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SA2 continued, page 176 of 224 
 
SA2-317 See comment response CO28-47. 

SA2-318 See comment response CO28-47. 

SA2-319 See comment response SA2-324. 
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SA2 continued, page 177 of 224 
 
SA2-320 The Coast Guard issued a Letter of Recommendation on May 10, 
2018 stating that Project would be considered suitable for accommodating the 
type and frequency of LNG marine traffic associated with this Project.  The 
probability of tsunami and design to be resilient against a 2,500 year event is 
described in the final EIS.  A tsunami study was performed and filed publicly in 
the application as appendix 13.I. 

SA2-321 Multiple entry points are located throughout the facility. In addition, 
the proposed site elevation would be above the FEMA flood zone.  Also, see 
comment response CO28-47. 

SA2-322 Section 4.1.2.3 addresses tsunami hazards in relation to the pipeline. 
The portion of the pipeline near the LNG terminal occurs in the relatively 
sheltered areas of Coos Bay, where the effects of a tsunami on the pipeline 
would be expected to be relatively minor. Although tsunami hazards potentially 
exist within Coos Bay because of its relative position to the Pacific Ocean, the 
portions of the Pipeline that are crossing waterbodies that have the potential to 
be impacted by tsunami scour, would be installed using HDD methods at 
depths well below potential scour depths that might result from flooding, tidal 
currents, or tsunamis. 
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SA2 continued, page 178 of 224 
 
SA2-323 See comment response SA2-324. 

SA2-324 The risk of tsunami and design to be resilient against a 2,500 year 
event is described in the FEIS.  A Tsunami study was performed and filed 
publicly in the application as appendix 13.I.   

SA2-325 See comment response SA2-324. 
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SA2 continued, page 179 of 224 
 
SA2-326 See comment response SA2-324. 

SA2-327 Numerical models were used to simulate the inundation at the 
proposed project site -caused by Scenario L1. Also, see comment response 
SA2-324. 

SA2-328 The design reflects the entire project site.      Also, see comment 
response SA2-324. 
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SA2 continued, page 180 of 224 
 
SA2-329 Models are slightly different, the result produced by DOGAMI are 
also a forecast rather than measurements.  A safety factor of 1.3 was applied to 
the results of tsunami numerical modeling to further increase water surface 
elevations referenced to MHW in the project area. For accuracy, the model 
comparisons were performed in the Tsunami study. See comment response 
SA2-324. 

SA2-330 As discussed in the FEIS, NOAA projected SLR (intermediate 
values) have been considered in the proposed design. 

SA2-331 See comment response SA2-324. 
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SA2 continued, page 181 of 224 
 
SA2-332 The Coast Guard issued a Letter of Recommendation on May 10, 
2018 stating that Project would be considered suitable for accommodating the 
type and frequency of LNG marine traffic associated with this Project.  The 
probability of tsunami and design to be resilient against a 2,500 year event is 
described in the final EIS. A tsunami study was performed and filed publicly in 
the application as appendix 13.I. 

SA2-333 See comment responses CO32-31. 

SA2-334 Due to the proposed site elevation, off-site debris not expected to 
impact the facilities. 

SA2-335 See comment response SA2-324. 
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SA2 continued, page 182 of 224 
 
SA2-336 See comment response SA2-332. 

SA2-337 This is a comment on the Jordan Cove and Pacific Connector 
application, and not on the EIS prepared by FERC and the cooperating 
agencies.  The State should work with the Applicant regarding their concerns 
with the application. 
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SA2 continued, page 183 of 224 
 
SA2-338 Specific studies and information that would define "infrequent" storm 
events is not available. High-risk active shallow landslides have been avoided 
to the extent possible; and the most recent updated LiDAR information as well 
as specific publicly-available publication data would be reviewed and evaluated 
prior to Project construction as described in the response to Comment SA2-43. 

SA2-339 The statement has been taken out of context. The EIS repeatedly 
references and discusses the use of LiDAR to identify faults and landslides 
along the pipeline route. The most recent updated LiDAR information as well 
as specific publicly-available publication data would be reviewed and evaluated 
prior to Project construction as described in the response to Comment SA2-43. 

SA2-340 The pipeline would be placed underground (see section 2). 

SA2-341 The iterative evaluation of landslide hazards is described in the EIS 
including an appropriate level of detailed information that was available for the 
analyses. 
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SA2 continued, page 184 of 224 
 
SA2-342 As further noted in this paragraph: "Pacific Connector has provided 
geologic hazards maps in Appendix F of the Geologic Hazards and Minerals 
Resources Report (GeoEngineers 2017a) that show the slopes in and around the 
pipeline alignment in western Oregon that have been mapped as potential RML 
hazards.  Creation of the map involved the use of GIS modeling, checking and 
calibration with limited field evaluations, and making comparisons with 
historical landslide inventories."   

SA2-343 This is a conclusion statement based on additional information that 
was previously provided in this section. 

SA2-344 See response to comment SA2-43. 

SA2-345 See response to comment SA2-43. 
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SA2 continued, page 185 of 224 
 
SA2-346 The following sentence has been added to the paragraph for 
clarification: "It is noted that the entire pipeline route is located in an area 
mapped by the USGS from high to moderate earthquake hazard based on 
ground motion predictions." 

