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GRIGINAL

VanNess
Feldman

ATTORNLYS AT LAW

September 4. 2007

Ms. Kimberly D. Bose

Sceretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
838 First Street, N.E.

Room 1A

Washington, D.C. 20426

R N TR T o

A PIOFESSIONAL ¥ OHPORATION
10) Thomas Jetterson itreet NW.
“Neshingon, L.C. 20207 3877

1207) 288 180 Telaghor 6

1202) 338 2376 F s bt

eMme Washighn
(X061 623 93722

Jehn J. Buchovecky
(202) 79¢-18487
pbdvnt.com

Re:  NorthernStar Energy LLC Docket Nos, CP06-366-000
CP06-376-000
CP06-377-000

Bradwood Landing LLC ~ Daocket No.  CP06-365-000

Response of Bradwood Landing L1.C and NorthernStar Energy LLC to the
Information Requests io the Draft Environmeatal Impact Statement of the

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

Dear Ms. Bose:

Bradwood Landing LLC and NorthernStar Energy LLC, Applicants in the above-
cuptioned proceedings, hereby submit for filing with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(“Commission™) an original and 7 copies of the Applicants’ response to questions 40, 94, and 95
of the Commission's Information Requests in the Draft Environmental Impaci Statement.

Please contact me at the above address if you have any questions about these matcrials.

Sincerely,

ohn J. Buchovecky

Counsel for NorthernStar Energy LLC and

Bradwood Landing LLC

cc: P Friedman (FERC)
Service List

Applicant
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Bradwood Landing LLC and NorthernStar Energy LLC
FERC Docket Nos. CP06-365-000, et al.

Response of Bradwood Landing LLC and NorthernStar Energy LLC
to the Information Request in the DEIS of the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

Al-1 40,94 and 95, NorthernStar shall provide, in its comments on the draft EIS or in a
separate report, ealculations showing how the tronghs feeding the impoundment
sumps would adequately handle the unloading line spill of 529,091 gallons. {Note:
Same condition in 40, 94 and 95|

RESPONSE: The question contains the value of 529,091 gallons. If the duration over
which this volume drains is one hour, then the 2037 m’/hour is equivalent to 538,000
gallons per hour and satisfies the question. Howevet, we presume the question refers to
a spill that would result from a 10 minute spif] at 12,000 m/hour- we disagree that this is
the proper design basis for sizing the trough. The attached letters provided by FERC to
Bradwood Landing in June 2005 formed the basis for the sizing of the troughs serving the
LNG unloading line, See Attachment A hereto: Lettets from Richard R. Hoffmann
(FERC) and Stacey L. Gerard (USDOT). The Applicants discussed the appropriate line
size break with FERC staff for a 10-minute design spill and were told to use a 6" line
break as the sizing critetion. The Applicants used the 6" line break as instructed by
FERC staff. For the sizing calculation for the 6" line break ten minute spill, and the
calculation for the other spill flowrates and preliminary trough sizing, see Attachment B
hereto: Spill Rate Calculation and Trough Sizing Calculation.

Applicant

Al-1

See updated condition and text in section 4.11.4.
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Bradwood Landing LLC and NorthernStar Eneryy L1LC
FERC Docket Nos. CP06-365-000, et al.

Attachment A

Letters from Richard R. Hoffmann (FERC) and Stacey L. Gerard (USDOT)

Applicant
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oo Bty - Aprit 19, 2005 4{

Theodore L. Willke

Deputy Associate Administrator for Pipeline Safety
1).S. Department of Transporiation

400 Seventh Street, SW

Washingtan, DC 20590

Dear Mr, Willke:

2 Axary 3
[ Ri k]

-~ Iummumlhdu&bnmyzomlnmgmywlfmhmngw@ !
LNG m:pon/a(pm facilities, Wemrequmgywwoncum ﬂmwem f@ewmg :
pprop on & technical issue related to evaluati zondl i
LNG mperllammh The technical mulboutomsdmonnfﬂumuglzeadenul -
leakage source used to caloulats spills frum piping at a terminal,

The ineorporation of NFPA 59A into 49 CFR Part 193 in March 2000, hes
resulted in some discussion within the regulatory community on how design spills shoold
e determined for marine transfer fines. Under NFPA Secton 2.2.3.5, the design spill
used :n thermal and Jammable vapot sxciusion zone salculations for Aporizalion,
arocess, or LNG transfer arcas st squal the greatest volume from any “Single
actdental leskage source.” Priot to March 2000, the design spilt required the rupture of
a single ransfer pipe with the greatest overall flow capacity, for not Jess than 10 minutes
{cld Part 193.205d)).

The FERC staff presently uscs Lhe greatest overal} flow voluree for sizing
impoundmeats at veporization, fmcmmdtmnfﬂm ‘This approach ensures that

dr are sized for a failure that could result from an extenal svent
wmmquhlemommgnuumh‘kelymohwmmoubtbe
transfir line is more approprizte as the design spill used o calcalaie flammeble vapor
exclusion zones,

mmﬁmumfummmhhpmm.
operation snd historical integrity of ll-welded (arge diameter maripe transfer piping does
not support & full pipe rupture without ignition a & credible accidem sanario. Mering
transfer ystens are comstrucied of relatively thick-walled seamless pipe, fully x-may
inspected during construction, and operated at moderate pressures (50 to 80 psi).
Maximum flow rates are limited to the 10- 10 12-hour cargo unloading period, a ime
when extra safT is on hand 10 monitor operations and detect abnormal events and quickly

[Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20070906-0015 Received by FERC OSEC 09/04/2007 in Docket#:

CP06-366-000

Applicant
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scrivate emergency shutdown systerns. As s result, our determination of s single
accidental leakage source for 2 marine wansfer system is based on a facility-specific
review of piping and instrumentation diagrams to identify all smafl diameier attachments
10 the transfer piping for instrumentation, pressure relief, recirculation, etc, and any
flanges that may be used at valves or other equipmeat, in order Lo determinie the largest
spill rate.,

As an additional measure of conservatism in evaluating hazards from a terminal's
operations, we have also decided 1o evaluate the marine vnloading arms connected to the
dock-side end of marine transfer system since the typical 16-inch dismeter arms have the
potential for 8 larger spill volume. However, we find that a shorter spill duration is
appropriate since the powered emergency relesse coupling (PERC) valves equipped on
alt modem arms and the integrated ship to shore emergency shutdown systems should

fimit spills 10 less than 30 seconds.
- .

We solicit your concurrence on this-appraach in determining the sccidents)
leakage source for marine transfer systems. If you have any questions about this request,
please cal) Chns Zerby at 202-502-6111. Thank you for your contitued cooperation.

Sincerely,

Richard R. Heifmans, Director
Division of Gas - Environment
and Engineeriog

Applicant
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Applicant

Innffictal FERC-Senereted POT of 20030613-0177 Received by FERC DSEC 05/15/100% Ln Dockety: =

.

US. pepanment 400 Savrn W,
of fromponciion mm
Hazonious Materlols Safety
! 2 .
We a5 B g4
,- croot R
A '
Richard R. Hoffmamn oL =3
Directer BT N
. Division of G# — Bovirenment sd Engineering T ',E
Frdenl Encrgy Regulstory Commistion A N
98X First Sireet, NE. 5 8
Washingtoe, DC 20426 \ 2 & !
wa.?é M
mxnwwyw oprrﬂ)qunummeOﬁceanpchneSl&!ys
(OFS) advi the g usion zones for warine
wpum{ulnnnmﬁhpmmnmh. W:u-:phwdmmpwdmhemlnfmc
Februgry 2004 1 A on cootdination of Federa] safety offoris apd because

our regpilations, 49 CER Pant 193, ire wsed lo exscss Lhe safety xod hazard tropacts from
proposed siting of LNG facilitics, including marine transfer lines.

Cur reguistons xovide bt ‘mpoundiog 1r=as or marine cargo tramfer systems be based
ont & design spiil detSoad a5 Jow Jom v singic 1ccidemtal lesiage source for (0 minutes or
Zor a sheries dme. The shoner time it basod upcn donetwTabic warveillance 1nd Sradown
provicons acceptable to the acthority havioy iurisdiction. Thoreforz, theae sills we the sasis
izpan which hazard exclusion madeting could be performed.

mmWMhhMmu{mwnﬂuwmum
Tobust 0d that Adlere is unBkely under operational
- MMMWWWMUSCGMMMAMMR

mwmhmmbmhummmm
controliing potential spifla o redoes: the impact 06 people and property close to LNG

The OPS concnrs with the two credible senarios you propose for potential ngle
m@dh&vmuﬂhﬁmmﬂmhml&:ﬁnm The first
scaurio focuses on facility-specific smal] diameter sttacbments to the tramsfer piping to
determine the largert spill sate. mom:mmmumvmmmmwm
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docks. w:wmmhmmmvmmommm{kcwwadd
very ualkely. m:for:,spiudm-ndonpflommnﬁmluhngﬂmgﬂ
g'.dnotinehmhmybenudfwmnmu rale crilenin

spprocial hwﬂmmkmm;mmm-pmﬂ@mmng
lhe:;dmallc:hgzwmbmuinemfmynm 1 you bave any questions o
mquimuyﬂdiimﬂhlmmwwposiﬁomphl'efeylﬁzmmudmmﬁzsgs
Thaodmwmke.bepu!yAmdueAdnﬂnimumforhpdmeMdy.n(l )3 .

Sincerely your,

Associate Admisistrator fot Pipetine Safety

Applicant
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Brachwood Landing LLC and NorthernSiar Energy LLC
FERC Ducket Nos. CPO6-365-000, et al.

Attachment B

Spill Rate Calculation
Trough Sizing Calculation

Applicant
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wovo31.000-PR-cA-037 RN

Client: Northern Star Natural Gas

Project No. 31

Northarn Star Natural Gas Project

SPILL RATE
CALCULATION

Document No:

W00031-000-PR-CA-037

Applicant
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Calculation Continuation Sheet | WHESSOE
L1 _Pupose
The purpose of tis calculalion 1s to delermme the spall rates 10 be ussd in vapour dispersion analysis. The spil is assumed
10 be from a hng ruplure. Ruplure of the 32" unloading fines is nol considered  Flow due to a rupture of the 6°
recirculalion hne is cakculated assummg flow thiough n onlice.

