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TR6 Confederated Tribes of Coos, Lower Umpqua and Siuslaw 
Indians, M. Corvi, page 1 of 39 
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TR6 continued, page 2 of 39 
 
TR6-1 We disagree that the Project poses a great threat to public safety, 
the economy, and natural resources in the Pacific Northwest.  Safety was 
addressed in section 4.13 of the draft EIS, and socioeconomics in section 4.9.  
We agree that the Project may impact cultural resources important to the 
CTCLUSI; however, those impacts were adequately considered in section 4.11 
and appendix L of the draft EIS. 

TR6-2 We disagree that the Project would induce additional natural gas 
production in the United States, and cause environmental harm through 
increased use of hydraulic fracturing or “fracking” as a production technique.  
FERC does not regulate activities associated with the exploration and 
production of natural gas, including fracking.  Those activities are regulated by 
individual states.  There is no reasonable way to determine the exact wells 
providing gas for the Project, nor is there a reasonable way to identify the well-
specific exploration and production methods used to obtain those gas supplies.  
It is possible that much of the gas for the Project would be produced in Canada; 
and many Canadian wells are drilled using conventional vertical methods, so 
they are not fracked.  Because a natural gas transportation project is proposed 
before FERC, it is not likely that it would lead to additional drilling and 
production.  In fact, the opposite causal relationship is more likely, i.e., once 
production begins in an area, shippers or end users will support the 
development of a pipeline to move the natural gas to markets.  In past 
proceedings, the Commission concluded that the environmental effects 
resulting from natural gas production are not reasonably foreseeable or 
causally-related to the proposed pipeline projects.  GHG was addressed in 
section 4.14 of the draft EIS.  Air quality was discussed in section 4.12.1.  The 
CTCLUSI ties to the TPC District “Q’alay ta Kukwis schichdii me” 
encompassing Coos Bay was mentioned in section 4.11 and appendix L. 
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TR6 continued, page 3 of 39 
 
TR6-03 The draft EIS meets the standards required by the CEQ to comply 
with the NEPA. 
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TR6 continued, page 4 of 39 
 
TR6-4 The draft EIS disclosed the status of our compliance with the 
NHPA.  The treatment plans produced by the applicant, and mentioned in 
section 4.11 and appendix L of the draft EIS, provide the mitigation measures 
proposed.  The draft EIS stated that an agreement document would be 
developed by FERC, in consultation with the consulting parties, including the 
CTCLUSI, to resolve adverse effects at affected historic properties.  The draft 
EIS (see page 4-636) also mentioned the CRPA between the applicant and 
CTCLUSI.  We will consider referencing the CRPA in the agreement 
document.  The draft EIS (in section 4.11.3.1) included a recommendation that 
the Commission include in its Order, if it authorizes the Project, as an 
environmental condition, that the applicant must produce a revised 
Ethnographic Study, prior to construction, for the review and approval of FERC 
staff and interested Indian Tribes. 
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TR6 continued, page 5 of 39 
 
TR6-5 The draft EIS (page 4-638) acknowledged the concerns of the 
CTCLUSI about pre-construction geotechnical work.  The Tribes can now 
monitor such work under the CRPA.  The intent of geotechnical work is to 
assist in Project design, not to find archaeological sites as would be done during 
survey investigations under Section 106 of the NHPA.  In a January 25, 2018 
letter to FERC, the ACHP agreed with staff that “geotechnical testing as part of 
project planning… [is] not, in and of itself, subject to review by federal 
agencies under Section 106.” 
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TR6 continued, page 6 of 39 
 
TR6-6 We will consider these comments while we revise the text for the 
final EIS.  Only the proposed access channel would be closed temporarily 
during construction of the LNG terminal.  During operation of the LNG 
terminal no portion of Coos Bay would be closed; although recreational boating 
may be delayed during the passage of LNG carriers.  Therefore, tribal canoeing 
in the bay would not be prohibited, although it may be limited in specific areas 
at specific times. 
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TR6 continued, page 7 of 39 
 
TR6-7 Leaders of the CTCLUSI met with the Chair of the Commission.  
Our responses to letters from the Tribes can be found in the EIS. 

