvides mere discussion of polential deedge disposal
altermatrves, bt tlos amalvas doss mol sgpear o be nehulecd m the application o the Ammy
Corgs. 10 <hliculd e the pabhc, i geaeral, % grovacke comment an this propesal when mjor
cherepameies m the chamacter and cpsality o information exast betwsen fderal sgpbicitoms

©* i Coowt AQMD presaitibon, My 31, 3007, Slide 15 08 31
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Aadeitiomally, the pping system desernibed to eress the Columbio Biver shipping chammel misss
cpstorss ol mfety and ackked distrbsince 1 the shedge moteral prps is chsnumied tn mssimg
vamels, The Altemtives amalvas shoukl svalusts altemative methids of ramsporting credped
rratiriel and altenvative disposal sites within the Celumbis River.

Mot impodantly, the DEIS abemetives analysis does not avahiste 3 reasonabla range of
altermatives for cither upland or in-weter disposal. The anabysis foeases on the prepoertion of
chsposal that should cocur on Jand versus waler, vat il does nof includs exdensive sibe-by-ate
analysis of dllemutive dredge siles that have been svaluted and why the Weaklnaksm County
Sarxl Pat st and tbee Brackyood st will have the kst impact on the acueatie srvmonment, The
antalysis al s dioes mal apesar 1o aocount for ailher deadgeill activites m the area it coud Bt
the availability of the Wahlisum County Send Pit sife

FERC indicates that disposal at these dies will heve impacts on fish. FERC dharactenizes
thess impacts &s “mirdmized™ for beach nourshment alternetives without & clear, ransparent
chseuman ol wvoidmes and ommmezmtion for e possible disposal sies, NEPA mequirss
fhat reaseamble alfernatives be comsidered and vompiared for thetr relibive smarormental mcls,
The aralysis that Tends 1o ttes concluson 1s corseey and does ol nvatve e deplh consaderation
ol drevde disgpreail dles imareas wilh less valushle fish balatal, FERD dies ol aggear 1o
considar sites farthar frem the Bradweod site, bt gives no dafadled rafiorals &5 to why more
distant dredg e disposal in e Columbia of the oeean are too expersive.

Thaere ane practicable eltemative dispesal sites throughout the Estuary, ones that may also
prowick bemefits o o “sedment-siarved” Columitos River, FERC has fnled to mest ils baden m
consickrig and theroughly evalwtmg ] of these practicable allemahives for dredae disgesal
Cregrem Depariment of DEL has also climctenized FERC s evalisition of dradge chsposal
altzrmatives as limited, and lacking evalustion of other practiceble in-weter disposal
altamatives™

The FERC DEIS doss nod prowick a significant or ackequale analysis of nrming bissin
chesgm altermatrves. In Section 319 of the EIS, on pags 352, FERT stmply disrnssss the ki
al lirmitirgg e lerminal s hirmng besm sz . allamatives nequining les dradnmg woild nof be
able o safiely accommedste LNG shipa. As such, we did not consider it fiasible to redoc: the
wolume or extent of dredging and still safisfy the objectives of the project & the proposed size.™
Bradwood considers configaration of the dredze anea in Saction 5.1.4.2 of fis altematives
analysis for s A application to the Corps, s well, a document that is referenesd in the DELE,
and this secthion fails o demensteats thal the propossd dredzing sctivity 1s the least chiumaging
procizcable altemative

FERC"s blanket sssumption G the Caeality must be corstnscted at the praposed s has
resulted in the DEIS incomaetly dismissing altarmatives that involve smaller tankers, a smaller
fumingg Easin, and less sendont capacity for the project 45 a whole, NEPA requires that all
reasorahla alternatives he considered, and FERL s faifure to avaluate altematives thet mey

= Cpepen D51, Fridmimany Sinle Agency o on DEIS, i, 2007, 11 31
Page 30 af 151




069-M1

20071222-8001 FRAC POR (ned Tisiall 1202272007 1212456 AM

reqnre i reduction in the projest size and skt claardy violales 1t chlggation (o provds the
Pk with s torough assesament ol allematives, The leghly restneted range ol allermhves
avaluated smel conschred violates the very purpose of NEPA's altemative analyas recparemen,
ta fostier informed decision-making and full public imvadvemant.

FERLC diszs not thorcughly avaliate the potential for wsing smeller vessels to peoess the
LMG site, petentially redocing the size of the terminal oversll, and timitng the ameunt of area to
T dredged. As we have discussed abewve, there are alternatves LNG sites throughout the West
Coast thad o ol require 700000 cubie vands of dredgzirg im eotieal salman habelad, and FERC
Fus farked to consder other sites m sulTicrsnt detinl fo show that 1z cwnsite 15 e least darmging
practicahle altemative for chelrvering LR:G min he West Coost mmckel. NOAA also moses this
conceri, and nobes that the altematives are not balaneed or comparsd with regard to impacts to
thregtened and endergend species and other important envirenmental and scotome fectors.
FER.C must evalusate alternatives that imsalve less dredging by using smaller LNG tankers, oz it
st prawide cleer reasening why this is not & reasomable alternstive.

There are & range of sizes of LG vessls (B wnder 70000 cubie meters to greater
fhar 200,000 cubio meters) Aeconding to Erdwood s analysis o its 404 application, <A deplh
ol =47 feet wig cetermmnsd necessny ased on the need o provade clearznes of the forgest size
LG carrier draft with sdequats comnections to and from the carmer channd ™ (emphasis
added).™ The analyss should evalobe dtemeatives thet accommodate saller terders; ne
retienale ks offered in the DEDS or elsemhene as bowhy the turning kasin must be designed to
accommadabe the lerpest tankers. Corently, the USCG is recommending a size limitation on
o LG tinkars, wnd smadler vessels coulsd result m s sgmfeant radaction in the area that
resecks for b chrecdged ™ T woonidd redine the overall imqucts of the progect an the aquatic
envirammei of the Calumlia Fiver, FERC should comader o sumlar condtion sl msiztom on
fumineg basin s and the amount to be dredged.

FERC characterizes the size of the iuning besin & a conflict batwezn safizty and agquatic
Faabitat impacts. Vet the safety fisks could be redueed by limiting LY tankers size o the
smallest LNG tankers mailable, FERC does not svalumibe m ame wary the agnificant advantages
o lish speciess thint might oceur from reduemg the imeunt of drecimg and the sizz of the rmng
basin. WEPA requares thal allematives be consickered in detinl, sl FERC has faled s eviluits
whethier molenal benelits 10 Gsh and aquatic halatar exigt Fom redcing the size of the
Eradwood project. The DELS does not providis an sdequate basis for the US Army Corps of
Engincers to evalusée the project’s lesst environmsnially dameging practicable slemative.
Withowt detailed consderation of & proper renge of project size and turming besin alfematives,
the analysis is Nawed and unressonably rarnow, in vickibon of NEPA.

The iyt fo multaple Bsted species of salmom has been charscterized as sigmificant and
regetive, bath Iy FERC and MMFS, The chsngition of bentbie babitals, which geneate
rimgralireg and reiring Gsh Gl sopely, 18 alse a potentnal serious el We schkbess these
impects in grester detail alsawhere, ot FERC should net assume that reducing dredge area will
prowick nir benefits. In fact, differences insite design, sccording to M0AA and Ciregen DEC,

** Bl Laneling Jokn Acuank: Ressorees Application, asachment - Cotodves 206,
UG Waleruy Suitabiliy Rospont for Bradwood LNG Tasisl March 2007
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oy pesall i sigmm et redaction of negalve impocts 1 the samonment [see thase ngencss
comirents), The safety of LG tankers 15 o fogh praomty, bt the FERC meameelly presumss
that the only methedd of kespimg LG tankers sale 12 by g & large tumemg Tosin, when
altarmatives in tanker and project sz are readily svailable.

SO (1= LSS L R T [l (Y L b I .I. .l.l. AL TR e

Thet need for the projoct and the pipeling has been questioned by multipl: agencies.
Alfematives o the construgion of the mpelme as o whole appear to have been miled o by
artifizally namrmang the prosect pumpeess 1o serving Lower Columbsa River indusines, The
TDELS provides no amlyas of altemmtive metheds of mestimg thase Lower Columbia River needs
or eomsideration of the relative progoation of the prajeet el 15 impaets ) are jusibed besed
o the small Likelihood of those indusiries using & large portion of the project’s capecity. NAA
quzstions the overall approech that FERC hes taken toits complete its analysis:

“a the purposs to provide a new soares of LEG to the Pecific Noohwest? 1s the purposs
o provike o Tew spurce of LNG for Wamna Mill, KW Naturl, PGE, aed Williams
Pipetine? The prpekme alternatves analvss wonld sppear to tnddieate the latter 15 ne,
which greaily constrains the allemutives ol mee the project purpess and appears 1o
merese the envicomental impects ol slber alteomatves as they oy 10 seroce (he same
potential coshumers ™

Bovgase the Bradwood project is clearly linked fo the Palomear pipeline, it is difficult o
assess eliematives bo routes on the Bradwood pipeling through Cowditz County without asking
whether this Toute 15 altogether redundant. According fo maps submutted by the Falomir Gas
Tramsmisszon progect o FERC, the Falomsr ppelme plins 1o imersect with the Eradwod
prpelime near Waumna, FERD should svalisie whether ils propasad pipeline seross the Celumlnee
River and throngh Cowlitz Coumnty is necessery given Bradwood s stafed imtestion of nsing the
Pebomer project in the filure. The alternstives spabysis does not provide sy consideration of the
refationship batwean the Falemar and Bradweod pipelines.

The Paloomr ppetine weuld fulfill the ne pugess of the prosest mors elfectrvely than
the proposed Bradwoud pipetine, whach infends to supply 1.3 belid of gas o 2 pedime system
Chat cammet accomrmmidate tal enormanes volure of gs, Williams Nootbwsst Fipelme hes
wicheatesl izt 1wl Bave b cameel all cament conlracts Lo gas supply 10 15 sxstng cielomers
—a highly unlikely scanesio - in order bo accept te huge volume of gas Bradwood proposes to
send out each dsy. Clearly, the Palomsr pipeline represents the e condut for Bradwood's gas
to regional markts that can absorb it. Without the Paloer pipeling, the project is corstrained to
delivering pes to merkets that ane ungtle bo ceonomically acoept it, according to the pipeling
capety sk recenily compd et by 1CF Dvternational an bebalf of WA EFSEC, KOAA
indddresmes the relatiorstap between Palamar and the Bradwood prosect, and states ikl the iwo are
clearly irtersdependent:

FERC's Metica of Intant for the Palomar Fipeling project (FPO7-13) indicates the
propesad pipeling would fermirste at W orthemStar Energy LLC's Bradwood
Landing pipeline nesr Wenna, Oregon. Bt for the comstroction of the Bradwood

S pnAA coisend off FERC DETS, a4, D, 17, 2007
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Landing LG mmport termumal, the Palomar projet appacsnily would not be
construeted oz propossd (ses DELS 2061 Afa o, ssgment 2 of the
Peloomar praject would appesir imlerdependent on the Brackeod Landmg LEG
prcject. The 3 CFR 402.02, regulations whdch implement the B84, dafine
imterrelated end inferdependent effects. Interrelated actions are those that are “pert
of a barger action 4nd dzpend on the langer sction for thedr justificaton.”
Interdependent actions are thoss that “heve no independent oality apart from the
action under eonsideration ™ Sagment 1 woukl achieve comnevtion jo W
Hirtural's regromal destnluhion system and provids another mbhural gas soame: fo
the Parand Metro ares. Extension of the pipelms to Bradwousd Lancing wokd
Frve e uitiliny tnadespenident of the proposed action. Extension of 2 bickrectional
pipeling to the Mest Starage Faeility would proside indirect access to Bradwood
Landing LIG wia a proposed lateral pipeline from MorhemStar's pipeline o
Mest. Implemenitation of segmaent 2 fandamentally alters the Pelomar Fipeing's
oprations from a LRG sooree for the Poriland Metro eree toa West Cosst
chstnbution metwork for Bradweod Lakting LNG. FERL shoudd melude
anteipsted mpects of sagment 2 of the Palomar Fipeline projset i the FEIS. 7

Bz (e Faloomr progect wall likely be necessary, iy cise, fog the Bradwood
project toviahhy deliver its gas bo market, the altermatives analysis must evaluate whether
Eradwood can forego its pipeline through Corlitz County. This altemative is rascnable and
wioadd entirely avoid mejor regetive impects to aquetic abitats throogbot Cowlie Com.
Thazse impacts includ: the crossing many sensitive wedland arcas and open trench pipeline
construghion ecross salmon-heanng strenms.

FERL choas il prowvice an adaqute amilysis of moole alternatives o pis proposad 35anle
pipeling route, cther. FERC s description of rowe alternatives is cursory and dees not provide
ardagmate detail and evalmtion of potential impacts to ivers, streams, and wetlands. from
constuetion and opareton of the pipeline. FERC hes also fadled to evaluats constructing a
smalber dismeter pipeline, whech might allow for mors remes in roufing the pipeline anoond
sensifive ares, The allermlives analvas does mod ingluds adsqote diszussion of sp-called
“mince” mode vartatiors wallin the proposed roule, The “minee™ wimatims have enormens
patentml o enhanee ar dommsh the level of ayuatic mpects olong the ppeline ome, The
FERC"s project cesengition, i general, 15 viggne ikl does ol decounl B changes that have
ocemred — induding a potential change in the HDD drll site on the Weshingten side of the
Columbia River, ™

Az an gxample of FERC's fulure to adequately address pipeling roots altematives, there
are b areges whoch gand cut smong memy deficiencies in the DELS and baghlight the madepnte
rantge of aliematives conmderad. The projeet proposss to use an HOD m W31 fo reduce
“urpacts onemaronmentil resowress” bl completely Gls fo miegrle constckeratiom of the ane
mmmehately East of Brachvoed as geolopally meteble, Multiple slats agencies have indeatad

T oA DEIS Comeeals, at 5. Submitied 12-17-07,

™ fee Comsients of Coalitz Ceony, prepaned by Parametre, regarding the DEIS. ko sse cosumsents of Sandrs
Daves, Manneie Cadlle, sl Gayle Kis,

™ Seecommnens of Magone Caetle on TEIS
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that the area 15 sesmically active wiih mrdfipls active lmdslides nearby, and ihe very firsd male
ol the ppeline proposes o cross an setive landshids aren. Besdents of Pugst Island bave
repeilacly raisad comesms aboul thes portson of the pipeline, which crosses an ares that only Jes)
wirier alid, cansing defeis to fall on and Block the railead below. Additionally, in the 1 960s a
Lameliide egnsed o tsunsami to move seross the Columbés Biver, floeding part of Puget lsland and
camng eng death. Richerd Beck Fas suboritted information eomoborating this event, which
FERC has dismissed seving fhat they cen find “no evidenes™ of a landslidk there.™

A secomd area ol senvus concem mvalves o eneenil segment of the pipeline as if enosses
the Calumban Biver The routing for thes et of the pipsting 15 highly senatve and sy
andpustment el truthCully be chamcienzed as “mmmoer” Seafks by @ few boncred vards in either
direction will irvolve very different impacts, resources, and landowmers then the proposed route.
Undfortunztely, the propesed routing of the directioral dnll is unclear, accerding to comversations.
bieldd during e Clateop County land wse progess.™ Specifically, the aliermatives analysis dose
o watigh the best evailable information wien evalusting HOD routes scross the Columiea
Raver. Inpacticular, geotechmecnl reports inckenle that unstable geology md active Jandshdes m
fhus ares shod<d narrnt o rerouting of s segment of the pipeline, The DEIE states, “mipects
cm ratral resources are generally consistent belwesn the iwo rome sapmenls™ - a stalemen thit
contrackets he extramely sensitive gealogy of the ars and infoomston in Bradwos!'s resourne
reports. The Geobazard Report indicates that rerouting in this ares may be necessary, and
imfiormetion in the Geological Hamards seetion of the DEIS (Page 4-1% Section 4.1 4.3, also see
CGreologie Hazards Tabbe d.1.4-3) shows significant bazards in this area. The altermatives analysis
seems to indicate no difference in reasenshile alberatives rozarding emvironmental impacts, yet
mnloemartion st e URS Corporstion arc 1ssuss mised by both Cowlits County and
Cregom Department of Geology s questions about the validsty of these conelusons

FERLC shondd evaluse albermatives that minimize the use of open-trench constroction
miztvods in salmen-beaning streams. The alternatives anelysis does not inelude adsgqeate or
speeafic information describing why HOD or otfer methods are not practicable in avodding
serious disturbance to habitat for ESA-listed salmon species. FERC does mot demenstrate that it
Fas rouled 1is papeline 1o meoml semsitive wetland mrens, The allemahves amlyss must inclisde 2
detinled descrption of why the noue was chosen and why ne practicalde allsratives sas) o the
construetion methods i Jocatiors o the petine. The descrption of the roes il waterbocy
and wellind erosangs el why speclic methods wene chasen for sach ercesang, are almast
entirely lacking in the Alternstives anatysis. FERC does not justify why open-tranch methods
are mecessary for cartain arcas, snd an semative invelving po open iwench cuts aenoss streams
with esaenfial fish hahitat end active nns for threatenzd end endangered spevies must be
consicerad

T e also mpectard e aede that miormmtion provided by the applesmi o madfiple Gederal
agemkies o his pssue s eonensten), Allachment H, Brvdwood s allematives amlyss it
04000 applreations, appeirs 1o provide mocaste and contradiclony micarstion based o
revised pipeling routing and erossings reflected in the Draft E15. For example, dozens of
sensitive wetland areas ane imgacted by the pipeline, snd the project description in the

S sermimens of Rick Bk on IE1S
™ S cermens of Mg Cietk: o DEIS
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Alfematives analysis appenrs iv be grossly inseammie mals chactermmiion of wedland mipecis
“Alker all of the mnar roule admstmenis ancd ofher avordance and mmmization measiess urs
appelied, the remsmng umivondshles mmpaels W welliands and ofher waters ol the LS [rom the
propesid rome ane swall and seattzred aleng the rome’™ (BL Attschment H, at 44 This assartion
i directly contradicted by the DEIS, which on peges 4-90 and 4- 100 provides a table of wedland
crossings. Areas o be permanenty and tamperarily altered by the pipeline amomnt fo 97.9 fotal
acres. The alternatives anabysis providid o the Corps, and the corrent application bo the Ciorps,
chazs not reflect the curment stahes of the project, and clesly the dscrepances betwsen the proect
chesenbed in fes applcation and the IS are senous al make svalwhon of the altematives very
chlfienlt. The Cops st ressonably sviluats bow to determnes 1 the projest proposed s the
Pzl emvarommmentil by chimsging prachcables allemsative |I'J|'v;||'_::|lluvrq.|1|'.llrh iyl
coniradictory information. The DELS should elanfy the rale of the Anmy Corps in evaluating
thess impacts end bow the public should understand a proposal with multipbe, contradictory
configurations depending en sgency and applicsion.

Regrrclbess, chmens of salmom-beaning streams and smsitve wellimds wall be crossed e
the pipeling, FERC provides menflicient detal m deseribivg how and wive the propossd mode
wivs sedecled, and why there are no prochcle altsmatives sas! e mothing the disens of acnes
ol semsilive sream and wetkand habntits that will be irgraciad by drecpe'll actinties, The
Alsernstives anabysis is both insecurate snd vague, and FERC hes fuiled te evalete practicabla
altermatives in the: routirg of the pipeling.

Specifically, there are mumerous fish-bearing streams that Bradwood propeses to eroes
fhrough cpen-trench methods, melichng Lacsen Slough, Melean Sloogh, Hanmomy Cresk, Brock
Cragr, Coal Creek, and Clagk Cresk. The EIS lics that prpelme construction snl operation will
resull i “sibeianial atverse affecd on Paclic Coast slmon essenbial Gah hateta™ (DELS, at 4
LTL). Again, FERC, the Army Corps and the poblic back specific informeation to justify the
concfusion hat there ane ne practicable shemstives to it proposad rooting. FERC maes considar
reasorghle alternatives to the project as a whale, and bo rowting that damages fiskebearing
SiCEmS.

FERC finls bo offer  tharoagh desenption of sither is chosen noute o major mole
vanghms el the relative wellimelstrem impacts feich The altematives arslyas Jior the
allemale roules (Southern Route, Rilroad roade] do nol spea fically deserile possilde reductions
inimpects o threstenzd and endangered speeies and their habitets. Ultimeately, the eriteria for
deterrmining practiceble altemsatives are poorly develeped in this alternatives anslysis. NOAA
Feas noted that the alfernstives analysis for the DELS “appears to dsmiss altematives due to
financil considerations without fully evaloating environmentel or poblic safety impects.”™ The
WO comment Letter contmues by argumg thinl FERC and the applivant “should cevelop and
rmnplemend o more frinsparent cost tenelit demsion meatnx in the allemsiives wmuly=s
Furthermors, imy Fnameial el analvsas shiuld be comprehensive mmd moucks eosls msooaed
wth sich alleralive ks entirely (e g, merssd slopping costs to nyver comrnerce dus io
traffic reswictions, impects to fsheries, incressed emergency response capacity)™ ' W strongly
agres with tese conchusions, and the cursory analysis provided by FERC clearly violates

" HAA contised letter on FERC DEIS. Dicanber 17, 2007
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standards requiring that all reasonable alternatives be evaluated in a logical, transparent fashion
with regards to their costs, impacts, and technological feasibility.

FERC fails to adequately address alternatives with respect to tanker traffic for
the Coast Guard’s analysis

In its analysis of alternatives, FERC does not properly weigh a reasonable range
of alternatives for the USCG to consider in whether it permits the facility. FERC and the USCG
should consider conditions that include limiting the number and size of tankers that visit the
proposed LNG terminal at Bradwood. The alternatives analysis concludes that the no action
alternative for the USCG - finding the waterway not suitable for LNG traffic — would fail to
meet project objectives. However, as we argue above, there are readily available alternatives to
the proposed LNG terminal to serve regional energy needs. FERC should not assume in the
DEIS that project objectives cannot be met through continued or increased reliance on Rockies
and Canadian supplies of natural gas as well as energy conservation, renewable resources, and
energy efficiency.

The FERC should also evaluate project altemnatives in light of SIGTTO regulations.”®
The LNG industry has a good safety track record in shipping LNG cargoes partially because it
typically has high standards for site selection for LNG import terminals. The Bradwood LNG
terminal fails to meet high international standards for an LNG import terminal in several respects
—the channel width is excessively narrow, the berth is proposed to be parallel to the shipping
channel on the outside bend of the shipping channel, and there exist significant natural
navigational hazards (the Columbia River bar) to safe transit.”” FERC and the USCG should
evaluate all potential LNG sites with respect to their potential to disrupt shipping traffic and their
potential for an accident. The comparison of site alternatives does not included a detailed
analysis of this type as required by NEPA, and the USCG cannot rely on the cursory analysis
provided in the DEIS to make its recommendation regarding the environmentally preferable
alternative for the project.

By narrowing the DEIS consideration of river safety and traffic issues to a few conditions
being considered by the USCG, FERC fails to consider the full range of alternatives to the
project and falsely creates a dichotomy between the USCG issuing a LOR and project objectives
not being approved. The “all or nothing” approach FERC uses to characterize project
alternatives does a severe disservice to the public and to cooperating agencies in the Bradwood
permitting process; alternatives to the project and to the project design — in ship size, ship
frequency, project sendout capacity, and alternatives to LNG altogether — are readily available
and have received cursory or no analysis from FERC.

Conclusion for Alternatives Analysis

FERC has failed to consider key practicable alternatives to its project, to the design of the
terminal and the turning basin, and to its proposed pipeline. There are numerous practicable

" SIGGTO, Society International of Gas Tanker and Terminal Operators. Site Selection and Design for LNG Ports
and Jetties. August 2000.
P1d.
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alternairves avatlabls far meeting West Coast energy needs. FERC distesses nom-LNG
altematves, wehils assuming thal elecineity gensration from LNG-sourced gas wall be o migjor
clhriwer fior the preeet, Thers are oy allemstive methls of genemating electnenly thal de not
imvalvi LMG importation. Energy conservation, renewable encrgy, and energy efficiency all
presert pracicable alematives o LNG throughout the West Cosst. There are alse practicable
albzrmeatives aveilahle for meintaining gas supplies to the Pecific Narthwest and the West Coast,
meluding incressing access to domestic supplies of nafural gas. Altemative LNG sites -
partienlarly =5 closer 40 the taget market i Medhem Coliforma - mmst also be considersd and
are almest enhrely omitted m the albematves anavsis. Fmally, FERC has faled f pssess
repsrmlbde and pracheabls iz altematives m the Panfic Noohwest and s the design of its
gt that woadel sigmificanty reduce the negtve g of s projet on the spstic
anvirnmnt.

That Codumibia River Esbary has been considered the “hynchpin® for rocovery of EBA-
Listed salmen species. FERC pronddes cursory and inaccurate analysis of the impacts of its
credpefill petivitics, and the Ammy somps mst find that practicabile altematives exist feseversly
mcermunirg the health ol the Estimiry, both in the Columitna Baver and m wetlands and nvars
rmpaciesd by the fenmimal and pipeling. “An aliemative s practicable 1011 s avalalde and
capulde of being chome aller fakimg mieconesdemation cost, exsting lechmolegy, and lagstics in
light of averall project purposes ™ 400 FR § 320 100al(X)  The elfernatives aralysis fails g
ariress many altematives, and some albernatives are givan such cusery consideration thet it is
impossite to realistically conelude that they are not precticable. This inclodes changes to
termiral design, turming besin size and design, diemative LNG stes, and both major and minor
oty vanations on the ppeline rouls

Resisonabibe ol practicabde allemabives o ibe proposed actiom do st and Bive been
pepfified in eatlier comments. The ematives corsidered, bowaver, were unreasonably manrow
and not meaningf in regards to the paposas of NEPA The highly restricted rarga of
altematives eveluated and considered viclates the very purpose of NEFA's alternative analysis
requiremant, to firster mbormed decision-making and Fll public imvelvement. 42 U.8.C.§10L;
ATUEC, SI02TNEY, A0 CF K. £1508.9(hk, Robertson v Methow Valley Cyttzen's Coopel, 450
LS 332, 340 1969)

Indssacd, NEPA™S ragitliatiiors and Minth Crreuit ceselaw require the igeney 16
“rligorously e:q:lm andohjecu'n:h avabuate ] reasensble alteratives.” £ CFR. §
LS0E L 4wy, Citi odel, 768 F.2d 1031, 1057 (¢th Cir. 1983). The
Mimth Circut has ms‘nﬂ]g.rhd.d du.t an gm *s feillure to consider a reasonable alternative is
fetal to-an agency’s NEPA analyeis. §ep o, |dahp Conserv, League v, Mumem, %56 F-20 1508,
1505200 (9th Cur. 1952) " The existenes of a vaable, b vrexammed altemative renders an
enviramureial ioped statement imdaqnte,”)

The waramal chiTerenca amomg the seton sllemsitives s el consistent waith NEPAs
requirziment that & range of altematives be considensd especially when given de repeated public
requests thet altemnetive sites, altemnative natrel gas soarees bo LNG, and alternative encrgy
options [renewahles, conservation, efficiency) be fally corstdered Stafe of Califomia v Block,
90 F 2 733 (Sth i, [982).
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FERC misrepresents parpose and meed for the project.
Purpose and Need Overview

FERLC s vastly overstated the need for a LG terming inthe Pacifie Nerthwest,
particudary Cregon, and miseensrues the real porpesa of the Bradwood LNG Project. The
prrposs and reed statement inan EIS is requimed by WEPA te justify why an sagency actien is
meeesmry. A0 CF R § 150213 The sgeney action al queshon bere is the approval or
chsapgriowal of the Brnshvoad Landing Progest by FERC. Inits DELS stalement concenung the
reeed of the Bradwood Linding Progect, FERC finls to iy arslyze the demand for mabursd gas m
the Tt sl Gails o give adesquate wesght lemenscorvenioml domeshe supplies, comsarvation
miastines, and current siorage capacities. Fusthermena, the stated parposa for the project in e
DELS is imprevisa becass of a fudty assumption by FERC that retursl gas imported & LNG to
the proposed Rradwood Landing ferminal, and distributed thare fromy, will be msed bo sopplement
regioned supplics, when in fict Bradwood's porposs for the projectis, at legst in part, 1o 1ep info
the Calaforma market and smmlement Calafooma natural gos supplies,

In b purgrse sl neesd stalement ol the DEIS, FERC justifies the nead S an spproval
althe prapect by cilirg enenyy use forecisls precheting nereased Cufure demands for nafural ges,
anncarbatad by shrinking domestic and Canadisn supplies to the ragion becase of increasing
demand elsewhere in the netion. LEIS at 1-4. Therefore, according to the DETS, infermational
mpaorts in thee fomm of LI are necded o meet demand end stablize the market. I However, a
vaniety of fectors indicats that importation of LMG form forsign rations is unnocessery and is
hkely to destabahize bodh the spples and prces o ihe rgnom

The dhemmand for mobural gas will likely not be s geat s the DEIS puopees. Acooding io
the Merthwest Gius Association (4WGA), and ackrowledoed by FERSC in the DEIS, the existing
e upplics and infrastructure will ke sufficient to meet demand in the pext few vears. ™
Moreaver, ethough MWGA predicts o shortfall for meting peak damand conditions in 2008
g a bigh groseth of base growth seenesio, the prodictions relied upon inthe DELS are based
o sspeel WWGA assumptions of a & 1% growth rate for naheral gas consumption m the
Pacific Kortwest through 2011 usirg its base growth scemaric. “Cn the otber hand, longar
rantge firecasts s on resomeble asumpons repared by the Ensmygy Informmtion
Adrimmstralan (E1A)m als Armisal Energy Dullosk [*.Eli..'llpwicl less Wgani &y 2% ierasse fioe
rahars] gas consumpdon in the regicn fram 2005 to 2030 FERC should evaluate the nead gor
LMG imports based on the In‘m:rm_'-:mﬂ raitural gas consumption estimesed by the ELA dnce
thase amibers are ohjoctive govemmental projections bess likely to be beased, whereas the
WWGEA projectons are from agroup censisting of raturel gas and pipeline companies seeking a
profitatde cuflock, Addinomlly, FEEC mmst svaluale the nesd for LNG ised an an ineremssd
T m the Pacilic region on renewsbiles enengy, comservation, and ensmpy elliciency - all energy
cpitnioms thirl i likely e rechece mataal gas demiagl,

" mordwed Gas Associntion. 2006, 2006 Northweest Gas Cutlook Updae. Anilable mline &
hitp ! vww g o0 . Accessad Ociober 2007
r.n

= Einergy Il Adieesvaton 2007, Al Erengy DUk 207 wit Frojsesons i X130 Repon 5
DOEEIA-NIE 0061 Fdwzry
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There ire ake serions wwertiintes m e projected growth of mitucl gas consumption
remonally and mahomnlly. In el the ELA AED F007 nodes that ovscasts Gor sctual mtiorsl
ratiral gas consurpdon fFom 2003 po 2030 kave consistently bean scaled back over the past
couple years doz bo a vanety of Beters including greater conservation measures and less
pradicted reliance on raborel gas for devtnc energy generation. For example, ELA projections in
200 estimated national netural gas sorsamption in 2030 to resch 26,8 tollion cubie et (Tef),
while the 2007 projctions vz oy foe 26,1 Tel of natal gas consumption in 2030.% The
DELS falsely asserts that “much of the demmmd growdhn the WWGA liweeast 15 doven by power
gensmation ™ DEIS al |-, However, the NWGA also scknowhedges a lower relianes on ratural
s for elecine energy generation, given the vidatile gas prees and sulficieny of nchopower
somrees, Jeading them te lower their projectad bass growdh constenption from over 9.5% 10 8.1%
through 20115

Tha Marthrwest Power and Comservation Couneil*s Fifth Power plan indicates that pas
prices will comtinus to limid gas-firsd production.™ Thess imesrtintes regarding the projerisd
consunpten ol raheral gas, both i the short-tem and keg-term, indic stz e prowing =lfzcls
altemalive energy sources anl conservation messunes ane havang on the regionad and ratioeal
eneryy markel. FERD should rearalyze the growth pretections i wsed to analyze the need for
LMG besed on demend in the DELS given its falsa informetion about natural gas powered electie
production and the curreant and past trend Eor Lowering nabaral ges consumiption projections.

et enother Bactor thet FERC failed to properly analyae when determining the need for
mperted LG 18 the fomecasted inoressed prochiction of domestie comventiomal and non-
conventiona natal gis. The RWGA adnmils tal production from U3, Bocky mounfain
sontmos 15 preneted fo nenzase by 2001,% Furihenmors, e Alskan Moch Slope, along will the
Mackenzia River Dalta in Canaida, hes encugh proven resourees s safisfy the whele ULE. nafural
. demand for mere tran & desade *” Watiral pes sources from Aliska are predictad to be up
and runming by 2017, end along with advences in technology for coploration and production,
shondd be sufficient to meet Necth Amesican demeand For a substantial peried. FERC properdy
states tol domestie prachictian of sl gas sppliss ars precketed by the ELA b mermse
sutestantially in the commng yeirs as noneeomventioml soress of gas are tapped nlo, TELS ol 1-
4. However, FERC essentinlly chsmisses thess nemeconventional souress by implying 1l is
preealilee fht fhese rescumies will ol be alile 1 be sucoesslidly and econcrmelly explovsd dnid
produced * FERC should inelude a mere tharoush anslysis of both these converdiensl and non-
conventionsl sources of rafursl gas when determining the nesd for impoerts theough the
Bradwood LKG bermingl into the region. We discuss altemative sources for natural ges in more
detail incur discussion of altemsatives to the Bradweod project, including gas supply sources in
the Rockies ind m Canada,

!
 Worthwed: Gas Associgtion. 3006, 3006 Northweet Gas Cutlook Upde. Anilable nline &
bty wwe g ang. Aocessed Ccinber 2T
H 0 Fower and Corservalion Crumcil Fifth Poaver Pln. 20006, se= Chapter 3, Generling Resources
B bt Gas Assecintion. 2008, 2000 Nvthwedt Gos Cuthook Updaee. Aailible mline
I:p'.'.\mu R oy, Accessad Ooipher 20607

H
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Page 45 of 151

Companies and Organizations 11

20071222-8001 FRAC POR (ned Tisiall 1202272007 1212456 AM

Inereased campetition fiv the resourses that the Pasific Nortbwes! reles wpon forts
rrltral gas demarks 1¢ another mstifction relied upon by FERE Gor the need ol LEG mmpont
termiral &t Bradwood Lending. FERC notes that Oregon ralies 100% an impodts of natural gas
for coreammption. DEIS &t 1-4. Howewver, as noded sbove, the demestic production is likely to
imereasa aver thi next fisw veers as new techmalogy for exploration and production comes into
phay. These additioral resowress, along with conservation measwres and altemetive encry,
shonikd help alleviate, i nof completely offset, the merenssd demamd of the notion i, therefore,
competition Fx Pacalic Morthwest resources,

FERC clintms tral the relatively low prcss the Pacie Northwes hes hstenally enjoyed
will be threstenad by compatition For the rescumces the region relies upen, and implies that LKG
impaorts will kalp stabilize the supply and price for the region. This is 2 batantly false satement.
Impoets of LEG ane potonioiely unreliable boesies of unceraintes in the supply end demand of
the gloteal market Indeed, thene are comently not enough liquefaction Gudlities and the cument
Tquafive tiom scrlities are having supply shortigss, leacding b shorages of LG mths fice of
meresirg phohal dememdd ™ Ackditicmmilly, bemuss of mersmsing ol prices, the glohal demnd
fioe matmal gas 15 prediciesd leinerease substanmally bsxling 1oa global inereass in LNG pnees
ik predicied lowenng of the capacnty uhilzaion s al domestic LRG reomimls ™ Clealy,
LMG is eurrantly not a reliable sourcs of naturel gas, mor will # be in the near future. 16the
rizion docs in fact nzed & sapplemental stable sounce of naturel gas st stesdy prices, LNG is pot
the answer. Approval of the Bradwoed LWG Project wauld heve the oppesite effoct on rafural
zas supplics and prices in the region, keading to possthle shortages and increased eosts if LMG
suprpines ars pehed wpon for fnlure needs. FERC should resvluate the prrposs and need in light
ol these absarvations anc better ralate fo-the putihic the effscts mmporting LAG wrll hive on the
regiimal supplies and prices, espectally mven the Likely purpose ol the prajeet as discussed
Tzl

Thae claimms by Bradwoed that the proposed Bradmood LG Project is being designed to
serve the noeds of Cregen &nd the Tacific Norhwest is obviously an exeggeration given the
enfoersition shovs exlatng b the alresdy suhurated rmrcet in fhe Pacific Meethwes!, The Pagific
Horthwest markel does nol require more inputs of retunl gas, sspecially Brom unstable freign
s that wll likely cavse instabilaty oF supply and prives mthe Pacific Korttwest if reled
oo fiw ey sappossedl Culire nead. The true kel m the Wt 12 Califooa, whach consimes
more narural gas thenall other West Cosststates combined. ™ Mot cody dozs Califoenia use man:
raniral gas than any other skate in the region, Califomia is & rapidly prowing merket ™
Rigardiess of howy fast the market for netoral gas is growing in Califorma, propesals for LMNG
termirals in Celifomia have been met with very strong resistance dus fo covironmental and
safety congerns. Tordate, oo proposed LG lemmnal has been approved for Cahifomio, [ poss
withnsl savang hat the closest aliemaiive sies e LNG termunals are Meaco sl Onegon
Proposils Tor new LG termamnls in Maxieor have alsie been mel wilh resistanee becess of

"* Energy Information Adminsration. 2007, Annual Energy Outlock 2007 with Frajecions o 20300 Reparl &
DOEHA-HERIE) Faewry
-
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environmental and satily concerns, as well as sconomic commdemtions. Theretore, o sew of
propsesl pronects himve been immtiated fox Cregon, e nesd best altermative for an LRG sores for
Calilomui markels. Dlbwieusdy Ovseon and the Fac e Morliovest do ned requirs addinorml
rratiral gas inps i thae fomm of LG to meat current o near future demands from one LG
termiral, not to mention the three fo fve terminals that are ander considerstion. FERC should
seriously roconsider the purpose bebind the preposed Bradweod LNG Projoct and acorately
reday the mue purposs bo the public.

Eradwood and FERL clinm that the dessgnated markel for the Bradwood LNG Progest is
Cregom and the Facalic Morfimesl, However, the st ficatzon Gor this stated porposs 15 nol
5||r[i|.'|.-!_1'_:.' strong 1oand cale el there s in Gl 2 need and demand m the Pacific Worbwest for
LMG. The Oregon market can not absorb another 1.3 befd of natural gas from the propesed
Eradwood LEG termingl. The oely econcmically viable market for the rahore] gas is Califorree
Tha Palemar Project provides a elear condat to Califerma. Therefore, it goes without saying
that the proposed Bradwood LEG serminal will bave a viable Califomia market to ship its
bl gas ko, o ket with ek bigher demand sl profit expectations than amy ather inthe
rezon. Hewe cam Bradweood honestly clam they ars med ssekang (o serve the Califorma markst
when hat 15 the markel meed economuoclly femahle for h'||l,'\'|'.llll'\l1ll;lr|'h.'l,'lr||'g-'_ malral s from
livetgen LG markets and when there are alreach plares to tanld 2 prpebing conneclirg the
proposad temranal to interstate pipelines leading to Califomia? FERC should undertake firther
analysis regarding the likely foure mearket to be served by the projeet, taking the Palomear
pipeling info acomd.

Altermativehy, 16 current sourves of natumal ges 4o the Factfie Monttmest are reroed o
serve the large and growirg Calafomis marke) becmee of the additiona] inputs o Oregon via
the proposed LMG lemmmmals, Dregon and the Pambe Modhwest will be sulstmbally hiammed, As
mentioned above, foreign LNG markets are netocicusly uereliable, and if Oregen and the Pacific
MWorthwest are foread to rely on impents: of LG the supply and prices in the region ane very
Likely tir b adversaly afected. Oregon sheuld not bave to bear the bount of supply and prce
Muctustions, in addition o eovinonmental, cconomic, and sefisty impacts, so thet Califomia mey
enpoy o sleady mid pece shable supply of domestic gas, There arz sulficent domestic and oiher
s sourees olher than Tovsgn LMG 1o serve the whale West coast ineluding Califomia, 105
wmmeressmy k sulyect Cregom taall 1I|:|1||uu:|;.r-|' the propossed] Brachsod LG lenmmml. /At
the lesml, FERC should furfher evalisie the prmpose bebined the proposed Bradwood LNG Progect
and sccurataly relate to the poblic the potential impects of the project.

FERC defimes purpose and need ter narrowly

The FERC has faled toundertake an aclequate analysis of allenustives bevass of an
wremsorsibly mamow definifion of the purpose and need of the pregect winch FER then i=ses o
clsmmss reasomable alternatves, The DELS shiks, “The pmpese of the Brdwaood Landirg
Presject 15 8o prow ke & mew source of mabaral gas o the Pacific Nochwest theough impoctation of
LEG™{DEIS, 1-¥)0 The projeet objectives st key delivery peints, and taken with the cwerall
peposs of the project, this section of the DELS reads mere |t a description of the projeet than
an sccurate characterization of the purpose and need. The papoes of the project should be mone
Troedly stated in temmes of supplving the regien with energy. An eralysis for 8 broader, mere
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accurate statement of the purpose for the project would lead FERC to include detailed
consideration of non-LNG alternatives, other LNG sites, and alternatives to the proposed design
of the project.

By narrowing the purpose statement to focus on LNG importation and, specifically, LNG
importation on the Columbia River with the potential to deliver gas to Mist, Williams Pipeline,
and Lower Columbia industrial and electricity generation users, the FERC has excessively
narrowed the scope of its entire analysis. We have described in our comments on the
Alternatives analysis how the narrow focus of the DEIS has resulted in reasonable alternatives
not being given adequate consideration. FERC similarly errs in narrowing its consideration of
the need to be served by the project, failing to justify assumptions regarding the future of natural
gas demand and supply in the Pacific Northwest. Indeed, multiple state and federal agencies
have questioned the need for the project as it is described, and ICF International concluded that
supplies for natural gas were “abundant” for the foreseeable future from either the Rockies or
Canadian supply basin: “Gas supply is expected to remain abundant well beyond the forecast
period 0f 2025.” %

FERC describes key objectives and included Lower Columbia River industries that
carmot absorb a huge quantity of LNG as possible consumers. The primary project objectives do
not require a project of the size and scope of the Bradwood LNG terminal, and multiple pipelines
already supply these gas users from existing infrastructure and supplies.”* The DEIS does not
justify the need for the size of the project. At 1.3 bef/d with the potential for expansion, the
project will dwarf any future needed gas supplies. Yet, FERC excludes alternatives because they
carmot be built to the size of the project desired by Bradwood. The purpose of the project should
not be to build an LNG terminal of the enormous scale proposed, but rather it should be to
deliver energy to the Western energy market.

FERC has routinely dismissed alternatives that involve reduction of the project size.
Essentially, FERC has defined the project purpose and need so closely to the project description
(even requiring sendout capacity of 1 bef/d or greater with the possibility of expansion), the
overall analysis suffers from a lack of regional perspective and even readily available
alternatives in adjustments to project site, design, and size. The recently completed ICF
International pipeline capacity study (submitted to Washington’s EFSEC) indicates that the
purpose and need description in the EIS is disingenuous, and that the purpose and need for the
project ggould more accurately be defined as supplying natural gas to the Western energy
market.

FERC falsely claims that project’s primary purpose is to serve Oregon and
Washington gas needs

% ICF International. Nov. 2007. Review of Pipeline Utility Corridor Capacity and Distribution for Petroleum Fuels,
Natural Gas, and Biofuels in SW Washington. Submitted to WA State EFSEC.

** ODOE, Dec. 2007. Preliminary State Agency DEIS comments.

% ICF International. Nov. 2007. Review of Pipeline Utility Corridor Capacity and Distribution for Petroleum Fuels,
Natural Gas, and Biofuels in SW Washington. Submitted to WA State EFSEC. at 69
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FERC makes brood sssumpions regerding the need for LNG in the Pacific Northwest
fhat are wegppoted by unliwesed evidence, FERC uses cutclabed data fo argus thal LMG s
etk i the Porilie Merthwest whils ignonng growing renewable energy, corservalion, and
afficiancy programs in the regien. ODOE and other state sgencies bave asked that FERC
censider the impact of renewable portfolio standards. With FERC projecting average growth of
I parcant & vear in regienal ges mee, the impact of censervation and efficiency programs must be
considered as & limiting factor. W diseuss alternatives bo LNG in greater detail in oar
comments on FERCs allemahves malyss, and FERLC bas Fabed to show that o need exsls Hal
carmiol be sibishied through the no-action alfemative

FERCs el analysis sggramlizes fuhae Facific NW g dermnd bessed on data Gom the
MWorthwest (s Asscciation (MWGA), an indusiry group whose members inchoda utilitias that
will be imvobved in the Bradwood project (W Natral ges, for instance). ODOE concurs that
the MW does ot constiote an independent perspective on future rahre gas demand ™ The
WWGEA data camnot be considered unbiased, as preliminary comments on the DELS of the
Cregon Department of Energy hive noted: *The [demand | smlvas 15 hased anfirsly on WWGEA
fiorzeasts, Mo mdependsm assessment of demand Mo comsideration of demand sice
recductions. ™ Dilier Sate agencies Tove rmsed similar corcems with the FERD, s well

Thez markits and key industries fo be sanved by the project, as described by the DELS, ane
ot adequate to sopport an LG fecility of Bradwood's size. Industrial wsers and dectrcity
generation in the Lower Columbia, by Bradwood's own cstimaes, are only Likely to wse 100
mmef'd on an everape dev. ™ ODOE questions sven this sssamptien, noting that aperabors of
el gas plans in the aren are not plamng o shsarb LNG, aurrentiy ™ Williams pipeline
commpeary has imebeated that 1t does niot hinve capacty 1 ahsorb all of Bradwood"s s, and tal
Eratbweocnd will likely baave o rely oo ibe Bracwoed pipelme in the fulire. Thess and oiher
pitfalls in the needs analyss are dlustrated by the commens of Cregon Deparment of Energy,
Cregon Department of Energy recently coirmented, in its draft commenes en the FERC DEIS,
“The DEIE provides no independent gssesament of the demand for LNG to justify the need for
the preposed projeet™™ ODOE's comment bighiights widespresd shepticism shom
Eradwood's chamvtenzation of the purposs and nesd for s projsc,

HAA Bas il ke its own ressvitions about the purpese and nezsd of the projest,
ramsing e Falleawing questions regording whether the altematives analvas 15 artifically
constranid in onder to justi fy & high-impect project: “As the stated objectiva is providing the
Pecific Morthevest with another natural gas scarce, it would appear additional deta from the
region is warrenbed ™ Given broad skeplicism hout the nesd for the proposal, the ne sction
albermeative mery result in e naboral gas needs of the Pacific Mocthwest end Califomia being met
and should conshfule o practicabls allermtive, Bradwood mves very Iitile consdearation o the
patentml lix noachion

H OO0E, Dec. 3007 Prebminary Slale Ageacy DETY comments.
F OO0, Dee. 2007 Preliminary State Agency DELS comments. a 61
¥ Jrint At Resoaress Permit Application, Attachment H. October 2006
¥ OOIE, Dex, 3007 Prebimany Sbe Agency TS commeas, pa 54,
O]

.
' OAA, ot o FERC DELS, Decesiber 17, 20407
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While the presest configveation md pipeme mouting s paporisdy degmed 1o match
the neseids of Lower Codumlna midustrial and elsctneily gensrstion users, some of hese users do
o appear b be planming for LEMG. For examplie, comments of ODOE indicate that Poet
Westward is not fectoring LNG info its gas sqpply needs. PGE, which owns generating feeilities
there, is not necessenily going to buy large quantities of LNG:

Telivery of gis 1o the POE power plants o Foo Westward 15 nol o
compedling reason bo selec the prafamed ppeling route ever allemmlives,
Tn the iregon EFSC review of e Port Westwan] powst pliod, PGE did
mel s il LG wioald be avaleble. PGE also did not assame he
availatelity of LM in ite imegrated resowrce plan review befiore the
Oregon Public Utility Commssion ™

Tha Bradwiood project is dlearly desigred tomeet its expectation of West Coast-wida
enerpy demanck - not those of fhe Pambie Nedhwes!, FERCs assertion that key propect
obatives invelve delrery of gas fo Mast imd Codvening Rrver industnal‘generation wsars 12
severely undenmmned by the Bl that less tin 110 of the pregect wonkd aarently be likely 1o g0
o these wsers, "™ The quamtity of s propesed o import by Bradwood (13 bef'd) mor tham
dobibes Oreon's sveraze dely netural gas use ™ This also rendere it highly unlikely that a
large propotion of the gas will be dalivened inbo Cremon and Washington, The unlikelibood of
the Pacific WW absocbirg a majority of the s is further ilhustrated by both the [CF Internatianal
study and by Williams current long-term contracts for supplics on its Mortheest pipeline system.