1.2 Cakuteton mothod
Froin Coulson & Richardson, Chemical Engineering, Vol 1 (Fluid Fiow. Mass Transler and Heal Transfar)
(TR NI IS} then
GaCA [2xpx P
where
G = mass fkw rate (kg/s)
Cp ' coethriant of dischaege = 0 61 whate Re » 10000
A, = area of oritice [m’]
A, = ares of upsirgam pie jm’]
1 = donsity [<gim’|
AP = Upsiream presswe - downstream prassure [Pa)

{13 Sotrale . Berth

L2.1_Flow heouah 2" oifice i0 32" ne

Densdy pe 421 Jxgim? HYSYS
Upstream kro aze 2 |n = 09128 |m
Onfice size 2 e < [ 0025 |m
Upst:eam puse arts A = 0519 o
Orfee wrea A,z 0002 m
{1- A 7Ar P 2 1.000
Upseam pressare P = | 520575 [Palg) HYSYS
Downsvear presswe P+ [ 0 [Palg) Atmospheric
Mass flow G= 2165 kgls = 99526 xgh
VYormetri flow as % m'm
132_Flgwthroygh §° onfice in 32 ot
Density ps 41 |kgim! HYSYS
Upstream hne size 32 e . [romezs |m
Omice sze 8 |n = | 081 |m
Upstreampisa area A = 0519 W
Ordics area A= 0018 o
Title Spitl Rates | Rev

Calculation No W00031-000-PR-CA-037 1P {192

Applicant
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Calculation Continuation Sheet | WHESSOE
{1-8,7A) %= 0999 1
Upstream prussure HYSYS
Downstrenm pressure Atmgspheric
Mass fow G: 789 kys = 857482 gn
Volumetric fiow a= 20 m'm
1.4_Sob oty - Taok

14.1,__Flow trom rupture of in-{ank pumo common drscharge bne

Three mtank pumps provided per tank  For worsl case, assume all pumps running i.e. 9 pumps runnang.

Pump max cpacily [[2353 Jusgawmio = 5% m'm  WOOD31-J61.PR.DS-002
Number of pumps (urning
Max fiaw in line 21977 Usgabmin = 4810 mh

L5 Soin rate - Sendout

151 Flow from ypture of sendoul pumo commen discharge ine

Seven sendout pumps provided (inc) huture). For worst case, assume all pumps running i.2. 7 pumps running.

Pump max capacity sgavmin = 545 mim ‘W00031-561-PR-D3-004
Number of pumps runmng
Max haw in Wna 16.788  Usgakimin = W3 min

Title Spill Rales | Rev

Calculation No. W00031-000-PR-CA-037 L P 202

Applicant
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NOrMErn BHar Motural B

Documant No. Revision. Os |
W00 31-006-PR-LA-DIS Pl 2ANI2008 1 of 2

Client: Northern Star Natural Gas

Project No. 31

Northern Star Natural Gas Project

TROUGH SIZING
CALCULATION

Document No:

W00031-000-PR-CA-038

[d] lasue for 1DC WH_ [1ome] | iimges | JCF
Riv M | Dw | Ovdty ; Om | &gty | e
[Client Northam St Nadual [Enqui No. n

N84 n i B 480 ot

Applicant
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Calculation Continuation Sheet WHESSOE

L1 Pyrpose
The purpose of tis calculation is 10 delermine the flowrate along & trough of assumed dimensions. This calcuation s
Neralve. 1equAing vanation of trough dimensiohs unlil riquirad flowrate 13 achitved. Based on fiow of watar.
12 Trough size - Berth

Reauired florate Q=

veir®x8)in

whete

v = valocty {mig]

1% hydrauke 1adns

§ = slope =1/400 =

n 3 coefficent {concrete) ]

e 0= 2637

Wath - 500 I I

Depth He 1200

Nea An

Wetled pareneler =

Hydraubic radiss s

Velocty ve 1106 mis

Flowrate Q= 220 m'm oK

Q= v xA{xIBUON
1.3 Trough sige - Sendoul

Reauired flowrate Q- m’lh

veirt a8 in

whete

v = velocdy fmis)

7 = hydraube radws

scome  cvan =[50 ]

= coefhoient (toncratel =

=>v= 280

Wiaih w=x [ 18 son | J

Depth = [ 05 |n 1900

Ared A3 09

Wetled perimeler P 28 m

Hydraukc tadius = 0.3

Yaiacky ve 1235 ms

Flowrale Q= 4900 m'm OK

Q: vaAw 3609
Title Trough Sizing | Rev
Calcul No. W00031-000-PR-CA-038 1 P 1o 2

Applicant
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Calculation Continuation Sheet | WHESSOE

1.4_Trough size - ln-tank pymps (opg 1pnk)

Recquired fowrate Q= m‘/y.

veirix§in

whaore
v = velocly mis]
o5 rygrauhe radiuy

Sesope  =tr400 = [ 00025 |
0+ coeflcent (concretey = [ 0018 |

=260

Wasn w: [ 12 Im | |
Depih o T 1200
Area Ax 08 m

Wetted permeler = 22 0w

Hyrrauic csdns 1= 0273

Vakicity v 1106 nvs

Flowrale or 2380 m'h OK

Q vaA 36

19 Trowah s122 - In-tink pymps iSommon sendoutie. @ pumos)
Rewredhowrate 0= [ 4810 |mtm
w225 %0
where

v ¥ sehocity [m's]
t = hydrauli: radws

L
n = roefficnnt iconcrate) : m

sar'

Width Ws 500 | |
Depth H= 2100
Area As
‘Wetted porimeter P .
Hydrauke rdivs = 0339
Velocty vs 1218 s
Flowrata Qs 482 mim oK
Q v KA {x 3660}
Title Trough Sizing Rey

|
Calculabion No. W00031-000-PR-CA-038 1 P {202

Applicant
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John J. Buchovecky

September 4. 2007 (2041 206- 18847
jovelcom

Ms. Kimberly D). Bose

Seeretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

858 First Street, N.E.

Room 1A

Washington, D.C. 20426

Re:  NorthernStar Energy LLC Docket Nos.  CP06-366-000
CP06-376-000
CP06-377-000

Bradwood Landing LLC  Docket No.  CP06-365-000

Dear Ms. Bose:

Enclased for filing with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission in the above
referenced proceedings please find an original and 7 copies of letters in support of the
Bradwood Landing liquefied natural gas terminal and pipeline.

Please contact me at the above address if you have any questions about these
materials.

Sincerely,

Johyr]. Buchovecky
Counsel for NorthemSiar Energy LLC
and Bradwood Landing LLC

ce: P Fricdman (FERC)
Service List

Applicant
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Magalle R, Salas, Secretary [
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

888 First Street NE, Room 1A

Washington, DC 20426

Reference No. CP06-365, CP06-366

Dear Madam Secretary,

1 am writing in support of the NorthernStar Natural Gas LNG receiving terminal
and associated pipeline at Bradwood Landing in Clatsap County, Qregon. Demand for
clean burning natural gas Is increasing, while North American supplies are stable to
decreasing. This is a signlficant problem in the Pacific Northwest as more and more of
the natural gas supply is maving to the Eastern United States, Exploration and drilling
in the U.S. and Canada has only managed to maintaln current production, Bradwood
Landing will assure natural gas supplies needed to maintain a strong economy here in
the Northwest, There is no question that the U.S. needs to import liquefied natural gas
for the Northwest's energy needs.

The United States continues to lose jobs to overseas manufacturing and I believe
we will lose more jobs offshore if we do not compete In the world energy market by
Importing natural gas. The United States and Pacific Northwest need to Import natural
gas to maintain “Family Wage” jobs.

I am a Union Carpenter, a member of the Pacific Northwest Regional Council of
Carpenters. The PNWRCC represents over 18,000 Union Carpenters in Washington,
Oregon, Idaho, Montana and Wyoming. [ believe that Northern Star's commitment to a
Project Labor Agreement wili be a key component to the success of Bradwood Landing.
Highly skilled and professional workers will ensure a safe and high quality construction
project.

NorthernStar has done an outstanding job of communicating with the Lower
Columbia community. They have been open and transparent, hosting open houses at
Bradwood Landing, information meetings on both sides of the Columbia River, and public
presentations showing a strong commitment to the community. This effort proves that
NorthernStar is an exceptional developer and should get your YES vote for Issuing the
permit to construct Bradwood Landing.

Bradwood Landing was an industrial site for decades, where citizens of the Lower
Columbia lived and worked. I believe it is beneficial to use existing industrial tand for
development, rather than “Greenfleld” locations. This also shows NorthernStac's
commitment to the environment. In addition, Bradwood Landing is an excelient location
for the importation of LNG and the necessary pipeline to Kelso. Bradwood Landing is
over two miles north of Highway 30 at mile marker 38 an the Columbla River. 1t Is close
to both the Pacific Ocean and the interstate pipeline.

Bradwood Landing should get your approval, a “Yes" vote from the Federal
Energy Regulatory C ion. Please app Bradwood Landing.

Sincerely, ,, f, /'1: M; .’,l/: [M;ﬁ . Locad 215

470 oD Lennke Lo
Lot lsonville Ok 97070

Applicant

A2-1

Comment noted.
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Magglic R. Salas, Secretary June 28. 2007
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

888 First St. N.E., Room 1A

Washington DC, 20426

Reference Dacket No, CP06-365

Dear Magalie Salns:

1am writing to voice my support for NorthernStar Natural Gas's proposed LNG texminal
at Bradwood Landing in Clatsop County, Oregon.

A2-1 1 am 8 resident of the Northwest and believe that this new facility is great for our
community by providing much-needed family wage jobs and clean energy for the Pacific
cont’d Northwest,

The proposed Bradwood Landing terminal site is located on the Columbia River, between
Washingion and Oregon, which has a long history es a working river. The Columbia is
essential to the region's logging and fishing industries, and Bradwood Landing would be
a welcome addition to the area's economy. NorthernStar is a responsible company who
has pledged to mitigate any environmental effects and even leave the ecosystem in better
shape than they found it.

