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CO14-1 Comment noted. 

CO14-1 
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CO15-1 We disagree.  The draft EIS complied with the requirements of the NEPA; 
therefore, it will not be reissued.  Although minor modifications have been 
made to the proposed action since the issuance of the draft EIS, the project 
itself has not substantially changed. 

 

CO15-1 
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CO15-2 After our issuance of the draft EIS, NorthernStar indicated that not all LNG 
carriers may be retrofitted to connect to the proposed ballast and cooling 
water supply system.  Therefore, our analysis and discussion of potential 
impacts on water quality and aquatic resources (which includes salmonids) 
in sections 4.3.2.2 and 4.5.2.1 has been revised.  We conducted additional 
analysis of entrainment and water quality impacts at the wharf without the 
use of the filtered water supply system and NMFS-approved screens.  Due 
to the potential impacts on sensitive aquatic resources at the terminal, we 
are recommending that the Commission Order include a condition to require 
that NorthernStar develop a plan to deliver screened water to LNG carriers at 
the terminal.  We are also recommending that NorthernStar conduct post-
installation tests of all intake screens at the terminal, and develop a 
monitoring and reporting program to assess the efficacy of the screened 
water supply system at minimizing entrainment and impingement.  In 
addition, we are recommending that NorthernStar develop performance 
standards for water quality impacts associated with LNG carrier discharges 
of cooling water at the wharf.  We will conduct additional detailed analyses of 
the screened water supply system and the performance standards in our 
revised BA and EFH Assessment. 
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CO15-3 The pipeline route has not changed since the release of the draft EIS. 
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cont’d 
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CO15-4 Section 3.1.9.2 of the draft EIS acknowledged that one upland placement 
alternative for dredged material would be to use the Bradwood Landing LNG 
terminal site for the entire 700,000 cubic yards of dredged material.  We 
further discuss this and analyze the potential impacts of that action in the 
final EIS. 
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CO15-5 The vaporization system has not changed since the release of the draft EIS.  
NorthernStar currently proposes to use SCVs, not open racks, to gasify the 
LNG.  Therefore, discussion of the potential impacts associated with using 
open rack technology is not included in the final EIS. 
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IND1-1 The lifetime of the project is 40 years.  Climate change, including associated 
sea level rise, over that period is not expected to have a significant impact on 
the project.  As described in section 2.4.1.1, the LNG terminal would be at an 
elevation of 20 feet above mean sea level.  The PWRR tracks that currently 
pass through the LNG terminal site may be used for transporting materials 
during construction of the project and a portion would be realigned to 
accommodate the terminal.  The railroad would not otherwise be associated 
with the project. 
 
 
 
 
 

IND1-2 An assessment of risks from flooding, tsunamis, and seiches is discussed in 
section 4.1.3.3 for the LNG terminal and in 4.1.4.3 for the pipeline.  The 
extreme waves and tides along the coast as discussed in the referenced 
paper would not have an adverse impact on the LNG terminal site located at 
CRM 38 or on the pipeline facilities.   

IND1-1 

IND1-2 
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IND2-1 Comment noted. IND2-1 
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IND3-1 The use of a NMFS-approved screen (e.g., those meeting the screening 
design criteria including size, bar spacing, sweeping velocities) is not 
expected to result in any entrainment or impingement of salmonids; however, 
it is possible that some entrainment and impingement may occur.  The 
degree to which entrainment and impingement occurs is both site- and 
situationally specific and will be addressed through formal consultation with 
the NMFS. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND3-2 NorthernStar has committed to construct and operate the project in 
accordance with OSHA and other health and safety standards.  As such, 
work-related deaths or serious accidents are very unlikely to occur.   

IND3-1 

IND3-2 
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IND3-3 As discussed in section 4.11.9.1, 49 CFR Part 192 addresses natural gas 
pipeline safety issues, including requirements for the frequency of pipeline 
inspections. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND3-4 The FERC staff did analyze the feasibility of the proposed Bradwood 
Landing Project.  This is mostly reflected in section 4.11 (Safety and 
Reliability) which discusses our review of the engineering design for the 
facility.  Project need is briefly summarized in section 1.1.  The Commission 
will more fully consider need in its Order for this project.  Under section 3 of 
the NGA, NorthernStar does not have to reveal economic data such as the 
sources of its LNG from overseas producers, or its potential customers.  
NorthernStar is at total financial risk for this project.  It is the policy of the 
FERC to allow the market to decide which authorized LNG terminals are built 
and put into service.  (See also our responses to comments PM2-29, PM2-
39, and FA3-14). 

IND3-3 

IND3-4 
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IND3-5 A discussion of international LNG commerce is outside of the scope of this 
EIS, which is focused on the specific environmental impacts associated with 
the proposed Bradwood Landing Project.  The purpose of this EIS is to 
address U.S. laws (like the NEPA) and regulations  All of the existing LNG 
import terminals in the United States have periods when their capacities are 
not fully utilized and yet they remain economically viable.  We do not 
consider the footprint of the Bradwood Landing LNG terminal to be large.  In 
fact, it is smaller in size then many operating or proposed LNG terminals in 
the United States.  In section 3.1.6 we considered alternative LNG terminal 
designs and layouts, and found that the current footprint made sense 
considering the economic and engineering objectives of NorthernStar.  The 
Commission will consider need, engineering design, and feasibility in its 
project Order.  See also our response to comment IND3-4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND3-6 See our responses to comments IND3-4 and IND3-5. 

IND3-4 

cont’d 

IND3-5 

IND3-6 
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IND3-7 See our responses to comments CO12-1, IND3-4, and IND3-5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND3-8 NorthernStar’s current proposal is for two LNG storage tanks.  However, we 
acknowledge that there may be a future need to expand the terminal by 
adding a third storage tank, and discuss this in section 3.1.6.2.  See our 
response to comment IND3-26. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND3-9 NorthernStar believes its project can offer a new source of natural gas 
through imported LNG that could be competitive with domestic supplies.  
See our responses to comments IND3-4 and IND3-5. 

IN3-7 

IND3-8 

IND3-9 
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IND3-10 As indicated in section 3.1.3.4, the Port Westward alternative LNG terminal 
location does have some environmental advantages.  However, it also has 
some disadvantages, and is not clearly environmentally superior to the 
Bradwood Landing Project.  (See our response to LA3-14.)   No project 
sponsor has come forward to submit an application to the FERC for an LNG 
import terminal at Port Westward.  The FERC assesses each proposed 
LNG terminal site independently based on environmental factors.  We do 
not choose between locations, and independently review each proposal on 
its own merits.  See also our responses to comments PM2-29 and FA3-14.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND3-11 We do not agree that including international LNG import terminals in our 
discussion of regional site alternatives is appropriate.  Other LNG terminals 
in the United States have capacities similar to the Bradwood Landing 
Project.  For example: Freeport 6.7 billions of cubic feet equivalent (Bcfe) 
storage, 1.5 Bcfd sendout; Cheniere Sabine Pass 10.1 Bcfe storage, 2.6 
Bcfd sendout; Lake Charles 9.0 Bcfe storage, 1.8 Bcfd sendout; Elba Island 
7.3 Bcfe storage, 1.2 Bcfd sendout; Cove Point 7.8 Bcfe storage, 1.0 Bcfd 
sendout; Distrigas – Everett terminal 3.4 Bcfe storage, 715 MMcfd sendout.   
The FERC has considerable experience in the review of onshore LNG 
import terminals.  A number of LNG import terminals have been operating 
in the United States since the 1970s.  See also our responses to comments 
SA1-15, IND3-4, and IND3-5. 

IND3-9 

cont’d 

IND3-10 

IND3-11 
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IND3-12 The purpose of assessing sites in Puget Sound was to look at some 
potential LNG import terminal alternatives in the Pacific Northwest  Our 
analysis in section 3.1.5.3 outlined constraints at Cherry Point and Port 
Angeles, and explained our reasons for not evaluating them further. 
Alternative terminals in Japan or Korea could obviously not meet the 
objectives of the Bradwood Landing Project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND3-13 See our response to comment PM3-18. 

IND3-12 

IND3-11 

cont’d 

IND3-13 
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IND3-14 As indicated in section 4.11.9.2, a cathodic protection system has been 
required on all pipelines installed after July 1971, regardless of soil type.  
See also our response to CO7-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND3-15 As described in section 2.1.3.5, during normal operations, the SCVs would 
generate about 160 gpm of condensate water.  Excess water produced by 
the SCVs would pass to an overflow effluent pit where the pH of the water 
would be neutralized with alkaline chemicals.  Table 4.3.2-4, which shows 
dissolved metals and other constituents in the SCV discharge from two 
existing LNG facilities, has been added to the final EIS.   

IND3-13 

cont’d 

IND3-15 

IND3-14 
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IND3-16 The 1993 study, by independent scholars, published in a juried learned 
professional journal,  provides the most appropriate analysis of the potential 
effects on property values of facilities similar to the one proposed by 
NorthernStar.  The impact that an industrial facility may have on the value 
of a tract of land depends on many factors, including the size of the tract, 
the values of adjacent properties, the presence of other utilities, the current 
value of the land, and the current land use.  Each potential purchaser has 
different criteria and differing capabilities to purchase land. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND3-17 The noise modeling was completed utilizing a conservative methodology 
where all equipment is operating at the same time.  In practice, the overall 
noise contribution to the environment should be less than what was 
predicted.  The transmission of noise across the water was set up in the 
model to be a perfectly reflective surface with no noise attenuation.  

IND3-15 

cont’d 

IND3-16 

IND3-17 
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IND3-18 The LNG facility should not provide any reflective sound from the south 
rock cliff due to the facility location being shielded from the rock cliff.  In 
addition, the sloping hills behind the proposed LNG terminal are not vertical 
rock cliffs, are foliated and would tend to absorb noise, potentially reflect 
noise upward and not reflect the noise laterally east across the open water. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND3-19 Currents could potentially transport the pool farther away from the spill.  
However, it would also be more likely that the waves would break up the 
pool into multiple, irregular shaped pools.  If a pool fire were to be 
elongated along the Oregon shoreline, the distance to the thermal hazard 
levels with respect to the shoreline would be decreased. Although there are 
no models that currently account for spread action due to waves or 
currents, FERC staff believes that the methods used for determining 
thermal radiation and vapor dispersion zones uses the best available 
methods and in the areas of uncertainty, uses conservative assumptions.   

IND3-18 

IND3-19 
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IND3-20 As discussed in section 4.11.9.1, pipeline monitoring frequency is dictated 
by 49 CFR Part 192. 

IND3-21 See our responses to comments PM2-39, IND3-4, and IND3-5. 
 
 

IND3-22 See our response to comment IND3-21.  NorthernStar has committed to 
Clatsop County that it would provide financial assurances in the form of a 
surety bond or letter of credit for an amount appropriate to cover the 
reasonable costs of decommission the facility. 

IND3-23 See our response to comment IND3-21 . 

IND3-24 See our response to PM6-64.  The FERC staff will monitor construction of 
the facilities. 

IND3-25 LNG tankers would need to meet the relevant maritime and Coast Guard 
requirements to access the river and terminal. 

IND3-26 NorthernStar’s application specifies two LNG storage tanks and we have 
analyzed the project with that number of tanks.  If the project is authorized 
and a third tank is proposed at a future date, a separate application and 
environmental analysis would be required. 

IND3-27 See our responses to comments CO8-2 and IND3-21. 

IND3-28 See our response to comment IND3-10. 
 

IND3-29 See our response to comment IND3-11. 
 

IND3-30 See our response to comment to IND3-12. 

IND3-31 See our response to comment PM3-18. 
 
 
 
 

IND3-32 See our response to comment IND3-14. 
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IND3-22 
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IND3-33 The volume of SCV condensate discharge would be 160 gpm.  See Mixing 
Zone Analysis for Bradwood Landing Point Source Discharges – 
NorthernStar Natural Gas in comment A4 for components.  Directions for 
accessing NorthernStar’s Mixing Zone Analysis for Bradwood Landing Point 
Source Discharges – NorthernStar Natural Gas via the eLibrary can be 
found in the response to comment FA1-14. 

IND3-34 See our response to comment IND3-16. 

IND3-35 The noise values provided and modeling completed are consistent with 
noise evaluations completed for other LNG terminals.  

IND3-36 See our response to comment IND3-1. 

IND3-37 As part of the waterway suitability review process, criteria developed by 
Sandia, which looked at external terrorist attacks including the attack on the 
USS Cole was used to define the outer limits of the Zones of Concern.   

IND3-38 See our response to comment IND3-19. 

IND3-33 

IND3-34 

IND3-35 

IND3-36 
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IND4-1 Comment noted. IND4-1 
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IND5-1 Comment noted. 
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IND6-1 Comment noted. 
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IND7-1 Comment noted. 
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IND8-1 Comment noted. 
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IND9-1 The EIS documents the reasons behind our findings.  Our conclusions are 
based on information provided by NorthernStar; analyses and site visits by 
Commission staff; and literature research and reviews of scientific and 
independent studies.  NorthernStar has proposed, or we have required, 
measures that we believe would appropriately and reasonably avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate environmental impacts resulting from construction and 
operation of the proposed project.   
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IND10-1 Comment noted. 
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IND11-1 Comment noted. 
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IND12-1 The SEI is described in 4.6.2.2. 
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IND13-1 Comment noted. IND13-1 
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IND14-1 Comment noted. IND14-1 
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IND15-1 Comment noted. IND15-1 
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IND16-1 Comment noted. IND16-1 
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IND17-1 Comment noted. IND17-1 
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IND18-1 Comment noted. 
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IND19-1 As described in section 5.1, we have determined that construction and 
operation of the Bradwood Landing Project has the potential for limited 
significant environmental impacts.  However, we have proposed measures 
to mitigate such impacts.  Our conclusion is based on information provided 
by NorthernStar; analyses and site visits by Commission staff; literature 
research; alternatives analyses; comments from federal, state, and local 
agencies; and input from public groups and individual citizens.  As part of 
our review, we developed measures that we believe would appropriately 
and reasonably avoid, minimize, or mitigate environmental impacts 
resulting from construction and operation of the proposed project.  As such, 
we recommend that our mitigation measures be attached as conditions to 
any authorization issued by the Commission.  Furthermore, the FERC 
would not allow construction to proceed until after we have concluded 
formal consultation with the FWS and NMFS.   
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IND20-1 Comment noted. 
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IND21-1 Comment noted. IND21-1 
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IND22-1 See our responses to comments FA3-5 and FA3-6. IND22-1 
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IND22-2 See our responses to comments FA3-5 and FA3-6. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND22-3 See our responses to comments FA3-5 and FA3-6. 

IND22-1 

cont’d 
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IND22-4 See our responses to comments FA3-5 and FA3-6. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND22-5 See our responses to comments FA3-5 and FA3-6. 
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IND22-6 See our response to comment PM5-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND22-7 The Bradwood Landing project is required to comply with all applicable air 
quality regulations including applying for and obtaining necessary air 
permits/authorizations.  Section 4.10.1 of the EIS documents these 
requirements. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND22-8 Section 4.10.1 of the EIS has been updated, as needed, to reflect revised 
emissions estimates and air quality impacts for the project. 
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IND22-9 See our response to comment PM6-18. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND22-10 Appropriate portions of the EIS have been revised.  While we 
acknowledge that forest fires in the region have happened in the past, in 
this EIS we are analyzing whether the project could cause such a wild fire.  
We believe that with the mitigation measures to be implemented by 
NorthernStar, and the conditions of the Coast Guard WSR, a spill from an 
LNG carrier and resulting pool fire is highly unlikely. 
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IND22-11 The recurrence interval refers to the peak horizontal bedrock acceleration 
that would occur at the site, not to the average recurrence interval of 
subduction zone earthquakes in the Pacific Northwest.  Please see Final 
Report, Seismic Hazard Analysis for LNG Import Terminal, Bradwood, 
Oregon by URS Corporation, 2006, available on the FERC’s eLibrary, for 
a detailed discussion of the seismic analysis for the Bradwood Landing 
LNG terminal.  This document is available for viewing by the public on the 
FERC’s internet web page at www.ferc.gov, through the eLibrary link, 
selecting “General Search,” entering the docket number minus the last 
three digits (i.e., CP06-365), and putting in the proper date range.  
Additional details regarding the “design earthquakes” are presented in 
section 4.1.3.3.   
 
 

IND22-12 Although there is a risk of a pipeline rupture due to various causes, the 
risk to any individual along the pipeline risk is minimal. 

IND22-11 

IND22-12 
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IND22-13 The peak horizontal bedrock acceleration estimates from the USGS 
reference are based on regional maps while the URS values are based on 
a site-specific seismic hazard analysis.  Given that consideration, the 
numbers agree reasonably well.  The seismic analysis prepared for the 
Bradwood Landing LNG terminal was site-specific rather than being done 
for a facility located in Alaska or Chile. 
 
 
 

IND22-14 The SoCal study was cited to illustrate the fact that pipelines are ductile in 
nature and not prone to failure during earthquakes.  Southern California is 
a seismically active area with a large number of gas pipelines and so is an 
appropriate area for such a study.  

IND22-12 

cont’d 
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IND22-15 As described in section 4.1.3.3, URS (2006a) found no evidence of active 
surface faults within 1 mile of the proposed LNG terminal site based on 1) 
review of relevant literature; 2) examination of aerial photographs; 3) 
review of boring logs and cross sections; and 4) site reconnaissance.  Site 
reconnaissance would involve in-field observation for indications of lateral 
or vertical ground displacement.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND22-16 Landslides may occur in areas that have certain conditions leading to 
unstable slopes.  Earthquakes can trigger landslides in those areas.  We 
have identified areas of potential landslides and potential mitigation 
measures in section 4.1.4.3.  Also see the response to comment LA7-25. 
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IND22-17 LNG facilities are operating in Indonesia, Japan, and Alaska.  The 
Bradwood Landing LNG facility is designed for the tectonic setting in 
which it is located.  Also see our response to comment SA1-4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND22-18 See our response to comment PM1-31. 
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IND22-19 The Bradwood Landing LNG terminal would be well above the flood plain 
(see section 4.1) and its operation would not be adversely affected by 
snow.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND22-20 See our response to comment PM1-1.  NorthernStar is currently in the 
process of developing an ERP which contains contingencies for weather-
related events. 

IND22-21 Clatsop County would maintain Clifton Road. 

IND22-22 As discussed in section 4.3.1.4, the pipe would be coated with a minimum 
of 4 inches of concrete in areas of shallow groundwater to mitigate 
buoyancy.  During an earthquake, the pipe itself would remain ductile, 
although the concrete might suffer cracking.  This would not compromise 
the integrity of the pipe.   

IND22-23 The Coast Guard has determined that the Columbia River would be safe 
for LNG marine traffic with the conditions described in the WSR (see 
section 4.11.5.5 and Appendix H).  Security details classified as SSI are 
not available to the public.   
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IND22-24 See our response to comment PM6-97. 
 
 
 
 
 

IND22-25 Public access to Tenasillahe Island would not be restricted.  The 200-yard 
safety and security zone around the LNG vessels while docked at the LNG 
terminal would not affect the river adjacent to Tenasillahe Island.   
 
 

IND22-26 See our response to comment IND22-23. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND22-27 See our response to comment PM1-31. 
 

IND22-28 See our response to comment IND22-20. 

IND22-29 See our response to comment IND22-23. 
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IND23-1 The Coast Guard has determined that the Columbia River would be 
suitable for LNG marine traffic with the conditions described in the WSR 
(see section 4.11.5.5 and Appendix H).  Hazards along the waterway for 
LNG marine traffic and mitigation are discussed in section 4.11.5. 

IND23-2 As discussed in section 4.8.1.7, no significant delays to shipping would 
occur as a result of the LNG marine traffic.   

IND23-3 As described in section 4.1.4.3, the pipeline would not be affected by 
flooding that occurs in floodplains because it would be buried at least 4 
feet deep and concrete coating would be used to mitigate buoyancy.  HDD 
methods would be used for crossing the Columbia River to avoid impacts 
on the river.  While the potential exists for a frac-out to occur, a 
contingency plan would be in place to handle such an occurrence and the 
impacts would be temporary.   

IND23-4 NorthernStar would compensate the landowner for use of the land needed 
for the pipeline right-of-way, including damage to property during 
construction, loss of use during construction, and loss of renewable and 
nonrenewable or other resources (see section 4.8.3.3).  See our response 
to comment PM2-4. 

IND23-5 The Bradwood Landing pipeline would transport natural gas, not LNG.  
The pipeline would be 36 inches in diameter up to the PGE Beaver Power 
Plant interconnect, at which point it would decrease to 30 inches because 
of the reduced volume of gas being carried after the Wauna Mill, 
Northwest Natural, and Beaver Power Plant interconnects.  The 30-inch-
diameter pipeline would interconnect with the 30-inch-diameter, high 
pressure Williams Northwest pipeline.   

IND23-6 The Bradwood Landing pipeline would be slightly more than 36 miles long 
from the terminal to an interconnection with the existing Williams 
Northwest system.  This sendout pipeline is analyzed in the EIS. 

IND23-7 NorthernStar contends that the vast majority of the natural gas sent out 
from its terminal would be transported to markets in the Pacific Northwest, 
not California.  See our response to comment PM1-23. 
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IND23-8 See our response to comment IND23-7.  
 