SA2-347 It is noted that LiDAR has been used to identify landslides along the 
pipeline route as described in the EIS. Also see response to Comment SA2-43. 
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SA2 continued, page 186 of 224 
 
SA2-348 FERC staff have included a condition that these references are 
reviewed as part of the additional preconstruction evaluation of landslides (see 
response to Comment SA2-43).  The general statement regarding the stability 
of landslides has not been changed. 

SA2-349 The most recent LiDAR data would be reviewed for the entire 
pipeline route prior to construction as described in the response to Comment 
SA2-43. The LiDAR data in the area of the pipeline route from MP 89 to 90 
would be reviewed prior to Project construction as further described in the 
response to Comment SA2-43. 
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SA2 continued, page 187 of 224 
 
SA2-350 Landslides of potential concern have been identified along the 
pipeline route along with these BMPs that consider slope. Also see response to 
Comment SA2-43. 

SA2-351 Comment noted. 
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SA2 continued, page 188 of 224 
 
SA2-352 See the response to Comment SA2-43. 

SA2-353 These are comments on the Jordan Cove and Pacific Connector 
application, and not on the EIS prepared by FERC staff and the cooperating 
agencies.  The State should work with the Applicant regarding their concerns 
with the application. 
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SA2 continued, page 189 of 224 
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SA2 continued, page 190 of 224 
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SA2 continued, page 191 of 224 
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SA2 continued, page 192 of 224 
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SA2 continued, page 193 of 224 
 
SA2-354 This appears to be an excerpt from memo the State provided Jordan 
Cove privately, but has not provided to the FERC.  There is not enough 
information in this comment to determine what the State is requesting here. 

SA2-355 See comment response SA2-16. 
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SA2 continued, page 194 of 224 
 
  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

SA2 continued, page 195 of 224 
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SA2 continued, page 196 of 224 
 
SA2-356 As stated in the Coast Guard's Letter of Recommendation, the Coast 
Guard would work with the Pilots and patrol assets to control traffic and will 
allow vessels to transit the Safety/Security zone based on a case-by-case 
assessment conducted on scene.  In addition, Coast Guard would also limit 
LNG marine vessel transits during certain weather condition such as high 
winds. 

SA2-357 See the response to comment SA2-356.  Note, as discussed in section 
4.10.1.1, during construction, the LNG terminal would receive approximately 
70 water deliveries over a 2-year period.  Deliveries would be via a mix of 
ocean-going vessels and barges and would not be subject to a Coast Guard 
safety and security zone.  In addition, section 4.9.1.8 of the EIS has been 
revised to provide more details regarding the Coast Guard safety and security 
zone for LNG vessels.   

SA2-358 Section 4.9.1.8 has been revised to provide more details regarding the 
Coast Guard safety and security zone for LNG vessels.  Non LNG vessels 
would be allowed to transit through the safety zone and would also be allowed 
in the safety zone during passage, provided that these other vessels do not 
impede the safe navigation of the LNG carriers in the restricted channel, and 
that the other vessels do not pose a security threat or concern to the LNG 
carriers in transit. 

SA2-359 As stated in section 2.2.1 of the FEIS, the marine berth would be able 
to accommodate LNG marine vessels up to 217,000 cubic meters in capacity; 
however, the WSA and LOR are based on LNG marine vessels up to 148,000 
cubic meters.  Larger vessels would be a modification that would require 
approval from FERC and U.S. Coast Guard.  See IND23-10.  The enclosures to 
Coast Guard's Letter of Recommendation provides additional details on the 
current channel draft (37 feet) and LNG marine vessels transiting Coos Bay 
needing to maintain 10 percent under keel clearance per the Project's LNG 
Transit Management Plan. 
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SA2 continued, page 197 of 224 
 
SA2-360 There is no legal requirement under NEPA to mitigate all impacts 
from a Project.   

SA2-361 Geologic hazards including mitigation have been addressed in 
sections 4.13 and 4.1.2.3, and 4.1.2.4 of the EIS. 

SA2-362 The risk to existing infrastructure from natural disasters would not 
change with the proposed Project. 
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SA2 continued, page 198 of 224 
 
SA2-363 The risk to the surrounding public from tsunami induced debris and 
projectiles would not change with the proposed Project.   

SA2-364 As discussed throughout section 4.13.1.5 of the FEIS, the facility use 
applicable codes, standards, and best practices to design, fabricate, construct, 
and operate the Project.  Following any natural or operational disaster event, 
the facility would be shut down, inspected, and repaired as necessary. Also, see 
comment response SA2-16. 

SA2-365 The impacts of climate change in the Pacific Northwest is discussed 
in section 4.14 of the draft EIS. 

SA2-366 See comment response SA2-332 and SA-364. 

SA2-367 There is no legal requirement under NEPA to mitigate all impacts 
from a Project.  Information related mitigation that is being proposed by the 
Applicant or required by the agencies is disclosed in the EIS. 
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SA2 continued, page 199 of 224 
 
SA2-368 The use of eminent domain is described in section 2.3.2, as noted in 
the comment.  Potential impacts to property values are discussed in sections 
4.9.1.3 and 4.9.2.3 of the DEIS.  Potential land use impacts are assessed in 
section 4.7. 

SA2-369 See response to comment SA2-117. 
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SA2 continued, page 200 of 224 
 
SA2-370 Table 4.14.2.3-1 is located in section 4.14 of the EIS 

SA2-371 State-protected species (including State listed and State sensitive 
species) are discussed in section 4.6, as well as in Appendix I.  Habitat is 
discussed in section 4.5. 
 