1 urge you and the commiasioners to support this project.
Sincerely, Ty ‘
, el —
Terry Klemetsru

10121 Evergrees Hwy #23-141
Everent, WA 98204

Applicant
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Magalie R. Salas, Secretary June 28, 2007
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

888 First St. N.E., Room 1A

Washington DC, 20426

Reference Docket No. CP06-365

Dear Magalie Salas:

I am writing to voice my support for NorthernStar Natural Ges's proposed LNG terminal
8t Bradwood Landing in Clatsop County, Oregon.

1 am a resident of the Northwest and believe that this new facility is great for our
community by providing much-needed family wage jobs and clean energy for the Pacific
Northwest.

The proposed Bradwood Landing terminal site is located on the Columbia River, between
Washington and Orcgon, which has a long history as a working river. The Cohumbia is
essential to the region's logging and fishing industries, and Bradwood Landing would be

* 8 welcome addition to the area's economy. NorthernStar is a responsible company who

has pledged to mitigate any environmental effects and even leave the ecosysiem in better
shape than they found it

[ urge you and the commissioners to support this project.
s, G

Todd Halt
108 East Bay Drive
Newport. OR 97365

Applicant
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Magalie R. Salas, Secretary June 28, 2007
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

8§88 First S1. N.E,, Room 1A

Washington DC, 20426

Reference Docket No. CP06-365

Dear Magalie Salas:

1 am writing to voice my support for NorthernStar Natural Gas's proposed LNG terminal
ot Bradwood Landing in Clatsop County, Oregon,

A2-1 1 am a resident of the Northwest and believe that this new facility is great for our
community by providing much-needed family wage jobs and clean encrgy for the Pacific
cont'd | Northwest.

The proposed Bradwood Landing terminal site is located on the Columbia River, between
Washington and Oregon, which has a long history as 8 working river. The Columbia is
essential to the region's logging and fishing industries, and Bradwood Landing would be
a weloome addition to the area's economy. NorthernStar is a responsible company who
has pledged to mitigate any environmental effects and even leave the ecosystem in better
shape than they found it,

Turge you and the commissioners to support this project.
Sincerely, SK//W%

Edward J Mitchell Jr
3728 SW Firdrona Lane S.
Port Orchard. WA 98367

v ’ -
o ¥

Applicant
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O R I Gl NA L A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
1050 Thomas Jefferson Street, N W.

-

S ED Washingion, D.C, 20007-3877
HicE OF THE ittt
e \
VanNess SECRETARY
Feldman
ATTORNEYS AT LAW m SeP 19 e ﬂs:?mn
ol EHERGY,
R
September 19, 2007 " John J. Buchovecky
{202) 2981887
b@vnicom
Ms. Kimberly D. Bose
Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Room 1A
888 First Street, N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20426
Re: Bradwood Landing LLC Docket No,  CP06-365-000
NorthernStar Energy LLC Docket Nos. CP06-366-000
CP06-376-000
CP06-377-000

Dear Ms. Bose:

Enclosed for filing with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission in the above
referenced proceedings please find an original and 7 copies of letters in support of the Bradwood
Landing liquefied natural gas terminal and pipeline.

Please contact me at the above address if you have any questions about these materials.

NorthemStar Energy LLC

cc:  Paul Friedman (FERC)
Service List

Applicant
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[Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20070920-0084 Received by FERC OSEC 09/19/2007 in Docketf: CPOE-365-000

Magalie R. Salas, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First St. N.E., Room 1A
Washington DC, 20426

Reference Docket No. CP06-365

Dear Magalie Salas:

1 support Bradwood Landing, the proposed LNG terminal on the

Columbia River. I support Bradwood for Environmental reasons and 1
have listed them below:

Methane, otherwise known as Natural Gas produces a much lower
amount of CO2 than coal or coal gasification. We are going to need
reliable energy supplies and Natural Gas produces less CO2.

Many of the world’s gas reserves are historic “stranded” reserves.
These reserves were discovered during oil explorations and capped.
So much of the drilling and discovery has been completed. That
alone lessons the environmental impact

Until recently oil wells burned their excess Natura) Gas, flared it
off. They looked at methane as a useless byproduct in the
exploration and development of oil wells. Now, that methane is
being captured and sent to market. This again is a very positive
environmental gain. The conservation of energy!

Bradwood will have minimal impact along its pipeline route with
directional drilling of the pipeline under rivers and sensitive
wetlands. Only 36 miles of pipeline to get Bradwood Landings
Natural Gas to the Northwest energy markets.

Northern 5Star, Bradwood Landings developer has committed to
restoring the Hunt Croek Estuary and Hunt Creek. A small project
but we all know how positive Salmon enhancement on multiple
projects adds up to Salmon restoration.

Northern Star is a responsible company developing a responsible project.
Please join me in supporting Bradwood Landing.

Thank y
/
Wdﬁn v

/7 780 L M agire ox
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Applicant

A3-1

Comment noted.
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Magalie R. Salas, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First St. N.E., Room 1A
‘Washington DC, 20426

Reference Docket No. CP06-365

Dear Magalie Salas:

1 support Bradwood Landing, the proposed LNG terminal on the
Columbia River. 1 support Bradwood for Environmental reasons and I
have listed them below:

» Methane, otherwise known as Natural Gas produces a much lower
amount of CO2 than coal or coal gasification. We are going to need
reliable energy supplies and Natural Gas produces less CO2.

‘s Many of the world’s gas reserves are historic “stranded” reserves.

These reserves were discovered during oil explorations and capped.

So much of the drilling and discovery has been completed. That

alone lessons the environmental impact

s Until recently oil wells burned their excesa Natural Gas, flared it
off. They looked at methane as a useless byproduct in the
exploration and development of oil wells. Now, that methane is
being captured and sent to market. This again is a very positive
environmental gain. The conservation of energy!

¢ Bradwood will have minimal impact along its pipeline route with
directional drilling of the pipeline ander rivers and sensitive
wetlands, Only 36 miles of pipeline to get Bradwood Landings
Natural Gas to the Northwest energy markets.

¢ Northern Star, Bradwood Landings developer has committed to
restoring the Hunt Creek Estuary and Hunt Creek. A small project
but we all know how positive Salmon enhancement on multiple
projects adds up to Salmon restoration,

Northetn Star is a resporisible company developing a responsible project.
Please join me in supporting Bradwood Landing.
Thank you

Fana-sle M .
Tl

m&ﬁ erz

Applicant
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Magalie R. Salas, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 Firet St. N.E., Room 1A
‘Washington DC, 20426

Reference Docket No. CP06-365

Dear Magalie Salas:

1 support Bradwood Landing, the proposed LNG terminal on the

Columbia River. I sapport Bradwood for Environmental reasons and I
have listed them below:

Methane, otherwise known as Natural Gas produces a much lower
amount of CO2 than coal or coal gasification. We are going to need
reliable energy supplies and Natural Gae produces less CO2.

Many of the world’s gas reserves are historic “stranded” reserves.
Theee reserves were discovered during oil explorations and capped.
So much of the drilling and discovery has been completed. That
alone lossons the environmental impact

Untl recently oil wells burned their excess Natural Gas, flared it
off. They looked at methane as a useless byproduct in the
exploration and development of oil wells. Naw, that methane is
being captured and sent to market. This again is a very positive
enviroumental gain. The conservation of energy!

Bradwood will have minimal impact along its pipeline route with
directional drilling of the pipeline under rivers and sensitive
wetlands. Only 36 miles of pipeline to get Bradwood Landings
Natural Gas to the Northwest energy markets.

Northern Star, Bradwood Landings developer has committed to
restoring the Hunt Creek Estuary and Hunt Creek. A emall project
but we all know how positive Salmen enhancement on multiple
projects adds up to Salmon restoration.

Northern Star is a resposisible company developing a responsible project.
Please join me in eupporting Bradwood Landing.
Thank you

Dow 4 Jor fire

p3 56 st bo *3
St sy O 91378
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Applicant
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[Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20070920-0084 Received by FERC OSEC 09/19/2007 in Docketf: CPOE-365-000

Magalic R. Salas, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First St. N.E., Room 1A
Washington DC, 20426

Reference Docket No. CP06-365

Dear Magalie Salas:

I support Bradwood Landing, the proposed LNG terminal on the
Columbia River. I support Bradwood for Environmental reasons and I
have listed them below:

¢ Methane, otherwise known as Natural Gas produces a much lower
amount of CO2 than coal or coal gasification. We are going to need
reliable energy supplies and Natural Gas produces less CO2.

¢ Many of the world’s gas reserves are historic “stranded” reserves.

These reserves were discovered during oil explorations and capped.

So much of the drilling and discovery has been completed. That

alone lessons the environmental impact

¢ Until recently oil wells burned their excess Natural Gas, flared it
off. They looked at methane as a useless byproduct in the
exploration and development of oil wells. Now, that methane is
being captured and sent to market. This again is a very positive
environmental gain. The conservation of energy!

® Bradwood will have minimal impact along its pipeline route with
directional drilling of the pipeline under rivers and sensitive
wetlands. Only 36 miles of pipeline to get Bradwood Landings

Natural Gas to the Northwest energy markets.

¢ Northern Star, Bradwood Landings developer has committed to
rostoring the Hunt Creek Estuary and Hunt Creek. A amall project
but we all know how positive Salmon enhancement on multiple
projects adds up to Salmon restoration.

Northern Star is a responsibl pany developing a responsible project.
Please join me in supporting Bradwood Landing.
Thank you

7_@#5/&“”%& =
S22 foy (/Y “5% 0

Lo s

Applicant
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Magalie R. Salas, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First St. N.E., Room 1A
‘Washington DC, 20426

Reference Docket No. CP06-365

Dear Magalie Salas:

I support Bradwood Landing, the proposed LNG terminal on the
Columbia River, I support Bradwood for Environmental reasons and I
have listed them below:

A3-1 o Methane, otherwise known as Natural Gas produces a much lower
amount of CO2 than coal or coal gasification. We are going to need
reliable energy supplies and Natural Gas produces less CO2.