 
 
 

IND23-9 As indicated in section 4.8.2.4, NorthernStar plans to hire and train local 
residents for operation of the LNG terminal, which would require 65 
permanent employees.  An additional 40 personnel would be hired by 
local tugboat companies to support tug operations for the LNG vessels.  
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IND24-1 Impacts on fish habitat and mitigation associated with dredging of the 
maneuvering basin are discussed in sections 4.5 and 4.6.  Risks to human 
safety posed by the project would be mitigated as described in section 
4.11. 
 
 
 
 
 

IND24-2 Although the Bradwood Landing pipeline would be collocated with the KB 
pipeline where possible to minimize environmental impacts, NorthernStar 
would not install the Bradwood Landing pipeline in areas of unstable 
ground without adequate mitigation.  Also see our response to comment 
LA7-25. 
 
 
 
 
 

IND24-3 We believe that the Bradwood Landing LNG terminal can take in all of the 
material dredged from the turning basin.  That material would be conveyed 
by hydraulic dredge slurry pipeline, and not carried in trucks. 

IND24-1 

IND24-3 

IND24-2 



 

K
-826

 Individuals 24 
 

IND24-4 See our response to comment IND24-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND24-5 As described in sections 4.7.1.4 and 4.8.1.7, the project would not have a 
significant impact on commercial and recreational fishing and boating.  No 
one would lose their land.  See response to CO8-6 and IND23-4.  Safety 
is addressed in section 4.11.  NorthernStar was unable to find plans for 
your new building site filed with county public records. 

IND24-4 

IND24-5 
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IND25-1 Comment noted. IND25-1 
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IND26-1 Section 4.11.5.3 discusses the hazards associated with a spill from an 
LNG carrier, the zones of concern and their impacts, and what 
communities fall within each zone of concern. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND26-2 Visual impacts due to lighting at the terminal are discussed in section 
4.7.2.7 and noise impacts are discussed in section 4.10.2.2.  Air quality 
impacts from LNG vessels and the LNG terminal are discusses in section 
4.10.1.  See also our response to comment PM3-18.   
 

IND26-3 As discussed in section 4.11.4, LNG terminals must comply with the siting 
requirements of 49 CFR 193.  Figures 4.11.4-1 and 4.11.4-2 show the 
thermal radiation zones and vapor dispersion zones calculated for the 
terminal. 

IND26-1 

IND26-3 

IND26-2 
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IND27-1 We address this study in the EIS. 

IND27-2 The worst case would be when there is no ambient current to assist with 
the mixing process.  In theory it seems possible that since the river 
reverses flow that the worst-case scenario would be one in which part of 
the river is exposed to a double dose of the effluent, resulting in a stronger 
plume of discharge.  However, in reality for several reasons, the worst-
case scenario is the period during which the river’s current is nearly zero 
(when the river is in the process of changing directions).  For the effluent 
to double back onto itself it would first have to travel down/up river 
(depending on the river’s initial direction of flow) and then undergo a 
change in direction and travel back to the exact location of the point of 
discharge.  Given that the discharge point is located around many wharf 
pilings there is no straight line path that would go undisturbed by swirling 
eddies.  At the same time the effected zone is a relatively small area 
(especially when considering the vertical direction), meaning that even if 
some of the effluent were to somehow flow back to the point of discharge 
it would likely be at a different depth as the original discharge.  Instead, 
the worst-case scenario is one in which the river was assumed to be 
completely stagnant for an extended period of time, which is never the 
case.  In actuality, eddies and currents in the river are constantly creating 
small zones of mixing and turbulence, meaning that as a whole the river 
may not be moving, but within it are pockets of water that are constantly 
circulating.  Essentially, any type of movement within the water column, 
whether it be from eddies, or simply flow caused by differing densities 
(due to temperature differences), aids in the mixing of the effluent.  
Basically, any type of mixing results in diluting the effluent at a much faster 
rate. 

IND27-3 Total chromium data from an existing LNG facility was used for the mixing 
zone analysis but was conservatively assumed to be chromium VI.  
Chromium VI was not specifically detected in the discharge at the existing 
LNG facility and may not be present in the SCV discharge at the 
Bradwood Landing site.  Any chromium in the SCV discharge water would 
be dissolved and would not settle out into the sediment.  The 
concentrations would be very low even prior to mixing with the river water 
and would meet ODEQ water quality standards within a mixing zone of 2 
feet.  There would be no effect on sediments from the dissolved 
chromium.   

IND27-1 

IND27-2 

IND27-3 
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IND28-1 Comment noted.   
IND28-1 
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IND29-1 A pipeline easement would not destroy property values, as discussed in 
section 4.8.3.3.  Impacts on forest and other vegetation are discussed in 
section 4.4.2.3.  NorthernStar’s plan to mitigate impacts on residences 
within 50 feet of its pipeline construction right-of-way is discussed in 
section 4.7.3.3.  See our responses to comments PM2-4 and PM6-85. 

IND29-1 
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IND30-1 Potential impacts on aquatic resources due to construction and 
maintenance dredging of the maneuvering area and berth (including 
habitat alteration, the removal of benthic organisms, entrainment and 
impingement, turbidity, and wake stranding) are discussed in section 
4.5.2.1. 

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

Wetland impacts due to construction of the proposed project are 
discussed in section 4.4.1. 
 
 

IND30-2 Minimization of entrainment and impingement of fish is discussed in the 
response to comment FA1-28. 

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

IND30-3 While various sections of the EIS address estuaries and associated 
wetlands, the intent of the EIS is to evaluate impacts, and weigh them 
collectively, relative to the purpose and need for the project.  Where 
practicable, mitigation measures are included as conditions to the EIS 
findings.  Further, NorthernStar would comply with other federal, state and 
local environmental requirements as stipulated in table 1.3-1. 

IND30-1 

IND30-2 

IND30-3 
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IND31-1 We discuss the LCNHP in sections 4.7 and 4.9.  Station Camp and Dismal 
Nitch are outside of the Zones of Concern and would not be affected by 
the project.  The EIS text has been revised to discuss the Astoria Bridge.  
Warrenton’s river front trail.  The City of Astoria River Walk, Clatsop 
County parks, and docks at John Day Park and Knappa are discussed in 
section 4.7.  The docks at Westport would not be affected by the project.  
The ODF campground and trail at Gnat Creek is outside of the Zones of 
Concern and would not be affected by the project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND31-2 See our response to comment PM6-15.  The Bradwood Landing terminal 
would be raised to be above the potential flood level. 
 
 

IND31-3 LNG vessels would not cross the Columbia River bar during severe 
weather and would remain in the Pacific Ocean where protection would 
not be needed.  An LNG vessel that has discharged its load would not 
require protection if it is delayed from departing the LNG terminal due to 
bar closure.   

IND31-1 

IND31-2 

IND31-3 
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IND31-4 See our response to comment IND22-14. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND31-5 See our response to comment PM6-18. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND31-6 See our response to comment IND22-11. 
 
 
 
 
 

IND31-7 See our response to comment IND22-12. 

IND31-4 

IND31-5 

IND31-6 

IND31-7 

IND31-3 
cont’d 
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IND31-8 As described in section 4.1.4.3, liquefaction and lateral spreading are 
generally not significant hazards for pipelines due to their ductile nature.  
However, additional geotechnical field studies are required to determine 
appropriate site-specific mitigation measures for hazards along the 
pipeline route.   Seismic loads would be factored into slope stability 
assessments.  Also see the response to comment LA7-25. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND31-9 See our response to comment PM6-19. 
 
 

IND31-10 See our response to comment SA1-4. 

IND31-7 

cont’d 

IND31-8 

IND31-9 

IND31-10 
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IND32-1 There are no federal standards or regulations regarding CO2 emissions.  
Given that the FERC has exclusive jurisdiction over onshore LNG import 
terminals, Oregon’s CO2 emissions standards for new energy facilities do 
not apply to the project.  However, NorthernStar has stated that it would 
voluntarily comply with Oregon’s CO2 emissions standards for new energy 
facilities.  See section 4.10 of the EIS. 

IND32-1 
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IND32-2 Our analysis in section 3.1.6.3 discussed the burning of wood chips as an 
alternative source of heat for the terminal vaporizers.  Use of a 10-acre 
site adjacent to the proposed LNG terminal site for a wood chip fueled 
cogeneration facility would entail potential additional environmental 
impacts (e.g., wetlands, vegetation, air quality, noise, visual, etc.).  We do 
not believe this alternative is environmentally superior to the proposed 
vaporization heat source of natural gas.  Our EIS is not deficient and may 
be used by the Commission as part of its decision making process. 

IND32-2 
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IND33-1 A variety of qualitative and quantitative criteria are used to determine the 
suitability of an LNG terminal site.  Regulatory specifications regarding the 
LNG facility layout and safety siting factors that must be met are described 
in sections 3.1.5.3 and 4.11.  Other factors that favor site suitability are 
also discussed in section 3.1.5.3.   

IND33-2 As described in the WSR (see Appendix H), LNG facilities are subject to 
the security regulations in 33 CFR 105 and would be required to 
implement a Coast Guard-approved Facility Security Plan.  A 200-yard 
security zone would be implemented around an LNG vessel at the LNG 
terminal and a 50-yard security zone would be implemented around the 
LNG terminal when an LNG vessel is not present (see section 4.11.5.5).  
Also see our response to comment IND23-1.  

IND33-3 LNG facilities must comply with the siting requirements of 49 CFR 193, 
Subpart B and NFPA 59A, 2001 edition (see section 4.11.4). 

IND33-4 The Sandia Report analysis of an LNG cargo tank breach considers 
impacts in three zones ranging from 500 meters to 3,500 meters.  
Consequences due to spills associated with LNG storage tanks are 
analyzed by calculating thermal exclusion zones and vapor dispersion 
zones.  When assessing potential impacts, the FERC considered all 
pertinent resources within these areas.  The level of risk is unrelated to the 
number of persons in a given area but to the likelihood of a spill occurring 
multiplied by the consequences of the incident.  The draft EIS presents a 
consequence analysis and given the proposed mitigation measures, 
states that the likelihood of a spill occurring is highly unlikely.   

IND33-4 
IND33-3 

IND33-2 

IND33-1 
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IND33-5 As described in section 4.1.3.3, the LNG tanks would be supported on 

deep foundations and the potential for soil liquefaction is proposed to be 
mitigated through vibroflotation.  The final engineering design for the LNG 
terminal would incorporate detailed seismic specifications that would be 
required to satisfy the FERC’s draft “Seismic Design Guidelines and Data 
Submittal Requirements for LNG Facilities.”  The specific magnitudes of 
the earthquakes are discussed in section 4.1.3.3.   

IND33-6 With the mitigation measures described in section 4.1, unstable soils and 
seismicity would not result in an adverse impact on the LNG terminal or 
pipeline. 

IND33-7 As described in sections 4.5 and 4.6, the project has the potential for 
adverse impacts on listed species; however, these impacts would be 
mitigated.   

IND33-8 The FERC staff has established baseline mitigation measures in its Plan 
and Procedures.  We evaluate the sufficiency of applicants’ mitigation 
plans on a project-specific basis through staff evaluation and consultation 
with the appropriate resource agencies and stakeholders.  Construction 
inspections and post-construction monitoring are conducted to document 
the effectiveness of construction mitigation measures and evaluate the 
success of restoration.  

IND33-9 Information that is used for preparing a draft EIS is reviewed by the FERC 
staff, and our third-party contractors, who are independent, experienced 
environmental specialists.  All data filed by NorthernStar are part of the 
public record, and some studies related to specific resources were 
reviewed by staff of other federal and state agencies, with their comments 
submitted to the FERC also placed in the files for this proceeding.  The 
draft EIS is made available to the public and government agencies for 
review to help us ensure that the information presented is comprehensive 
and accurate.  The WSA, prepared by the applicant, is classified as SSI 
and is evaluated exclusively by the Coast Guard.   

IND33-10 The project must meet certain safety and environmental regulations and 
the FERC, Coast Guard, and COE must comply with certain statutes 
before issuing any permits and authorizations (see section 1.3).  The 
Coast Guard will determine if the waterway is suitable for use by LNG 
marine traffic in its LOR.  The design of the Bradwood Landing terminal is 
suitable, as discussed in section 4.11.  See our response to comment 
IND33-9. 

IND33-11 The FERC has denied authorization to a proposed LNG import terminal--
the KeySpan LNG Facility Upgrade Project in Rhode Island.  A project 
would not be approved if our assessment determined that the project 
would result in an unacceptable level of adverse impacts that could not be 
mitigated. 

IND33-5 
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IND33-7 
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IND33-12 The FERC staff assigned to this project works in the Office of Energy 

Projects.  The project team responsible for the production of this EIS is 
listed in Appendix J, and includes the FERC staff, and staff from NRG, our  
third-party environmental contractor.  The Coast Guard is responsible for 
evaluated the WSA, using staff stationed in Sector Portland and the 
Pacific Command offices in Oakland and Alameda, California.  
NorthernStar is responsible for applying for all necessary permits for its 
project, and the status of those permit applications is listed in table 1.3-1. 

IND33-13 See our response to comment PM2-20.  However, under the EPAct 2005, 
the FERC has an obligation to expeditiously review natural gas 
applications. 

IND33-14 The FERC staff is unaware of any official agency position on the Judge 
Redden decision. 

IND33-15 The purpose of the fish screens is to mitigate impacts of water withdrawal 
on juvenile salmon.  Therefore, they would protect salmon. 

IND33-16 While a safety/security zone would be in place around an LNG ship, other 
vessels would be allowed to enter this zone with permission.  This would 
also allow vessels to pass at four designated areas of two-way traffic 
along the LNG marine waterway.  Through communication and 
scheduling, the Coast Guard anticipates that the safety/security zone 
would have a very minor impact on vessel traffic.   

IND33-17 Fire and safety departments would need to increase resources.  As 
described in section 4.11.6, NorthernStar is in the process of developing 
an ERP and Cost-Sharing Plan identifying the mechanisms for funding all 
project-specific security/emergency management costs that would be 
imposed on state and local agencies.  The Coast Guard has not yet 
obligated any resources to the project.  Security escorts are expected to 
be delegated to local law enforcement entities, which could then be part of 
the Cost-Sharing Plan.  All other items in this list would either be 
unaffected or would be beneficially impacted by the project (see section 
4.8). 
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IND33-18 No historic Indian fishing grounds have been identified in the project area.  

See section 4.9.  Impacts on salmon and mitigation are described in 
sections 4.5 and 4.6.  The dredging of the turning basin would occur within 
the main stem of the Columbia River, adjacent to the navigation channel, 
and not in Clifton Channel.  See also our response to comment IND82-5.   

IND33-19 NorthernStar has made a commitment that the proposed project would 
provide an overall significant net benefit to the environment of the lower 
Columbia River ecosystem.  We have recommended in section 4.4.1.2 
that NorthernStar’s final Compensatory Mitigation Plan be filed, along with 
agency approvals, with the Secretary prior to construction of the project.  
Compensatory mitigation funded by the applicant for preservation and 
restoration of aquatic habitat would be based on project-related impacts 
on salmonids; a comparison of this level of funding to that currently being 
contributed for salmonid restoration throughout the lower Columbia River 
is not relevant to the EIS.  Directions for accessing NorthernStar’s 
Compensatory Mitigation Plan via the eLibrary can be found in the 
response to comment PM6-11.   

IND33-20 See our response to comment FA4-6. 

IND33-21 As described in section 1.1, additional supplies of natural gas will be 
needed in the Pacific Northwest. Because the objective Bradwood 
Landing Project is to serve the Pacific Northwest (see the beginning of 
section 3.1), we only looked at alternatives along the Pacific coast. 

IND33-22 NorthernStar’s applications are being reviewed in a manner consistent 
with the FERC staff’s review of all other LNG import terminal applications. 

IND33-23 NorthernStar proposes to import LNG to provide a new supply of natural 
gas to the Pacific Northwest, as explained in section 1.1.  Section 3 
discusses renewable energy resources.  The FERC does not promote one 
form of energy over another nor does it promote use of domestic energy 
sources over foreign sources.  Section 4.11 indicates we believe that with 
the measures to be implemented by NorthernStar and the conditions to be 
imposed by the Coast Guard, the chance of an accident or terrorist attack 
is highly unlikely. 

IND33-24 Repair of field drains or drain tiles impacted by pipeline construction is a 
requirement for FERC-regulated projects, in accordance with the FERC 
staff’s Plan.   

IND33-25 See our responses to comments PM1-22 and PM6-79. 

IND33-26 The Commission’s Order for this project will present its findings of public 
convenience and necessity. 

IND33-18 

IND33-20 

IND33-19 

IND33-21 

IND33-22 

IND33-28 

IND33-27 

IND33-26 

IND33-25 

IND32-24 

IND33-23 
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IND33-27 Section 4.11 addresses pipeline safety. 

IND33-28 See our response to PM5-81.  See also our response to comment IND33-
27. 
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IND33-29 Safety and security issues, along with mitigation, are discussed in detail in 
section 4.11.  The modeling approach used by FERC employed during 
project review included the best available methods and in areas of 
uncertainty, used conservative assumptions.  Also, the GAO Report (GAO 
2007) presented a survey of experts who work in areas related to LNG 
risk, hazards, and consequence modeling.  The report determined that the 
primary hazard to the public would be heat from a fire.  A total of 11 of 15 
experts were of the opinion that current methods for estimating LNG fire 
heat hazard distances are “about right” or too conservative. 

IND33-30 Full-scale LNG vessel breach scenario testing would be outside the scope 
of this EIS.  
 
 
 

IND33-31 Credible terrorist attack scenarios were developed in the WSA including 
the measures needed to be in place to detect, deter, and respond.  This 
was further analyzed in the WSR.  The scenarios developed in the WSA 
process and the WSR analysis are considered SSI and not releasable to 
the public. 

IND33-32 The FERC will not request a fully independent risk analysis because that 
would be outside the scope of this EIS.  

IND33-33 The EIS discusses dredging in sections 4.2.2.2 and 4.3.2.3.  See our 
response to comment IND33-18. 

IND33-34 See our response to comment IND33-27.  If an explosion were to occur 
from a gas pipeline, the resulting damage would depend on the volume of 
gas released before it ignites and the conditions in the vicinity of the leak 
(e.g., the topography, meteoric conditions).  There are no established 
distances based on the pipeline characteristics. 
 
 

IND33-35 A discussion of the DOT’s Minimum Federal Safety Standards in 49 CFR 
Part 192 is included in section 4.11.9.1.  These standards do not include 
requirements for a minimum distance between a natural gas pipeline and 
residences or structures; rather, the standards include requirements for 
pipeline design that varies depending on the presence of nearby 
residences. 

IND33-28 

cont’d 
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IND33-36 See our response to comment IND33-35. 

 
 

IND33-37 NorthernStar selected the route for its sendout pipeline.  The EIS, which is 
a public document, presents our review of that route.  Section 4.7.3.3 
discusses impacts on residences.  We have recommended that the 
Commission Order include a condition that would assist in the mitigation of 
impacts on residences within 50 feet of construction work areas. 

IND33-38 The temperature of natural gas in the pipeline would be close to ambient 
temperatures and would not affect farming. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND33-39 The costs for salmon habitat mitigation and public safety are not related. 

IND33-40 The pipeline would be operated under the DOT’s pipeline safety standards 
contained in CFR 49 Part 192, including leakage survey requirements in 
192.706.  See also our response to PM5-81. 

IND33-41 The FERC’s environmental staff and its third-party contractor provide an 
independent analysis of the impacts of the project, including impacts on 
salmonids.  Additional independent analysis is provided through 
cooperating agency review, the Pre-filing scoping process (see section 
1.4), and the draft EIS comment process.  The adequacy of compensatory 
mitigation proposed for the project is discussed in the response to 
comment FA2-10.  Therefore, implementation of the final Compensatory 
Mitigation Plan would be assured through the FERC’s authorization of the 
project.  Directions for accessing NorthernStar’s Compensatory Mitigation 
Plan via the eLibrary can be found in the response to comment PM6-11.   

IND33-42 See our response to comment PM1-18. 

IND33-36 

IND33-37 

IND33-38 

IND33-39 

IND33-40 

IND33-41 

IND33-42 
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IND33-43 As described in section 4.11.1, natural gas (methane) is a simple 
asphyxiant and would need to be present at very high concentrations to 
cause asphyxiation.  Methane can cause asphyxiation if oxygen 
concentrations are reduced to 10 to 12 percent.  See our response to 
comment LA3-66. 

IND33-44 As described in section 4.11.1, methane vapors (regasified LNG) in air at 
mixtures between 5 percent and 15 percent by volume are flammable.   

IND33-45 Pipeline safety and the FERC’s role are discussed in section 4.11.9.1. 

IND33-46 Using the Incident Rate for Earth Movement, it is estimated that an earth 
movement incident may occur every 2,075 years for the 36.3 mile pipeline. 

IND33-47 See our response to comment IND22-12.  Furthermore, the high 
concentrations required to cause asphyxiation would not normally occur 
with transmission pipeline leaks as a confined space, such as a building 
would be required to concentrate the methane vapors.   

IND33-48 Full scale tests are outside the scope of this EIS. 
 
 

IND33-49 We are unaware of any signed affidavits from landowners requesting that 
their names be removed from the environmental mailing list for the project.  
 
 
 

IND33-50 See our response to comment PM1-18.   
 

IND33-51 The Commission’s determination of public necessity will be disclosed in its 
Order for this project. 
 

IND33-52 Section 1.1 offers a brief summary about the project purpose and need.  
The Commission would make its determination of public necessity in its 
Order for this project.  We discuss renewable energy sources in section 
3.1.1.3.  The economic benefits of this project are discussed in section 
4.8. 