The State can require a habitat mitigation plan that evaluates mitigation sites 
with respect to the ODFW Fish and Wildlife Habitat Mitigation Policy as part 
of their State permit.  This is not a requirement that would be included in the 
federal EIS.  It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations, including ODFW Fish and Wildlife Habitat 
Mitigation Policy. 

SA2-372 Delays are estimated to be from 20 to 30 minutes as discussed in 
section 4.9.1.8 of the draft EIS.  Section 4.9.1.8 has also been revised to 
provide more details regarding the Coast Guard safety and security zone for 
LNG vessels.  Non-LNG vessels would be allowed to transit through the safety 
zone and would also be allowed in the safety zone during passage, provided 
that these other vessels do not impede the safe navigation of the LNG carriers 
in the restricted channel, and that the other vessels do not pose a security threat 
or concern to the LNG carriers in transit.   

SA2-373 Jordan Cove estimated that it may take an LNG carrier up to 90 
minutes to transit the waterway from the buoy to the terminal at speeds between 
4 and 10 knots.  The text in section 2.1.1.7 has been revised to be consistent 
with section 4.9.1.8.  Jordan Cove has indicated that the impact on boats at any 
point in the channel would last about 20 to 30 minutes, the same as when other 
deep-draft vessels use the channel. 
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SA2 continued, page 201 of 224 
 
SA2-374 As noted in response to comment SA2-372, section 4.9.1.8 of the EIS 
has been revised to provide more details regarding the Coast Guard safety and 
security zone for LNG vessels.  As noted in this section, the estimated impact 
on other vessels at any point in the channel would last about 20 to 30 minutes, 
the same as when other deep-draft vessels use the channel. 

SA2-375 Section 4.14.1.10 of the final EIS has been revised to acknowledge 
several additional observations of environmental impacts that have been 
attributed to climate change in the Northwest region, including: impact on 
shellfish species and commercial and recreational shellfishing; reduced 
snowpack and reduced impact from snowpack-related activities; and potential 
increased wildfires. 

SA2-376 Air quality and emission regulations that are applicable to the Project 
are described in section 4.12.1.1 of the EIS.  We do not analyze, nor do we 
require an Applicant to adhere to, alternative standards that are stricter than 
existing regulations.  Air quality mitigation measures proposed by the 
Applicant or additional measures recommended by FERC staff are described in 
sections 4.12.1.3 and 4.12.1.4 of the EIS.  As part of our review we do not 
require mitigation to offset regional air quality impacts. 

SA2-377 We have changed the text in the final EIS in Section 4.11.1.3 to 
acknowledge that the Oregon SHPO has determined the TCP "Q’alay ta 
Kukwis schichdii me” Historic District to be eligible for the NRHP. A detailed 
description of the TCP is not included in the EIS due to the sensitive nature of 
the resource. Existing ethnographic information for all tribes has been 
incorporated as able and appropriate. FERC staff have included requirements 
for the Applicant to submit additional required information/reports, including 
the ethnographic study, to finalize the impact assessment and any required 
mitigation prior to any construction. 

SA2-378 As indicated in section 5, if the Project is authorized, the 
authorization would be conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable 
federally delegated permits and other authorizations.   
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SA2 continued, page 202 of 224 
 
SA2-379 See response to similar comments from the State of Oregon 

SA2-380 Comment noted.  We do not believe that the State has supported their 
determination that a supplemental EIS would be needed, and we do not see a 
requirement for a supplemental EIS based on the information provided in the 
draft EIS. 

SA2-381 This comment is not accurate.  Mitigation has been proposed by the 
Applicant for non-federal lands and some additional mitigation has been 
required by the federal agencies, and this mitigation is disclosed in the EIS. 
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SA2 continued, page 203 of 224 
 
SA2-382 The State can require avoidance of Category 1 habitat as part of their State permit.  
This is not a requirement that would be included in the federal EIS. 
SA2-383 The State can require additional mitigation for T&E species (beyond what is 
required by the FWS or disclosed in the EIS) as part of their State permit.  This is not a 
requirement that would be included in the federal EIS. 
SA2-384 Comment noted.  Those plans would be developed prior to project construction if 
the project is approved and authorized. 
SA2-385 The EIS acknowledged what actions would do to fish passage during project 
construction.  All these actions would have no or short-term effects on passage of fish (see 
section 4.5.2.4. 
SA2-386 See response to similar comments from the State of Oregon 
SA2-387 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's compliance with 
State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would determine if the Project is in 
compliance with the State requirements and OARs during their review of the Applicant's State 
permit applications.  As disclosed in section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the 
Commission would be conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and  
federally delegated permits.   
SA2-388 Most of the material excavated and dredged during construction would be placed in 
upland areas and used to raise the elevation of the proposed LNG facilities site.   Some material 
would also be deposited in upland areas at the adjacent Roseburg Forest Products property.  
Material dredged for the marine waterway modifications would be deposited in upland areas at 
the APCO Sites 1 and 2.  A small portion of the dredged material would also be placed at the 
Kentuck Project mitigation site.  Because most of the material would be placed within the 
Project site and within upland areas, we have not evaluated alternative disposal methods or sites 
in the EIS.  However, Jordan Cove evaluated alternative disposal options as presented in its 
Dredged Material Management Plan included as Appendix N.7 with Resource Report 7 of its 
application to the Commission.  Further, as noted in section 3.0 of the EIS, when making a 
decision on whether to issue a permit for the Project, the COE must consider whether the Project 
represents the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative pursuant to the CWA 
section 404(b)(1) guidelines.  The COE may only permit discharges of dredged or fill material 
into waters of the U.S. that represent the least damaging practicable alternative, so long as the 
alternatives do not have other significant adverse environmental consequences.     
SA2-389 The 800-foot slip width would be needed in order to be able to move an LNG vessel 
off of the LNG berth on the east side of the slip in the event of an incident within the LNG upland 
facilities that might threaten the safety of the LNG vessel at berth. Having the 800-foot slip width 
provides the flexibility needed for tugs to move the LNG vessel away from a hazard at the 
terminal or at the LNG loading dock to the relative  safety of the west side of the slip. The Coast 
Guard has determined the full 800-foot slip would be needed for the safe use of the terminal by 
LNG carriers.  Therefore, we have not evaluated alternative slip or access channel designs. 
SA2-390 See responses to comments SA2-225, SA2-227, and SA2-228. 
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SA2 continued, page 204 of 224 
 