The spcrmous s1oe of The project shows that o oejor scomnme dnver o the project s
Califoma gas clermsinl, riher than Cregon’s or Washinglon's, Califomua consimmes s much gos
s the rast of the West combined™ and will likely roceive most of Bradwood's gas, based on the
rocantly proposed Pelomar pipeline proposal (see attached maps). The Bradwood project not
oy seeks. @ connection to California s mearket via Paloemar, bt it also likely requines additional
pipeling eapacity asids from the propesed Bradwood pipeline trough Cowlite Coanty dus to the
caparily irmitations on that pipelime (1CF Intemational study for W EFSEC)'™ HOAA,
coneurs that the Bradwood progect and the Palomsr project are milereomnesled, or af lewsi the
Westemn poction of the Falomsr projed oppecs (o depend on the Brachwood projec

The Daily Astorisn has reported the Willisms Fipeling, by their owm estimates, cannot
absorh & significant quantity of Bredwood's proposed LNG supply. Furthermore, Bradwood
admits thet it plans to e e proposed Palomar pipeline o deliver sigrificant quanfifies of gas to
poteniiel customers in Californie, according toits 51 fling submitted o the Becumites and
Exchange Commussion Eased on the true project prepose of serving gas 10 Califorma, us
admatied by Bradweood, the FERD should svalisile Wesl Coasl reomal nesiks and aliemaitives far

12 DOE, Dex. 3007, Preliminary Sake Agency DETS comments, ot td.

19 Joint Aguatic Hesources Pemeil Apglicatsm, Atlachment H. Ochober 2006,

'™ Energy dafvemation Administration. Moral Gas Sumimery Stalidics. Oreon 20011006

"M E1A Naberal G Ulse Semmary Datn. Dex, 2000 hitgVempe. (ke from Loretta Lysch, fomer Char of Ca,
FUC imier Gray Danis dhiring Fefind konme on Manck4 2007,

5 CF Taterieminal. v, 007
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meeting these needs. The WA State Pipeline Capacity study, however, concludes that no LNG
terminal will be viable in the Pacific NW without a pipeline connection to California;

Local load in the Pacific Northwest is too variable and not large enough to
be economic for a LNG terminal. To site a terminal at a size that would
be econornic, at least 1Bef per day to start with, access to Northern
Californian markets would be necessary." (emphasis added).'”

The pipeline capacity study and the recent Daily Astorian article show that the Williams pipeline
is not capable of accommodating Bradwood’s supply without vacating all of its current contracts
for gas. The pipeline currently operates near capacity, and long-term supply contracts render the

current proposed action potentially not viable.

FERC statements from staff evaluating the proposed Palomar project indicate that the
Palomar and Bradwood projects are connected actions, and that the Palomar project may be the
true recipient of the large proportion of Bradwood’s gas that cannot be absorbed in the Williams
system and Lower Columbia River industrial and electricity generation users.. Mr. Doug Sipes,
who conducted scoping hearings for Palomar in mid-November, 2007, stated,

The Bradwood LNG terminal and its proposed sendout pipelines are being
analyzed in a separate environmental impact statement. The Bradwood meetings
were being held out here last week that Paul Friedman from our office held. They
were the draft environmental impact -- they were the comment meetings on the
draft envirormental impact statement. Although gas coming into the Bradwood
LNG terminal may ultimately be shipped by Palomar, the terminal developers
have stated that the Bradwood LNG terminal and its associated pipeline would be
built regardless of whether Palomar is built or not. Also, Palomar would be built
to serve Northwest Natural's supply reliability regardless of whether Bradwood
LNG is built, although it would probably not need to be built all the way up to
Wauna."™ (emphasis added)

The above statements, particularly the statement regarding whether or not Palomar would be
built to Wauna, indicate that the two projects are connected actions under NEPA. While Mr.
Sipes indicates that he does not believe the projects to be connected, the configuration of the
Palomar project will clearly depend on whether Bradwood is approved or not, with the entire
Western portion of the Palomar project likely being dependent on the Bradwood proposal.
NOAA also indicates its skepticism regarding the separateness of the two actions, “FERC should
include anticipated impacts of segment 2 of the Palomar Pipeline project in the FEIS.”*

' ICF International. Nov. 2007. Review of Pipeline Utility Corridor Capacity and Distribution for Petroleum
Fuels, Natural Gas, and Biofuels in SW Washington. Submitted to WA State EFSEC. at 69.

'™ Doug Sipes. FERC staff for Palomar Gas Transmission project. 12 Novemeber 2007. Official FERC transcript,
at 14-15.
1% NOAA DEIS Comments, at 5. Submitted 12-17-07.
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FERC must acknowledge that the true project purpose of the Bradwood proposal is
significantly altered due to its relationship to the Palomar project. California, which uses vastly
more gas than Oregon and Washington combined (see below), will receive significant quantities
of gas from Bradwood via the Palomar project if both are built.'® FERC must re-evaluate the
purpose and need for the project in this regional, California-driven context. As noted above in
our comments on the Alternatives analysis, both Palomar Gas Transmission project
representatives (such as Gregg Kantor) and FERC representatives (Mr. Sipes, FERC transcripts
for Palomar project) have made statements that support our conclusion that the need analysis for
the project must include Californian demand, as it will likely be served from Bradwood via the
Palomar pipeline.

The FERC defines its project purpose too narrowly. If the purpose is properly defined as
delivering clean, affordable energy into the West Coast market, many other alternatives are
available — some of which, including continued or increased reliance on Rockies gas could fulfill
all the project purposes. California gas needs are also a key factor to be considered in the needs
analysis, as the project apparently intends to connect to California markets via the Palomar
pipeline. Oregon PUC analyst, Ken Zimmerman, stated, “So far, the only people that have
shown any interest in contracting with these LNG guys are in California.”™ Bradwood also
acknowledged publicly in recent Clatsop County land use hearings that it already has an
agreement to use the Palomar pipeline in the future — an agreement that has been described in
Bradwood’s $-1 filing with the Securities and Exchange Commission in December 2006.

California gas needs should be evaluated as part of the DEIS needs analysis. More
regional data is required to evaluate whether the project will serve a legitimate regional need
(including California), and obviously alternatives must be considered on a regional scale if there
is need for increased energy supply — alternatives including energy efficiency, conservation,
renewable energy, alternative natural gas supplies, and alternative LNG sites.

FERC fails to accurately evaluate the need for LNG

FERC must evaluate the need for LNG on a national, state, and regional scale.
The DEIS rests its need analysis largely on a national presumption of need for LNG imports, and
is inadequate in its evaluation of the regional need for LNG imports. In our Altematives section
we discuss why natural gas supplies from the Rockies as well as renewable energy, conservation,
and efficiency initiatives in the Pacific Northwest can provide alternatives to the proposed
project. The DEIS does not discuss gas demand adequately for the major market driving the
potential need for the project — California. Because the project will likely serve California if
built, the DEIS must evaluate whether the Bradwood project is justifiably serving a need in the
Pacific market as a whole — including California.

Yet, there is ample evidence to demonstrate that California, which drives the regional
market for natural gas by using as much gas as the rest of the Western states combined, does not
need LNG to meet its future energy requirements. As discussed in our alternatives section, there

"0 EIA Gas Summary data for OR, WA, CA. Annual Energy Outlook. 2006,
! “Pipeline Battle Hinges on Need, Livability.” Ted Sickinger. The Oregonian. August 21, 2007. Ken
Zimmerman quoted as energy analyst for the Oregon Public Utilities Commission.
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are many regioml altematves o LMG. Just os impodanily, hewever, the propected demand o
il gas in The Weest C osst must be eomsdered i light of growing comssrvation, renswalile,
and smergy sllicieney programs. There s encemmos potential o limel the w2 of Grsil fuels, andl
the Stete of Dragon recentdy passed legislation that may reduce growtl in naturel gas
cosnpton 1o an almost negligible level from the baseline described by NWGA aceording toa
1005 rapant completad by the American Comneil foran Enangy Efficient Eeonomy. ™ The repont
indicates that, by 20140, Cregen can limit its maboral ges wse by 5 pencent, compared bo base case
assarptons. Looking aheod, natuml gas demmnd coukd be lambed by 8 percent By 2005 and 12
percent by 20207 These wans in natural gas conservition and effieney swodd offsed most, i
et all, o vhe growth praested by the MWGA. They olfsetall of the projected 89 pereent of
arowih projected by the ELA Gor 2075, FERD mus! re=svaluirte the nesd for the project, ling
the impact of renewahle energy, efficiency, and corservation of energy inbo accoamt.

Califomia dernand redoetion shoubd elso be considered in evabmting the nesd for LHG.
Tha ICF Internaticmal study recenty complated for Washington EFEEC shows thet no project in
the Pacific Northwesst 15 vialde witheot alse serang the Califomna mazket, mmd FERC shold
Frave evaluated the need cn o mors regroml basis, melieding Califomma, Informsition fram
Calfomia indicates ol there 15 enoomous potential for renewalile enarpy, energy slficeney, and
conservalion el precludes the need for LNG altogelber. In 2006, the Sanla i
Commurity Erirorenental Commeil (Conneil) pregared a report sralyzing whether Califomia
nzeds LR to meet its eurrent and fbare projected energy demands. According to the report,
Califiomia can achigve its energy neads withiouk imperting LG, In Eaet, the Couneil concloded
that California can satisfiy 133-321% of the State’s addificnal natursl gas demand through encrgy
efficiensy mnd renewalde supplies

The DEIS comsludess, “nenther conservahion measures noc renswable enengy somess are
axpected to peplace the nead for additonal fuhee rahoral gas sopplies in the Pecific Mordest”
(DEIS, 21 3-7). FERCs goadidincs: that incressing gas demand will necassitabe LIG impaort in
the Merthwest i clearly not shared by Cregon Deparment of Energy. It alse falsely concudes
that independent regionsl energy foroessts concliade that incressing gas sapply end gas-fired
genemution are necessary for meeting fulurs demsned. The MW Poweer and Conssrvation Coumell
clearly incheatz that wind power 15 a growang and vazbde allemabive for mestmg gromth m
genemilion capanly " s alberntives b Gl fiels increase in remewable ETRIEY, SRIEY
elliciency, anl corservation, nafursl ges poces iy be rebieved of some ol the stram and
wilneretility to speculstion and manipudation that hes driven recert bigh marel pes prices.'™

Om a netionsl scale, the DELS exaggerates the need for LWG tremendousty while failing
%o evalusts o realistic projecton of rogionel needs. According to the ULS, Department of Energy,

"7 B, B Meal end Area Shiplsy. Agnd 2003, Topacts of Erergy Efficiency And Renewable Faeray o Mol
(ias Markete, Americm Coneil far an Prergy Eficiet Boonory. at 6

19 B, B Meal and Arna Shipley. Agril 205, [mpacts of Energy Efficiency And Benewable Baergy on Maurel
Cies Markets,

M Tam Ml 2006, Dees Califomia Need LHG? Regor b the Commusity Exvirsomental Comeil

V9 W Powwer mred Conservatan Councll. 2005, Fifth Power Plan. Sy of Generatam,

Y Bl B Meal gnd Arva Shiplsy. agnd 2003, Tipacts ol Energy Elficiency And Reresable Faergy on Ml
(e Mk eta
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the eonntry has 611 years of nefimal gas supplies mailable o meet our nesds '™ Given thal the
illeged e Gor mitural jas is e doving fees fon s Projee! s the reason ol the range of
albermalives s been s mamowly preseribed, oz s g omieeal, esshok] 1sae For the lead
agencies o consider. 16we don't need LNG, we don't need 1o scoept the iremendoes risks and
impacts that would result from the preposed Project

Future expareion of LG terminals, secording bo US Department of Encrgy, mey provide
a substanhal increass m LNG. Tenranals wmeder corstnuction and expansion are already expected
t0 greadly nerease LEG mper) copecity m the coss thal the LS opted to wse mees of s
fivstgn fossl el Theme are over o cheen approved LMG termnals, and soveral undsr
consimction Existong Gealines will expand, and the ELA estimates thal cured onshore facilities
will provide mana LKG than these under construction. Hanez, the nzed for LNG &5 extramaely
Limited bayond those fecilifies cumendly exdsting o elready being built. [E as the ELA indcates,
the existing four onshore terminals will expend fo import lange quentities of LNG, then the
remeinder of fisre progeectsd LNG demand can [hely be met with as mamy or fewer tenmirals
FERC hoth overstales the nesd fior LG in the DELS, and it fails 1o wcemmi for thes base Gt
Ehat eurrently proshusang LHG lermuinls and those umder construetion are Wkely b flfill any
lintres LG nesads for matvral s demamids on & rtiorsl scabe. The gaps in FERC s analvas for
the Pacifie Nortbwes anc the Wt Coast region, s @ whole, sxacerhate FERCs problams m
demenstrating tet the Bradwond projeet is neaded '™

Eginfing Ormbcrs Tariass

0 B AE A M D

FERL Talsely concludes (ke NG will be compedilive in price

Thet FERUC DELS presumaes that LMG will offer a new gas supply ata
“pompetitive price.” FERC dees not provide evidenes bo support the conclasion thet LNG is an
coomomically reasorable source of gas supply for the regon. [ndeed, FERC has guestioned

Y 0E Department of Enerey, Ml Gar Sk Sron Resowece Jo Manker (210051
EIL At Energy Datlook, 1006,
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Eradwood's estimates of its supply in previcms docuanents, b the DELS does nol pronvade
adespate aralyas feevalugle the potentmal negstive eeanane mpast of relancs on LFG n the
[t

Tha prica of LWG will b2 & key factor in determindng how, and if, the el is wed onee it
s imported. ODOE coneludas thet industrial use of refiral gas is projected to decline by 4
prcent, end that gas-fired generation may grow to meet demands — yet beth of these fectors
deperil ot Lenst somewhat on poee. s noted above, nifural gas prices moy from Noch
Aumencn sources depend on e success of conserrahen, elficiency, and renewalle sperzy
programs and developmnent. The Amenean Counal Foran Energy Eisient Ecomoomy concludes
Tt “sigrafican! prce reductions ane possible by rebiang demaml " deough a vanety of
afficiency, conservation, and renewable progrems, ™ Their repoet specifically cites Ciregon’s
Remwable Portfilio Standerd &s a potential mathed for relesing fishare groswth in demand for
alectricity from nafral ges-fired gereration. Henca, comparison of LKG and North American
s eosls should take Cregon’s RPS end other similer programs in Weshington and Califomi
i accound, The compansm may renckr LNG even more sapensive when comparsd to LNG.

Furlhermoee, acccoding o mamy puldished reports, cument prong s movs relletive of
speculation thim meskel Gmbumentals, Nonh Amenicn spely s are cable of producing
rahral gas mone codt-affectively than LMG:

Costs are wiy below cament prices. For the most expensive domsstic
production, deep weter Gulf of Mexiea, the full-cyde replacement eosts
may be as bggh as $3.2 53 5000 B, the repor savs, Imported LRG fills
mear Ll rangge alo 2l 82,753 75 Other North Amencim il -cycls
prodiction eosts ane; everall Gull of Meace 82,75 3000 ME; onshees
Glg.ll'l;'-:-ast L2.50-2.75; Canglian 82 35275, and Reekies 82.00-225

In comtrast, E14 data shes that LING d:lwcq i this Pacific KW is a relatively high-
priced altematrve for mezting mhial gas demancks™

1% Eliot, B Meal and Arna Shiphesy. Agril 2005, [mpacts of Energy Efficiency And Benewable Baergy on Maurel
Cies Markets

1% Biepurt by Jomes K. Chowskss- Fradley, o principal with te fimm Milkr, Fadie & 07 Neill, o Mot Gas
Trnizllaan e, Febnany 18, 20045, Awalvsr Assah! 8 geed (i My, Sov Prices Falllsg, Seeatisched RACE
cirabition cosimente o Cheop County and regadiag the Cabrille offihore L2 faciliy

' Arened Energy Detlook. 204, Taben froomn Lovetta Lynch Mk 2007 presetation, “The Cii: Agiani LNG”

Page 35 of 151

20071222-8001 FRAC POR (ned Tisiall 1202272007 1212456 AM

Minimum Reglonal LNG Costs
{2001 dollars per thousand cubic feet)

1l
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“ Raguaaication inckidea pipsline coal rm BakEmas !

Horth Amemican nabarnl gas production eosts and ELA data sheowr that LMG 35 not ikely to
chepress privss below ewrmen levels. In fact, conservation, sfficisney, and renewabilz oltematives
are ecomommeally viable alizmatives to both, parioalarly LMG. The DEIS alfsmatives analysis
chouzs ik pompane posts or provick: o reasomable propechon of 1t o fuhure s supply vosts. In
contrast with supplias in Mol Amercan, LNG is peither chesp noe stimehant ™ Fames lensen
presentad his anslysis of the glebal LNG rade, and eonchidad that the Pacific Rim LMG merket
will retrmin fight info the foreseaahle fuhre, ami thast LR supplies are suscaptibde to the same
geopolitical fectors that create instability &nd voletility in ail pricing. Supply uncertainty and the
willingness of major Far East LNG comsumess sach as Japan, Korea, and China to link the pries
they pay for LIG to the pries of vil make it highly unlikely that “cheap™ LEG will ever he
avmlabbe on the Wast Coast of Canada or the U5

In additica, the track recond for other LING poerts around the country provides
avidenca that such factlities do not operate full-fime due o Toehstions indzmand and
price, as will & competition with foreign demend and market availsbility. According to
a revent inferview of Joseph Kelliber, former chaimuan of the Federal Enerzy Regulatory
Commisson,

“The mast reeent datn e seen suggests that [LNG faciliss] were

cpentmg af bss than 40 pereent capaaity ™ When msked why, Mr. Eelliher replesd, “It's
because we have bo compete with foreign demand LMG comes to this country either by
Lomg-term contract or inspot shipments. Wi 've been losing ot ona Lot of spot ﬂumu:ms
to Barops. I prices ane higher elsawhere, that's whese the spot shipments are going to
go... LWG imgpoet facilitios are opereting af about 30 percent capecity worldwide. The
witld hies fwice the capacity fo impor LG as it has to make LNG. That gives

I, Jemwen, Frogreis Repont on Workdetol TNG Trade, presentad s CBC Siaff Workshaon on Bie Inputs,
:'Lﬂlﬂﬁll'lﬁ annl Testies i fhe Maaral Gias dssessent Repert, Mlach 26, 007
]
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chevebapers of the hyuefictm balines more chotees when if comes o what meskets they “ihe road was reconstmueted for amy ofher reason™ 18 Samilardy, where o timber sale weuld net

00L-M

preler fo use ™

An Associated Prass news aticle, entifled “atural gas impots laave ULE.
wilnerstle,” explains that “as America becomes a higger player in the global natural gas
tradde, its vulnerability to Sraway production snage and price gyrations will rse, as will
its dependence an energy from the Middle Esst and cther valstile regions. ™ This
artickz, which reports on the fact Hat 1.5 notural gos supples “tghtensd m Jomary
beeame LNG copnally scheckiled fir clelovery at a termunal in Cove Pont, M, was
rechirected to Evmope,™ poarrts oul il sven lom-term supply controcts can be affeced by
the ol meirkel Malthew Samons an ather energy H'Ilh:!st:i contme 1o segrest Oal LMG s
trading globally at the lower end of its poterdial price range. "™ E1A dets aleo concluds that LIG
prices may fad to compete in the future, with tightaning global supph.-:s in the Pecific Rim and
ofher basins resulting From eompetition with Asien and ether markats.*

Ter senmanze, FERC carmod assame that LMNG 15 providing a commetifvely preed
somrez of netural s, Thers are trends 28 the remomal, matiomal and plebal seale thit mey
merese the gap between lowergriced Norh Amencan supplies ad ke foghomesd LNG, In
eviluatmng the puepos: and nesd o the project, FERC must chscloss e Lasas for s prce
asarptions, and FERC should evalusite the overall impeet of potential gas price increases on the
Wizstem anergy market.

Tlee DELS faills to conslder commecied actlons

“The CEC) ragulitionss requirs ‘conrected achans” * i be congderad together ma amgle
IS Save the Faak Cowmrintes v Block, 840 B 2d 714, 719 (9ih Cir. 1988), gweting Thamas v
Ferersun, 753 F.2d T34, 758 (th Cir. 1985). Cornected actions (1) aubomatically mgger ather
amicns whju:h mey raqire an EI5, {i) canke ar will nit procead unless u:ﬂn.\r aehiors are laken

lﬂg:rammﬁﬁ:crﬂ:mtjumﬁ.caum I A CFR § 1508 25eX]).

The Fanihy Crrcuil applies an “inckependant wrlity™ lest bo delenrne whether scticns ars
“conmetizad” within the mesrmng of these CEC) regulatiors. Naer Ecosvesems Camedl v
Diomieck, al 824, eiting Wetlewals devion Nebwark, 222 F3dal 1118, “Wherz each of i
project woukd heve taken place with or witheut fhe other, cach bas “independent utility” and the
o are pod considerad commectad actions.™ &, see also Morongo Bared of Mission Inelions v,
FAd, 161 F3d 565, 580 (%h Cir. 1998). Where, howaver, a “close nexus™ epdsts betwean twa
actions, such that onz woeuld mot take place but For the obher, the actions qualify as “sonmected”
and must be mmolyvesd m 2 smgle NEPA documend, Save e Pk Comuuttee, 540 F 2dat 72
Fur example, the Minth Cieaml his repatedly required the Foresl Sepvies to analyee iimber sales
and road reenstruetion n & single NEFA dooarnent wheme the purpose of the resl recorstnection
“was b make the Tog havtng moee elleient, prochicive, ol safe,” ad nothing siggrested tha

V¥ el iling up Gas,” Mlartin Rressberg, SnengyBi Ligariee. 2000

' poanral g imgors beave 105 vilnersble,” B Fees, desociotvd’ Prcss, Feb, 11, 206
" Sinimans Chl Manihly, Mare Baergy Dukeck, 2006, ot 17,

' E1A LI Overview, 008 LI pice gt
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progzed withet constouction of o Toggg md, and e road would net be bult bl for the
comtempliled tinker siles, the Nenth Ciremt has determined thit these actions are “imexineably
imertwined" and must be gnalyzed in 2 single MEPA document & comected sctions. Tomos v
Fereesun, 733 F.2d at 739, Here, neither the Bradwood Tenvinal nec the 102.5 mile westzrn
seetion of the Palomer Pipeling have any “indepandent utility." Rather, the fwao projects are
“imexiricably intertwined"” and filore to ealyze them in a single EIS viclates NERPA.

s descussed n great delml in the allzmatives amilyas above, the Bradwood Tenmiml
wondel ot e bt withiout secess (o the Califoma omrket provided by the propesed Palorsr
Pipedine, The natural gis markel im Cregon and Wasirgton simply canmod absoel such an
imerease in supply. Trying to skirt thes issne, Bradweod redefines the “Norbwaest™ to includa
ik of the West coast and then emalyzes the increased damand for natural gas in the region
Hersrevar, this mereased derand comes. primanly, if not exelusively, from Califomis; withowt
aceiss b that orarket, no reson would axist for bl ding de Bredwood Terminel. The propesed
Palomar Fipelme provides thal ney essary goesss and, theretone, the two proposed proj ecls omst
T mmmlyed fogether ma single E1S

Tel, the DE LS asserts that the Bradwood Landing Froject s moe “way dependent apon
Pelomar hecanse:

Eradwood has propesed its cwm natwral gas sendout pipeline, anabyzed in this docmment,
which wonld commect the Bradwood Landing LNG terminal with the interstae pipeline
gnd denzzh an inderccemection with Walliamwes Mocthwest pipeline near Kelso,
Wisshanglon,

DELS 2-28. However, witwout access to the California merket throagh the propesed Palemar
pipeling, eonstruction of the Bradwood Terminal would meke littla if sny economic sanse.
Reather, thi termiral depends on access to the Califiemis markets that the Palomer pipeline will
prowick: end, therefiore, the projocts must be analyzed together in a single E18.

The propsed Palomar Fipeline exteraon wedd nol be tenlt but fior the Bradwood
Termunzl, In fict, the Presdent and Cloel Cpematirg Offecer of W MNaturl, s stated that (he
Pabsminar “prineit 15 benng desmgnad sa that, 1iCan LNG temiial is constrictad on the Colmlaa
River, the Palomer Pipeling can be extended so serve it" Bradwood has requested such an
axtensicn:

['W]e hewe recently submitted a request for service to TransCanada and WW Metural . .
] camestrusct, cown sl coperate n pupetne that would connect the Bradwood teominal to
Willsares' Merthwest pipelme ol Molalla and TrnsCanada™s GTH Pipelme pear Madrs
Thas wall provide Erodwood sodlor ofher shippers with gs inmsparalon ssovies o
the LG femramnl to the popelive systems of bt the Martmed Pipeline Compson and
Transanada's GTH Fipeling, which can deliver sppoosimataly 2.0 Befd into Morthem
Califiomia st the Malin, Oregon infereannect paoint
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Eradwood 1215106 Registmotion filing with SEC, page 54, Whils the DEIS noles that the
Palommiar Frogeet i its entmety “5s mol dependent upon the athonzation or construetion of the
Eradwood Landirg Projsel,” DEIS, al sl 228, 0l 15 cler thal the sxension of the Palomar
Pipelini tor Bradwood will notbe badt 07 the Bradwoed Temvinal is nit constnacted.

Tha potential epvironmental impact of an odension of the Paloerear Project would likely
bz sigrificant. The pipeline would edend 220 males from Bradwood to near Madras, Crazon,
crossing wellands and other senstive babutots ss well & the property of mumeros landoemers
DEIS, al ¢ 228 Ceomstruction throngh wellands would likely case pellation in streams [om
meremsed sechmentation and temperatues, anl depostion of gasatine and vil, Many of these
streams ane cesggraled el halutad for mamerons spacies; these constracon scinghes oonld
Leand o k™ of these species in viclation of the E8A. The construction would also necessifate
axtensive timber cutting throngh habitat of & vaniety of plants and animals listed as theeatened o
andangerad mder the ESA, indoding the northem spotied owd and marbled momdet. DELS, at
at 3-10. Both construction and mairdenanc: of the pipeling extension wondd result in noise, air,
and light pollulzon. These sstensive smironmental impoets mos be consydered together wilh the
anvirsmurerial wopscts of the Bracwred Termmal heease nether the lemmmel mor the ppeline
axtenation weould be lanlt b for the ather

As in Themas v. Peferse, the Bradweed Temmiral would net procesd without aceesss to
Califomia markets and the Palomer pipeline would dearly not be construeted “but For™ the
Bradwood ferminal. 753 F2d st 758-53 Similarly, &5 in Suwe e Fet, the purpese of the
Pelomer pipeline exention is to comneet te Bradwoed Tenminal to the California market. Mo
uhehon exists that NW Matumal and TreamsCanada woedd Tinld the pipeline for amy other
renson B40F2dat TI0 These “inestnebly miertwined " projects must be aralyeed together m
i sirgde EIS. Thomar v, Petermow, T53al TH=5, Falues todo sovinlales NEPA. S0 F R §
LA 25N

The DEIS dismisses the nead todiscuss the commuletive impects of the Falomar Fipeline
Privject with the proposed ferminal by merely asserting:

fhe: curment ronie proposed by Palomar travels south away I areis impacted by the
Eiratdwenond Lanahirgg Propect [amd] cuammlistive mmpects assecigted with the Palomar
Pipehme Frigect wottle] be promany hirsbed 1o the drea near Gal Bradwo] Landing LNG
termiral location.

DELE, at 4-446; see ol DEIS af 4-454 (“Thz Palomar Fipeline project would centribute to
visuel impects as a result of tree clearing elomg the right-cf-way. The cumulative impacts woukd
Tz lirmmlesed for the LNG termingl are sinee the proposed Falomir Pipeling would progress souih
and gy Fromm the ciber Bradwoed Gaailvhes™); DEIS, &t 456 (The Palomsr Pipeline
wiadel e [ewated wilkan the immisckale ety allhe progresed LG lenmimal, benwvever, only a
sanall portion of the project wodd be in the vieinily of the Bracweed Lancing LG ferminal
Tharafire, potential comulstive impects on traffic from construction weuld likely ba temparary

and short teren™). This amalvees overlooks the fact that the twe projocts lack “independent wilin®

and must be analveed in @ sngle NEPA document. Netive Beoayatems Counvil, st 8904, sinig
Wt s Aerion Mepeowk, 222 F3dat LIS Therefore, the proper inquiry is not limited, &s the
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DEIS assumes, to potential cumulative impacts within the geographic vicinity of the terminal;
rather, FERC must consider the potential impact of both the Bradwood Terminal and the
Palomar Pipeline Extension as one project. Id

FERC Fails to Adequately Address the Environmental Impacts of the Project in the DEIS

One of the primary goals of NEPA is to recognize “the profound impact of man’s activity
on the interrelations of all components of the natural environment.” 42 U.S.C. § 4331(a). The
reason behind this goal is to ensure each person “enjoy a healthful environment... and to
contribute to the preservation and enhancement of the environment.” IZ. § 4331(c). In this DEIS,
FERC fails to meet the requirements of a thorough and accurate assessment of all the
environmental impacts of the project.

It is difficult to conceive of a project with greater unacceptable impacts to an area of such
high ecologic value. The Oregon Department of Environmental Quality stated that it “has not
been asked to review a project with in-water and wetland impacts of this magnitude in the
history of the 401 Certification Program.”'"*®

DEQ recognized the enormous impact on protected resources, stating that even if
mitigation is successful:

the project will still result in a permanent loss of 33 acres of wetland and
58 acres of in-stream areas, as well as temporal losses from an additional
98 acres of temporary wetland impacts. Not only is this contrary to both
the intent and requirements for mitigation to fulfill permit requirements under
the Clean Water Act, but it is of additional significance under the recent EPA
elevation of the Columbia River to a national priority.'*

FERC must make specific findings on the potential impacts of the project on the impact
to: physical substrate; water circulation, fluctuation, and salinity; turbidity; contaminants; aquatic
ecosystems and organisms; disposal sites; cumulative effects on the aquatic ecosystems; and
secondary effects on the aquatic ecosystems. The DEIS fails to assess adequately the
tremendous impacts on human environment.

Terminal Dredging
Physical and chemical impacts
Dredging will degrade flow and create a sediment trap
The DEIS failed to consider the impacts of the dredging on the Columbia River. The
proposed 58-acre hole dredged to 43 feet will permanently modify the geomorphology of the

river bed, which will affect flow and erosion. The large hole will be located at the head of
Clifton channel. The hole will decrease the river’s velocity both within Clifton Channel and the

'® Oregon Draft State Agency Comments. Oregon DEQ. at 10
'® Oregon Draft State Agency Comments, Oregon DEQ. at 8
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rainstsm of the Ciolumibin. The decossed veloaty will hanm salmon by imersasing the travel
fme for smedts traveling to e oo, U Imerensed travel fime for smals is already o severs
gl Cor the allisctad sadmion populations ™

Tha decreased velocity will also impeet the geomonphology and aquati Life both
upstream and dowmstream of th $8-acre hale. DEC) noted that these opstream and desmstream
impects of the geomorphic changes “have not bean Gally sralyzed by the spplicant™ The
patential vpstream and downstream mmpacts of the S8-acme hoke melade “imacceplablz levels of
erasion (hanks on eitber sile and around maliple in-stesam islancks), ntreduchon of ooes to the
weitlerwiny, Talsal Lo, anel weellined Joss - all of whach recice water quaility, ™

Whila the hale will decrzase velocity, it wall increase flow inbo Clifton Channel.
Increasing fow ime & channd will decrease channel stability, thereby decreasing sabstrate
stshility and increasing erosion. ™ Mot eoly will ther be increased fow ino th Clifton
Chanel, but this increased Sow will likely canse erosion at the moath of the channel leadng to
further despeming. Removing sadiment and Jeaving o hele in g nver cm <ise donmstresm
arasion of the charmel bed "™ This further dezpening of the chanrel will in fum Tesull mgneater
llvwrs i the Clifon Channed

Diovwmstream: of the dredge hole, the velocity will inerzase, which will cause seounng and
aroaion of the chermel bed and shorelires. The erosion will b frther exscertated borsmse tare
will be a lack of sediments to replace the channel bed sediments removed hecause of erosion.
Thaz dredged hole will act as & boge sediment sink, permanenily starving the downstream area of
Cliften Cranns] of ssdiments. This mereases erosvon and hummes aquatis ik that depencs on
sedament for o bisat and the assoctated mirents. Thes lack of replacement sechments 15
permanent because the mointeninee dredgirg wall contmmlly remove the captured secmeni
from the system. When adraction of sediments outpeces the ameunt of sedimams baing
transperiod from upstream, there will be a net boss of sedimens for the sysham.'™

FERL bes Feilod] to ndependonilly assess the veragity of the models sed by Bradmoad 1
prechet the mmpact of the dradging on hydeology, Therefees, the DELS Buls 1o sssess of fully
chisclose the emarcomnental impacts, DEQ rissd coneems about the Bradwood s mudeling,
statng, “wrotal review af the mockling presented mises questhons about (e appropaslaess of
the pinccels el (20 whe & 220 ol wos ased rather tham o 3-0madel which is avadable),

" Bhodes. Summery of Review of FERC Biologicdl Assessment and Essentinl Pish Habitat Assessment for
IErn.:hmd. Landing LG Terminal Repori to Cobembia Kiver Interiribal Fish Commmission. at 3.

H.
'™ Coreaon el Seabe Agency Comments, Cregos DEQL @14
'O ifiiched, B Lind P, asd Rebeon, B 198 Hypothesis of the ecobgical ametics of emironmestal flows in
lrwdand rivers. In Betherferd 1. and Banley B {Eik) Procesdngs. Ssomd Aestralim Sirem Mansgsmml
Corderence, Val 1. Adelside, pp addendom
¥ Grutherford, I and Badaboy, M. 1994 A Sand banazaement Srabegy for the Glnelg River and is Tributaries,
Western Viciona & Hepert tothe Departmest of Mawa | resources and Environment, ¥ icloria and Southem sl
Wi Cooparative research Cene for Coiclment Hydrolagy,
'Y Ersklue, W0, Geary, M., Dulied, NN 1955, Posenrtbal tmspcts of send and grave] extracton oo the Husier
Biver, New South Wales. Avralin Geogrephical Suddies 23, of 71-88
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lack of o physical hasis for models wsed, and fheir preciehive shalities given iverage resulis and
bty commles relationships betwssn emson, ssdiment tanspert and deposinon. ™

Tha DETS stated that modzling activities condueted by Bradwood indicate “Todradic
characteristics of the Celumnbes River and s channals ciused by the propesed project would
genezally be miner.” DEIS st 4-40. FERC should not have relied complotely en modaling to
assss changes in sediment and stream flow characteristics bocause madels have a tendeney to
produce imceurate dita when trving e charsctenzs lnghly complex systems, Models are useful
to predict possibibities el o leaming bow differsnd Gictors trferact in o system. However,
kel ébo ot predied the fruth, only posstmlities, and FERC should bavs taken i scgount
offier shudes avl shservations pertainimg fo changss m stesm Dow and sadiment enspon
resmilfing from changes in stream morphology doa to dredging.

That Codumibia River system is highly eomple system, and it is urlikely that a medel
could aceount for all the fectors in the system. For instance, fctors that affoct stream fow inthe
Columban River ez rver Qows, s, Jeodimg, nver shopss, chimmel erass-ssetional
gevimetry, sadment chmclenstics, bedlonrs, shanaline stability, and many mees ficlors oo
renerius ol Failire (o includs gven one Gaetor in o maodel could producs results that are
complelely wrors, although past tnals bave prodiged results el cosely resembls the nver
systern under specific conditions. Despite these problems, FERC failed assees the weracity of the
miadels used by Bradwiood for modeling the Columbia River.

FERC must further analyze sream flow charschenstics and sediment ransport through
reszarch of the Dierahas of requare Bradwood 1o eonduct father sk FERC pmpraperly
b s conchusion o the modsds ussd b Bradwood and fils to conduet the tharcush and
avcurate amalyss required I dhe CWA,

Changes in current patiem and fow can degrade epsironmental valies. The DEIS failad
to analyze e edvarse impacts to the: location, stnucture, and dynamics of squatic communities,
shoreline and sobstrate erosion and deposation rates; the deposition of suspended particulates, the
rote el exctent of e of cksselved and szspend componers of e water body; and water
stratificaton.” 40 CF.R§ 2323 Becmse of the very lage sle of the Brdwood dredging in
i vitil ire ol the estiary, FERC mst thorongrhly analyee each of these adverse mipacts

In additicn, the peomorphic madification due to dredzing affacts the nomeal weter
Mucustions. The DEDS fadled te corsder the impacts fo the changes in salinity pradient, matrient
talanca, end dissolved axygen balence. The DEIS failed to consider how these changes will
adversely affoct commmnitics of aquetic life, indece populations of mEsencs organisms, modfy
Fabital, recice food appldy, restoct movement of squate T, and changs the wdjacent
rpestrean and downsiream areis

FERC mimst sileo adedress comeems rased Iy NMPS thal are nol adequeitely addresssd by
tha DEIS. MMFS noted thet dredging his the potential to cimse: changes in the morpbology and
Evdrendics of fhe Clifion Channel; alteration of sediment transport in the main nevigaion
chammel and impacts to downstream Tenasillehe [slend and the Levwis and Clark Nafional

¥ Dot Stie Agney Contwtients. Tocaon DET), a4
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Wildlife Refuge; change in water circulation in the dock area to adversely affect shallow water
habitat; scour at the shoreline from altered depth contours and from vessel berthing and
unberthing at the terminal” and turbidity from the dredge activity, including suspended solids
concentrations, size and duration of the plume. The DEIS’s analysis of these issues, if it
occurred at all, is wholly inadequate, and does not satisfy NEPA’s duty to consider the
environmental impacts of the project.

The DEIS acknowledges that the dredging will have “an influence on flow and sediment
transport within the main navigation channel.” DEIS at 4-40. Yet, it fails to discuss the extent
of the change and the affect on aquatic life. In addition, Bradwood’s models of sediment
transport relied on in the DEIS are based on the incorrect assumption of uniform deposition
within the turning basin. FERC must analyze the impacts under physically realistic conditions in
which deposition will be greatest adjacent to the navigation channel.

Bradwood’s assumptions regarding maintenance dredging are also problematic.
Bradwood predicts it will need to dredge every 2 to 4 years. However, maintenance dredging is
required if the turning basin or channel fills in with 1 foot of sediment. This may happen much
quicker than 2 to 4 years. For example, the models indicate that in just 10 days of high flood
water, a half foot of deposition would oceur. The DEIS fails to analyze whether the maintenance
dredging is realistic, especially in light of the predicted increased flooding due to global
warming.

Further, the DEIS fails to consider the stability of the dredge walls. Bradwood proposes
that the sides of the dredged area would be cut to a 3 (horizontal) to 1 (vertical) slope. This slope
is too steep for the instable Columbia River sediments. Slope failure will occur, which will
cause additional turbidity, toxic sediment problems, and require more frequent maintenance
dredging. FERC must investigate the appropriateness of the 3 to 1 slope specific to this location.

Dreding will increase turbidity, temperature, and decrease
dissolved oxygen

The DEIS fails to consider adequately the impact of pollutants caused by dredging.
Dredging associated with the proposed Bradwood LNG Project will increase the turbidity of the
river and lead to higher water temperatures. Turbidity has a number of adverse effects on water
quality, including reducing light for photosynthesis by algae and plants, increasing temperature,
and decreasing dissolved oxygen levels. Increases in temperature as a result of turbidity are
caused by the suspended particles absorbing more heat from sunlight and, therefore, increasing
the temperature of the water around the particles. The DEIS fails to analyze how water
temperature will be changed due to increases in turbidity, and how any changes in water
temperature resulting from increased turbidity due to dredging activities will exacerbate the
ODEQ 303(d) water quality-limited status of these waters. Also, as a result of turbidity and
increased water temperatures, dissolved oxygen levels and light will be decreased harming
aquatic biota including federally protected fish species. The DEIS also fails to disclose and
consider that the dredging will violate water quality standards (“WQS”) in Oregon and
Washington.
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The potential turbidity increases and the impact to aquatic life are great due of the large
size and long duration of the dredging. DEQ stated:

Dredging is proposed to oceur non-stop (24 hours per day, 7 days per week)
for 2-3 months. No other proposal for dredging in the Columbia has operated
24-hours per day, 7 days per week for multiple months. Impacts to 13 listed
salmonid species/ESUs, sturgeon . . . , resident aquatic organisms
(mammals, fish, amphibians and reptiles, invertebrates, sediment dwellers),
and terrestrial species are not fillly identified or known based on non-stop
action over this duration, as it is unprecedented. Potentially debilitating
impacts to these species include noise, continuous light, suspension of
sediment, turbidity, loss of salmonid habitat and ability to rest or avoid
predation, and potential attractant for sturgeon to a dangerous construction
zone.

Oregon Preliminary Comments at 11. The DEIS fails to consider adequately any of
this impacts described by DEQ.

Congultant Jonathan Rhodes noted that dredging will significantly increase turbidity,
which will have negative effects on salmonids by impairing their ability to feed and by causing
gill damage " Elevated turbidity can also adversely affect benthic macroinvertebrates, upon
which salmon and other organisms rely for food."*® The long-term and constant nature of this
dredging are particularly troubling and distinguish this project from smaller dredging operations
that occur in the Columbia River. This controversial project requires close scrutiny, FERC must
analyze and make findings on the size, scope, duration, and intensity of the dredging, and how
each affects aquatic life.

The DEIS also suffers from factual errors, faulty analysis, and a simply lack of depth of
understanding. The DEIS states that dredging will “result in a temporary increase in suspended
solids in the water around the dredged area and the subsequent settling of the suspended
particles, or sedimentation.” DEIS at 4-69. In addition, the DEIS states that “[t/he maximum
additional suspended solids concentration in the water column resulting from dredging activities
would range from a high of 1 milligram per liter (mg/L) at the dredge site to less than 0.1 mg/L
before reaching Tenasillahe Island.” DEIS at 4-41. FERC provides no justification for these
assumptions. Are they from modeling and, if so, what assumptions were used? FERC gives no
basis to evaluate these numbers. Model predictions for turbidity “are often highly inaccurate. ™
The DEIS does not provide any information on the accuracy of models, despite the widely
known belief of the inaccuracies of turbidity modeling.

In addition, the DEIS asserts that there will only be 0.5 percent spillage of sediments
during dredging, but again fails to qualify how it reached that number. DEIS at 4-69. In fact,
research has revealed that problems leading to increased turbidity can arise using cutterhead

¥ Rhodes, Summary of Review of FERC Biological Assessment and Essential Fish Habitat Assessment for
Bradwood Landing LNG Terminal. Report to Columbia River Intertribal Fish Commission

138 1d.