IND33-53 We are not aware of any specific studies on this topic.   

IND33-42 
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IND33-54 Other ships would not be blocked from passage during the LNG carrier 

transit in the waterway to the proposed Bradwood Landing LNG terminal.  
We do not think that other commercial ship traffic would be adversely 
affected or delayed by the project.  See our responses to comments PM1-
52, PM3-11, and others.  The economic benefits of the project are 
discussed in section 4.8.  Cumulative impacts from multiple LNG import 
terminals or other natural gas projects in the vicinity are addressed in 
section 4.12. 

IND33-55 We address safety and security issues in section 4.11.  See our response 
to comment IND33-51. 

IND33-56 The NGA mandates that the FERC regulate the interstate transportation of 
natural gas.  The EPAct 2005 gives the FERC authority to site onshore 
LNG import terminals, and obligates the FERC to expeditiously review all 
natural gas projects.  See our response to comment IND33-22. 

IND33-57 NorthernStar’s corporate structure is a matter of public record and was 
provided in Exhibits A and B attached to its applications to the FERC.  
Public safety is addressed in section 4.11. 

IND33-58 The FERC has Rules of Practice, found at 18 CFR 385, including our ex-
parte rules, to ensure that all parties are treated fairly in a proceeding, and 
that applicants are not given preferential treatment over other 
stakeholders.  We also have a conflict-of-interest policy. 

IND33-59 The project would not have any significant adverse impacts on fishing (see 
sections 4.7.1.4 and 4.8.1.7) or farming (see sections 4.4.2 and 4.7.3.1).  
Rather than having negative impacts on local businesses, the project 
should benefit the local economy, as discussed in section 4.8.  See 
response to comments PM3-5 and PM5-47. 

IND33-60 See response to comment IND33-26. 
IND33-61 Although liability is outside the scope of the EIS, financial liability due to a 

marine accident may be subject to the Limitation of Vessel Owner’s 
Liability Act, 46 U.S.C. 181.  Under 49 U.S.C. 60111, the Secretary of 
Transportation can order the operator of an LNG terminal to demonstrate 
and maintain financial responsibility in the amount that the Secretary feels 
adequate. 

IND33-62 See our response to IND33-40. 
IND33-63 Our review of project design, technologies, and safety is provided in 

section 4.11. 
IND33-64 Population density is just one factor that is considered out of many in 

evaluating the suitability of a given site for an LNG terminal.  There are no 
specific equations or rules regarding population density but proximity to 
residential areas influences the analysis of noise impacts, visual impacts, 
etc.   

IND33-65 The EIS discusses renewable and other energy sources as alternatives to 
the proposed project in section 3.1.1.3. 

IND33-54 

IND33-55 

IND33-56 

IND33-57 

IND33-58 

IND33-59 

IND33-60 

IND33-61 

IND33-62 

IND33-63 
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IND33-66 A discussion of potential impacts on local economies is included in section 
4.8.  The Commission’s Order would include its determination of public 
need.  See response to IND33-26. 

IND33-67 Section 1.1 explains that there is a future need for additional sources of 
natural gas in the Pacific Northwest.  See our response to comment 
IND33-21. 

IND33-68 Pipeline safety is discussed in section 4.11.9.  The pipeline must be 
constructed and operated according to DOT standards.     

IND33-69 The Coast Guard has determined that the Columbia River would be 
suitable for LNG marine traffic with the conditions described in the WSR 
(see section 4.11.5.5 and Appendix H).  This includes adequate security 
for the LNG ships. 

IND33-70 The FERC’s procedures for consulting with the FWS and NMFS regarding 
potential impacts on federally listed species are described in section 4.6.  
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.  

IND33-71 No food sources or local businesses would be destroyed by this project.  
See our response to comment IND33-59.   

IND33-72 See our response to comment IND33-66. 

IND33-73 Consultations with Native Americans are discussed in section 4.9.3.  No 
historic Indian fishing grounds have been identified by Native Americans, 
the SHPOs, or cultural resources consultants that may be affected by the 
project.  Sections 4.3 and 4.5 discuss impacts on fish habitat. 

IND33-74 Section 3 offers a discussion of alternative LNG terminal locations on the 
West Coast, and comparisons between LNG terminal sites in Oregon.  
The FERC does not do regional planning and reviews individual projects 
on their own merits.  See our responses to comments PM2-32 and FA4-1. 

IND33-75 The Commission’s project Order will outline all requirements.  The FERC 
staff monitors authorized projects during construction and operation, 
conducts inspections, and reviews reports that must be submitted by 
NorthernStar.  See sections 2.6 and 5.0.    
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IND34-1 Clifton appears on a number of maps in the EIS, including figures 2.1-1, 
2.1.2-1, 2.1.5-1, 4.7.1-1, and 4.7.2-1. 
 
 
 
 
 

IND34-2 If the LNG project is authorized and built, the area would not be 
destroyed.  As discussed in section 4.3.2.3 and NorthernStar's terminal 
ESC Plan, NorthernStar would implement extensive measures to avoid 
and minimize impacts on Hunt Creek during both construction and 
operation of the LNG terminal.  NorthernStar’s final Compensatory 
Mitigation Plan would compensate for unavoidable impacts on wetlands 
(see section 4.4.1.2).  Due to the ecological importance of Hunt Creek, 
NorthernStar would enter the Hunt Creek Mitigation Site (the portion of 
Hunt Creek below the falls) into a conservation easement to ensure the 
protection and preservation of the creek in perpetuity.  Directions for 
accessing NorthernStar’s Compensatory Mitigation Plan via the eLibrary 
can be found in the response to comment PM6-11.   

IND34-3 LNG carriers would intake ballast and cooling water during normal 
operations, as is typical for all large cargo ships.  The Columbia River 
flows at a rate of 45 million gpm more than 95 percent of the time; 
therefore, the amount of water that would be removed for ballast by the 
LNG vessels would not have a measurable effect on the volume of water 
in the river.  See also our response to comment PM1-31. 

IND34-4 See our response to comments PM3-68 and FA1-28. 

IND34-5 Section 1.3 describes the role of various federal agencies with regulatory 
authority over applicable permits, approvals, and statutory requirements.  
See table 1.3-1 for a list of the major federal, state, and local permits, 
approvals, and consultations identified for construction and operation of 
the Bradwood Landing Project.  See table 1.4-1 for a list of federal, state, 
and local agencies that have participated in interagency scoping meetings 
to help the FERC better assess and mitigate the potential environmental 
impacts of the Bradwood Landing Project.  Many of these agencies have 
also provided comments on the draft EIS (see comments beginning with 
FA, SA, and LA).  As part of the consultation process, the NMFS and FWS 
will develop BOs indicating whether or not the project is likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of or adversely modify critical habitat of 
any federally listed species.   

IND34-1 

IND34-2 

IND34-3 

IND34-4 

IND34-5 



 

K
-854

Individuals 35 
 

 



 

K
-855

 Individuals 35 
IND35-1 See our responses to comments PM6-94 and SA1-179. 

 
 
 

IND35-2 The electric power line is evaluated in the EIS.  The nonjusidictional 
laterals would be built and operated by entities other than NorthernStar, 
and their exact route is not yet determined.  However, we have added 
discussion regarding general impacts based on the likely routes that 
would be used.  Also we have recommended a condition be included in 
the project Order requiring additional information about the laterals, 
including environmental surveys and permit approvals.  See section 2.2. 
 

IND35-3 There is no evidence that commercial or recreational river users would be 
adversely affected by this project.  See sections 4.7.1.4 and 4.8.1.7, and 
responses to comments PM1-52, PM5-31, PM5-46 and others. As the 
Columbia River is a working river with existing ship traffic, the presence of 
LNG vessels should not have significant adverse impacts on aesthetics 
that would impact tourism.  On the contrary, the Lower Columbia 
Economic Development Council has stated that many landowners and 
tourists come to Wahkiakum County to see the ships and river traffic and 
that the project would not hurt growth but add to it (see comment LA1).  
Visual impacts are addressed in section 4.7.1.5, 
 
 
 

IND35-4 See the revised discussion of the project purpose and need in section 1.1.
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND35-5 See our response to comment PM1-1 and LA3-55 
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IND35-3 

IND35-4 
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IND35-6 Upland forested communities would be replanted in-kind with trees, with 
the exception of the portion of the right-of-way within 15 feet of the 
pipeline (30 feet total), thereby minimizing the extent of disturbance.  
NorthernStar’s proposed tree planting exceeds the revegetation 
requirements of the FERC staff’s Plan and Procedures.  Impacts on 
terrestrial wildlife species due to construction and operation of the pipeline 
are discussed in section 4.5.3.3.  The adequacy of NorthernStar’s 
Compensatory Mitigation Plan is discussed in the response to comment 
FA2-10. 

IND35-7 As described in section 4.3.2.4, all waterbodies which are 303(d) listed for 
temperature would be crossed using the HDD or conventional bore 
method.  Clearing within areas crossed using the HDD method would be 
limited to hand trimming associated with the temporary deployment of 
HDD guidance (telemetry) cables.  NorthernStar would maintain a riparian 
buffer to minimize impacts associated with vegetation clearing at 
waterbody crossings. 

IND35-8 While we expect the project to stimulate the local economy, that does not 
imply that we predict that the area around the Bradwood Landing terminal 
would become more industrialized, because of current zoning.  However, 
there are other industrial facilities already existing along the lower 
Columbia River, such as the Wauna mill.  The area around the existing 
Portland LNG peak shaving plant already includes “many other industrial 
or commercial properties.”  Our analysis of potential impacts on property 
values took into account the mainly rural nature of the project area and 
nearby Puget Island.  Also see response to comment IND3-16. 

IND35-9 See our response to comment FA3-4. 

IND35-10 No safety standards have been waived.  All LNG import terminals that 
would fall under FERC’s jurisdiction, regardless of location, are required to 
comply with the same safety standards and regulations. 
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IND36-1 See our responses to comments IND35-1 through IND35-10 IND36-1 
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IND37-1 NorthernStar intends for its project to serve markets in the Pacific 
Northwest, not California.  See responses to comments PM1-23 and PM5-
43. 
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IND38-1 Information regarding the landslide that occurred in 1965 approximately 
one-half mile from the proposed LNG terminal site has been added to 
section 4.1.3.3.  The geologic conditions at this location are not the same 
as at the LNG terminal location.   
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IND39-1 Comment noted. IND39-1 
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IND40-1 Earthquake and landslides hazards and mitigation are discussed in 
sections 4.1.3.3 and 4.1.4.3. 
 
 
 

IND40-2 See our response to comment PM1-1 and LA3-55 
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IND41-1 See our responses to comments IND73-1 through IND73-5. IND41-1 
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IND42-1 Comment noted. IND42-1  
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IND43-1 Comment noted. 

IND43-1 



 

K
-875 

Individuals 43 
 

 



 

K
-876 

Individuals 44 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND44-1 See our responses to comments IND72-1 and IND72-2. IND44-1 
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IND45-1 See our responses to comments PM1-17, PM1-18, and PM6-82. 
 
 

  

  

IND45-1 
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IND46-1 We have added new text to section 1.0 describing the capacity of the 
Williams Northwest pipeline system for the natural gas from the Bradwood 
Landing Project.  Natural gas supply and demand in the Pacific Northwest 
are addressed in section 1.1.  See also our responses to comments PM1-
10 and PM3-50.  The Jordan Cove LNG Project and Oregon LNG Project 
are discussed in section 3.1.3.4. 
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IND46-2 See our response to comments PM1-24 and CO4-1 regarding the purpose 

and route of the Palomar pipeline.  The Palomar pipeline is not inter-
dependent on the Bradwood Landing Project, and will be studied 
separately by the FERC, and reviewed on its own merits. 
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K
-881 

Individuals 47 
 
 

IND47-1 See the revised discussion of the project purpose and need in section 1.1 
and the expanded discussion of renewable energy sources as alternatives 
to the project in section 3.1.1. 

IND47-2 The Bradwood Landing pipeline would be 36.3 miles long.  Impacts on 
salmonids would be mitigated and the impacts of the safety/security zone 
around the LNG ships would be minor.  Safety and security measures 
would be implemented to protect against accidental or intentional LNG 
releases.  

IND47-3 NorthernStar intends for its project to service markets in the Pacific 
Northwest, not California.  See our response to comment PM1-23. 
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IND48-1 See the revised discussion of the project’s purpose and need in section 
1.1, and our response to comment IND33-26. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND48-2 The existing KB pipeline already serves the Beaver power plant.  The KB 
pipeline flows in the opposite direction of the proposed Bradwood Landing 
pipeline.  The KB pipeline transports gas from the existing Williams 
Northwest system west to Beaver.  The KB pipeline would be too small to 
handle all the natural gas from the Bradwood Landing LNG terminal, and 
could not meet all of the proposed project objectives. 
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IND48-3 We will require NorthernStar to follow through with all mitigation and 
restoration commitments.  Section 2.5 describes our environmental 
compliance inspection and monitoring program.  Condition 14 requires the 
use of third-party environmental compliance monitors. 
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IND49-1 Section 4.5.2.1 has been revised to include additional information on the 
potential impacts on aquatic resources, including salmonids, due to 
entrainment and impingement.  As described in section 4.5.2.1, fish 
screen designs have been reviewed and approved by the NMFS.  
Furthermore, we have recommended that NorthernStar conduct post-
construction monitoring to assess the effects of impingement and 
entrainment from use of the screened water supply system on juvenile 
salmonids during terminal operations and provide annual reports to both 
the FERC and NMFS regarding the efficacy of the screened water intake 
system, which would identify any problems and address how such 
problems would be rectified; therefore, impacts on fish in the vicinity of the 
intake screens are not expected to be significant.  See also our response 
to comment PM1-31. 
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IND49-2 We address abandonment in section 2.9.  NorthernStar has filed a 
decommissioning plan with Clatsop County and committed that it would 
provide financial assurances in the form of a surety bond or letter of credit 
for an amount appropriate to cover the reasonable costs of decommission 
the facility 

IND49-1 

cont’d 
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IND49-3 We explain how we modeled the thermal and vapor exclusion zones at the 
LNG terminal in section 4.11. 
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IND49-4 If NorthernStar receives initial authorization from the FERC, it would be 
required to provide additional detailed design information and other safety 
and security information.  After the information is filed with the FERC, 
there would be several reviews and approval points after the initial 
authorization, including reviews by the Coast Guard.   

IND49-3 

cont’d 
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IND49-5 As discussed in section 4.11 of the final EIS and as shown in table 4.11.4-

1, spills at the LNG terminal would be contained by the outer tank 
containment wall, or 1 of 2 impoundment sumps.  In accordance with 49 
CFR 193, thermal exclusion zones and vapor dispersion zones have been 
calculated for a variety of spills at the LNG terminal and are discussed in 
section 4.11.4.  Table 4.11.5-2 in Section 4.11.5 presents calculations 
along with hazard distances for a variety of spill sizes from LNG carriers.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND49-6 See our response to comment PM5-60. 

IND49-5 

IND49-6 
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IND49-7 See responses to comments IND3-4, IND33-57, and IND33-75. 

IND49-6 

cont’d 
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IND50-1 The purpose and need for the Bradwood Landing project is addressed in 
section 1.1.  Safety is addressed in section 4.11. 
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IND51-1 The draft EIS states that about 160 gpm of condensate would be 
generated by the vaporizer, and this equates to 230,400 gallons per day.  
Meanwhile, the modeling done for the NPDES permit shows a figure of 
0.24 million gallons per day or 240,000 gallons per day.  This is not an 
inconsistency, but is rather just the result of rounding.  To be conservative, 
the modeling of the discharge rounded 230,400 gallons per day up to 
240,000 gallons per day to give a round number that can be more easily 
displayed.  In addition, this represented the maximum value for the 
amount of condensate generated, based on a peak natural gas send out 
rate of 1.3 Bscfd.  The section of the NPDES permit that shows the 
volume of water as 0.2 million gallons per day refers to the average flow of 
condensate generated, which is based on a natural gas send out rate of 
1.0 Bscfd.  If more significant figures were shown, the average flow would 
actually be slightly less than 0.2 million gallons per day, but to be 
conservative it was simply rounded up.   
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IND52-1 Although wind power and solar power are renewable energy alternatives 
that are currently in commercial production and use, the amount of energy 
from local small-scale production could not provide the same amount of 
energy on a long-term basis as would be provided by the proposed 
project.  Furthermore, renewable energy alternatives would not meet the 
stated objectives of the project.  See also our response to comment PM1-
12. 
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IND52-2 We briefly summarize project purpose and need in section 1.1.  Section 
3.1.1.3 discusses renewable energy sources.  The Commission’s 
determination of public necessity would be given in its Order for this 
project. 

IND52-1 

cont’d 
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IND53-1 The SCVs would be subject to various maintenance checks throughout 
the life of equipment.  Draining of the water bath for maintenance 
inspections is expected to occur once per year.  The unit would likely be 
refilled with the water produced from the other vaporizers.   
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IND54-1 The methods for determining the Zones of Concern are discussed in 
section 4.11.5.3.  We disclose in section 4.7.1.4 that portions of the 
JBHNWR and Astoria waterfront would be overlapped by Zone 1.  Section 
4.11.5.4 discloses that there are 22 structures overlapped by Zone 1 on 
Puget Island.  However, we believe that Fort Stevens State Park 
(including Clatsop Spit), Hammond, the Warrenton waterfront (including 
Carruthers Park), and Skamokawa Vista Park are located within Zone 2. 
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IND54-2 Section 4.10.1 has been updated to include the estimated greenhouse 
gas emissions resulting from the construction and operation of the project.  
Section 3.1.6.3 includes an analysis of the vaporization technologies, 
including STV, considered for the Bradwood Landing Project. 

IND54-1 

cont’d 
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IND55-1 See our response to comment FA1-24. 

IND55-2 Section 4.11 includes a discussion on modeling and the exclusion zones 
for the LNG terminal.  Figures 4.11.4-1 and 4.11.4-2 show the thermal 
exclusion zones and vapor dispersion zones.  Section 4.11.5.3 presents 
the hazards associated with a spill from an LNG carrier and describes the 
zones of concern and what communities would be affected by each zone 
of concern. 

IND55-3 See our response to comment IND22-20. 

IND55-4 No State Forest lands would be crossed by the pipeline.  NorthernStar 
would seek to obtain an easement across landowners’ property.  Private 
land would not be taken away from landowners and, with few exceptions, 
a landowner would not be precluded from using their property in any way 
after construction of the proposed pipeline.  See responses to comments 
PM2-4 and CO8-6. 

IND55-5 It is not the intention of either the Bradwood Landing Project or the 
Palomar pipeline project to send large portions of natural gas to California.  
See also our responses to comments PM1-23, PM1-24, and LA3-8. 
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IND56-1 The market for the natural gas from the Bradwood Landing Project is the 
Pacific Northwest not California.  See our response to comment PM1-23.  
  

IND56-2 The Bradwood Landing pipeline would interconnect Northwest Natural’s 
interstate system from which the natural gas would be transmitted to local 
distribution systems.  The natural gas transmitted to the Williams 
Northwest pipeline also would be available for local distribution systems.  
The natural gas from LNG would be priced based on market conditions 
the same as other available natural gas.  

IND56-3 Section 4.10.1 has been updated to include the estimated greenhouse 
gas emissions resulting from the construction and operation of the project.  

IND56-4 LNG and natural gas pipeline safety is discussed in section 4.11. 
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IND57-1 Section 4.5.1.1 of the EIS has been revised to address this comment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND57-2 Section 4.8.1.7 has been revised to state that the commercial fishing fleet 
is based out of various locations along the Columbia River.  As stated in 
this section, commercial fishing along the Columbia River has been limited 
to a season lasting just a few days, occasionally evening hours in recent 
years and is not intended to imply that this schedule is standard for fishing 
from year to year. 
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IND57-3 See our response to comment IND57-2. 
 
 

IND57-4 Section 4.8.1.7 has been revised to include additional information 
regarding drift rights, as described in Irene Martin’s book “Legacy and 
Testament: The Story of Columbia River Gillnetters.”   

IND57-5 The security escorts traveling with the LNG carriers would likely approach 
nearby boats to inform them of the security zone associated with the LNG 
carriers.  Final details regarding the security zone would be included in the 
Vessel Traffic Management Plan.  As discussed in the response to 
comment PM2-19, the security zones would not necessarily require that 
boats move away from the LNG carriers, but rather it is intended to 
establish the Coast Guard’s authority in the area surrounding the LNG 
vessel to ensure safety during the transit.    

IND57-6 NorthernStar’s Preliminary Engineering Design Draft Mitigation Plan 
describes both where compensatory mitigation is proposed and how 
mitigation would occur.  We agree that the protection of existing habitat is 
important for estuarine restoration.  As described in section 2.1.5, 
NorthernStar has proposed to preserve both the lower Svensen Island 
and Hunt Creek Mitigation Sites as part of its Compensatory Mitigation 
Plan.  The adequacy of the compensatory mitigation is discussed in the 
response to comment FA2-10.  Directions for accessing NorthernStar’s 
Compensatory Mitigation Plan via the eLibrary can be found in the 
response to comment PM6-11. 
 
 

IND57-7 As described in section 4.4.1, wetland habitats that would be impacted by 
the Bradwood Landing Project were classified according to the Cowardin 
et al. (1979) system.  As described in section 4.4.2, upland habitats that 
would be impacted by the project in Oregon were classified based on the 
Oregon Habitat Mitigation Policy.  Although the State of Washington does 
not have a similar habitat classification system, 18 priority habitats have 
been identified by the WDFW.  These are described in section 4.4.2 and 
depicted in Appendix C of the final EIS.   