¢ Many of the world’s gas reserves are historic “stranded” reserves.
These reserves were discovered during oil explorations and capped.
So much of the drilling and discovery has been completed. That
alone lessons the environmental impact

o Until recently oil wells burned their excess Natural Gas, flared it
off. They looked at methane as a useless bypreduct in the
exploration and development of oil wells, Now, that methane is
being captured and sent to market. This again is a very positive
environmental gain. The conservation of energy!

* Bradwood will have minimal impact along its pipeline route with
directional drilling of the pipeline under rivers and sensitive
wetlands, Only 36 miles of pipeline to get Bradwood Landings
Natural Gas to the Northwest energy markets.

¢ Northern Star, Bradwood Landings developer has committed to
restoring the Hunt Creek Estuary and Hunt Creek. A small project
but we all know how positive Salmon enhancement on multiple
projects adds up to Salmon restoration.

cont'd

Northern Stat is a responsible company developing a responsible project.
Please join me in supporting Bradwood Landing.
Thank you

Whigoia) ) s
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[Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20070920-0084 Received by FERC OSEC 09/19/2007 in Docketf: CPOE-365-000

Magalie R. Salas, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First St. N.E., Room 1A
Washington DC, 20426

Reference Docket No. CP06-365

Dear Magalie Salas:

I support Bradwood Landing, the proposed LNG terminal on the

Columbia River. I support Bradwood for Environmental reasons and I
have listed them below:

Methane, otherwise known as Natural Gas produces a much lower
amount of CO2 than coal or coal gasification. We are going to need
reliable energy supplies and Natural Gas produces less CO2.

Many of the world’s gas reserves are historic “stranded” reserves,
These reserves were discovered during oil explorations and capped.
So much of the drilling and discovery has been completed. That
alone lessons the environmental impact

Until recently oil wells burned their excess Natural Gas, flared it
off. They looked at methane as a useless byproduct in the
exploration and development of oil wells, Now, that methane is
being captured and sent to market. This again is a very positive
environmental gain. The conservation of energy!

Bradwood will have minimal impact along its pipeline route with
directional drilling of the pipeline under rivers and sensitive
wetlands. Only 36 miles of pipeline to get Bradwood Landings
Natural Gas to the Northwest energy markets.

Northern Star, Bradwood Landings developer has committed to
restoring the Huat Creek Estuary and Hunt Creek. A small project
but we all know how positive Salmon enhancement on multiple
projects adds up to Salmon restoration.

Northern Star is a responsible company developing a responsible project.
Please join me in supperting Bradweed Landing.

Thank you

J2808 Yzan. Ak N
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Applicant
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A PROFESSIONAL GORPORATION
1060 Thomas Jafiamon Sireel, N.W.
Washingeon, D€, 20007-3877

(202) 298-1800 Telephone

FiLED (202) 382416
VanNess AFFICE OF THE e
Feldman SECRETARY
Satte, Wastungton
ATTORNEYS AT LAW (206]52993)’2

October 15, 2007 mWoTis P 39

- oAk EAERGY
Ms. Kimberly D. Bose WEGULATORY COMMISSIGN John J. Buchovecky
Secretary (202) 208-1887

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission dofntcom

888 First Street, N.E.

Room 1A

Washington, D.C. 20426

) ORIGINAL
Re:  NorthernStar Energy LLC Docket Nos, CP06-366-000

CP06-376-000
CP06-377-000

Bradwood Landing LLC  Docket No.  CP(6-365-000

Response of Bradwood Landing LLC and NorthernStar Energy LLC to the
Information Reguest in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement of the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

Dear Ms. Bose:

Bradwood Landing LLC and NorthernStar Energy LLC, Applicants in the above captioned
proceedings, hereby submit for filing with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(“Commission") an original and 7 copies of the Applicants' response to question 18 (Thermal
Mixing Zone Modeling) of the Commission's Information Requests in the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement.

Please contact me at the above address if you have any questions about these materials.

Cougfsel for NorthernStar Energy LLC and
Bradwood Landing LLC

cc:  P.Friedman (FERC)

Service List

Applicant

A4-1

Information from the technical memorandum, Mixing Zone Analysis for
Bradwood Landing Point Source Discharges — NorthernStar Natural Gas,
(submitted by NorthernStar in response to a recommendation in the draft
EIS) has been incorporated into section 4.3.2.3. 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.
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A PROFESSIONAL CORPORAT ON
1050 Tnomas Jefferson Street. N W
Washington, D C. 20007-3877

- (202) 238.1500 Tolgphine

THE 207) 338,24 1 Facsmue

i

VanNess SISAETARY
Feldman —
ATTORNEYS AT LAW lﬂﬂ] OU IS p ll: 38 (206)623-:;72
October 15, 2007 i LHCRGY

1o AT ORY COEMISSION
Ms. Kimberly D. Bose John J. Buchovecky
Sccretary (202) 2981887

b @vnf com

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E.
Room A

Washington, D.C. 20426 D ORIGINAL

Re:  NorthernStar Energy LLC Docket Nos. CP06-366-000
CP06-376-000
CP06-377-000

Bradwood Landing LLC  Docket No.  CP06-365-000
Response of Bradwood Landing LLC and NorthernStar Energy LLC to the
Information Requests in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement of the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

Dear Ms. Bosc:

A5-1 Bradwood Landing LLC and NorthemStar Energy LLC, Applicants in the above caplioned
proceedings, hereby submit for filing with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(“Commission”) an original and 7 copies of the Applicants’ response 1o questions 41 and 96 (Rail
Traffic Description) of the Commission's Information Requesis in the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement.

Please contact me at the above address if you have any questions about these materials.

Sincerel

J. Buchovecky
unsel for NorthenStar Energy LLC and
Bradwood Landing LLC

cc:  P. Fricdman (FERC)
Service List

Applicant 5

A5-1

Information in this comment regarding rail traffic and associated Safety/
Security procedures, which was submitted by NorthernStar in response to
a recommendation in the draft EIS, has been incorporated into section
4.8.27.
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Bradwood Landing LLC and NorthernStar Energy LLC
FERC Docket Nos. CP06-365-000. et al

Response of Bradwood Landing LLC and NorthernStar Energy LLC
to the Information Request in the DEIS of the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

41(a) and 96(a). NorthernStar shall provide in its comments on the draft EIS a
description of historical, current, and anticipated rail traffic which includes the type
of rail traffic (cargo, passenger, etc.), type of cargo, and frequency of all rail traffic
which may utilize the railroad tracks adjacent to the facility. [Note: Same condition
in 41 and 96|

RESPONSE: There is one set of railroad rails that runs through the Bradwood Landing
terminal site. The tracks end approximately 25 miles west of the site.

Passenger train service through the Bradwood Landing terminal site, running between
Portiand and Astoria, was abandoned in 1952 due 1o low ridership.' Anecdotal
information collected by Bradwood Landing indicates that, with the exception of the brief
period described below, a train has not run through the terminal site since at least 1987.

In fact, soil covered the railroad tracks for at least 12 years prior to the clearing of the
tracks to allow the Lewis & Clark Explorer Train (LCE) to temporarily operate from

2003 to 2005. From 2003 to 2005, during the bicentennial celebration of Lewis and
Clark’s exploration, the LCE provided summer-only passcnger train service between
Portland and Astoria. The LCE was heavily subsidized, and the service was terminated
in 2003 when the subsidy ended.

Since the termination of the LCE service, a train has not run through the Bradwood
Landing 1crminal site. There is currently no traffic on the fracks and the P&W railroad
has no plans to run trains west of Wauna (Wauna is cast of Bradwood). The tracks were
washed out west of the Bradwood Landing terminal site two years ago, approximately
half-way to Astoria. and are currently impassable. The tracks have not been repaired, and
there is no justification for trains 10 run between Bradwood and the washed out tracks,
although the P&W railroad is in discussions with the local diking districts to repair the
dikes and restore the tracks.

During the construction of Bradwood Landing, materials that can be cost eftectively
defivered by rail will be.

! hitp:www_nationalcorndors.org/dffdf06022003.shim)

CP06-366-000

Applicant
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Bradwood Landing LLC and NorthernStar Energy LLC
FERC Docker Nos. CP06-365-000, et al

41(b) and 96(b). NorthernStar shall also provide detailed procedures for
coordinating with the railroad company to ensure safe rail transit through the
Bradwood Landing LNG facility property.

RESPONSE: Ifthere is an upset event at the Bradwood Landing Terminal (the
“Terminal ). Terminal security will call the railroad dispatch operator who will call the
train engineer and tell him to stop shont of the Bradwood Landing facility property until
the all clear is given. Such procedures are not foreign to the railroad and are in place for
other locations, conditions, and circumstances. The following is the detailed procedure
for coordinating with the railroad company to ensure safe rail transit through the
Bradwood Landing LNG facility property.

General Operations of the LNG Terminal
Routine Terminal operations are broadly comprised of three separate categories:

1. LNG Carrier Offloading
2. LNG Vaporization
3. General Support Operations

LNG Camier Offloading operations involve the arrival of a LNG Carrier, the transfer of
LNG from the Carvier to the terminal storage tanks, and the departure of the Carrier.

LNG Vaporization activities are carried out based on market demand and are unrelated to
LNG Carrier activities. The Terminal is expected 1o carry out this activity as an around-
the-clock routine and under normal operations, no phase of this activity presents any risk
to the safety of railroad operations, nor do vaporization aperations influence railroad
operations.

General Support Operations include routine and nonscheduled maintenance and repairs,
administrative support. and all other miscellantous activities required at the Terminal.
Under normal operations, no phase of this activity presents any risk to the safety of
railroad operations. nor do LNG Carier operations influence railroad operations. Under
vperational upset or emergency response conditions, railroad operations may potentially
be affected depending on the nature and severity of the event.