P 1dat 6.
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dredges when dredging himd-packed sand ™' The DETS nofes that “[fjbe resdis of grain size
analyses miicated thal the sedments m the propesad dredgprg arsn gererally consist ol mnds.”
DELS al 435, Bul, the DEIS also states that sampling 2ones in the propasad deadiang arsis
includz “densa gravel lavars, wood, and densdly packed sands.” DEIS at 4-32. The DEIE
concludad that dredaing activities will Lesd to miner turbedity impacts, but it Eailed to prepedy
analyza the impect of diverse substrates. The hydradic cutterhead dredging squipment may
eneoamier difficulfies thet mey lead to Gorther turbidity and pollution due to grevel, wood, and
chensely packed sand. The DEIS fils to evaluate how the cutlerhead dredging squipment will
openite under these condibions, FERC should recpure Bradwood to propose @ plan bo deal nath
chlfienlties encoimterad daing dreckire

Although seme specially designed hydranlic cutterhead dredges may resch 0.5 percent
spillage, the DELS fils to discless what knd of cotterbeed dredge will be used by Bradwoed for
dredzing. This is vitally important infermation for the publie fo assess the veracity of these
stetemnts because without knowing what type of eutterbead dredge will be used, the poblic cen
it begn B0 evaluats whint kind of sechmentation will be caused by Bradwood's dredgmg
acfivites Furthermers, ay modehing conchicted on bebalf of Bridwod 15 sipect unhl
ustification is given oo usirg o 0.5 penoent spullage rte. Al cutterhend dredges are nal the
s, Soaches mcheale thit comventioenl cilterhead dreckang “cen hlerale consiceralde smomts
of tubidity and associated conmteminents to ovelying water ™' Addificmally, selection of the
proper cutherbead for the fype of sedimant, in addition o cormeet rotational spead end bydraulic
snetion, toobiein redueed suspension retes of sediments is rarely schioved (Herbich 20003
Thazrefone, knowing not past the type of cutterhead dredge used but the antidpated methods of
e the cresdging equpment ace omperta Gckors that oot be dsclossd for the pablic o
properly anilyos the elfzcts of dredgng al the progosed Bradwioed LAG Frojeet. FERD st
ke specific fnchmgs an ihe bvpes of dreckomg squipment 0 ander fo Gy analyes the inpmcs
dredging will bave on turbidity and everall pallution,

DE) recognized that Bradwood's propesed dredze equipment meay be inadegoate:

Al dredng 15 proposd fo be avcoomplashed va hydrandie schon. However,
17 ol 31 cores planned fior sedment samplng 1o depih {43 0 ful efisal
Tefore renching proposs] depth. The comtractors assumplion wis
ailestrclions were szl by derse gravel livers, wood and densely packed
sand comprising an idendified Layer of consolidated sediments. Mo information
&5 offered 4 to the ability of the propesed hydrawlic squipment to penztrate
the conselidated meterials. Procedures proposed by FERC for removing
obstnoctions in channgd degpening include using a clam shell bocket and
s, Bt of these methock may resull in sgroficmntly desper dishirbancs
and greater impui o remeve emtic matenals, Furiher analysis and
estification is vegared for such contmgeney measurs

M nba, K. Y. Sega, Y. Tokeiond T Hade 2000 Develqpment of Dredaing Method Sor Hard-Packed Sand
Undeuase Tedwalaay. e Proceerings of the 2000 Inemalional Sympasim os Laderwaler Technel ogy, pagss
BH-512 Ty, Japan

" oot G, BB Welch 5.4, Fetersen sl PR, Mewnidy, 2005, Besstoranion anid Masgeriean of Lakzs and
Reryoire, & el (R Press, New ok, 1Y, 616 [ogss,
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Cregeom Prelomunary Comments 2t 5

FERC, therefire, rost sl yze the nebidity cmsed by the varions types of dredges that
b utilized, inchuding ¢lem shell dredge and Blasting. These dredge metheds will prodece
significanty mane furbidity.

In ncihtien, the DELS Ealed to consider adecately the impacts of maintersmee dredging
Muinfenanse drediing will result i Frther degradation of water quolity through repeted
resuspern ol sediments The DEIS asserts that mamlenancs dreskzmg will oo sha svery
T4 s anid Brachvood estimates they will credze approsamately 500000 culie vanls of
sediment during each mainfenance cyele. DELS 4-%6. Howewer, the DEIS fail s to infomm the
puiblic b Bradwood caledlated the meinterance dredging feqoancies and amounts.
Furthermoge, the large vaniation in frequeney shows a sobstantial imcertaingy in the caloalafions.
If dredging noust be conducted every 2 years as opposed to 4, there will be mice as mch
chisturbanes and twies as moch dredpesd matenal remeved, lading to figher hatadity impacis
wpom theaver. A greal nuenber of camyplex fictors ars assoested with bow oflen dhradgng will
T nezided, meluching whether over-credgmg will be allowsd itially ind sechment ranspont
processes of the e Columbia Biver. FERC must reanalvee masversnes dreckimg anl
prowick & moara therongh analysis on how often dradging sctivities will be condocted and how
rmuch dredging material will be remeved. Without this infonmation the public and FERC can not
possibly evaliste the impect maintenance dredging will have on water qoality and the efectz on
orpamisme in the niver.

The DELS alsa Gals to amdyze what will be come with any posably conlmmirsisd walsy
fiom dradging activibes. Hydfraudre culierhend shredging lechnses raginne a lol of waler b be
smckied up with the solid sediments. If Bradwood eneounters a contaninated area whan
dradzing, how wall they dispose of the contaminsted sediment and watar associxted with the
contaminated sediments? Worse, how will they know thet the sediment i contamirated?

Redemsz of such contamummled water fuck mie the nver aflar mizang with contamnged
sedimenls can be highlly foc I aguatic 1. Addtionally, relesse of the contammied waler
i Jamd cam confinnminile groamnd wisker rescarces of rm back i the mver. Brichwood
g it “all or mesd althe deadgre water wall percalite mie the sady sl o the ale™
DELS at 2-40. First, there is no arabysis of the velums of water discharged by the ydraulic
dredze and the permeability of the soil to absorb this volume. Second there i neanalysis of the
run-off of water info the Columbia Riverif only “most™ of the water is absorbed. Third, there is
oo analysis on the effoet of toxde or other contamanation pereolating info the seils, and petentially
resching the gromdwaler of beng dhscturged back i the nver via sface or subsefacs flows.
Lasl, there s o anilysis of ihe confammiion of the soil onsie and the wsoaaied eflfzcis on
it and anmals, The DELS fals o amlyvize each of thess msus and FERT hiss Gnled 1o
recqmre Ermclivece] to grechsce o plin e el with contamnnated sachments and waler (rom
dredzing sctivities before approving the project. FERC cannot produce & final EL8 witheut such
a plan.
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The DEIS also failed to analyze how Bradwood’s long-term dredging will increase water
temperature in the Columbia River near the dredging. Dredging increases temperature because
the suspended particles absorb more heat from sunlight. In response to channel deepening
dredging on the Columbia River, DEQ stated, “this project is expected to result in an increase in
surface water temperatures during the low flow time of year both during dredging and flowlane
disposal as a result of increased turbidity. . . . Temperature contributions are particulatly
probleI?Aazﬁc given the water quality limited listing for temperature in the lower Columbia
River.”

The DEIS also failed to analyze adequately how dredging will decrease dissolved oxygen
near the site because dredging increases the oxygen demand by disturbing sediments. In
response to the proposed channel deepening dredging on the Columbia River, DEQ stated, “this
project is expected to exert an oxygen demand both during dredging and flowlane disposal.”**
Similarly, Bradwood will exert an oxygen demand during and after initial dredging and
maintenance dredging. The oxygen demand will increase when Bradwood dredges through
organic matter, uses alternative dredging methods, such as blasting and clam shell dredges. The
oxygen demand will also increase due to shoreline erosion caused by the hydraulic and
geomorphic changes in the river. Like temperature, the Columbia River is water quality limited
for dissolved oxygen so no increase in oxygen demand is acceptable.

All of the physical and chemical changes discussed above are exacerbated by the large-
scale channel deepening in the lower Columbia River, which the DEIS fails to consider at all.
The channel deepening alone will have detrimental impacts on the physical and chemical
characteristics of the lower Columbia River. The DEIS failed to analyze the cumulative effects
of the Bradwood dredging, taking into account the channel deepening, increased ship traffic from
both the channel deepening and LNG tankers, the increase erosion from both projeets, increased
wave action, and geomorphic and hydraulic changes.

Dredging will introduce toxic pollutants from bed and shoreline
sediments

The DEIS fails to assess how aquatic life in the estuary will be harmed by the
resuspension of contaminated sediments into the water column. This harm will be especially
acute adjacent to or in the dredging area. Sediments in rivers are often implicated for their
tendency to store large amount of contaminants, which may turn into a significant source of
contamination to aquatic and terrestrial organisms if disturbed ' This is a particularly serious
problem in the Colurmnbia River estuary. FERC must examine all available date, including data
generated from the channel deepening, to determine potential contaminants. FERC must also
conduct a site-specific analysis at Bradwood, as well as all of the upstream and downstream
areas where hydraulic and geomorphic modifications may mobilize sediments. The DEIS fails

12 Letter from DEQ to Colonel Butler, ACOE, September 29, 2000 at 2.

' Letter from DEQ to Colonel Butler, ACOE, September 29, 2000 at 2.

'“ Landrum, P. F. and J. A. Robbins. 1990. Bioavailability of sediment associated contaminants: A review and
simulation model. Sediments: Chemistry and Toxicity of In-Place Pollutants. R. Baudo, J. P. Giesy and H. Muntau,
Eds. Lewis Publishers, Chelsea, ML Chapter 8, pp. 237-263.
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enhrely i msess the complete mmpoct of confammnamts an sslmen, mosroinyertebotes, and other
aqustic lifz

Tha DEIS elaime that no contamination in the proposad dradging sres weold adversaly
affieet water quality tased en shafies condocted by Bradwocd DELS af 432, However, based on
the informaticn given in the DEIS, the sampling methods were flawed and ware not
represcritstive of He potential contamination in the area. Furthermarne, FERC was mable to
addrezs the negates impacts bo aquatic crgaomsirs tal are assocated wilk e presence of
photostercds m the DEIS. FERL mos! resvaluake the samplmg procedures imd requirs Brdnoood
fo conduel g mome eceumile and thomugh sampling provess. The DEIS also fuled o ollan
mlormsition oo he =I'I'n:ls.|:h'_.1q:cl.-::|,15 iy have oniguatio cogarmsms in ordeT K mone
apeurately assass the danger of dredging activities to the ecosystem.

Tha shudy condueted by Bradwood and used by FERC for emalyveis of contamination in
the sedimants in the DELS his 2 fawed design and was not able to acerately represem whetbher
setiments i fl area are contaminalad, Aecording bo Bradwood"s iem Sampling ol Aralysis
Plian {“SAF7), the samplong sgprvach i o lest sediments i e drade ares for contimi ien
wits 3 “Dised samplmg apprvach.” Bradwood, and the comparmy they Biredl 1o comeuct the
sarplmg, <laimed that such an appreach Tos the benefil of come entrlire om areis where greater
wolumes of sadimsent &ne o be dredged  This is o fundamentally lawed approach, 15 biss ks &
prajudice that all mdy scientific methods seak to aveid. Fieking and choosing where to semple
&5 not &n acceptable method to obtain relishls data on whether sediments in the dredge area are
confaminated. A tndy rendom sampling appreach would bave vielded msch more relighle
resnlls Grambed, ianssets mary be wsed o concentrate on spealic areas ol inkerssl, Howevar,
the SAF and the DELS maike o mention af amy random samypine techmiques 1o be wed along the
trimsecls b choose sammling loeatons The use of ihe tnased samphng appraached fatls i
analyze the toxic contamirants and fils fo infonm the pablic of the anvironmental risks,

Mot ooty are the resalts fawed bocase they depend on some biased sampling location
selection method, but the DEDS docs not prosent any stafistical anabyses to justify how such a
sampling scheme could possbly represent whether the sediments in the dredne area are
wmeonlmminalad, FERC carmeal rely on sech queshionabls saentific metxls

Hivw thil Brlwoad reach the conchision thal fve eoee lacilions willan seven
horizomtally delineated srees were sufficiant to represent contamiration of the whale dredging
area? Furthermere, why did Bradwood think that anees with the thickest deposits of propesed
dredze material would be inhenenty more reliable in testing for contamiration in the dredge
rateriel than other ercas? Even a random sampling technique has problems assocated with
rmssirg ol spots,” e chssssed below, bl be sampling bechungue wsed by Brceood does niot
avenapproach the statistecnl sl methododogiol relsabelity of 2 modom samping lecloegue and
1, Theere fome, prachiclly meamingless, These Waliod overaghts midicle b leck l\"-:l-.'|1"|-:ll'
amlysis el FERD imel Brachwond hisve conducted in evalmnng passille comtamumalem m (he
drodge area. Basad on these sampling techricques, the public cn not make any meaning il
avaluation of whirther conteminsted sediments are present inthe dredzing arca. FERC must
review the sampling location techndqoes used by Bradwood and require a more tharoogh and
refigblz examination of contamination in the dredge area sediments
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Mok only were Ibere proldems mssonaled with o nased sampling appeoach, bl there were
alse proldems assocmated with the methods of actal sodlschon and amlyang of the simples
collzetod  FERC statas that thene wese a number of partial refosals at various locations
throughsout the sampling area. DELS at 4-32. The company hired by Bradwood to conduoct the
sampling then cmitted thoes: samples with pertial refisals from compositing and amaly<s in the
labworatory. fd However, MMFS required Bradwood to go back and sample af least 7 of the 12
siles whers partial refusals ocorsd, it Why didn't FERC require Bradwond toeollect sumples
atall 12 sfes whene partal relizsils cocvrrad? Wal only does the lack of these somples Gatber
chegmade the relialality of an already lawed sanpling regme, i 1t completely ignos the
pesssibilsty of conbnmination i s locations. Just becaise there were partial cone retusls m
thase locations does not mean Bradwood will not dredge those [ocations to their full depth as
required by the plans, The DELS failed bo anabyme coptamination at the partiel coe refisals.
Confamingtion may be concantrated in thess aress doz fo sceumulation inorganic matter or
diffezent types of sediments. 1 FERC will ot require o mone reliable sampling and analysis
schems os discussed abowve, of the very beast ihese sampling locations must be included 1o
analyze for possatils conlaminstivn

Adler MMFS regueested adestonzl labamtory amalyses on some of the prenosly laken
samples, FERC found that thase samples had heen “imadvertenty discarded by labaratory staff™
DELS at 4-32. In order to rectify the staation, Bradwood collected “replacement samples™ from
the “same seven con: locations™ in Febraary 2007 84 The DEIS fails to give encugh
imformation regarding these replacement samples. 1t poes watheut saying that s laboratory that
chrsearcks imanalyveed samples after such as shod penod of wme shows maloming lock of
competency, The DEIS fls to support with evidence its contantion tal the dradinmg
conbmmintion will rol sigr ficantly allscl squmalie resmmees

Tha probleon of missing samples is further compoundzd by Bradwood retrieving samples
from the “same seven cone locations.™ Either FERC has not adequately expleined the retmaval of
replecement samples, of Bradwood actually did carelessly sample from the same exact locations.
Sarmpling Erom the sume loeatzoms 1 where the ooyl sumples wers taken wanild not rapresant
conlimminition in the saromhing arss becmse the simplmg locition woudd hikely have been
filbert barck: i wath new sediments tral filled the hols whers the list core was liken. Evenif
Bl il ot i the same exacl eore localiem, cane shinld hinve bes taken 1 ssme a
retrieval of replacement samples fom ndisturbed sites, especially if very nesr to the criginal
coring sites. The onigimal core eould heve meved sedments around and destroved the imegnity
of the sumounding sediments. Therefore, FERC should require Bradwood to colleet new
samples that are more Lkely to represent the sediments in the dredged arca.

Compostmg multiple core samples cin alse cnse a seneus problan with meawamenis
ol wortarmnation in sediments, FERT stites i the DEIS that matenal Gom specilio strli wers
compsyied logether Inv same anea 1o vl a total of 18 sechmenit samples. DEIS a1 430,
Although this methed halps save dme by reducing the amount of semples fo be anabyzed, in
addition tr erpusbly representing an everage of the area, mere reliable dite on the comeminstion
of sediments can be achioved by analyzing cach sample separataly. Commposifing samples.
tomethier by strata many cause diution of amy contamirants found in one sampling lecation. For
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mstankce, & sunpling location may have high bevels of tiosins, bt when mixed wiih sedimenis
from smodher come may neach levels helow the thresbold Jevels roumed o be reporied as oo bo
Fnemins of sqmlic spenes. This phenmenon represents B b spol”™ heory, wher
contamination ey be loglized in small sress. Bradwood's practice of conpoeiting samples
tozethier essentially kgnores the possible exdstence of “het spots,™ where high levels of
confamination mey be present. When disturbed by the dredzing, these hotspots may advensely
affizet aquatic lifi. Therefore, compositing samples by strata frem the seme area is not a reliable
melhod fo fest for omamnation,

Tn ackehitiom, compostmg samples andy warks b get o mverg: cortamnatim o 2n ars
wheen the ratio of the number of samples 1othe ars ol sampiing 15 eelatively ligh. In
Eradwood's study, large semnpling aress wane used with relatively fow samples. Additionally,
rany arzas bad partial refusals and samples were omitted fom laborstory anelysis, fus further
desireying the integrity of the compodting methed.  Bradwood shoald not be allowed to condoct
 VETy eunsory examination of contamination in the dredge sedimenes. Ciests may be higher iF
ewch syl 15 malvesd mdividumlly, bat the ety of the dat 15 worth the sost when the
safaty ol thos [regile seosystem 15 ol slake

Mook ety oz compeatmg maltmple cors simples cise prolblans such as mssmg “hol
spots, " b using large vermical sections, of strata, to delinsate samplies can also cause problams.
Thaz DE1S states that three strahum wene corsidered for sach semplec 1) the top 4 fet, 2) the
region From 4 feet to 10 fet, and 3) the material Gom 00 fiet o project depeh, DELS at 4-30.
What justrfication did Bradwood give for nsing such deptie to delinzate between samples?
These crass-ssetions of the comes ssm oo largs to avsurstely represent whether sontamiration 15
pressent an the sol. For exanple, 1 there 152 comamnaion bt spol” meandy a few mebes of
serdiment near b lop of the core, the contarminatzon is dilubad sehen mixed wiih the sedment
from the rest of the stratn, especially when multiple samples are compesited & Bradweed did
in this stndy. Therefore, using soch lange srate may not aceurstely represent the presence of
contaminants &t cariain vertical byers of the sadimant in the propossd dredging zone, FERC
shondd require a more thorough anelysis of the sediments based on these chservations and
recqnre Brmcdwood fo-use smaller strata for sumgpling procedhires, Bassd om the avalsble sunple
chata, that Cops mmnel demonsirats that dreckng wall not urmocepably bamm aquabic life

FERL shatthl requre Bradwood 1o nol ealy e sampling a5 chsimsed alove, b
analyze indivichial samples with ot compestting. As the data presented in the DELS stends, the
puiblic can not meaning fully eveluste the contamination levels because of these faws in the
sampling techniques. Other studies fimded by the Lewer Columbia River Bi-Btate Commission
and conducted by Tetra Tech, Ine. indicats bigh levels of contermimation in the vicinity of the
propose:d Bradvwood LIG Project ™ The dat froen these shadbes bas e submitied o FERC
om previpus cocasions b has been varslly igmored, Cata from these shudies show
conlimnition in e arsa sed on ssue shackes of vanous aquatic crginnsis, irehatmg resident
andmgratory fish, These shubes have (he schantige ever (e et samling lechngues
carried out by Bradwoed becmse they more Gadly represant comerningtion levels in sedments
and the water celmnn aromd the Bradwood Landing arca. This fish fissuz shody was conducted
b a truz scientific methed with lifle to no biss in sampling, as oppesed to the methads used by

4 BB Comtinesston, Lower Celinh b Roiver Cortaninan Eealogy, Apeil 1990
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Eradwood. Inadditean, the fish fissue sampling techreues takes nic sceount “heof spol” arms of
comhmminition bewuss they are in el smplmg the sontommstien levels of all ssdments m
the ares, a5 opposed o preking sl chovsirg which sschmenis oo, Monsover, fish issue
studies takoe inbo account boaccurmdation, whdch is an important feetor to consider when
deterrmining the health of e ecosystem and possible detrimental impacts of the system due to
dredzing sctivities. The DELS faiks to snalvae of diseloss the fish tissoe deta from the Bi-Stata
Commisson studes. This data is critical to mderstend fihurs impects 1o the system from the
propese:d dredging. Also, piven the shservations abovs concermmng the msdequacy of the
samplmg and mnalysis methods used by Bradwood, imd given the Ea-Stale Commssion data
clearly showing contamination in the area, FERC shoukd require Eradwood 1 conduct a moes
Themcegthy il acourle surplingg and analyas of the dredgs ares

Thez DE1S indlicates that phytestercls wera fomd in the propesed dredge sediments bt
feals bo analyze the effeets phytosterals will have upen aquatic arganisems if the phatoserels ane
roleased from drodee material. DELS st 438 As the DEIS points o, phytostercts “may have
reprocitive elfegts and be reponsible for some types of reproductive dysfimetsm abssrved m
fish ... "I The DEIS Gorther acknowleadpes the uncertairties reganding bow the shserved bovels
al' phytesterols fiund in the sedment might affeet Gsh, b also aitemis o radeee concern sheat
pinicesterods e stmply eedating themm 1 TOC levels fourad m the propose:d chredge malenals and
miciting thi limised potental for mebilization of photosterols besed on this reletionship. i This
characterization is en oversimplification of the possible hazsrds to fish and ether aquatic species
frem possible oxposure to phytosterels from dredging activities. The DES fails to explain how
photosterods enber the foed chaim nor the hicecoumulation effects of these chemicals. FERC
mdmittscly does not fidly wnderstand the fosaaty of plitosterals, Notonly are FERC's
staterenls i the DELS suspect cie 1o the lock of knowledge comcermng the effzcts of fios
chenmal, bt the peblee cam ot properly svaliale the dradamg activities as o result ol this Jack
of knowledge:

In sddition, the DELS failed to consider that the Bradwood dredging may degrade weser
quality conditions by intreducing, resuspending, of making bioevailable the addtions pollutants.
DEQ noled that the geomorphic and hydranle charges inthe over due o dredging may case
ercsion (bl intmoduces new losiy materinls from the banks, DEQ stated:

Althesugh in-streiom sechimenits progosed (or removal heve been lested for
contaminants, bank meterial which may be eroded insdvenenty have not baen
tested. Mo information s provided as to the historical end curment pesticide and
fertili zer applicati ons in areas potentiall y susczptible to ercsion end which heve
Tzen exgposed to-agriculboral or silviculborel practices. Inedequats analysis of bank
stabilly duning dyremue adustmendt of the nver to dradzing condd inroduce
Enavanlalsle foaes fo the waler eolumm and sechments thal were previously ad
i el atenial, Precation in s regend is particalarly mpartant as dila s
scanee il imphicilions are st bearmmng e be shudied theagh the mitiatives of
EPA' s and DEG s teodes reduction goals in the bigh prcaty Columbia River
system.

Oregon Preliminary Commens at [
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FERL must iklress thess convems, FERC must thoroughly analyze amy possble mpul
al seiments From the shorelines thal may contin foase contammation. [11s highly kst that
the former industrial stz at Bradwood is consaminated, and adjacant sites mmy ehso contain
confamination from upstream sources. DEG specifically noses that dredging could comse bank
feilure of the contaminated seils at Bradwood. DEC stated:

Addtionally, stabulity of the former log pond s vanous stages of G his ot
teen analyzed wath regard fo dymenme chargzes. bo the river indoced by
clreckzing af the barflumung bastn and for channs] despesmng, Sicke slope
sloughing inestrenm cased by dredgirg could el in bank Gilure, whach
may release dredged sediment to fill the former log pond The DES neads to
thomougbly evaluste and address the impescts to the stream and Fabitat from a
snckden refizase of up to 300,000 ¢y of sediment mder this petential scerana.

Oregom Prelomuinary Comments at 11

FERC mmst amilyze the it of Byehinlic and geomoephico chimges dhes 1o dracinmg,
which cises arosem and infroduces losae mmlenals o he shoelines. FERD carmol rely on
FERC's analysis bocanse, as noted by DECG, FERC did not analyze this potentislly serics
mpact.

Thee dredge samples also demensirate that the Bradwood ars contains hesvy metals i
congenirstions loags o fish ol olher squatic bz, FERT fads o malyes the sumulative slfects
ol the metals, ncluding the addhyve and syrenstic Bl of the combimtion of metals, m
aquatic itz Bradwood's dreclzng senmles detectad arseme, chmeomm, copper, leal, kel and
i, along with mereury and selenium. The chroomium exceaded the refererce kevels, which
indicates high chromium levels thet mey be harmiul to aquatic life. While the other metals were,
accerding bo FERC, “within the range of nearby background lovels ™ DELS &t 4-34, this does not
mmzan that the toic mesal levels in the sediments e sefis for squatic life. First, the reforence
levels oy also be epsate, FERC dies nol explain the pueity of the referencs Jocations so the
relatve compmsons do i mean uu,:.llh'rg Fecoml, becass these metals ars souely foxic,
small vanitions can bivs a strong ichverse effeat. Thersfore, FERT must amsilyzs lhe metal
contentrations in the sedimen s el dssess bow the e palligants sall aflzel aquine i e
the sedimenis are distorbed by dredging, maintensree dredging, and the bang-term disruption of
floww patters. FERC shoubd note that the metal concenirations in the seciments exceed the water
cqualify eciteria for each plfutam. The DEIS fails te infarm the public abeut the tosie pellstants
in the sediment.

Adcitional pallutnis alse rise eoncerns whach are il analvzed m the DEIS. For
exmple, exeess Wilal onooe sorbon may degrade waler qualily. Dreckre simplis showed a
sl al ot e sk wp b 078 percent, compered t refarence sites of 005 percent. In
addition, total velatila selids saples of up o Ll % were tvice as bigh as the value of
refizrence sites.
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FERC must also analyze the affect of the organic compounds made available by dredging
on aquatic life. Bradwood has identified samples containing PAHs and phthalates above
reference levels. Due to the former industrial activity at the site and the upstream industries, the
site may also contain PCBs, pesticides, dioxin and furans, sulfides, and ammonia. FERC fails to
analyze whether the dredging will introduce any of these pollutants into the water column or the
biota.

NMEFS raised concerns about the presence of guaiacols, retene, and resin acids due to the
site’s history as a lumber mill. Several of these compounds do not have a screening level. FERC
must analyze and make findings on whether the dredging of sediments containing these
compounds may adversely affect aquatic life. If FERC is unsure of the data or the toxicity levels
to fish, FERC must make these uncertainties clear and fully disclose all potential impacts. See
40 CFR§1502.22

Biological impacts
Dredging will cause loss of habitat

Bradwood’s dredging acres will result in the permanent destruction of at least 58 acres of
prime salmon habitat. A portion of the dredged area is critical shallow water habitat. The area
adjacent to Bradwood is widely recognized as vital fish habitat. The Columbia River is
considered the “lynchpin” of salmon recovery.

The Bradwood Biological Assessment stated:

The Lower Columbia Estuary has been identified as a critical area for
restoration (Johnson et al., 2003, Bottom et al., 2005). Restoring diverse,
complex, and interconnected wetland habitat would increase productivity
and availability of shallow-water habitat, and expand transition areas for
juvenile salmon (Lott, 2004). Additionally, it is believed that improvements
to estuarine habitat would result in significant population increases (Kareiva et
al., 2001, Bottom et al., 2005) ... Juvenile salmon occur in the estuary all
year, as different species, size classes, and life history types continually move
downstream and enter tidal waters from upstream (Bottom et al., 2005).
Reconnection of isolated high-quality fish habitats is a high priority to
restoration strategies for the watershed and for fisheries restoration
projects generally (Roni et al., 2002). Restoring the tidal estuarine habitat of
the lower Columbia River is a priority in many conservation plans for the area
including the Lower Columbia Salmon Recovery and Fish & Wildlife
Subbasin Plan (2004), Lower Columbia River Estuary Program
Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan (1991), and recovery
plans for salmon ESUs occurring within the lower Columbia River (NMFS,
2006£).

Biological Assessment at 6-2.
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The propassd dredamg 15 the anithesis of salmon recovery and restonng estuanngs
Fabatiats, o5 desenbed m svery Jocal, state, ad feckeral mampement plan. Quite simpiy, we
cammiol reciver Thrsstamed silmon while simmiliznecusly permiling (s bugre dradging projed
Bradwood is & prime axempli of an unaccaptable project doe to fs size, scope, and location in
crtical salmon hebitat The DEIS fails to disenss how the drodging and the project ovarall will
affizet selmon recovary. This, FERC violates 33 C.FR § 1502 160e) by failing o discnss
possihle condlicts batwern the project end the ohjectives of faderal, state, locel and mrikal
conserrhon polwies for ths ate ad the estury

The project will destrow halatal for 13 ESUs of Columlbna Fiver and Srake River salmen
fhat are hstec are Mreatened uncler the ESA, i ackchion to muliple oiher nemelsted salman and
aifher species that rely on the estuary for rearing and migration. Each fish species ihely passes
dirzetly through the progosad site. The DELS fails to adequately corsider the impact to the
rmllioms of indrviduals of salmon, sturgeon, lamprey, and other resident spezies that utilize this
arza as Fabitat gt verioos tmes in teir lifooyees.

FERC mmust evalusite the mpeet of the credping and the project avarall on sstury and lish
heallh. FERL cannid rely om the msniTicient DEIS m this reganl, Despale s bulk, the DEIS finls
wo el iy new ekl dad regarchng the mmpacts onsalmon. The DEIS nls f ind e
Eackgroannd information on fish migratory and belavior. FERL cannot assess the impact of this
project is it does not present basic data on the squatic rescurees present and how these orpanisms.
utlizz the region.  The DES] also fails to assess the how the aquatic life, incloding selmonids,
will be affiected by the dredging and essocited hebitat changes. Assessing the impactzisa
comrkm sientific practics under peadly availabls methods. 1t s shodang that the FEIS
presarted ne dala whinlseever on salmon migratien, rsring, o spawning uss 00 Chfen Channed,
Humt Cresk, the adyacent manstemn, Puget lalind, Temsillahe [sancl or cdher alleded dreas
FERLC cannot evaluate the ienpact on salmon, ef issw this e certification, without collecting
sitiz specific dita and anslysis on salmen

Compounding the problem of drodging af this Locetion is the Eact that the Bradwoed area
15 listed s demgmated entical halilal for threatensd salmon species, Thos hatulat must be
prodected Yed, i FERC approves fhis perm, the destnaction of mticl shallow water hatotat
“will be cerlimn, penmsment, and immedale it The DIEIS linls to assess the iemlatve mmpact
al destroving onlveal habilal on sabmon, vl em the econcem and scology ol the estuary and the
Columbia River Basin, The DEIS focmses on mitigation, but fails to diseuss adequately less
Faarmfud abemnetive thet eliminste or minimize the impacts.

Diredging will imtroduce pollutandts

s dieussed shinve, ihe dredmrg will haom squate 1z by introducing mulide
prlubante combarmed in e dracie sechiments and on the shoredings, FERC mns! evalyale (he
alfed ol each pollistant, alome and ssmergnstically, on the health of satmomd ad ather aquate
Lifi. Theadverss effects of evcess temperature, nchidity, oygen demend, chromium, and silver
and other toncic pollutants is well known. The dredzng will increase cach of these pollaents,

M R, Sumimeny of Reveew of FERC Bilogaal Assessment anid Exsansl Fish Habilan Asscsemant for
Bradhwied Limhng LNG Tenmmal - Eegoet o Colaimbe Bever Inlennkal Fish Conmmsam, o3
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which will harm aquatic life. In addition, FERC must understand the effect of multiple each
toxic, organic and traditional pollutant associated with dredging and erosion near Bradwood.
The DEIS failed to collect adequate date. Other than a few questionable sediment cores
(discussed above), the DEIS presents no data on the contaminant levels, and absolutely no data
on the impact to fish. Because the adverse effects on fish is a major impact, the DEIS should
have contained significant coverage of this issue.

Surprisingly, FERC did not analyze the tissue sample studies in this region that show
high concentrations of toxic pollutants in fish tissue. The bi-state commission concluded that
tissue samples were a more reliable measure of the pollution problem in the vicinity of
Bradwood, and study of these tissues indicated significant chemical contamination problems in
the Bradwood area. Disturbance of the area is likely to exacerbate the problem. Additionally,
studies indicate that sediments prone to contamination should not be disturbed, and that the
Bradwood site (which is close to the study area for LCREP, the Julia Bufler Hansen Wildlife
Refuge) should raise more serious concerns about the potential for release of bicaccumulative
chemical contamination. Ultimately, the DEIS fails to examine how potential bioaccumulation
will impact key wildlife species such as osprey, peregrine falcons, bald eagles, cormorants, river
otters, and other predators. FERC must assess these impacts.

Dredging will decrease the velocity of the river in Clifton Channel

In addition, as discussed in detail above, the dredging will harm salmon and other aquatic
life by reducing river velocity due to the modified hydraulic and geomorphic regime. The
decreased velocity will slow the out migration time of smolts on the way to the ocean. FERC
must analyze the cumulative impacts of this harm to salmon and whether alternatives exist to
minimize the harm.

Dredging light, noise and vibrations will harm species
The intensity of Bradwood’s dredging is unprecedented in the Columbia River. DEQ stated:

Dredging is proposed to occur non-stop (24 hours per day, 7 days per week)
for 2-3 months. No other proposal for dredging in the Columbia has operated
24-hours per day, 7 days per week for multiple months. . . . Potentially
debilitating impacts to these [aquatic] species include noise, continuous
light, suspension of sediment, turbidity, loss of salmonid habitat and
ability to rest or avoid predation, and potential attractant for sturgeon to a
dangerous construction zone.

Oregon Preliminary Comments at 11 (emphasis added).

The DEIS fails to analyze adequately the effect of this barrage of noise, light, and
vibration on salmonids and other resident species. The DEIS acknowledges that sound pressure
levels produced during dredging activities could affect some fish, marine mammals, and other
aquatic organisms, but also notes the paucity of information on the effects of exposure to
underwater sound on most aquatic organisms. DEIS 4-135. Furthermore, the DEIS states the
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ramge of sound levels [rom drsdaing activitiss com he quite vanable and altempts fo thsmiss the
alvers impacts e aqualee coganisms by ating shiwches (Rechardsom el al, 1995; Hunson ot ol
IOt purport souned ranges Fom desckmng genenilly rmngs from 117 10 160 dB, which 1=
urlikely to cause physiclogieal hama Jo! This amalysis is complatedy insufficiant to addrzss the
perssible impescts S0 aomtic crganisms from soond preducad during drodging activities. 1§ the
sonnd bewels ane highly vaniatée, as the DEIS poins ouf, the sounds cenreach levels higher than
thase listed by the studies above and may in fect casse phydological harm te organisms. The
DELS ot conscker the effects of this bam

Furlhenmoes, FERD atlimits there 15 a Jack of infommsition alout the e fxls of soumd leveds
o aquahic angamss, eqenally lish, Wheil are the eflacts on sl prganisms om log
i on exposures to different levels of sound? This is impartant to know because Bradwood
admits dredging sctivities mey last up to T2 days end be condocted 24 hours a day, 7 devsa
week FERLC mmst require Bradwood to conduet frther stodies on bow the fich and ather
anuetic organisms specifically found in the sres to be dredged will bz impacted by inereased
sl Fevels ael the eflects of long duration exposurs bo fhass somd bevels during dradgimg
The DEIS finls to assess the impact an mdivichals and the curmalatve effects on populetions and
afuatic cormrmeihies dhe 1o deedemg disturlmee

Thaz DE1S also fails to anabyze the effsct of light polhtion during dredeing activities
Mumnzrons studies show light ean affeet & variety of aquetic organisms and may attract or repel
sich crgenisms. According to the DES, dredzing sctivities will be condocted 24 howrs a day
and 7 days a week. DEIS at 3] The DEIS docs not indicate whether lighting will be nsed on
the drackomg ships duning hmes of derkness, a0, lighting mmpasts o agquatie spevis dunrg
credkring activihes should be anilyeed by FERC, Peossilde adverse impacts ciosed by lghes
chmng cradamg achwty could he aliractien of Dzh o anqusihe orgrimsms o the dredging anea,
camng harmn gither by inereased sound levels, furbidity levels, or the poesgbility of barm from
confact with the cubter head dredzing equipment. FERC should anslyma the effects eny Lighfing
chring dredging ectivitics will have on aquatic organisms so that FERC and the poblic mey fully
cvaluate the impuets of dredang ectivities.

Diredgimg will entrain salmonids

The DIELS linls ta amilyvee the nngsd ol entrrenent ol salmon dnd Gnls b corssder
dredging alternatives. The proposed bydraulic catterhead dredge method will entrain jovenile
fishy, inclnding threatened salmenids, as well &s benthic crgenisms oitical to salmon diets. The
DEIS sated, “hedraudic dredging hes the potendal to capture small fish and aquatic imenchrates
in the fow of waber and entrain them along with dredze matenials being suctioned.” DELS & 3-
5T Thess suctiomed dreckne matenals and the fish will be depostted on shore, nhere he Gsh wll
asphyaate 1l they sirave the rnsport theoagh the suchon hose. With mecherecil dredsrg,
which Brachvood dies nol plan (e s, “fish wiontl ol b less likely o enlramed wilk the dreckred
rilerials cormrirad fa Fasdrauhic dredgpng.™ DEIS al 333, Brackedd chise kb dredging
Tozcausaz it is mot &5 cost affective as hydralic dredging. The DEIS filed to anelyze the
altermeative metheds of dredging of altemative means bo mitigation karm te fsh
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FERC must mmalyzs the impacts of Gsh coimimment due o dredging. FERC mist
consickr the fat bl the Gsh kilkad will meluds slmoneds isted i thrsatsed wder the fderl
ESA and the Dragen ESAL Inanalyamg the mpeet 1o salmen and siquates e, FERC mus
consider thet cumdative imgacts on equate i, induding the impects from dredging, tenminal
construction and oparetion, pipeine construction and operation, &= well as the impact of the
channel dzepening dredoing.

Diredge material disposal will lkarm aguatic life

Moot ey will te sl dredgnre of the berth il ship mansnvering aees ve o
sutestanitial impsct om the envirommend, bl the cheposal of the T00,000 cubic varls of dradgs
sporils will also canse problems. Accerding tothe DEIS, Bradwood plans en plecing between
350,000 and 400,000 cubic vards of drodge material ab te LMG terminal site. DELS & 4-70. The
remeeng 300000 to 350,000 eubic vards of propesed dredpe materiel will be disposed of af the
Watiiskam County Sand Fit site. DEIS a1 4-T1. Vet, the DEIS fudls toanslyme the impect of
fhus substantial dredge disposal, and Guls fo conscer the camdative impaet of (s deedge
chspusal with the dradge dsposal o the chomme] despermng dradging

Dispessal of drecre mastenal o the tenmmal sile wall resadd m pollutsom 1 the Cilumie
River. Bradwood proposes to construct 4 penmetar berm to form & basin into which dredze
rmateriaks will be pleced. Filling this censtruetod basin with dredee materisls wall net only
desiroy the log pend, which is eriical habatat for fedzrally prodecied salmon, but may also result
im polluted water namodf in to the Columnbie River, The DEIS fals to anslyze the impect of this
pallubion,

Hydraishic cuiter b shedging ragures linge smenmis of waler fo be saked uwp along
with the dredzed sedimentz, The water taken up can ofien b in owess of the sediment removed
depenciing on the type of cotter head drodge used Cuming this process, the water will mix with
any contarminated sediments that may be present, resulting in pollution of the water. The DELS
cluims that the infiltration capacaty of the sodls will be sufficient for the water to percclate info
the pround befees rumming off mie the Erver. DEIS of 4-70, Howaver, the DEIS finls to support
these slifemnents with amy relirances o calodations or other soentile evidemee, i vicltion of
A0 CFR § 15001, which equires thint all stilements he suppoded by svidence. The DEIS
sl stles the sxpectaton that the witer wall milirte al & ribe sulficet 10 scoammidile the
water deposited from the dredge speils, without analyvzing bess much water will be inclodad in
the dredee speils and caleulating bow moch will infiltrate. 54

Even if the dredge spod water docs sufficiently percolete inko the ground, there is a good
pessiblety the waler wall shll nam i the mver by trarspot ibmough the groomd. However, the
sl the sle wall likely be cormpavizd chie bo consiruction aciivaties such as builchng the berm
okt Teasin where the dredgge motenels wall be placed. Tis soil compaction wall irvanably
lerwver the mfElatan mtes of the scel, resulting i ireresed unedl. The DES fals ta adecquately
addrezs the amount of weter to be depesited from dredge spodls and seil compaction due to
construction sctiviies in detenmaning the ameant of weter that will not pereobate inko the ground.
Thaz tiotal lack of analysis makes it impossable for FERC or the public to adeqeately analyvze the
pessihilities of water mnoffinto the river from dredpe meteriaks. Therefore, FERC shoald
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reeviluats bow mach water wall be depestfed with the deadze sediment andl the infiltraton mis
ol the soil, afler posshle compaction throaerh construstion sctmvaties, whers the destkgs mmlenals
will b depostad,

Thaz DETS progscsas that amy water that does net pereelate inte the gromd will Bow imoe
the log pomd whare amy suspended sedimens will be setfled aut before the weter percalates imo
the ground or 15 discherped to the river throngh an everflow structore. I As a resald, sy
comtmmuinaied waler collected with the dredeed malennls o depesisd mthe basin may sidl
pallulz the Baver. The DEIS acknowledges thaf naler may be contmually present n the log
parel, Berther rechcing s copaeity. fol Brachvood proposes 10 prevent sy averflows of the bem
by installing an overflow strwciime that will rebesss “clanified water™ back into the nver, DELS 21
4-TI. The DEIS doas not discuss the pollatant content of the “clerfied water ™ The “carified
water™ will comen pollukants, which must be deseribed. Also, retention in the log pord does net
imsure &y dissclved pollutants are removed fom the water, FERC should analyze the
pesahility of dissolved pallutants from dredge spails being relessed bock info the dver through
the overllow strugturs. Water allowed 1o eollect mthe bog pond and dischimged back into the
river will alss likely hive inerssed m tempersture. The DELS Gads o analyzs the mpact of 2
rrew seurce ol lemperalure pollution when the Columbin River 15 alreacy waler qpality limntad
(3030el ity for empenine

Thez Wahkiakum Cownty Send Fit does not bave the capacity to accommoedite the drodge
rmeaberiaks over the life of the Bradwocd LMG Project. The DEIS completely Fails to gmlyze the
capacity of Wahlkiskum County Send Pit site. The DEIS has nof shown that the site will be able
t axcommmrdate all the dredge materals from wotal drsdsng as well s Gesurs mamienane:
credring, MMES fos cantinsilly voicsd convems pver the capaoty of Wakthaakom Counly Sand
Pl sl b el ihee aruitzal 00,000 b0 350,000 cudae yamds of dredge spol as well as dredge spoils
frem maintenance dredging. FERC must assess the ability of the Sand PFit to secomm odste thas
Large amount of spoils amd how this will inpact water quality.

Adiditionslly, Bradwocd has filed to obtain approval for disposal of all dredge materials
at Wabkiakum Conmty Sand Pt 11 Brachwond cam not shin gppeoval for disposal af the
Walkaakum County Sand Pit, where wall the dredpe matenals be placsd? The Corps may wish
1 sz e Wabkuakmm Conmty Samd Bt for disgosil of wanenals from ligure manlenane:
chieskzing of the i chasriel, The DEIS finls to consicler (he reckection af drackse wailemal
disposal site duz to Bradwoeod's dredging.

Thee DE1S fiils also fals bo take inte account the capacity of the Wahkialum Coungy
Servd it site for ispesal of dredge materials aver the 40-veer [if pericd of the praeet,
Apcoetirg bo calodations conduared by NMFS, the Wahkiakum Coumty S Fit sale anly his
caquily for o range ol vears betwasn 12 and 29 vears. Therefome, the Wahkikim Counly Sand
Pl ste wll swit b sufficient o accommedale cesposal of dreckzs matenals cver the Bk of the
prgeel FERC muet detenrane whether g sulTies lecton Goe the chspesal of dradge mitenals
i foomdl, and the envirenmental and econamic impects of using such asite. The DEIS is
msufficient For pot containing this information.

FERC must also coreider the distribution of dredge matenials along the shoreling of Puget
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Tsland from the Sand Pil. The DEIS acknowdedges that a specafic modkel bas nol been conducted
10 amss iy meresed harlndity Jevels assooated wilh the distntetion of dredgs matenals an the
beisches of Pugst [sland. DELS #14-T1. FERC altemyts o alleviate this lack ol anelysis by
simply saying the water quality impacts wonkd be tzmpocary and miner kased en the grain s of
the sedimenis in the dredoe matenial. DEIS st 4-TY However, the shores of Puget [sband are
suibrject b constant ercelon from wind, tides, and shipweakes. Flecing large amounts of
strochrally unstable and peesably contamirated dredee sediments will likely increase the rete of
ersion ik, consequetly, the amcent of tarbadzty and pollution in the witers of the nver off of
Puget Isdand, camng haomful elfects to fish bacated m the arza, The DELS provides no adequate
Fags for coneluding turbcily ineneses will be “minee,” m additsm o complelsy mrnmg
pesssilde contamimtion of the water colvrmm fom contammated sadiments, Additomally,
constant aroeion of barge amounts of meaterial may last over a substanfial period of time and will
Tz amvthing but “temporary.” FERC mst condct achal analvass of any axpected furbedity and
pollution nereases end adversse hiclogica] conditions resulting from placement of dredge
ratirieds om the beeches of Puget Islend and not rely on smple “expectations™ besed en genered
ohservations,

Eramomic umil human wse imgoeds

Tha DEIS fiils to corebder thet dredging will adversely affect the comimereial and
recreational fishing industry, both vital companents of the Clatsop County and State ceonemey.
In Ciregen, Washington, and ldsho, 3600 people cam their livelthood from salmon and steelhzad
fishung for & persongl income of §109 million. The recreational fishing industry is worth milkions.
mere, The continsed success of these indistnes depends on the reeovery of healiby popdations
ol fsh and contmued scosss 1o the rdional Gsteng arss. Bradwood s drecing wall sdversedy
affeecd hoth of these regaraments

First, tha dredgirg will degrade vital fish babitat, which will redues bealth of the
fisherics. The commercial salmeon fishery is already soverely limited duse o dwindling
popiations. Bradwood's penranent destruction of key salmon habitat will forther degrade the
fishery, and, m fum, daprade the opportuenitiss for commercial and recrentionnl Gzhing, oz well 3
trital fishang nghes throughout the Cohanta R Basin

I ixchehticm, the 24-hor per day deeckang wall completey Dok aceess o ihe adbonad
fishing grounds at the head of Cliffon Chanrsl, and mey bock Clifion Channel, for seversl
mamiths. This will sericusly deprade commereiel and recreational fshing and viclate the poblic
tnest. The DEIS fail s to analyze thes impact on the poblic interest.

Termudnal Fill

The DEIS il to assess the it of permanently Glhing #f Jeas 14 aomes of eshmmme
anid Freshwster wetlands st (e termmal ste, The Gl wall medify the phesical eharaclensties by
replecing wetlends with sand and then conerate.  The fill may contain toede sediment, which will
beeh imte surrcamiding wetlands or imte the river. The fill wall decrease the filtering capacity of
the wedlands, which will lead to inereased mn-off, erbidity, and weter temperature. The FELS
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fialed for asssemss the comulatie effzof of this actan on the bydmdogy, waler quality, and st
resrees in this arsn

Thee hicdogical impacts of the fll are savere, Wi have already Lost 8% of de lower
Columbia River's watlands. [nthis degraded stafe, every remainirg acte is impoctant. The
Bradwood location contains an impressive array of healthy wetlends that have retumed to
izalthy hebitat in the 50 years since the former mill elosed. Bradweod dismisses the habitat
vl af fioomer log poncl, bt thos aren s et a pondd atall 1 is mow o ety focchomed
Fabital, connegled fo the Colanba Brver, thal 1s whlized as encial shallow water bital by
threstened salmorids The DEIS finls to assess the tmpaet of destroving the log pond hatete,
consickring e Testonical destruction o wellands i lhe sstuary.