TR6-8 Climate change is discussed in section 4.14 of the draft EIS. The 
Project would comply with EPA GHG reporting and permitting rules. There is 
no generally accepted significance criteria for GHG emissions. If the EPA 
establishes a GHG significance level, the Commission would apply said level 
to projects under its jurisdiction. 
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TR6 continued, page 8 of 39 
 
TR6-9 The cumulative impacts analysis does take into consideration the 
Port’s channel modification project, the railroad bridge repair project, and the 
airport expansion (see table 4.14-2).  It does not take into consideration the 
expansion of the Roseburg wood chip facility, and the Port’s proposed general 
cargo terminal.  In order to analyze those proposed future projects, we would 
need the CTCLUSI to provide us more information about them.  We think the 
Port cargo terminal was an older proposal that was dropped.  We are unaware 
that Roseburg Forest Products has plans to expand its North Spit facilities. 
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TR6 continued, page 9 of 39 
 
TR6-10 We disagree.  The draft EIS complies with NEPA.  It includes a 
robust analysis of alternatives in section 3, including the No Action Alternative; 
System Alternatives; and Route Alternatives. 
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TR6 continued, page 10 of 39 
 
TR6-11 The paper referenced in this comment (Komarek 2018) assesses the 
impacts of the fracking-related natural gas extraction boom in the Marcellas 
region of the U.S. on crime rates, by comparing crime statistics for “natural gas 
boom counties” in Pennsylvania, with similar counties in New York where 
fracking is banned.  The author found that the natural gas boom counties 
experienced overall higher violent crime rates than the comparison counties.  
Komarek (2018) also noted that caution should be taken in extrapolating these 
results to other locations or industries or phases of technology development, 
with differences in local characteristics potentially resulting in different 
experiences with criminal activity.  This information has been added to Section 
4.9.1.1 of the FEIS. 
 
Reference:  Komarek, T.M.  2018.  Crime and natural resource booms: 
evidence from unconventional natural gas production.  Ann Reg Sci (2018) 
61:113–137 
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TR6 continued, page 11 of 39 
 
TR6-12 The text of Section 4.8.2 has been revised for the final EIS to 
address this point about impacts on the viewshed of the referenced NRHP-
eligible TCP District “Q’alay ta Kukwis schichdii me”. 

TR6-13 Impacts to wetlands from construction of the pipeline would be 
mitigated for as described in the Compensatory Wetland Mitigation Plan filed 
with the FERC in January 2019.  Additionally, as described in section 4.3.3.2 
of the EIS, Pacific Connector has submitted a list of areas where modifications 
to the requirements if FERCs Procedures are requested.  These include areas 
where the applicant has requested a 95-foot-wide construction right-of-way in a 
wetland or that TEWAs be located less than 50 feet away from a wetland. 
These proposed modifications to FERC's Plan and Procedures are provided in 
table E-1 of appendix E in the EIS and the justification for the requested 
modification to FERCs Procedures within the Kentuck slough wetlands is 
provide in table E-1.  

TR6-14 The DEIS evaluates the information provided, as well as publicly 
available resources from other agencies. In addition, FERC staff reviews the 
design of the facility to applicable codes (i.e. ASCE, IBC, API, NFPA, CFR, 
etc.). The facility is designed to withstand earthquakes with return period 
intervals of up to 2,475 years, or a 2% probability of exceedance within 50 
years (the Maximum Considered Earthquake as defined in ASCE 7-05). 
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TR6 continued, page 12 of 39 
 
TR6-15 See section 4.3 of the EIS for a discussion of impacts on water 
resources including Coos Bay.  Dredging in the bay for the Project would be 
only at the access channel, and the four small navigation channel 
improvements.  Turbidity caused by dredging would be of limited intensity, 
duration, and extent. 

TR6-16 In water work windows that the applicant would follow are set by 
ODFW.  These cannot be modified by the Commission.   
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TR6 continued, page 13 of 39 
 
TR6-17 Impacts and measures to protect groundwater resources are fully 
described in the EIS: “A discussion of water supply wells within 150 feet of the 
construction right-of-way and measures proposed by Pacific Connector to avoid 
or minimize impacts on wells, including from blasting, is included in section 
4.3.  Pacific Connector would employ measures in the Blasting Plan including 
development of site-specific blasting operation and monitoring plans to address 
site variables (soil and rock types, etc.), which would incorporate known 
locations of existing groundwater wells or springs and seeps.  Maximum 
ground motion velocities (or PPV) of 2 inches/second would be set for blast 
locations within 150 feet of water wells and springs.” 