General Operations of the Railroad

There is only one sct of railroad rails that runs through the Bradwood Landing Terminal.
The railroad may schedule future trains so that there is either an east bound train or a
west bound train running at any one time. The logistical possibilities for rail traffic are
very limited. thus if service ever did commence, keeping track of train tratlic would be
simple.

Railroads run trains on a routine schedule where service is provided. 1f trains begin
running through the Terminal, Bradwood Landing management/security would
coordinate with the railroad 1o obtain the schedule for the trains passing through
theTerminal.

[Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20071018-0212 Received by FERC OSEC 10/15/2007 in Docket#:

CP06-366-000

Applicant



IYTT-A

[Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20071018-0212 Received by FERC OSEC 10/15/2007 in Docket#:

Bradwood Landing LLC and NorthernStar Energy LLC
FERC Docket Nos. CPO6-365-000. et al.

Upset Conditions

An upset condition could be an act of nature, such as an earthquake or severe storm; a fire
at the terminal or surrounding site; or a hydrocatbon leak. Events that require an
Emergency Response are very rare (with the exception of severe storms, which are still
infrequent, but less so than the other upset conditions). It is more likely than not that no
Emergency Response event will occur during the life of the Terminal. Regardless of the
unlikelihood of an upset condition at the facility, it is still necessary for Bradwood
Landing to have current and ¢xccutable procedures in place for the notification of the
railroad in the event of an upset condition at the Terminal. In the event that the railroad
commences service, the notification procedures would be used to tell the train to stop
short of Terminal. Such procedures are not foreign to the railtoad and are in place for
other locations. conditions, and circumstances.

Notification Procedures

The railroad has a dispatch operator that is reachable by direct phone line 24 hours a day,
7days a week. 1f there is an upset event at the Terminal, plant security will call the
railroad dispaich operator, who will call the train engineer, and teli him or her to stop
short of the Terminal until the al) clear is given.

Non-Emergency Operational Upsets
In the event of non-cmergency operational upsets, a notification shall be made to the
railroad providing the following information:

Cohorfilerd hodvlord
S

1. Description of upsel/activity: or

Jailure, erc.

=

. Location on facility of upset: Jetty. Control Room Building. etc.

3. Anticipated duration: When will upset condition be remedied: When will routine
uperations commence?

4. Any safety issues: Description of any issues that may result in an increase. or
otherwise influence sufety or railroad passage or track use,

3. Change of status: day change 1o operational upset conditions or other
informetion previously reported,

An initial notitication to the railroad shall be made as part of the imitial action to any
facility emergency response.

Emergency Response Conditions
There are a number of emergency response events which have specific response plans.
These include:

- Spill or Release

- Severe Weather

- Fire

- Bomb Threat

- Earthquake

CP06-366-000

Applicant
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Bradwood Landing LLC and NorthernStar Energy LLC
FERC Docket Nos. CP0OS-365-000, et al.

- Terrorist Incident
- LNG Carrier Response

In the event of an emergency response, an initial notification shall be made 10 the railroad
consisting of the following information:

1. Description of upset/activity: LNG spill, fire, efc.

2, Recommendation of immediate action by railroad: Whether conditions and/or
risks are such that a train should be stopped ouiside the Terminal until the
situation improves,

A follow-on notification shall be made providing the following clarifying information as
it becomes available:

3. Location on facility of emergency: Jetty, Control Room Building, etc.

4. Anticipated duration of emergency: When will the emergency be remedied: When
will Terminal and/or Emergency Responders stand down from response
operations?

5. Any intermediate safety issues: Description of any issues which may result in an
increase. or otherwise influence safety, railroad passage, or track use; Safety
related information in addition to that provided in the initial notification.

Normalization of Conditions

For non-emergency operational upset situations, Bradwood Landing shall appraise the
railroad dispatcher when conditions at the Teminal retum to normal and shall include a
final recommendation regarding the use of the railroad. The dispatcher will communicate
the all clear to the train engineer.

Recovery actions from an Emergency Response condition depend on the nature, severity,
and in some cases the duration of the event. Emergency responses may be handled
completely by Bradwood Landing Terminal personnel or, for responses to events of
significant magnitude, it may be appropriate 1o establish a Unified Command. In the case
of a Unified Command structure for the response, the all clear communication to the
railroad dispatcher shall be made jointly by the Unified Command and Bradwood
Landing. The dispatcher will communicate the all clear to the train engineer.

[Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20071018-0212 Received by FERC OSEC 10/15/2007 in Docket#:

CP06-366-000
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A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
1050 Thomas Jatferson Street, N.W
Washington, D C. 20007-3877

{202) 208-1800 Telephona

(202) 338-2416 Facsimile

VanNess
Feldman et Washngtn

ATTORNEYS AT LAW (208) 6239372

John J. Buchovecky
(202) 208-1887
Jb@vnf com

December 21, 2007

Ms. Kimberly D. Bose

Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E.

Room 1A

Washington, D.C. 20426

Re:  NorthernStar Energy LLC Docket Nos. CP06-366-000
CP06-376-000
CP06-377-000

Bradwood Landing LLC  Docket No.  CP06-365-000
Applicants’ Response to FERC Staff’s Recommended Mitigation Measures

in the Draft Envir tal Impact Stat t; Request for Confidential
Treatment

Dear Ms. Bose:

Pursuant to the Federal Encrgy Regulatory Commission’s (“FERC” or “Commission™) “Notice
of Availability of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Bradwood Landing Project”
issued August 17, 2007, Bradwood Landing LL.C and NorthernStar Energy LLC (the
“Applicants™) hereby submit the following materials in response to and as requested by FERC
Staff’s Recommended Mitigation Measures in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(“DEIS™) issued in the above-referenced dockets.

The following materiais comprise this filing:

1. Public Version: Applicants are submitting for filing an original and 7 copies of a
public version of the Applicants’ Response to FERC Staff’s Recommended
Mitigation Measures in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The public
version has certain privileged and confidential information redacted.

Applicant
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2. Confidential Version: Applicants are also submitting for filing one copy of
confidential version of the Applicants’ Response to FERC Staff’s Recommended
Mitigation Measures in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and request
that the Commission treat this material as privileged and confidential pursuant to
Commission Rule 385.1112 (18 CF.R. § 385.1112). Applicants hereby request
confidential treatment of the enclosed information based on the concerns
expressed by certain landowners over the personal nature of the information
contained therein. This information is marked “Contains Privileged
Information — Do Not Release.”

The conditions and responses are summarized below. For certain responses, Applicants have
enclosed additional responsive information, as noted below.

A6-1 L. DEIS Condition 16 Conduct a comparative analysis of the FERC's Plan and its
pipeling ESC Plan and SWPPP to demonstrate that NorthernStar's plans provide
equal or greater protections to the environment  If the analysis determines that
specific aspects of NorthernStar's plans do not provide equal or greater
protections, NorthernStar shall revise its plans to include the measures from the
FERC's Plan or shall provide proposed alternative measures that would provide
equal or greater protections

Applicants’ Response to Condition 16: Applicants’ comparative analysis is
included as “Applicants” Condition 16 Response™ in the enclosed materials,

A6-2 2. DEIS Condition 20: NorihernStar shall revise the locations of the 10 unapproved
additional temporary workspaces listed in table 4.4 1-7 of this EIS that are within
50 feet of wetlands per our Procedures (see section VI.B.1.a), or provide a better
site-specific justification for situating those temporary workspaces within 50 feet
of wetlands for the review and written approval of the Director of OEP.

Applicants’ Response to Condition 20: Applicants’ revised locations for
Additional Temporary Workspaces are included as “Applicants’ Condition 20
Response” in the enclosed materials.

A6-3 3. DEIS Condition 21 NorthernStar shall consult with the appropriate federal and
state agencies to develop a Bubble Curtain Contingency Plan that establishes a
performance standard to assess whether or not bubble curtains are adequately
working. The plan shall describe specific noise attenuation methods to be
implemented if monitoring indicates poor noise ottenuation performance

Applicants® Response to Condition 21: Applicants’ revised Bubble Curtain
Contingency Plan is included as “Applicants’ Condition 21 Response” in the
enclosed materials.

v

Applicant

A6-1

A6-2

A6-3

NorthernStar's response did not provide adequate detail and, therefore,
we have modified our recommendation in section 4.2.3.2 that
NorthernStar should revise its pipeline ESC Plan and SWPPP to include
the measures from the FERC'’s Plan that provide greater protections.

NorthernStar's response to our recommendation regarding unapproved
temporary workspaces within 50 feet of wetlands has been incorporated
into section 4.4.1.3.

Section 4.5.2.1 has been revised to include the information from
NorthernStar's Bubble Curtain Contingency Plan. However, the Bubble
Curtain Contingency Plan provided does not contain the information
requested in the recommendation. Therefore, the recommendation has
not been removed from section 4.5.2.1.
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A6-4

A6-5

AB-6

AB-7

DEIS Condition 26: NorthernStar shall continue to consult with the appropriate
federal and state agencies to develop a Waterbody Mitigation Plan that describes
the specific methods of in-water habitat mitigation to be conducted

Applicants’ Response to Condition 26: The Applicants have continued to consult
with federal and state agencies in the development of a Waterbody Mitigation
Plan. The result of these continued consultations, Applicants” Waterbody and
Wetland Construction and Mitigation Plan, is included as “Applicants” Condition
26 Responsc™ in the enclosed materials.

DEIS Condition 30: NorthernStar shall expand the protective measures that
would be used to avoid or minimize impacts on Steller sea lions during
construction of the LNG terminal (e.g , safety, buffer, and noise impact zones) 1o
inctude all pinnipeds

Applicants’ Response to Condition 30: Applicants’ proposed protective measures
to avoid or minimize impacts on Steller sea lions and other pinnipeds is included
as “Applicants’ Condition 30 Response” in the enclosed materials.