Thez log pond is designated critical hetitat for 13 species of salmonids and is a valuabla
rearing habitat for these speeies. Bradwood proposes fo mitigate the filling of the bog pond
through a Fish Balvege Plan, which woold result in the “capbare, recond. relzase of & many
salmoneks as possible " DELS o 4-202 Unfortmately, no matter how cireful Brachwood 15 m
rmprlemeznging the Flan, some Gsh wall mranably el sunvive the process or will be harmed. The
ES M Tiowbirds the takang ol any prolected species by prvete or Gedeml enfities. 10 Bradwod is
llermed 10 Gl the Dogr pomd, 1 wall el in the uninndable taking of a federally protecied
species indirect viclation of the ESA. Additicmally, filling of the Jog pond wall be destmaction of
crtical habitat for a foderally protected species, therefore jeopardizing the continued edstence of
13 ESA-listod species.

In ackchtiom, S sstummme wetlands provide s marsery for voung salmon snd ofher aqutie
lafie, The combrmtion af losang shallow water Fbital from dredging sl Josirg shallow water
Fuabital froen lling wellioels 15 a devstating hid 1o ihe estoary seosysiem. The E1S st zmlyvee
the hahitat loes of e dredge and fill eunulatively.

Tha weetland fill will elso degrace habitat utilized by birds, emphibians, memmals, and
imvertehmates. For cxample, bald eaples filize the Bradwoed site for perching and hunting, ™
Cn onte vigik, 3 buolagst raveedad stx chlTerent individial eagles perching ot the Brchveod sile
and the mouth of Hurd Cresk, and nmiting ever the wedands and over, 16

Eirardweond stitess that a1 wall mligale the mppects 1o the specss alTeded by destrichon o
crtical habitat through their Mitgetion Flan. The DELS fails to provide encugh ditsils of the
Mrtigation Flan to assess its valoe. The DEIS is deficient for relying on an incomplate plan, and
filing to assess the final plan

The Mitgatzm Flan will be imsalfroent to miligite the odverss impocs of flling the Jog
prxl The filling ol ibe log pend and s peuliing destruction wall be certam, permament, and
pmmirgnl, I oontrisl, he messirs b e oplementad i e Mingation Flan il the
affectvenass of such measires are highly uncertain. Purthermess, even il the mesures of e
Mstigation Mlan are sucezssfully implemensed, the berefits from the measunes meay scenoe slowly
while the encangered or threstened species are putin further jeopardy by & kack of eritical
Fabitat. FER.C should tee thess fectors under censidaration and provids a mors thorough

¥ Cameade Avin Coailing o 1 (aitachd
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analysis in the EIS concerning the effectiveness of the Mitigation Plan.
Terminal construction and operation

Terminal construction and operation will have long-term adverse effects on the lower
Colurnbia River ecosystem, economy and safety of the residents.

The terminal construction and operation will degrade the ecosystem

Construction Activities at the Proposed Terminal Site Will Disturh
or Contribute to Contaminated Soils and Increase Sedimentation
and Pollutant Transport into the River through Storm Water
Runoff.

Approximately 70 acres are proposed to be disturbed by the construction of the LNG
terminal. DEIS at 4-27. Construction activities at the terminal will have multiple long and short
term adverse effects on the environment, including the disturbance of contaminated soils, water
pollution from storm water runoff during construction, removal of vegetation, increased air
pollution, substantial noise and light pollution, and the use of large quantities of water for
hydrostatic testing of the tank and pipelines. The DEIS fails to analyze these impacts
adequately, as discussed below.

The DEIS acknowledges that there are potentially contaminated soils present at the
proposed terminal site. DEIS at 4-28. In fact, the DEIS states that “the Environmental Site
Assessment did identify several Recognized Environmental Concerns (REC) on the property,
including two gasoline underground storage tanks (UST), an area where a former
train/maintenance shop building was located, asbestos containing cement board, solid waste
disposal and burn areas, and the potential presence of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB) and
dioxins in dredged sand deposited at the site.” Id. However, the DEIS also notes that the
assessment only inspected known contaminated sites, and did not conduct any soil testing for
contaminants at other locations. Id. It is alarming that FERC acknowledges the potential for
contaminated soils at the proposed terminal site, yet does not require any further testing of the
soils to ensure contaminated soils are identified and properly handled during construction. The
DEIS does state that FERC is requiring Bradwood to develop a Contaminated Materials
Management Plan (CMMP) before construction ensues, but only requires the identification and
management of contaminants if any are encountered during construction. DEIS at 4-29. These
precautions are inadequate to ensure the safety of the environment as well as the construction
workers at the site. FERC should require Bradwood to conduct soil contaminant testing in areas
likely to be disturbed during construction by clearing, grading, or excavation activities before
any construction ensues. If these precautions are not taken, the possibility for soil contaminants
uncovered during construction to adversely impact aquatic and terrestrial habitats will be
unnecessarily high. Therefore, without soil testing for contaminants prior to construction, FERC
and the public can not evaluate the possible environmental impacts from construction activities.

The DEIS fails to analyze the adverse environmental impacts to the river due to
construction activities at the proposed terminal site. These impacts will oceur through increased
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ercsion and ssdimentalion processes. [n faed, constnustion activitves offsn result m nmedt that
can merese ol suspended solids o levels ner 3000 mg'L (Baret and Matina, 2000, o Jevel
Frrmul fo many aquatic orgamsms, The polential for sl combemmants (e be frmsporizd mie
the rivir doe b sbomm weler runof is also greatly increased during constuction activities.
Constructson activities wall resudt in seil commgaction and increases in impermeabls surfaces,
therefore ereating & much greater potential for nunalf inko the dver. Tharafore, sny possible
contaminants spilled daring construction setivifies will likely nunedf ino the dver unless proper
memstres ire liken The DELS stutes that Bmdwoxd mall atlempt to metigale these impacts
fhrough the use of s termunal Eroseon Seckment Control (7ESCT) Flan. DELS al 4-79. However,
the DELS does nol essess the environumental mmpact of comstnachion when the ESC 15 employved
In alchiicm, the detemtion pomls in the E5C Tior stommm wter rumalT do nol. elimenate s i
aqustic habitats ¥ The DEIS also fails to disewss construction alteratives that will eliminste oc
rnimize adverse effocts. There are multple techniques and theories on management
construction sites and stormwater pollution, bt the DEIS fkils bo discuss any altematives.

The ESC Flan Euls o discloss speific mloomation for adequate svalumtion of the
rmhigation designs and procedures o be used mutigahng these spvimonmental imgects, FERC and
the pubdic can nod posailly evaluate the :I'I,'eﬁl.'muaq,nrm!: ligalen plans propesed by
Erdwerul weathoul the 5|:-nc|ﬁn:< ol the plans. Samopdy stabmg hal BMPs wall be wsad s
imsufficient For avalaation of mitigation measures specific to this site. For instance, when
deseribing measures tobe taken duning “Prase 17 of corstroction, the ESC Man simply stites
that “{sjtmociual BMPs to be implemented as part of Fhass | corstroction activities includs
perimeter controls {silt fending, secondary perimeter controls for sensitive areas, and shrubbery),
constmuetion eeess, sbety fanang, revegetstion sl vegelation mantenanes, runefl dschargs
and el facilvtios, wheel wash, mstraim sectment marogement, and s hag farners,”
Ternmnal ESCP a1 55 This hstire al BM P to b e 35 inatdepmle Jiox & proper analysis ol ihe
prodetive value of the propesed sediment control measures.

In &in atsennpe o provids some deted], Bradweod refiars the reader of the Terminal ESC
Plan tosee tue fgures and lsts of BMPs attached to the plan for the specifics of BMP messres
fa b e dunng certum eonsination scmvities, However thess lzumes and lists do net
adecpulely explan the aspects of the BAPS 1o be wsed ol thes sile, For sxample, Brachvond lists
the BEMP for pressrvation of existing vespetation! tualler sinps, b Gnls to explan the detailed
riessines 1o be laken grven the specifics of the ate Detals of the measures Erdwoad should
imelude ane the sizme of the baffer siripe and the fypes of vegetation to be planfed for buffier sirips.
Eradwood should be able to, and in faet be required to, disclose the specifics of the BMPs to he
weed based o current designs. and bocal requirements. The deseription of a generel BMP without
site specific considerations is worthlss o the publie, and FERC, for proper evalustion of the
meistires bo be used [oe mutgaion of enviconmenlal nopacs cosed by consirucion aciinahes

FERL firther ssserts that a lack of spealicity m the design of some smpects of the
fermnirsl sike 15 o vahil reason Gor ied producmg & detiiled sedhment control plin for certain
aspects of the project. i [TFERC is not swre of the design or prevantative measures to be taken
o mitigate eenironmental impaets, then the DELS is by definition deficient bocamse it camot

" Booth, 0B, D Hutlex, il B, Fackann, 2012 Fonesd gover, llqlm'lnur'-hlﬁl:ta'ﬁ_allllll'gﬂlm-\.'I
ety Lt T A Wil Rosoi, Areee, 16 BI5-5
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evaluate the effevis of the ESC. FERC mmsst requirz Bradwood io prodhice 2 mere spesific
Terminal ESC plan il provade o more horough malyas, Furthermeore, FERC should
themcagrily eviluste the prestulines of mereasad sadimentation and contamnan! tramspo il
the Columbia River throogh stonm watar runedl as & result of the ooestnuefion activities,

That DE1S lecks adequets datail rogarding the water quality and habitat impacts of the
improvemsnts to Bradwood Read and offtwer roads. DEIS at 2-31, 2-41. Specifically, Bradwood
fils b ssezss how mueh of an ineresse 0 impervics safaces will resds fom rosd
mmprovements, and how surfice Qow runefl will be offected from sad meod impravements
Ingreasad storm water ne 1 resting fromn greater arss of impenons surfices from ol
construetion will possbly imersse pollution ke Hust Creek and Columba River, These foons
aof pollatien coald be increasad sedimentation doe to the incrzesed axface flow rmofT, or debds
and hydrogartors such as oil washed from the road surfaces during storm events. FERC should
avaluate the effeets of grester impervieus areas and changes in storm weter drairage dyramics
resulting from read widaning and construction, and also evaluste the petential from increased
pallutats emtening Hunt Creek o Colmbun River from resultmg mereased stonm water mma(f

The DEIS fils to adequately evaluate the potential for rebesing contarmmants from ihe
sinl dhuring read comstruction. Acoordimg o the DEDS, Brxhwocsd plans on wickming Brsdwood
Riad DEIS at 4-344. Elsewhere in the DEIS, the area along Bradwood Read s designated az
REC, with possible soil comamination frem solid washe disposal and bum areas. DEIS at 4-202.
Herwr does Bradwood plan on handling possible soil cenfamirants encountered duaring rosd
mprovemsnts on Bradwood Road? The DEIR curenily does not sddress this dssuz, whichis of
coneer sings rowd constructon etnaties along math steom water meoll could relaiss thess
contimniomnts anel sy them 1o sdjacent water boches. FERC shoulid require Bradwid o
prowick s plan e dealimg nath sy sonl eombanmants encouniared dunmg nod corstniion
activiies and ammlyee de pessible enviconmental effects from the reemse of amy such
coftaminants.

Eradwood proposes to raplece the Hunt Creck Bridze:, but dhe DELS fails to edequately
afdrass the environmetial mmpects of the brdge replacement, inclading the bridge desizn ond the
patentml for unciered concrele 1o be washed mio Hunl Creek. As NMFS notes m iher ketter
regarzhing the B for the project, Bradwood has nod adespuately mformed the agancies on how
Ehey propose 1o keep uncimed conerele Fm entenre Himl Creek Bradwood alsa Giils s
demonstrate bow renfall that eemes in comect with meuned concrete during construction will be
kept froen discharging into Hut Creel, and what controls they will employ fo enesare conenete
dazs not enter Hunt Creck. Additionslly, the bridge design proposed by Bradwood shows a
slope onthe bridge with 2 curb to direet water nowof. Bradwood does not address the issue of
Frw e braddge wall keep stoom water mmall froem entenmg Him Creek whole vehicles ooss the
bmickre, Vehicles wall chsplace mon water a5 they pass vver the bridge, and the Jeck of 2 curb om
the igeskope of thes bmckee ey alkow for stoom water namell i Dow directly info Hunt Creek
Stewm water nsadl o the bodge Domng chreclly into Hunl Cresk s e problam because i wll
cotain comtaminants and sediments. FERC showdd address thess jssues with bridge constnaction
and design &5 relades tothe potentel for polluted stomm water nmalE.
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In wkchitiom, the DELS doss mof adequately analyze the smamommenial imgacts of the
propose:d roilroad realsgnmend, WEMS expressed concemn that Bradwood did not desouss whinl
Eamwed ol Ereated woied wall be wsad for the new railrosd s, 101k radrond Hes ane ireaed wath
chemicals soch & erecsoti, ammoniacal copper zing arsenate, or chramated copper srsenste, the
poseniil fior soil contamingtion is highty likely. Furtbermaore, te DEIS did not evalsite how
any comerminagan from e relroad ties will move through the soil

Tle removal of vegetathon will affect the ecosysem

The DE1S finils o cormsher that constmastion setvitis, inchafing teomiral construction,
replacemnent of Hunt Cresk Ends, poser lime comstroction, relocaton of the il tracks, el
temporary parking lot constroction, will destroy eeres of vegatation. The DEIS recognizes that
construction sctivities at the prepesad LMG terminad wonld heve a substantial impact “on
riparkan firneet and serob-shrub coonmunities dise to thair high prodoeivity, species diversity, and
contribution to both squatic end upland ecosystem Foction (Bnutson and Maef, 1957)." DEIS at
4118, Howsver, the DELS fuls 10 sckequately analyes the Gl seops of vegetation ramoval, the
affacts of vepetation ramewvl an surraumng labitats, and the problams assoeated with re-
weapetalmg ares in the vieinty ol the project st

First, tha DEIS fails to adequetely anslyza the qentty and type of vegatation to ke
destreyed as a result of construction activities at and sround the proposed termin site. For
imstance, the DEIS expleins that in resporss to cencemns Taised by NFMS, Bradweoed hired
Ticlogists to count cotiomrwood trees at the proposed terminal site. DELS at 4-1 10 Hosewver,
onky cottormood tress over 20 feet in hexght were meluded in e coumt of cottamond ress ot
the st andl the Test were cormdersd nipeman scrub shrb vegetatsm, 1 FERC mves o basis
ki i 240 Dot eetgrhil mas usedd as the Lt fior cotbommondd tress to be counlesd, Usmg an
arbifrary hedght of 20 feet with no bess or justification is unseceptable for a valkd survey,

FER.C &5 &lso not lear regarding the amout of wegeteation that will be removed duz to
road improvements of th constnoc ion of temporary roads. The tenmiral ESC Plan sobemitted by
Eradwood mentions peasibls road mmprovements to Eradwood Bead and Cliflon Rood as well as
construction of temporary ek, The DELS stales “Bradwoud woulkd waden Bracdwood Faed fo
24 fesst by cleaning i gridding the imea directly ackcent f the existmg road.” DELS al 4:334
Alsa, Bradwaod miry make improsements 1o Clilim Boad “comsisifing | o widkenirg the
roadway by 2 to 3 feat st selocted locations hased on evailable area.” DE1S at 2-41. The DELS
feals bo analyze how much vegetation is bo be removed 45 a resdt of thess constroction activities
and what kind of mitigati on messures Bradwond proposes to condugt.

FERL also fmls o consider fe dirsct and indirect effects of wapstation removal durng
vanius pects of comsmction. Adverse inpocts anacgiie hateists through the removal of
shemeling vegetimion is well dogumerad and, i e DELS eonfinve, cim ke 1o inersised
sathimenkition and lemperatunes in wiles aljacent 1o anees clearsd of vegetaiom, DEIS al 4.140,
Horwevar, FERC only attrilrtes increasas in weler temperature to indinzet effects soch &
imereased solar rediation of the land, end the subsequent heating of nmaf water nioping infe
waler bodies. fd Direet salar redistion to the Celurmbie River and Hunt Creek will also be
imereased due to the removal of shadz produced by vegetation. The Colunbie River is already
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wearler quality Tmmited dus fo-high lempematurss. Amy subsequent increases in fempemabas due o
the rermrval of vegestation deoirgs construction wall further edorger federally listed speaes in the
Columban River and Hunt Cresk trough adversely af¥actig erheal Tabitat anid EFH for these
spaisea. As the DETS states, ineressed temperatures can bead to decrensed salmonid productivity
and the pessibility of other species oot competing salmondds. DE1S at 4-140, 4-1410. FERC
carmat allow the further degradetion of eritical habitat of Sedarally listed squatic species by
Eradwood's proposed constroction activities and must firther analyves the effects removal of
vepeatan will banve oo the temperahares of the Columia River and Hime Creek an the EIS

Remmoval of vegetotion near the shorlmes of the Cobantes Raver andd Hied Cresh shinng
construetion sctivities will also sdversely alfet acpalie specves by cemnvang @ soes of food. It
&5 well astablished by numarons studies that npadan vegetation provides a valushle feod sourca
for fish, especially juventles,”™ The foed scurce & the result of inverichbrates in the datrines,
understory, and eanopy of riperian vegetation. Mamy of thess inverebretes find thair way ingo
the waiter and are sutecquently esten by fish. Clearing vegetation slong the shore of the
Columban River and Hunt Cresk will destroy thus hatnlaf for inverisboates, fhus destonng a
wvalsihle fised soures for fish alomg the strsiches of these water buches, The DELS ipnoss these
mpacts compleiedy, The analysis of food soamve impacts duss e remenal of vegelation
comucted in the DES 15 lmted 1o possghle mersses i Exod in the G meermrganss and
afustic imertabrates in the weter due to increased temperataras. DELS at 4-140. However,
FER.C mites that amy incregse in food due to incressed weter temperatiure will be limited to the
suenmer and e offset by increased fish loss dioe fo loss of cover. 1

Ay irs s m Good by merssed prodietion of misrmgmmse and s
pnverigtmates wall further be afTset by Josses of mvertebrtes alomg the shoredine dhie 1o the
removal o vepetation. FERC shoulid cormider ihe impscts to fsh and ofher sqmiie organsms
resmilting from the remeval of 2 valushle food sowrce, in the foren of inveriebeates, through the
destruction of temestrial wegetation along the shores of the Columbia River and Hunt Creek, in
the DEIS.

The DEIS commplately fals to malves the potenial of fragmentstion on lemesinad
cngamsis tat negrile theaugh the regon. Removal of vegetation, such s abmg ihe proposed
perwer Hine gommekor smal e the propeesed lemmingl, can result ma bamer fo waldlle
riwcvernient il cimse  severmce ol sommesivity befweem soosystams, ™ Sach fragmentation cm
axncarbat extinclion pressures on animmals becase small pepulations are split off from cach
afher, incressing the chances of advers: concitions completely eliminating a population. ™'
Tharefore, removal of vegaetation during constroction arcund the proposed tenmingl and along the
poer ling may eaues fragmeretion that can harm animals sach &s the endangersd Columbian
white=timled deer. This 15  permuanent eflect that the DELS sssentially jgnores. Althogh,
aceerding b ihe DELS, Bradwood has confermplated installing @ comdor for animsil mewemeni

V¥ W illi, ML5. 1957, Temestrial imvertebrates 25 satmonid prey and nitrogen sources in streams: caniresting old-
arowih aad yoeng-growth mpenzn foreds i soocheastemn Alasa, US4 Canodimn Joumal of Fishenies and A guatc
Seiences. ;128010

1% Birseafeddd K. 1, O M. Morasky, J. Biekdebd ond W, L Loope. 1952 Forest fragmentation and islnd
hicgeicaraplry: a samanary adl beblaareplry. Balional Park Savice Technical Reporm PSR NETR-2218

" Sale, M, B editor, 1987, Vihle poptiliins fr concenvallon. Confiriige Univarsty Press, Cavbrlas, Tiitsd
i e
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arcwnkd the ferminal fanes, DELS o 4-158, such memsimes would not be practical or pessthie for
the bermier mircshiced as o remlt of construetion of the power ms. FERC shobd aralyze halnlat
Fragmmeentition chae 10 the remowal of vegelation amwl consnastion achvities aroend lhe propossd
rermirsl and powar Line, and showld further anslyze the possible adverse efocts to animals such
as the endangered C olanbien white-tailed deer from fragmentation.

Eradwood asserts: that it ks commited to mitigating the sdverse effects of the projoct and
prowicing a net benefit o the ecosystem . Howsver, not enly are the nohigation plars vague and
meomplele, mbigahon meases camed cul by Brchwood wall not mitigads the immediale
e trpscts consed by the destruction of vegelation s the propoessd lerminal ste, For
axample, the the DELS shales that 1t will atlemgpd 1o replace teees rameved durmg corstrocion ina
51 ratic. DEIS at 4-141. Maverthaless, the DELS faals bo take into account the difficulty of
astablishing some species of trees that will be removed during construction. As discassed above,
Bradwood will remove hundreds of cottonweed trezs around the tarnined site and along Hunt
Creek. These cofsarmood trees are notoriowsly herd to re-esteblish becanse of their
peetopintie miues that resprines presise soil conditns for specessful astablishument, ™
Furiheriroes, seeclings i small trees replanted are vary suseepale o grosmg by vanes
anirrals, making it sven moee A Bieull to re-establish trees. The prelimumany matigation i by
Eirarbwenond chvess miol adequately assess the possible worlahty rates of trees thal Brachwood wall
attzmpt to re-estahlish, and the measures Bradwood will take fo ereare high survival rates.
Additionslly, neither the DETS nor the mitigetion plan sdequetedly provide sssurances that these
trezs will be protected during their carly life steges from herhivery. FERC must includs mere
detail inthe plan for revegetation in the vicinity of the proposed terminel.

Comstrisction Activities Degrude ihe Air

Thez DEIS fails to eorebder the temporary incriases in gir pollution resulting from
consiruction sctivities. MNumesous sctivities eondocted during corstnuction of the proposed
Bradwood LG tarminad will cense incroases in air pellwan: levels in the region. These
activitics includz amvthing from inereases in vehicle weffic to and from the site to the uming of
vapetabon rameved dunng clesmng of the site, Adse, comstruchan aquyenent, ineludmg dredps
sheps, el velucles ransporting construstion supglies will add 1o the entsdons. FERC slafesin
the DELS thant *{i]mpocts associinted with constroction vehielss ars diTienll to estmate bised on
The b aridd speecee vannd elaraclenstics of the annsaons ™ DELS a1 4383 Afler rokirg tos
ststerrent, FERC than comeludies that emissions are net likely fo excsed NAAGQS. i This leval
of analysis is insnfficient fo sddress the envirenmental impacts from construction emissions. The
DEIS shovs that certain emission (NCL and YiOCs) will raise regional emissions by more than
L% during comstruction, 4 substantial increase. & [Eregionsl emissions are rased by more than
10 i soeme irstances, The lacal elfsct meny be sulfinent o couse some respiratory distress in
Fnemns or smmads, The TELS gnovss these impartant mnmics

Additioned sources ol wereased air pollusnt enmssions meay ongmet froen lumeg
wegetation removed fom the gtz According to decumentation submitted by Bradwood, such as

" Btetohers B0 (20 L Popults balsasiifem <o, nclecane Fire Flfts Infrssation Syeen, [Cnling], VST
Fovsst Serviee, Ry Morlan Researds Salion. Fire Soences Laboratory (Producen, 2005
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the terminal ESC Plan, vegetation cleared from the site may be disposed of by being burned.
The DEIS does not discuss this source of pollution.

Construction Activities Will Cause Noise and Light Pollution.

The DEIS fails to consider that noise and light levels during construction of the proposed
Bradwood LNG terminal will reach levels that could be a nuisance to humans and cause harm to
animals. Noise will originate from a variety of sources during construction, including increased
vehicle and railway traffic, engine driven construction equipment, pile driving, and blasting
activities. The impacts from these sources of noise are either inadequately addressed by FERC
or the mitigation measures to be used are not sufficiently clear or effective to prevent nuisance or
harm to humans and animals in the affected region. In addition, light from construction activities
and the overall terminal lighting plan can adversely affect animal behavior. FERC does not
adequately assess the possible impacts of construction and terminal lighting.

The noise impacts underwater from various construction activities could produce
substantial harm to animals. The DEIS notes that threshold levels for salmonids and pinnipeds
will not likely be exceeded due to blasting, DEIS at 4-148, however acknowledges that the
behavior of pinnipeds may be altered. Nothing is mentioned in the DEIS concerning the
behavioral modifications to salmonids in the area and, for that matter, any other organisms
present in the affected vicinity. FERC should more thoroughly evaluate and report the possible
consequences the noise from blasting will have on not just the physiological but also the
perceptual and behavioral well being of all animals in the vicinity.

In addition to blasting and dredging, pile driving will have a substantial adverse impact
upon underwater organisms. FERC has provided a number of proposed mitigation measures to
alleviate some of the harm of pile driving, DEIS at 4-137, 4-138, 4-139, but nonetheless has
failed to analyze the harm that will occur to organisims in the vicinity, especially pinnipeds and
salmonids. FERC relies entirely on the mitigation measures, but misses the fundamental purpose
of NEPA to assess environmental harm. First, even if all the mitigation measures proposed by
Bradwood work, the threshold level for physiological harm for salmonids of 180 dB re: 1 pPa
will not be met within approximately 33 feet of the pile driving. DEIS at 4-138. Furthermore,
even with the mitigation measures the noise levels will still exceed the behavioral impact levels
of 150 dB re: 1 pPa more than a mile away. Id Given that the pile driving is estimated to last for
approximately 4 months, many endangered fish and other animals could be killed, or at the very
least harmed, by this activity. The DEIS fails to discuss the fact that this project will violate the
threshold harm limits for salmon.

Bradwood’s proposed mitigation may not even work to reduce underwater noise. The
DEIS notes that there is the possibility the bubble curtains proposed to be used by Bradwood
may not have their filll intended mitigating effect, Id., and NFMS has echoed concerns about the
efficacy of bubble curtains in their May 11, 2007 letter to FERC. The DEIS recommends that
Bradwood file a contingency plan if the bubble curtains do not work as intended before pile
driving commences. DEIS at 4-139. Yet, the DEIS failed to assess whether a contingent plan is
likely to be effective and what effects are expected from alternative plans.
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As for the safety of pinniped species, Bradwood proposes to incorporate a safety, buffer,
and impact zone. DEIS at 4-247, 4-248. As the DEIS pointed out though, Bradwood originally
only proposed such measures for the Stellar Sea Lion. DEIS at 4-139. Additionally, the
monitoring for the presence of pinnepeds within these zones is inadequately addressed by DEIS.
The DEIS fails to discuss conditions under which more than one monitor could be used, under
what conditions (i.e. bad weather) monitoring activities will be sufficiently doubtful to stop pile
driving, and the methods Bradwood will use to monitor small and elusive marine mammals, such
as harbor seals.

The DEIS also fails to consider that noise impacts from construction activities may
disturb various birds, including the Bald Eagle, and other animals, like the Columbian white-
tailed deer, and cause them to avoid the areas impacted. According to the FERC, these impacts
will be temporary and the Columbian white-tailed deer, for instance, is likely to become
acclimated to the noise. DEIS 4-250. But, the construction will last three years, and the noise
will continue after the construction ends. FERC offers no evidence that the impact is temporary.
In addition, avoiding traditional habitat may cause these animals to travel to less healthy habitat,
thus increasing the danger to these animals.

Finally, the FERC recognizes that artificial lighting can have adverse affects on wildlife
in the areas surrounding the proposed LNG terminal. DEIS 4-157. However, the NMFS in their
May 11, 2007 letter notes, and DEIS confirms, that Bradwood has not submitted a detailed final
lighting plan for either construction or terminal operations. DEIS at 4-147. The DEIS, therefore,
is deficient because it does not contain a final lighting plan. FERC must analyze the impact of
light on aquatic and terrestrial species.

The Removal of Large Quantities of Water for Hydrostatic
Testing Will Harm to the Environment.

The DEIS fails to analyze that Bradwood will remove large volumes of water from the
Columbia River to test the reliability of numerous pipes and tanks during construction of the
proposed terminal. DEIS at 4-72. Bradwood proposes to appropriate water directly from the
Columbia River using pumps with fish screens on the intake valves. DEIS 4-144. These fish
screens will not prevent all fish impingement or entrainment. In the May 11 letter, NMFS
pointed out that the fish sereen design proposed by Bradwood will likely be insufficient for
proper functionality.

Water will be discharged back into the river after use for hydrostatic testing of the LNG
tanks, the pipeline, and the fire suppression system. DEIS at 4-72, 4-77, 4-86. The procedures
for dechlorination (if chlorine is initially added to kill bacteria) described in the DEIS are vague
and insufficient to evaluate the efficacy of the procedure proposed. Additionally, Bradwood
claims it will test the water for any contaminants, but fails to explain what contarminants it will
test for. Will water temperature also be tested prior to discharge of the tank hydrostatic testing
water?

The DEIS claims that any scale and sediments in the water from the pipeline hydrostatic
testing will be filtered out by straw bales, but provides no basis for the accuracy of this
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statement. DEIS at 4-86. Although Bradwood states that it does not anticipate contaminants,
construction is far from a sanitary business, and contaminants could inadvertently be present
within the fire suppression system or pipeline.

Increased Ship Traffic Will Adversely Impact the Environment.

One hundred twenty five LNG tankers will serve Bradwood each year. This number will
greatly increase if Bradwood installs a planned third storage tank. The DEIS fails to analyze the
from ship traffic, including vessel strikes, wake stranding, increased noise, entrainment and
impingement of fish during ballast filling, and shoreline erosion.

Increased Ship Traffic Will Result in Vessel Strikes and
Wake Stranding of Fish, Mammals, and Sea Turtles In and
Around the Columbia River Estuary.

The LNG terminal will increase the number of deep draft vessels by 25%. Thisis a
substantial increase of the largest ships with the largest wakes. FERC fails to analyze the
ecosystem impacts of a 25% increase in deep draft ship traffic. The deep draft vessels are of
greatest concern because of large wakes, increased vessel strikes, and sediment resuspension.

The DEIS dogs not provide a description of the routes the LNG vessels will travel to and
from the proposed LNG terminal. Without detailed submissions of the possible routes LNG
vessels will take on their way to the proposed Bradwood LNG terminal, the number and types of
vessel strikes is extremely difficult to assess. NMFS raised concerns about LNG tarkers striking
whale, pinnipeds, and sea turtles.

The DEIS fails to consider that wake stranding of juvenile salmon is common in the
lower estuary, and fails to consider the impacts due to increased ship traffic. Wake stranding
will increase greatly due to the additional deep draft ships. Further, turning of the LNG tankers
with high thrust tugs will increase wake stranding and disorientation of salmon. Bradwood
argues that because ship wakes may increase due to speed, and because the Pearson et al. (2006)
study indicated that 62% of the vessels causing wake stranding were traveling faster than 12
knots, then LNG ships that will not likely exceed 12 knots will not likely cause fish stranding.
DEIS at 4-123. However, this statement does not take into account the size of the ships, which
also substantially affects the size of the wake. LNG ships will be some of the largest vessels
navigating the Lower Columbia River and the wakes of these large vessels can be much larger
than evern small vessels traveling at high speeds because of the amount of water displacement.
Additionally, the DEIS has notes that “[t]he wakes produced by an LNG ship are only slightly
larger than those of the large vessels currently using the Columbia River.” DEIS at 4-109.
Therefore, to insinuate that because LNG ships traveling to the proposed terminal will only be
going approximately 12 knots, without taking into account vessel size, then the LNG ships will
not likely produce wakes large enough to strand fish is absolutely groundless. As the NMFS
May 11, 2007 letter fittingly affirms, Bradwood’s “anecdotal analysis is inadequate”™ concerning
juvenile fish wake stranding.
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Increased Noise from LNG Ship Traffic Will Harm to the
Environment.

The DEIS fails to consider that the noise emitted from LNG ships is above the NMFS’s
noise threshold for physical harm to fish. LNG ships are considered cargo vessels and “{cargo
vessels are known to ermit high levels of low frequency sound (6.8 to 7.7 hertz (Hz) at 181 to 190
dB, re: 1 pPa) capable of traveling long distances (Richardson et al., 1995).” DEIS at 4-224. As
mentioned above, “[t]he NMFS’ current noise thresholds for fish are a peak pressure of 180 dB
re: 1 pPa for physical harm and an impulse pressure, or root mean square (tms), of 150 dBrms re:
1 pPa for behavioral disruption (NMFS, 20074).” DEIS at 4-137.  As the DEIS notes, noise
from LNG vessels can have some adverse affects on whale behavior. DEIS at 4-244. However,
FERC fails to address the adverse affects underwater engine noise from LNG vessels will have
on salmonids and other aquatic species.

Removal of Engine Cooling and Ballast Water for LNG
Vessels Will Cause Harm to Salmonids.

The DEIS fails to consider that the removal of water from the Columbia River for use in
the cooling of engines and filling ballast tanks for LNG vessels will cause harm to salmonids
through entrainment and impingement. The screens proposed to be used by Bradwood for water
intake have been criticized by NMFS. DEIS at 4-145. Bradwood proposes to design the screens
to minimize entrainment and impingement of fish and construct a system capable of supplying
filtered water to the LNG ships for engine cooling and ballast using such screens. Id. For this
system to work, the LNG ships docking at the proposed Bradwood LNG terminal must undergo
significant retrofits. According to Bradwood, incentives will be offered to ships to retrofit. 7d.
However, offering incentives does not ensure that ships will in fact be properly equipped for
using Bradwood’s system, and therefore does not ensure the minimization of entrainment and
impingement of fish, The DEIS fails to consider the impacts if the retrofits do not occur or are
not effective. The DEIS fails also to consider alternative solutions to the ballast water problem.

In addition, the ballast flow volume calculations in the DEIS are questionable. The
required ballasting flow volume rate is approximately 1.5 X the maximum usual output of the
circulating pump for cooling water to the condenser aboard the ship. The flow rate is more than
2.5 X the usual flow rate for port operations. Bradwood proposes to have the ballast water go
through the cooling system prior to entry into the ballast water piping. How will flow be
controlled? In the DEIS, FERC states that each vessel will need 20 to 50 million gallons of
ballast water and cooling water. If 50 million gallons are needed for any vessel, it will require a
flow rate of 10,521 m3/hr. FERC and the public cannot assess the impacts to aquatic resources,
the technical viability of the proposed system, or the practicable alternatives because even the
basic piping diagram is classified as CEIL

Increased LNG Ship Traffic Will Cause Shoreline Erosion.
The DEIS fails to consider that increased LNG ship traffic will cause shoreline erosion

because of the large wakes these ships produce during transport. Both the adverse impacts of
shoreline erosion and suspended sediments have been discussed above. The DEIS simply states
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that “LNG marine traffic should not result in wakes causing significant shoreline erosion
compared to existing ship traffic because LNG ship speed and size would be similar to existing
deep-draft vessels currently using the Columbia River.” DEIS at 4-357. This utterly fails to
consider that Bradwood will increase the deep draft vessels by 25%, which will cause more
significant erosion.

The DEIS goes on to further state the existing causes of shoreline erosion and the
characteristics that cause wakes from ships. DEIS at 4-450. The DEIS comments that ship speed
is the most important factor determining wake size, DEIS at 4-5, 4-450, but contradicts itself by
reporting “{a]n analysis undertaken for the COE concluded that the size of ship-produced waves
in the Columbia River depends on the blockage ratio, which is the ratio of the cross-sectional
area of the ship to that of the channel (COE, 2003).” DEIS at 4-5. The COE study clearly
indicates ship size is the primary factor in wave size and FERC’s reliance on ship speed as the
“most important” factor determining wake size seems to be little more than an attempt to lessen
the actual severity of the wakes LNG ships will cause. The large size of the LNG tankers and the
25% increase in deep draft tankers will cause significantly more erosion, which will harm
aquatic life.

The Draft EIS Fails to Adequately Address Air Quality

The DEIS does not adequately analyze or evaluate the direct, indirect or cumulative air
quality impacts that could occur as a result of the Bradwood LNG project. Thus, the DEIS fails
to comply with NEPA. Under NEPA, FERC has obligations to assess and report the cumulative
impacts of expected emissions from the Bradwood LNG project on air quality. Moreover, the
DEIS fails to comply with NEPA because it fails to specify mitigation for air quality impacts.

The proposed facility will be a large industrial source of air pollution on the Columbia
River. The LNG carriers, associated support vessels, and terminal sources will emit large
amounts of particulate matter (PM), including fine particles (PM10 and PM2.5), nitrogen oxides
(NOx), carbon monoxide(CO), sulfur dioxide (SO5), volatile organic compounds (VOCs), and
hazardous air pollutants (HAPs). See Resource Report 9. Many of the individual emissions
units combust fossil fuels, and therefore emit carbon dioxide (COy).

These pollutants have serious, long-term and short-term impacts on public health and the
human environment. As the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) recently explained
with regard to pollution from large ocean going vessels:

The health and environmental effects associated with these emissions are a
classic example of a negative externality (an activity that imposes
uncompensated costs on others). With a negative externality, an activity’s
social cost (the cost borne by society imposed as a result of the activity
taking place) exceeds its private cost (the cost to those directly engaged in
the activity). In this case, emissions from Category 3 marine engines
impose public health and environmental costs on society. However, these
added costs to society are not reflected in the costs of those using these
engines and equipment. The market system itself cannot correct this
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negative externality because firms in the market are rewarded for
minimizing their operating costs, including the costs of pollution
control.”*

The public must bear the cost of this externality through an increased incidence of serious public
health problems including premature death, cardiovascular diseases, and respiratory ailments.
Id at 11. Inaddition, many of the LNG carrier ships will be diesel propelled, and diesel exhaust
has been classified as a likely carcinogen by EPA since 2002 — even at environmental exposure
levels.™ Id

The DEIS fails to adequately address impacts on human health and the environment from
the air pollution associated with the Bradwood Landing project. The Air Quality and Noise
section of the DEIS (Section 4.10) does not contain any information on the public health and
welfare effects of the air pollution associated with the likely pollutants from the project. Instead,
the EIS implies that compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (“NAAQS”)
and state ambient air quality standards ensures that there are no impacts on human health from
the air emissions — that is, the DEIS fails to discuss human health impacts of air emissions at all.
Compliance with the NAAQS is not an appropriate surrogate for a full and accurate analysis of
air pollution impacts in the EIS, however, for at least two reasons. First, the ambient air quality
standards are not protective of public health because the NAAQS are out of date and do not
represent an ambient concentration under which no health or welfare effects will be experienced.
Second, the DEIS’ analyses of the project’s emissions and the dispersion of those emissions are
seriously flawed.

AMBIENT AIR QULAITY STANDARDS ARE NOT A REPLACEMENT FOR AN
ADEQUATE DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS OF HEALTH AND WELFARE
IMPACTS FROM THE PROJECT’S AIR EMISSIONS.

The DEIS does not discuss health and welfare impacts related to the project’s emissions.
The DEIS seems to depend on modeled compliance with the NAAQS and state ambient air
quality standards to demonstrate that the project does not have significant impacts on air quality,
and thus human health and welfare. See DEIS at 4-383-84. The DEIS states that [tlhe NAAQS
were set at levels the EPA believed were necessary to protect human health (primary standards)
and human welfare (secondary standards).” DEIS at 4-367. Inmany cases, however, EPA has
not satisfied its mandatory duty to review thoroughly and update as necessary the air quality
criteria and NAAQS for air pollutants every five years. 42 U.S.C. § 7409(d)(1). Moreover, the
NAAQS do not represent a level of pollution under which no health or welfare effects will be
experienced, however. Thus, the DEIS cannot depend on compliance with the NAAQS or state
ambient air quality standards for a sufficient analysis of impacts on the human environment.

For example, EPA has not reviewed the NAAQS for CO for over 13 years. EPA first set
primary and secondary CO NAAQS in 1971 at 9 ppm over an 8 hour averaging time and 35 ppm

10,5, EPA, Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemeking: Control of Emissions from New Marine Compression-
Ignition Engines at or Above 30 Liters per Cylinder 10 (signed Nov. 29, 2007) (attached as Exhibit).

4 The DEIS contains no discussion of diesel exhaust pational exposure or h ironmental health
impacts of diesel exhaust.
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over a | hour averaging time. 36 Fed. Reg. 8186 (April 30, 1971). The primary NAAQS itself
has never been revised from the initial level, though the secondary NAAQS was revoked in
1985. 50 Fed. Reg. 37,484 (Sept. 13, 1985). The last time EPA published a review of the CO
NAAQS and a decision on whether to revise the CO NAAQS in the Federal Register was 1994.
59 Fed. Reg. 38906 (August 1, 1994). Thus, EPA has not satisfied its mandatory duty to review
and decide whether to revise the CO NAAQS every five years, and the DEIS should not depend
on compliance with an outdated NAAQS to demonstrate a lack of impacts on the human
environment.

Similarly, the last time EPA completed a review to update the air quality criteria for NOx
and the NAAQS for NO2 was in 1996. 61 Fed. Reg. 52,852 (Oct. 8, 1996). The 1996 review
culminated in EPA’s decision to retain the then-existing primary and secondary NO2 NAAQS,
each an annual arithmetic mean of 0.053 parts per million (ppm). 61 Fed. Reg. 52,852. This
review relied extensively on a 1993 air quality criteria document for NOx and a 1995 EPA staff
paper that reviewed and integrated the research findings compiled in the earlier document. 61
Fed. Reg. 52,353. Even assuming the 1996 review was adequate, EPA has failed to satisfy the
Clean Air Act’s requirements, and a review of the NOx air quality criteria and the NO2 NAAQS
is seven years overdue.

For S02, the story is the same. The current NAAQS for SO2 has not changed since 1971
(though minor technical changes to the SO2 NAAQS were made in 1996). EPA’s most recent
consideration of the efficacy of the existing NAAQS for SO2 proceeded in two stages. In 1993,
EPA elected to retain the existing secondary SO2 NAAQS, and in 1996 EPA came to the same
conclusion regarding the existing primary NAAQS. See 58 Fed. Reg. 21,351 (Apr. 21, 1993)
(retaining existing secondary SO2 NAAQS); 61 Fed. Reg. 25,566 (May 22, 1996) (retaining
existing primary SO2 NAAQS). EPA’s 1996 decision to retain the existing primary NAAQS for
802 was challenged, and upon concluding that EPA had not adequately explained its rationale
for retaining the existing primary SO2 NAAQS the District of Columbia Circuit Court remanded
the decision to EPA. American Lung Assn. v. EP4, 134 F.3d 388 (D.C. Cir. 1998). Although it
has now been over nine years since this remand, EPA has neither provided a new justification for
its 1996 decision to retain the existing primary SO2 NAAQS nor completed a new cyele of
review of those standards. Thus, the DEIS” reliance on the SO2 NAAQS to establish an
acceptable level of air pollution impacts is unacceptable.

Even if the NAAQS were reviewed every five years, as required by the Clean Air Act,
EPA sometimes sets NAAQS at levels that do not ensure that air pollution will not cause death
and disease in the human population. For exarnple, in the most recent review of the fine
particulate matter health based ambient air quality, EPA was unable to discern a threshold level
of pollution under which the death and disease associated with fine particles would not occur. 71
Fed. Reg. 2620, 2635 (Jan. 17,2006). Studies reviewed by EPA revealed a linear or almost
lincar relationship between diseases like cancer and the amount of fine particulate matter in the
ambient air. Id. Put simply, the more fine particulate matter emitted into our air, the more death
and disease. Thus, the NAAQS, which allow a certain concentration of fine particle pollution in
the air, does not ensure that public health impacts are eliminated, or even minimized. In fact,
the NAAQS for fine particles and ozone are not set at the levels indicated as adequately
protective by the Clean Air Scientific Advisory Committee (“CASAC”) and the Children’s
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Health Protection Advisory Committee (“CHPAC”), EPA’s own scientific advisors. See Letter
from Dr. Rogene Henderson, Chair, CASAC, to Stephen L. Johnson, Administrator, U.S. EPA,
re: CASAC’s Peer Review of the Agency’s 2™ Draft Ozone Staff Paper, EPA-CASAC-07-001
(Oct. 24, 2006); Letter from Dr. Melanie Marty, Chair, CHPAC, to Stephen L. Johnson,
Administrator, U.S. EPA, re: Proposed NAAQS for Particulate Matter (March 3, 2006).
Because the NAAQS are not set at levels that prevent all human health and environmental
impacts from the air pollutants that the project will emit, the DETS must adequately discuss the
health and welfare impacts associated with the pollution. Because it contains no discussion of
human or environmental impacts of air pollution, the DEIS is inadequate.

In addition, there are no ambient air quality standards for hazardous air pollutants, many
of which potentially or probably cause cancer. The DEIS contains no discussion of the human
health and environmental impacts of the hazardous air pollutants that will be emitted as a result
of the project. Therefore, the DEIS is inadequate.

In short, simply pointing to ambient air quality standards as surrogates for determining
impacts on public health and welfare is not sufficient under NEPA. FERC must take a hard look
at the health and welfare effects. Inso doing, FERC must describe the impacts to be expected
from the pollution that the project will emit into our air.

HEALTH IMPACTS OF BRADWOOD LNG’S AIR EMISSIONS

As stated above, the proposed project will emit large amounts of PM, PM10, PM2.5, CO,
NOx, SO, VOCs, and HAPs. See Resource Report 9. The DEIS is utterly devoid of any
discussion of the health effects of these pollutants. Some discussion of the health impacts that
FERC should consider follows, though this discussion is provided only to demonstrate the lack
of any health and welfare information included in the DEIS, not to replace the agency’s own
analysis of health and welfare impacts.