Stream crossings and geologic hazards have been identified. Stream scour 
hazards are addressed in Section 4.13.1 and Section 4.3.2 of the draft EIS. 
Scour hazards would be avoided by employing HDD construction of the 
pipeline across streams as described in the draft EIS.   

Pipeline construction BMPs for landslides and unstable slopes are documented 
in Section 4.1.2.4 of the EIS. In addition, pipeline monitoring protocols are also 
described.   

As described in the EIS, “Drilling and blasting would be done with the Pacific 
Connector inspector present and with inspector’s approval to proceed prior to 
each blast.  Blasting operations would be conducted by or under the direct and 
constant supervision of experienced personnel legally licensed and certified to 
perform such activity in the jurisdiction where blasting occurs.  Pacific 
Connector would require their contractor to provide a Blasting Plan at least five 
working days prior to any blasting-related activity, or two weeks prior to 
blasting on federal lands, and the contractor would be required to obtain Pacific 
Connector approval in writing prior to starting work.” 
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TR6 continued, page 14 of 39 
 
TR6-18 Liquefaction hazards have been fully addressed in Section 4.13.1 
of the EIS.  Jordan Cove's ECRP includes BMPs to avoid and mitigate potential 
impacts from wind and water erosion.   

Contaminants at the Jordan Cove site have been evaluated in coordination with 
the ODEQ; and all continuing investigation and remediation/disposal activities 
during construction will be coordinated with ODEQ as described in section 
4.2.1.2.  The SPCC Plan addresses the unique soil and subsurface conditions of 
the Project site, including the high permeability, shallow groundwater, and 
rapid transmissivity as described in the EIS.   

As stated in the text: “Construction of the Pile Dike rock apron is expected to 
produce a localized, temporary increase in turbidity; however, the long-term 
effect of the rock apron would improve shoreline stability including accounting 
for the effects of marine traffic.” 

This statement is followed by the following statement ""Therefore, the Forest 
Service has proposed plan amendments and compensatory mitigation actions to 
make provision for the proposed project.""  These amendments and 
compensatory mitigation actions are further described in the EIS." 

TR6-19 The scope and suitability of wetland mitigation is determined by 
the COE.  Therefore, the Commission and the EIS defers this decision to the 
COE. 
 
The applicant has proposed modifications to our Plan and Procedures.  We have 
reviewed these changes and determined that they are adequate to comply with 
the intent of our Plan and Procedures. 
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TR6 continued, page 15 of 39 
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TR6 continued, page 16 of 39 
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TR6 continued, page 17 of 39 
 
TR6-20 We noted that actions taken at Kentuck slough and adjacent creek 
habitat would benefit early marine rearing juvenile salmonids which is correct 
as juveniles entering the estuary from any area could utilize this nearshore 
habitat that would become available that had not been accessible before.  This 
statement does not indicate that overall coho salmon production would 
increase.   
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TR6 continued, page 18 of 39 
 
TR6-21 The scope and suitability of wetland mitigation is determined by 
the COE.  Therefore, the FERC and the EIS defers this decision to the COE. 

TR6-22 Text has been revised to address this issue. 
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TR6 continued, page 19 of 39 
 
TR6-23 Text in the final EIS has been revised for clarity. 

TR6-24 As discussed in section 2, environmental monitors would be 
required along the project length.  The construction contractor would select the 
method that is appropriate for the site specific conditions, and in line with the 
requirements outlined in the Order (if approved), as well as other federal, state, 
and local permit requirements. 

TR6-25 Compliance monitoring would occur during project 
implementation to monitor and evaluate these factors. 

TR6-26 Propeller wash from LNG carriers and tug boats associated with 
the Project, as well as ship wakes (waves) breaking on shore, could increase 
erosion along the shoreline and resuspend loose sediment along the shallow 
shoreline area, resulting in temporary increases of turbidity and sedimentation 
in the bay, both of which would affect water quality.  The effects of these 
actions relating to sediment, bottom disturbance, and wave actions on marine 
aquatic resources are discussed in section 4.5 of the EIS. 