DEIS Condition 33 NorthernStar shall develop its site-specific residential
construction mitigation plans m consultation with the affected landowners.
These plans shall show the pipeline centerline; the limits of the construction work
areaq, each residence and other structures; existing pipelines and power lines;
water bodies, roads, driveways, fences, trees or other landscaping, and private
wells; and the location of safety fencing that would be installed during
construction

Applicants’ Response to Condition 33: Applicants’ Residential Construction
Conceptual Mitigation Plan is included as “Applicants’ Condition 33 Response”
in the enclosed materials.

DEIS Condition 38: Prior to the end of the draft EIS comment period,
NorthernStar shall file with the Secretary a statement identifying the noise
mitigation measures to be implemented during HDD activities to reduce noise
levels ar nearby NSAs. In addition, NorthernStar shall monitor noise during
HDD activities and make all reasonable efforts 1o restrict noise increases from
HDD operations to no more than 10 dBA above ambient noise levels if the
resulting impact is above 55 dBA Ldn

Applicants’ Response to Condition 38: Applicants” HDD Noise Mitigation
Meagures are included as “Applicants” Condition 38 Response” in the enclosed
materials.

w

A6-4

A6-5

A6-6

AG-7

NorthernStar has filed its Waterbody and Wetland Construction and
Mitigation Procedures Plan with the FERC. Directions for accessing
NorthernStar's Waterbody and Wetland Construction and Mitigation
Procedures Plan via the eLibrary can be found in the response to
comment FA2-17. However, agency comments on the plan have not yet
been filed. Therefore, condition 26 has not been revised.

NorthernStar's response to our recommendation regarding protective
measures to avoid or minimize impacts on pinnipeds was reviewed.
However, the response does not provide the protections for pinnipeds
requested in the recommendation. Therefore, the recommendation has
not been removed from section 4.6.2.2.

Section 4.7.3.3 has been revised to include a discussion of NorthernStar's
Residential Construction Conceptual Mitigation Plan.

Section 4.10.2.3 has been updated to include this information.
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VanNess
Feldman

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

8. DEIS Condition 39° Prior to the end of the draft EIS comment period,
NorthernStar shall file with the Secretary, a statement identifying the noise
mitigation that would be implemented for the Wauna Mill, Northwest Natural,
and Williams Northwest pipeline valve sites to reduce noise at the NSAs to meet
55 dBA Ldn

Applicants® Response to Condition 39: Applicants® Valve Site Noise Mitigation
Measures are included as “Applicants’ Condition 39 Response™ in the enclosed
materials.

Please contact me at the above address if you have any questions about these materials.

cc: P Friedman (FERC)
K. Kelley (USCG)
Karla Ellis (USACE)
Service List

Applicant

A6-8

Section 4.10.2.3 has been updated to include this information.
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A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
1050 Thomas Jefferson Street, N.W
Washington, D C. 20007-3677

{202) 208-1800 Telophone

{202) 336-2416 Facsimiie

VanNess
F‘eldll].an Seattle, Washington

ATTORNEYS AT LAW (206) 623-9372

John J. Buchovecky
(202) 298-1887

December 21, 2007 Jb@vnf com

Ms. Kimberly D. Bose

Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E.

Room 1A

Washington, D.C. 20426

Re:  NeorthernStar Energy LLC Docket Nos, CP6-366-000
CP06-376-000
CP06-377-000

Bradwood Landing LLC  Docket No.  CP06-365-000
Applicants’ Corrections to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Dear Ms. Bose:

Pursuant to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (“FERC” or “Commission”) “Notice
of Availability of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Bradwood Landing Project”
issued August 17, 2007, Bradwood Landing LLC and NorthemnStar Energy LLC (the
“Applicants™) hereby submit the original and 7 copies of the following matrix detailing a number
of corrections to the FERC Draft Environmental Impact Statement issued in the above-
referenced dockets.

Please contact me at the above address if you have any questions about these materials.

for NorthernStar Energy LLC
and Bradwood Landing LLC

cc:  P.Friedman (FERC)
K. Kelley (USCG)
Karla Ellis (USACE)
Service List

Applicant
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Bradwood Landing LLC and NorthernSter Energy LLC
FERC Dacket Nos. CPOG-365-000et

Applicants’ Tablg of Carrections to
FERC Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Other Decumentation Source DEIS Languageor  DEIS Reason Discrepancy to he comected in
Figure Section and FEIS
Page
Number
1.In Applicant-prepared BA fled n Anaddotal SBacres m Evecuve  Whiedredging actvnes are | Put construchion dredging

Octoher 2005, dredging volume is stated
al 700,000 ¢y for drecgng on page 8 A
cuter suction dredge would be used fo
remove approximalely 700,000 cubie
yards of material from sbout a 46-acre
araof the 56-acre tuming basi i the
er{page 07)

2. In March 2007 Cencaptual Design
Mrigation Plar, NSNG states
“Deedqing of 45 78 aores helow the
Junsdctionel boundary of the Colurbia
Rver'1s a permanent mpact (page 4)
On page 21 the Plan states *Tuming
basin dredgng woud affect about 58
acres of bottom habiat in 20 to 40 feat
teap water”

3 AugJst 2007 Preliminary Deslgn
Witigation Plan, Table 1-2, states 46
acres of botiom habitat ranges in depth
Tor 21042 feet” On page %5, we
state. “Drecing of 45.78 acres for the
S6-acre trning kas below the
Jurischctionel boundary of the Colmbia
River"

4 Corps Public Notice Cetober 2007
which 15 In part based on the Aprl 2007
JPAsays “Dredging of approxmately
4 acres’

the CoumbaRiver  Suvmay,
would be credged e Page E641
creale a ship

manguvaeng area

Iypreall quantified n terms of 3-
dmensional unis, by volume
{calculated by estimating the
fengtn, width and depth of an
are, and 11e proposed volume of
700,000 cubic yards has
Temaned unchanged|, an
accompanying 2-dimensional
description of thg physical imts
15 typicaly provided n ferms of
length and width of the proposad
area for dredging. Acres s an
alypical way to descnbe dredging
Impac's because s Imited to2
dmersions and doesn't account
for suraca vanations that affect
the actual estmated vokame

estimated foofpyint iy he context
of the larger “uming basin’,
"dredging of approxmately 46
acres for e 58 acre tuming
bagin is proposed associated wih
the taminal”

Applicant

A7-1

The text of the EIS has been modified to reflect the correct acreage to be
dredged.
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A7-2

A7-3

Bradwood Landirg LLC and NorthernStar Encrgy LLC
FERC Docket Nos. CPOg-365-00 et al

n Oregon. temporary impacts to

Consiruction of he LNG

Execulne

Decimal pe'nf aropped,

August 07 Miigation Plan,3rd

weflands ard watgrvays nclude upo | tarmnel acities would | Summary, | overestmeates mpacts by fator | daft mdicates n Qregon,
1% acres at the terminal and 75 64 fesult i teraporery ES3 of 10 femparary mpacts to wellards
acres along the pipelme mpacts on about 15 and watemays include up o 15
aves of wetland acres af the femingl and 75,64
acres along the pipeline.
Conshuction of e
pipeline fagi s
temporany affect about
98 acras of wellands
Nig Bradwood Landing Descption | Drawing Shows ok and outdated | Replace with updated temminal
Proect Dredge Area | ofthe footpr:of terminal foofpnnt, | operabonal layout ot layout
Fiqure 2132 Proposed | turning basin and whart 15 shown n Figure 21 31 of
ActionPage | configuration DEIS) and affached dredge
5 layout

Applicant 7

A7-2

A7-3

As described in table 4.4.1-2, construction of the LNG terminal would have
temporary impacts on about 14.8 acres of wetlands. Of these, 12.9 acres
would be permanently impacted by operation of the LNG terminal.
Therefore, we have not revised the wetland acreages impacted by the
LNG terminal facilities in the Executive Summary.

Figure 2.1.3-1 has been updated.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

)

NorthernStar Energy LLC ) Docket Nos.  CP06-366-000
) CP06-376-000
) CP06-377-000
)

Bradwood Landing LLC ) Docket No.  CP06-365-000

RESPONSE OF NORTHERNSTAR ENERGY LLC AND
BRADWOOD LANDING LLC TO THE FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY
COMMISSION STAFF’S RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURE 24 IN

THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
NorthernStar Energy LLC and Bradwood Landing LLC, Applicants in the above

captioned proceedings, hereby submit to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(“FERC” or *Commission”) Applicants” supplemental comments on “Mitigation
Measure 24" proposed by FERC Staff in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(“DEIS"), issued on August 17, 2007." In the DEIS, FERC Staff recommended certain
mitigation measures to be included in the authorization if the Commission authorizes the
proposed Bradwood Landing liquefied natural gas (“LNG™) import terminal and
associated sendout pipeline (the “Project”). Recommended Mitigation Measure 24 in the
DEIS states:

Prior to beginning initial site preparation at the LNG terminal, NorthernStar” shall

prepare a plan, for review and written approval of the Director of OEP, which

outlines how NorthernStar would ensure that only LNG ships that are retrofitted

10 use the screened water supply system at the berth are allowed to unload cargo
at the Bradwood Landing LNG terminal, The plan shall include a method for

‘ Drafi Environmental Impact Statement regarding the Bradwood Landing Project

glndcr CP06-365 et al., Accession Number: 20070817-4000 (filed Aug, 17, 2007).

The DEIS refers to Applicants collectively as “NorthemnStar,”

Applicant
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notifying FERC in advance of an LNG ship’s initial call to the terminal and verify
that it has been retrofitted to utilize NorthernStar’s screened water intake system
for taking on water from the Columbia River for ballast and engine cooling.”
Applicants respectfully request that FERC revise recommended Mitigation Measure 24
for the reasons set forth herein.
L RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURE 24 REFLECTS A
MISUNDERSTANDING OF APPLICANTS’ PROJECT AND PROPOSED
MITIGATION MEASURES.

Applicants propose to construct and operate an LNG import facility and sendout
pipeline located at approximately river mile 38 on the Columbia River at Bradwood
Landing in Clatsop County, Oregon. The Project will include a state of the art terminal
design, including a screened intake shore-based ballast water system (“on-site water
system”} to avoid and minimize, to the maximum extent practical, any harm to species
listed as threatened or endangered (“Listed Species”).  Applicants cannot guaraniee that
the Project as proposed by Applicants, including the on-site water system, will be 100%
effective at mitigating all impacts on Listed Species.