Health Impacts of Particulate Pollution

Particulate pollution, also known as soot, has a variety of serious adverse health effects
including premature death, heart attacks, strokes, birth defects and asthma attacks. Particulate
pollution has also been linked to Sudden Infant Death Syndrome and low birth weight. The
elderly, children, and those with respiratory disease are the most affected by particulate
pollution. Particulate matter consists of small particles and liquid droplets that can be inhaled
deep into the lungs and cause serious health effects. U.S. EPA. Air Quality Criteria for
Particulate Matter (October 2004), Vol. 1, EPA 600/P-99/002aF-bF (both volumes available at
hittp:// http://cfpub.epa.gov/neea/cfm/recordisplay.cfim?deid=87903). PM can cause a variety of
health problems include respiratory difficulties and illness, decreased lung function, aggravated
asthma, chronic bronchitis, irregular heartbeat, heart attacks, and premature death in people with
heart or lung disease. U.S. EPA, Health and Environment, Particulate Matter,
http://www.epa.gov/air/particlepollution/health html (last visited Dec. 2, 2007). In addition,
exposure to even low levels of fine particles has been linked to low birth weight. Michelle Bell,
et al., “Ambient Air Pollution and Low Birth Weight in Connecticut and Massachusetts,”
Environmental Health Perspectives, Vol. 115(7); 1118-1124 (July 2007) (this study also found
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that exposure to nitrogen dioxide and carbon monoxide put children at increased risk for low
birth weight). The impacts of particulate matter pollution on birth weight may be
disproportionately borne by minority populations. .

Health Impacts of Sulfur Dioxide Pollution

Since the 1980’s, courts have recognized that SO, pollution is “a medically recognized
threat to human health” and that “high levels of pollution sustained for periods of days can kill.”
Ohio Power Co. v. US EPA, 729 F.2d 1096, 1097, 1098 (6th Cir. 1984). In addition, long-term
exposure to SO2 produces significant health effects, including “[a]cute respiratory infections in
children, chronic respiratory diseases in adults, and decreased levels of ventilatory lung function
in both children and adults.” 729 F.2d at 1098. Like particulate matter, SO, aggravates
respiratory illnesses. SO, is a lung irritant and can cause breathing difficulties, respiratory
illness, and aggravation of existing heart disease. U.S. EPA, Health and Environmental Impacts
of SOy, http:/fwww.epa.gov/air/urbanair/so2/hith1 html (last visited Dec. 2, 2007). SO, reacts
with other chemicals in the air to form sulfate particles that are associated with increased
respiratory impairment and disease, difficulty in breathing, and premature death. 7. 8O, is also
a precursor chemical to fine particulate matter. 70 Fed. Reg. at 25,162. Inaddition, when sulfur
dioxide emitted from industrial sources reacts with other elements in the atmosphere, it forms
sulfates, sulfuric acid mist and other chemical derivatives that tend to stay airborne for days and
affect areas at great distances downwind.

Health Impacts of Nitrogen Oxide Pollution

Nitrogen oxides (“NOx™) are highly reactive gases emitted primarily from the
combustion of fossil fuels in mobile and stationary sources. 70 Fed. Reg. 8880, 8888 (Feb. 23,
2003). NOx can cause respiratory problems such as asthma attacks, respiratory tract symptoms,
bronchitis, and decreased lung function. Committee on Environmental Health, American
Academy of Pediatrics, Ambient Air Pollution: Health Hazards to Children, 114 PEDIATRICS
1699, 1701 (Dec. 2004). Nitrogen oxides are among the main ingredients of ground-level ozone,
or smog, which can trigger serious respiratory problems.

Health Impacts of Ground Level Ozone (Smog)

Although ozone (“0;”) serves a beneficial atmospheric purpose when located in the
stratosphere ten to thirty miles above the earth’s surface, ground-level ozone is a harmful
pollutant. Proposed Rule to Implement the 8-Hour ozone standard, 68 Fed. Reg. 32802, 32804
(June 2, 2003). Ground-level ozone is created by a chemical reaction between NOx and volatile
organi¢ compounds in the presence of sunlight. Id. According to EPA, short-term ozone
exposure “can irritate the respiratory system, causing coughing, throat irritation, and chest pain
... reduce lung function and make it more difficult to breathe deeply.” 70 Fed. Reg. 25162,
25169 (May 12, 2005). Exposure to ambient ozone also exacerbates asthma, causing increased
asthma attacks, and increases hospital admissions and emergency room visits due to respiratory
problems. Id. Longer-term exposure can lead to permanent and irreversible decreases in lung
function. Id. Sadly, active children are one of the groups at the highest risk from ozone exposure.
Id. Courts have recognized that ozone is very harmful to human health. See e.g. 1000 Friends of
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Maryland v. Browner, 265 F.3d 216, 220, n.2 (4th Cir. 2001).
Health Impacts of Carbon Monoxide Pollution

CO1s a colorless, odorless gas emitted primarily through the incomplete combustion of
fossil fuels in mobile and stationary sources. U.S. EPA, Air Quality Criteria for Carbon
Monoxide, EPA 600/P-99/001F, at 3-1 - 3-6 (2000) [hereinafter CO 2000 AQCD]. COis deadly
to humans and other animals at high levels. At lower levels, CO has serious adverse effects on
human health. Exposure to CO results in cardiovascular system problems, central nervous
system problems and developmental toxicity effects. CO 2000 AQCD, Chapter 6. These effects
are generally related to reduced levels of oxygen in the blood caused by CO's reaction with
hemoglobin. These reduced oxygen levels result in tissue hypoxia. Id. at 5-22. According to
EPA, CO may affect human health in other ways as well. 1d.

For instance, exposure to CO has been linked to adverse effects on the cardiovascular and
nervous systems of both adults and developing children, including exacerbation of heart disease,
contributing to low birth weight, and increasing the daily frequency of respiratory illness. Id. at
6-1. Effects are most prevalent in the elderly, small children, fetuses, pregnant women, and
people with anemiia or pulmonary and heart disease. Id. at 4-3.

Significant new information has been published about CO’s impact on fetuses since the
C0 2000 AQCD. Since 2000, at least three studies have confirmed that CO exposure is linked
to low birth weight. At least one study of children in the urban northeastern United States
indicates a correlation between low birth weight and elevated ambient CO during each trimester.
Mildred Maisonet, et al., "Relation Between Ambient Air Pollution and Low Birth Weight in the
Northeastern United States, " Environmental Health Perspectives Vol. 109, Supp. 3, pp. 351-356,
353 (June 2001). The Maisonet study identified an increased risk of low birth weight at ambient
CO levels greater than 1.46 ppm, a threshold level significantly lower than studies identified by
EPA in the 2000 CO air quality criteria review. Id. at 355. Another study of children born in
California during 1975-1987 noted a correlation between decreased birth weight and CO
exposure in the first trimester. Muhammad T. Salam, e al., "Birth Outcomes and Prenatal
Exposure to Ozone, Carbon Monoxide and Particulate Matter: Results from the Children's Health
Study," 113 Environmental Health Perspectives 1638, 1641 (Nov. 2005). That study noted that
a correlation between low birth weight and exposure to CO is plausible because of the effect of
CO on maternal hemoglobin (reducing oxygen available to fetal circulation) and direct effects on
fetal hemoglobin - which has a greater affinity for binding CO than adult hemoglobin. Id. at
1642. This study also described a correlation between low birth weight and CO exposure at
ambient levels greater than 1.4 ppm. Id. at 1643. A study of air pollution impacts on fetuses in
Seoul, South Korea, found an increase of carbon monoxide concentrations during the first
trimester was a risk factor for low birth weight in full term infants. Eun-Hee Ha, ez al., “Is Air
Pollution a Risk Factor for Low Birth Weight in Seoul?” Epidemiology at 643-48 (Nov. 2001).
The current National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) of 9 ppm over 8 hours and 35
ppm over 1 hour does not protect pregnant mothers and fetuses from these adverse effects.

Health Impacts of Hazardous Air Pollutants
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Hazardous air pollutants (“HAPs”) are those pollutants suspected or known to cause serious
health effects or adverse environmental effects. Although Congress initially established the list
of known HAPs to be regulated under the Clean Air Act, EPA must “periodically review the list”
and add pollutants which

present, or may present, through inhalation of other routes of exposure, a threat of
adverse human health effects (including, but not limited to, substances which are
known to be, or may reasonably be anticipated to be, carcinogenic, mutagenic,
teratogenic, neurotoxic, which cause reproductive dysfunction, or which are
acutely or chronically toxic) or adverse environmental effects whether through
ambient concentrations, bioaccumulation, deposition, or otherwise[. |

42 U.S.C. § 7412(b)(2). Exposure to HAPs can oceur through inhalation, consumption of
contaminated food products, consumption of livestock that consumed contaminated plants,
consumption of plants that grew in contaminated soil, drinking contaminated water, or dermal
contact with contaminated soil, dust or water. U.S. EPA, About Air Toxics,
hittp://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/allabout html (last visited Dec. 2, 2007). Potential human effects
include cancer, damage to the immune system, and other neurological, reproductive,
developmental and respiratory problems. Id.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF BRADWOOD LNG’S AIR EMISSIONS

In addition to health impacts, the criteria pollutant and hazardous air pollutant emissions
associated with this project will have impacts on the human environment that have not been
sufficiently analyzed in the DEIS. Many of the individual emissions units combust fossil fuels,
and therefore emit carbon dioxide (COy).

Environmental Impacts of Particulate Pollution

Particulate pollution is linked with environmental damage such as reduced visibility
(haze), altered nutrient balances in waters and soils, acid rain, and various other negative impacts
on ecosystems. For a comprehensive review of particle pollution impacts on the environment,
see U.S. EPA. Air Quality Criteria for Particulate Matter (October 2004), Vol. 1, at 4-1-4-230
EPA 600/P-99/002aF-bF (both volumes available at hitp://
hitp://cfpub ovincea/cfim/recordisplay cfin?deid-87903). Fine particles are the major cause
of reduced visibility —including in national parks and seenic areas. See Inroduetion to
Visibality, Section 4, William Malm, National Park Service and Colorado State Institute for
Research on the Atmosphere (May 1999),

Environmental Impacts of Sulfur Dioxide Pollution

502 emissions contribute to impaired visibility in scenic areas and acid deposition (acid
rain), which damages building materials and has deleterious impacts on plants and fish, U.S.
EPA, Latest Findings on National Air Quafity, 2002 Status end Trends Summary 12 (2002)
available at <http:www epa.gov/air/airtrends/aqtrmd02/2002_airtrends_final pdf> (hereinafter
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2002 Air Trends). SO, also contributes to acid rain, and sulfate particles are the major cause of
haze throughout the country, even in our national parks.

Environmental Impacts of Nitrogen Oxide Pollution

Much like SO, nitrogen oxides also contribute to acid rain, diminish water quality, and
impair visibility. NOx emissions directly result in nitrogen deposition in the aquatic and
terrestrial ecosystem. See 70 Fed. Reg. 8892 (Feb. 23, 2005). Elevated soil nitrogen levels
exacerbate the effects of acid deposition. Id. at 8893. Elevated nitrogen levels in water contribute
to eutrophication, which depletes dissolved oxygen and can lead to “dead zones” in water bodies.
EPA has stated that “airborne releases of NOx are the largest source of nitrogen pollution in
certain water bodies, such as the Chesapeake Bay.” 2002 Air Trends, at 2, 6. NOx emissions
also exacerbate atmospheric ozone depletion, and some nitrogen oxides are greenhouse gasses.

Environmental Impacts of Ground Level Ozone

Ozone causes damage to vegetation and wildlife. 70 Fed. Reg. 25162, 25169. EPA
acknowledges that ozone and its precursor pollutants can travel hundreds of miles from their
sources. 2002 Air Trends, at 8.

Environmental Impacts of Carbon Monoxide

Animals exposed to CO experience similar effects to those experienced by humans. CO
also has indirect effects on the atmosphere that the EPA even admits may contribute to or
exacerbate global warming. U.S. EPA, Greenhouse Gases and Global Warming Potential
Values: Excerpt from the Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Emissions and Sinks: 1990-2000, EPA
430-R-02-003, atd (April 2002). CO reacts with hydroxyl (OH) radicals, which serve a
mitigation role by decreasing the lifetimes of strong greenhouse gases like methane and assisting
in destroying ground level ozone. . at 7. CO’s reactions with hydroxyl radicals decrease their
availability to mitigate the effects of strong greenhouse gases and decrease ground level ozone.
Moreover, CO in the atmosphere is eventually oxidized to Carbon Dioxide (CO,), which directly
contributes to climate change and global warming of the Earth’s surface. Id. at 6 (quoting the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, Climate Change 1995: The Science of Climate
Change ( 1.T. Houghton et al. eds., Cambridge U. Press 1996)).

Environmental Impacts of Carbon Dioxide

Heat-trapping gases, including CO, that cause global climate change come largely from
burning fossil fuels. The proposed project features ocean-going vessels and industrial sized
combustion equipment that will burn fossil fuels. Thus, the DEIS must consider the potential of
the project to exacerbate global climate change. Global climate changes are already occurring.
These include increased frequency and intensity of storms, and more frequent and severe heat
waves, droughts and floods. Inaddition, the glaciers are rapidly retreating, and Cascade
snowpack is melting earlier and faster each spring. These changes in the water cycle, along with
other global climate changes, threaten crops, salmon, recreation, fishing, and water supplies.
Global climate change also affects the reproductive success, range, and diet of vulnerable
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species. Both the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) and the National
Research Council (NRC) have developed extensive data and information on climate change that
should be considered when discussing and analvzing the impacts of the proposed projeet. See
[FCC, Climate Change 2001 Impacts, Adaptation and Valnerability (2001}, available at
hitp:www gridano/climate/ipee_tarwg2/index. htm; IPCC, Climate Change 2007: The Synthesis
Report (2007), available at httpiwww ipee.ch, NRC, Climate Change Science: An Analysis of
Some Key Questions, (2001) available at http //books nap. edwhtml/climatechange/,

THE DEIS FAILS TO PROPERLY QUANTIFY POTENTIAL EMISSIONS FROM THE
FROTOSED PROJECT.

The DEIS must provide a quantitative assessment of the effects on the environment and
public health from the maximum emissions that the project will generate. The DEIS provides a
table of “Estimated Air Emission from the LNG Ships, Tugs and Security Vessels.,” DEIS at 4-
370. The DEIS also provides a table of “Operating Air Emissions Summary for Proposed LNG
Terminal.” DEIS at 4-374. The DEIS also includes a table of “Estimated Total and Peak Daily
Construction Vehicle Tailpipe Emissions for LNG Terminal.” DEIS at 4-383. The DEIS also
includes a table of “Estimated Total and Peak Daily Construction Vehicle Tailpipe Emissions for
Pipeline.” DEIS at 4-386. For a number of reasons, the potential emissions caleulated and relied
upon by FERC understate emissions. Thus, FERC has not taken the requisite hard look at the
environmental impacts of air emissions because the applicant has not appropriately quantified
emissions.

The type of ship to be used and the potential pollution control equipment the ships might
employ is not disclosed in the EIS or any other publicly available documents. See DEIS at 2-1 -
2-2. FERC based its estimate of air emissions from LNG ships on the applicant’s expectation of
the number of “typical” LNG ships that will visit the terminal each year (125 ships.) DEIS at 2-
3. Moreover, FERC based its estimate on emission factors from EPA documents. Many ocean-
going LNG carriers exist. Thus, the emissions estimates should be based on actual source
testing. The emissions estimates included in Resource Report 9 do not estimate the maximum
emissions from the proposed project, and therefore do not provide the requisite hard look at air
impacts.

The DEIS analysis must be based on the maximum air pollution emissions possible under
the physical and operational design of the facility. That means that the maximum number of
ships and the worst-case (that is, most polluting) ships must be considered, unless otherwise
limited as to number or type by a permit, a law, or the physical or operational design of the
facility. Because it is based on typical or expected conditions, rather than maximum emissions,
the DEIS significantly understates emissions from LNG ships and support vessels.

For fugitive emissions from valves, seals, and lines (Table 9-A-11), the Resource Report
upon which the DEIS is based does not indicate the source of the emissions factors.

THE DEIS FAILS TO INCLUDE APPROPRIATE EMISSIONS DISPERSON
MODELING.
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competing soarces, and backeround concentrations were addad together and compared to the
applicabls foderal WAAQE and Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSDY Inerements.”
DELE at d-370. For the results and methodelegy of this dispersion madeling, the DEIS refems to
o Mireh 22, 2007, Aar Camlity Modelimg Repont fothe DDEQ. DEIS al 4-378

Thene ire several wsues with thess gatements i the DELS, Fird, the applcant has pever
compdeted di spergon modebing Gor npects of enlens pollulmis froon LNG cirmer ermssioes

The gppdicant mesdeled the emissions impacts from LNG camers while hotelling at the teninal,
ftt the applicant never modeled emissions caleulsted in the Adr and Meise Quality B source
Repoet subeitted o FERC. The celedated emissions included LMNG camier emissons from
cntry into LS waters to hotelling st the fenminal and on fo exifing US waters, and sssist tug
emigams, Fee FERC Section 3 Application, Besource Beport %, Taldes 9413 - 9:4-19, The
omly LHG camer amssions mnpacts modeled by the Apphicint wene for hotellmg. T, the
staterent thal (ke apphomt macdele:d ez ol enlenia pdlulamis froen LMG carmers, . " 15
simply niot .

Sevend, becanse e applicant never modeled the impects of cmissions fem LRG
camieTs and assist fogs, FERC camnot draw & rafional conclesion abeat the efficts of the project
om the hamin smemorment, melndmg mmpacts on PSD incrament, Fademal Class 1 anens, and
aiftrer tescurces, FERD simply locks mibisrmation necessary to quambfy ancl'or anabyie the offacis
allhe el on ar epelhy values, Morsover, impacs [romm LG commiers should be evaluated]
Emg anodBhore model, DCD, See D O F R Par 51, Apperadis W,

Third, the moedeling completed by the applicant did not model all relevant pollutants
Again, the DEIS claims that NerthemStar used an EPA-approved dispersion modal fo medel the
mpects of eriteria pollutants from the LNG carners and terminal, but thes is simphy not e, The
March 2007 ACTYP applrcation indecales that NomibernSlar modeled C0 and NOx enusmons
fromn termmmal stationary sources, and didnel mockel 807, VOU, griiedate mobier (PAY PRI,
or PMIE, ACDE App, &1, MNoohemStar modeled only the emissions of T amd WO from
the Sulmerged Combustsom Vaporizers, Emergeney Diesel Generalor, and Diesd Firensiler
Pump. See ACTE App. at 6-3, Table 6-2. Thus, impects of all eriteria pollotants wera not
miadeled. Importently, the applicant completed po modeling of PM25 impacts. See FERC
Seetion 3 Application, Rescurse Repart 9, Attschment 94-4 Modeling of PM 10 impacts is not
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an appropriate surrogate for PM2.5 impacts because PM2.5 dispersion is generally much further
than PM10.

FERC should have considered PM2.5 modeling results because there is no significant
impact level for PM2.5, thus the SIL is zero. 40 C.F.R. § 52.21(b)(23)(1i); 40 CF.R. §
51.166(b)(23)(i). In the absence of a designated significance level, the SIL is zero for regulated
pollutants. Thus, any impact exceeds the SIL and requires further modeling. Moreover,
dispersion of PM2.5 is significantly different than dispersion of PM10.

Fourth, the model used was not appropriate and likely understated emissions impacts.
NorthernStar employed the AERMOD program, version 07026, with PRIME downwash
algorithms. DEIS 4-378; ACDP App. At 6-2. AERMOD is a steady state dispersion model with
a boundary layer. It is possible for a steady state dispersion model with a boundary level to
predict that a source will inject pollutants above the boundary layer and the computer assumes
the pollutionis lost. The other EPA “Preferred/Recommended” dispersion model, CALPUFF,
does not “lose” pollution like that. Thus, even in near field applications, CALPUFF is a more
reliable modeling program. CALPUFF is a non-steady-state puff dispersion model, and is
appropriate for long-range transport and complex terrain. See 40 C.F.R. Part 51, Appendix W,
EPA Technology Transfer Network Support Center for Regulatory Atmospheric Modeling
(SCRAM) htp://www.epa.gov/scram001/dispersionindex. htm.

Fifth, FERC should not accept modeling using AERMOD to accurately reflect impacts
on Class I areas more than 50 km away from the proposed project. Here, the applicant used
impacts at 50 km in the direction of the Class [ area to judge impacts inside the Class I areas.
AERMOD is only applicable to a distance of 50 km. ACDP Application, App. B at 21. Thus,
the applicant should have used, and FERC should have reviewed, CALPUFF modeling results to
quantify and describe impacts to Class I areas and the Columbia River Gorge.

THE DEIS FAILS TO DISCLOSE, DISCUSS OR CONSIDER ANY AIR EMISSIONS
CONTROL TECHNOLOGIES APPLICABLE TO THE BRANDWOOD LANDING LNG
PROJECT.

Control technologies exist that are applicable to the types of equipment proposed for
Bradwood Landing, and for the LNG ships and other vessels. For instance, engine-based and
add-on control technologies are available to control NOx from ocean-going vessels. See U.S.
EPA, Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking: Control of Emissions from New Marine
Compression-Ignition Engines at or Above 30 Liters per Cylinder, Chapter ¢ (signed Nov. 29,
2007) (attached as Exhibit X). In addition, control technologies are available to control
particulate matter and SOx emissions from ocean-going vessels. Id The SCVs are essentially
industrial boilers, control technologies for which have been in use for decades. Moreover, the
DEIS failed to consider use of a flare to control fugitive VOC and HAP emissions. This failure to
disclose that air pollution control technologies exist that could be used to minimize impacts, even
if rejected, renders the DEIS inadequate.

The EIS does not adequately consider the adverse effects of nitrogen emissions
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While the DEIS admits that nitrogen gas would be emitted during normal operations of
the terminal facility there is not an adequate discussion of the impacts of increased nitrogen
releases on either air quality or potential effects of nitrogen deposition around the project site or
regionally that could contribute to increased nutrient levels in the Columbia River and its
tributaries. This should be specifically discussed and considered in the EIS.

The DEIS needs to evaluate the impacts that would result from increased gas combustion
that the proposed project and related projects would stimulate in the Lower Columbia
River

Importing 1.3 bef/day or more into the Lower Columbia River could create a significant
incentive for the development of gas generating facilities in or around the proposed LNG
terminals. This impact would only be increased should both the Oregon LNG and Bradwood
terminals be approved and constructed. Similarly, the importation of large quantities of gas
would similarly act as an incentive for gas intensive industries to locate along the Columbia
River.

The combined presence of water from the Columbia River, an industrial land base, and a
major influx of LNG derived gas would create significantly increased development pressures on
the lower Columbia River that were ignored entirely in the EIS.

Question: How would the siting of an LNG terminal, or even two, in the Lower Columbia act to
stimulate or encourage the development of electrical power generating facilities and other energy
intensive industries? Please specifically consider the existing and potential transmission capacity
to California as well as California’s electrical demand. Sitmilar evaluations should be made for
Oregon, Washington and surrounding states that could create a demand for Oregon-produced
electricity based on new gas supplies provided via the planned LNG terminals.

Question: What are the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of increased industrialization that
would be encouraged by the siting of one or more LNG terminals in the Lower Columbia River.
Please include impacts to air, water, fish, wildlife, humans, traffic, noise, lights and other
impacts.

Congcerns about the real potential for this increased industrialization is supported by the
recent development of both PGE’s Port Westward power plant (see attached article on Port
Westward) and the development of the Mint Farm electrical generating plant in Longview (see
attached article on Mint Farm). The attached analysis of projects in the lower Columbia River
by CRK’s Brett VandenHeuvel should be reviewed and its contents considered and discussed in
the context of cumulative impacts on air quality, energy use, GHG emissions and their related
impacts, including human health and environmental impacts.

The EIS should evaluate and consider the fact that the largest new gas-fired electrical
generating plants in the Northwest have been planned for the Lower Columbia River and discuss
how this reflects the areas likely increased attractiveness in the event the proposed LNG
terminals are in fact sited.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
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The iopicts of ghohal elimote change represent what s hikely the single mest sgmfiamt
threa Fscmg the planet todsy, That baeman combustion of fossil s s the leschng cinse of
clirmat change is now bevond serious dispate. This is dealy described inthe [mergevermmantal
Pemel on Climene Charge Fourthy Assesamsent repoet, Climete Cherge 2007: Synthesis reperd,
which is attached hera. The axtremely broed vat Locally end globally significent impects of
climate change effects include: Booding; drought; heavier precipitetion and sterm events, more
frzcpeent beat waves, lires; heat stress; vepstation chimgss, sa level nise; rpod snow and 1oz
melt; incremed infensity of bmcanss; retrealng ng:lms and prtenfially gt amgacts on
wrtmally exvery aquatic and lerrestaal species an Earh, ™ [n porpular Iifezsture, Time I'-1rmlrm¢s
cimver shmy (altachecd) chearly places the threats of glolal warming among the misl smous 1w
fscing hummans taday.

That DE1S fiails to properdy evaluste the projects dineet, indirect and curmalative effiscts
that wiould result from the greenhouse gas (GEHG) emissons that the projeet would cuse. The
proposes] proneet wonld case sigrificant mermses i GHG emssions i a resal of both arbm
and methane smissions related to the propesed Gality. Cantrary to he ssserhons of projsct
proponenis, LRG 5 ni 2 “elsn™ fiel seurce, In fict, LMG s o fosal fusd and imenalies b
pallutice and global warming mmpects of nabumal gas duz o (e reed o hquely, mmspor, aod
rizasify the gas prior bo bringing it to market. The EIS should evalwate the sotal lifaoyde GHG
amissions that wiuld be assccisted with the project. This includes the GHG impacts from ges
dhilling, transport to liguefaction Bacility, liquefaction, frarspodt, regasification, transfer through
proposed pipelines end wlimate combustion.

This evalustion should specifically consider the ineressed lifecvele GHG impacts of LNG
when compared to domesiic or Canechan gas supplies. As supporizd i the attached stucies from
Hezde, Jumarilko and Powers, the lifsmecle GHOG mmpacts from LNG are sigraficantly greater
than the irpacts of domnesse matural gas and this fector neads o be openly disclosed to the
pubrbic and evalwited by decision rrakers. These stndies support that the hifeeyele GHOG mpacts
aif LG are 30 6o 40F preater than the GHG impets of domestic naboral g and this was not
avahiated of disddosed in the DEIS. While NarthernSzar has admintad increased GHG emissices
on the coder of 20 this underestimates e actusd GHG costs of LNG when compared to
domestie or Conedian MG,

] TE. ragra; Levin K, npriz, citing Ermemel B Increanne Destrucinenesr of

Tropiral Crclomes Over e Bt 10 Fears (Mature, vl 436 Asgut 4, 20053 P Websher, etal,

Charges in fropcal Crolone Manber, Dursion ond Ienmy ina Fomayg Enarcemses

(Science, vol. 519, Septemier 14, 2004 NASA Exik Lhm:lnq, Kecord Lovw for Jae Arctc

e fee (e 20098 w1 canthohservaliny nasa agesimages phpsime_at=18078), A Cock o
al., Aoty Cikieker Frones oudhe st Privmb Qv e Pam PaleCenia (Scimce, wel. 308, April 22,
2005y, . Albsy o al, foe-Sheer aad SrwLeve! Champer (Srimce, val 210, Ocioher 21, 2005, ED. Domack, o
al., Skl ol Larren & ive Sheffon e Asaede

Pravezda lerdng dhe Holocow Hpoch (Natuee, val 458, Augest 4 30080 P8 Chapin|lL dal,

Rode o Lend Soordire Evampes b Arethe Soamer Baraang (Science, vol 310, October 20 2008),

Bl Hoplan, Az 41 by Iern Droagisd for 40 Taaes: Warasng Al Dibed g fooh 18
Fiuwrekess ol Rt Dreagis (Matire, October 11, 2005, 1T, Stewent, ot ol

Tirmarel Earbier Strecoqfon Tiofig dcvons Westers Novek Avericn (oumal of Clmsale, vel, 15,

Apedl 2
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The EI5 should also consider the sffsct of inereased 002 coment of the imported LMG
when compared to domesticiCamadion gas. Thes was not considered in the EIE and the mest
Lkely sources of LMG for the Brodwood terminad sheold be considers for the COZ conkent of its
was, i well as, the content af other eostamirant gises that are preseet in addition 1o te methane,

As a pagt of this analysis the ELS should consider the ineresed air pollution and related
whahal warning ivpacts that woald be cosed die te & higher Wobhe inday of the imnpartad gas.
The higher Wobbe mdex of LIG imported prs wall lead to higher air pollution kevels of MO
and other contaminants when the gos is burned and create significent impacts on a wids vanisty
of pas usegs. How this would atfect air qualtty from all gas combustion scenanios m Cregon,
Woshington amd Califomia nesds o be specifically amalyzed in the EIS. The impacts of LNG
rmports en incressing the Wobbe index of NG s supporied mihe atachad documesits incuding
the Report on the Joint Workshop on Mahwal Gas Cuality Standhrds, Feb. 1712, 1005,
Califoomia PUC, CA Energy Comsression, Apnl 4, 2005 &nd Seuth Coagt AQMD, Reducing A
Pollugion, GHG Endsaions, and Pesrolewm Deperadence My 31, 2007 Ind AB3I ETaAD
Mesting as well as mamerous dooaments on the issue that are alresdy n FERC's possession. ALl
documenis in FERCs pessessaon relting bo the ionpacts of mereased Wobbe indsx should be
considerad and chsebossd in the EIS and the record for this project

Cuuestion: Whet wonld the total lifeeyele GHG emissions from the proposed project be?

Qu:ililn Wi il thas affect total GHG emssions froen Clresgon, ‘A’a:slljllﬁlm, il
Califormia®

Question: Even assmmng Oregon’s sz of gas thd nol ineresse 1§ the Brachood facilily started
rnprireting 1.3 bk, how wondd the mereasad GHG emissons Trom LG affeo Oregon’s
crverill GHOG emmasions? This analysis shoald consider a searsmo that Nombem S bas clamed
woadd ceeaar unadar evena | befiday impont seenario where viruelby all of Cregon's natural gas
wioadd come from LMG as shown in the dagram to the right teken from the Wood Mackenmie
report which NorthemStar contracted for.

Question: How would the project affect GHG
emizsions for both Califomia and Washington
wmider scenanios that assamed the projsetions m
the Wood Mackemmie report were accurate?
Hew weould GHG emissions be atferied basad
om FERCs owmn paojections of how the project
wioddd affact the somres of gas haing msad by all
sl coast atates?

bt Can Sy S e e e P ot | g ! Pl

LHLL .I!'I'H"

Cuestion: How would the aftects of imporisd
gas with n ligher Wiobbe imndex be on Cregon : H_;f;ﬁgﬂfﬁjﬁf:;f{m
especinlly imder amy pos use scenario, bot e m—

espeaally imcludmg a seepano whers upemnds

-
s R ———
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ol 2% af Oregon’s gus supply would be from LG as projected by Bradwood? What would the
Ikety Wbk muex of imponted LG gas be and how would s legh Weobbe index affzel ed
teara?

Question: How would & bigh Webbe Index ges affeet ges emissions inresdential, comemercial,
industrial and electricel generating scemanos? How wouwld indoor sir queality in restdential and
commiercial uses be affected and what weuld the affects on sensitive popalations, such as
chilchen and asthirsitis be? How would these inereased emissons affzel Class 1 mrsheds,
mrshecks thad arzs m non-aamment or close o non-atlaamment or the pollaants al s, and
mmprtant irshesds, such s the Columibia River Gorge whers ar quality i alneady sgmbamtly
mpaaresl?

The subjict of elinate change and greenhouse gas emissions is & significant oemession in
the ELS that most be addresead because of the global and loeal effeets of global warming. In the
context of the Columbia Biver Besin, the projected effeets of globel warming heve boen
consickred in the documend enfiiled “Chimide Charge [mpagts on Columban River Besm Fish and
Wildhte" winch wes prodiaced b the Independent Swetifie Advisory Beard in 2007, This
attaced document should be the starting potnt for evalimsting the elTects that the imersised GHG
emisgions wouldoomtmbine to i the Colunbe Raver Basin, Given the significant direct nmpacts
that this project would bave on spa cies within the Basin that are already baing impacted by
global warming the nzed fo carefully aveboate how this project would affect the Celumbia Basin
cooayatem is partscalarly imporant. The E1S, however, needs to evaluste and consbder how the
GHG impects of this project would affct, both direetty end cumulatively, the natural resounces
and humin population of Oregon, the west coast United Siates, the Linited Sates and global
enaronmental Taseurces

As astarting point the ELS neads o evalugse whet the existing end projected impacts
from global werming are and then considar how fhese impacts woukd be inereased or exacerbated
a5 a result of the incressed GHG emissions from the proposed progect.

Question: What woeld the comulative, diesct e direet impacts of GHG smizsons o the
progect be m thes Columbin Eiver Basm, Cregon, west coast U5, amd the Unved States b7 To
whil extient wioede] the project exacertate global warming over the e ol the projec?

Question: How is glotal wanring Likely to affoct salmon speeies in the Celumbéa Biver basin,
their habitat, and the hydrelogie eyele (rainfall, snowrnelt, glacial meli, tming of snow and rain,
drought, water temperature, ate }? How would ineraased GHIG emissions from the project
cumilatively affect salmon and ofwer aquatic resources that are being impected by global
WA,

Question: How ere temesinial species in the Columbia Basin being affected by glebel warming
and what are the projocted impacts to these spevics, such as Columbie whise tail deer? How
wioadd the propesed project cormaletvel v increase impacts to these species?

The GHG mpasis of mabral R '|,m1||,|.'li|1'|:_ sttt and wse Fas been desenbed
the attacked U % EPA™ 2007 “Inventory of L3, Gresheuss Gas Emisgions and Sinks 1990 -
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05 This documend wemtilics the sigmbicant contrintion thl natural gas prothicteon and
combustion plays in the Uneled Stales ovenall GHG enussons and showld e eonsidered as o part
ol evalweitivg the cverall mpeets of his pregect

Question: How do the GHG emissons associsted with the gropesed projeet compare 1o GHG
entisaims. froen existing g nse in Oregory, Calofoomia aod Weashengton aod how weud the
priofosed progect inreise these ermssions.

Cuestion: Because FERC hes not prepared amy programmetic EIS that considers the cumulative
etfect ofits approval and support for new LG import fermmmals across the county, FERC mast
evluate os & part of the curent EIS the camulabive effects of the LG progects it has approved,
as well as, the projects 1t anficipates 1t may approve in the near foture. How may LMG projects
Feas FERC approwed i the Lt ten yeas, how enany apphicatons foe new eogect doss FERD
bl What would be the fotal GHG emissions that result from these pregects ineludirg the
lifeeyele GHOG entiszions. et wonkd result specifically foom the increased GHG mpacts of LG
wlen eceparad to domestic, Canadisn of Mexican gas?

The attached report by Rick Hesde of Climate Mitipaton Serviees thal quantifizs
greenhoass gis emissions from the Cabrillo Pert LG termimal that has been propossd for
Calibomin providss valmble mbormation regarding the impacts of LMG import terminals on
GHG emmasion and the infoermation contaned in this repoet shoidd be evalmted, disclosed amd
reied an by FERC i evalusting the impacts of the peoposed progact.

Ciand liggoeBaction will result in greenbouse pas sivasions from rafrigeration coenpressons,
other plant sbectricity demands, acad gas venting, flanng. methans venfing, and minor
amiounts of nitmos coods emisdons. Shippmg LNG Som its soares bo Oregon emits gresnhous:
gases a5 a result of convering propalsion el info carbon ceosdde and methane, Opemution of the
LM temenal, results m erressions during the transfer of the LMG to the terminal, fael
consimgpixn for tenders and g boats and crew boats, vapos zatson, and electneity to power the
ficilitios. Methane emissors will coeur From imeomydat combustion of fael and fative
redenses. Construction sctivities will add to these engssions. Finally, conbustion of nabaral gas
Ty consumers causes significant presnhouss ges emissions,

Aecording to Mr. Heade's analvsis, the supply cham emissiens for the Cabrillo Port
preject wall range betwesn 33.564,4510 and 26,728,883 L5, tons per vear and a similar omalysis
ks cn the specifics of te Bradwocd Landing project should be prepsrned.

Becaea methane is 20 imes e powerfil of 2 GHG than carboey, the ELS dwould
specifically avaluate the tofal methane relesses that will rasult from this project, szin locking st
the entirs Lifecyele of impects that relabe to this projsct from prochection to shipping to end uss
combustion.

Cuestion: How much methane would be released o the atmosphere and local environment os

atesalt of the proposed progect? Vahies shonld coreader the fofal life eycle inmpacts of LNG
inclucing faxitive releses during drilling, eransport, coenbostion and distribution.
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All of the GHC impacts should consider the cumulative effects of other proposed fossil
fuel projects that are proposed in the region. For example, the GHG impacts from the proposed
coal plants in Kalama and Port Westward should be evaluated, as should the impacts from the
LNG projects planned for Warrenton (Oregon LNG) and Coos Bay (planned by PGE). The
effects of the PGE’s newly constructed gas powered electrical generating plant (Port Westward
facility-see attached article from Portland Business Journal) should be evaluated in addition to
other major GHG emitters such as the Wauna mill and industrial gas generating facilities planned
for Longview (Mint Farm) and other industrial GHG emissions in the Lower Columbia River
basin. Please review the attached summary of Lower Columbia River projects by CRK’s Brett
VandenHeuvel.

Question: What would the cumulative lifecycle GHG emissions be should the Coos Bay, Oregon
LNG and Bradwood projects be constructed? What would the cumulative impacts be if two of
these projects were built?

Question; What effect would increased gas supplies have on existing contracts for
domestic/Canadian gas with lower lifecycle GHG that Oregon is currently using from the
Rockies and Canada?

Increased use of fossil fuels and impacts on conservation, increased efficiency, and
renewables

The DEIS completely fails to consider the effects that massively increasing the gas
supply in Oregon, California and Washington and the west coast generally would have on
incentives for conservation, efficiency and renewable development. Assuming that Bradwood’s
claim that the imported gas was actually intended for the Oregon and Washington market was
accurate, the proposed project would more than double current gas use in Oregon. See attached
EIA documents reflecting current gas use in Oregon, Washington and California. The impacts of
such a significant increase in gas supply were ignored in the EIS. There is little question that
flooding the Oregon and Washington markets with LNG derived gas would undermine the
incentives for conservation which are triggered by supply limitations.

Question: How would significantly increased gas supplies in Oregon/Washington decrease
incentives for conservation, efficiency and renewables?

The EIS projects that significantly increasing gas supplies would not have any
measurable impacts on gas use or undermining incentives for conservation is without merit.
Assuming that NorthernStar’s claims that LNG would be price competitive with NG was true,
the influx of a large new LNG supply would create significant pressure to weaken Oregon’s
recently adopted renewable energy standard to allow for greater gas combustion.

Question: How would the proposed project be consistent with Oregon’s renewable energy
standard and how could it increase political pressure to weaken the standard to allow for greater
combustion of gas? The EIS should specifically address how the proposed project would be
consistent with Oregon’s goal of significantly decreasing its reliance on foreign fossil fuels?
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Cuestion: What midspendent evadenes 15 there of the need for gas in Oregon? Howe does this
cormpame 1 Calt oo and elsenders? Where would the gos that i plamed for miport o Cregon
ol Wkl The presec! propoment hive any achsl oomtrad over whers the s wenl? Spen I,|ch'||l.
aven if the project propenent wantad to jsn't it rue that they coudd not prevent California frem
beeoming & bead coremner of the gas which Cregon would bear the impacts of impodting? As
discussad elsewhine, FERC nieds s elearly assess whether there is a nead for sdditioral nafural
gas supply in Cregon since such & determinstion is fundemental for determnining whether the
progect wonkd have the efiect of szmulating merzased gas wage above an exashrg nesd. Rebvng
om the oy stated projechions o the NW Gas Assomatym, whiose leadmg members slagl 1
et from fhe propessd projects in the Lowss Columbia Raver agam rellects tat FERD appsars
1 see sl U as pome of'a project bodeder Ihim a msinckan ol the mulihie trust wlnch ps charged with
ansuring compliance with easting stste and federal laws

Ceesbogic Hazards

The DELS must anabves all the bagards associaled with the Gy, The geolegpe hmrds
al Brachwaodd may L) 1o humem salety for workers and the publse i ecologieal damge

The DEIS Gils to coreacker thal impacts of sating a high nsk ges temimal and ppeting ma
bigh risk geologie arse. There are clearly practicable slfematives that are less lazardous and will
Feawis bess adverse imnpacts on squatic resources that the DELS failed to consider. The Cregon
Drepertmaent of Geelogy and Mineral Industries, who are the experts most Bamiliar with Oregon's
geelogy, stabed:

High risk [site] bevase of the combimation ol s proposed hisrdos Fality
imid the Togh (severe] geclono bazrck, The st bis very poor Iqtnrhllqn
saals, is in 4 high seismic bazard area, and polentially subject fo other savers
geelogic harards

Oregon Preliminery Comments 2t 33 {panentheficel temm “severe™ in original).

The poor Toerdation sals consst of recert dredgmg Gl ind very thick Colsanbia Biver
illinmal deposits. The DENS Gils o comsder il the comsmchion ol large mechistng] sile
conbimirg extremely heavy LMNG slomge ks an fopol bose, imechidited anls ws dangerons
Thaz Bacility woudd be constroctzd on an astomding 199 foet of incensclidated soils, sand, silts,
and days. Bradwood proposes to add enother 10 St of il to bring the industrial site above the
Li-year Foodplein. [t s unlikely that Bradwood wall be able fo anchor its tanks or other
componeis inbo bedrock due to the thick elhvial deposits. [F Bradwood docs reach bedrock, the
beedrock tsel {15 s table aml unswitablz for anchong, The sods ool Gnl coe o the weaght of
the [:n.'lhl:.'. lemekhide, tsuminm, ssmue event, seche, i noreasad pore presure dus to Tegh
witler, A Eilure resilting n the releas: o WG could have |'.|I:|<Irr|ﬂ|n.'~:|'ﬁ|.'l< hrrsms and
I Tes s

DOGAM] also stated that Bredwood is a high risk sate because it is ina bigh seismic
Fazard arca. The United States Geologic Survey also elessifies the Bradwood area & a “High"
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bazard arz for earthquuke potential. FERT must evalwmie the earthquake nsk, the consequeness
ol i sarfrpake, and the et on the public mienest

Tha DETS seaka to downplay the geclogie hazand of this are and snggest that “design
crteria”™ could mufigate the effects of ground shaking. DEISat 411, Bog, FERC fails to include
any support Bor this statement exoept for the vague statemant that final engineenng designs,
which heve not been sobamitted, will mifigate hazerds. DEIS 4-12. FERC cannot raly onvague,
fuhvre cesignes that fove nof been submitizd, The high seisome dimger of this project weighs
stromgly against the publee interssd,

The Bradwiood st als suffers Gom extreme landsiele and rock Gall hazands, whoch could
canse siprificant demage or beeach of the LMG storage fends. FERC stated that “the segaration
distance between the cliffs and the nearest LG storage tank is about 250 fraf, greater than likely
rock fall uncut dstanees ™ OELS 449 This is a highly questionable ststemant because rockfall
are know. b trenvel emoch further than 250 fzet. FERC offors no citation or scicntific support for
ts pomelizsons,

FERC éhoss nol evem menticm the basard of delns Sows in the DEIS, even thought detms
Divws o lemekslickes are comenam m s area, o commen, in fect, tal “Landsbide Delins™ 13
Listed & a stratigrapbic unit in ppeling saction of the DEIS. A recent example of a landslids
ocemred wiest of Clatskanie on Decamber 10, 2007, This lerpe slide caused a lesk ina
Morthwest Maboal nabaral ges line, desroyed homes and clesed Highway 30 For nearly a week,
This landklide had a far greser noout than 230 foet '™

DOGAMI states thal the DEIS 15 neormect m multiple important conchsiens, FERC
shonl e o DOGAMIs loead experise in Oregon gacdory. DOGAMI mode the lidkmang
comrents regarding the geclogical analyvess in the DEIS:

A hamndons facility proposed at the site and the site is potentially sobjeet to sovers
geclogic herards. Mo mention of techrscal peer review of the submitiad detailed
gardechricnl and saisue reports 10 eme fechmedl sorpetency. Reference o or
commpletion of technecal peer review of the defailed geolechmeal and seismec reports. An
mckepeilent nenegovermment ageney) techmicl pesy revew sheald be perfmped on the
chaliiil sl gectatmicl and sasmic reports e ensure lechrnel competency. Reqew shild
Tz dene by qualified and licensed geclogists and erginzers.

Erroneoas techmical statements raise overall eoncems about the gmlifications of the
applicant with respect to fochnical isses. No reference to detailed goriechnical and
satsTne reparts (URS reports) an some very complicated geotechmical ssuss (spenfic
exmples ars grven below). Also emonecus shlemeds wioch do nod mateh the RS
gt Roelienanes 10 detinle:d gectechmesal and sasmic neports (URS veports) on some
wery conrpiicilis] gectectomel e Adeqmate nlagratym of techoneal s ues int the
DEIE A techndcal raview of the DEIS by URS and relevan consuliants to ensura
adeqoate integration of techrocal enalyses and results.

¥ Ser Dregniban, “Misdabik™ Decensber 17, 2007
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The site his very poor foundation soils, 15 ina high seismee higind ars, and poteniially
sttt o offier severe gealogie hazands. The mole of the geotechmenl and gerdoge
Frizared inCommmation and praject members appear o be inadequate. The peotectmcl and
geclogic hamand information has not bean fully considerad in the DEIS. Efectivaly
imiegrate geotechmical ‘peologic hazard project mambers ime the design, constnuction,
imspection and aperations so that the site's sevare geologic hazards are mitigated
adqoately.

Tasassom ol vertiml defommation rées apper 16 only consider lomg-lerm rales
(humdracks of thoussmnils of yarsh bassd on geologne stuches. Comtempomary vertical
chefommmatiom rates may be differsnt. Evalustion of comtemporary delormmation s The
DE[S shold differantiate betwaen long-tarm and short-tarm {eontemporary) aplift rates
at the site and evaluate the petential for earthauake-related subsidance et the site.