We acknowledge that an inadvertent release of hazardous materials could 
adversely affect water quality in Coos Bay. The purpose the SPCC Plan is to 
minimize the potential for accidental releases of hazardous materials and to 
minimize effects of a spill by establishing protocols for minimization, 
containment, remediation, and reporting of any releases that might occur.   
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TR6 continued, page 20 of 39 
 
TR6-27 The applicants’ crossing plans for streams are in addition to those 
typically required by FERC.  They have used a method recommended by FWS 
to assess risk to streams from pipeline crossing and developed additional 
mitigation actions to be taken at sites for the various risk levels. These plans 
will need approval of State agencies through their permitting process.  It is not 
the role or scope of the Federal EIS to assess the Project's compliance with 
State regulations or OARs.  FERC assumes that the State will determine if the 
Project is in compliance with the State requirements and OARS during their 
review of the Applicant's State permit applications.  If the State chooses it 
could make the requested requirements contingent for State permit approval.  
As disclosed in Chapter 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the FERC would 
be conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and federally 
delegated permits.  See also response to comment CO28-166. 
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TR6 continued, page 21 of 39 
 
TR6-28 Comment noted.  The effects of ballast water and associated 
invasive species are addressed in section 4.3 and 4.5.  We defer to the U.S. 
Coast Guard in regards to the management of ballast water for international 
vessels. 

TR6-29 The EIS acknowledges that some benthic shrimp would be lost 
from project actions.  But dredging has been occurring regularly in Coos bay 
for decades so this is not a new impact. The pipeline would occupy a very small 
area of the total bay bottom, and is a temporary disturbance so magnitude of 
effect is slight. Overall areas affected are a limited portion of the total bay 
habitat.  Also the applicant has proposed habitat mitigation to replace some lost 
habitat resulting from habitat changes. The level and magnitude of effects is 
adequately presented in section 4.5.2 

TR6-30 Comment noted.  We acknowledged that these do not meet the 
State's screening criteria. The State's screening criteria cannot be required by 
the FERC or this EIS on these international LNG vessels under current 
regulations (as the FERC has no authority over international shipping vessels). 
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TR6 continued, page 22 of 39 
 
TR6-31 This issue is addressed in section 4.5. 

TR6-32 Comment noted. 

TR6-33 Comment noted. 

TR6-34 Comment noted. 
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TR6 continued, page 23 of 39 
 
TR6-35 The text has been revised in the final EIS to say: “Formerly a golf 
course, much of the Kentuck project site is shown as open land with wetlands 
on figure 4.7-2b.  Delineated wetlands on the site are shown on figure 4.3-1e.” 
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TR6 continued, page 24 of 39 
 
TR6-36 Please see the response to Comment TR6-12; the text of Section 
4.8.2 has been revised to acknowledge this point. 

TR6-37 The draft EIS (see appendix L) acknowledged that the CTCLUSI 
have utilized the North Spit for many thousands of years.  However, after 1881, 
tribal access to the Jordan Cove LNG terminal tract would have been restricted.  
This is currently private lands, and the Tribes will not be able conduct hunting, 
fishing, or gathering activities there in the future.  Section 4.8.1.1 of the draft 
EIS further acknowledged that the influx of Jordan Cove LNG terminal 
workers to the area could add to the number of people who would hunt on 
public lands in the region during hunting seasons. However, this potential 
increase in hunters would be temporary and short term. The total construction 
period for the terminal would be about 53 months and most construction jobs 
would last for less than two years. As noted with respect to overall Project 
related demand for recreation, Jordan Cove employees temporarily relocating 
to the area would have limited time available to hunt, primarily on weekends 
(when they are not working).  We do not believe that Project workers would 
represent serious competition to CTCLUSI members efforts to hunt and gather 
traditional foods. 

TR6-38 Project-related impacts resulting from potential worker traffic was 
discussed in section 4.10.1 of the draft EIS.  The applicant would reduce Project-
related traffic on the Trans-Pacific Parkway by erecting a Workers Housing 
Complex in the South Dunes area (so some employees would not have to 
commute to the terminal) and use buses from off-site parking area.  The NRHP-
eligible TCP District “Q’alay ta Kukwis schichdii me” overlaps portions of the 
Cities of North Bend and Coos Bay; so there is already existing transportation 
infrastructure and traffic within the TCP District that may affect tribal activities.   