In contrast, FERC Staff’s Recommended Mitigation Measure 24 would require
Applicants to only accept LNG carriers that have been retrofitted to utilize the on-site
waler system. For the reasons discussed below, by requiring all LNG carriers to be able
to accept the on-site water system, Mitigation Measure 24 establishes a standard that is
impossible for Applicants to guarantee.

Applicants’ proposal has been, and continues to be, to construct the on-site water

system and to negotiate with LNG carriers to fit the LNG carriers with the equipment

necessary to allow LNG carriers use of the on-site water system. The goal of Applicants’

Draft Environmental Impact Statement, supra note 1, at p. 4-145 and 5-24,

Applicant

A8-1

Information in this comment regarding use of the on-site water system by
LNG carriers, which was submitted by NorthernStar in response to a
recommendation in the draft EIS, has been incorporated into sections
4.3.2.3 and 4.5.2.1. Additional analysis of the potential impacts on water
quality and federally listed species associated with LNG carrier water
intakes and discharges will be included in the revised BA and EFH
Assessment.
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cont'd

on-site water system program is to ensure that as many LNG carriers as practicable have
the ability to use the on-site water system. Over time, Applicants expect that the LNG
carriers that regularly visit the Bradwood Landing terminal will routinely use the on-site
water system. However, to date, there are no LNG carriers configured to accept filtered
ballast and cooling water from the on-site water system. Equipping LNG carriers with
this system is best done during construction. If equipping is undertaken afier
construction, i.e., through retrofitting, such retrofitting can only be done during the dry-
docking of the LNG carriers that happens only twice every five years. Applicants expect
that the LNG carriers that routinely visit the Bradwood Landing terminal will be
constructed or retrofitted 1o be compatible with the on-site water system, however, this
process will take time,

Applicants have proposed, as part of the Project, to provide reasonable contract
incentives 1o encourage equipping or retrofitting LNG carriers for compatibility, but it is
not in Applicants’ control to require all LNG carriers to retrofit. Despite these reasonable
contract incentives proposed by Applicants, it is not likely that all LNG carriers making
deliveries to the Bradwood Landing terminal under spot market contracts, short term
contracts, or as replacement carriers to long term contracts will be equipped for the on-
site water system. This is because it is likely that these spot cargoes will be diverted to
the Bradwood Landing terminal from previously planned destinations at other terminals.
It was never the Applicants” proposal to guarantee 100% use of the on-site water system

as Mitigation Measure 24 appears to require, nor is such a guarantee possible.

Applicant
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1.  RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURE 24 DOES NOT BEAR A
RATIONAL RELATIONSHIP TO THE PROJECT

Mitigation Measure 24, as proposed in the DEIS, reflects a misunderstanding of
Applicants” Project proposal, and establishes (or at a minimum implies) a requirement of
usage of the on-site water system by 100% of the LNG carriers arriving at the Bradwood
Landing terminal. For the reasons stated above, this mitigation condition would be
impractical because it could never be satisfied, and as such it was not nor rationally could
have been proposed by Applicants. Indeed, Applicants believe that the lack of a logical
relationship between recommended Mitigation Measure 24 and the Applicants’ Project
proposal could place such a condition at risk of being deemed arbitrary and capricious
under the Administrative Procedure Act.* In addition, there is a question as to whether
the Commission could ultimately require such modifications in light of international
treaties.” Recommended Mitigation Measure 24, therefore, is neither desirable from an

agency perspective, nor is it necessary to ensure mitigation of Project impacts on Listed

4 See Missouri Pub. Serv. Comm' v. FERC, 337 F.3d 1066 (D.C. Cir. 2003)
(rejecting the Commission's approval of initial rates as both arbitrary and unsupported by
substantial evidence); Grear Lakes Transmission Ltd. P'ship v. FERC, 984 F.2d 426,
432-34 (D.C. Cir. 1993) (finding a condition included in a certificate authorizing
expansion of a pipeline unreasonable because the Commission did not provide a full and
rational explanation supporting the condition); Ozark Gas Transmission Sys. v. FERC,
897 F.2d 548, 551-53 (D.C. Cir. 1990) (rejecting a condition attached to a blanket
certificate authorization because the condition was patently unreasonable). The Court
found that the condition made it impossible for Ozark to compete in the market and that
the Commission "had used a sledgehammer to accomplish [its objective], insiead of an
instrument suitable to the purpose.” Id. at 552

b Federal agencies, in this instance FERC, do not have the authority to mandate that
foreign-flagged vessels be retrofitted, and similarly, the agency's authority to condition
Applicant’s project on this basis may also be in question. International treaties governing
the design, equipment, and construction of vessels specifically require the signatory state
to honor certificates of compliance issued by foreign states. U.S. courts have recognized
the need for consistency and reciprocity regarding international agreements, particularly
in regard to foreign-flag vessels, See, e.g, Ray v. Ailantic Richfield Co., 435 U.S. 151
(1978); U.S. v. Lacke, 529 U.S. 89, 110-12 (2000).

Applicant
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Species. As discussed below, Applicants have proposed an innovative and sound

approach to the protection of listed salmon.

IIl.  APPLICANTS’ PROPOSED ON-SITE WATER SYSTEM COUPLED
WITH THE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS ARE PROTECTIVE OF
LISTED SALMON.

In order to balster the mitigation potential of Applicants’ on-site water system and
corresponding LNG carrier fit-out program, Applicants have proposed that two
performance standards would be applicable to the Project. Applicants’ performance
standard proposals would be an innovation in LNG terminal operations and habitat
protection, but they derive from the performance-based approach to salmon habitat
protection followed by NOAA Fisheries in the Federal Columbia River Power System
remand proceedings.” The performance standards will specify: (i) that all cooling water
discharges from LNG carriers at the wharf will meet the proposed temperature
performance standard; and (ii) a performance standard for entrainment of Listed Species.
Both performance standards will have a monitoring component, Applicants will include
these performance standards in their Applicant-Prepared Biological Assessment to be
submitted to the Commission at the end of May 2008,

As noted above, Applicants have designed this performance standard approach
following the NOAA Fisheries” approach in the Federal Columbia River Power System
remand process. Applicants agree with NOAA Fisheries that performance standards can

provide the necessary certainty to ensure protection of the species and to address the

§ NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service, Endangered Species Act - Section 7

Consultation Biological Opinion - Remand Draft, Consultation on Remand for Operation
of the Federal Columbia River Power System, FINWR/2005/05883 (Oct. 30, 2007)
(revised and reissued pursuant to court order, Nat 1 Wildlife Fed'n v. NMFS, Civ, No, CV
01-640-RE (D. Or. 2001)), http://www.nwr.noaa.gov/Salmon-Hydropower/Columbia-
Snake-Basin/Drafi-BOs.cfm.

Applicant
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recent holding by the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit that an applicant’s
proposal must be reasonably certain to occur and must therefore be within the applicant’s
control.” Applicants’ on-site water system coupled with performance standards will
provide protection for the listed salmon and satisfy the “reasonably certain to occur”
standard as interpreted by the courts,
IV.  RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURE 24 1S PREMATURE
Applicants recognize that the Commission has a responsibility to fulfill under the
National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA™) and are not suggesting that the
Commission in any way abdicate this responsibility. However, the issue of lisied salmon
protection and the benefits of the on-site water system are being addressed as part of the
consultation process with NOAA Fisheries pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act.® NOAA Fisheries consultation with FERC will conclude with the issuance
of a Biological Opinion by NOAA Fisheries describing the effects of the proposed action
on Listed Species or their critical habitat and determining whether the proposed action
would cause jeopardy 1o the species or harm to their critical habitat.” NOAA Fisheries
may conelude no jeopardy and include reasonable and prudent measures. If the

Biological Opinion finds that the proposed project may jeopardize the species or

National Wildlife Federation v. NMFS, 481 F.3d 1224 (9th Cir. 2007)(The Ninth
Circuit upheld the invalidation of NMFS’ 2004 Bielogical Opinion for the Federal
Columbia River Power System, stating that NMFS" failure to ensure that certain
proposed mitigation measures, including promises to implement removable spillway
weirs, were conditioned on availability of Congressional appropriations).

16 U.S.C. § 1536 (2007).

16 U.S.C. § 1536(b)3)(A).

Applicant
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adversely modify their habitat, NOAA Fisheries must work with the Applicant and FERC
to develop a “reasonable and prudent alternative” to aw)ic]j::c:»parcly.m

NOAA Fisheries has not yet issued its Biological Opinion containing its analysis
of the potential threat to Listed Species and any necessary “reasonable and prudent
alternatives,” thus it is premature for FERC to establish a requirement that 100% of the
LNG carriers servicing the Bradwood Landing terminal be equipped for use with the on-
site water system. NOAA Fisheries’ Biological Opinion may recognize different risks to
species resulting from the Project than those identified by FERC and/or may identify
reasonable and prudent measures and/or reasonable and prudent alternatives necessary to
avoid these risks entirely different than or incompatible with those identified by FERC.

While Applicants acknowledge that it is generally true that FERC is not bound to
follow the recommendations of a Biological Opinion," in the context of threatened or
endangered species and an incidental take statement, both Commission and U.S. Supreme
Court precedent recognize that it is prudent for FERC to defer to the conclusions of the
agency principally charged with administering the ESA—NOAA Fisheries in the present
case,”

For example, in Pacific Gas and Electric Co. (Potter Valley Project), the

Commission in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (“FEIS") disagreed with

10 I

" FPacifie Gas and Electrie Co, 107 FERC § 61,232, at P 16 (*"PG&E is correct that
the law does not require the Commission to adopt a reasonable and prudent alternative or
the RPMs [reasonable and prudent ] which implement the incidental take
statement.”).