Ercsion fi:abores do not fomm deposits. Example of glebal item #2. Emencous technical
siatemenl. Such emonems lechnical siastements rmise ovenall coneems ahoul the
epuilifications of the applicant with raspect o lechnieal and peble sifaly msuss. A
techmil review of the DETS by URS and relevant comsullants o ensure adegrale
wegmation of techmicsl analyses and resulls

Sinee sygmificant dreding is proposed, shoreding erosion meay not be the only geclogic
Faazard affected or indluenced along the watersey. Does not consider other hazerds sach
as slope stability. Bcientific data fo suppert the statement. Ineresse in depth of channel
mmay e slope instalulaty along math shorelme ercson. Delmled shady or evaluation by
o quadbiecd and heemsed peolugist or enginser, Evalusite potetial slope statelity dee 1o
merase chinmed cepiby

This stelement in unenbsiantisted and meay be inaceurate. May not coreader geclogic
progzsszs and hazards such as dver cowrse migration and slope stability. Beientific data
to support the statement. Analysis is missing. Increass in depth of channd mey camse
slopa mstabality wlong with shoreling srosien. Defatbed stichy or evahuatzon by o qualified
and licersed geolegis or engineer, Evalunile tostonc cument shorelin statulity (inclidig
potenial slope stababity). Evalule shorelime with propesed Gialies ad chinne

rikxch Gl oris

DELS reports that LNG tanker wave hzights wondd be “slightly larper” than other smaller,
Tt similar sized tankers and does not report en the resulting erosion potential from this
generalized wave bzight.  Does not report how big the resulting waves will be end the
ercsion potential fom these waves, Soentific dat i soppoee the stalement. Detled
study ar evaluation by 2 quailified and lcensed geclogst or enginesy, Sfucly thad provides
spealios abaut the boat wakes gererted by the vessels, their irgeadt @ the shore (which
e ety s as 10 slanekn Also buselive shudy s monitoeirg al he e,

Sinee it is diffieudt o determing befors hand, some sort of taseline shudy and monitoring

program should be implemented  Does not propose an idea to sobve and'er determing the
potendtial impects. Proposed sebution. Bascling study end monitoring.
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Hies thers i5 0 hissmdous bty proposed al the stk reclamation sheuld be patormed
for adesquate landands for this type of Giality, DELS propesss standird reclamilion
Reclamation should be perfommed with the proposad bazardons Guality inmind.
Rixclamation sheuld be perfonmed with the proposad bazardous Guality inmind.  Propos:
reclamation not to standard regulations, but to levels so that a hazardows fecility can
opzrate witheut nfloencs in any way fiom the rechimed anea.

S ficant Janckshide hards like debas flow i, sheuld be svluated mdetol by o
cpualifies! lieresed gealogst or engmesr. Mo relarenes o o detaled suchy or evalwtion
Ty i quitifiesd geolognst or engiresr, Scientific dati e sppoct the stilement, Deliled
study ar evelustion by a qualified licersed geclogist of enginzer. Modeling 1o show
debris flow worlt innpact the sita.

Significant lanckslide hazards like rock fall impact, should be avefuaned in detadl by
cpulifiesd geolagmst or spgmser. Mo pelerenes oo defailed shady or evalwtion by a
cpuilified peclagmst or srgmeer. Sceentilic dals b support the satement,  Detaled st
o evalumtion Ty o quabified leensed geclonst or ergumesr, Mockling 1o show rock Gl
wiont gt the sile

This is not a mep of knewn faults. It i siply & copy of the USGS fult and fold map,
which identifies enly cerisin types of fedts. Example of glotal item £2. Deteiled
geotechrical evaluation for pipeling indicates thet the pipeling will cross d mapped fults.
Thesse 4 finlbs are it shevn on the map, Sach sooneous el stlemss mis:
cvenll coneems aboud the cuali Geation of the applicant with regped fo lechrical and
puibhe sfety sssues. A technizal reaew of the DELE by URS and relevant consullimis o
ansure adegete infegration of techeical amalyses and resulta. Show ALL fuulis on the
mmap of indicate map is pot completa,

Ground mekions are pot exprossed in terms of "sceelerston dus to gravity” as stated in
the DELS, Exsmnple of plobal item 42, Ground maotiors arz nok exprassad m terms of
apcelertion due to gravity,” Erroneous techrncal stalement. Ground medion maps are
wsmlly expressed in term of *pestent of gravity,” Such emronsons techmeal statements
ranse anveral] coreems aboul he qualifcations of the applicim] with respect 1o lechrl
and publie safity issoes. A technical review of the DEIS by URS and relaven
consultants fo ensare adoquate inkegration of techmical analyses and resules.

What about carthaquakes between B0 and £.57 Why enly cartbuakes ocewming on the
CEET Tet 15 ml substuntiated. | don’t see any refersmees o megroiudes of earthouakes
Tior OBE andl SEE in the URS reports, FERCs drall seiamic desgn padelimes on OBE
(st 5,21 are based om probatliste ground molions (ol mesmum sirhgekzs)
Magmiiees betwsen 8.0 and 25 and earthquakes ned en the C5E, Aqpreack s nal
documemied. Evaluste OBE-SEE between 8.0 and 83 earthquakes not an CEE
Substantiate approech. A fechnical review of the DEIS by URS and relevant consultants
%o ensure adequate integration of techmical analvses and results. Provide consistent
statemants besed on URS emalyses.
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The susceptilnlity, seventy, extent and nsk of Jatera] spreachng wos nid dsozsed. The
ghatul staluhily of the sile was mod chsossad wilh respect 1o laleral sprsading, meludng
the axent inland, the potentielly impactad anee, and the associated isks. The site
recures safizty and stability from damezing permsment ground deformmation from laferal
sprepdng Discuss the global sability of the site with respect to peomanent ground
deforrmation from lateral spreading ineluding severity, extent and risk. Discuss mitgation
meisnres that spectfically oddress loteral speeading nsks

Adetional parts of the support Giality shoud be considered for grownd improvements
agenst lepueBeation maddbon o e ks, Sppon feilites are mporiznt and desp
foundstions should be considered as well. Potenisal deep fomdations under suppert
fecilitios. Evahiabe and stste why no deep foundations wnder support faeilities or add.

Tha propeosed facility should be evalusted ona site-spocific basis. Regiond maps
cheveboped over 10 veurs ogeare sited. Site should be me-evaliated on o size-specific bass
and ineluds recent syemtifie dats, Site-specific evalustion. Mew modeling

Comedusons ke ingaets o e site from Jocally denved susres should be from
quealified professionals. Mo referemca to & datailed study or evaluation by & qualified
geologistor engineer. Scientific data to spport the stafement. Datailed shudy of
avaliaton by & gmalified geclogst or engineer. Modeling to assees local tsunami impact
to the e Should include detailed landslide map of the ares and dynamic slope stabality
analysis

Thes ckees md consicker thal the FEMA mags mavbe oul of date smel'or sinply imeemes
Tzcause they are based on old tepographic dsta. Also does net consider potential dam
frzak. FEMA mape meaybe oot of date snd'or incorneet. Does not eonsidar dam break
and subsequendt imndetion fooding levels. Scientific data to support the use of old
FEMA maps. Missing dam break completely. Evaluste old FEMA maps and evaluate
cam bk,

URS report (e 20050 irebeates "sofler comprassable sals” and sigrificant sstflement
DELS dees nol eonsider reponal seimme mebced subsidence, Mo neleraes 1o URE
report of subeidence and settlement. Ipcensistent ststement to URS report. A technical
review of DEIS by URS and relevent consultants s ersixe adeqoate integrafion of
technical anslyses and resils. Provide consistent statements based on URS analyses.
Also consider setilement monitoring during eperation.

Fipeline report indicates sgrnficant lambslices adjacent 10 the sile. Mo nefirence toa
chetmled shudy or svalstion by o geclogst or enganeer, Saenhfic data to sappen e
slatemenl, Detaibad stk oo evalmiion by a quatified gaolonst or enginesr o sopgo
statement.

Hevwr was this landslide determined to have "tack of recent sctivity®? Mo nefzrenes to a
detailed study or evalustion by o qoalified peologist or enginser. Scienfic data to
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suppont stabement. Inclimomsters o some fype "."l’lrl.ﬂti'ﬂ'll,i for ddeferming 1t 15 mod
currently movng

This stetement and the sesbenes affer are inseewrate. Also inconsistent to the rafrences
refierred. DEIS stabes dat future Mo 8t Helers eruptions will be redocad because of the
axplosion in 1980 thereby prachiding lahars over the design liftime of the pipeline.
Scvendific dota to support the statement. Dictailed stody o review by & qoalified peologist
of engmezr o suppor stolement

Crosgom Prelomnary Comments af 7415

As shown by these comments, the geelogy section of the DELS is imdequate and
mmaceaate. DOGAMI s questioning of the FERC s scientific competenca makes FERC look
wery bad and calls imo question the entire DEIS. DOGAMI's analysis is also relevant to the
practicable alternative anabysis becanse any geologic event has the potential for great damags to
the LI tenmmnl, whish will odvezsely alfset aquates resopess. FERC finled to amlyes
altemalives m bermrs of better geologe ssttings

In akhiice, the DELS Gaiberd o amalyee the allermatnee prpeline romss, As statedina leller
friom Chan MeSkane, the proposed pipeling route eresses landslide hazand araes and ances
conbining bamite sails that are difficult o revegesate. ™ The DEIS mmst eonsider the
cumilative impacts of this route and eonsider altemratives.

a The project will harm fish aned wil diife

The DEIS linls to adequately analvoe the el to Tt and ikear hatatat, meluckneg the 13
thregtenad EELs of salmonids, noo-listed salmonids, green and white sturgeon, enlachon, shad,
striped bass, starmy flounder, three spinz sicklebacks, pes mouth, Pacific and ivar lamprays,
rraring fish incledng tomeod, sufperch, rockfish, sanddabe, smelt, English sole, Pacific
steghorm seulping and crab. The DEIS also fails to analyze adeqoately the impact to fermestrial
wldhte and ther habatat, imeluding soch speces lsted in DELS Talle 45,17

The DIETS linls to anilyee the project™s hanm o Essentsl Fish Habtal loe salmon,
grotinadfish, coastil peligzio species, and highly mgralony species

In additicn, the DELS fails fo sralyze adeqoately the impact on protect wildlife habitet in
the Jaliz Bufler Hansen Wildifie Refoge, Lewis and Clack Wildlife Refuge, and Fort Btevers
Starle: Park.

Spect ﬁl;ll:g.' prablemminie, the aralyas fior the Colurfban Whoie-tuled desr Gils i
aeoml Tor ﬁfql_'ul.'l'l.lllgrl-:_lfl'hL:lIilI< Ltz parpuliathion pockets m the Estiry, The overall
pepnatiom 15 moee shalde if there is scene desres af mobihity from moes galde 1o less stalle
poputations. The relatively karge, stable population in the fulie Butler Hansen Wildlifz Refuge
acts &5 a soures for Columbian White-tailed deer to other aress. The fragmenistion of habitat is
ot mitigated by one area of mitigation at Peterson Peint, and it does not appear that mitigation

L 1o FERE from D McShane, Lacereel Engricering Goalogia
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will occur along the pipeline route, which impacts hundreds of acres of Columbian White-tailed
deer habitat.

The project will harm marine mammals and sea turtles

The DEIS fails to consider that The LNG terminal and the tankers will harm marine
mammals due to habitat destruction and vessel strikes. NMFS described the presence of marine
mammals, as follows.

The following non-ESA-listed marine mammals are likely to be present in the
immediate project vicinity during construction or seasonally abundant in the near
or off shore approaches to the Columbia River:

California sea lion (Zalophus californianus) —U.S. Stock. Peak abundance
in the Columbia River estuary from late fall through spring, mainly absent during
the summer breeding season.

Harbor seal (Phoca vitulina) — Oregon/Washington Coastal Waters Stock.
Common in the Columbia River estuary year round, resting areas (haulouts)
documented within five miles of construction site. Peak in winter months and
move uptiver. Decrease in spring. Seals pup at Desdemona Sands and use haul-
out sites up to RM 45. Spring smelt run is important prey resource. In May, after
the run s over the counts decline to about 1/3 of winter counts. Adult female dive
time recorded in excess of 17 minutes (Bowen ef al. 1999)

Gray whale (Eschrichtius robustus) — Eastern North Pacific Stock.
Abundant passing the Colurmbia River mouth in late fall (south bound) and spring
(north bound), feeding animals may be present outside of the migratory periods.

NMFS BA comments at 23.

In addition, multiple ESA-listed mammals and turtles are also present, including: green
leatherback, loggerhead and olive ridley sea turtles; blue, fin, humpback, north pacfic right, sie,
kiiler, and sperm whales; and Steller sea lion. Each of these ESA-listed species, as well as the
non-ESA-listed species, will be adversely affected by the proposed project. The DEIS fails to
consider the harm to these species. This is particularly problematic because NMFS has not
completed consultation yet, so FERC is blindly proceeding with the EIS.

The DEIS fails to consider that the 25 % increase in deep draft vessels due to the LNG
terminal will increase the risk of vessel strikes of marine mamimals and turtles. The NMFS’
unpublished data compiled indicates 9 vessel strikes were either reported in the Region or
detected during necropsy by the NW Marine Mammal Stranding Network between January 2002
and January 2007. Fin whales (6) were encountered most frequently, with individual strikes
reported for blue, sei and humpback whales. Seven of the strikes were reported from Washington
and two from Oregon, during the four year period (start of 2002 through start of 2007). The
closest strikes to the proposed action area involved a fin whale that came into the Port of
Portland on the bow of a vessel in September 2002, and a blue whale that was reported struck
and killed off Tillamook, Oregon, in January 2007. Far more actual strikes occur than are
reported. FERC must assess the impact of these strikes to individuals and populations. FERC
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must fully understand the tanker route to the Columbia Bar and the tanker routes in the Exclusive
Economic Zone.

The project will introduce and increase invasive species

Bradwood will introduce or allow the proliferation of invasive species to the Columbia
River, the terminal site, and the pipeline route. First, ships from foreign ports will transport
exotic species on multiple surfaces and in water releases from ballast or engine cooling water.
These species may harm the aquatic ecosystem. Second, the removal of vegetation, and long-
term disturbances, at the site will allow the introduction and proliferation of exotic species,
which will harm native ecosystems and may require herbicides and pesticides to manage. Third,
a large swath of clearing and ground disturbance across Oregon and Washington for the pipeline
will create an ideal site for exotic species to thrive and harm native ecosystems, forestland, and
farmland.

LNG terminal operation harms the local and state economy

FERC fails to consider the economic impacts of Bradwood. The DEIS cannot simply
repeat the applicant’s position that the 35 full-time jobs and increased tax base automatically
makes this facility economically advantageous. The DEIS must consider the advantage of the 35
full-time jobs and the short-term construction jobs versus the detriment to the existing industry in
Clatsop County and the State. *® The DEIS fails to consider the tremendous risk to multiple
industries and municipalities.

The LNG tankers and terminal will disrupt the fishing industry

A moving tanker will have a minimum safety/security zone of 500 yards. Therefore,
during the tanker approach and docking, the southern access to Clifton Channel will be shut off.
In addition, there will be a minimum 200-yard security zone around docked tankers. This will
impair access to traditional fishing grounds offshore of Bradwood and impair use of productive
drift lines. Further, simply the threat of delay or unknown security problems may force
fishermen off the traditional fishing grounds at Bradwood and Clifton. The size of the exclusion
zones are subject to increase at any time, which would have serious consequences on fishing
access. The DEIS fails to consider these impacts.

In addition, the LNG tankers will block access to traditional fishing areas along the entire
length of the river. Each time a tanker enters the river, commercial and recreational fishermen
will have to leave traditional fishing areas. Gillnetters in the estuary will need to haul in nets.
The hugely popular Buoy 10 salmon fishing location will be disrupted when tankers arrive
because boats within 500 yards of the shipping channel must clear the area. During peak fishing
seasory, even a slight delay is significant.™ ODFW stated:

% See Gustanski, J. Preliminary Assessment of Economic Impact from the Propose Bradwood LNG Terminal

' In commenting on the proposed LNG terminal in Warrenton, local salmon and crab fishermen stated that an hour
delay during peak season may cost them $1000.

Page 115 of 151

Companies and Organizations 11

20071222-5001 FERC DDF (Unofficial} 12/22/2007 12:24:56 AM

“The moving 500-yard safety and security zone around 125 LNG ships per
year (2— 3 per week) as they move up the Columbia River will be very
disruptive to commercial and recreational fishing boats.” State Comments
at 54.

The DEIS fails to evaluate adequately the impact of the LNG tankers on the commercial
and recreational fishing industry and fishing access. The DEIS states: “{t[he Columbia River is
also visited'® by commercial and recreational fishing boats. An estimated 1,500 fishing boats
use the Lower Columbia River in a year.” DEIS 2-12. According to ODFW, over 46,000
commercial and recreational fishing boats use the Columbia River estuary each year for fishing
and transit to the ocean. State Comments at 56 (from table titled, Estimated average monthly
boat count by fishery in the Columbia River downstream of the Astoria-Megler Bridge).
FERC’s highly inaccurate data on the use of the river renders the impact analysis in the DEIS
useless.

Each of these 46,000 boats will have to avoid the 500 yard safety zone around LNG
tankers. This will cause delay and headaches in the extremely short and regulated commercial
fishing season, and frustrate recreational anglers. Due to heavily regulated fishing seasons,
missing just one drift could cost thousands of dollars. Further, LNG tankers and fishing boats
will both want to cross the notoriously dangerous Columbia River bar at favorable tides.
Because the LNG tankers would have priority, fishing boats are left with more risky crossings.

The LNG tankers and terminal will disrupt the shipping industry

In addition to fishing boats, the 500 yard safety exclusion zones apply to all other ships.
Thus, container ships bound for the Port of Portland or Port of Vancouver, must avoid the LNG
tankers. Any delay in shipping caused by the LNG tankers will cause significant economic
harm. The DEIS fails to analyze the economic impact, including the cumulative economic harm
due to the delay on the importers and exporters of goods, producers, and consumers. In addition,
FERC must consider the impact of delay cause ports to lose clients, and the cumulative impact of
reduced shipping jobs and income. Inaddition, the DEIS fails to analyze the cumulative effects
of impact to the shipping industry due to LNG accident, terrorist attacks, or threatened terrorists
attacks.

The LNG tankers and terminal will disrupt the tourism and real
estate industries, and burden local communities

Economically, the proposed terminal and accompanying carriers will cause economic
harm inhibiting the flow of boat traffic, diminishing the tourism appeal of the area, and
negatively impacting the housing market."® In addition to these delays faced by tourist vessels,
LNG would diminish tourism in the area in general, a $352 million industry for Clatsop County.
Economic Impacts Assessment at 10 (See also Don West, Letter to Clatsop County Planning

19 Commercial fishermen, some from 5™ generation families of fishermen, do not “visit” the Columbia River, but
live in river towns, depend on the river for their livelihood, and spend much of the lives on the river.
1 See Gustanski, J. Preliminary Assessment of Economic Impact from the Propose Bradwood LNG Terminal
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Commission, June 15, 2007) (“Don West Letter”). As put by Don West, President of the Astoria
Lodging Association and Vice President of the Columbia River Business Alliance, “LNG . . .
carries with it a connotation of being unsafe.” Don West Letter. In an industry where
“Iplerception s reality,” “tourism as an economic generator depends on a positive perception of
the area.” Id. Thus, “[mlilitarizing the mouth of the Columbia to protect LNG shipping from
terrorists” would change tourists” perception of the area for the worse, thereby leading to
decreased tourism, decreased jobs, and a decreased taxable base for the County. Id.
Additionally, property values of areas near Bradwood landing or anywhere along the LNG tanker
pathway would experience a considerable decrease, due to factors such as the diminished
aesthetic appeal of the area as well as the ongoing subjection to the blast zone of the LNG
carriers.'® Also associated with the risks inherent in LNG are increased insurance costs. The
DEIS fails to consider these costs.

In addition, the DEIS fails to consider that the LNG terminal will require significant
investments by local communities, including costs related to emergency response costs and the
increasing the capabilities of emergency responders. See comments by Clatsop County and
Cowlitz County, PBSI Report to Clatsop County.

Furthermore, Bradwood has not provided protection against abandoning the site, the
consequences of which would fall on the taxpayers. Oregon’s DOE stated:

[Oregon] rules require a detailed engineering estimate of site retirement cost,
and a surety to provide adequate funds. Without the study and the surety,
FERC has no basis for the statement that future abandonment can meet
applicable regulations. In fact, there is no protection against the licensee
declaring bankruptcy and abandoning the site. Department of Energy, at 63.

As DEQ summarized:

“The proposed Bradwood Landing project would place additional burdens
on coastal communities related to emergency response costs and measures,
declining fishing and recreation industries, and unknown safety concerns due
to geologic instability and proximity fo rising river waters due to global
warming.” Oregon Preliminary Comments at 9.

The LNG terminal and tankers will disrupt recreation and
recreation-hased businesses

The DETS fails to consider the impacts to recreation in the estuary. In addition to
recreational fishing, the estuary is a popular location for kayaking, boating, bird watching,
botany, plant collection, hiking, aesthetic enjoyment, drawing, and picnicking. The DEIS fails
entirely to assess the impacts on these activities. A large industrial site will disrupt the
enjoyment of the estuary and will preclude some recreational activities. The recreational impact
is especially large because the tankers will travel the length of the river from the mouth to
Bradwood, passing by the City of Astoria and popular waterfront recreation areas along the way.

' 1d. at 11,
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The impacts are compounded because LNG transport is a dangerous activity that many people
will avoid.

In addition, a significant portion of the Clatsop County economy is based upon
recreational businesses.' In addition to the tourism industry discussed above, Clatsop County
has kayaking, boat rentals, gear stores, outdoor clubs, supply stores, gas stations, and hotels that
benefit from locals and visitors recreating on the Columbia River. The DEIS fails to assess the
impact of the LNG terminal and tankers on local businesses.

Construction Activities Will Disrupt Local Use of Clifton Road.

The DEIS fails to consider that construction activities at the proposed Bradwood LNG
terminal will substantially inerease traffic and decrease safety on Clifton Road. Clifton Roadis
already a dangerous road to traverse, with numerous sharp turns and narrow paved surface. If
construction of the Bradwood LNG terminal and related facilities is allowed to proceed, the use
of Clifton Road will become even more perilous to local residents using the road to get to and
from Clifton. Bradwood proposes to cycle traffic one-way through the 2.5 mile affected portion
of Clifton Road. DEIS at 4-345. This would be both inconvenient and unsafe to local residents
and construction workers because of the estimated average 10 minute wait times for velicles at
the one-way section of road. This may delay emergency vehicle access.

The DEIS suggests that the increased traffic due to construction is an acceptable impact
because of the temporary nature of the construction, but the construction activities will last for 3
years, DEIS at 4.344, a substantial period of time to disrupt local resident’s cornmute to and from
Clifton. Additionally, Bradwood has failed to propose sufficient safety measures for the 2.5 mile
stretch of Clifton Road. Id

The DEIS grossly fails to evaluate the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the
proposed project on public safety

The DEIS glosses over and ignores the serious safety treats of the proposed project and
reads more like a public relations document for the project developer than the type of unbiased
evaluation that the public has a right to expect from FERC. The DEIS fails to consider the
direct, indirect and cumulative safety impacts that the project would have related to the LNG
tankers, LNG terminal facility, and LNG pipelines that would be associated with the project.

The project’s safety threats are significantly exacerbated because of its site-specific location 38
miles up the Columbia’s narrow river channel, but this fact is essentially ignored in the EIS. The
EIS should specifically disclose the relative safety threats associated with this inland proposed
port compared to other proposed LNG terminals that are offshore or on the coast.

Question: Does the proposed site-specific location of the proposed facility make it any more
vulnerable to intentional terrorist attacks that could be launched from a shoreline that in many
locations is just a few hundred feet from the path of LNG tankers? As a part of this analysis
please discuss the justifications for security exclusion zones on either side of LNG tankers that

1 See Gustanski, J. Preliminary Assessment of Economic Impact from the Propose Bradwood LNG Terminal
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are typesally 150 Szt Sinee it wodd be peogmphically imposable to actuelly provide these
Enilfers on linkers travelmg fir the Brodwood site how would this fictor inereass the overall nsk
o amattack on am LNG tanker? This nsk shoubd be companed o risks ol ether propesad LNG
sitees om the wiest cosst whare th safety security zone would ot be rendered meeningless as a
resmilt of emcroaching shoreling

Thee safizty risks of the proposed projoct can be broken down into the risks sssociated with
LMG tankars, the LHG termunals axd the LG prpelinss assovialed with the propesed tility

LNG tamker risks

LMG tankers carmving 30 millsons gallens or more of LMG present a significant safety
thrizet 1o thess wha ive, wodk and recreata along the Lower Columbeas River. LNG tankers
confain an extremely larpe amewnt of enery snd an LG releass duz bo gither accidental e
imentiongl (terrorist) acts could cense a fre of unbelievable proportions. Sandia Natienal Labe
Fas prajected that am imsmtonal breech of am LG taniker that spilled just 10% of an LMG
tankers load could proshice 3 vapor closd that could allect a 1,5 mids radne o o given tanker
The attached map shows the vipor eload cveray map Gor Asteda and the Prgat Tsland thal
el resuil from LKG tanker tralfic associaled with the propesed praject

Thee Government Accountsbility Office, however, bas indicatod that the risk projections
in the Sandia Report ane likehy und erestimates sinee they ignore the potential for the fype of
cascading fire on an LWG tanker that weould |ikely cecur if ene LNG fank ignited and therefors
sy additcmal gmmhions of adjecent ks, The GAD bos calked for additimal study of fhos
Theead and thes sk nesds 1o be directly considered in the E13 gven drnmatically Jager nss
assoiated with a cascachmg fime ared how 1 woudd affeat the vaper dend and ibermal exclusicn
zones arcwnd &n LYG tanker, The dgmificant disks of LNG accidants ane Gurther suppored by
the attachsed repert by Or. Jerry Havers on the general safity threats related o LMNG.

That DE1S appears bo taciily ackmowledee the theeats of a cascading fire bt witheut amy
explimation sxplains fhat if 13 “nof Lkely bo imealve mone than fg ar tree cago imks.” DELS
il 4-426, The DEIS does nol ssgplam why 1 onz tank fire wes hot encegrh to canse o napture in
i ihacent tani that the combined fire Gom two ks would ned be suflicient to niptore a third
Farik amed s om unhil all terks on o given tanber were niphmed and igmited. The DEIS appeirs s
dismiss the inereased effacts of a cascading fire while at the seme time sugpesting that such an
avent could canse i toa 30% increass in the fire hezard dstance and & lenger fire durstion.
DELS at d-42a.

Duspile acknowledzmg that a cascadmg event could resdt m 2 langer Gre duratsm, the
DELS mwkes o evalustion of how bomg ol e duraiomn such an event mssy conse, Thes s
sagnificant gven il the dermage thila given firs way conse comelats dirctly with the langih
al lime b given lagetis sbvacted foa gmven hel irersty readting Gooma fre, Whether
considering the impacts on bumans or structures th DETS should have considered the effeets of
b i cascading fire would affect sensitive resowrces including humans, himes, husinesses,
forests alomg the shoreling end ofher combustible struchares within the vapor cloud and thermal
mpect zonzs
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Question: What wosdel the effects of o wascading fire event on an LHG lmker be fom the
perspechive of impacts 1o nmans, private property and mbestnssture on shime and whal fics
doas FERC pely on o suppont its findings on this issoe?

Thet DEIS"s Limited referenca to potantial thermal radistion hererd distances is elso
Dawed sinea it enly assumes & breach of one tank ona 140,000 cubic meter tanker. DEIS 4426
The DEIS should have ponsidered the effizet of o brznch on the 200,100 cubic meter tankers (e
propese:d Geality s bemg planred be sccommedate and should not bz mbed I the unreahste
assarption that only one tenk oma gven timker woukd breach, As 15 sgported by the 2007
Gwemanent Accousiababity Dfice repont an LNG tanker pool fres, the sk of 2 cascating (irs 15
a genan threst in the avent of an LRG tanker fire. The unsupported dismissal of amy red
consideration of the effects of & cascading fire event om an LING tankar &5 contrary to the
roquiremants of MEPA and shoudd be remedied in s subsequant B[S

Question: What wosdd the effects of o cuscading fire he on the bype off 200,000 cubie meter
tankers that woaldd ised ol BracwoodT How bmg waould a cascackng fire an such a tinker bikaly
T el el would e residimg on-shiore elfels be?

Tha DEIS also uses an sssumed 45 mile per hour windspead estimate to project its vapor
dispersion celeulafiors, bt this may net represent the scenarie which would result in the greatest
dispersion distence.

Question: What weekd the vapor cload depersion destanees be 1f windspeads were 10 mphoor
offver lupher wirdspesd that woadd result ma greater despersion of a voper cload?

Thez DEIS appears bo try bo justify its near complate failae to discuss o censider the
poseniil effizcts of an LMG tanker aceident (even for te vepor cloud dispersion effats that are
described) by the fact thet the Coast Gueard has resporsibility for the eperationsl safity of the
LM G tankers. EIS gt 443 The DEIS & conflicting in its trestment of the potential berrorist
fhreats tiamg LNG tankers. O one hand the DEIS admals hal, “lsronsm has beeome o very
real coneem loe the Galites wder the Comumizaons” junsdichion,” while ol the same izmng
et entirely whist the effects ol potential lermonst attck may be, This has the effed of
ssenbially rernincing ety aliilaly of the pubbe or exper gt b svalist he polential ellieis
that a terrorist attack could have were the proposed project approved. Whale we understand
somne limits on borw the efects of & temonst stteck maybe described, the complese absence of amy
clear evalmation of what the effects of a fanker breach may be, whether aceidemal or imentional,
amdermines the most important function of NEFA and is not justified by any retiensl nations
sarimly concems,

Question: In the svent of suther an avackental or mientionl bresch ofan LNG ke whal wold
b the reslbong <larmige chie to lass o o lale, ingemes (o honan, demage e privale doachres
and infrastructure, aleng the tanker path? This should speeifically ineludz seenarios for the type
ofimtentional tanker breach evalusted in the Sandia Lebs report should such a breach ceenr off
the shoreling of Astoria, 35 well as at the propesed temminal kocation.
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Question: What would the vapor cloud and thermal impact zones be and how many people and
structures would fall within these zones assuming that 200,000 cubic meter tankers are used at
the Bradwood facility which is being specifically designed to support this size tanker? What
would the economic impacts of this vapor cloud and thermal impact zone be in the event of a
tanker breach?

The DEIS provides only a cursory and vague evaluation of the risks of an LNG tanker
fire, either from accidental or intentional causes. No clear evaluation is made of the actual
impacts that would occur in the event of an LNG tanker breach on the Lower Columbia and

this analysis should be provided in the FEIS.

The DEIS fails to consider size of ships that are likely to use terminal

The evaluation that the DEIS does provide is flawed since it unreasonably assunies
that the LNG tankers would be 140,000 cubic meters, despite acknowledging that Bradwood
tanker facility as currently designed has a capacity to accept ships up to 200,000 cubic meters.
ES-1. The EIS should evaluate the effects of tankers, on both safety and other considerations,
of tankers that are 200,000 cubic meters in size, as well as, the tankers that are currently being
planned and constructed for use in the U.S. market that are 265,000 cubic meters in size or
larger. See attached article from MarineLink.com.

(http:/'www.marinelink conyStory/LindetGroup+to+SupplyHfor+LNG+ Tankers-207124. htmi)
Additionally, Bradwood has proposed using tankers that were 200,000 cubic meters as a part of
their permit application to the Army Corps of Engineers. Notice for Permit Application, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, Oct. 18,2007.

Question: What basis does FERC have for only considering 140,000 cubic meter tankers in the
EIS when the proposed facility is intended to accommodate significanfly larger ships and new
LNG tankers under construction are significantly larger than the 140,000 cubic meters?

That the Coast Guard may require additional evaluations before allowing ships larger
than 148,000 cubic meters to use the proposed terminal fails to release FERC from its obligation
to evaluate the effects of the larger ships that the facility is actually being designed for. DEIS 4-
427. Regardless of what the Coast Guard does, the effects of FERC’s action in approving the
proposed facility needs to be specifically considered in the DEIS prior to project approval and
this evaluation cannot be delayed until after the project is constructed simply because the Coast
Guard may require some vague and undefined additional analysis in the future. The use of larger
tankers and three tanks at the facility is clearly reasonably foreseeable and must be considered by
FERC per NEPA and its implementing regulations.

All impacts of these larger ships, from increased stranding of juvenile salmon to
increased risks from an LNG tanker accident, should be considered in the final EIS.

DEIS underestimates projected ship traffic

The DEIS is also inherently flawed in that it only assumes ship traffic of 125 ships per
year and a two tank terminal design despite the fact that the facility is being explicitly designed

Page 121 of 151

Companies and Organizations 11

20071222-5001 FERC DDF (Unofficial} 12/22/2007 12:24:56 AM

to support three tanks. The foundation for a third tank is even being designed specifically into
the project plans and the proposed pipeline is being sized for a 1.5 bef/day sendout rate which
would similarly support three tanks. Because a three tank design is reasonably foreseeable the
DEIS must evaluate the increased tanker traffic that such a facility would allow and the DEIS’s
failure to do so seriously undermines its evaluation a broad spectrum of impacts relating from
projected ship traffic. This includes the DEISs evaluation of factors such as the impacts on non-
LNG ship traffic, recreational use, impacts to salmon, air pollution impacts related to ships, and
the risks of an LNG tanker accident to name a few.

FERC’s willingness to evaluate the proposed project based on an intentionally minimized
scale and scope instead of based on the size of the facility that is actually being designed is
unreasonable and only emphasizes that FERC appears to see its role more as a promoter of the
planned terminal than a neutral reviewer.

Question: Ts it foreseeable that Bradwood will use three tanks because the Bradwood facility is
being designed with a foundation for a third onshore LNG tank, with space for vaporizers and
other equipment necessary to handle the LNG capacity a third tank would provide and with a
pipeline that is sized to facilitate a third tank scenario?

Failure to consider or disclose fli ble nature of insulating foam on LNG tankers

The DEIS fails to address the fact that a majority of LNG tankers use a flammable foam
as insulation around on board LNG tanks that could significantly increase the risk of a cascading
failure. The attached documents attached as “Collection of LNG tanker insulation risk docs™
directly support that the potential risks of a cascading fire resulting from insulation failure and/or
ignition needs to be considered in the DEIS as an inherent safety weakness of LNG tankers. This
needs to be evaluated in the EIS

Question: Does FERC acknowledge that the foam used in the majority of LNG tankers in use
today is flammable? Please discuss the factual basis for any answer to this question. How would
this design flaw increase the risk of a cascading fire and how does this consideration alter the
DEIS’s discussion of the likely vapor cloud impact distances that are discussed in the DEIS?

Question: How would the effects of a prolonged fire resulting from a cascading fire event on an
LNG tanker increase the impacts of such an event on shore, particularly in the area of downtown
Astoria and the terminal site including Puget Island?

Failure to adequately consider the risks of the impacts that brittle fracture could have
on LNG tanker or terminal facility

While briefly acknowledging that brittle fracture is a possibility that could be caused by
an LNG leak on an LNG tanker, the DEIS fails to describe what the potential effects of a leak
caused by brittle fracture could be and what the resulting effects would be on sensitive resources
including humans and on shore structures. The Lloyds Register study prepared for the proposed
Boston harbor and referenced in the DEIS LNG terminal supports that the risks of brittle fracture
are significant and should have been considered in the DEIS.
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Failure to evaluate an Emergency Response Plan and emergency response capabilities
of local emergency responders

The DEIS fails to discuss or describe the Emergency Response Plan (ERP) or the effects,
impacts, or mitigating effects of such a plan because no such plan had been prepared at the time
of the DEIS to the frustration of local fire districts and governments alike. This is only one of
the numerous impacts from FERC’s rush to issue the DEIS prior to being providing fundamental
information about the project, its operations, and safety protocols. FERCs attempt to cover up
for its lack of basic information by repeatedly making suggested “recommendations” to
NorthernStar as to what it should do or prepare is no substitute for the type of actual review and
analysis that NEPA requires. This information should have been prepared in the DEIS and
FERC should re-issue a supplemental DEIS before proceeding to a final EIS so that the public,
state and expert agencies can have a reasonable chance to evaluate the effects of the proposed
project.

The DEIS fails to discuss in any detail how the local communities along the proposed
LNG tanker route would be able to respond in the event of a tanker incident either accidental or
intentional and should have done so. The EIS, for example, did not disclose the fact that there is
no burn center in Clatsop County and that emergency response capabilities are wholly
inadequate for responding to a potential LNG tanker breach or even a tanker grounding that
threatened a tanker breach. Essentially, the EIS hides behind the assumption that because a
breach of an LNG tanker is unlikely there is no need to plan for a realistic scenario that evaluates
how the communities along the tarker route and terminal maybe affected by an LNG accident or
tanker breach. This is inconsistent with the requirements of NEPA.

Question: Does FERC acknowledge that there are inadequate emergency response assets
currently available to respond to a serious event involving an LNG tanker?

Failure to evaluate effects of cost-sharing plan

The DEIS ignores the potential fiscal impacts that a cost-sharing plan would have on
local and state governments. The impacts that having to re-direct scarce resources away from
essential public services to LNG security and emergency response protocols would have on local
and state governments was also not considered. Despite the DEISs regurgitation of
NorthernStar’s unsubstantiated claims about the tax revenues that the proposed project would
create there is no evaluation about whether the LNG related costs that local governiments would
have to share would exceed the projected tax revenues the project may create. The costs of local
government’s emergency response responsibilities could significantly exceed the tax revenues
the project would create and this should be disclosed and discussed in the EIS.

Failure to consider unconfined vapor cloud explosion
While the DEIS generally dismissed the potential for an unconfined explosion in the

event of an LNG tanker accident it ignores the fact that should non-methane gases account for
15% or greater of the LNG content then such an explosion is in fact possible.
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Question: Does FERC acknowledge that LNG sources that could be used to supply the
Bradwood terminal may contain contaminate gas concentrations that exceed 15% of the total
LNG? Does FERC acknowledge that the Coast Guard and others have recognized the potential
for an explosion if non-methane gases exceed 15% of an LNG source? What would the effects
of such an explosion be?

Failure to consider effect of Astoria’s extensive dock structure over the Columbia River
in causing a potential explosion of gas vapors

A significant amount of Astoria’s shoreline is composed of extensive pier structures that
extend out hundreds of feet over the water and contain numerous structures and businesses on
top of these piers that create what is at least a partially confined environment where there would
be a significantly increased risk of explosion in the event of an LNG leak. The DEIS completely
fails to discuss let alone assess the potential effects of the unique shoreline environment that
characterizes Astoria.

Question: Does FERC acknowledge that the unique pier and dock structure along Astoria’s
shoreline creates what is at least a partially contained environment that would pose an increased
tisk of an explosion caused by LNG vapor? What would the effects of such an explosion be on
the structures and humans that occupy and use these structures?

LNG terminal risks

The LNG terminal similarly poses significant risks to the public and particularly those who
live on Puget Island that make clear that the proposed project is not in the public interest. The
risks include the thermal and vapor dispersion risks that could affect those using the Columbia
River, as well as, areas such as Puget Island and Clifton. The DEIS significantly underestimates
both the thermal radiation and vapor dispersion risks associated with the proposed terminal and
this undermines the purpose and intent of NEPA. Additionally, the design considered in the
DEIS is inconsistent with the design requirements of NFPA 59A and 49 CFR 193 and this should
have been disclosed and evaluated in the DEIS.

As discussed above, the DEISs first failure is that it only considers the effect of a two
tank facility despite the fact that a three tank facility is reasonably foreseeable and must be
considered as a part of the current EIS. Additionally, the DEIS failed to consider that the facility
is designed to handle LNG tankers with a 200,000 cubic meter capacity. This is important
because although FERC failed to consider the potential for a terminal based fire to cause an
ignition of LNG tanks on board a docked tanker it should have.

The DEIS is also inadequate because of a number of significant technical and legal
failures related to its analysis of the safety risks associated with the LNG terminal. These failures
are discussed in Dr. Jerry Havens comments on the project which we incorporate here by
reference. DEIS failures to address the safety issues surrounding the LNG terminal at Bradwood
include:
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Improper use of the DEGADIS model for estimating the facilities vapor dispersion
zone

The DEIS analysis of the Bradwood vapor dispersion zone relies on the improper use of
the DEGADIS model. As discussed by Dr. Havens, one of the authors of the DEGADIS model,
DEGADIS is not appropriate to use when atternpting to caleulate vapor dispersion rates from
liquid impoundment sumps. Instead, as is supported by FERC’s own regulations, the proper
model to use when accounting for the effects of a containment berm is the FEM3A model. The
improper use of the DEGADIS model undermines the accuracy of the analysis required by
NEPA and constitutes a violation of application FERC regulations. This inconsistency with
applicable law needs to be disclosed and considered under NEPA and its implementing
regulations.

Failure to use proper design spill criteria

The vapor dispersion modeling contained in the DEIS was improperly based on a design
spill from the 6-inch diameter recycle line attached to the unloading line rather than the 32”
unloading line that would actually carry LNG from the tanker to the on shore tanks. Allowing
NorthernStar to rely on a spill from its 67 line instead of a much more likely mupture of its 327
line is arbitrary and capricious and fails to reasonably evaluate the potential effects of the
proposed project. While we believe that this is supported by the requirements by NFPA 59 A
and 49 CFR 193 regardless of these design regulations an evaluation of the vapor dispersion
impacts from a breach of the 32” transfer line is warranted under NEPA since the breach of the
offloading line clearly a reasonably foreseeable impact of the proposed project.

The DEIS admits plainly that a spill from the transfer line would result in a 529,091
gallon leak after ten minutes. DEIS 4-414. While we support the fact that FERC staff plan to
require a spill impoundment area that is sized to contain this size spill, this requirement does
serve to support that this sized spill event is reasonable to plan for and evaluate in the EIS.
Again, irrespective of design criteria requirements of NFPA 59 A and 49 CFR 193 NEPA’s
requirement to inform the public and decision makers about the potential effects of the proposed
project require a clear evaluation of the vapor dispersion that would result from a breach of the
transfer line. An evaluation of a 6” line breach is not a reasonable proxy for such evaluation and
is inconsistent with how FERC has calculated design spills for other LNG terminals it has
reviewed. See attached excerpts from Weaver Cove LNG terminal. We request that FERC
specifically discuss and disclose how it has calculated design spills for vapor dispersion
caleulation in other proposed LNG facilities. The attached document prepared by Dr. Jerry
Havens comparing vapor cloud exclusion zones as calculated by FERC for various LNG
terminals further supports that FERC’s determination of the proposed vapor cloud dispersion
zone is arbitrary and capricious and inconsistent with NFPA 59 A and 49 CFR 193.

Question: What is the vapor dispersion zone when calculated using the FEM3 model and a
design spill that was based on the 32” rupturing as opposed to merely the 6” line? How would
this enlarged dispersion zones affect a LNG tanker that was docked in the event a transfer line
breach and subsequent ignition? Could a breach of the transfer line cause brittle fracture impacts
to a docked LNG tanker or could the subsequent ignition in such a release scenario result in
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damage to a docked tanker? How would this larger dispersion zone affect users of the Columbia
River, the railroad tracks through the project site and other resources on and surrounding the
project site? How would such an event affect the LNG storage tanks?

The fact that FERC released the DEIS without having NorthernStar’s design calculations
that supported that its trough feeding the impoundment pumps would handle a 10 minute transfer
line spill is yet another sign that in FERC’s rush to issue the DEIS it lacked basic information
about the facility that is needed to characterize its impacts.

Question: What size design spills has FERC used to evaluate vapor dispersion and thermal
radiation zones in its review of other LNG proposals, such as the Trunkline LNG terminal? How
dogs the methodology FERC has used for other LNG terminals differ from the methodology it is
applying to the current proposal for the purpose of identifying vapor dispersion and thermal
radiation zones?

The modeling used improperly assumes no air/methane mixture in any spill
impoundment in the event of a breach of the onshore LNG tanks or inlet or outlet lines thereto

The DEIS modeling of the LNG terminal risks also improperly assumes that should the
integrity of the on shore LNG tanks or inlet or outlet lines thereto be compromised that gaseous
vapors from the spilled LNG would not mix with air thus reducing the vapor dispersion
distance. This assumption, however, is inconsistent with relevant field studies of the issue, such
as the Gas Research Institute’s Falcon Series Data Report on the 1987 LNG Vapor Barrier
Verification Field Trials which is attached. Itis also inconsistent with FERCs own.
acknowledgments in the Weavers Cove EIS. This flawed assumption is discussed in greater
detail in the attached paper by Dr. Jerry Havens and Dr. Spicer entitled “Error in FERC
environmental impact staternent determinations of LNG vapor cloud exclusion zones: failure to
account for air mixing in vapor impoundments.”

Question: Does FERC acknowledge that it is not realistic to assume no mixing of air with gas
vapors in modeling vapor dispersion distances? What is the proper vapor dispersion distance if
the unrealistic assumption that there will not be a mixture of LNG vapors with air above a
containment tank in the event of a tank breach?

The DEIS assumption that outer tank wall would effectively contain LNG lacks a
reasonable basis in fact

The DEIS fails to properly consider or disclose the actual affects that an LNG vapor fire
at the facility would have on Columbia River users adjacent to the facility or to residents of
nearby Puget Island. The effects of vapor dispersion and a subsequent ignition based on realistic
spill scenarios is similarly lacking. The DEIS, for example, presumes that in the event that the
on shore storage tanks were compromised and that an LNG fire ignited on top of the LNG
storage tanks that the out concrete tank shells themselves would not fail. Given the intense heat
of an LNG fire, the intense cold of direct LNG contact with the concrete and the combination of
the two extremes FERC should have very specific evidence to support an assumption that these
outer tanks would not fail.
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Question: 1Fan LMG vapor fre ymited on o roolless LIG storage tank, us appears fo be
pressumzd i the DELS, biow loog wonld ssch g fire bum? Whal evidenee doss FERD bive ta
sugepont that the concrede outer tenk would not sirucbarally failin faee of what coud ondy be
presumed to be many heurs of expesurs to intense beat? What would be the effect if the outer
tank did fuil? Horw would Puget Ieland be affected by githar vapor disperdion? How would such
a Faihure effoct & docked LMG tanker and ong what evidence is this evaluation based?

Grenlagrc rivks @l sife were nod adequafely comsidered

The geclagmo nsks al e propasad site bove mo been Glly or ackaquately considered oo
avahuated in the proposed E15 as is sopportad in comments suberetted by the State of Qregon and
ofhers, The DELS feiled to adequately consider the risks of landslides et the site, the effecs of
carthqmakes induding the effeets of liguefaction, the potental tsunsmi nsks (both eczan cansed
and from a eroes fver landslideh. The Fact that the superficial analvsis contained in the DEIS did
it firel any evidenee, etther through waitten reposts ar from phestograptie svahmtion, of the
Tl ytbe trprpremedd s hat duclaflect e aren degeiz the clar reconds of his avent in lecal
rewspapers foghlighes the nesd Goe o much meone medeplh gecloge svalisition of the nsks posed
by thas bigch hirared sile

Wi belbevi thet the concerns sddressed by the Stete of Cregon DOGAMI in regands o
madequate gealogic evalustion &t the site need o be fully addressed in a supplementsl DELS.