Potential conflicts between recreational drivers on the Trans-Pacific Parkway and 
construction traffic traveling to and from the Jordan Cove LNG Project are 
discussed in section 4.8.1.1 in the Recreation Access and Driving for Pleasure 
subsection.  This section has been revised to note that these impacts could also 
apply to Tribal members who use the Trans-Pacific Parkway to access the North 
Spit area to gather culturally significant plants, collect shellfish, and hunt.   
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Peak hours in this context refer to the following periods: 

• Midweek AM (6:30 to 7:30 AM) 
• Midweek PM (5:00 to 6:00 PM) 
• Friday PM (5:30 to 6:30 PM) 
• Saturday midday (11:30 AM to 12:30 PM) 

This information has been added to section 4.8.1.1. 

Mitigation measures are summarized in section 4.8.1.1 of the draft EIS and 
discussed in more detail in section 4.10.1.2. 
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TR6 continued, page 25 of 39 
 
TR6-39 The statement referenced in the comment is as follows: “Given the 
large amount of public lands in the region and the relatively low levels of 
current use, this potential short-term increase in demand is not expected to 
result in significant effects on parks and other recreational areas.” 

The reference to relative low levels of current use refers to use of a range of 
areas and facilities in the vicinity of the LNG Terminal site, not only the stretch 
of beach controlled by OPRD on the west site of the Spit, which was the 
subject of the cited survey (Shelby and Tokarczyk 2002).  In general, the draft 
EIS characterizes existing recreation use based on the most recent publicly 
available information (see section 4.8.1)." 

TR6-40 See response to comment TR6-39. 

TR6-41 Distance, topography, coastal winds, and vegetation do generally help to 
dissipate sound, but are not considered mitigation measures for the Project.  The effects 
of topography and distance have been included in all noise calculations associated with 
the Project. During Project construction and operation, we would provide the necessary 
oversight, coordinate monitoring, and enforce the implementation of applicable 
mitigation measures.    

TR6-42 Section 4.8.1.1 of the draft EIS acknowledged that the influx of Jordan Cove 
LNG terminal workers to the area could add to the number of people who would hunt on 
public lands on the North Spit during hunting seasons. However, this potential increase in 
hunters would be temporary and short term. The total terminal construction period would be 
about 53 months and most construction jobs would last for less than two years. Jordan Cove 
employees would have limited time available to hunt, primarily on weekends (when they 
are not working).  We do not believe that Project workers would represent serious 
competition to CTCLUSI members efforts to hunt, fish, and gather traditional foods. 

TR6-43 The draft EIS discussed clamming and crabbing activities in Coos Bay in 
sections 4.5.2 and 4.8.1.1.  Dredging in the bay for the Project would be only at the 
access channel, and the four small navigation channel improvements.  Turbidity caused 
by Project-related dredging would be of limited intensity, duration, and extent.  Impacts 
would be temporary; as in-water work to dredge the access channel would be done in a 
period from four to six months (page 4-246 of the draft EIS).  Disturbance to estuarine 
habitats in the bay would be mitigated with reestablishment of estuarine habitat at the 
Kentuck Slough Wetland Mitigation area.  
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TR6 continued, page 26 of 39 
 
TR6-44 Potential measures to limit access to the pipeline right-of-way are 
discussed in section 4.8.1.2 in the OHV Controls and Limited Access to the 
Right-of-Way subsection.  In general, these measures would be designed to 
limit the use of the new pipeline right-of-way for motorized access in areas 
where this type of access does not presently exist.  Therefore, these measures 
are unlikely to affect existing patterns of motorized access by Tribal members 
or others.  Furthermore, the right-of-way is mostly accessed via private lands 
from which tribal members may be prohibited. 

TR6-45 Please see the responses to Comments TR6-12 and TR6-36 
regarding discussion of the significance of the viewshed to a TCP. The draft 
EIS indicated, as does the final EIS, that various aspects of the LNG terminal 
will change the visual setting and may have significant visual impacts. The 
CTCLUSI have not identified to FERC additional specific viewpoints of 
importance to the Tribes that should be considered in the Visual Impact 
Analysis or additional mitigation measures that should be included in the final 
EIS. 

TR6-46 The proposed Pacific Connector pipeline would only cross about 2 
miles of the Blue Ridge Trail System ERMA.  Any road closure would be 
temporary during construction.  This does not represent a significant long-term 
impact on CTCLUSI members ability to use the trail for access to traditional 
gathering, hunting, and ceremonial areas.  On August 6, 2019, Pacific 
Connector filed additional measures it would utilize to reduce impacts on the 
Blue Ridge Trail System ERMA and its users, including establishing a 
roughed-in trail within 24 hours of construction with directional signs, 
remediate trail to full design standards within two weeks after construction, 
install standard trail route markers, provide advance notice to BLM for 
construction dates, and implement OHV measures. 