N See Bennett v. Spear, 520 U.5. 154, 169 (1997) (*[W1hile the Service’s Biological
Opinion theoretically serves an “advisory function,” in reality it has a powerful coercive
effect on the action agency.”); City of Tacoma, Wash., 110 FERC 4 61,239, P 7, n.4
(2005); Pacific Gas and Eleciric Co., 106 FERC ¥ 61,065, order on reh’g, 107 FERC
61,232 (2004).

Applicant
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NOAA Fisheries" Biological Opinion with respect to what operational and physical
modifications to the project were required to benefit federally-threatened salmonids, “but
concluded that in light of NOAA Fisheries’ status as the agency principally charged with
administering the ESA with respect to anadromous fishes, and the essentially mandatory
nature of an incidental take statement, the Commission has no real choice but to amend
the license consistent with the Biological Opinion.”” Similarly, because NOAA
Fisheries is the agency principally charged with administering the ESA with respect 1o
the Listed Species in the Columbia River, the Commission should not make any final
decisions about appropriate mitigation requirements until NOAA Fisheries, the agency
that has the relevant expertise, has the opportunity to fully evaluate the Project and advise
what measures it feels are necessary to protect listed salmon. Mitigation Measure 24, as
proposed in the DEIS, is premature because it proposes a standard that cannot be met,
before any input from the resource agencies with relevant expertise is even presented.

In addition to being appropriate," reasoned deference to the Biological Opinion is
prudent from an administrative perspective because an agency that deviates from a
Biological Opinion bears a dual burden of “articulating in its administrative record its
reasons for disagreeing with the conclusions of a biological opinion”" and establishing
that its actions will not result in jeopardy and will adequately protect Listed Species,'®

The Commission and the U.S. Supreme Court both recognize that an action

agency (FERC, in the instant case) that disregards an incidental take statement does so at

B 107FERCY61223atPO.

" Jd al P21 (“Itis appropriate for an agency 1o show reasoned deference to the
ESA agencies with regard to the interpretation of their Joint Regulations and documents
associated therewith.”).

i Bennett, 520 U.S. at 169 (citing 51 Fed. Reg. 19,956 (1986)).

1% 107 FERC 4 61,223 at I’ 16.

Applicant
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its own peril because any person who knowingly takes an endangered or threatened

species is subject to substantial civil and criminal penalties, including imprisonment,””

Therefore, rather than setting the stage for an inconsistent result with NOAA Fisheries,

the prudent course of action is to defer establishment of any FERC mitigation condition

until NOAA Fisheries proposes the measures it believes are required to ensure that

sufficient protections for listed salmon are implemented by Applicants.

V. RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MEASURE 24 SHOULD BE
MODIFIED BEFORE ISSUANCE OF THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT OR INCORPORATION INTO THE
COMMISSION'S AUTHORIZATION

For the reasons stated above, Applicants respectfully request that FERC modify

Mitigation Measure 24, as proposed in the DEIS, before issuance of the FEIS and

incorporation thereof in any authorization by the Commission for the Project. Applicants

propose the following substitute for recommended Mitigation Measure 24:

P}

Prior to the issuance of a Biological Opinion by NOAA Fisheries,
NorthernStar shall consult informally with NOAA Fisheries, as
appropriate, in the development of proposed measures for mitigation of
impacts on federally listed endangered species. Afier issuance of a
Biological Opinion and prior to operation of the LNG terminal,
NorthernStar shall prepare a plan, for review and written approval of the
Director of OEP, setting forth the mitigation measures it intends 1o take
with respect to the Biological Opinion. At the same time, copies of the
plan shall be served upon the agencies consulled. NorthernStar shall allow
aminimum of 30 days for the consulted agencies to comment on the plan.

After issuance of a Biological Opinion and prior to operation of the LNG
terminal, NorthernStar shall file for the review and written approval of the
Director of OEF a copy of a monitoring plan. At the same time, copies of
the monitoring plan and schedule shall be served upon the agencies
consulted. NorthernStar shall allow a minimum of 30 days for the
consulted agencies to comment on the plan. Any written comments on the

7 107 FERC §61,223 at P 16; Besnett, 520 U.S. 154, 170.

Applicant
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monitoring plan received by NorthemnStar from the consulted agencies
shall be filed with the Commission.

1f based on the results of the monitoring, NorthemStar determines that
changes in project structures are necessary to protect the relevant federally
listed endangered species covered by the consultation, then NorthernStar
shall submit a schedule to the Commission for approval for implementing
the specific changes in project structures. At the same time, copies of the
schedule shall be served upon the agencies consulted.

The Commission reserves the right to require modification of any plans or
schedules.

Applicants’ proposed Mitigation Measure, above, allows for NOAA Fisheries
substantive input on protective measures for listed salmon, reasonable evaluation of
Applicants’ proposed performance standard proposal, and full FERC oversight of all
applicant-proposed mitigation measures. It also avoids the administrative and procedural

deficiencies that may result from Mitigation Measure 24 as proposed in the DEIS.

[THIS SPACE IS INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK]

Applicant
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VI

CONCLUSION

Wherefore, the Applicants respectfully request that the Commission modify

recommended Mitigation Measure 24 as requested herein, and takes such other actions as

may be consistent with this submission.

April 8, 2008

Ashley L, Garber

Van Ness Feldman, P.C.

1050 Thomas Jefferson St., N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20007
Telephone: (202) 298-1800
Facsimile: (202) 338-2416

Barbara D. Craig, OSB #88038
STOEL RIVES e

900 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 2600
Portland, OR 97204

Telephone: (503) 294-9166

Counsel for NorthernStar Energy
LLC and Bradwood Landing LLC

Applicant
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"ERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that I have this day caused a copy of the foregoing
document to be served upon each person designated on the official service list
compiled by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission in these proceedings

Dated this 8th day of April 2008,

& of~

Ashley I[]Garber L

Van Ness Feldman, P.C,

1050 Thomas Jefferson St., N.W.
Seventh Floor

Washington, D.C, 20007

(202) 298-1800

Applicant
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A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
1050 Thomas Jefferson Stregt NW.
Washingion. D.C. 20007-3877
(202) 298-1800 Tolephona

(202) 338-2416 Facsimile

VanNess
Feldman Saatile, Washinglon
ATTORNEYSE AT LAW 206) 020-8072
April 23, 2008
Ms. Kimberly D. Bose [':,;; ';;,_:;;f Silas
Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E.
Room 1A
Washinglon, D.C, 20426
Re:  NorthernStar Energy LLC Docket Nos, CP06-366-000
CP06-376-000
CP06-377-000
Bradwood Landing LLC Docket No.  CP06-365-000

Supplemental Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Dear Ms. Bose:

Bradwood Landing LLC and NorthernStar Energy LLC, Applicants in the above-captioned
proceedings, hereby submit for filing with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(“Commission”) certain supplemental comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(“DEIS") issued in this proceeding.

This information provides certain corrections to the DEIS regarding the completeness of its
descriptions of relevant marine mammal species.

Please contact me at the above address if you have any questions about these materials.

cc: P Friedman (FERC)
K. Kelley (USCG)
K. Ellis (USACE)
Service List

Applicant
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Bradwood Landing LLC and NorthernStar Energy LLC

FERC Docket Nos. CP06-36%, et al.

NorthernStar Natural Gas
Bradwood Landing

412312008

Discrepancy to be corrected in FEIS

Reason

DEIS Section and

DEIS Language or Figure

Other Documentation Source

Applicant 9

A9-1

The Northeastern Pacific Ocean has been further defined in section
4.6.1.3 as the area off the coasts of Oregon and Washington. The
complete list of marine mammals with potential to be found off the coasts
of Oregon and Washington has been added to section 4.6.1.3. The list
was determined using the most recent versions of both the U.S. Pacific
Marine Mammal Stock Report and the Alaska Marine Mammal Stock
Report (NOAA Technical Memo.). State and federally listed species, and
those which are most likely to be impacted by the proposed project, based
on correspondence with the NMFS, have been further discussed in
section 4.6.
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Thiz Is the entire list of Specles from the Table of Conlents from Carelia et al, 2007.
This dees net include Angliss and Qullaw's list of species excepl for the sea ofter,

nerth pacific right whale, and gray whale.

PINNIPEDS DEIS Discusses

1. Calfornia Sea Lion Yes

2. Habor Seal Yes

3. Nodhern Elephard Seal briefly

4. Guadalupe Fur Seal Mo not likely off WA/OR based on distribution discussed In Carella
5. Nomhern Fur Seal briefly

6. Hawailan Monk Seal No not likely off WA/OR bsed on distribution discussed in Caretta
7. Steller Sealion Yoz

1. Sea Otter briefly brief sentences added. perhaps put in spacies considered bul
inol in Caretta. but in Angliss and Cullaw) remaved from further analysis?

ICETACEANS

Balaen:

1. Humpback Whale Yes

2. Blue Whale Yes

3. Fin Whale Yes

4. Sel Whale Yoz

5. North Pacific Right Yes This whale is NOT common off WA Last sighting was 13 years ago.
inol in Caretta. but in Angliss and Cullaw) This will appear in updated spacies presence lext

6. Gray Whale Yes

(Mot in Caratla, butin Angliss and Qullaw)

Toathed whales, dolphing, and porpoises:

1. Hamaor Porpoise Mo likely off WA and OR

2.Dal's Porpoise Mo likety off WA and OR

3. Pacific White Slded Dolphin Mo

4. Risse's Dolphin Mo

5. Bollienose Dolphin Mo

6. Striped Dolphin Mo

7. Short-Beaked Commaon Dalphin Mo

8. Long-Beaked Common Dolphin Mo

9. Nomtharn Right-Whale Dolphin Mo likely off WA and OR

10. Killer Whale Yes discuss residert only, not transient which are frequently present off
(toothed whale) Columbia mouth

11. Shon-Finned Pilot Whale No

12.Baird’s Beaked Whale No

13. Mesoplodont Beaked Whales No

14. Cuvier's Beaked Whale No

15. Pygmy Sperm Whale No

16. Dwarf Sperm Whale No

17. Sperm Whale (toothed whale) Yes

18.Bryde’s Whale No

19. Minke Whale No
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