The adequacy of compensatory mitigation is discussed in the response to 
comment FA2-10. 

IND57-8 See our response to comment SA1-10. 
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IND57-9 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. 

Assurance of implementation of the SEI is discussed in the response to 
comment FA4-12. 
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IND58-1 See our response to comment PM2-17. IND58-1 
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IND59-1 See our responses to comments PM5-59 and PM5-60. IND59-1 
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IND60-1 See our response to comment PM1-23. 

IND60-2 The Executive Summary identifies the Williams Northwest pipeline as the 
terminus of the Bradwood Landing sendout pipeline.  The project does not 
interconnect with the KB pipeline. 

IND60-3 See our response to comment LA7-25.  Installation of strain monitors and 
HDD boreholes would cause minimal surface disturbance.  

IND60-4 See our response to comment FA2-10. 

IND60-5 The Executive Summary is meant to be very brief, and cannot discuss any 
issues in detail.  Our discussion of potential socioeconomic impacts 
associated with the proposed project is included in section 4.8. 

IND60-6 See our response to PM1-1.  NorthernStar is currently in the process of 
developing an ERP and Cost Sharing Plan in consultation with appropriate 
federal, state, and local agencies and has filed a draft with the FERC.  
See also our response to comment LA3-55. 

IND60-7 The criteria used by the FERC to evaluate alternatives are discussed in 
the introduction of section 3.1 and in section 3.1.5.3. 

IND60-8 See our response to comment PM1-8. 

IND60-9 See our response to comments PM6-94 and FA2-24. 

IND60-10 See our response to comment PM1-31. 

IND60-11 The SIGTTO standards are taken into consideration and implemented as 
appropriate.   

IND60-12 See our response to comment PM1-10. 
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IND60-3 

IND60-4 

IND60-5 

IND60-7 

IND60-6 

IND60-8 

IND60-9 

IND60-10 

IND60-11 

IND60-12 



 

K
-918 

Individuals 60 
IND60-13 As described in section 3.1.2.2, we consider the Palomar Project to be a 

separate undertaking from the Bradwood Landing Project.  Neither project 
is inter-dependent on the other.  If Palomar is not authorized or built, the 
Bradwood Landing Project could still go forward, and visa versa.  Relative 
to the Palomar pipeline market, see our response to comment PM1-24. 

IND60-14 See our response to comment FA4-12.  The operator of the facility must 
adhere to all of the conditions of the Commission’s Order. 

IND60-15 Vibroflotation has been recommended by geotechnical engineers as an 
effective method to minimize the potential for liquefaction at the terminal 
site.  NorthernStar would be required to demonstrate that the proposed 
ground improvements actually achieved the intended design values before 
receiving authorization to construct the remainder of the facility. 

IND60-16 Waterbody crossings using open-cut methods as they relate to the 
WDNR’s Forest Practice Rules are discussed in the response to comment 
PM4-11.  NorthernStar’s HDD Contingency Plan describes in detail 
procedures that would be followed in the event of a frac-out.  Directions for 
accessing NorthernStar’s HDD Contingency Plan via the eLibrary can be 
found in the response to comment FA3-13. 

IND60-17 The Coast Guard has determined measures which will mitigate risks to the 
security of the LNG terminal.  Also, section 4.11.8 provides a discussion 
on terrorism and security,  It is possible that a release from the LNG 
storage tanks could be caused by an intentional act, such as a terrorist 
attack.  Although an intentional breach scenario could result in greater 
thermal radiation in the immediate vicinity of the release, such scenarios 
are typically associated with the desire to inflict damage to major 
infrastructure and population and commercial centers 

IND60-18 See our response to comment PM1-1 and LA3-55 
IND60-19 See our responses to comments IND3-22 and IND49-2. 
IND60-20 The Bradwood Landing sendout pipeline will connect to other pipelines, 

including the existing Williams Northwest system. 
IND60-21 Impacts of the project on humans are discussed throughout the EIS under  

numerous resource topics, including land use, recreation, and visual 
resources, socioeconomics, air quality and noise, and reliability and 
safety. 

IND60-22 While Palomar proposes to transport natural gas produced in Canada and 
the Rocky Mountains to the Portland metropolitan area, the Bradwood 
Landing Project would provide a new source of natural gas to the Pacific 
Northwest through the importation of LNG.  The two projects are not 
mutually exclusive, and could both provide additional supplies of gas to 
the region from different sources.  See also our response to comment 
PM1-24. 

IND60-23 The EIS discusses conservation under section 3.1.1.2. 
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IND60-24 NorthernStar believes that there is a need for an LNG import terminal to 

serve the Pacific Northwest.  There are many independent studies, cited in 
section 1.1 of this EIS, to support the need for the Bradwood Landing 
Project.  As explained in section 3.1.3.1, we do not think that the Costa 
Azul LNG import terminal in Mexico would provide natural gas to the 
Pacific Northwest, because it would mainly be serving markets in northern 
Mexico and southern California instead. 

IND60-25 The HDD crossing of the Columbia River from the Bradwood Landing LNG 
terminal was ruled out due to the width of the river at that location.  In 
addition, a crossing of the river at Bradwood Landing would place the 
sendout pipeline in the town of Cathlamet, Washington.  From there 
eastward to the proposed interconnection with the existing Williams 
Northwest system near Kelso, the route would have to traverse rough 
topography.   

IND60-26 Variation NS-8 in table 3.1.8-2 has been revised to more correctly state 
“The HDD entry pit work space for the alternative route variation would be 
within 300 feet from several residences…”  Also the text has been 
updated to indicate the power line right of way is abandoned. 

IND60-27 The alternatives analysis was performed to fulfill the requirement of the 
NEPA not the ESA.  However, our alternatives analysis did discuss 
potential impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species 
at other project locations.  No alternative LNG terminals and associated 
sendout pipelines were identified that would not potentially impact ESA 
protected species. 

IND60-28 Dredging would be required to construct the maneuvering basin for the 
LNG terminal as described in sections 2.1.3.1 and 2.4.1.2.   

IND60-29 The WSR is public and can be found in Appendix H of the EIS. 

IND60-30 An active fault is generally considered to be a fault that has undergone 
movement during the Holocene Epoch (approximately the last 10,000 
years). 
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IND60-31 See our response to comment IND 60-15. 
IND60-32 The reference to pipeline damage is meant to apply to damage resulting 

from lateral spreading.  See also our response to PM2-16. 
IND60-33 ESC refers to Erosion and Sediment Control.  The Acronyms and 

Abbreviations section has been revised to include this definition. 
IND60-34 Potential impacts on recreational fishing are discussed in section 4.7.1.4. 
IND60-35 See our response to comment LA3-33. 
IND60-36 NorthernStar’s HDD Contingency Plan describes in detail procedures that 

would be followed in the event of a frac-out.  Directions for accessing 
NorthernStar’s HDD Contingency Plan via the eLibrary can be found in the 
response to comment FA3-13.  Potential direct and indirect impacts on 
aquatic resources, including federally listed salmonids, are discussed in 
section 4.5.2.1. 

IND60-37 All cited references are provided in Appendix H.  Section 4.6.1.1 has been 
revised to include updated information on Chinook spawning in 
Washington streams in the vicinity of the project area. 

IND60-38 As mentioned in the revised section 4.9.3, the Cowlitz Indian Tribe wrote a 
letter to NorthernStar indicating their support for the project. 

IND60-39 See our response to comment PM1-9.  On March 20, 2008, Clatsop 
County accepted NorthernStar’s land use changes. 

IND60-40 Realignments away from the KB pipeline route have been necessary at 
locations where the KB pipeline was constructed in areas containing 
geological hazards such as poor slope stability, or to reduce stream 
crossing impacts. 

IND60-41 See our response to comment PM4-12. 
IND60-42 See our response to comment PM2-4.  Impacts on private water systems 

or septic systems are addressed in section 4.7.3.3.  
IND60-43 Thermal radiation zones are used only for LNG facilities, and are not 

applied to natural gas pipelines.  A discussion of natural gas pipeline 
safety is included in section 4.11.9. 

IND60-44 See our responses to comments PM1-14, PM1-52, PM3-11, PM5-31, 
PM5-47, and others. 

IND60-45 Section 4.8.1.7 has been revised to correct the number of recreational 
fishing boats. 

IND60-46 See response to comment IND3-16. 
IND60-47 See our response to comment PM2-17. 
IND60-48 Property taxes for a piece of property are generally based on the actual 

use of the land.  Therefore, NorthernStar would be required to pay 
property tax for the portion of a property crossed by the easement that it 
owns. 

IND60-49 See section 4.11.5.3 for a discussion of the GAO February 2007 report on 
LNG spill studies, including the Sandia study. 
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IND60-50 See our response for comment PM2-16. 
IND60-51 NorthernStar filed a draft ERP which outlined its cost-sharing proposal to 

improve the resources available to local first-responders.  This draft will be 
reviewed by the FERC and the Coast Guard.  After consulting with 
appropriate local agencies about the draft ERP, we will request that it be 
revised by NorthernStar to meet our expectations and requirements, and 
provide the level of services necessary to protect local communities.  This 
is further discussed in section 4.11.6. 

IND60-52 The maximum number of annual LNG carrier trips would be 125 
regardless of carrier capacity.  If expansion of the facility requiring a third 
LNG storage tank is proposed in the future, an application for FERC 
authorization would be required, which would include an environmental 
review under the NEPA. 

IND60-53 As described in section 4.4.2, upland habitats that would be impacted by 
the project in Oregon were classified based on the Oregon Habitat 
Mitigation Policy.  Although the State of Washington does not have a 
similar habitat classification system, 18 priority habitats have been 
identified by the WDFW.  These are described in section 4.4.2 and 
depicted in Appendix C of the final EIS.  Because specific information on 
the Douglas fir population being described in the comment is not clear, it 
cannot be responded to. 

IND60-54 To prevent and mitigate for the distribution of noxious weeds during 
construction and control noxious weeds that develop after construction, 
NorthernStar has agreed to implement measures as described in its 
Noxious Weeds and Soil-borne Plant Disease Control Plan.  We have 
recommended that NorthernStar continue to consult with the COE, FWS, 
NMFS, Oregon and Washington Departments of Agriculture, and other 
appropriate resource agencies to revise its Plan.  NorthernStar has agreed 
to monitor revegetation of non-cultivated areas during the first and second 
year after construction to determine whether the herbaceous vegetative 
cover or density in the construction area is similar to that in adjacent areas 
not disturbed by construction or if there are excessive noxious weeds.  If 
there are excessive noxious weeds after the first or second growing 
season, an agronomist would determine the need for additional restoration 
measures that NorthernStar would implement, as necessary.  The FERC 
staff would also conduct inspections to monitor the project for compliance 
with the Commission's environmental conditions and project mitigation 
measures proposed by NorthernStar or required by the regulatory 
agencies.  Other federal, state, and local agencies with jurisdiction or 
permitting authorities would conduct oversight inspections and monitoring, 
to the extent deemed necessary by those agencies, in order to meet their 
regulatory responsibilities. 

IND60-55 See our responses to comments PM6-24 and LA3-55. 
IND60-56 Section 3.1.1.4 describes our conclusions regarding the no action 

alternative. 
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IND61-1 The Palomar pipeline was discussed in sections 2.1.6 and 4.12 of the 
draft EIS.  We have moved our discussion of the Palomar pipeline to 
section 3.1.2.2 in the final EIS in response to comments on the draft EIS.  
As described in section 3.1.2.2, the Palomar pipeline is a separate project 
from the Bradwood Landing Project and its environmental impacts are 
being evaluated in a separate EIS to be prepared by the FERC. 
 
 
 

IND61-2 Pipeline accident data are discussed in section 4.11.9.2.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND61-3 The EIS does consider alternatives, under section 3.0.  The no action 
alternative is addressed under section 3.1.1.  The proposed Palomar 
Pipeline Project is discussed in the EIS under sections 2.1.6 and 3.1.2.2.  
As explained in section 2.1.6, we will be conducting a separate, stand 
alone environmental review of the proposed Palomar Pipeline Project, 
because it is an independent project not dependent on the Bradwood 
Landing Project.  The Jordan Cove Energy LNG Project is discussed in 
section 3.1.3.4.  As explained it that section, the FERC would also 
conduct a separate, stand alone environmental review of the Jordan Cove 
LNG Project, because it is not related to the Bradwood Landing Project.  
Section 1.1 of this EIS explains the need for the project, using several 
independent studies that examine future energy needs in the Pacific 
Northwest.  While renewal resources and conservations are admirable 
approaches to meeting the future energy needs of the region, alone they 
cannot completely fulfill anticipated future demands, as discussed in 
sections 3.1.1.2 and 3.1.1.3 of this EIS.  (See our response to comment 
PM3-56.) 

IND61-1 

IND61-2 
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IND61-4 The proposed Bradwood Landing pipeline is not routed near Gales Creek, 
Oregon.  The Gales Meadow Farm may be crossed by some other natural 
gas pipeline (such as Oregon LNG or Palomar) that is being studied in a 
different proceeding before the FERC. 

IND61-3 

cont’d 
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IND61-5 Based on a review of the list of properties crossed by the proposed 
pipeline, it does not appear that any properties owned by the Berblinger 
family would be directly impacted by the proposed pipeline route.  
Therefore, impacts on the population of Trillium parviflorum are not 
anticipated. 

IND61-4 

cont’d 
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IND62-1 NorthernStar would have to comply with the emission limitations 
documented in an ODEQ Air Contaminant Discharge Permit for the 
terminal.  If compliance testing indicates that the vaporizers are not 
complying with their source specific emission limitations, action would be 
required by the ODEQ to reduce the emission to comply or apply for a 
modification to the permitted emission limits to account for any increases.  
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IND62-2 See our response to PM6-80 

IND62-1 

cont’d 

IND62-2 

cont’d 

IND62-1 

cont’d 
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IND63-1 See our response to comment PM1-7. IND63-1 
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cont’d 



 

K
-932 

Individuals 64 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND64-1 We discuss potential pipeline impacts on residences in section 4.7.3.3.  
We have recommended that the Commission Order contain a condition 
that NorthernStar would be required to file a plan outlining how it would 
mitigate impacts on any residence with 50 feet of the construction right-of-
way.  Pipeline safety is addressed in section 4.11.9.  The pipeline would 
be installed according to DOT standards.  

IND64-2 Noise associated with the pipeline valves has been evaluated and is 
summarized in the draft EIS.  Based on preliminary engineering estimates, 
some valves would likely require additional noise control measures, which 
may include an enclosure or noise barrier.  We are recommending that 
NorthernStar verify compliance with our 55dBA criterion by submitting a 
post-construction noise survey. 

IND64-3 As discussed in section 4.7.3.1, an easement agreement between a 
company and a landowner typically specifies compensation for losses 
resulting from construction, including losses of non-renewable and other 
resources, damages to property during construction, and restrictions on 
existing uses that would not be permitted on the permanent right-of-way 
after construction.  Typically, pipeline companies pay for the logging to 
clear the construction right-of-way through timbered areas, unless some 
other arrangements are made with the landowner. 

IND64-1 

IND64-3 

IND64-2 
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IND65-1 No byproducts would be generated by the regasification process that 
would require disposal.   
 
 
 

IND65-2 As discussed in section 4.11.4, any spills at the terminal would be directed 
to 1 of 2 impoundment sumps.  Vapor dispersion calculations were 
performed for both of the impoundment sumps to determine if there was a 
spill at the terminal, how far the flammable vapors would travel. 

IND65-3 See our response to comment PM3-50. 

IND65-4 Details on warning systems and emergency evacuation are provided in 
the ERP, which is currently under review. 
 

IND65-5 Purpose and need are discussed in section 1.1.  The Bradwood Landing 
pipeline would transmit the natural gas to the Northwest Natural and 
Williams Northwest pipeline systems.  From there, the natural gas could 
be transmitted to local distribution systems already in place.   

IND65-6 Landslide risk and mitigation is discussed in sections 4.1.3.3 and 4.1.4.3. 

IND65-7 Mitigation for pipeline corrosion is addressed in section 4.1.4.3. 

IND65-8 The coordination of ship arrivals would be made by the pilots.  In addition, 
section 4.8.1.7 has been revised to include additional discussion 
regarding potential for navigational conflicts LNG carrier traffic may have 
with other commercial ships traversing the Columbia River Bar.  

IND65-1 

IND65-2 
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IND66-1 See our responses to comments SA1-89 and SA1-93. 
 

IND66-2 See our responses to comment SA1-4. 
 
 

IND66-3 See our response to comment SA1-89. 
 
 

IND66-4 See our response to comment PM6-24 and LA3-55. 
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IND66-5 See our response to comment IND22-20. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND66-6 NorthernStar has consulted with the City of Astoria and other local 
communities in developing its ERP.  The FERC must approve the plan 
before NorthernStar could receive authorization to begin construction.   
 
 
 
 

IND66-7 See our response to comment LA3-8. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND66-8 Even the State of Oregon has acknowledged that LNG may play a role in 
the future energy mix for the Pacific Northwest.  As explained in section 
1.1, LNG may be needed to bridge the gap between domestic supply and 
future demands for natural gas in the United States.  There are 15 nations 
that currently export LNG, and they contain 33 percent of the world’s 
natural gas reserves.  Right now the largest exporter of LNG to the United 
States is Trinidad and Tobago.  The Bradwood Landing Project most likely 
would receive shipments from around the Pacific Basin, which could 
include Alaska and Australia.   
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IND67-1 See our response to comment IND49-2.  
 
 

IND67-2 The Pacific Northwest includes the states of Idaho, Washington, and 
Oregon.  The target market for the gas is the Pacific Northwest, not 
California. See our responses to comments PM1-23 and PM5-78.  . 
 
 

IND67-3 Our discussion of potential cumulative impacts associated with the 
proposed pipeline is included in section 4.12. 
 
 

IND67-4 A discussion of potential impacts on roads is included in section 4.8.3.7. 
 

IND67-5 See our response to comment SA5-1.  Geological hazards along the 
pipeline route in Cowlitz County, Washington are addressed in section 
4.1.4.3. 

IND67-6 Section 4.4.2.3 discusses measures that would reduce impacts on forest 
along the pipeline. 

IND67-7 The pipeline route is not a secret.  It is illustrated in Appendix B of this 
EIS.  Nor is the landowner list a secret.  Landowners are listed in 
Appendix A of this EIS.  Our EIS included an appropriate analysis of 
pipeline route alternatives in section 3.1.8. 

IND67-8 The ERP is developed under consultation with appropriate federal, state, 
and local agencies.  NorthernStar would be required to submit its final 
ERP for review and written approval by the FERC before any final 
approval to begin construction.  If the needed resources are not available 
and properly funded, operation of the project would not be approved.  The 
draft ERP is not a secret.  It was filed as part of the public record on March 
24, 2008.   
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IND67-9 Pipeline safety is discussed in section 4.11.9.  The pipeline must meet 

DOT standards, including spacing between MLVs. 

IND67-10 See our response to comment PM5-81. 
 
 
 

IND67-11 We considered alternative pipeline routes in section 3.1.8 of the EIS.  
While the project proponent selected its proposed pipeline route, we 
studied that route against several alternatives to see if any alternative 
would offer significantly less impacts on environmental resources.   

IND67-12 See section 4.11.9. 

IND67-13 Natural gas has varying characteristics depending on where it is 
produced.  Natural gas from LNG tends to have a higher heat content than 
domestic natural gas.  See also our responses to comments PM1-22 and 
IND33-27. 

IND67-14 The SIGTTO standards are taken into consideration when applicable. 

IND67-15 NorthernStar would be required to file an emergency plan for the pipeline 
before the FERC would allow construction to begin.  See also our 
response to comment PM5-52. 

IND67-16 The Nisqually earthquake has been added to section 4.1.3.3 as has a 
description of large subduction zone earthquakes in the region.  As 
indicated in section 4.1.4.3, unless a pipeline directly crosses an active 
fault with a substantive amount of displacement or an area subjected to 
significant lateral spreading due to liquefaction, it is not particularly 
susceptible to damage during an earthquake.    
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IND68-1 See our responses to comments PM1-42 through PM1-47. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND68-2 See our responses to comments PM1-42 through PM1-47. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND68-3 See our responses to comments PM1-42 through PM1-47. 
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IND68-4 See our responses to comments PM1-42 through PM1-47. IND68-4 
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IND69-1 The LNG tanks would be equipped with density monitoring 
instrumentation along with numerous other measurement devices which 
can be used to monitor for conditions which would lead to roll over.  
Monitoring equipment and early operator action are the most effective 
means of handling roll over conditions.  Section 4.11.2 includes a 
condition requiring the final design to include a hazard and operability 
review of the completed design. 
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IND70-1 A settlement monitoring system would be installed to measure and record 
inner and outer container movement during construction and the hydro 
test.  Section 4.11.2 includes a condition requiring NorthernStar to report 
any abnormality of significant magnitude to FERC staff immediately, which 
would include tank settlement measurements exceeding the design limits. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND70-2 The LNG storage tanks would not be hydrostatically tested at the same 
time.  If the same water could not be used to test both tanks, it would be 
because the second tank would not be ready to test when the first tank 
test is finished. 
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cont’d 
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IND71-1 See our responses to comments IND60-6 and LA3-55. 
IND71-1 
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IND72-1 See the response to comment PM1-38.  Geological hazards along the 
pipeline are discussed in section 4.1.4.3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND72-2 The proposed location for the pipeline crossing of the Columbia River has 
not been revised since the issuance of the draft EIS.  Based on the project 
alignment sheets and as shown on the topographic Pipeline Location 
Maps (included as Appendix B), the proposed exit site for the HDD drill 
would be located in the drainage system associated with Abernathy 
Creek, not Mill Creek.  The species and life stages of federally listed 
salmonids known to occur within Abernathy Creek are described in section 
4.6.2.3.  Potential impacts on aquatic resources (including salmonids) due 
to the proposed crossing of the Columbia River are discussed in section 
4.5.3.1. 