SA2-391 As disclosed in section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the 
Commission would be conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable 
federal and federally delegated permits.   

SA2-392 Comment noted.  As disclosed in section 5 of the EIS, any 
authorization from the Commission would be conditional on the Applicant 
acquiring all applicable federal and federally delegated permits.   
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SA2 continued, page 205 of 224 
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SA2 continued, page 206 of 224 
 
SA2-393 The final EIS states in section 4.11.5 that we would develop, in 
consultation with the consulting parties, an MOA to resolve adverse effects at 
affected historic properties. 

SA2-394 We disagree.  The NOI initiated consultations with the SHPO under 
Section 106.  The SHPO had the opportunity to review and comment on 
cultural resources reports that contained the Applicant's definition of the direct 
APE. These reports were submitted by the Applicant and their contractors to 
the SHPO at our direction.  The SHPO also had the opportunity to comment on 
the DEIS which contained the definition of the direct APE. 
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SA2 continued, page 207 of 224 
 
SA2-395 The final EIS states in section 4.11.5 that the we would develop, in 
consultation with the consulting parties, an MOA to resolve adverse effects at 
affected historic properties. 

SA2-396 The referenced text is specific to the archaeological resources 
identified by surveys. High probability areas have not been identified us, other 
than those where geoarchaeological and subsurface testing has been conducted 
by the Applicant. The only other type of historic properties that has been 
identified to FERC is “Q’alay ta Kukwis schichdii me.” Additional TCPs may 
be identified by the ethnographic study that we have requested and is requiring 
before construction begins. 
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SA2 continued, page 208 of 224 
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SA2 continued, page 209 of 224 
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SA2 continued, page 210 of 224 
 
SA2-397 The cited text has been revised to say: “Major federal, state, and 
county highways that would be crossed by the pipeline include.”  Detailed 
information on proposed access roads and road crossing methods is provided by 
road and pipeline milepost in Appendix D, Table D-2 to the EIS.  It is not the 
role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's compliance with State 
regulations.  We assume that the State would determine if the Project is in 
compliance with the State requirements during their review of the Applicant's 
State permit applications.  As disclosed in Section 5 of the EIS, any 
authorization from the Commission would be conditional on the Applicant 
acquiring all applicable federal and federally delegated permits.  Pacific 
Connector would be responsible for identifying highway and road 
classifications as part of its permit application processes and communications 
with other agencies and owners. 
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SA2 continued, page 211 of 224 
 
SA2-398 Section 4.10.2.1 has been revised to state that ODOT does not allow 
open cut crossings on the State Highway System, including Interstate 
Highways.   

SA2-399 A footnote has been added to section 4.10.2.1 to clarify that 
references to mileposts are to pipeline mileposts, not highway mileposts.  MPs 
identified on maps in the DEIS and Appendix C are readily identifiable as 
pipeline MPs because of their sequential numbering along the pipeline route.  
Highway MPs have not been added to the maps in Appendix C because they 
are not referenced in the document.  PCGP would be responsible for meeting 
all ODOT mapping and other requirements as part of their ODOT permitting 
process. 

SA2-400 Comment noted. 

SA2-401 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations.  We assume that the State would determine 
if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements during their review 
of the Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in Section 5 of the 
EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be conditional on the 
Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and federally delegated permits.  As 
stated in section 4.10.2.1 of the EIS, Pacific Connector would implement all 
measures described in its Transportation Management Plan, including the 
following: Obtain all necessary permits from ODOT, BLM, Forest Service, and 
the counties to cross and/or use roads, and implement all permit stipulations.  
Details regarding O-D permitting, pipeline building/trenching and depth, and 
utility coordination with ODOT would be addressed as part of the ODOT 
permitting process, which is outside the scope of this EIS and FERC’s 
responsibilities. 
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SA2 continued, page 212 of 224 
 
SA2-402 See response to comment SA2-401 

SA2-403 See response to comment SA2-401 
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SA2 continued, page 213 of 224 
 
SA2-404 See section 4.3.2 for the discussion of how water diverters would be 
contacted prior to diversion.  All known points of surface diversions were 
identified and indicated in this section. All of the bypass areas for stream 
crossing would be short (less than 100 feet) and unlikely to encounter an 
unknown surface diversion. 