TR6-47 The draft EIS also identifies estimated peak terminal employment 
as a share of the combined populations of Coos Bay and North Bend (6.6 
percent) and Coos County (2.8 percent) (section 4.9.1.1).  It also compares the 
average and peak combined terminal and pipeline workforces with total county 
population in section 4.9.2.1, with estimated increases equivalent to 1.7 percent 
(average) and 4.0 percent (peak) of total county population. 

Jordan Cove anticipates that the proposed workforce housing facility would be 
occupied by workers who are unaccompanied by family members.  In other 
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words, 100 percent of workforce housing facility occupants are assumed to be 
workers.  While workers have not yet been hired for the Project, it is reasonable 
to assume that the majority of the construction workforce hired for the Project 
would be male, given that the workforce in the U.S. construction industry is 
predominantly male (Seger 2018).  Construction workers would be relatively 
highly paid, especially when per diem payments are factored in.  This 
information has been added to section 4.9.1.1 of the draft EIS.  Per capita and 
median household incomes are identified for the potentially affected counties in 
table 4.9.2.4.1 of the EIS.   

The cited article describes the combined service unit that the Coos County 
Sheriff’s Office will have with Jordan Cove (Johnson 2018).  As described in 
the article, the combined service unit will be staffed by Coos County Sheriff 
Office officers who will be responsible for providing security around the 
facility, as well as for vessels traveling in and out.  Officers assigned to the 
combined service unit will be fully funded by Jordan Cove and work on regular 
deputy assignments when they are not providing security for Jordan Cove.  
Officers are being hired and trained now and some could be available, along 
with existing law enforcement officers to address any increases in illegal or 
criminal activities during construction were they to occur.   

The comment regarding local workforce education conflates statements about 
the operation and construction workforces.  An estimated 40 percent of the 
operating workforce was assumed to be hired locally as noted.  The other cited 
statement (from page 4-588 of the draft EIS) relates to the construction 
workforce. 

Potential increases in crime are addressed in section 4.9.1.1 of the draft EIS.  
As discussed in this section, some studies and articles have identified increases 
in crime related to large influxes of temporary workers.  Other studies found 
inconclusive links between crime and increased oil and gas activity or only 
minor increases in crime.  Studies have also concluded that impacts depend on 
a range of variables, with different oil field counties experiencing different 
levels and types of crime-related impacts.  As a result, attempts to use this 
information to estimate related potential increases in crime from the Project 
would be speculative, as noted in the draft EIS.   
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TR6 continued, page 27 of 39 
 
TR6-48 Potential impacts to short-term housing in Coos County are 
disclosed in the EIS.  In addition, these potential impacts are discussed with 
respect to environmental justice populations in section 4.9.1.9 of the final EIS.  
This is important information that the Commission would take into 
consideration when deciding whether to approve the Project proposal.  
Mitigation is not required as part of the NEPA process. 
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TR6 continued, page 28 of 39 
 
TR6-49 The section and text cited in the comment addresses concerns that 
the presence of the proposed terminal would result in decreased property 
values.  Concerns related to increased competition for limited housing 
resources are addressed in section 4.9.1.2.  Environmental justice concerns 
related to the proposed LNG terminal are addressed in section 4.9.1.9. 

TR6-50 The draft EIS provides a summary of an economic impact analysis 
prepared by ECONorthwest on behalf of Jordan Cove.  A more detailed 
discussion of the analysis and results is available in the report prepared by 
ECONorthwest (2017a).  Estimated impacts are presented by economic sector 
in Table 6 of that report.  Potentially affected sectors include among others: 
restaurants, hotels, and other accommodations; retail stores; and arts, 
entertainment, and recreation.  These impact estimates are based on estimated 
in-state Project expenditures and estimates of construction worker-related 
spending.  Potential impacts to other economic sectors, including recreation and 
tourism and commercial fishing are addressed in sections 4.9.1.7 and 4.9.1.8.  

The cited statement regarding union locals is from ECONorthwest (2017a).  
This has been clarified in the final EIS. 