Finalization of the pipeline route is typically not complete until shortly 
before the initiation of construction activities.  Therefore, we have 
recommended in section 2.2.2 that final routing and design information be 
filed with the Commission prior to pipeline construction. 
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IND72-3 The pipeline route is shown on the maps in Appendix B. IND72-3 

IND72-2 

cont’d



 

K
-955 

 Individuals 72 
 

IND72-4 Section 4.8.3.7 has been revised to include additional discussion of 
NorthernStar’s requirements regarding local road permits and our 
recommendation that NorthernStar revise its final traffic management plan 
to include measures to reduce impacts on narrow roads (including 
Whitewater Road, also known as Old Mill Creek Road) that would be used 
to access the construction right-of-way. 
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IND72-5 As discussed later in section 4.8.3.7, if an open-cut crossing were to 
require extensive construction time, provisions would be made for 
temporary detours or other measures to allow for the safe flow of traffic 
during construction.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND72-6 NorthernStar would ensure the security of its permanent pipeline right-of-
way.  Section 4.8.3.3 has been revised to address potential trespass 
along the pipeline right-of-way and measures that could be implemented 
to discourage ORV use and access. 

IND72-4 

cont’d
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IND72-7 Section 4.7.3.3 has been revised to update the status of residences near 
the proposed pipeline route and our recommendation that NorthernStar 
prepare site-specific residential construction mitigation plans for all 
residences within 50 feet of the construction right-of-way. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND72-8 As discussed in section 4.7.3.1, the new easements that NorthernStar 
would need to acquire to construct and operate the proposed facilities 
would convey both temporary (for construction) and permanent rights-of-
way to NorthernStar and would give NorthernStar the right to construct, 
operate, and maintain the pipeline facilities.  NorthernStar would negotiate 
a one-time payment for each easement.  An easement agreement 
between a company and a landowner typically specifies compensation for 
losses resulting from construction, including losses of non-renewable and 
other resources, damages to property during construction, and restrictions 
on existing uses that would not be permitted on the permanent right-of-
way after construction.  The acquisition of an easement is a negotiable 
process that would be carried out between Northwest and the landowner 
and is beyond the scope of this EIS. 
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cont’d
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IND72-9 Population density is just one factor in evaluating LNG terminal sites for 
suitability.  For example, in our alternatives analysis, we viewed the 
Bradwood Landing site as more favorable than the Tansy Point site based 
on the lower population density.  In sections 4.7 and 4.8, our EIS 
acknowledges that populations at Astoria and Puget Island would be 
within the Zones of Concern for LNG marine traffic going to the Bradwood 
Landing LNG terminal.  However, there are no residences within 0.5 mile 
of the proposed LNG terminal. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND72-10 See our response to comment PM5-73. 
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cont’d
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IND72-11 See our responses to comments PM5-52 and PM2-16. 

IND72-10 

cont’d
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IND72-12 See our response to comment PM1-8. 

IND72-11 

cont’d
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IND72-13 See our response to comment PM3-31. 

IND72-12 

cont’d
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IND72-14 See our response to comment FA2-35. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND72-15 See our response to comment IND60-11.   
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IND72-16 See our response to comment IND60-11.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND72-17 See our response to comment IND60-11.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND72-18 Most of this comment does not address environmental issues, and is 
outside the scope of our EIS.  If the project is authorized and built, 
NorthernStar would have to provide funds for local governments as part of 
the cost-sharing portion of its ERP.  It has also volunteered to fund the 
SEI.  NorthernStar has elicited some support among local communities, in 
part, because it would provide a new source of natural gas to the Pacific 
Northwest, it would hire local workers, and its project would have 
economic benefits for the region as explained in section 4.8. 
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cont’d 
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IND73-1 We have updated the text in section 4.11.4 for clarification. IND73-1 
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IND73-2 As discussed in section 4.11.5.3 of the EIS, 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, and 
is not expected to increase the overall fire hazard by more than 20 to 30 
percent.  The majority of the GAO expert panel agreed with Sandia that 
cascading events are not expected to significantly increase the overall fire 
hazard, and the majority felt the Sandia calculations were either accurate 
or overly conservative.  We have updated the text in section 4.11.5.3 for 
clarification.   
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IND74-1 The safety/security zone around the LNG ships would have a minor 
impact on recreational river use.  Also see our response to comment PM6-
48. 
 
 
 

IND74-2 As described 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. 

IND74-3 The Bradwood Landing pipeline would be 36.3 miles long and would cross 
94 waterbodies.  Impacts and mitigation associated with waterbody 
crossings are described in detail in section 4.3.2.4 and 4.5.3.1.  To 
minimize impacts on surface waters, NorthernStar would adhere to the 
protective measures specified in its pipeline ESC Plan for construction in 
Oregon and its SWPPP for construction in Washington, as well as our 
Procedures and applicable permits.  In addition, to ensure impacts on 
aquatic habitats are minimized, we have recommended that NorthernStar 
continue to consult with the COE, NMFS, FWS, and appropriate federal 
and state agencies to finalize its Waterbody and Wetland Construction 
and Mitigation Procedures Plan that describes the specific methods of in-
water habitat mitigation to be conducted. 

IND74-4 See our response to comment PM4-20.  Impacts associated with 
landslides are addressed in section 4.1.  Impacts on wetlands are 
addressed in section 4.4.1.  Impacts on salmon are addressed in sections 
4.5 and 4.6.  Safety is addressed in section 4.11.   

IND74-5 We evaluated offshore alternatives in section 3.1.4.   
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IND74-6 The project is intended to serve the Pacific Northwest, not California.  See 
our response to comment PM1-23 . IND74-6 
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IND75-1 See our responses to comments PM1-14, PM1-52, PM3-11, PM5-31, 
PM5-47, and others. 

IND75-2 Geologic hazards and mitigation are discussed in sections 4.1.3.3 and 
4.1.4.3. 
 

IND75-3 LNG releases from LNG ships are addressed in various places throughout 
section 4.0.  Section 4.11.5 specifically address spills from LNG carriers, 
the distances the hazards from these spills would extend (Zones of 
Concern), the carrier routes, and the communities that would fall in these 
Zones of Concern. 

IND75-4 A discussion of recreation and tourism associated with the Columbia River 
and areas surrounding the proposed LNG terminal and natural gas 
pipeline is included in sections 4.8.1.8, 4.8.2.8, and 4.8.3.8.  We 
concluded that the project would not have any significant impacts on 
fishing and tourism. 

IND75-5 See our response to comment LA3-8. 

IND75-6 The adequacy of mitigation is discussed in the response to comment FA2-
10. 
 
 
 

IND75-7 The Bradwood Landing Project has its own sendout pipeline and is not 
dependent on the Palomar pipeline, which is a separate project.  The 
Commission will make its determination of economic viability and public 
need in the Order for this project.  See our response to comment LA3-8. 

IND75-1 

IND75-7 

IND75-6 

IND75-4 

IND75-3 

IND75-2 

IND75-5 
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IND75-8 Section 4.12.2 has been revised to include a summary of plans currently 

in place to protect the lower Columbia River.  The assurance of the 
Compensatory Mitigation Plan and SEI are discussed in the response to 
comments FA2-10 and FA4-12, respectively.  Directions for accessing 
NorthernStar’s Compensatory Mitigation Plan via the eLibrary can be 
found in the response to comment PM6-11.   
 

IND75-9 Alternative onshore LNG terminal locations closer to the mouth of the 
Columbia River are discussed in section 3.1.5 and offshore alternatives 
are discussed in section 3.1.4. 

IND75-8 

IND75-9 
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K
-973 

Individuals 76 
 

IND76-1 We discuss that NorthernStar must obtain an air quality permit from the 
ODEQ in sections 1.3 and 4.10.1.  The ODEQ would be responsible for 
review of any permit application it receives. 

IND76-1 
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IND77-1 The climate information documented in the Section 4.10.1 of the EIS is 
representative for the region where the project would be located.   

EPA’s Acid Rain Program, an emissions trading program targeting coal-
fired power plants, has reduced emissions of sulfur dioxide and nitrogen 
dioxide through capping emissions and allowing affected facilities to buy 
and sell emission credits.  The proposed project is not subject to the 
requirements of the Acid Rain Program.  Therefore, wet and dry 
deposition modeling was not conducted and is considered to be outside 
the scope of the EIS. 

IND77-1 
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IND77-1 

cont’d 
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IND78-1 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. 

IND78-1 
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IND78-2 Additional information on the potential for the introduction of invasive 
species to the lower Columbia River through hull fouling has been added 
to section 4.5.1.1.  We believe that this discussion is relevant to the lower 
Columbia River, the open ocean, and waters at the LNG export facility.  

IND78-1 

cont’d 

IND78-2 
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IND79-1 Comment noted. IND79-1  
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IND80-1 As described in section 3.1.2.2, we consider the Palomar Project to be a 
separate undertaking from the Bradwood Landing Project.  Neither project 
is inter-dependent on the other.  If Palomar is not authorized or built, the 
Bradwood Landing Project could still go forward, and vice versa.  
Comments on the Palomar pipeline project are available for public review 
via the FERC’s eLibrary under the Palomar pipeline Docket Number (PF7-
13-000).  We will not duplicate them under the Bradwood Landing Docket 
Number. 

IND80-1 
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IND80-2 See our response to comment IND52-2.  We review alternatives in 

section 3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND80-3 As explained in section 3.1.2.2, we consider Palomar to be an 
independent project, to be reviewed separately from the Bradwood 
Landing project.  Separate proceedings for the Bradwood Landing and 
Palomar projects do not preclude an interested party in participating in 
both. 

IND80-2 

IND80-3 
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IND81-1 See our response to comment PM6-97. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND81-2 The SSI portion of the WSR contains information on security measures 
that would mitigate risks to the LNG terminal and marine waterway. 

IND81-2 

IND81-1 
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IND82-1 See our response to comment PM3-68. 
 
 
 

IND82-2 See our responses to comments IND82-3 and IND82-5. 
 
 

IND82-3 We have recommended in section 4.2.2.2 that NorthernStar prepare a 
plan to monitor the side slopes of the maneuvering area after dredging 
and implement mitigation measures if necessary.  Should the project be 
approved, our recommendation would become a condition of the 
authorization. 

IND82-1 

IND82-3 

IND82-2 
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IND82-4 The amount of material to be dredged from the maneuvering basin for the 
Bradwood Landing Project represents less than 1 percent of the total 
material dredged for the navigation channel from the mouth of the 
Columbia River to Portland.  Therefore, we do not believe that impacts 
further downstream from about Clifton Channel would be distinguishable. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND82-5 As described in section 4.2.2.2, significant changes to the overall bed 
conditions in the Clifton Channel are not anticipated as a result of the 
proposed project.  However, as discussed in section 4.5.2.1, additional 
analysis of potential impacts on salmonids from alterations to sediment 
transport and deposition (including alterations to Clifton Channel) will be 
included in the revised BA and EFH Assessment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND82-6 Potential impacts on salinity levels due to the LNG ship berth and 
maneuvering area are discussed in the response to comment IND100-2.   

The EIS is a summary document and based on CEQ guidelines presents 
a full and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts.  Because 
alteration of salinity levels is not expected to be significant it is not 
discussed further in the EIS.  

IND82-7 Additional information has been provided in section 4.6 describing juvenile 
salmonids that rear in the vicinity of the LNG terminal site.  Potential 
impacts on aquatic resources (including salmonids) due to dredging, 
alteration of shallow water habitat, and shoreline modification are included 
in section 4.5.2.1.  Further discussion of salmonid occurrence within the 
project area as well as potential impacts from construction and operation 
of the project will be included in the revised BA and EFH Assessment.   

IND82-4 

IND82-5 

IND82-7 

IND82-6 
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IND82-8 See our responses to comments IND82-3 and IND82-5. 

IND82-7 

cont’d 

IND82-8 
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IND82-8 

cont’d 
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IND82-9 See our response to comment IND82-2. 

IND82-8 

cont’d 

IND82-9 
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IND82-9 

cont’d 
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IND82-10 See our response to comment IND82-2. 
 
 

IND82-11 See our response to comment IND82-2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND82-12 See our responses to comments IND82-2 and IND82-4. IND82-12 

IND82-11 

IND82-10 

IND82-9 

cont’d 
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IND82-13 See our responses to comments PM1-2, PM3-46, PM6-94, and FA2-24. IND82-13 
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IND83-1 NorthernStar is in the process of developing an ERP which contains 
contingencies for weather-related events. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND83-2 See our response to comment PM1-23 and our discussion on purpose 
and need in section 1.1 regarding the market for the Bradwood Landing 
natural gas.  As discussed in section 1.0, the Williams Northwest pipeline 
would have capacity for the natural gas from the Bradwood landing 
pipeline project.  As described in section 3.1.2.2, we consider the Palomar 
Project to be a separate undertaking from the Bradwood Landing Project.  
Neither project is inter-dependent on the other.  If Palomar is not 
authorized or built, the Bradwood Landing Project could still go forward, 
and vice versa.   

IND83-1 

IND83-2 
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IND83-2 

cont’d 
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IND84-1 If the project were authorized, the ERP would need to be approved by the 
FERC before NorthernStar would be given approval to begin construction.  
See also our response to comment PM1-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND84-2 See our response to comment PM1-3. IND84-2 

IND84-1 



 

K
-1000 

Individuals 84 
 

IND84-3 See our response to comment PM1-4. 
 
 
 
 

IND84-4 See our response to comment PM1-5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND84-5 See our response to comment PM1-6. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND84-6 This figure has been revised to correct the typographic error. 

IND84-3 

IND84-4 

IND84-5 

IND84-6 
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IND85-1 See our response to comment PM6-48. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND85-2 Based on the results of testing conducted on the sediments to be 
dredged, dredging would not release contaminants into the river.  
Dredging would have localized and short-term turbidity and sedimentation 
impacts. 

IND85-3 Propellers of the LNG carriers would not have a devastating effect on fish 
in the turning basin.  Sections 4.5 and 4.6 contain detailed discussions of 
potential impacts on fish and wildlife associated with the removal of 
700,000 cubic yards of sediment for the maneuvering area and ship berth.  
As discussed in section 2.1.5, NorthernStar’s revised Compensatory 
Mitigation Plan will be included in the FERC’s revised BA and EFH 
Assessment.  Directions for accessing NorthernStar’s Compensatory 
Mitigation Plan via the eLibrary can be found in the response to comment 
PM6-11.   

IND85-4 See section 4.3.2.2 for a discussion of LNG spills and resulting impacts on 
water quality. 
 
 

IND85-5 As explained in section 3, the Bradwood Landing pipeline would be 
shorter than the pipelines proposed by either Palomar or Oregon LNG.  
The environmental impacts associated with the Bradwood Landing 
pipeline are addressed in the EIS. 

IND85-5 

IND85-4 

IND85-3 

IND85-2 

IND85-1 
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IND85-6 See our response to IND55-5.  The Bradwood Landing Project is intended 
to serve markets in the Pacific Northwest, not California.  The Palomar 
pipeline is a separate project targeted to supply gas to the Portland 
metropolitan area and the Willamette Valley. 
 
 
 
 

IND85-7 The Palomar and Oregon LNG projects are briefly discussed in section 3.  
However, the FERC intends to conduct separate environmental reviews of 
those other projects. 

IND85-7 

IND85-6 
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IND85-7 

cont’d 
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IND85-8 See our responses to comments PM2-32, PM4-1, FA4-1, and IND33-52. 

IND85-7 

cont’d 

IND85-8 
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IND85-8 

cont’d 
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IND85-9 See our response to comment PM1-23. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND85-10 Under section 3 of the NGA, a public necessity determination is not 
required for an LNG import terminal and no natural gas ratepayers are at 
risk for higher rates or stranded investments resulting from construction of 
the Bradwood Landing LNG terminal.  The Commission’s Order for this 
project will present its findings of public convenience and necessity for the 
pipeline. 
 
 
 

IND85-11 See response to comment PM1-15.  The project would not result in the 
loss of livelihood for anyone along the pipeline route.  After the pipeline is 
installed, it would be restored to its previous condition and use.  However, 
trees could not be within 15 feet of the centerline and no improvements 
could be built over the permanent right-of-way. 

IND85-10 

IND85-9 

IND85-11 
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IND85-12 The Bradwood Landing pipeline would have a permanent right-of-way 50-
feet-wide.  Sections 4.4.2 and 4.7.3 address permanent impacts on 
upland vegetation and land-use, respectively. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND85-13 Pipeline safety is addressed in section 4.11.9.  See our response to 
comment IND60-6. 

IND85-11 

cont’d 

IND85-12 

IND85-13 
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IND85-14 The Bradwood Landing sendout pipeline would transport natural gas from 
vaporized LNG.  While NorthernStar does not have to reveal the sources 
of its imported LNG, it may come from politically stable exporting places 
around the Pacific Basin such as Alaska and Australia.  See our response 
to comment IND66-8. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND85-15 Market factors, which are affected by supply and demand, change over 
time.  NorthernStar believes imported LNG can compete with North 
American natural gas, and may result in stabilization of prices, as 
explained in section 1.1.  
 
 
 
 
 

IND85-16 Section 4.10.1 has been updated to include the estimated greenhouse 
gas emissions resulting from the construction and operation of the project. 
See our response to comment PM1-22. 

IND85-13 

cont’d 

IND85-14 

IND85-15 

IND85-16 



 

K
-1010 

Individuals 85 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND85-17A As discussed in section 4.11.1, LNG is not explosive as it is normally 
transported and stored.  Natural gas vapors (primarily methane) can 
explode if contained within a confined space, such as a building or other 
structure, and ignited. 

IND85-17B  

IND85-18 The Coast Guard has established a moving safety/security safety 
extending 500 yards around the vessel while transiting, a 200 yard 
security zone around the vessel while it is moored, and a 50 yard 
security zone around the facility when there is not a vessel moored.  This 
should have minor impacts on shipping and recreational river use.  
Section 4.11.5.3 presents the hazards associated with a spill from an 
LNG carrier and section 4.11.8 discusses terrorism and security issues.  
It is possible that a release from the LNG storage tanks could be caused 
by an intentional act, such as a terrorist attack.  Although an intentional 
breach scenario could result in greater thermal radiation in the immediate 
vicinity of the release, such scenarios are typically associated with the 
desire to inflict damage to major infrastructure and population and 
commercial centers.   

IND85-16 

cont’d 

IND85-17A 

IND85-18 

IND85-17B 
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IND86-1 We believe the EIS has been prepared in compliance with NEPA 
regulations and that it is adequate.  A supplemental EIS is not necessary.  
See our responses to comments PM4-20 and PM6-94. 

IND86-1 
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IND86-2 We have updated and expanded our purpose and need discussion in 
section 1.1 and included information to clarify that the natural gas would 
not go to California. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND86-3 Table 4.3.2-4 shows the constituents expected in the SCV discharge.  The 
discharge would meet ODEQ standards and the requirements of the 
NPDES permit, which are designed to be protective of the aquatic 
environment.  
 

IND86-4 Sections 4.3 and 4.5 discuss discharge of water from the SCVs and 
potential impacts on aquatic habitats and resources of the lower Columbia 
River.  Our revised BA and EFH assessment will address impacts and 
mitigation from this proposed action on federally listed fish and the FWS 
and NMFS will have an opportunity to provide their analyses in their BOs.    
Also see our response to comment PM3-27. 

IND86-1 

cont’d 

IND86-2 

IND86-4 

IND86-3 
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IND86-5 See our response to comment PM3-39. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND86-6 A sufficient analysis of noise impacts is provided in section 4.10.2.  See 
our response to comment PM3-28. 

IND86-4 

cont’d 

IND86-5 

IND86-6 
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IND86-7 The addition of 125 LNG carriers for the Bradwood Landing LNG terminal 
would represent an increase in vessel traffic of about 25 percent for large, 
deep-draft vessels currently transiting these waterways but only a 7 
percent increase overall in total commercial traffic.  See table 4.8.10-5 for 
the number and types of commercial ships that use the lower Columbia 
River. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND86-8 The EIS summarizes the results of the alternatives analysis.  We looked at 
factors that were appropriate for distinguishing among the sites and data 
that could be reasonably obtained for each site.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND86-9 Specific air emissions monitoring requirements for the Bradwood Landing 
terminal emission sources will be identified in the Air Contaminant 
Discharge Permit to be issued by the ODEQ as required by applicable 
federal and state air quality regulations.  Water quality monitoring would 
be carried out in accordance with the requirements of the NPDES permits 
issued by the ODEQ and WDE. 

IND86-7 

IND86-6 

cont’d 

IND86-8 

IND86-9 
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IND86-10 Visual impacts associated with lighting at the proposed LNG terminal are 
discussed in section 4.7.2.7.  In addition, this section has been revised to 
include additional information regarding NorthernStar’s terminal lighting 
plan. 
 
 
 
 

IND86-11 See our response to comment IND85-16. 