SA2-405 Comment noted. 

SA2-406 The Applicant indicated they would obtain the needed permits, which 
would be required prior to commencing construction if the project is approved. 
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SA2 continued, page 214 of 224 
 
SA2-407 See response to comment SA2-406. 

SA2-408 The Applicant indicated they would obtain the needed permits, which 
would be required prior to commencing construction if the project is approved. 
Note that these State permits are outside the scope of this federal EIS (see 
previous responses to this effect). 

SA2-409 Comment noted. 
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SA2 continued, page 215 of 224 
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SA2 continued, page 216 of 224 
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SA2 continued, page 217 of 224 
 
SA2-410 Text revised. 

SA2-411 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations.  We assume that the State would determine 
if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements during their review 
of the Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in section 5 of the 
EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be conditional on the 
Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and federally delegated permits. 

SA2-412 There is no "forest operations" proposed as part of this project.  This 
is not a forest management project.  It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS 
to assess the Project's compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume 
that the State would determine if the Project is in compliance with the State 
requirements and OARs during their review of the Applicant's State permit 
applications.  As disclosed in section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the 
Commission would be conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable 
federal and federally delegated permits.   
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SA2 continued, page 218 of 224 
 
SA2-413 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would 
determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements and OARs 
during their review of the Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in 
Section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be 
conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and federally 
delegated permits.   

SA2-414 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would 
determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements and OARs 
during their review of the Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in 
Section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be 
conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and federally 
delegated permits.   

SA2-415 The State can require this as part of their State permit.  These are not 
requirements that would be included in the federal EIS. 
 
It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's compliance 
with State regulations.  We assume that the State would determine if the Project 
is in compliance with the State requirements during their review of the 
Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in section 5 of the EIS, any 
authorization from the Commission would be conditional on the Applicant 
acquiring all federal and federally designated authorizations.   
 
Note that the great blue heron is discussed in section 4.5. 
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SA2 continued, page 219 of 224 
 
SA2-416 The State can require this as part of their State permit.  These are not 
requirements that would be included in the federal EIS. 
 
It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's compliance 
with State regulations.  We assume that the State would determine if the Project 
is in compliance with the State requirements during their review of the 
Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in Section 5 of the EIS, any 
authorization from the Commission would be conditional on the Applicant 
acquiring all federal and federally designated authorizations.   
 
Northern spotted owls are discussed in section 4.6, including a discussion of the 
70 acre nest patch. Additionally, we submitted a Biological Assessment to the 
Services on July 29, 2019, with a request to initiate formal consultation under 
Section 7 of the federal Endangered Species Act. 

SA2-417 Species protected under the Forest Practices Act (FPA) such as 
osprey, great blue heron, and bald eagles are  discussed in section 4.5. 
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SA2 continued, page 220 of 224 
 
SA2-418 See response to comment SA2-233. There is no legal requirement 
under NEPA to mitigate all impacts from a Project.  Information related 
mitigation that is being proposed by the Applicant or required by the federal 
agencies is disclosed in the EIS. 

SA2-419 See response to comment SA2-423. 
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SA2 continued, page 221 of 224 
 
SA2-420 The description of likely temperature change included multiple 
sources including this analysis,  additional analysis on other project area 
streams, as well as literature sources from similar clearing actions to make 
determination of likely affects.   

SA2-421 There are no legal requirements under NEPA to mitigation for all 
impacts to Riparian Management Areas on private lands.   

SA2-422 The amount of riparian area changed from construction and operation 
is provided in the EIS (see section 4.5.2.3).  There is no legal requirement 
under NEPA to mitigate all impacts from a Project.  Information related 
mitigation that is being proposed by the Applicant or required by the federal 
agencies is disclosed in the EIS. 

SA2-423 The Applicant's revegetation plan includes commitments on private 
land to plant within the ODF RMA designation areas with native vegetation 
including trees outside of the 30-foot access corridor. These planting would be 
in riparian areas in the same 4th field watershed which may include the same 
channel or nearby channels.  Planting would be in the ratio of 1:1 for 
construction phase removals and 2:1 for operation areas (areas primarily along 
the 30-foot-wide access right-of-way) (Thermal Impact Assessment Appendix 
Q.2 of PCGP RR2).  Additionally upland trees would be planted beyond 
designated riparian areas on forested lands that were cleared for project 
construction other than the 30 foot access corridor. There is no legal 
requirement under NEPA to mitigate all impacts from a Project.  Information 
related mitigation that is being proposed by the Applicant or required by the 
federal agencies is disclosed in the EIS.  Additional mitigation may be required 
for obtaining State designated permits, but these potential mitigative actions are 
not part of this federal NEPA analysis.   
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SA2-424 Comment noted. 
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SA2 continued, page 223 of 224 
 
SA2-425 Comment noted. 

SA2-426 There is no legal requirement under NEPA to mitigate all impacts 
from a Project.  Information related mitigation that is being proposed by the 
Applicant or required by the federal agencies is disclosed in the EIS. 