The indirect and induced job estimates developed by ECONorthwest represent 
employment that could be supported elsewhere in the Oregon economy.  These 
may be existing jobs, overtime hours for existing workers, or in some cases 
new positions.  Section 4.14.1.7, which addresses cumulative effects and 
socioeconomics has been expanded to note that the Project would also support 
indirect and induced jobs elsewhere in the statewide economy. 

The following statement has been added to the Cumulative Effects section in 
the final EIS (see section 4.14.1.7): “Construction and operation of the Project 
would also support indirect and induced jobs elsewhere in the state economy.”" 

TR6-51 This Community Enhancement Plan is an agreement between 
Jordan Cove and local governments and outside the FERC's jurisdiction. 

TR6-52 Potential impacts to public services are discussed in sections 
4.9.1.6 (LNG Terminal) and 4.9.2.6 (Pipeline) of the draft EIS.  Potential 
impacts related to crime are discussed in sections 4.9.1.1 (LNG Terminal) and 
4.9.2.1 (Pipeline).   
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As noted in response to comment TR6-47, Jordan Cove anticipates that the 
proposed workforce housing facility would be occupied by workers who are 
unaccompanied by family members.  

Local and federal law enforcement agencies are responsible for enforcing laws.  
Potential impacts to public services including law enforcement, medical 
facilities, and utilities are assessed in sections 4.9.1.6 (LNG Terminal) and 
4.9.2.6 (Pipeline).  As discussed in section 4.9.1.6, Jordan Cove would 
reimburse Coos County to cover any costs associated with public safety during 
construction and operation.  Jordan Cove has also committed to building and 
funding the SORSC within the Jordan Cove LNG Project site.  Additional 
information on law enforcement is provided in response to comment TR6-47. 
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TR6 continued, page 29 of 39 
 
TR6-53 The Project would have mostly temporary and limited impacts on 
tourism and recreation, as explained in sections 4.8.1.1 and 4.9.1.7 of the draft 
EIS.  Furthermore, impacts of the Project on hunting are addressed in section 
4.8 and 4.9 of the draft EIS. Access to the North Spit (outside of the LNG 
terminal tract) would not be restricted, as discussed in section 4.10.1 of the 
draft EIS, therefore there would be little significant impacts on the CTCLUSI 
traditional practices.  The Tribes are correct to expect the recommended revised 
Ethnographic Study to address potential impacts on the TCP District “Q’alay ta 
Kukwis schichdii me.”   

TR6-54 Potential impacts to commercial fishing are addressed in section 
4.9.1.8.  As noted in section 4.9.1.8, the Coast Guard, as part of its Waterway 
Suitability Report (WSR) and LOR, will require that Jordan Cove to develop a 
Transit Management Plan to outline how conflicts with other commercial 
vessels would be avoided (see draft EIS, p. 4-598).   

TR6-55 Noise and air quality impacts were fully considered in section 4.12 
of the draft EIS.  Water quality impacts on aquatic resources of Coos Bay were 
addressed in section 4.5.2.2.  Jordan Cove did not identify any currently 
existing contaminated sediments in the bay at the access channel.  Jordan Cove 
has a SPCCP to handle the incidental release of hazardous materials at the 
terminal.  Stormwater runoff from the terminal would be managed in 
accordance with Jordan Cove’s ESCP.  The Port’s non-jurisdictional proposed 
Coos Bay Channel Modification Project was addressed in Cumulative Impacts 
(section 4.14 of the draft EIS).  We do not think there would be contamination 
from the Project that would negatively impact aquatic species in Coos Bay or 
affect the CTCLUSI members traditional food gathering activities, including 
fishing, crabbing, and clamming. 
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TR6 continued, page 30 of 39 
 
TR6-56 The impacts of constructing and operating the Project on the 
natural and human environments are identified and discussed throughout the 
environmental analysis section of this document.  This includes the potential 
impacts of Project-related vehicle traffic where appropriate.  The LNG Project 
is not expected to result in an increase in air traffic.  Noise and air emissions 
were covered in section 4.12. 