While the DEIS notes the nsks of hguetaction i wholly Guls fo ressonabis descnbe: the
msks of guefaction that woedd remem sven afler the Loosely propossd and viguely desmbed
rntiganlion megsures. For exammle, while the propesed LMG tanks wiaddd be pul on “deep™
feundstions, bow would ligoe action affect the other key compenents of the facility such as the
transfer pipes, dock, vaporizes e As with so many other parts of this rshed DELS sy
potential to even reesomably eveluste the effects of the propesed project is andermined by the
Lack of aven firal design specifications that weuld allew the poblic or other agencies o actuslhy
aviluate the geclogie nsks of the projet and wderstand the likehy sffacvenss of mepation
mesures, The DEIS states, for example, that “Whale the fiml engmeering deagn foe the LRG
termirl winld ineorporin detaled sensmic spec fications and olher menamss o milggate the
wnpets of separne hasiands ™ DEIS al 412, Delenuig the design specifics of the Geility,
oraver, and the mitigation messres it may include is fandamentally at edds with NEPA and
climingtes the atality of the public 2nd others to mderstand and evalusde what the effects of the
proposed mitigation measures may be and what the remaining impacts would be

Sumibarly, thevughout the DELS the proposed miigation mensurss lack a degree of
spealiarty that wonkd allow a render bo mckerstand with any degres ol catinly whal the il
effeets of the proposed propec would be There 15 tpmeally oo detil shout how the nogiten
rnesstines winlld be requirec amnd if they are met nequired whil besas FERC relies on 1o assiame
that they would actoally be implemented.
FERC's “recommendations" to MorthemStar
Feardly comstinabe assurances that the suggested
rmtigation messures would be implemented
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Thezse recommenchtions on infommation that MorthemStar should provide such as
“Dztails of the lipefaction mutgation methods, procedurss, plin extent and venbication
metheds, ™ ane sl the fype of g that FERC should have requared be produced beloes the
DELS wis relssed, In FERC's mush Lo pssug the DELS, howsver, 1 has imcenmined the public's
abatay 1 evalute and comment o these specifics and i a resull FERT nesds 1o neasne i
sugrplemintal DELS that the poblic would bave & chence to review and commend an.

That DEIS statemnent that the shoreling along the projoct sie “sppess bo be moderately
resistant to erosien” s witheut support of relavance singe e shoreling his not been subject 1o
the type of Tagh intensity wines action that wall result from the propesed port fochity, The phatcs
£ the right shewn an sxample of wave aotion on the lowsr Calumbin Biver just up-river of the
progosesd proect site al was generaled from a ship far sosller than the propesed LG lnkers
These mimpacts ne e, b Jasgely ignoced i the BELS, i fhe contest af both shoreline
arcsion & wall as impacts on salmon stranding which i common & a result of ship wake. Again
the DEIS"s failare o consider the erosion relabed effects of the lerger 200,000 cubic mater
cagacity ships thet the termiral is being planned for undemmines. the sccoracy of the EIS
avaluation.

While the DEIS genemally ignemes or smeealsheally downplass the impacts of wave
action on ercsacm and salmon srmsding eulsick be temmmmal aras, 105 trestmend of thes: issues
mside the: terminal eres is similarly inadegete. 11 is wishfnl thinking, for example, b asswms
that “in generel, tugbosts wonld be operating within the proposed taming basin with their stems
direcsed away from the mearshors banks™ end therefon: would not impaet shoreling erosien. This
&5 pleinly ndicalous e tugbosts would dearly have to move around th site before, during and
after the arrivad ofn LRAG Sanker and sssumng that they would ba poented awey from the
shomeline 15 st apother sample whers the ELS preparers intentomlly Bandtold themssves 1o
the tmpacts of this progect

Thez DE1S notes thet NortharnStar would deposit dredge meatenial on the site bo raise the
final site elevation abowe the 100-year Bood levd. The DEIS, however, fails fo consider how
thes dredge meterial would withetand the Sood action of & 100 vear floed and the risks to the
wivole site: that weould resalt froon wsing ighly erosive drodzed £ill for both the site foandation
and For the earthem berm around the LNG storgs tanks,

Question: Hiow wanlid the wse of dredged spols Tor whal wiuld essentially be the sie
Tinmdstion anel o the contamment berms affat the abality of the site 1o witkstand high Neod
avers, that are prodicied to increase in coming decadzs with global warming, &s wall as otber
similar events ranging from liquefection to tsunamis?
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Question: The DEIS prowices net mfemation aboui the ot ciiveness of vibrocompaction and
i information alxout the effzetvensss of the propossd desp fmdstions plamed for e LNG
slorape tarks What would the remammng peclugical nsks be sssuming even bl thes:
rtigation measures an: used?

Tha geclapic anslysic used in the EIS sssamad that ondy the apper 85 faet of the seils
Tl the proeet site were likeby bo expetiencs liquefetion, but the DES also admits that there
15 at Benst 100 St of sindl, st and <lay allwavm wmder the site, and thers 5 every rmson o
believe fhs entirs sod structure 15 [ikely to liquely i the event of o lange encagzh earthgmke
What justifisation does FERC mely omin s assumption that sals desper thon §5 feet would ni
bgualy?

Poar sire selection for and LNG port

Tha DIETS fails to discss the fact that the propesed tenminal locstion is a peer site for &n
LG termnal for multmple revsoes. The DETS ignorss that the Gaet thal e progest 15 likeby ons
ol the hphest risk sifes in e United States bemng comrently propesad. pven ils locition 38 males
p i marrow miver channel whmch would make the proposed safety and exclusgon zone
rnesming less for mmch of e tanker frip up the mver since the shorelime would be well wittan the
1500 foot exclosion zone abong tha sides of LMG tankers.

Thae DE1S also bgnomes the Bt thet the projeet is located ona canve in the nver and
woadd bocated barely one LING tanker's length from the Columbia River shipping chermel. This
s s e with SIGTTO starckirds for termnal locatsom siting and this fict should be
chsclosad il evalustad m the DEIS. Site Selection and Desgn oo LEG Parts and Jelizes
Infommiion Faper Mo 14

Tha DEIS also fails to adequately consider the effects on shipping and other iver usars,
such as commercial and sport Gshenan and recreational boaters who beavily use the anea in and
arcnmed the project site.

LNEG piipelimes

The DEIS s evaluatsm of the slely meats of the propisad ppelme which waukl nm
through Columbia end Cowditz Counties is whilly insdaquate and reflocts an extrems
callousniss fowands the people who be affecied by this mispmded scheme to generate revere
for Mew York encrgy speculators. FERL's lmost laughsble decision to segment snalysis of the
Peomer pipeling similarly viclates NEPA and ifs implementing regulations.

These legh pressiers umeodomesd gas prpeling have @ blas zone of ever 1,400 fest and
ekl of Fremes, bsaneses, Brms and other sensitve facilities woukl be placed withan the
i e 10 Ehe propisecd prosect is apprenved. The Pabmmar line would resali in over 32,000
aczies of naw blest zone being ereated in Oregon and thousands of acnes of blast 2ona woukd
similarhy be created along the Cowlitz County lire.
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While the DEIS completely fals o ackdness the nsks of the Falomar line it doss coly
shightly better m terms af the propossd tins troah Cowhite County, Whole the DE]S does &
cursiry review l acknowledpss that the lne eressss over 31 potential ™ landslide arss it
admizs that it lacks significant infonmsation about these areas thereby undermining any ability of
the public of decision mekirs to sehslly avaluate the nsks of the proposed progeet on pipeline
mtzgrity. A smilarly limited review of earthquake Faults nndermines any ressomable evalustion
of the rsks of the propesed pipeines.

FERCs recommendition thal HerthemStar should “comchict additomal field mapping and
subsurfice mvsstigations s nseded o develop a Finsl Apelme Disign Gecteclmmel RBepor” 5
ity the tvpe of advice that FERC shoulid have given befions putting cul o DEIS that wis lesed
om cursory reviews and & lack of the type of site-speeific data thet WEFA requines for agencies
charged with taking & “hand-lcok™ af the impaets of & given project. DEIS af 4-30

Thae threats of the proposed pipelines would leom over every propety and its cwmers that
are along e pipeling regardless of whether an acoident ever ded oceur and this mmpact on
people’s chiily hves, as well w the reduced property valves that would resull, nesds to be
carelidly comeatersd, The ELS makes no mention of the trgr that having a thres fool dimmeter
Frgh pressurs begh valume popelme numing treugh your property woukld have on the
pevehologheal hialth of thoes who live along the pipeline. While the DELS attempls to downplay
any schml rigk to landowners in the DELS 2 revised DEIS should specifically evaluste the sociel
cffiects of bow the proposed project would affect landowners along the pipeline. This should
melnde the serious social inpacts of expenencing & condemnetion procesdng 16 FERC is geing
0 recklesdy wisld ils omelemrmtion powsr for the benzfit of o provate For profil comporation than
1 shuld it lesst have the deveny e acknowlsdge the senous mpects tat tos have on thoss it
wishes lommpose il on ad the proper place Gor thal evaluatom 1= 10 the DELS

Question: How mamy condamnation scfiors doss FERC axpect on both the propesed nonthem

pipeling and on the Pelomer pipeling® What is the prajected total loss in property valoe that tha
proposed pipeling night of wey wodld conuse a result of boss of cumently allowed uses along the

ppime?

Aibtionally, the polential Foe o catastrophes accidenl along the papeline otz will aml m
simie cases ilreacly has segmfeoimnily bversd property valiies along the proposed nade, This
shonid be spacifically considered by heving a trained and qualified resl estate appraiser Gadiar
with the local real estete market make aciual market defenmirsations about how playing hest toa
massive -odonzed pipeling would decrease indnvidusl property values for residents and
Tmsingss owmers along the pipeling route.

The DES also generally wmeomes the Gt that the proposed gas prpelmes will lack ibe
kst baso salety featre (it has been ssed for gas silety for masry decades: odomsition

Questlon: Wy would the proposed gas line not be odorized? What weuld the posts of adding
oidiof bo the lime be? Hew wonkd the unodorized gas decrease detection of gas Leaks dong the
Williams pipeling that the propesed narthern pipeling would connsct fo? What could the effects
of this back of such a bassc safety provision he?
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The proposed northem pipeline appears to be a dummy pipeline that is potentially not
actually even intended as a the route through which gas from the Bradwood project would reach
the market. The most obvious fact support this contention is that the Williams pipeline lacks the
capacity for the 1.3 bef/day of gas that the Bradwood terminal is planned for. Knows Where the
Gag Will Go?" Cassandra Profita. The Daily Astorian. Nov 27,2007, Instead, there are good
reasons to believe that Palomar pipeline would send the Bradwood gas to market and that the
northern line maybe intended to transport gas to geologic formations underneath the hills in
Cowlitz County for storage. Veneco and others are currently drilling exploratory wells looking
for such storage areas in Cowlitz County, yet this was not disclosed in the DEIS and should be
since such an action would be both a connected action and one that would have cumulative
effects to the proposed project.

FERC should consider the collection of news articles and other documents related to the
Palomar pipeline labeled as “Collection of Palomar pipeline docs” and then stop the proposed
process until such time as a DEIS can be re-issued that considers the effects of the Palomar
pipeline. FERC should also incorporate all documents, including maps and aerial photo
overlays, that it has as a part of its file for the Palomar and Oregon LNG projects and include
such documents in the record for the Bradwood terminal. This includes the attached transeripts
from two of the Palomar scoping meetings which are attached as well as the transeripts from all
additional Palomar scoping meetings.

Question: What does FERC know about the potential consideration to develop a gas storage site
in Cowlitz County or anywhere in the surrounding area? How would this project be related to
the proposed Bradwood project? How would this affect use and purpose of the northern pipeline
route? What would the effects of this type of gas storage project be on humans, fish, wildlife,
public safety and the broad range of sensitive resources that should be considered in a DEIS?

Question: On what basis can FERC accept the incredulous assertions of NorthernStar that it
intends to use the northern pipeline route to send gas to the Williams line when the Williams line
lacks capacity to accept the gas? What is the current maximum capacity of the Williams line and
how much excess capacity in the line is there? Without adequate capacity in the Williams line
how can FERC find that the northern pipeline route constitutes a viable distribution line for the
gas? Does FERC acknowledge that the lack of capacity in the Williams lines supports the notion
that the Palomar pipeline is a necessary part of the proposed project?

The Revised DEIR Fails to Analyze the Potential Risks of Onshore Leaks due to
Chemical Composition of the Natural Gas from the Proposed Project

Between 2003 and 2005, Washington Gas, Inc., a natural gas distributor in the State of
Maryland, experienced an unusually high number of dangerous gas leaks in certain areas
of its suburban gas distribution network. Washington Gas contracted scientific analysis
to determine the cause of the leaks. Ina detailed report, the analysts concluded that the
chemical composition of natural gas delivered by Washington Gas from the Cove Point
LNG terminal to consumers in the high-leak areas contributed to degradation of seal
quality in the gas pipeline network and the unusual number of gas leaks discovered
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ameng Washingion Gas cusiomers, FERC 15 in preseson of ikes docament from the
proczeitings o lhe Cove Poont LG termminad and shoudd imdde it m the recoed for the inslant
pryec]

Seweral findings from the Washingson Gas repot pertain drectly to the evironmental
impact review For the Bradwood progect . The DEIS Fails to inchude thess considerations, despite
the greve implications for the safety of podential consumsrs of Bradwood's wvaporized LRG.

Amorg the important findirgzs, the report slates

= The provess af ngfow pas liquefpctian o re-vaparizafion renals e @ lower (','i—l"p.';.'emls
hydrorarfians with sealreulo waish agunl b o precker .'.'.-..l.'.'p.mml:v,' ket /mast'y penimes
carsed bevearsa ) fre dee revaporized LNG fiart thrt of she pipeling [domestic] gas. The gaves used in
curr Experiments deronstrated Bies diference; vowcentrations of CH lydrerardunis were FI53
e ive M Srenanidood pipelive gos versio J0F pran i e Cove P gz

= The elstomer it seals com adsorh and desorh pentane, bevaue, awd othar fiphar
hvvpcarfians, per! g i dimersional saammes an the arder of 2 fewe pereeayt i a o fans of
pavcaw, .. d faer, fevawe swell fasts e @ slandord way of claractenizing nmirete b iers
Lt isy @ cfumpe o pipelie da LG gores con senat o desarbing of peatmederone and i
convawilwil dloiking of the elwtomer seal, Jeading to o reduction in

melinag frve.

+ _ The chanige s [Cove Pof LNG] g S Bos o fower conventrakon of peedans and bigh
movsesbaargiphr (5 + ) compormidy, coused @ slight shemiags i reme seals due fo de-sppion
af previciealy adsoried OF+ sompounds, B7

Aceording to Weshingten G officiels, the low C5+ compound concentrations in the
Cowe Point LIG was “a kay contributing Bacter” in the deteriorstion &nd Jeakage of more
than | A0 ges seals, requinng a $144 million projeet o replace gas lines and equipmant.
Nlastrating the danger of the kaks, & high crengy explosion thet razed & four bedroom Maryviand
Fromme {Fomvmmlely, uninbabiled) wiss implecated mthe shnnken seal leaks, Ses Balhmees Sun,
CHfficials fovk for cause @ Cove Poind for beaks i Fr. George's bowses;
Dromiwion Sower eqeupmsd Ty 8, 2005

Question: How would the composition of the gas imported to Bradwood potertislly affeet seals
and other gas linz and gas ¢ ombustion equipment weed by pas cstomers and in the franspod of
LMG derived gas? What would the composition of the gas thet would be impanied to Bradwood
Likely b based on the most likely suppliers?

Thas 1ssue and sy olbers relating 0 mberent prodlems imd nsks assocnted with LG
inre: thomughly ankidressad m comments on the Catmle Porl MG pronect thil wers preparsd by
the Banta Bartara Ervaronmental Deferse Center. We attach these somments here and
incorparate the coneerns, questions and issoes rised in these comments b our own commants
as sich comeemns. apply to the Bradwood Project. [FFERC is unable to casaly obitsin sy of the
documents referenced in the EDC's comments pleaase contact us and we will provide these
dozuments b you for imcusion in the record
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Fipeline construciion and eperution

Along with the ecologic, szonomic and safity impacts of the tarders and terminal,
Eradwood propeses to construet & 36-mile high-pressure nabaral ges pipeling, which would
traverse multiple nvers and streams in Oragon and Weshington., The pipeline requnze a 100 1o
30 foot construction casement, which will clesr vepetation and disturb scals and manrsl
resouree meustoes | fiwestry, Gshing, fameng) ma Lorg lmezor swath. This chshrhance i
permanent

The physical, chemical, fealogical, and econome impmets of the ppelme are discussed
Telowr. Thess comments. focus on the 36-mile pipeling proposed be Bradweod. Howaver, as
demonstrated in the alternatives analysis section, FERC must also consider the proposed Palomar
pipeling, which is & neeessary component of the Bradwood project. The Palomar ppelinzis a
I0mile pipeline that will cross hundreds of streams and cawse dramatic water quality jssues,
FERL must comsider the impacts ol the Palomar projest ancd must reguare Bradwoed bo subml
anuatie pesource clata on Falomsir

Physical amd chemical impacts

Thez DE1S fixils o eorebder thet the pipeling will adversely affect the physical and
chemical cheracteristics of the project area.

Eradwepod propeses o very large, hugh pressure pipehing m an aren with lughly wrestable
sals, Ananeredilde 51% ol the soils along the proposad prpelms coule are desipred “Highly
Eredibde Land™ or “Poletzally Haghly Erohible Land ™ FERC must aalyze the elfed ol ibese
nsteble and erodibla seils on ppeling stability and safety. Inadditon, the groend distarting
activity will increase the ercsion of these already highly erodible seils. Eresion is espacally
problamatic at watcoway crossings and steep slopes, both of which are common along the
pipeline route. Fipeline constnaction and maintenanes will increese the turbidity, temperabare,
and oxypen demsind i sach stream along 1t ke

Diggng; ppetne trenches sl HOD bors sl on sheep, unstable slopss will inereass the
Farickdyde nisk. The prpeling wall pass theogh Togh lodslice hasard aress. As staled abive,
Lameliides are so common in Cowlite County, that “Lenddide Dehns" is 2 stratigraphic it into
which the pipeling franch will bore. In Bact, recent landslides in Cowlitz Coamiy bave severed
rahral gas lings and caused lerge fires. Just this month, a landslide west of Clatskanie, Onegon
ocenrred approzimeschy | mile Grom the proposed pipeling route.”™ This large landslide raprured
o simsller existg natural gas line. The DELS does nof acequately address the danger of cleity
lirzsealde lambslices 1o the ppeling or the increase of lnglslide nsk duz to ppdme
consimetion

In sddlition, all of the geologic bazards diseussed above regerding the tenmingd are
applicable to the pipeline. The DELS fidls to consider the impact of the geelogic hamrds on the
pipeline and alternative pipeling desigre or rowes that minimize eovironmental and social risks.

' Bee Cregon s, “Muklited” Deceniber 12, 347
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W attach and incorpoarate the comments of Dan My Shans, registerad geologist, on the
DEIS. Based on hus lorg bestory weeking in Condite County and his expenience wilh niural gis
pipelings, Mr. Mefhane dseusses ndtiple emars and omissicns in the DEIS.

Elologheal inipacts

The DE1S finils to cormsder hw the Bratwood pipelme will acversely affect lological
resources, The pamary mmpact will oceur al stream erassings. Fiesl, npanin vegelation will be
remived aomoes o wids constniction easemen! and permanenily destroyed m e mamteninee
2one The loss of ripeman veszstation will decress balatal Cor npseman mmomls, amphibuns,
reptilas, birds, and macroinvertebrates. This will also destroy fish habitet thet depends on
hiezalthy ipanian ereas for bank sability, shade, physeal compleaty, the input of coarse woody
debris, and detribes from vegetation. In addition, removing riparian vegetation will increass
walir temperature by decreasing shade. The benefivial Gltaring and buffering by the riparian
aren wall lse be chegradesd, This destruction wall decrease waler qualify and barm Gsh. DEC
slafed, “There are 94 dream eressings and 24 wetland area erassings proposed fo accommadate
0 miles of new pipeling. Associnled wath thess dsturboness to the sreems and wetlos
thermeselves, ane sigmificamt imqacs to riparian and welband vegetation ™ Cregon Prebiminary
Comments &t 12 {emphasis addsd).

Second, the pipeling construction will disturb soils, stream banks, and stream beds, which
will hanm aquetic life. Pipeling construction will necessanty invelve heavy squpment in
sensifive npanan batital, The pelme construction wall remave and destrow fopsol adjacent e
sireams and removs e sineambed subsirale when wenching across the sirsom. Soms of these
silezs arz salmem spawning streams, sospiramireg prvels could be remesvedd and barmed by the
rbidity plure. The censiruction will generate tramendous turbidity and suspanded solids e
deliver sediments fo downstream habitet, inchuding deswnstream salmon habitet, Downstream
sediment delivery will coour in habiter utilized by ESA-listed salmonand EFH. In some
circumstences, ek bardening may be required, which will further degrade aquatic habitat In
additon, mulipls rowck wall be crsted B aceess the pipeline roule. The vehicles will compact
and disturl soiks, Further, Bradwood wall constroct mulhple sinatures asseosated with the
prpedimie, which wall dsturh s, vegetihon, and water quality

Third, the pipaline consmoction will dismupt fish passage by demming the streams during
the renching and pipeline placement. 11 is wnelear ey Loreg fish passege would be intermuptad.
Thez mitigation of ceptuning and removing fish bebind the dams is historically not effective, end
will result in the take of threstened salmenids,

Fourth, any prpeline berng, including the mudiaple propesed HOD, nisk frac oud and the
witrechistiom of bentonite 1o the waterway, Benlonte anothers Bsh hatalat and lools streams, A
recent pipeline theaugh surlar tepegrapsy m southem Oragon expenenced multiple prodlems
with frec cut and the introduction of dilling mud ingo the waterway. FERC mmust analyze the
tremencdons impact of the intreduction of very large amoants of fine sediment en the Columbie
River or salmon-bearing tnbuenies. The following photos show stream degradstion from Coos
Comnty nstural s pipeling corstruction

Page 134 of 151




6EL-M

20071222-8001 FRAC POR (ned Tisiall 1202272007 1212456 AM

Fiflh, the lateral ppelines and olfer aseciated fatres (melsckng power lines) wll
et waler ululily'. FERL must consacker ihie |.1|||mcfnf|nlm| |:|ipe|in=1 —ihe DES Galed 1o
s these mmpacts. Sithy the pipelines wall resalt in babital fragmemzbon inimportant
riparan kabitats and associated oplands. Seventhy, the pipaline will adversely affeer rare plants,
As the UEFWSE noted, the sarveys and impact assessments for checker mallow, wener howalia,
and other rane plamts mist extend bo all arcas that will be impected by the permenent and
temporary nght of wey for the Bradwood pipetine. Addtionally, the DEIS dozs not incoeporate:
an mssessmient of how pebential sereous filures in unstabls slopes and erceton throoghoat the
arest will impract hatetat of sensitive planl speces alorg e pipeline,

Cunvulative Impads

A0 C.FR § 1508 25 requires FERC to consider the cumidative impacts of the propesal.
This includes the cumuletive effects of conservation, eeonomics, aesthetics, peneral
environmental ¢oncems, wetlandk, bastonc propertiss, fish and wildifi velues, flocd berards,
Meowdiplain values, Jand wse, novigetion, shers encsion end aceretion, recreation, water sapply and
cionservalion, waker qualily, energy neads, sy, property ownership and e neads and wel fire
ol the pagle. FERLC s smalvsas, therefore, 13 nof lomited 1o the region drectly adgpcant i
Erandweonl. Mow i the rewiew lomited to short-erm imgacts, b ot must consider the long seom
vinpacts o the esniary and the enfige length of the pipeline, Forther, EIS st aalyze comectad
actions and similar gctions, as defined in the repalanons.

Thee DE1S fixils o inchuds o curmaletive impacts analysis of proposed Palomar Pipeline,
whnch, i axpelained n the ahemative seotion above, 15 dineoly cometed fo the Brdwood LNG
termirsl, Becse detailed Palesmar Frpeline maps are not available 1o the poblic or FERD af this
time, 1t is chifficull o assess the impaces aml inpossilde o sy which practicable altermnves exist
retated to papeline poute. However, due fo the massave g2e ard scope of the Paloosr Pipeline,
the atdverse eovironmental, soeiel, and eeonomse impacts ane ereme. The DEIS fils to amalyee
the cumulative impact of te Bradsood termiral, aleng with the two propesed pipelines, will of
which heve o fremendous sdverss mpect on each of the fuctors listed above.
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The DE1S does nat even atermpd 10 acknowledze impostant past, cngoirg, imd Gature
actions thal will sontmme e bmpss eecoyery of sensive waldil, Gsh, s thear habitals, The
cumulitive impmets analyss alss omils the elyios mpael sl mdustnalstion and ydropower
davedopment have had on the Columbia River - davelopments which barm the esteary and the
Livwar Columbia®s critieal salmon nursery. The Columbia River Channel deepening project,
whbeh will also ceeor in the immediate project area, will impact fisheries and should be
imeorporated into a comsideration of how the Bradwond area will funetion &5 even more
mmpertant migratim and refige habot chmng and in the wake of this prajsct

s part ool e comulative effecls amalyses, FERC must also consider Bradwood s
cheprackition of Geh hatetat m light of the aireach temous state o sakm, sturgeco and
groundfish in the Pacific Morthwest. First, the wedlend and shallow water habitat in the
Columbia River has been significantly degraded over the last cenbry. The remeining habetet at
Bradwood, therefore, takes on added importanee. The Columbia Biver dams degrade water
quality IJ;. ingreasing temperabare, deereasing dissolved cecypen end flow, 1 of which hamms
salmen ™ The dims also desrenss the amount of habitat avlatile s satmom, [ additom, other
wppstragn s, such as polutom Gom agradiure, frasty, aed mdustry contmbnlez b salmomd
popniatvon declines, Inadditom, the Columbe Raver chinnel despermng progect 15 ongoing,

Thas lage chredging praect will senoasly cegrace water quality diezeily adimeent 10 e
Eradwood site, and all along the lower Columbia River. Threatensd selman and other spacies
will be barmed by the pollutants, dismuption, and less of hatetet due to chanmel deepaning
dredzing. Further, fish batcheries degrade the survival of profecad, native seimen. Dz to the
dame, other upstream impacts, habetet loss inthe estuary and carrent dredzing, 13 E8Us of
salman are on the brink of extmetion,"™ The Bradwood LNG termumal s tmpaet on silmen mst
b evalvmiled m lighd of the ciemulative ecalugical stress ol salmoen alrexly fice, The DELS bas
[inl el dr ccmdder ackequaniely these cumulative aflects

In additicn, global warming is reducing snow pack &nd increasing temperabares, which
will adversely affizct water sempersnee and flows. FERC must considar cach of these
cumilative effeets on salmon and other aquetic life, and wildlife. As part of this emalyss, FERC
st coreider the indirect effects of imeransing (ke Easal fusd supply in the Paclie Morfhwess,
whch wall Jend to gresler carlon emmissions and accddente plobal wanmning The DEIS also
[l ) top armil e e inchmeet effieet oF LENG crshing addubonal gas-lueled power plamts, whoch
will decrease B damarl o renewable snergy, therely Tandenng elloets to combal global
warming and bindering the ecenomic epportunities that reewable eneey hes rought to the
Peecific Morthvwest, such as imvesiments in wind, wave, and solar energy.

In sdelitiom, g DELS hes Raled te consides the el stive ceonomic effzet of Bradwood
om the fishumg sty and camumumitiss dependent upan the fishirg ecaxeny, The direct bam
o lish wall baren the fishirg ielustry, as will the Jack of access o tmachiorl fishing areas

Mitization i imdequate

' vt Cirosll FORPS Opin i
I‘F‘f

Page 136 of 151




0v.L-M

20071222-5001 FERC DDF (Unofficial} 12/22/2007 12:24:56 AM

The proposed mitigation projects do not offset the tremendous damage that the LNG
terminal and pipeline would cause. First, the mitigation violates the fundamental tenant of EPA
wetland mitigation sequencing by failing to avoid adverse impacts. As described in these
comments and by NMFS and Oregon, there are practicable alternatives to the Bradwood location
with less adverse impact.

EPA describes the mitigation sequencing as follows:

In 1990, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Department
of Army entered into a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) to clarify the
type and level of mitigation required under Section 404 regulations. The
agencies established a three-part process, known as mitigation sequencing
to help guide mitigation decisions:

1. Avoid - Adverse impacts are to be avoided and no discharge shall be
permitted if there is a practicable altemative with less adverse impact.

2. Minimize - If impacts cannot be avoided, appropriate and practicable
steps to minimze adverse impacts must be taken.

3. Compensate - Appropriate and practicable compensatory mitigation 1s
required for unavoidable adverse impacts which remain.'®’

The MOA describes the requirement of the law:

Avoidance. Section 230.10(a) allows permit issuance for only the least
environmentally damaging practicable alternative. The thrust of this
section on alternatives is avoidance of impacts. Section 230.10(a) requires
that no discharge shall be permitted if there is a practicable
alternative to the proposed discharge which would have less adverse
impact to the aquatic ecosystem, so long as the alternative does not have
other significant adverse environmental consequences. In addition, Section
230.10(a)(3) sets forth rebuttable presumptions that 1) alternatives for
non-water dependent activities that do not involve special aquatic sites are
available and 2) alternatives that do not involve special aquatic sites have
less adverse impact on the aquatic environment. Compensatory
mitigation may not be used as a method to reduce environmental
impacts in the evaluation of the least environmentally damaging
practicable alternatives for the purposes of requirements under Section
230.100a)."

Bradwood flips this sequence on its head by siting the terminal where 1t will have
tremendous adverse impacts, but then attempting to mitigate those impacts, As the MAO states,
compensatory mitigation may not be used as a method to reduce environmental impacts. The
DEIS fails to raise the legal requirements of mitigation sequencing, fails to assess the adverse

7 it www epa, o owow wetlands pdfCMitiaation. pdf
¥ Memorandurn Of Agreement Between The Department of the Arrmy and The Environmental Protection Agency,
1990 (emphasis added).
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effects of Brodwood s propesal bo operate oul of ssquence, el Ginls to assess allerntive design,
cperntim and mutigation oplons that have les impadts

Sevond, even if Bradwood kad properly avodding advarse impects, the mitigetion does
it adequately cempensate for the damage. The destruction of 58 acres of prime esfuanng
salmon babitat s imepleceable. [n additien, sdequate mitigation must raplace hebitat valwes with
“in-kind" and “in-place™ habitat. The MAQ stafes:

Genezally, in-kind compersitory mitzgation is prafemable fo oul-al-kind
There 15 contimmed uncer ity regardg the suscess of wetland eraition o
ofter habolal developmenl 'I'I|=|'¢ﬁ'1'=_|1|-:|:ler||u|ur1| e nahere el extent
af habutat developement of this type, carefil considaration should be given
to its likelihood of suceess ™

Hare, much of the propesed mitigation &5 not “in-nd” or “in-place”, as NMFPE noted in
tis By 11 better. The constrution ad operation of the terminal wall cose immediake, severs,
dleletemones mpects b satmeom, cnbcal habelsd, and essenhial sh hatelat. Bradwood essers thal
salrmom Bubitat will recatve o met benzfit from the projest, bul provides no saieniilic basis for tos
cpestcrabde slalemenl. Eradwood has imelerstiled the extent and seventy {_lr|1|||_|u.'la el wall
nizad o be mitigated, and so the amalysis of how mitigation will offset these problems is ths
imherendly flawed. Most importantly, the mitigation measares ot forth by Bradwood do net
rzeessarily offiet e types of babitat being destroyed by dredzing, filling the log pond, and
damaging wetlands, streams, end riparian ancas at the berminal and along the alignment of the
pipelme. MIMIFS has roised thess issues as well as the problem that the eflecs of the mohgation
wiill takez hoolel at st several vears afler chimsge cocurs akong the opstme and # the sile, The
DELS moed desembe mome thoroughly how propscsed migation elforis wall addrass thes prabiem
dring censiruction and eay operation of the terminal and pipzline.

Specifically, the DELS does not adoquately deseribe bow it &5 mitigating impacts of
dredzing. The Svensen [slend mitigation stz is being usod to offset the filling of the Log pond
and other fidal wetlamds on the site, Lower Svensen Island ancd Hont Creek donol represant a
significant creation of new hatlal, winle chedging will dmectly degrde 58 aorss o habital (pg
2], Whaks Erdwood mierels o immreve andior mennkin halalal # 1ls mohgation silss, they
liml s 1o shenw Bow thas restioration wall diredly et ma posthve gamm samon habatad Jost
from the srea dredged in the Celumbes River and the filled bog pond, an screage which exceeds
the amount of new habitat created at Svensen lsband. The mitigation efforts are, by themsalves,
madequate, but they alse oeour out of step with the impescts of the project itself, which are
sevene. The mutigation efforts for creating new habitat are dosmstream, and the mitigation plan is
vmelear i o the timeline for when new cneated habatat will provide offseting bensdits foc
chimigs done o the sle. The mbgaton plin doss nod demonstrale how balutl of simlar
pnpirleres il Gmetiom will e cosaited i edher arsis 10 acemml fiar the irestrezm hilnlal, in
partivalar, In addtion, Brachwvesd finls o miligate dimage om the pipame. The miligation site
at Diglemeter Creek: is desided &s inappropriste for mitigation of the pipeline impects. Daspite all
of thi s shomeomings, the DEIS does not anslyvee the inadequacics of the mitigetion plan or

18 ey
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analyze the impacts to aquatic resources under the plan. The DEIS also fails to analyze
alternatives to mitigation and alternative mitigation plans.

Expert agencies have roundly criticize the Bradwood mitigation plan. ODFW summed
up the problem concisely: “Significant fish habitat will be lost and mitigation is not adequate.”
Oregon Preliminary Comments at 4.

NMEFS stated:

The mitigation plan included in the DEIS appears inadequate and
incomplete. The preferred alternative does not contain any mitigation
for several adverse impacts on NMFS’ trust resources, including listed
species under the ESA. Sediment sequestration and wake stranding of
juvenile salmonids are areas of particular concern. Where mitigation is
proposed at Svensen Island, the description of the action has changed and
is inadequate for assessment of beneficial effects to NMFS’ trust resources
that are impacted by the proposed project. For example, not all of the
island is currently within the applicant’s ownership or subject to the
applicant’s right to make modifications. . . . . In addition, FERC needs to
clearly articulate how the benefits provided at Svensen Island for
salmonids adequately compensate for the decrease in habitat and habitat
quality 14 river miles upstream and for on-going operational impacts that
affect the viability of the affected populations. Furthermore, because the
terminal would be operated for 40 years, a monitoring and adaptive
management plan needs to be developed by the applicant, in consultation
with NMFS that assures continued benefit to the target species over the
lifetime of the project, and beyond if the affected habitat is not restored.

NMFS DEIS comments at 3-4.

When the state and federal agencies in charge of salmon both expressly state that the
mitigation is inadequate, FERC must carefully assess the efficacy of the plan.

Bradwood’s claims that this project will enhance salmon habitat are completely
unfounded. The agencies state that the proposed mitigation plan will not compensate for the
dramatic loss of habitat. In fact, the agencies note that Bradwood’s proposed mitigation sites are
already healthy habitat:

“All mitigation proposed would preserve and enhance existing areas which already provide
functional water quality and habitat benefits.” Oregon Preliminary Comments at 12 (DEQ).

“If the Hunt Creek/Clifton Channel [mitigation] site is just going to be preserved, but already

functioning, how are the waters impacts being mitigated for?” Oregon Preliminary Comments at
34 (Department of Land Conservation and Development)
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“Although the targeted areas may function better if mitigation actions are successful, the
project will still result in a permanent loss of 33 acres of wetland and 58 acres of in-stream
areas, as well as temporal losses from an additional 98 acres of temporary wetland impacts.
Not only is this contrary te both the intent and requirements for mitigation to fulfill permit
requirements under the Clean Water Act, but it is of additional significance under the recent EPA
clevation of the Colurmbia River to a national priority.” Oregon Preliminary Comiments at 8.

In addition, Bradwood has touted its Salmon Enhancement Initiative (“SEI”) to the
agencies and the public, but few have been impressed. Descriptions of SEI activities are far too
vague to add mitigation value to Bradwood’s project. ODFW stated, “Bradwood has proposed to
implement a Salmon Enhancement Initiative that would be entirely voluntary ... Because the
plan is voluntary and not regulatory, questions persist about it. [There are] no details about
specific projects so it is extremely difficult to assess benefits or project impacts.” Oregon
Preliminary Comments at 55. The DEIS does not adequately describe the nature and
effectiveness of the SEI, or alternatives to the SEI, such as requiring that the voluntary money be
a mandatory component of compensatory mitigation.

Furthermore, the benefits and funding for the SEI depend on the ability of Bradwood to
operate the LNG terminal consistently for 35 years. With persistent uncertainty in the global and
Pacific Rim LNG markets, the Bradwood proposal cannot be expected to operate consistently
and without interruption in funding for 35 years.

The DEIS proposes that Bradwood will employ noxious weed control as a form of
mitigation. But, the DEIS does not adequately describe how controlling noxious weeds will
directly benefit salmon and offset the type of impacts the project will have at the site, where
terminal construction and dredging will destroy dozens of acres of critical habitat. Futhermore,
as NMF'S has noted, the methods of noxious weed control are important. If Bradwood intends to
use chemical control measures, the impacts of these control measures must be assessed on
salmon that may use the restored areas. The DEIS fails to analyze the efficacy of noxious week
control as mitigation, the extent of the control, the positive and negative attributes, and
alternative means of control. In addition, the DEIS fails to discuss the proposed mitigation for
construction, stormwater, and operational mitigation.

The proposed project will adversely affect water quality for the Columbia River and
contribute to violations of Oregon’s and Washington’s Water Quality Standards.

The DEIS fails to consider the impact on water quality and the fact the proposed
dredging, filling, and pipeline construction will cause violations of both Oregon’s and
Washington’s numeric and narrative water quality standards, including harming designated uses.

Bradwood will cause or contribute to violations of Oregon’s water quality
standards

FERC must assess whether the project will conflict with state policies. 40 C.F.R §

1502.16(c). Here, the DEIS failed to discuss the conflict between the project and state water
quality standards. In reviewing the Bradwood proposal, DEQ made clear that project would
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likely violate water quality standards. For example, DEQ stated, “the hydrodynamic geomorphic
changes in the river ... may contribute to unacceptable levels of erosion ..., introduction of
toxics to the waterway, habitat loss, and wetlands loss — all of which reduce water quality.”
Oregon Preliminary Comments at 11. In addition, “potentially debilitating impacts to these
[threatened] species include noise, continuous light, suspension of sediment, turbidity, loss
of salmonid habitat and ability to rest or avoid predation, and potential attractant for sturgeon to
a dangerous construction zone.” Id. ODFW agreed, stating, “Significant fish habitat will be
lost and mitigation is not adequate.” Id. at 4. DEQ expressly noted that the impacts of the
pipeline are contrary to state law: “Loss of riparian vegetation in these areas is directly
contradictory to the applicable Water Quality Management Plan . . . which requires
preservation and restoration of riparian areas in tributaries to address temperature and other
water quality parameters.” Id. at 12. DEQ also stated that the impacts of the pipeline are
contrary to state law: “Loss of riparian vegetation in these areas is directly contradictory to the
applicable Water Quality Management Plan . . . which requires preservation and restoration of
riparian areas in tributaries to address temperature and other water quality parameters.” Id.
Oregon’s review indicates that the project does not comply with Oregon’s water quality
standards.

Specifically, Bradwood will cause or contribute to violations of the following water
quality standards, all of which the DEIS fails to discuss:

Protection of the designated use of aquatic life, OAR 340-041-0101

The LNG terminal and pipeline fail to protect the designated use of aquatic life, including
threatened salmonids and the North American green sturgeon. As described in detail above, the
expansive acreage of dredging and filling in eritical salmon habitat fails to protect salmon. The
construction and operation of the terminal and pipeline, including removing riparian vegetation,
tanker traffic, wastewater discharge, ballast water intake, pipeline stream crossings, and the risk
of catastrophic damage due to a gas fire combine to create unacceptable harm to aquatic life.

The fact that some of the aquatic life, including 13 ESUs of salmon and the North American
green sturgeon, are on the brink of extinction makes the project less acceptable.

The LNG terminal also fails to protect the designated use of fishing because the terminal
and tankers degrade the struggling fishery and block or delay access to traditional fishing
grounds, as described in detail above.

Narrative criteria, OAR 340-041-0007

OAR 340-041-0007 prohibits “the creation of ... toxic or other conditions that are
deleterious to fish or other aquatic life ....” Bradwood’s 58 acres of dredging and expansive
wetland fill is clearly a condition deleterious to fish due to permanent loss of habitat. In
addition, NMFS and DEQ raised as a major concern that LNG tankers will impinge and entrain
juvenile salmon and other fish when the tankers take 6,000,000,000 gallons of ballast water each
year. Additional deleterious conditions include: modification of river flow and hydrology at
mouth of Clifton Channel, wake stranding of juvenile fish, discharge of warm engine cooling
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water, long-term piling driving and dredging, and destruction of riparian and upland habitat
along entire pipeline.

Biocriteria, OAR 340-041-0011

Waters of the State must be of sufficient quality to support aquatic species without
detrimental changes in the resident biological communities. As described above, the LNG
terminal will degrade resident biological communities due to habitat destruction, wake stranding
of juvenile fish, toxic discharges, increase temperature and turbidity, and removal of riparian
vegetation, among other impacts.

Dissolved Oxygen, OAR 340-041-0016

Dredging and lengthy in-water work will reduce the dissolved oxygen in the Columbia
River to levels that violate the water quality standard. The Columbia River is water quality
limited for dissolved oxygen so any additional oxygen demand from Bradwood’s dredging or
terminal construction and operation will certainly cause or contribute to violations of the water
quality standards.

Temperature, OAR 340-041-0028

Bradwood’s dredging, vegetation clearing, and wastewater discharge will contribute to
the exceedance of the temperature water quality standard of 68 degrees F for salmon rearing and
migration. Bradwood’s proposed sumnmertime discharges of firewater system testing of 74
degrees F and hydrostatic testing water of 75 degrees F will violate the temperature criterion.
Because the lower Columbia River is already water quality limited, any contribution of heat from
Bradwood above the ambient river temperature causes or contributes to a violation of the
temperature water quality standard. The Ninth Circuit has recently made clear that new
dischargers may not add a pollutant into a water body that is water quality limited. Friends of
Pinto Creek v. United States Environmental Protection Agency, No. 05-70785, (9th Cir. Oct. 4,
2007).

Toxic substances, OAR 340-041-0033

Toxic substances may not be introduced above natural background levels in
concentrations that may be harmful to aquatic life. Bradwood will discharge chromium, silver,
and other toxic pollutants from the SCVs at concentrations harmful to aquatic life. In addition,
DEQ and NMFS raised concerns about toxic pollutants, including phytosterols, mobilized from
dredging or erosion of former industrial site.

Bradwood’s wastewater will contain the toxic pollutant silver at levels 14,900% greater
than EPA considers safe for fish. Bradwood will discharge at 0.018 mg/L when the safe level is
0.00012 mg/L."" In addition, Bradwood’s discharge of the highly toxic chromiurm III and
chromium VI are 119% and 2,354% greater than Oregon’s chronic water quality criteria,

'™ Technical Memerandum: Mixing Zone Analysis for Bradwood Landing Point Source Discharges, July 27, 2007
at3,s.
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respectively. "' This discharge violates both the numeric and narrative water quality standards.
Bradwood’s solution for their toxic discharges is to create a giant toxic mixing zone, in which
the “silver concentrations determine the size of the chronic mixing zone.”” This backwards
approach — building a big enough toxic mixing zone to accommodate any amount of pollution —
is contrary to the CWA. DEQ cannot issue a permit that contains this toxic mixing zone. The
DEIS failed to discuss the conflict between DEQ regulations and this project.

Turbidity, OAR 340-041-0036

Bradwood’s long-term dredging will violate the standard of no more than a ten percent
increase above background levels. The turbidity from the dredging is likely much worse than
presented by FERC because the DEIS failed to consider dredging through organic matter and
packed sand, and it failed to consider the necessity of blasting, clamshell dredging, and other
methods that create more turbidity.

The turbidity standard has an exception for “limited duration activities necessary to
address an emergency or to accommodate essential dredging.” The 24-hour, 7-day dredging
over 3 months is not limited in duration and not essential.

Antidegradation, 340-041-0004(7)

Oregon rules state that “water quality limited waters may not be further degraded . . .”
OAR 340-041-0004(7). The Columbia River is water quality limited for temperature, dissolved
oxygety, and other pollutants. Therefore, Oregon cannot allow Bradwood’s new, additional
discharge of these pollutants into the already degraded Columbia River. OAR 340-041-0004(7)
says Oregon may grant narrow exceptions, but only if the “benefits of the lowered water quality
outweigh the environmental costs of the reduced water quality” and the discharge will not harm
endangered species. The environmental costs of this project are tremendous and the discharge
will certainly harm endangered species by permanently destroying critical habitat, including the
designated critical habitat of the Snake River sockeye.

Bradwood will cause or contribute to violations of Washington’s water quality
standards

The DEIS must assess the entire project’s compliance with Washington’s standards, not
just the pipeline, because the terminal construction and operation will affect Washington’s
waters in the Columnbia River. The DEIS fails to discuss compliance with Washington’s
standards at all. As described above, the LNG terminal and pipeline do not protect the
Washington designated use of aquatic life, including threatened salmonids and the North
American green sturgeon, due to expansive acreage of dredging and filling in critical salmon
habitat.

g
17 ]d:
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The LHG termuinal also uils do profes the desgnated use of fishang, WA 172200 A-
010, becase fhe teomirnl al famkers degmle the stouggling fishery and Bock or delay access o
trichitnarnl fishire grourds. The pipeting crosangs will desmace Ashing secess and fish baibiital

Eradwood's dredging and pipeline construction will wiolste the ene-day madmumn
rrbidity eriterion. Multiple streames that the pipeline wonld cross, including Cameron Creek,
Abwrratiy Crock, Genmany Creek, Trobutary 3 o Coal Creak, Coal Creck, Ostrender Creak, and
ofhers are desgznated salmon spmrmng siesums. The furbechly entenon s 5 NTU over
Tackgroand when the background 15 5 NTU ar less, or o 10% mersase m urbadity when the
Tckgroamd barbadify 1s moce Shan 50 MTU, WAL 1T3-200A-200e). FERC aul the public
carmir] adequately asess (he tmpac 10 sahmon becmpe (he apphciion matenzk do nol discoss
which streame confain salmen. For the sireame that do not cenfain salmon, the citerion is 10
WTU over backgrownd when the beckground is 30 MTU or less, or & 20% incresse in turbidity
wten the backgromed turbicity is more then 50 NTU. & The dredeing will greatly exeesd this
stendand. The pipeline constroction will etso exeeed the stendard for irenching, and hes the
pessbility o exceschng the standard for HOD and bore due to the potential for e o, niach
canpses benlonvie clay or drillimg mud 1o faul ihe streams,

The mrbnedity cnleni allcavs a lammpormy moxmng xme for mewaler ponsiruction, bl
dredzing and pipeline trenching will even viclate the mixing zones in WAL [ T3-201A- 000X,
In additicn, the midng mone is mot allowed here becawss it will substamtially interfzre with the
salmom using the waterbody and demage the ccosystem &s prohitited by WAL 173-201A4-2000z)
and WAC 17320 LA-200{].