SA2-427 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would 
determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements and OARs 
during their review of Applicant's State permit applications.  If the State 
chooses it could make the requested requirements and mitigation actions 
contingent for the State permit approval.  As disclosed in Section 5 of the EIS, 
any authorization from the Commission would be conditional on the Applicant 
acquiring all applicable federal and federally delegated permits.   

SA2-428 The COE and ODSL are currently working with the Applicant on 
wetland mitigation requirements. Per the requirements of the Clean Water Act, 
the Applicant would have to demonstrate that all impacts to wetlands are 
avoided or minimized to the extent practical as part of the 404 and 401 
permitting process. There is no legal requirement requiring an riparian or 
upland mitigation plan to be developed. 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

SA2 continued, page 224 of 224 
 
SA2-429 Comment noted.  This is not required per the NEPA process, but the 
State can require this as part of the State's permit review process. 
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TR1 Confederated Tribes of Coos, Lower Umpqua and Siuslaw 
Indians, page 1 of 4 
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TR1 continued, page 2 of 4 
 
TR1-1 The draft EIS did not specifically call out the Cell 3 landfill, because 
the closure of the landfill is not part of the Project within FERC’s jurisdiction.  
The landfill closure is not directly related to the Jordan Cove LNG export 
terminal.  The landfill was created by the Menasha/Weyerhaeuser mill 
complex, that operated between about 1961 and 2003.  The removal of the 
landfill is part of the mill closure plan between Weyerhaeuser and the ODEQ.  
We agree that removal of the landfill may result in ground disturbance, that has 
the potential to impact cultural resources.  The landfill is within the South 
Dunes area, that will be utilized by Jordan Cove for its temporary construction 
laydown area, Workers Housing Complex, administrative offices, and the non-
jurisdictional SORSC.  As documented in Appendix L of the EIS, the South 
Dunes area has been inventoried by several different investigations, including, 
but not limited to Byram and Purdy 2007, Byram and Shindruk 2012, Byram 
and Rose 2013, and Punke et al. 2018.  No cultural resources were identified by 
those surveys in the vicinity of the Cell 3 landfill.  Those surveys were 
conducted as part of FERC’s efforts to comply with Section 106 of the NHPA 
for the Project. In an August 6, 2019 filing in response to FERC’s July 22, 2019 
environmental information request, Jordan Cove stated that: “Since the Cell 3 
closure is not part of the Project nor subject to FERC jurisdiction, additional 
cultural resources surveys, testing, or permitting related to the closure of Cell 3 
are not required and have not been undertaken.” 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 

 

TR1 continued, page 3 of 4 
 
TR1-2 As stated in section 4.11 of the draft EIS, the Jordan Cove Project is 
an undertaking (as defined in 36 CFR 800.16(y)) for which FERC will comply 
with the NHPA.  As part of our effort to comply with Section 106 of the 
NHPA, FERC ensured that cultural resources inventories were conducted to 
cover the South Dunes area, where Project components are planned.  The Cell 3 
landfill is within the South Dunes area.  However, the closure of this landfill 
has nothing to do with the Jordan Cove LNG export terminal.  The closure of 
the Cell 3 landfill fails the “but for test.”  The landfill would be closed 
regardless of the Jordan Cove Project.  The landfill was created by the 
Menasha/Weyerhaeuser mill complex, that operated between about 1961 and 
2003.  The removal of the landfill is part of the mill closure plan between 
Weyerhaeuser and the ODEQ. 

FERC engaged in consultations with the Oregon SHPO and interested Indian 
Tribes regarding compliance with the NHPA for the Project, as documented in 
section 4.11 and appendix L of the DEIS.  Both the SHPO and Tribes had the 
opportunity to review and comment on the surveys that covered the South 
Dunes area, including the Cell 3 landfill.  Since no cultural resources were 
identified in the vicinity of the Cell 3 landfill, there are no adverse effects to 
resolve at that location.  However, as noted in the EIS, FERC continues to 
consult with the CTCLUSI. 
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TR1 continued, page 3 of 3 
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TR2 Confederated Tribes of Coos, Lower Umpqua and Siuslaw 
Indians, page 1 of 3 

 
TR2-1 The comment period for the Jordan Cove Energy Project is consistent 
with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), which established a 
minimum of a 45-day period for public review and comment.  The comment 
period was extended to 90 days due to federal requirements related to the Forest 
Service and BLM Plan Amendment appeal process.  The Commission believes 
that 90 days is sufficient to review and provide comment on the draft EIS and 
no additional extensions have been granted; however, as a matter of standard 
practice staff fully considered all comments received after the close of the 
comment period to the extent possible, prior to the publication of the final EIS, 
in our assessment. 

FERC has engaged in government-to-government consultations with the 
CTCLUSI regarding this Project; see section 4.11.1.2 and appendix L of the 
DEIS.  The regulations for implementing Section 106 of the NHPA at 36 CFR 
800 do not specify that consultations with Indian Tribes be in-person.  36 CFR 
800.2(a)(4) states that an agency should “…use to the extent possible existing 
agency procedures and mechanisms to fulfill the consultation requirements of 
this part.”  It is FERC practice to use notices, telephone calls, emails, and 
letters as part of our consultation process.  As documented in this and previous 
EIS produced by FERC that covered the Jordan Cove LNG Project, between 
2006 and 2019 the CTCLUSI has written at least 16 letters to FERC.  Just for 
Docket No. CP17-495-000 alone, CTCLUSI leaders met directly with the Chair 
of the Commission at FERC headquarters in Washington, D.C., and 
representatives of the CTCLUSI met face-to-face with Commission staff in 
Oregon on March 22 and June 28, 2017, July 17, 2018, and June 25, 2019.  As 
stated on page 4-638 of the March 29, 2019 DEIS, we consider those meetings, 
our NOIs, our letters to the CTCLUSI, and letters from the Tribes to the 
Commission to constitute government-to-government consultations. 