IND86-10 

IND86-11 
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IND87-1 Section 4.5.2.1 has been revised to quantify direct impacts on shallow 
water.  Potential impacts on wetlands and wildlife due to construction and 
operation of the LNG terminal are described in sections 4.4.1.2 and 4.5.2.  
See also our response to comment SA1-16. 

IND87-1 
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IND88-1 The FERC does not select the locations for proposed LNG facilities.  The 
locations are selected by the applicant and the FERC then conducts an 
environmental assessment for that location. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND88-2 See our response to comment IND22-20. 
 
 
 

IND88-3 The LNG terminal would be designed appropriately for its seismic setting. 

IND88-1 

IND88-2 

IND88-3 
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IND89-1 Geologic hazards and mitigation are addressed in sections 4.1.3.3 and 
4.1.4.3.  Safety is addressed in section 4,11. 

IND89-2 See our response to comment PM3-68.  Impacts on salmonids are 
addressed in sections 4.5 and 4.6. 

IND89-3 As discussed in section 4.7.1.5, LNG carriers would be generally 
consistent with large tankers that currently use the navigation channel 
heading to and from upriver ports.  We address the safety of LNG carriers 
in section 4.11.5.  Because the lower Columbia River already has 
industrial, commercial, and residential development, the Bradwood 
Landing Project is not likely to change the quality of life in the region. 

IND89-4 A discussion of the hazards associated with a spill from an LNG carrier is 
presented in section 4.11.5.3.  Also, see our response to IND60-6 and 
LA3-55. 

IND89-1 

IND89-3 

IND89-2 

IND89-4 
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IND90-1 With an operational footprint of only 40 acres, the Bradwood Landing LNG 
terminal would be smaller than many other current and proposed LNG 
terminals in the United States, and smaller than other existing industrial 
developments on the lower Columbia River, such as in Longview, 
Washington. 
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IND91-1 The flow would be controlled by the intake pumps and the screens are 
designed to minimize fish entrainment and impingement.  See also our 
response to comment PM1-31. 

IND91-2 Engineering views of the pump station have been submitted to the FERC 
and other appropriate agencies for review; however, these design 
drawings are considered proprietary information and are not available to 
the public. 

IND91-3 Note that the intake screens have been redesigned and are larger to meet 
the slot size and intake velocity requirements of the NMFS.  Unloading is 
expected to occur over a period of 18 hours.   

IND91-4 Due to the low intake velocities of the fish screens, there would be no 
measurable effects on the riverbed.   

IND91-5 As described in section 4.5.2.1, fish screen designs have been reviewed 
and approved by the NMFS.  Furthermore, we have recommended that 
NorthernStar conduct post-construction monitoring to assess the effects of 
impingement and entrainment from use of the screened water supply 
system on juvenile salmonids during terminal operations and provide 
annual reports to both the FERC and NMFS regarding the efficacy of the 
screened water intake system, which would identify any problems and 
address how such problems would be rectified; therefore, impacts on fish 
in the vicinity of the intake screens are not expected to be significant. 

IND91-6 Engineering views of the pump station have been submitted to the FERC 
and other appropriate agencies for review; however, these design 
drawings are considered proprietary information and are not available to 
the public.  The screened water intake system would apply only to LNG 
carriers calling at the Bradwood Landing LNG terminal and would not 
affect other ports.   

IND91-7 We are not aware of any certifications for the retrofit. 

IND91-8 The Coast Guard would not have responsibilities or authority relative to 
screened water intake system. 

IND91-9 NorthernStar would be responsible for meeting the conditions of the 
FERC’s authorization for operation of the LNG terminal.  See also our 
response to comment PM1-31. 

IND91-9 

IND91-8 

IND91-7 

IND91-6 
IND91-5 

IND91-4 

IND91-3 
IND91-2 

IND91-1 
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IND91-10 The FERC’s responses to comments are provided in volume 2, Appendix 
K.  The FWS and NMFS will have an opportunity to review this EIS and 
the FERC’s revised BA and our EFH assessment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND91-11 See our response to comment PM1-31.  The retrofit to allow use of the 
screened water intake system applies only to LNG carriers calling at the 
Bradwood Landing LNG terminal and would not affect ship traffic at other 
ports.   

IND91-12 See our response to comment FA1-28.  Engineering views of the pump 
station have been submitted to the FERC and other appropriate agencies 
for review; however, these design drawings are considered proprietary 
information and are not available to the public. 

IND91-13 It is the responsibility of NorthernStar to determine how they would adapt 
the screened ballast and cooling water intake system to the different types 
of LNG carriers that would use the Bradwood Landing LNG terminal.  See 
also our response to comment PM1-31. 

IND91-9 
cont’d 
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IND92-1 See our response to comment IND22-20. 
IND92-1 
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IND92-2 Flood and landslide hazards along the proposed pipeline route are 
addressed in section 4.1.4.3.  The Palomar Pipeline is not part of the 
proposed action. 

IND92-1 

cont’d 

IND92-2 
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IND93-1 The FERC has not been rushing through this process, and has been 
studying this project for almost 3 years.  We believe the EIS has been 
prepared in compliance with NEPA regulations and that it is adequate.  
See also responses to comments PM5-57 and PM6-94.  
 
 

IND93-2 See our response to comment IND33-9.  Section 4.11 explains how we 
used modeling to develop exclusion zones. 

IND93-1 

IND93-2 
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IND93-3 The foundation piles would be set into stable soils at depths of at least 
140 feet.  See also our response to comment PM1-6.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND93-4 See our response to comment PM3-18. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND93-5 Preservation of the Hunt Creek Mitigation Site as part of the 
NorthernStar’s Compensatory Mitigation Plan is discussed in the response 
to comment FA3-3.  Directions for accessing NorthernStar’s 
Compensatory Mitigation Plan via the eLibrary can be found in the 
response to comment PM6-11.   

IND93-6 NorthernStar would place additional dredged material at the LNG terminal 
site or at another approved dredged material disposal site. 

IND93-3 

IND93-4 

IND93-5 

IND93-6 
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IND93-7 See our response to comment IND60-6 and LA3-55. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND93-8 NorthernStar proposes to discharge the excess SCV water directly to the 
Columbia River under an NPDES permit following pH adjustment.  
Sampling and analysis of the SCV discharge would be carried out in 
accordance with the requirements of the NPDES permit issued by the 
ODEQ. 
 
 
 
 

IND93-9 See our responses to comments PM1-5 and IND3-16.  Visual impacts 
including the LNG storage tanks are discussed in section 4.7.2.7. 

IND93-6 

cont’d 

IND93-7 
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IND93-10 As described in section 3.1.2.2, we consider the Palomar Project to be a 
separate undertaking from the Bradwood Landing Project.  Neither project 
is inter-dependent on the other.  If Palomar is not authorized or built, the 
Bradwood Landing Project could still go forward, and vice versa.  As 
discussed in section 1.0, the Williams Northwest pipeline would have 
capacity for the natural gas from the Bradwood landing pipeline project.   

IND93-10 
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IND94-1 Visual impacts associated with lighting at the proposed LNG terminal are 
discussed in section 4.7.2.7.  In addition, this section has been revised to 
include additional information regarding NorthernStar’s terminal lighting 
plan.  Potential impacts in air quality and noise associated with the 
proposed project are discussed in section 4.10.  Section 4.11.5.4 
discloses that there are 22 structures overlapped by Zone 1 on Puget 
Island.  However, with the safety considerations outlined in section 4.11, 
we believe that this project does not represent a danger to the public or 
nearby residences. 

IND94-2 See our response to comment IND90-1. 
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IND94-3 See our response to comment IND22-20. 
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cont’d 
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IND95-1 See our response to comment IND60-11. IND95-1 
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IND95-2 The Clifton Channel is part of the Columbia River.  See our response to 

comment PM4-20. 
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IND96-1 We revised the text of the EIS to address the potential for trespass and 
unauthorized use of the pipeline right-of-way by ORVs.  Impacts on forest 
and mitigation are discussed in section 4.4.2.3.  See our response to 
comment PM3-6. 

IND96-2 See our response to comment PM6-85.  The EIS discusses potential 
impacts on springs and wells, and we have included a recommendation 
that the Commission Order contain a condition requiring NorthernStar to 
develop a plan to mitigate impacts on residences and residential water 
supplies within 50 feet of the construction right-of-way.  Impacts on wildlife 
and mitigation are discussed in section 4.5.3.3.   

IND96-3 Comment noted.  Upland forested communities would be replanted in-kind 
with trees, with the exception of the portion of the right-of-way within 15 
feet of the pipeline.  NorthernStar’s proposed tree planting exceeds the 
revegetation requirements of the FERC staff’s Procedures. 

IND96-4 See response to comment PM1-38. 

IND96-5 See our response to PM1-31. 

IND96-6 As discussed in section 4.7.1.5, LNG ships would be generally consistent 
with large tankers that currently use the navigation channel heading to 
and from upriver ports.  Given the measures to be implemented by 
NorthernStar and the conditions of the Coast Guards WSR, we believe 
that an accident involving an LNG carrier shutting down commercial traffic 
on the Columbia River is highly unlikely.  See our responses to comments 
PM1-14, PM1-52, PM3-11, PM5-31, PM5-47, and others. 
 

IND96-7 The lower Columbia River is not a pristine habitat, and places along the 
river have been developed for commercial and industrial uses since the 
early nineteenth century.  As explained in sections 4.7 and 4.8 of our EIS, 
we do not believe that the project would have significant impacts on the 
timber industry, fishing, commercial shipping, and recreational boating.  
Impacts on fisheries are discussed in sections 4.5 and 4.6. 
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IND97-1 Potential project impacts on the JBHNWR are discussed in sections 
4.7.1.4, 4.7.2.6, 4.7.3.6, and 4.8.1.7.  Impacts on the Columbian white 
tailed deer are discussed in sections 4.6.2.1, 4.6.2.2, and 4.6.2.3. 
 
 
 

IND97-2 Even if the probability of an impact is exceedingly low, the FERC’s EIS for 
the Bradwood Landing Project recognizes the catastrophic consequences 
that could result from an accidental or intentional release of LNG.  
However, according to the CEQ regulations for implementing the NEPA, 
we only need to consider impacts that are likely to occur.  We believe that 
a release of LNG is highly unlikely, given the measures that NorthernStar 
would implement and the conditions required in the Coast Guard’s WSR.  
After mitigation, we conclude such effects would not be significant.  Where 
new information is available and where it is appropriate, the EIS has been 
updated to include additional information on the potential impacts of an 
LNG release on wildlife in the project area (see section 4.6.1.4).  
However, the analysis was done in a manner that was concise, clear, and 
to the point.  Updates were completed provided that the analysis of the 
impacts was supported by credible scientific evidence, was not based on 
pure conjecture, and was within the rule of reason (see 40 CFR 1502.22). 

IND97-3 The adequacy of compensatory mitigation proposed for the project is 
discussed in the response to comment FA2-10.  Directions for accessing 
NorthernStar’s Compensatory Mitigation Plan via the eLibrary can be 
found in the response to comment PM6-11.  Implementation of the final 
Compensatory Mitigation Plan would be assured through the FERC’s 
authorization of the project.  Noxious weed control is discussed in the 
response to comment FA3-10.  Directions for accessing NorthernStar’s 
Noxious Weeds and Soil-borne Plant Disease Control Plan via the 
eLibrary can be found in the response to comment PM6-60. 
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IND97-4 Based on the CEQ’s guidelines, inclusion of all additional information and 
plans is not necessary for an EIS to provide a full and fair discussion of 
significant environmental impacts in a manner that is concise, clear, and to 
the point (see 40 CFR 1502.1).  The FERC staff believes that the draft EIS 
provided sufficient detail to allow a review of wildlife occurring within the 
project site and determine the extent of potential project impacts on that 
resource. 
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IND98-1 The greater and lesser scaup are included in tables 4.5.1-2 and 4.5.3-4, 
which describe the wildlife species that occur in the vicinity of the project.  
Potential impacts on wildlife from construction and operation of the 
proposed LNG terminal are discussed in section 4.5.2.1.  In addition, 
potential impacts on migratory birds due to the LNG terminal are 
described in section 4.6.2.2. 
 
 
 
 

IND98-2 See response to FA4-5 for a discussion of potential impacts on Columbian 
white-tailed deer from the Bradwood Landing Project.  Potential impacts 
on humans and wildlife due to a catastrophic event at the LNG terminal 
site are discussed in sections 4.11.6 and 4.5.2.3, respectively.  Potential 
impacts on humans and wildlife due to a catastrophic event along the 
pipeline route are discussed in sections 4.11.9.3 and 4.5.3.3, respectively.  
See our response to comment IND97-2. 
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IND99-1 Additional information has been added to section 4.6.1.1 on use of the 
Columbia River estuary by brown pelicans.  In addition, section 4.6.1.4 
has been revised to reflect potential impacts on brown pelicans in the 
event of an accidental or intentional release of LNG along the waterway 
while brown pelicans are present.  However, an analysis of population-
level impacts on the brown pelican due to the breach of an LNG ship that 
is supported by credible scientific evidence is beyond the scope of this 
EIS (see 40 CFR 1502.22). 
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IND100-1 Sections 4.5.1.2, 4.5.2.2, and 4.5.3.2 discuss EFH in the vicinity of the 
proposed project.  As discussed in section 4.5.1.1, six species of 
salmonids occur within the lower Columbia River and its tributaries 
(Chinook, coho, chum, and sockeye salmon; steelhead; and coastal 
cutthroat trout); however, EFH has only been defined for two of these 
species (Chinook and coho).  Pink salmon do not occur in the lower 
Columbia River system. 

IND100-2 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 represent an increase of approximately 0.1 percent to 
the existing dredged area within the navigation channel that between the 
mouth of the Columbia River and Portland.  Therefore, impacts on 
saltwater intrusion along the lower Columbia River are not expected to be 
significant. 
 
 

IND100-3 See our response to IND100-1. 
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IND100-4 Figure 4.7.1-1 is intended to show potentially sensitive resources that 
have specific designated locations.  Our discussion of general recreation 
and other river users in section 4.7.1.4 includes other commercial and 
recreational fishing activities. 
 
 

IND100-5 The final schedule for LNG vessel deliveries would not be known until 
operation at the proposed LNG terminal begins.  Our EIS does not specify 
the time of day when LNG vessels would navigate the Columbia River.  
See our response to comment SA1-62. 
 
 
 
 
 

IND100-6 See our response to comment IND74-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND100-7 A discussion of recreational users, including fishing, of the Columbia River 
is included in sections 4.7.1.4, 4.7.2.6, 4.8.1.8, and 4.8.2.8.  Section 
4.8.1.7 discusses gillnetting and drift rights. 
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IND100-8 The referenced paragraph states that “over 500 people” reside in the 
towns adjacent to the waterway.  The data on the population of 
communities in the project area, listed on tables in sections 4.8.1.1, 
4.8.2.1, and 4.8.3.1, are derived from the United States Census and other 
demographic sources. 

IND100-9 The discussion of commercial and recreational fishing is included in 
section 4.7.1.4. 

IND100-10 The berth at the proposed Bradwood Landing LNG terminal would not be 
a major impediment for recreational and commercial boaters seeking to 
fish in the lower Columbia River or in Clifton Channel.  Fishing boats 
would not be barred from using either the lower Columbia River or Clifton 
Channel outside of the safety and security zone around an LNG carrier at 
dock. 
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IND101-1 See our response to comment PM1-58.  The project would not result in 
the release of any toxins that could significantly impact wetlands or 
farmlands. 
 
 

IND101-2 Oregon’s future need for natural gas is discussed in section 1.1.  Section 
3.1.1.2 of the EIS discusses conservation, and section 3.1.1.3 discusses 
natural gas compared to other fossil fuels. 
 

IND101-3 Pipeline safety is addressed in section 4.11.9. 
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IND102-1 The proposed dredging for the Bradwood Landing LNG terminal turning 
basin would not destroy the lower Columbia River estuary.  Nor would it 
result in major changes to river flow.  See sections 4.2.2.2and 4.3.2.3.  
Impacts on salmon and mitigation are discussed in sections 4.5 and 4.6. 
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IND103-1 See our response to comment PM1-2, PM2-3, and PM6-94.. 
 
 
 

IND103-2 See our response to comment PM1-1 and LA3-55. 
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IND104-1 Renewable energy resources as alternatives to natural gas are discussed 
in 3.1.1.3 of the EIS.  We also compare natural gas to other fossil fuels. 
 
 
 
 
 

IND104-2 Safety issues related to the project are addressed in section 4.11 and 
earthquakes are addressed in section 4.1. 

IND104-3 The public has had multiple opportunities to comment on this project, 
including at public scoping meetings held during the Pre-filing period, and 
at local meetings held to take comments on the draft EIS.  See section 
1.4.  The Commission will take public comments into consideration before 
making its decision.  No laws were changed to prevent people from 
objecting to the project.  See our response to comment PM2-29. 
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IND105-1 See our response to comment IND86-2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND105-2 We disagree.  We intend to review each of the natural gas projects 
proposed in Oregon individually, on its own merits.  See our response to 
comment FA4-1. 
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IND106-1 We disagree.  NorthernStar provided sufficient information to allow the 
cooperating agencies to produce an adequate EIS that complies with the 
NEPA.  The data provided by NorthernStar was independently reviewed 
by the cooperating agencies.  The EIS does not contain misleading 
statements. 

IND106-2 The cooperating agencies volunteered to participate in the production of 
the EIS, and each agency will make an independent decision about 
whether to issue appropriate permits and approvals.  See our responses 
to comments PM4-20, PM1-26, IND33-9, and IND33-12. 

IND106-2 

IND106-1 

Co
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IND106-3 The COE channel deepening project is a separate and distinct 
undertaking, for which an environmental review was already conducted, 
and it is not inter-connected or dependent on the Bradwood Landing 
Project being reviewed in this EIS. 
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cont’d 

IND106-3 



 

K
-1055

 Individuals 106 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND106-4 See our responses to comments IND3-4 and IND33-52. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND106-5 See our response to comment IND106-3. 

IND106-3 

cont’d 
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IND106-6 NorthernStar would pay for additional resources required by local first-
responders for security related to this project, as outlined in its ERP.  It is 
unsupported speculation that money spent to import LNG would go to 
countries that encourage terrorism.  Although NorthernStar is not required 
to reveal the source of its LNG, exporting nations around the Pacific Basin 
include the United States (Alaska) and Australia.  Trinidad and Tobago is 
currently the biggest exporter of LNG to the United States. 

IND106-7 There is no evidence that due process was denied during review of this 
project.  The COE’s processing of NorthernStar’s application is being 
conducted according to its regulations.   
 
 

IND106-8 The COE has regulatory responsibilities under the RHA and CWA. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND106-9 The adequacy of mitigation is discussed in the response to comment FA2-
10.   

Potential impacts on salmonids as a result of dredging of the ship berth 
and maneuvering area during construction and operation of the project is 
discussed in section 4.5.2.1.  As stated in section 4.6.3, the FERC would 
not allow construction to proceed until after we have concluded formal 
consultation with the FWS and NMFS.   

IND106-10 The alternatives section of the EIS compares the proposed Bradwood 
Landing Project to other alternatives. 

IND106-11 See our response to comment PM1-8. 
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IND106-12 See section 1.1.  NorthernStar believes imported LNG can compete with 
domestic natural gas, and this competition using supplies from other 
countries with natural gas reserves would help stabilize the price of natural 
gas in the Pacific Northwest. 
 

IND106-13 The Bradwood Landing Project would provide an alternative source of 
natural gas for the Wauna Mill and Beaver Power Plant.   
 
 
 
 
 

IND106-14 See our response to comment IND33-27. 
 
 
 
 
 

IND106-15 See our response to comment PM3-50. IND106-15 

IND106-14 

IND106-11 

cont’d 
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IND106-16 See our response to comment PM1-58. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND106-17 See our discussion of purpose and need in section 1.1, where we cite 
several sources which indicate that LNG would have a positive impact on 
natural gas prices.  
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IND106-17 
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IND106-18 See section 3.1.4 for our conclusions regarding offshore alternatives.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND106-19 NorthernStar indicated that its project is intended to serve markets mainly 
in the Pacific Northwest, not California.  We briefly summarize the project 
need and purpose in section 1.1.  The Commission will determine public 
necessity in its project Order.  No state rights were taken away.  The NGA 
established that the FERC would authorize onshore LNG import terminals 
and that was reinforced by the EPAct 2005.  The EPAct 2005 has a 
provision allowing states to provide comments to the FERC on safety and 
security concerns.  Further, it clarifies that states retain permitting powers 
under federally delegated laws, including the CWA and CZMA. 
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IND106-20 There is no exact population numbers, required by regulation, that would 

prevent the location of an LNG import terminal.  However, there would be 
less environmental impacts on people if an LNG terminal was located in 
an unpopulated area, in comparison to a densely populated area.  The 
exclusion zones around an LNG carrier at dock and the LNG terminal 
piping and storage facilities, established by regulations, would represent 
the distance that an LNG terminal must be built away from people’s 
residences or other occupied structures.  As explained in other responses, 
the project proponent selects the location of its facilities, and the FERC 
analyzes the environmental impacts associated with the proposed action 
at that location.  Our alternatives analyses did not identify another location 
in the region that would have significantly less environmental impacts than 
the proposed project.  We did not identify specific sites in the Portland 
area to consider in our alternatives analysis due to the longer LNG marine 
waterway that would be required and the much higher population density 
in the Portland area. 