The LNG termunal ancl prpeline will also vielate Washmglon™s tamperature, WAC 173
M A=200c), and dissolve] coogren, WAC 175200 A<200cl), water quahly sanderds doe 1o
removel of ipanan vegetation and inereased dlistion, and turbidity, as deseribed in detail above.
In additicn, Cameron, Abermatiey, Camnany, Tributary 5 to Cosl Creak, Coal Cresk, end
Cstrander Creck are lissed on 3030d) st for tempereture. The propesed pipeling will ciusean
imercase in tempersture in thess streams during constrocion, which is probibited by dhe CWA
Alsa, the borgr-term Temesil of npart vagelation wall mersise temperature, wioch wall rther
cheprrak: the hsled shveams, in violation of the CWA

The prcpect wall alsa valate Washaglion's antidegrachibon pohey, WA 1732004300,
the purpese of which is to restore and maimein the highest possible quality of surface waters in
Washington. The progect fails to proect Tier | sireams, incloding these on the 3030d) list, which
“must be wainkained and protected.” WAL 173-2014-21010 Wo degradation is allowed. &
Thee pipeling corstnaction would cortainly degrade these Tier | streams. In sddition, the pipeline
wll crves malliple Ther 10 streams, in which new schivities e profebiled undess the hmenng of
witler quality 15 nevessary and m the overmchng poblie nlerest, WAD 1732014320, Brichwood
cintld redesign the ppeline rowls or aressmg proesdires, si the lwering |,'-"1l'.||r.r-:||i|||'_g.' 15 i
rieeszamy. Also, the prpelins roule 12 nol in the evemdirg pabbic miees)

COrverall, the DELS fails to discless and discuss the feet that the projoct will vielse

Oregon's and Washington's water quality standards, and the DEIS fiils to discuss any
albermatives that can clioninate or mingmize this condlict.
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The DEIS fails to adequately consider cultural resources and environmental justice

The DEIS fails to analyze the cumulative, direct, and indirect impact to cultural resources
and environmental justice.

Lack of current data for analysis

On page 4-334 and 4-335 are located three tables (4.8.1-6, 4.8.1-7 and 4.8.2-1) which
demonstrate income distribution and ethnicity in areas affected by the project. Two of these
tables are derived from U.S. Census Bureau Census of 2000, while one of them (4.8.2-1)
includes information from the U.S. Census Bureau Census of 2006. This raises concern
regarding the use of outdated statistics. If the 2006 Census has been made available, then the EIS
should include and analyze data from those graphs. A considerable change in ethnic composition
and income distribution for the affected areas could easily occur within that 6 year gap. If data
from 2006 was available at the time of data analysis for this DEIS, then why is it not included
here? This should be remedied prior to an EIS being published so as to provide accurate
information and appropriate analysis of affected populations.

Non-compliance with section 106 of the NHPA

On page 5-13 it is stated that "We have not yet completed the process of complying with
section 106 of the NHPA. Cultural resource surveys are needed for about 11 miles total of the
pipeline route.” This analysis must be completed for any accurate staterments to be made
regarding impact on disenfranchised or minority populations. This should be remedied prior to
an EIS being published.

No consideration for other disenfranchised communities, especially senior citizens
and the physically disabled

Residents living along the pipeline route who are elderly or have physical disabilities are
at a great disadvantage in participating in the FERC/NEPA process. With informational meetings
being held at night and at various locations the participation of affected citizens with disabilities
or frailties due to age becomes very difficult. Analysis should be done on these affected
communities and information should be made available to them in an accessible format (such as
large print and daytime meetings in all the affected communities -- not just a central location that
people are expected to drive long distances to attend).

Questionable conclusions made by analysis of minority populations which result in a
lack of information being made available to the public

In analyzing data regarding ethnic make-up and income distribution in areas that are
affected by the project (terminal, marine traffic and pipeline) it appears that erroneous
conelusions have been drawn. In the community of Navy Heights in Astoria the population is
22.9% Hispanic (table 4.8.1-6, which relies on the outdated 2000 census), but the conclusion
drawn in the DEIS is that "there are no predominantly minority communities within the Zones of
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Concern." (page 4-333) Additionally, table 4.8.1-7 shows that over 25% of the population of
Navy Heights lives below the poverty level. What percentage of the population would have to be
non-white and/or impoverished for it to be considered a "predominantly minority community?"

Furthermore, within section 4.8.1.9 on environmental justice it is stated that "each federal
agency must ensure that public documents, notices, and hearings are readily available to the
public." The DEIS claims that this is achieved through making notices available through "local
government representatives, local libraries and newspapers, and local environmental groups.”
(page 4-333) Were notices written in Spanish and submitted to Latino-based newspapers that
circulate in areas like Navy Heights? Were meetings held with translators in an effort to inform
the quarter of the population of that area that is Hispanic and potentially non-English speaking?
Were notices to Hispanic property owners provided in Spanish? And was this done in other areas
where Hispanic population makes up a lower percentage of the overall population (such as
Clatsop County where 4.5 % [1,603 actual residents] were Hispanic at the time of the 2000
census)?

With regard to the impoverished peoples living in the zones of concern, it appears that in
most areas there are typically well over 10% of the population living below the poverty line
(tables 4.8.2-10, 4.8.1-7 and 4.8.3-6). And yet he conclusion is repeatedly drawn that "there are
no predominantly low-income or minority communities” in the zones of concern. Again, the
question must be raised- what percentage of impoverished and/or minority groups would be
relevant for a consideration to be made on the impact on those communities?

Further consideration of historic sites such as the LCNHT, Hunt Lumber Mill,
historic shipwrecks and site 35C016

In section 5.1.9 the conclusions and recommendations of cultural resources indicate that
more work must be done on the part of the applicant to verify that historic cultural sites will not
be adversely affected by the project (marine traffic, terminal and pipeline). Of primary concern
are the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail, the Hunt Lumber Mill and site 35CO16. These
analyses and mitigation plans should be addressed before publishing an EIS. Additionally further
analysis should be made regarding the impact of a low-probability high-impact event on the 37
shipwrecks that are identified outside of the navigation channel. Mitigations should be
considered that would protect historic sites potentially impacted by a disaster that may cause
damage to outlying areas surrounding the project.

The DEIS fails to discuss conflicts between the project and federal, state, and local plans,
policies and controls

The DEIS fails to include discussion of the project’s conflict with federal, state, and local
plans, policies and controls. The project is inconsistent with multiple regulations and policies to
protect the estuary. First, the project is inconsistent with Clatsop County’s Comprehensive Plan
and land use development ordinances. Bradwood has asked for over 20 amendments to the
Clatsop County land use plans, including radically modifying the Comprehensive Plan’s
designation portions of the project site from “Natural” to “Industrial” and from “Conservation”
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fo “Trevelopment. ™ The TEIS oot ciseuss the condlicts with County laned wss plans, as
cesemhed i flhe hane 28, 2007 Clatsop County Stafl’ Baport from Milch Riobse 10 the Plamirg
Commuzsaon; the July [0, 2007 letter Fom the Cshizon $o the Chilssp Coarty Flinming
Commisson; and the faby 20, July 24, July 31, and Angust 8, 2007 latters from Columbia
Riverkeeper to Clatsop County Mlanning Commisson, 4l of which are attachad  The DEIS fails
to explain the exgstance and importanes of this conflict. Even if Clatsop County modifies its
Lamd s plans, which it has not dome, FERC most still address the conflict between the project

and the Jand wse plans, [FClatsop County amends 115 land v plos specifically foavcommidate

fhos praject, the E15 must chsoss the all dinet, malivze), and cummdative efficts of this land e
amemihnent, mclwdmg the ervmommental, sconomie, and soaal mmpacts of amendirg these pans
i s, aned dny altematives 1o amendirgs the plan thist would svoed or mommeze the adverse
tmpects

That DE1S fixdls to inchodz a discssion about condlicts batween the Bradwoed pipeline
and Conslitz Courty laws that proteet nemral resources, eeonomics, and public safity. For
exmmple, the ppeline wall violats the Cowlite Counly Commprehensve Flan, zoming ocdinances,
development ardmaness, Cnticl Arsms Ordmaness (*CACT) and Shorelmes Managemenl Plans.
The DEIS Lils ta chaess the chrecd, idirect, and ammialvs allects al veolatmg these laws,
meluchng the envirommenital, ecomimic, and social impacts. The DELS also Guls mothisonss amy
albzpreatives o vielating the lews that would aveid or minimize the sdvarse impacts.

Thae DE1S fixils o discss the eenflicts between the Bradwoed project and Oregon lew
and pelicies. First, the DELS fails to discloss and discuss that the project may volabe Statewide
Flimwnng Gaal 14, attached, whivh requirss the prolectsm of Cregon’s sstumne resomes,
meluching the ecomemmie, soctal, i esrmmonmmental values m the estury. The DEIS fils t
chsoiss the impac! N'l,llﬂql:ln:huj: or fakire an excephion 1o Goal 16, Second, the DELS Guls 1o
diseuss the project's nopcempliance with Cregon's implementation of the CWA's wastewatar
permitting program wnder CWA seetion 402, Oregon cannct isue an NFDES permit 1o
Bradwood becase the Colombia River is water quality limived for temperabore and dssabved

cvgen. Alse, the proposed discharge vielates the foxie pollutant criteria. Third, the DEIS fails
fa thsenss The progect’s conflict wath Cregen™s obligaton o ceraby o praject as comssten wath
winler quality stanckrcks uncher CWA sexhon 401, Brachwoodd does not comply with water quality
sterdincls, and Clregon canmol 15502 the perml, becinse the projed does nol proted] dessgmited
s il dhoess il eoemgly wath narmateeg ol nomene entena lor lemperiture, Biebdiby,
dissolved oygen, chromium, silver, snd other pellutants. Fourth, the DEIS fails to disoes the
preject’s conflict with Cregon’s duty to evaluabe whether 2 weter sppropriation shoald be
gramted by the Water Resources Depertment. Oregon’s evalmation must consider the public
mizrest, end should corssder the 6000,000,000 gellons of tallast water used cach vear, The
DELS failed to conssder progect’s conflict with the puld indersst assessment. Fatih, the DE1S
Tl e 4o thsiuss the pronesls comillicl willy Chresom’s. duty to prodect the pubihe mierest when
leising stinle Jarel The DELS Gnled o d@stingush which Tl s Sale<mmed and which lind 15
priwile al the faeilify site, This distinetion is entical because the progect conflicts wath Cregon’'s

17 Brashwood Landing 110 Wamative in Suppant of Applications for Locd Approval of'the Bradwod Landing
L bermtieal and Associated Facdities Compretessse Flan sl Zooieg Ondnasce Toa Amedmens sppboation
oatheniEtar Mankal Gas Mawaie in Seppert of Applicalions fir Local Approval of Nanral Gas Ppeline
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fiduciary duties to protect State land in the public trust. A conflict exists because Oregon may
not be able to lease the land to Bradwood. The EIS must look at alternatives to Oregon
abdicating the public trust. In addition, Oregon has a duty to evaluate the public trust when
issuing a dredge and fill permit. The DEIS fails to discuss the direct, indirect, and cumulative
effects of not complying with these laws, including the environmental, economic, and social
impacts of noncompliance, and any alternatives to noncompliance that would avoid or minimize
the adverse impacts.

In addition to state law, the DEIS fails to discuss the conflict with federal laws, as
required by the NEPA regulations. The DEIS fails to discuss the project’s conflict with the
CWA section 404 dredge and fill permit, as described in detail in the Coalition’s December 18,
2007 letter to the Corps. In addition, the DEIS fails to discuss the project’s conflict with the
Endangered Species Act of 1973. As discussed in detail above, the dredging and filling of over
70 acres of prime estuarine habitat will jeopardize the struggling populations of 13 threatened
ESUs of salmonids and the threatened North American green sturgeon. In addition, the proposal
will increase in deep draft ship traffic by 25%, which will increase wake stranding of juvenile
fish and increase vessel strikes and other harassment of endangered and threatened marine
mammals, including several whale species and steller sea lion. The conflict exists because
FERC cannot issue a cite certification in violation of the ESA. The DEIS fails to discuss the
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects not complying with these federal laws, including the
environmental, economic, and social impacts of noncompliance, and any alternatives to
noncompliance that would avoid or minimize the adverse impacts.

The DEIS fails to integrate the environmental analysis with other agencies

40 C.FR § 1502.25 states, “to the fullest extent possible, agencies shall prepare [DEISs]
concurrently with and integrated with environmental impact analysis and related surveys
required by the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966, the [ESA], and other environmental review laws and executive orders.” FERC violated
this requirement by proceeding with the DEIS without acting concurrently with the review
required by each of these laws. For example, FERC produced the DEIS long before the ESA
section 7 consultation has been completed. In fact, Bradwood does not even have a current
Biological Assessment submitted the NMFS and USFWS, yet FERC blindly moves forward
without the assistance of the expert analysis at NMFS and USFWS. In fact, NMFS submitted
critical comments that the DEIS is inadequate and too vague to conduct a reasonable evaluation.
An integrated analysis would reduce this problem. The failure to comply with 40 C.F.R §
1502.25 also harms public review because the public, like FERC, cannot take advantage of the
insight of the expert agencies.

The DEIS information is inadequate and inconsistent with the CWA section 404
application

The DEIS is inconsistent with other documents submitted by Bradwood, including the
404 application. The 404 application states that the “impact area in acres” is “45.87 (temporary
and permanent).” This differs greatly from the DEIS, which show the impact area is over 100
acres. Both the DEIS and the 404 application simply do not contain adequate information to
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nssess he impoct cn aquatie resources and to conduet an alternatrves analyas, The application
riwterals contain medespate information on he sie of sresm crossings chee i part o e Got
that the sppheant hos ned vestted mimy of the locanons i which they plan o condued major
work. How can FERC assess the inpact on squatic reseurces if noonz has condueted & feld
assesament of the specific ie?

Thet DE1S states that the fecility wall confain two storege tanks, DELS ES-1; 230, Tothe
conirary, e 404 apphoabon states, “the Terminal would be desipred wath thres LNG somge
fanks ™ Thos 15 o wajer chilimence thal allzcts the aquahs resouress ol the sibe, the number of
tankers amving per year, and the enfire altermatrves anelvas, For example, NMES stles) thet
“Onginally, huring coawersatims with the applecamt, it was statec that the addisom o a thind tank
woadd likely comespond with an approsimate 30 pereent increasa in LNG vessal raffic ™ MMFS
DELS comments af 4. 1tis unelear whather the applicant bas backtracked on thet stetement, or
Fucr thez third tank wonld influenece vessel. The mamber of tanks is & prominent kssue, bt not thi
oy diserepancy between the A applicetion end the DEIS. FERC must ciredate & new DEIS
that continns securte nfommaton aboul the design and aperatzm af the Gelity,

The praject hias dramtically chemped smee the applxation wes submitted. FERD musi
recpuesd i new appelication lo relect these clanges. [TFERT issued the penmil now, 1t would be
melear which progect FERC is approving. NMFS stated, “the applicant's proposad action bas
changed sgnificanily since the DEIS was ssusd and sspects of the propesed sction remain
pocely defined ™ WMFS DEIS comments at 3.

Tn akchtiom, the DELS dlafirs many design spectfications o loter mthe proesss. Thas1s
mwppropnale for LG, When dealiogg witha project that can canse exploaons and fives, and that
wiadel he Located i an ane knvwn for high sasmmie acivity anid savers wand and rver
conditions, it is erifical that the applicant submit complets information so thet the DEIS can
tharougbly and sdequetely assess the safaty implicabons of the Prosect. Deferring the aralysis to
stadf raview after Project approval does ot provide the public and dedsien-mekars with
complate infommation before the Project is approved, in accordance with the mendates of NEPA

In ackehtion, FERD carmed eviluate the emvirormental impagts ol aliematives of thos
prgect withit evalystimg the proposed Palomar Pipdme As desenbed in greant deta] in the
allarmatives analvas secton ol s cormmenits letler, the Paloomir Fipeline would divscly connscl
to the Bradwood temranal. NMEE etated, “extension of the [Paloemar | pipeline to Bradwood
Landing would have ne wfility independent of the proposed scfon.” NMES DEIS cormments at
5. In fect, the Bradwoed terminal is fully dependent on the propossd Palomar Fipeline for gas
distnibution. FERC carmot 1ot Bradwoed and Falomar attempt o obtain approval of this large
priject in @ mecemenl fshion

Incorporudion by reference
Thezse comments includz all the documents refarenced harzin and the documents attached
bizrebo and el decuments we submiticd to FERC. We request that &l of these decuments be part

oif the record before FERC for this metter. The Coalition's comments alse-adopt and incerporats
T pefiznence the comments submited by the Columbia River Intertnbal Fish Commission
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(MCRITFCT), Glona MeKereie, Dancan McKeme, Mames Castle, Frans Evkel, Canolym Endy,
George Exum, Irens Marting, James Beed, and Rick Beck. Inadhhion, we request FERC fo pay
purtienlar sftention bo the el comments subrmited Iy KMFS, U5, Emviroemental Progection
Agangy, the State of Cragon, Cowlitz County, Clatsop Councy, and the City of Astoria,

Conclusien

For the reasors stabed above, the DELS 15 wholly imdscquate for pablic revnew i does
miod sahsty fhe recprements of MNEPA, The Coalition urges FERC Lo ressus: & supplemental EIS
perml for fhis resgmded prosect

Sincerely,

fa' Brett VandenHewrel
Staff Attorney
Columkbia Riverkeaper

Erent Fosler

Execative Director
Columbia Riverkseper
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Lis of Attrchmernts,
Coments of Cragon Department of Gaology an Bracdword DELS, Decamber 2507

(DaganmiCemonents). This file conteing coemments of the Oregen Depantment of
Creology and Mineral Industries (DOGAMT) an the Bradwoeod project.

Exerpts of State Agency Communts on Bradwood DEIR. (Sate_agency quootes).
Thas likz confins excempts of key State agency comments on the Brwdwiaod proset

Hereiber, Richard, May 2007, LIG Supply Chin Gresmivmess Gis Emissions [or the
Cabnlly Desymater Porl: Matual Gas from Australia to Cabilooua, Climats
Mrtigation Serviees. (Heedz e c_report). This file offzrs en anslysis of the life-
cyile cerbon impacts of LG import and usage from a Califomia perspective. Itis
Likehy an undarestimate for Cregon progects, should they alse receive LNG from the
sam: pirssible sources.

P Jumanillba, ot al, 2007, Comparstive Lale Cyele Carbon Enmssaoms of LNG Veras
Coal and Ges e Elecinicly Generatiom, Comegie Mellon, darmmllo LifkCycle)
Thas like contamns a sunmary of the shudy conchicted by Poulims Jaramllo 2 al
rizarding the life-cyele greanheuse gas emisslons of LMG.

P Jeramilbo Presentation Lifecyele GHG. This file gives a presentation of the
owverall life-cvele GHG emissions of LMG.

1. Fensmm, Progress Repor! on Worldiwide LN Trade, presented 21 CEC Sl
Wiorkshins an the Inpads, Asamptions, ol sues for ihe Mobaal Gas Assessment
Report, March 2, 2007, (Jenson_Pres). This file offers an independent analyvss of
the [tkely pitfalls of the glotal LMG industry - dharacterizing the industry s
dormineted in the future by Bussian and Meddle East LHG exports.

HOAA May 11 Letter to FERC Re Bradwood Biologial Assessmeml. (NMFS_BA
Letler }

HOAA Comareents on Bradiwood DEIS. December 2007, (NOAA Comments, b

Prelimingry Comments of Cregon State Agencies on Bradwood DE1S. December
08T (Onegon_Ageney)

Palomar Gess Transmisaon Press Belease. Aug 6, 1007 (Falomar_Augs PE)

Ballast Exmn, Do, 7007, Caloadations negantivg proposed lollast water isake fom
i certified manre egmeer, Geogee Exum,

USCG Waterway Buitability Repert. 2007, {Coast Gisard Report).
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Comments of Columbea Biverkesper R FERD BA fior Bradhwood Landding Prosect
May 2007, (BA_Comments CRE)

ICF Imtenational. Wov. 3007, Reviaw of Pipaline Utility Coridor Capacity and
Distribution for Petroleum Fuels, Maturel Gas, and Biofuels in SW Washingion,
Submitied to W State EFSEC . (1CF_EFSEC_Raport.)

E1A Saaramary Data For Wik Slole Notural Gas usege. 2007, (E1LA_WA_Summary]

Comiments of Colanbes Riverkssper on Clatsop County Bradwa! Landing Land
Use Applicaticn, July 10, 2007, (LandUsehil 100 Ore of several comments
submittad by CRK to Cltsep Do

Comments of Celmbea Riverkoeper on Clatsep County Bradwood Landing Land
Use Application. July 31, 2007, Ong of severel comments submitted by CRE o
Clatsap Cin

Comments of Colvmbea Riverkesper on Clatsop oty Eradwood Landing Land
Use Applicatiom. July 31, 2007, (More 131 LLs<)

Ratepevers for Affordable Clean Enery. July 3007, Commants to Clatsop Coutny
Regarding Bradwood Lending land use application. (RACE_Comments).

Sumrsry ELA statisties lor Califoma™s nastural gis usage (ELA_CA)
Sumirsry ELA statistics o Cregon's mbusl gas wage, (E14_OR)

Hervers, Markey, 2007, Risks of LNG Tenk Insudation Fadlures, (Insulation_Risks)
Information provided by Congressmean Meckey (Mass.) and Dr. Jemy Havens to the
Duept. of Homeland Seewmity reparding LING safoty.

Puged Isdand Higsmd Zone Dmagram. 2007, (FHE, Pugst_Island.) Figure
chemonstrating extrame prosamty of Puegat Islind and als hundress of resdents fo
Erandwoad LG project

Dr. Jemry Havens Comenents Regarding Bradwoed LMG Terminal. 2007,
(Havens_Comments.) Dr. Jemry Havens, Diireetor of the Chaemicel Hazards Rescanch
Cepber at Undversity of Arkanses, eticuletes his opinion of the shert-comings of
FERL analyses regarting Brodwood LNG

Astemma Thenmal Hezand Zone Cragram. 3007, (FHZ_Astoma2). Figurs
larrnnstrating extrense prosimity af Astoria ard vt hunchrads of rasicknls 1o
Eradwood LG project tanker wessal path.
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Columban River [nbertnbal Fish Commusson (CRITFC) Comments Be: Bradwood
Limding LMG Termunal and Pipeline. Dec 3007, (CEITFC Commentsy Our
comments eelerencs these of CRITFC and ils exparts

CGustanski, halia. 2007 Economic [mpacts of Bradwood LMNG Terminal,
(LG Gustareki). Dr. hilia Gusterekd, phd szonomist, gives an opingon about the
fihare ceanomic impect of the Bradweod project.

CGustanskl, klia, 2007, Poer Review of Brachecod Lanchng Econcnne Iimpact
Analysis, (Gustimskl Comments) Dr, Gustarsha provsls comments on Bradwad's
assartiom of positie economic impacts of the project

Casadia Avian Consulting. 2007, Bald Eegle Survey for Bradwood LNG Terminal.
(Bald_Eszle Sureey).

Rlndes, 2007 Summsary of Review of FERC Eielogieal Assesament and Essential
Fishi Flabulat Asssssment for Brackoed Lanchmg LNG Temmnal. Repart to Crduming
Fiver Intertnibal Fish Commmssion (Repor! Rhodes) Fobm Rhodes, phel Tnsdrology
expert, cntivizes Bradwood's charctenzation of impuets 1o silomon and salmon
Fabitat.

Trom bremt:

Indepenchant Serenfific Acvisory Board, 2007 Clnests Change: Impocts on Cobumbia
Fiver Basin Fish and Wkdlifs

Jef¥ Klogeer, *Global Warming Heats Up” Time Magazing, Sunday, Mar. 26, 2i0s

LB EPA, 2007, Inwentory of U5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990 -
M.

Powars Engineering. 2007, Smart Energy 2020 Report including evalustion of LG
mpact on GHG emissiens fom electneity generation.

Collecton of LN hot pos docs

Repoet oo the Joint Workahop on Nabwal CGas Quality Stanchieds, Feb. 17-18, 2005,
Califomia PUC, CA Energy Commession, Apnl 4, 2005,

South Const AQMD, Reddocing Air Pollutien, GHG Emissions, and
Pesrobeum Dependence Mey 31, 2007 Ind AB32 ETAAC Mesting

Interganermmenial Panel om Climate Chomge Footh Assessment report, Climats
Change 2007: Svmthess report.

Collectson of 2006 14 docaments on Cregoey, Wash and California MG use.
“POE brenks ground an Port Weskward power plant,™ Poetland Bueaness Jouval,
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Frelay, Oelorher §, 2004

Ment Farm set to power up By Evan Caldwell The Daily Kews Tussday, August 21,
2007 T44 AM POT

Leswer Columnban ol and LNG project simmmanes, Brett VandenHeuvel, Columbia
Riverkeeper

Hivers Report to Fall River 4-5-05 onvapaor elood sxochusion zones ussd by FERC
Marinelink.com, Lindz Group to Sapaby for LMG Tankers. May 14, 2007

bittpod s manimelink cons Sty Lindet Group tort Sopply+ for-+ LG Tankars-
207124 bitm]

Collection of LNG tanker insulation sisk docs.

Dr. Jemy Havens decuments on LMG safizty compilation paper.

Gas Research Instiboiz's Faleon Senss Datn Report, 1987 LNG Vapor Bumer
Venfication Feeld Teials.

Excerpts from FERL ELS for Weaver Cove LG project.

Paper and powwer point from 1. Heivens, T. Spicer. “Error in FERC environmenmial
mpact stabement determirations of LG vaper clond exclusion 2onzs fiulurs o
apeount for air mixng in vapor impomdments ™

Collectson of naws stories raganding Pabomar pipeline and gas demard

Sants Barhara Ensvironmental Defanse Center eotvenznts on DE IR for BHF Bilton
Cabrillo Foet LEG termiral. May 11, 2006,

Tramscrpts from Palomar scoping heanngs, 1007

Elooivbeng. 2007 “LNG Prices to sty high ™ (LNG prices). News artscle from
Elooinbeng news sesvice addresang expected perastent high LIG prices.

Eradwood Fermit Applicstson to Clatsop County, part?. 1007 {CC_App 1)

“Jupan Moy Get LNG Contrected to the L5 007, News arficle reporting that LMG
supphizs may be redirected from North Amenca fo other Asan markets. (Jopan_LNG)

Keoperan, 20035, Presentation addressing isaues pertaining to LNG safity,
{Roopman_LNG)

“LMG Gias [nponts May Decling ™ March 2007, Artiele sddressing potantial decline
m Morth Amencan LNG mmports due to global competifion for LKG sapplies.
(LMG declingh
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LMG newspaper arecle collechon, (LMNG_news)
Horthem&ter MASDAD SEC prospechs. (MEar NASDAC
Eradwood Permit Applicstion to Clatsop County Part 1. 2007 (CC_App 1)

Cloung, Liu. 2007, Redueng Aar Pellugon, GHG Emssaons, and Foss] Fuel
Ceperdence, Presentalion of South Ciast Adr Chulity Marogement Drstrc reganhng
“hid gas” pssnes

MWatural Gas [nelligence. 2005, “Analysts Assail Hyped Gas Market™ Referances
report by Chowkes — Bradlay.

Califomia Energy Circuit, Sept 28, 2006, “Commission Delevs Emission Credits for
MG Artiele referaneing “Til gas™ imsme wilh LNG

Tararnlle ed al, 2007, Supporing Caleulations Dooument e Cirnegie Melon study
cm hileevele GHG emssams for Camege bMelon saky:

Eradwood Landing 404 Application to Army Corps. Attachenent H. Olcsober 2006,
Alsernetives analysis.

Enmironmental Dsferss Center, 2007 Coammenls to Celiomma State Lands
Commisson Re: Cabnllo Pomt LRG oty

Emvironemental Deferse Center. 2007 Commants to MARAT Be: Cabrillo Feint
LA faedlity.
Oregon LNG Presentation. 2007, Presemation given by Oregon LG to Califomia

Energy Commission.

Eltiot, B Meal and Anma Shipley, Apnl 2005, Impets of Energy Eficiency And
Perwniible Ensrgy on Maturil Gas Markets, Amvencan Comnal o an Energy
Efficient Economy (ACEEE)

Compess Port Final DEIR comments. Comments regarding separate LG proposal,
Compess Port.

Coper, Mark. 2006, The role of supply, demaxl and Gmancial commudity marksts
i e el gas prics speml, Mickves| Allomeys General Webural Gas Working
g,

Bell, Nrina. Comments on Channal Deepening E15 for the Colurbea River.
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ElA, 23, The Global Liguefied Maturl Gas Market: Stabus & Outlook, Dverview
ol LG Indistry

Prass Release For Bl Paso Ruby Fipeling Project. Decernbar 2007,

Environmental Protaction Agency. 2007, Seoping Comments an Palomar Ges
Pipeline project.

Mooplhwest Power and Conservation Covmer]. 2005, Fllth Power Plan Mon tong:
Descumenil

MWothwest Fower and Conservation Council. 2006, Fifth Power Flan  Power
Craneration Bummary.

Hurt, Tam. 2007, Decs Celifomia Meed LNG? Commmumity Envirenmenel Ceuncil.
Prass Relamss for Kincler Morgan Rockies Express Pipdme

Pretures of the Bradwoud site subomitecd 1o e OR Publee Utilies Cormmasian
(NEPpics_OPLIC),

Cpal Ges Field Producsion. 2007, Infelligenca: Press.
hittpaintelligangeprass comy foturss inbes peslinbey.pes_point gmbpoindeode=1CER

MTOPA

FERC Transerpts of Palorwr Gas Trarsamssion Sooping Mezlings. Movember 12
and 13, 2007,

Renzpeners For Affordabde Clean Encrgy. 2007, Comments by Retepayers for
Affardable Clean Enenzy (RACE) on “Neod” Discussion in FEISELR for the BHP
Eillston Calbnlle Port LG termmel

Hothwest Power and Conservation Comal, 2004, Fele of Kenewable Resources in
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U.S. Department of Homeland Security, U.S. Coast Guard. 2007. Waterway Suitability Report for
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Markey, E. J. 2004. March 10, 2004 letter from E. Markey (Member of Congress) to T. Ridge
(Secretary, Department of Homeland Security). 3 pp.

Havens, J. 2004. February 29, 2004 letter from J. Havens (Distinguished Professor of Chemical
Engineering, University of Arkansas) to T. Ridge (Secretary, Department of Homeland Security).
2pp.

Havens, . Undated. Facsimile from J. Havens (Distinguished Professor of Chemical Engineering,
University of Arkansas) to Congressman E. Markey and J. Duncan (Secretary, Department of
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Markey, E. J. 2004. Testimony of Representative Edward J. Markey (D-MA) Before the Subcommittee
on Energy Policy, Natural Resources and Regulatory Affairs, Tuesday June 22, 2004. 10 pp.

U.S. Depattment of Homeland Security. 2004. May 19, 2004 letter from P. J. Tumer (Assistant
Secretary for Legislative Affairs) to E. J. Markey (Representative, State of Massachusetts). 2 pp.

Markey, E. J. 2004. June 21, 2004 letter from E. J. Markey (Member of Congress, State of
Massachusetts) to T. Ridge (Secretary, Department of Homeland Security). 4 pp.

U.S. Department of Homeland Security. 2004. September 13, 2004 letter from P. J. Turner (Assistant
Secretary for Legislative Affairs) to E. J. Markey (Representative, State of Massachusetts). 6 pp.

Havens, J., T. Spicer. 2006. United States Regulations for Siting LNG Terminals: Problems and
Potential. Journal of Hazardous Materials 140 (2007) 439-443.

Columbia Riverkeeper. Undated. Figures - LNG Tanker Fire Hazard Zone (LNG Vessel Transit Route

and 1.5 mile project fire hazard overlaid on aerial photos of Astoria, Warrenton, and Puget
Island).
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Kluger, J. 2006. Global Warming Heats Up. Time Magazine. March 26, 2006.
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Liu, C. 2007. PowetPoint: South Coast AQMD: Reducing Air Pollution, GHG Emissions, and
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12 pp.
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Havens, J. 2004. LNG: Safety in Science. Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists 60 (1) 30-31.
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Determinations of LNG Vapor Cloud Exclusion Zones: Failure to Account for Air Mixing in
Vapor Impoundments. 14 pp.

Attachment E

Marinelink.com. 2007. Linde Group to Supply for LNG Tankers. May 14, 2007.

Excerpt from the Weaver's Cover Final EIS. Section4.12.4

Attachment F

National Wildlife Federation v. State of Idaho. 2007. Appeal from the United States District Court for
the District of Oregon James A. Redden, District Judge, Presiding. Filed April 9, 2007.

Independent Economic Analysis Board. 2005. Economic Effects from Columbia River Basin
Anadromous Salmonid Fish Production. Document IEAB 2005-1. Revised December 2005. 46
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Companies and Organizations

11

Altachments to the Columbia Riverkeeper Letter (CO11})

Coples of these attachments are avallable for viewing by the public on the FERC's Internet web
page at www.ferc.gov, through the eLibrary link, by selecting “General Search,” entering the
dockel number minus the last three digits (i.e,, CP06-365), and putting in the proper date range.
The accession number Tor this document is 20071222-5001

National Wildlife Federation V. State of Idaho. 2005. Opinion and Order of Remand. James A. Redden,
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Altachment H
McShane, D, Undated, Comments on the Draft EIS for the Bradwood Landing Project,
Attachment 1

NorthernStar Energy, LLC. 2007, Narrative in Support of Application for Local Approval of Natural
Gas Pipeline. February 2007. 177 pp.

Koopman, R. P. Undated. PowerPoint: LNG Safety. 20 pp.

Various. 2007. Miscellaneous newspaper articles and editorials relating to the Bradwood Landing
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Northem$Star. 2006. NorthernStar Natural Gas Inc. NASDAQ SEC Prospectus. Filed December 15,
2006. 99 pp. + Attachments.
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Maisonet, M., T. J. Bush, A. Correa, J. J. K. Jaakkola. 2001. Relation between Ambient Air Pollution
and Low Birth Weight in the Northeastern United States. Environmental Health Perspectives
109: 351-356.

Committee on Environmental Health. 2004. Ambient Air Pollution: Health Hazards to Children.
Pediatrics 2004; 114; 1699-1707. DOL: 10.1542/peds.2004-2166.

Salam, M. T., J. Millstein, Y. Li, F. W. Lurmann, H. G. Margolis, F. D. Gilliland. 2005. Birth Outcomes
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Children’s Health Study. Environmental Health Perspectives 113: 1638-1644.

Attachment K

Jaramillo, P. 2007. Comparative Life-cycle Air Emissions of Coal, Domestic Natural Gas, LNG, and
SNG for Electricity Generation. Environ. Sci. Technol., 41 (17), 6290 -6296.

URS. 2006. Attachment H — Alternatives Analysis — CWA 404(b)(1). Prepared for NorthernStar.
October 2006. 47 pp.
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Price Index.

Elliott, R. N., A. M. Shipley. 2005. Impacts of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy on Natural Gas
Markets: Updated and Expanded Analysis. American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy
Report Number E052. 32 pp.
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Northwest Environmental Advocates, 2002, Draft Supplemental Integrated Fe
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September 15, 2002, 47 pp.
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Environmental Defense Center, 2007, Comments on the Cabrillo Port Liquefied Natural Gas Deepwater
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Environmental Defense Center. 2007. Comments on BHP Billiton’s Cabrillo Port LNG Deepwater Port
Project. May 21, 2007. 22 pp.
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Oregon LNG. 2007. Oregon LNG Project; Warrenton, Oregon. PowerPoint presentation to the
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Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. 2007. Transcript of Proceedings - Public Scoping Meeting for
the Palomar Gas Transmission Pipeline Project. November 12, 2007. 39 pp.

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. 2007. Transcript of Proceedings - Public Scoping Meeting for
the Palomar Gas Transmission Pipeline Project. November 13, 2007. 93 pp.

Powers, B. 2007. San Diego Start Energy 2020 — The 21¥ Century Alternative. October 2007. 84 pp.
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April 6,2007. 16 pp.

Northwest Power and Conservation Council. 2006. The Role of Renewable Resources in the Fifth Power
Plan. October 5, 2006. 10 pp.

Society of International Gas Tanker and Terminal Operators Ltd. 2000. Site Selection and Design for
LNG Ports and Jetties, with views on Risk Limitation during Port Navigation and Cargo
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1.5, Department of Energy, Office of Fossil Energy. 2003, Natural Gas Fundamentals: From Resource
to Market. DOE/FE-0457. 8 pp.
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U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Fosal Energy. 2003, Rocky M
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Weissman, A. D. 2005. PowerPoint: The LNG Challenge — Actions Required to Avoid a Repetition of
the California Energy Crisis of 2000. June 2, 2005. 51 pp.
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04-TEP-01. April 4, 2005. 42 pp.
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Sickinger, T. 2007. Pipeline Batle Hinges on Need, Livability. The Oregonian August 21, 2007. 4 pp.

Lynch, L. 2007. PowetPoint: Liquefied Natural Gas and Oregon’s Energy Future. March 5, 2007. 30
PP
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NorthemStar, 2007, Application to Clatsop County for a Temporary Use Permit for a short term
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Mitigation Plan. August 8, 2007. 4 pp.
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CO12-1

CO12-2

CO12-3

CO12-4

December 21, 2007

Kimberiy D. Bose, Secretary

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION g
8B8 First Street NE, Room 1A =
Washington, D.C. 20426 &

Wt
RE: Bradwood Landing Draft Environment Impact Statement Review . _
Docket No. CP06-385-000; CP06-366-000 K

L
Dear Secretary Bose: S

The Rainland Fly Casters club, of Astaria, Oregon would like to submit the following input
regarding the proposed Bradwood Landing LNG plant on the lower Columbia River. Our
club, located in the lower Columbia River region and comprised of over 50 members, is
dedicated the sport of fly fishing, but also to the conservation of fisheries resources and
the education of people about these resources and the associated stream health issues
which support our fisheries resource. Listed below are some of the questions and
concems we have, from a fisheries conservation viewpoint, about the proposed LNG plant
and associated gas pipelines:

* The LNG company claims that our region would gain 60 jobs from the operation of
this plant. The document should estimate how many jobs might be impacted by a
major spill of fuel ail from one of the transport ships as well as disruption with boat
anglers and other users in the minimum 500 yard moving safety/security zone
around all LNG transport ships. Much of our lower Columbia’s economy is
dependent on commercial fishing, recreational fishing, crabbing and tourism

¢ The liability issue for a major fuel oil pollution incident caused by an LNG ship board
accident or incident needs clarification. In the possible event of a major pollution
incident, there should be a requirement for sufficient bonding and insurance for
clean-up and damage compensation by both the shipper and facility operator.

* Northem Star has advertised its commitment to a $50 million Salmon Enhancement
Project for the lower Columbia. This commitment is entirely voluntary, with no
contractual obligation for Northern Star or its successors to actually spend funds for
salmon enhancement. Therefore, we have serious doubts as to whether any
salmon enhancement will actually take place. We recommend this funding be
clearly obligated for mitigation that still need to be identified for major biclogical
problems on the river, forest and tributary streams.

o QOther concems include dredging the river bottom to create ship berthing and
maneuvering areas at the plant. The accompanying overland pipeline from the LNG
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We do not believe that any jobs would be lost as a result of an unlikely spill
of oil or fuel from LNG carriers in transit in the waterway to the proposed
Bradwood Landing LNG terminal. As discussed in the revised section
4.3.2.2, fuel on each carrier is protected by the vessel's double hull.
Furthermore, each LNG carrier would maintain a SOPEP as required by
international convention. The SOPEP would comply with MARPOL [marine
pollution] 73/78 Consolidated Edition 2002 Annex 1 Regulation 26, which
requires every oil tanker of 150 tons gross and above, and every vessel of
400 tons gross and above to carry an approved SOPEP. All LNG carriers
would also be required to comply with state spill prevention and contingency
plans, including the applicable requirements in Chapter 317-40 of the
Washington Administrative Code — Bunkering Operations. As discussed in
section 4.7.1.4, the project should not have significant impacts on
commercial or recreational fishing or tourism.

See our response to comment FA2-35.
See our response to comment FA4-12.

Potential impacts on aquatic resources (including salmonids) due to dredging
are discussed in section 4.5.2.1. Potential impacts on aquatic resources
(including salmonids) due to construction of the pipeline waterbody crossings
and unstable slopes are discussed in sections 4.5.3.1. In addition,
NorthernStar's Waterbody and Wetland Construction and Mitigation
Procedures Plan provides a detailed description of construction methods,
potential impacts on aquatic species and habitat, mitigation, and monitoring.
This plan was filed with the FERC on December 21, 2007 and 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.

The adequacy of compensatory mitigation for project impacts is addressed in
the response to comment FA2-10.
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plant toward gas markets will alse have imgacts on fish spaaning and rearng arees
in e miajor sireams the pipeline will cross, Theas detimental eflects on stream
crossings and lsndelide sreas need to be idendfied, fully mitigated and closely
muonitored far this project to pass any kind of environmental muster.

In closing, The Rainland Fiy Casters fael that the proposed project can cause delrimental
effects on our local fishenes resources beyond those identified in the documert and fesl
that these potential effects should ba thoroughly identified and miigated. We recommend
exploring aernative LNG facily s%es thal are mang coonpatible with Thie Columbia estuary.
Recelving facilities for LG ships are perhaps bes! ncaled cff-shone when major
accidents or incidends cannot damage the extremely valuable astuary. Pipeline routes
used by the project should be located where they best protect the forest and streams. We
befieve a betber job can be done in fnding a site far these faclilies

Thank you for the apporunity ta comment.

Sincenely,

f"’rm 'jwd:?"‘"

Tom Scoggns, President

cc. File
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Alternative locations, including offshore, are discussed in section 3.0.
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The National Grange

Of the Order of Patrons of Husbandry

Building Communities

December 19, 2007 ;

Magalie Roman Salas, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE

Washington, DC 20426

Ym

Sh: od 8233 LY

Re: Docket Nos. CP06-365-000; CP06-366-000; CP06-376-000; CP06-377-000
Northern Star Energy LLC, Bradwood Landing LLC, Natural Gas Import terminal
facilities and associnted facilities in Bradwood, Clatsop County, Oregon

Dear Secretary Salas,

CO13-1 The National Grange urges the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) to
develop and strengthen regulations regarding the siting of Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) terminals
and to consider the overall economic impact on any region being considered before any LNG site
is approved, This policy is also supported by the Washington State Grange, which adopted similar
statewide policy urging FERC to deny the Northern Star Natural Gas application to construct an
LNG terminal at Bradwood Landing and an associated 34 mile high-pressure pipeline through a
portion of Washington State.

The National Grange of the Order of Patrons of Husbandry (National Grange) is the oldest
general farm and rural public interest organization in the United States of America. Founded in
1867, the National Grange has been representing the interests of family farmers and rural citizens
of the United States for 140 years, Today the National Grange represents individual farmers and
Tural Americans affiliated with more than 3000 local, county and state Grange chapters in rural
communities dcross the United States including chapters in the states of Washington and Oregon.

CO13-2 The primary concem of the Washington State Grunge and the National Grange with the
Bradwood Landing option is the danger associated with the movement of large LNG vessels
through the bar at the mouth of the Columbia River and the narrow channels upstream to the site.
The potential hazards and disruption caused by this traffic to other shipping on the river are great,
particularly the movement of agricultural commodities from existing facilities further upstream.

CO13-3 |  Additionally, the proposed terminal and pipetine threatens public safety and security in the Lower

CO13-4 Columbia River ares for loca! citizens. Finally the proposed terminal creates a threat to the critical

| salmon habitat in the Columbia River Estuary.

CO13-5 ‘The National Grange urges the FERC to carefully weigh safety issues, river traffic
concerns, potential pollution, habitat impacts, and the comments and recommendations of the
Coast Guard sbout the potential problems associated with the additional traffic when siting any
LNG termina! facilities. Until FERC takes positive action to strengthen regulations regarding the
siting of Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) terminals and to consider the overal! economic impact on
any region being considered before any LNG site is approved, we urge you to disapprove the

71616 H Street N.W., Washington, D.C. 20006 + 1-888-447-2643 « www.NationalGrange.org
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The FERC considers the current regulatory framework for reviewing
applications for LNG facilities to be sound. Our regulations at 18 CFR
380.12(h) require a report on socioeconomic impacts to be filed by
proponents of LNG facilities. The EIS includes an analysis of socioeconomic
impacts in section 4.8. The Commission’s Order will contain a more fully
developed discussion of economics and need for this project.

Section 4.11.5 includes discussions of shipping safety. This section includes
discussions of the potential hazards and disruption that could occur on the
other shipping activities on the river. As discussed in section 4.8.1.7, we
believe that the Bradwood Landing would not have significant adverse
impacts on other commercial shipping traffic on the lower Columbia River.

See our response to comment PM6-20. Safety is addressed in section 4.11.

Sections 4.5 and 4.6 address impacts on designated critical habitat for
salmon within the Columbia River. As stated in section 4.6.3, the FERC
would not allow construction to begin until after we have concluded formal
consultation with the FWS and NMFS.

The EIS address safety, river traffic, air quality, and impacts on habitats.
The Coast Guard is a cooperating agency in the production of the EIS.
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Worthen Ster Manral Srar application o coredrict an NG serminal at Brdwond Landing. Thank
vou) for wour consaderation in this meaer.

Sinzeraly

Lermy Wiiznn, | egislntie Birecior
Wational Grasge of ihe Ovder of Paroas of Hishandey

Companies and Organizations
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