TR2-2 CTCLUSI leaders did meet with the Chair of the Commission to 
discuss this Project.  The Commission delegated the responsibility of consulting 
with Indian Tribes to FERC staff.  Staff held four face-to-face meetings with 
CTCLUSI representatives regarding Docket No. CP17-495-000.  We consider 
those meetings, our NOIs, our letters to the CTCLUSI, and letters from the 
Tribes to the Commission to constitute government-to-government 
consultations.  The applicants do not represent FERC.  We agree that meetings 
between CTCLUSI and the applicants do not constitute government-to-
government consultations. 
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TR2 continued, page 2 of 3 
 
TR2-3 FERC made a reasonable effort to identify cultural resources, 
including TCP, within the APE; documented in section 4.11 and appendix L of 
the DEIS.  Based on a finding by the Oregon SHPO, in its letter to FERC staff 
dated July 19, 2019, we agree that the TCP District “Q’alay ta Kukwis 
schichdii me” is eligible for the NRHP.   

The Commission delegated the responsibility of consulting with Indian Tribes 
to FERC staff.  FERC staff will continue to consult with representatives of the 
CTCLUSI.  
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TR2 continued, page 3 of 3 
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TR3 The Confederated Tribes of the Grand Ronde Community of 
Oregon, page 1 of 15 

 
TR3-1 We conducted government-to-government consultations with 
interested Indian Tribes, including the Grand Ronde Community, as 
documented in section 4.11.1.2 and appendix L of the DEIS.  The Commission 
delegated the responsibility of consulting with Indian Tribes to FERC staff.  
The regulations for implementing Section 106 of the NHPA at 36 CFR 800 do 
not specify that consultations with Indian Tribes should be in-person.  As stated 
in 36 CFR 800.2(a)(4), the agency should “…use to the extent possible existing 
agency procedures and mechanisms to fulfill the consultation requirements of 
this part.”  In keeping with FERC practice, consultations with Indian Tribes 
may be conducted by notices, telephone calls, email, or letters.  As listed on 
table L4 in appendix L of the DEIS, FERC sent its NOI for the Project to Indian 
Tribes to initiate consultations, we sent one letter and two emails to the Grand 
Ronde about the Project, and FERC staff held two conference calls with tribal 
representatives, and on June 11, 2019 staff met face-to-face with tribal 
representatives at Grand Ronde.  We consider that meeting, our NOI, our letter 
to the Grand Ronde Community, and letters from the Tribes to the Commission 
to constitute government-to-government consultations.  We have not yet met 
with the Grand Ronde Tribal Council; but such a meeting is complicated by the 
intervenor status of the Tribes and FERC ex-parte rules. 
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TR3 continued, page 2 of 15 
 
TR3-2 Water quality was discussed in section 4.3 of the draft EIS.  
Cumulative impacts on cultural resources were addressed in section 4.14.1.9. 
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TR3 continued, page 3 of 15 
 
TR3-3 The draft EIS is adequate under NEPA.  The Commission may 
authorize the Projects prior to the completion of the process to comply with the 
NHPA.  However, the authorization should include a recommendation from the 
EIS as a condition to the Commission Order that construction not be allowed to 
proceed until the NHPA compliance process is completed.   
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TR3 continued, page 4 of 15 
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TR3 continued, page 5 of 15 
 
TR3-4 A permit from DOGAMI is not necessary before the Commission 
could authorize the Project.  See footnote 20 on page 1-30 of the DEIS.  Permit 
needs are addressed in Section 1.  Note that it is not the role or scope of the EIS 
to assess the Project's compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume 
that the State would determine if the Project is in compliance with the State 
requirements and OARS during their review of the Applicant's State permit 
applications.   

TR3-5 Environmental Justice defined by Executive Order 12898 (e.g., as 
referred to as "Social Justice" in this comment), including a discussion of 
potential disproportional impacts on Indian Tribes and Native American 
communities in census blocks, is addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS. 

TR3-6 As stated in section 4.11.3.1 of the draft EIS, we have requested that 
the applicants prepare a revised Ethnographic Study that would address 
resources other than archaeological sites that may be important to Indian 
Tribes, including, but not restricted to, sites of traditional cultural or religious 
importance, and plants and animals traditionally hunted, fished, or gathered.  
The EIS recommended that the Commission Order include this as a condition, 
so that the revised Ethnographic Study would have to be submitted for review 
by staff and interested Indian Tribes prior to construction, if the Projects are 
authorized.   
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TR3 continued, page 6 of 15 
 
TR3-7 We conducted government-to-government consultations with the 
Grand Ronde Community.  The Commission delegated the responsibility of 
consulting with Indian Tribes to FERC staff.  We have sent notices, emailed, 
had telephone calls, sent a letter, and had staff meet in-person with 
representatives of the Grand Ronde Community. We have not yet met with the 
Grand Ronde Tribal Council; but such a meeting is complicated by the 
intervenor status of the Tribes and FERC ex-parte rules. 