IND106-21 Additional supplies of natural gas from domestic unconventional onshore 
resources, including coalbed methane, tight sandstones, and gas shale, 
are discussed in section 1.1 of this EIS. 
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IND106-22 The no action alternative is discussed in section 3.1.1.  Impacts on 

environmental resources, and mitigation, are addressed throughout 
section 4. 
 
 
 

IND106-23 Section 1.1 of the EIS acknowledges projected increases in Rocky 
Mountain natural gas production.  We added text in section 3.1.2.2 to 
address newly proposed pipelines as system alternatives, including the 
Ruby Pipeline Project and the Bronco Pipeline Project, which would bring 
Rocky Mountain gas to Malin, Oregon. 

IND106-24 The Kitimat LNG terminal could not satisfy all of the objectives of the 
Bradwood Landing Project.  According to the developers of the Kitimat 
Project, one of their main goals is to provide natural gas for use in the 
extraction of tar sands oil in Alberta, Canada.  The text regarding this 
project has been updated in section 3.1.3.2. 
 
 

IND106-25 The existing and authorized LNG import terminals on the East and Gulf 
coasts are intended to serve markets in the southern and eastern portions 
of the United States.  They do not supply natural gas to the Pacific 
Northwest.  The Pacific Northwest is served by only two interstate natural 
gas pipelines, Williams Northwest and GTN, neither of which is connected 
to an East or Gulf coast LNG terminal.   
 
 
 
 
 

IND106-26 A study conducted by Wood McKenzie indicated that at full use, more 
than 80 percent of the natural gas sent out from the proposed Bradwood 
Landing terminal would go to customers in Washington and Oregon.  As 
explained in section 3.1.3.1, the majority of the natural gas sent out by the 
Costa Azul LNG terminal would be transported to customers in northern 
Mexico and southern California. 

IND106-22 

IND106-23 

IND106-24 

IND106-25 

IND106-26 



 

K
-1062

 Individuals 106 
IND106-27 See our response to comment IND106-23. 

 
 
 
 
 

IND106-28 See our response to comment IND106-26. 
 
 
 
 
 

IND106-29 We did not analyze an alternative at Kalama, Washington because no 
developer had suggested that an LNG terminal be sited there  We have 
no data on the suitability of the Port of Kalama to handle LNG carriers, 
including the amount of dredging that may be necessary at an LNG 
terminal at that location.  A shorter sendout pipeline from Kalama to the 
existing Williams Northwest system would be offset by other factors such 
as a longer LNG marine transit route, including a bridge at Longview.  
Furthermore, an LNG terminal at Kalama would require lateral pipelines to 
the Beaver Power Plant, Wauna Mill, and the Northwest Natural pipeline 
to the Mist storage facility.   

IND106-30 We addressed the feasibility of locating an LNG import terminal off the 
coast of Oregon in section 3.1.4.  It is beyond the scope of this EIS to 
speculate on the environmental impacts of locating an electrical 
generation plant offshore.  The ODE would be the state agency 
responsible for evaluating the siting of a power plant.  Also see our 
response to comment PM1-58. 
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IND106-31 NorthernStar would bear the burden of paying for additional public safety 
services necessary as a result of its project, through a cost sharing 
agreement outlined in its ERP.  No major sources of food would be 
destroyed as a result of this project.  Impacts on fishery resources are 
addressed in section 4.5.  See also our response to comment FA2-5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND106-32 Market conditions would determine where the re-gasified LNG is ultimately 
used.  See our response to comment PM5-43. 
 
 
 
 

IND106-33 See our responses to comments IND106-29 and PM5-8.   
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND106-34 See our responses to comments IND106-29, PM5-8, and IND106-30. 
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IND106-35 Table 1.3-1 lists the major federal, state, and local codes, ordinances, 
statutes, rules, regulations, and permits that would apply to the project.  
NorthernStar would adhere to conditions of these permits.  Each agency 
designs the permitting process to ensure that projects comply with the 
regulations set by each agency for the area of concern.   

IND106-36 The project would not pollute the Columbia River.  See section 4.3.2. 
 
 

IND106-37 A table of the SCV constituents has been added to section 4.3.2.3.  
Section 4.5.2.1 includes a discussion of potential impacts on aquatic 
species due to the routine discharge of condensate water from the SCVs. 

IND106-34 
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IND106-38 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. 

IND106-39 We have not identified any pollutants that would be produced by the 
project that could cause harm to humans or fish; see sections 4.2 and 
4.10.1.  Impacts on aquatic resources are addressed in section 4.5 and 
4.6.  Potential project impacts on fishing are discussed in sections 4.7 and 
4.8. 

IND106-40 Methane would not mix with water and freezing would be a temporary 
impact that would not alter existing contaminants in the river.   

IND106-41 Section 4.10.1 has been updated to include the estimated greenhouse 
gas emissions resulting from the construction and operation of the project.  
Emissions resulting from upsets or system malfunctions are unpredictable 
and not considered reasonably foreseeable.  As such, an evaluation of 
emissions and impacts from these events has not been included in the 
EIS. 

IND106-42 While some downstream changes would likely occur as the river adjusts to 
the changes from dredging of the maneuvering basin, we do not believe 
the salmon rearing grounds west of Bradwood would be scoured out.  See 
also our response to comment IND82-5. 

IND106-43 This is NorthernStar’s best estimate for maintenance dredging.  Our 
review found it a reasonable estimate. 

IND106-44 The EIS text has been revised to indicate that about 46 acres would need 
to be dredged for the turning basin.  NorthernStar conducted modeling 
that indicates that the dredging would not greatly alter the flow or 
sedimentation of the river. 

IND106-45 Sediment erosion and deposition is a dynamic and natural process.  
Changes anticipated to Clifton Channel and the main river channel as a 
result of the dredging are discussed in section 4.2.2.2.    

IND106-46 See our response to comment IND106-42. 

IND106-47 Data provided by NorthernStar, including modeling, were independently 
reviewed by staff, our third-party environmental contractor, cooperating 
agencies, and other agencies, such as the FWS and NMFS. 

IND106-48 There is no evidence that the computer models used by NorthernStar 
were biased.  The results of the modeling were independently reviewed by 
the FERC staff and appropriate resource agencies. 
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IND106-49 Permits for maintenance dredging, including all associated environmental 
review required under section 404, would be obtained from the COE. 
 
 

IND106-50 We agree that pipeline construction does create permanent impacts.  
These are addressed in various sections, including 4.4 and 4.7.  See also 
our response to comment SA1-113. 

IND106-51 As discussed in section 4.3.1.4, NorthernStar would coat the pipe with a 
minimum of 4 inches of concrete to maintain negative buoyancy in areas 
of shallow groundwater (typically wetlands).  This is a standard and 
effective mitigation measure when properly implemented.  The proposed 
pipeline and associated aboveground facilities would be maintained as 
required by the DOT.  Regular inspections would identify areas of pipe 
exposure or subsidence and corrective actions would be taken. 

IND106-52 See our response to IND33-38. 

IND106-53 FERC staff’s Plan and Procedures include BMPs for construction in 
saturated soils.  Section 2.4.2.2 also discusses special construction 
techniques.  The proposed pipeline and associated aboveground facilities 
would be maintained as required by the DOT.  Regular inspections would 
identify areas of pipe exposure or subsidence and corrective actions 
would be taken (see section 4.11.9.1). 

IND106-54 The EIS documents that the proposed project including mitigation would 
not result in significant impacts on humans and their environments. 

IND106-55 Section 4.6.2.2 and 4.6.2.3 have been revised to include additional 
information on the Columbian white-tailed deer due to construction and 
operation of the proposed terminal and pipeline facilities.  See also our 
responses to comments PM3-68 and FA4-6. 
 
 
 
 

IND106-56 No information was withheld.  Appropriate information has been included 
in the EIS to disclose to the public the potential environmental impacts 
associated with the proposed project, and comply with the NEPA.  See our 
responses to comments IND33-9 and IND33-12. 
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IND106-57 The safety of LNG carriers is addressed in section 4.11.5.  See response 
to IND106-39. 
 
 
 
 

IND106-58 A discussion of potential socioeconomic impacts is included in section 4.8.  
NorthernStar commissioned a study performed by Dr. Philip Romano, of 
the University of Oregon, on the impact of LNG on the economy of the 
Pacific Northwest. 

IND106-59 Credible terrorist attack scenarios were developed in the WSA process 
including the measures needed to be in place to detect, deter, and 
respond.  This was further analyzed in the WSR.  The scenarios 
developed in the WSA and the WSR analysis are considered SSI and not 
releasable to the public.  Also, a discussion on terrorism is included in 
section 4.11.8.  It is possible that a release from the LNG storage tanks 
could be caused by an intentional act, such as a terrorist attack.  Although 
an intentional breach scenario could result in greater thermal radiation in 
the immediate vicinity of the release, such scenarios are typically 
associated with the desire to inflict damage to major infrastructure and 
population and commercial centers. 

IND106-60 Section 4.11.8 includes a discussion of terrorism and security 
requirements that would be included as part of the proposed project. 

IND106-61 The safety aspects of LNG transportation by ship is discussed and 
summarized in section 4.11.5.  The Coast Guard would be responsible for 
enforcing the conditions of its WSR.  Pre-arrival and ongoing 
communication between the pilots, the LNG carriers, and other vessels 
that would occur would often assist in avoiding delays.  In many instances, 
if a conflict with another vessel arrival or LNG carrier delay is anticipated 
by the bar pilots, other vessels may be instructed to increase speed and/or 
the LNG carrier may be instructed to decrease speed so as to avoid 
delays at the Bar.  
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IND106-62 Our EIS discusses potential delays to other commercial ship traffic in the 
Columbia River is section 4.8.1.7, and takes into account the potential 
impacts on ship traffic resulting from more than one LNG terminal 
operating in the region under the cumulative impacts section 4.12.5.  We 
assume the Coast Guard would require similar mitigation measures for 
managing the LNG marine traffic associated with the Oregon LNG Project 
as for the Bradwood Landing Project and, therefore, the cumulative 
impacts on shipping and the ports would be minor. 
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IND106-63 The project would not result in major delays for other commercial ships. 
See section 4.8.1.7. 
 
 
 
 

IND106-64 A discussion of property values along the proposed pipeline route is 
included in section 4.8.3.3.  Pipeline safety is discussed in section 4.11.9. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND106-65 Market conditions will determine when LNG gas is price-competitive with 
other sources of natural gas.  See our response to comment IND106-19.   
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IND106-66 As discussed in section 4.9.4, we are recommending that NorthernStar 
defer construction until: 1) cultural resource surveys are completed and 
evaluation reports, any required treatment or avoidance plans, and a 
cultural resources management plan are filed with the Secretary; 2) the 
SHPOs’ comments on reports and plans are filed with the Commission; 
and 3) the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation has been given an 
opportunity to comment if any historic properties would be adversely 
affected. 

IND106-67 NorthernStar selected the proposed location for the Bradwood Landing 
LNG terminal based on numerous factors.  See also our response to PM1-
1 and LA3-55.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND106-68 Landslides are addressed in sections 4.1.3.3 and 4.1.4.3.  NorthernStar’s 
ERP would address emergency routes. 

IND106-65 

cont’d 
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IND106-67 

IND106-68 
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IND106-69 Security measures would be in place to mitigate risk from terrorist attacks 
on LNG vessels.   Also, a discussion on terrorism is included in section 
4.11.8.  It is possible that a release from the LNG storage tanks could be 
caused by an intentional act, such as a terrorist attack.  Although an 
intentional breach scenario could result in greater thermal radiation in the 
immediate vicinity of the release, such scenarios are typically associated 
with the desire to inflict damage to major infrastructure and population and 
commercial centers.  See also our response to PM1-1 and LA3-55 on 
emergency response plan. 

IND106-70 Pipeline safety is addressed in section 4.11.9. 

IND106-71 See our response to comment PM5-81. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND106-72 The pipeline would not blow out levees. The proposed pipeline would be 
constructed in accordance with the regulations included in the DOT’s 
Minimum Federal Safety Standards in 49 CFR Part 192.  The COE would 
ensure, through its permit process, protection of all areas under its 
jurisdiction.  The project would not impact food production; see our 
responses to comments IND33-59 and IND33-71. 

IND106-68 

cont’d 

IND106-69 

IND106-71 

IND106-70 
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IND106-73 See our response to comment IND67-13. 
 
 
 
 

IND106-74 Public safety is addressed in section 4.11.  Clatsop County made a land 
use decision about the project on March 20, 2008, as discussed in section 
4.7.  The ODLCD will determine if the project is consistent with the CZMA, 
as indicated in sections 1.3.9 and 4.7.2.4. 
 
 
 

IND106-75 We agree it is the duty of the cooperating agencies to independently 
review and analyze data provided by NorthernStar. 
 
 
 

IND106-76 Water appropriations and discharges associated with construction ad 
operation of the proposed project are described in table 4.3.1-1.  In 
addition, discharges to surface waters and their associated impacts are 
described in sections 4.3.2.3, 4.3.2.4, and 4.5.2.1.  Water discharges to 
the Columbia River would be carried out in accordance with the 
requirements of the NPDES permits issued by the ODEQ and WDE. 

IND106-77 See our response to comment PM6-94. While NorthernStar does not 
have to disclose the source of its LNG, it is more likely to come from 
exporting nations around the Pacific Basin than from Iran.  LNG carrier 
accidents are discussed in section 4.11.5. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND106-78 Section 4.8 discusses socioeconomic impacts and potential economic 
benefits for local communities.  We assume people support the project 
because they want to see new supplies of natural gas made available to 
the Pacific Northwest through the importation of LNG, and they appreciate 
the potential economic benefits the project may have. 

IND106-72 
cont’d 
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IND106-79 See our responses to comments PM1-58 and PM3-50. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND106-80 The number of employees that NorthernStar has indicated would be 
required during operation of the proposed project is in line with those 
required at similar facilities.  There is no evidence that the project would 
result in a loss of jobs in other sectors.  No declines in recreation or 
tourism are expected.  There would not be major delays for commercial 
ships or other river users.  The project would probably have a beneficial 
impact on the local economy; see section 4.8. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND106-81 See section 1.0 for a discussion that although the existing Williams 
Northwest system is fully subscribed, it is still possible to find capacity for 
new entrants through a variety of programs, including interruptible 
transportation, capacity releases and turnbacks, and reverse open 
seasons.  There is no conflict of interest for this project, see our response 
to comment PM3-65. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND106-82 See our response to comment IND106-25. 

IND106-78 
cont’d 

IND106-79 

IND106-80 

IND106-81 

IND106-82 
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IND106-83 See our response to comment PM1-8. 
 
 
 
 

IND106-84 Our information was derived from the proponent of the Kitimat project, 
who indicated their target market was the tar sand oil production region of 
Alberta. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND106-85 See our response to comment IND106-32. 
 
 
 
 
 

IND106-86 Methane from a pipeline leak would not accumulate in a wide area at 
concentrations such that animals and human would be asphyxiated.   
 
 
 
 

IND106-87 As discussed in section 4.8.1.7, the project would have minor impacts on 
other ship traffic.  The delay scenarios for multiple non-existent LNG 
terminals are beyond the scope of the EIS.  The majority of this comment 
is not relevant to the EIS 

IND106-82 
cont’d 
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IND106-88 See our response to comment PM3-50. 

IND106-89 The Commission will determine if the project is a utility in the public 
necessity.  The U.S. Congress gave certificated companies the power of 
eminent domain through section 7h of the NGA.  Our discussion of nuclear 
power in section 3.1.1.3 indicated that it would not be a viable alternative 
for several reasons, including costs, problems associated with the 
remediation of nuclear waste, regulatory hurdles, long project planning 
time, and public opposition, based on a variety of cited sources.  Likewise, 
our descriptions of the Kitimat and Gulf Coast LNG terminals are accurate, 
and based on cited sources. 
 
 

IND106-90 Although the EPA is involved in the review of the project’s permit under 
section 404 of the CWA, this permit is actually issued by the COE.  The 
COE issued a public notice on October 18, 2007.  However, if the COE 
issues a section 404 permit, the EPA can veto the COE permit (see table 
1.3-1).  Section 401 of the federal CWA requires applicants for federal 
permits or licenses to provide the federal agency a water quality 
certification from the state agency if the proposed activity may result in a 
discharge to surface waters.  The EPA delegated the project’s section 401 
certification to the ODEQ; the state issued a public notice on October 18, 
2007.  

IND106-91 Each project and project location has unique characteristics and must be 
considered on its own merits. 

IND106-87 

cont’d 
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IND106-92 The FERC’s regulatory responsibilities have been established in 
legislation passed by Congress and signed into law by the President.  
With regard to Senator Wyden’s letter, see our response to comment 
PM2-32. 
 
 
 
 

IND106-93 WSAs for all LNG projects are filed as SSI.  See also our response to 
comment PM6-23. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND106-94 The analyses in the EIS indicate that the project would not destroy salmon 
or fishing in the lower Columbia River, project-related impacts on salmon 
can be mitigated, and it may cause only inconsequential delays for grain 
cargo ships using the river.  The EIS does not contain misinformation or 
omissions and is adequate to comply with the NEPA.  The Commission 
will ultimately decide if the project is in the public interest and is 
necessary. 

IND106-91 

cont’d 
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IND107-1 Potential impacts on aquatic resources due to water intake are discussed 
in section 4.5.2.1.  See also our response to comment PM1-131. 

Engineering views of the pump station have been submitted to the FERC 
for review; however, these design drawings are considered proprietary 
information and are not available to the public. 

IND107-2 See our response to comment PM1-31. 
 

IND107-3 High expansion foam is discussed under Safety and Security Systems at 
the LNG terminal in section 2.1.3.6. 
 
 

IND107-4 SCV systems are commonly considered in the design of LNG import 
terminals throughout the world.  Their proven operational history, low 
capital cost, simplicity in design and operational flexibility combine to 
make this an attractive option to LNG terminal developers.  While it may 
be technically feasible to use a vaporization system with reduced 
emissions and/or water discharges, the use of the SCV system would be 
required to operate within acceptable air and water quality standards. 

IND107-1 

IND107-2 

IND107-3 

IND107-4 
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IND107-5 See our response to comment PM3-18. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND107-6 The site was formerly occupied by lumber mills and has been used for 
disposal of almost 1 million cubic yards of dredge spoils.  It is zoned for 
industrial use.  The purpose of the EIS is to look at a myriad of factors to 
determine whether the site would be suitable for the proposed use.   

IND107-7 See our response to comment PM1-8. 
 
 
 
 

IND107-8 See our response to comment FA3-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND107-9 The referenced study has not been filed with the FERC as part of this 
proceeding, so we are unable to address this comment.  We do not 
believe that the proposed project would cause major disruptions to 
regional residents and river users.  There are already existing industrial 
facilities operating along the lower Columbia River. 

IND107-5 

IND107-6 

IND107-7 

IND107-8 

IND107-9 



 

K
-1080

Individuals 107 
 

 



 

K
-1081

 Individuals 108 
 

 
 
 
 
 

IND108-1 See our response to comments PM1-1, PM6-24, and LA3-55. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND108-2 See our response to comment FA2-35. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND108-3 The EIS states that other communities along the waterway, outside of 
Warrenton, Astoria, Cathlamet, and Puget Island, each individually have 
populations of less than 500 people.  It is an established fact that the 
project area is mainly rural, and the proposed LNG terminal would not be 
located in a densely populated urban center.  The reference to population 
is not meant to imply a lesser importance regarding risk.  Economic justice 
issues are addressed in sections 4.8.1.9, 4.8.2.9, and 4.8.3.9. 

IND108-4 The Notice of Availability for the draft EIS, which requested public 
comments on the document, contained the name (Secretary of the 
Commission) and the address of the FERC to which comments could be 
sent.  It also indicated how comments could be filed electronically by 
computer via the internet.  These instructions for submitting comments 
were reiterated at the public meetings, the transcripts of which have been 
placed into the record of this proceeding.  Copies of the draft EIS were 
available at the public meetings, such as the two held in Longview, 
Washington on November 7, 2007.  The EIS contains many maps and 
drawings. 

IND108-2 

IND108-3 

IND108-4 

IND108-1 
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IND108-5 We disagree.  We think section 4.8 demonstrates that the project may 
have a strong economic benefit for the region.  The general question of 
public need and benefit from this project would be addressed in the 
Commission’s Order. 

IND108-6 The LNG carriers would not pre-empt other river users.  NorthernStar and 
the Coast Guard, together with the river pilots and other commercial ships, 
will coordinate safe passage for LNG carriers with other river traffic.  The 
project would not result in significant negative impacts on river 
transportation, recreational use of the river, or food production.  See our 
responses to comments IND33-59 and IND33-71. 

IND108-7 The EIS discusses renewable energy resources in section 3.1.1.3. 

IND108-5 

IND108-6 

IND108-7 
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IND109-1 The various agencies (FERC, COE, Coast Guard, and DOT, along with 
state and local authorities) with regulatory jurisdiction over the project 
oversee the operation of permitted facilities through regular reporting, 
inspections and maintaining communications with the operators of those 
facilities.  Safety is addressed in section 4.11. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND109-2 Section 4.11.5.3 discusses the hazards associated with a spill from an 
LNG carrier and includes both thermal radiation and vapor dispersion 
modeling.   

IND109-2 

IND109-1 
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IND110-1 Only Congress can revise the EPAct 2005.  See our response to comment 
FA4-1. 
 

IND110-2 Any operator of a FERC-authorized facility would have to adhere to the 
conditions of the project Order. 
 

IND110-3 The purpose and need for the project is described in section 1.1. 

IND110-4 The Coast Guard has identified the measures necessary to make the 
waterway suitable for LNG marine traffic (see WSR in Appendix H).  The 
WSA is SSI and can not be made public.  

IND110-5 The pipeline would transport re-gasified natural gas, as opposed to LNG.  
The pipeline would be installed beneath the Columbia River using the 
HDD method.  The HDD method avoids disturbance of waterbody bed and 
banks and therefore is the most effective means of avoiding impacts on 
fish habitat.  The effects of dredging on water quality are discussed in 
sections 4.2.2.2 and 4.3.2.3.   

IND110-6 The EIS discusses conservation under section 3.1.1.2 and renewable 
energy resources in section 3.1.1.3. 

IND110-7 Areas of unstable soils would either be avoided or mitigated as described 
in section 4.1.4.3. 

IND110-8 Emergencies would be responded to by the emergency response unit(s) 
having local jurisdiction.   

IND110-9 A discussion of landowner rights, the easement negotiation process, and 
eminent domain is included in section 4.7.3.1.  See our response to 
comment PM1-15. 

IND110-1 

IND110-2 

IND110-3 

IND110-4 
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IND111-1 Clatsop County approved NorthernStar’s requested land use zoning 
changes in a final decision of the Board of Supervisors on March 20, 
2008. 

IND111-2 The EIS indicates that LNG carriers in the waterway transiting to the 
proposed Bradwood Landing LNG terminal would probably not have 
significant adverse impacts on commercial ship, fishing, treaty rights, and 
tourism on the lower Columbia River.  See sections 4.7.1.4 and 4.8.1.7 

IND111-3 See our response to comment IND60-17.  Pipeline safety is addressed in 
section 4.11.9. 

IND111-4 Most Coast Guard units are multi-mission assets, capable of performing 
Search and Rescue or Ports, Waterways, and Coastal Security, as well as 
Law Enforcement (e.g. drug or migrant interdiction, fisheries enforcement).  

The Coast Guard balances and prioritizes various mission requirements to 
best allocate resources to meet public needs.   

The Coast Guard is fully aware of the potential LNG escort requirements 
and would balance mission needs and resources accordingly to mitigate 
risks throughout the port.   

IND111-5 The EIS discusses renewable energy resources in section 3.1.1.3. 

IND111-6 Geologic hazards and mitigation measures are discussed in sections 
4.1.3.3 and 4.1.4.3. 

IND111-7 LNG spill hazards are described in section 4.11. 

IND111-8 The project would not be in violation of Oregon Planning Goal 16.  Clatsop 
County made land use zoning changes so that the project is now 
compatible with Oregon Planning Goals.  See section 4.7. 

IND111-1 

IND111-2 

IND111-3 

IND111-4 

IND111-5 

IND111-6 
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IND112-1 See our response to comment PM4-20.  IND112-1 
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IND112-2 The FERC considers issues raised during public scoping that are relevant 
to the project. 
 
 
 
 

IND112-3 The criteria we used to evaluate alternatives are explained at the 
beginning of section 3.1 and in section 3.1.5.3.  Our alternatives analysis 
meets the standards outlined by the CEQ at 40 CFR 152.14.  We 
evaluated a broad range of alternatives including no action or postponed 
action, LNG terminal system alternatives, site alternatives, LNG terminal 
design alternatives, vaporization technology and tank design alternatives, 
power line and pipeline route alternatives, and dredged material 
placement alternatives.  See also our responses to comments FA3-14, 
SA1-78, SA1-180, and IND86-8. 
 
 
 
 

IND112-4 The no action alternative is discussed in section 3.1.1.  The information on 
different alternatives differs because the availability of data on certain 
alternatives was limited.  See also our response to comment IND112-3. 
 
 
 

IND112-5 California is not included as a target market of the project.  See our 
response to comment PM1-58. 
 
 
 
 

IND112-6 See our response to comment PM6-94. 

IND112-1 

cont’d 

IND112-2 

IND112-3 

IND112-5 

IND112-4 

IND112-6 
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IND112-7 See our response to comment PM4-18. 
 
 
 
 

IND112-8 See our response to comment PM4-11. 

IND112-9 Meeting the applicable WDNR requirements related to forest fires would 
be an obligation of NorthernStar.  Also, see our response to comment 
IND22-10. 

IND112-10 The pipeline would not affect the stability of the BPA transmission line 
towers.  The pipeline would be collocated with the KB pipeline as much as 
possible along the route through Cowlitz County but not in areas of 
landslide potential.     

IND112-11 As the lead federal agency responsible for compliance with NEPA, the 
FERC coordinates input, analysis, and review from professionals in 
industry, regulatory agencies, and the public with a broad range and depth 
of expertise relevant to the environmental impact analysis embodied in the 
EIS.  Comment periods and other aspects of the FERC's Pre-filing NEPA 
Process are essential to gathering that input. 

IND112-6 

cont’d 
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IND112-11 
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IND112-12 We do not believe that the safety and security zones around LNG carriers 
would have significant adverse impacts on other commercial river uses, 
including recreational boating and fishing; see sections 4.7.1.4 and 
4.8.1.7.  Section 4.8.1.7 has been revised to correct the number of 
recreational fishing boats.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND112-13 See our response to comment FA4-12. 
 
 
 
 
 

IND112-14 The project will be monitored by a variety of independent agencies.  The 
EPAct 2005 provided a role for the states to monitor construction and 
operation for safety concerns.  DOT would conduct inspections to make 
certain the facilities meet their standards and regulations; typically 
delegated to the states through the OPUC and WUTC.  In addition, FERC 
staff and our third-party contractors would conduct inspections.  Our 
environmental compliance inspection and mitigation monitoring program is 
explained in section 2.6. 
 
 
 
 

IND112-15 As discussed in section 4.8.3.3, NorthernStar would compensate the 
landowner for use of the land through the easement negotiation process.  
The easement agreement between NorthernStar and the landowner would 
specify compensation for damage to property during construction, loss of 
use during construction, and loss of renewable and nonrenewable or other 
resources.  See our responses to comments PM4-4 and IND48-3. 

IND112-16 See our response to comment PM5-27. 

IND112-11 

cont’d 
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IND112-13 

IND112-14 
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IND112-17 Soils prone to liquefaction and landslide areas along the pipeline route are 
discussed in section 4.1.4.3. 

IND112-18 See our response to comment PM6-94.   

IND112-19 The EIS text states explicitly on page 1-1 that the document was produced 
to comply with the NEPA.  Also, see table 1.3-1. 

IND112-20 Section 4.8.1.7 has been revised to correct the number of recreational 
fishing boats.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND112-21 Figure 2.4.2.1 outlines the sequence of construction activities.  Survey 
and staking requirements are discussed in section 2.4.2.1.  Access roads 
that would be used are described in table 4.7.3-3. 

IND112-16 

cont’d 
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IND112-22 Details regarding handling of merchantable timber would be negotiated 

between NorthernStar and individual property owners.  See also our 
response to PM4-6.  Topics included in section 2.4.2.1 are limited to 
general construction techniques.  A detailed discussion of measures 
proposed to prevent the spread of noxious weeds is provided in section 
4.4.2.3 and in the response to comment FA3-10. 

IND112-23 The FERC staff’s Plan discusses restoration of drain tiles.  NorthernStar 
has indicated that it would ensure the existing pipelines and utilities are 
not damaged during construction of its pipeline.  Locations of these other 
utility lines would be identified during preconstruction shallow hazards 
surveys. 

IND112-24 Section 4.3.8.7 addresses restoration of access roads once construction is 
completed.  Temporary erosion control measures would be removed when 
permanent erosion control measures have been put in place. 

IND112-25 The statement refers to the fact that there are no major water supply 
aquifers beneath the pipeline route which are being extensively pumped to 
the degree that land surface subsidence could result.   

IND112-26 HDD or other mitigation measures would be used in potential landslide 
areas.  See also our response to PM3-60. 

IND112-27 ESC is an acronym for Erosion and Sediment Control. 

IND112-28 See our response to comment PM1-40. 

IND112-29 We discuss the Cowlitz County Critical Area Ordinance in sections 1.3.11 
and section 4.7.3.2, together with the Cowlitz County Floodplain 
Management Ordinance.  See our response to comment PM4-12. 

IND112-30 As described in NorthernStar’s Waterbody and Wetland Construction and 
Mitigation Procedures Plan, Tributaries 2-7 to Leckler Creek would be 
crossed using the dam and pump method.  Table 4.3.2-3 has been 
updated to reflect these changes.  The Lower Columbia River Chinook, 
Lower Columbia River coho, and Columbia River chum ESUs have been 
documented within these tributaries.  However, these waterbodies are all 
intermittent headwater streams that would be crossed during the in-water 
work window (July 15 – September 15), thus it is likely that the streams 
would be dry at the time of crossing.  Therefore, direct impacts on 
federally listed salmonids would not be anticipated.  It is important to note 
that potential impacts on federally listed species due to waterbodies 
crossings (including Tributaries 2-7 to Leckler Creek) will be analyzed in 
further detail in the revised BA and EFH Assessment.  Waterbody 
crossings using open-cut methods as they relate to the WDNR’s Forest 
Practice Rules are discussed in the response to comment PM4-11. 

IND112-21 
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IND112-31 NorthernStar’s compensatory mitigation is discussed in the response to 

comment FA2-16. 

NorthernStar’s SEI is not a part of the compensatory mitigation for 
unavoidable impacts associated with the project.  The SEI is described in 
section 4.6.2.2 of the EIS.  In addition, NorthernStar filed detailed 
information on the SEI in a supplement to the draft applicant-prepared BA 
on November 22, 2006 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. 

IND112-32 The option of using certain trees cut down during pipeline construction in 
Washington for the establishment of a LWD bank was suggested by the 
former WDFW Area Habitat Biologist for Cowlitz County.  Because 
portions of the pipeline cross land owned by the State of Washington, we 
believe that this agreement is reasonable.  The option for use of wood off 
of any given landowners property would be part of the negotiations for the 
pipeline easement across that property and would be compliant with both 
WDNR and WDFW rules and regulations and individual landowner needs. 

Table 1.3-1 lists the major federal, state, and local codes, ordinances, 
statutes, rules, regulations, and permits that would apply to the project.  
NorthernStar would adhere to conditions of these permits.  Each agency 
designs the permitting process to ensure that projects comply with the 
regulations set by each agency for the area of concern.  
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IND112-33 See our response to comment FA3-10. 

IND112-34 Our Procedures require that a riparian strip at least 25 feet wide be 
allowed to permanently revegetate with native woody plant species.  The 
term “in-kind” as it relates to revegetation along the right-of-way has been 
defined in section 4.4.1.3. 

IND112-35 We do not believe that the proposed project would have significant 
adverse impacts on recreational fishing; see section 4.7.1.4. 

IND112-36 Section 4.5.3.1 addresses in-water impacts on aquatic resources.  
Specifically, potential impacts on water temperature due to in-stream 
construction are discussed in section 4.5.3.1, In-water Construction 
Activities, Vegetation and Habitat Removal. 

IND112-37 The federal and state status as well as occurrence within the project area 
for the Pacific Coast DPS of the western snowy plover is included in table 
4.6.1-1. 

IND112-38 Waterbodies not crossed by the proposed route are not included in 
section 4.6.2.3, Occurrence Along the Pipeline Route.  Although the 
Lower Columbia River coho ESU has been documented within Leckler 
Creek, the creek is not crossed by the proposed pipeline route.  Potential 
impacts on aquatic resources, including downstream impacts, due to 
waterbody crossings are described in section 4.5.3.1 and will be described 
in detail in the revised BA and EFH Assessment. 

IND112-39 Waterbodies not crossed by the proposed route are not included in 
section 4.6.2.3, Occurrence Along the Pipeline Route.  Although the 
Lower Columbia River steelhead DPS has been documented within 
Leckler Creek, the creek is not crossed by the proposed pipeline route. 
Potential impacts on aquatic resources, including downstream impacts, 
due to waterbody crossings are described in section 4.5.3.1 and will be 
described in detail in the revised BA and EFH Assessment. 

IND112-40 As described in section 4.6.2.3, forests in the vicinity of the proposed 
pipeline route are relatively young and generally lack characteristics that 
contribute to nesting habitats, foraging, and roosting areas for spotted 
owls.  Therefore, we do not believe that requiring surveys for northern 
spotted owls is warranted. 

IND112-41 Table 4.7.1-1 has been revised to include the Willow Grove boat launch. 

IND112-42 Landowners would be compensated by NorthernStar for loss of use of the 
easement, timber, crops, and other negotiated items.  See our response 
to comment PM2-4. 

IND112-32 
cont’d 
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IND112-43 Section 4.8.1.7 has been revised to correct the number of recreational 

fishing boats.   

IND112-44 The number of 750 workers referenced in section 4.12.5 refers to the peak 
number of construction workers that would occur at any one time.   

IND112-45 See our response to comment IND3-22.   

IND112-46 See our response to comment IND112-31. 

IND112-47 See our response to comments PM1-1 PM6-24, and LA3-55. 
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IND113-1 See our response to comments PM1-1 PM6-24, and LA3-55. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND113-2 See our response to comment FA2-35. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND113-3 See our response to comment IND108-3. 
 
 
 
 

IND113-4 See our response to comment IND108-4. 

IND113-1 

IND113-2 

IND113-3 

IND113-4 
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IND113-5 NorthernStar would negotiate an easement agreement with landowners.  
In an agreement cannot be reached, and the company has a Certificate 
issued by the FERC, it may use eminent domain under section 7h of the 
NGA.  See our response to comment IND108-9. 

IND113-6 See our response to comment IND108-5. 

IND113-7 The 500-yard security zone is an area that would be under control of the 
Coast Guard.  It is not an exclusion zone.  Recreation, transportation, and 
shipping would not be damaged by the project.  See also our response to 
comment IND33-16. 
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IND114-1 Safety issues are addressed in section 4.11.  NorthernStar is responsible 
for paying for additional resources needed by local first-responders to 
protect communities in the unlikely event of a project-related incident, 
according to the cost-sharing plan outlined in its ERP.  Environmental 
justice is addressed in section 4.8.  See our response to comment 
IND108-4.  Congress conveyed the power of eminent domain to 
jurisdictional pipelines under section 7h of the NGA.  Section 4.8 
discusses potential economic benefits from the project.  The project would 
not have pre-emptive use of the Columbia River, and would result in less 
than significant impacts on other river users as discussed in sections 4.7 
and 4.8.  The project would not impact the production of food.  See our 
response to comment IND106-31. 
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IND115-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND115-2 The placement of offshore facilities off the Oregon coast was considered 
and was eliminated because it did not meet the project objectives (see 
section 1.1), was not technically and economically feasible, and presented 
additional potential environmental impacts (see section 3.1).  In terms of a 
comparison with conditions in other locations, weather conditions in 
Oregon were compared with conditions for an existing location that has 
developed LNG infrastructure offshore (in the Gulf of Mexico) and one 
proposed location (offshore Massachusetts) (see section 3.1.4.1).  Based 
on this analysis, the FERC does not believe that an offshore alternative is 
a reasonable alternative to the proposed project. 
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IND115-3 See our response to comment FA2-35. IND115-3 

IND115-2 

cont’d 
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IND115-4 See our response to comment IND22-20. 
 
 
 
 
 

IND115-5 As discussed in section 4.1.3.3, the LNG terminal location would not be 
affected by a tsunami and the terminal facilities would be designed to 
safely withstand the design earthquakes.   
 

IND115-6 See our response to comment PM1-22. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND115-7 See our response to comment PM1-22. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND115-8 See our response to comment FA4-12. 
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IND115-9 We do not believe that the safety and security zones around LNG carriers 
in transit in the waterway to the proposed Bradwood Landing terminal 
would have significant impacts on commercial shipping and fishing on the 
lower Columbia River.  Section 4.8.1.7 has been revised to include 
additional discussion regarding potential for navigational conflicts LNG 
carrier traffic may have with other commercial ships traversing the 
Columbia River bar.  The potential for shoreline erosion resulting from 
LNG marine traffic in the waterway is addressed in section 4.1.2.3 of the 
EIS. 
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IND116-1 See our responses to comments PM1-1, LA3-55, and IND22-20. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND116-2 See our responses to comments PM1-1, LA3-55, and IND22-20. 
 
 
 

IND116-3 This EIS is based on the proposed action, which includes two LNG 
storage tanks.  If expansion of the LNG terminal is proposed in the future, 
FERC authorization, with the associated environmental review process, 
would be required.  The Palomar pipeline is a separate project and its 
environmental impacts are being evaluated under a separate EIS.  As 
discussed in section 1.0, the Williams Northwest pipeline would have 
capacity for the natural gas from the Bradwood landing pipeline project.   
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IND116-4 As described in sections 4.7.1.4 and 4.8.1.7, the LNG marine traffic would 
not have a significant impact on commercial and recreational fishing and 
boating.  Potential impacts to salmonids are discussed in 4.5.2.1.  See 
also our responses to comments FA2-10 and PM3-68. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND116-5 See our response to comment PM1-31. 
 
 

IND116-6 We have revised section 4.5 with regard to our analysis of impacts on 
aquatic resources due to the proposed water intake requirements of LNG 
carriers at berth at the terminal, and have changed condition 24 
accordingly. 
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IND117-1 The alternatives analysis was conducted based on information that could 
be readily obtained from published sources.  Although site-specific 
geologic and geotechnical data are available for the proposed LNG 
terminal site and the pipeline route (i.e., from project-specific geotechnical 
and seismic reports), the same level of detail is not readily available for all 
the alternatives.   
 

IND117-2 The Bradwood Landing pipeline would provide an alternative source of 
natural gas to the Beaver Power Plant and Wauna Mill.  All interstate 
pipelines require certification by the FERC under section 7c of the NGA.   

IND117-3 NorthernStar indicated that it could not use HDD methods to cross the 
Columbia River directly north of its proposed Bradwood Landing LNG 
terminal because of the width of the river at that location.  A crossing north 
from Bradwood Landing would place the pipeline at the town of 
Cathlamet, and a pipeline route east from there to an interconnection with 
the existing Williams Northwest system near Kelso, Washington would 
have to traverse over rough topography. 

IND117-4 As described in section 3.1.8.1, the lateral to serve the Beaver Power 
Plant would significantly increase the overall length of the pipeline system 
and subsequently increase the number of landowners and environmental 
resources impacted by the project.  In addition, blasting would be required 
for pipeline installation which could result in instability issues for the 
railroad bed. 

IND117-5 Blasting would not be required adjacent to the railroad bed along the 
proposed pipeline route.   
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IND117-6 See our response to comment IND117-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND117-7 Although the term “blowdown” is not used in the EIS, section 4.4.2.3 
states that edge trees that were located within a dense stand of trees 
before construction may lack stability following removal of adjacent 
supporting trees, which may result in increased tree failures. 
 
 
 
 

IND117-8 The detailed analysis would be reviewed by qualified FERC engineers and 
its consultants.  Also see our response to comment SA1-4. 
 
 
 
 
 

IND117-9 Basalt is very common in the region of the project and the on-site quarry is 
not a unique mineral deposit that warrants special provisions to allow use 
during the lifetime of the project.   
 
 
 

IND117-10 The additional facilities and greater number of affected landowners does 
not support a conclusion that the Railroad Alternative would be 
significantly superior to the proposed route. 
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IND117-11 The appropriateness of the mitigation measures would be assessed when 
the final pipeline design geotechnical report has been completed. 
 
 
 

IND117-12 Comment noted. 
 
 
 

IND117-13 Comment noted.  It is anticipated NorthernStar would consider temporary 
fencing or other measures necessary to re-establish stable vegetation 
along the pipeline corridor.  Follow-up inspections of all disturbed areas 
would occur after the first and second growing seasons to determine the 
success of revegetation.  If revegetation has not been successful after 2 
years, revegetation efforts would continue until it is successful. 

IND117-14 Noxious weed control is discussed in the response to comment FA3-10.  
Directions for accessing NorthernStar’s Noxious Weeds and Soil-borne 
Plant Disease Control Plan via the eLibrary can be found in the response 
to comment PM6-60.  The FERC’s role in enforcement of the 
Commission’s environmental conditions is discussed in the response to 
comment IND60-54. 

IND117-14 

IND117-13 

IND117-12 

IND117-11 



 

K
-1110

Individuals 118 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IND118-1 Comment noted. 
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IND119-1 See our responses to comments PM3-68 and FA2-10. IND119-1 
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IND120-1 Comment noted. IND120-1 
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IND121-1 Comment noted. IND121-1 
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IND122-1 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.  Increased efficiency 
and conservation is discussed in section 3.1.1.2.  Renewable energy 
resources are discussed in section 3.1.1.3.    

IND122-2 NorthernStar would compensate the landowner for use of the land needed 
for the pipeline right-of-way, including damage to property during 
construction, loss of use during construction, and loss of renewable and 
nonrenewable or other resources (see section 4.8.3.3).   

IND122-3 Geologic hazards and associated mitigation for the pipeline are discussed 
in section 4.1.4.3.  Proper pipeline construction techniques would prevent 
damage to the pipe from rocks, as described in section 2.4.2.1. 

IND122-4 See our response to comment IND122-1. 

IND122-5 See our response to IND122-2. 

IND122-6 The Coast Guard has determined in its WSR that the Columbia River 
navigation channel would be suitable for LNG marine traffic if measures 
were implemented to responsibly manage navigation, safety, and security 
risks.  These measures are discussed in detail in section 4.11.5.4. 
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