TR3-8 Cultural resources monitoring was discussed in section 4.11 and 
appendix L of the DEIS. 

TR3-9 The Grand Ronde Community has not put forward any specific route 
alternatives that would have fewer impacts on identified cultural resources.  
Therefore, such alternatives could not be analyzed in the EIS. 

TR3-10 There are two crossings of the South Umpqua River, at MPs 71.3 and 
94.7.  The tribes did not indicate which crossing is considered culturally 
important to the Grand Ronde Community.  This is the first time that the Tribes 
have indicated on the record that the South Umpqua River crossing is culturally 
important.  We would include that information in the final EIS, were it 
provided. 

TR3-11 The Grand Ronde Community can provide us with information about 
species of concern in a non-public manner by filing data as privileged. 

TR3-12 The Tribes comments on the Visual Resource Assessment as 
summarized in the draft EIS represent consultations on visual impacts.  We 
agree that the pipeline right-of-way may have impacts on HPRCSITs.  
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TR3 continued, page 7 of 15 
 
TR3-13 We agree that Deur (2018) is not an adequate Ethnographic Study.  
That is why we included a recommendation in the EIS that the Commission 
Order should include a condition that the applicant must produce a revised 
study that identifies HPRCSIT, for review by staff and interested Indian Tribes 
prior to construction. 

TR3-14 We consulted with the SHPO on the definition of the APE.   The 
SHPO agreed with the applicant's definition of the in-direct APE.  Previously 
recorded sites within 0.5-mile of the pipeline were identified by the applicant; 
however, those data were filed as privileged.  It is not appropriate to include 
that data in the final EIS.  It is unlikely that there would be a catastrophic 
failure of the proposed facilities; and the CEQ regulations for implementing 
NEPA only require an assessment of reasonable impacts. 
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TR3 continued, page 8 of 15 
 
TR3-15 The Tribal Working Group was a concept of the applicant.  We were 
specifically excluded from participation with that Group.  The Tribes comments 
about the Group are noted. 

TR3-16 We agree with the Grand Ronde Community about the general scope 
that should be covered by the revised Ethnographic Study.  However, that study 
could be done after the Commission Order authorizing the Projects, but prior to 
construction.  The courts have supported the concept of a conditioned Order. 
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TR3 continued, page 9 of 15 
 
TR3-17 It is our understanding that the applicant provided the Grand Ronde 
Community with copies of all the treatment plans, and that the Tribes 
previously provided comments on those plans. 

TR3-18 The treatment plans would require data recovery excavations at the 
affected historic properties.  Those excavations may be considered adverse 
impacts on the historic properties in terms of Section 106 of the NHPA.  We 
agree that the treatment plans and UDP should be included by reference in the 
agreement document. 

TR3-19 The draft EIS made a recommendation that the Commission’s Order 
should include a condition for the production of the revised Ethnographic 
Study.  That study would be similar to an inventory report, in that it would 
identify HPRCSIT; it is not considered to be a mitigation program. 

TR3-20 We have considered these comments while revising the text in 
appendix L for the final EIS. 
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TR3 continued, page 10 of 15 
 
TR3-21 Section 4.11.4 of the DEIS stated that the UDP is incomplete and 
needs to be revised. 

 

 
 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 

TR3 continued, page 11 of 15 
 
TR3-22 We conducted government-to-government consultations with the 
Grand Ronde Community.  The Commission delegated the responsibility of 
consulting with Indian Tribes to FERC staff.  We consider that staff meetings, 
our NOI, our letter to the Grand Ronde Community, and letters from the Tribes 
to the Commission to constitute government-to-government consultations.    
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TR3 continued, page 12 of 15 
 
TR3-23 We have considered these comments while revising the text for the 
final EIS. 

TR3-24 Contrary to this comment, the FERC is not "proposing this action".  
The FERC is reviewing an application submitted to the federal government by 
a private independent company (i.e., the Applicant). The CEQ’s regulations for 
implementing NEPA, at 40 CFR 1502,13, only requires that an EIS briefly 
summarize the purpose and need for a project; which we have done. As 
described in section 1 of the DEIS, FERC environmental staff in the EIS do not 
make a final determination regarding the Project’s need.  The decision 
regarding the Project’s need is made by the Commission in the Project Order. 

TR3-25 The draft EIS addressed water crossings in section 4.3. 
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TR3 continued, page 13 of 15 
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TR3 continued, page 14 of 15 
 
TR3-26 Note that LNG (i.e., liquefied natural gas) would not be transported 
through the pipeline.  Compressed natural gas would be transported through the 
pipeline, and then liquified at the LNG terminal.  Section 4 of the EIS disclosed 
the impacts and risks to the natural and human environment from construction 
and operation of the pipeline and LNG facility.  The draft EIS addressed the 
safety of the transportation of natural via the pipeline in section 4.13. 

TR3-27 Comment noted.  We believe that the current EIS does address and 
disclose potential impacts in compliance with the requirements of NEPA.  
Where deficiencies were identified though agency and public review, these 
deficiencies have been corrected. 
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	SA2-112 Section 4.3.2.2 of the draft EIS provides a discussion of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA), including the requirements under sections 305(b) and 303 (d). It also directs the reader to table H-5 in appendix H of the draft EIS that provides a l...