TR6-57 Text and analysis related to supplemental subsistence has been 
added to the EIS. 
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TR6 continued, page 31 of 39 
 
TR6-58 Comment noted.  Impacts to the human and natural environment 
(include the Bay) are addressed in section 4 of the EIS.  As discussed in 
sections 4.3 and 4.5 of the draft EIS, the Project would not have any long-term 
significant impacts on the health of the Coos Bay estuary and its associated 
aquatic species.  Therefore, the Project would not have significant long-term 
impacts on the health of the members of the CTCLUSI who fish, crab, or clam 
in the bay. 

TR6-59 This is not true.  While some information was still pending at the 
time of the issuance of the draft EIS, the lack of final plans does not deprive the 
CTCLUSI of a meaningful opportunity to comment.  The courts have held that 
final plans are not required at the NEPA stage (see Robertson v Methlow Valley 
Citizens Council).   

TR6-60 The PacifiCorp substation is located in the South Dune area.  
Jordan Cove has conducted cultural resources surveys of the South Dune area 
(Byram and Purdy 2007, Byram and Shindruk 2012, Byram and Rose 2013, 
Bowden et al. 2017, and Punke et al. 2018).  HRA recorded the PacifiCorp 
substation as part of the remains of the Menasha/Weyerhaeuser mill complex at 
the South Dune area, and evaluated it as not eligible for the NRHP (Bowden et 
al 2017).  The Oregon SHPO and FERC staff reviewed that report and agreed 
with its findings, and the FERC provided its determinations in sections 4.11.3.2 
and appendix L of the draft EIS. Therefore, we have complied with Section 106 
of the NHPA for this Project element. 

TR6-61 We considered the CTCLUSI future plans for the Hollering Place 
under Cumulative Impacts (section 4.14 of the draft EIS). 
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TR6 continued, page 32 of 39 
 
TR6-62 Impacts associated with the Kentuck Slough Wetland Mitigation 
Site were disclosed in the EIS.  We do not expect that those impacts would 
extend outside of the boundaries of Jordan Cove owned property.  Therefore, 
CTCLUSI lands near the Kentuck Slough Wetland Mitigation Site should not 
be affected. 

TR6-63 We disagree.  We think the section on tribal consultations is the 
appropriate place to mention comments from individual Native Americans.  
The UDP has not yet been finalized or accepted by FERC staff.  CTCLUSI 
should provide the applicant with its comments on the draft UDP. 

TR6-64 The ACHP has not filed comments on the draft EIS.  The intent of 
such geotechnical work is to assist in Project design, not to find archaeological 
sites as would be done during survey investigations under Section 106 of the 
NHPA.  In a January 25, 2018 letter to the Commission, the ACHP agreed with 
staff that “geotechnical testing as part of project planning… [is] not, in and of 
itself, subject to review by federal agencies under Section 106.”  Also, see our 
response to TR6-5. 

TR6-65 Direct and indirect impacts to various resources that could be 
affected by the dredging and "four turns" are addressed in section 4 of the EIS.  
We will reconsider visual impacts of the LNG terminal on the McCullough 
Bridge and the TCP District “Q’alay ta Kukwis schichdii me” in our analysis 
for the final EIS.  HRA evaluated the Trans-Pacific Parkway Causeway as part 
of the Menasha/Weyerhaeuser mill complex, and found that site to be not 
eligible for the NRHP, to which the Oregon SHPO and FERC staff agreed (see 
appendix L of the draft EIS). 
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TR6 continued, page 33 of 39 
 
TR6-66 The draft EIS discussed the potential for wildfires that may be 
related to pipeline construction in section 4.4.2.7.  Pacific Connector developed 
an Emergency Response Plan Concept Paper, a Fire Prevention and 
Suppression Plan to reduce the potential for wildfires. The potential for 
sedimentation into streams from runoff over areas where vegetation would be 
removed was addressed in section 4.3.2.2 of the draft EIS.  Erosion control 
methods would reduce those impacts. 

TR6-67 We have recommended in the draft EIS, that the applicant 
complete its Ethnographic Study, including reviews by Indian Tribes, prior to 
construction. 

TR6-68 We have considered these comments while revising the text for the 
final EIS.  Based on a finding by the Oregon SHPO, in its letter to FERC staff 
dated July 19, 2019 (after the draft EIS was issued), we agree that the TCP 
District “Q’alay ta Kukwis schichdii me” is eligible for the NRHP. 

TR6-69 The UDP is not yet finalized or accepted by FERC staff.  The 
CTCLUSI should provide their comments on the UDP to the applicant, so that 
these elements can be incorporated into the final version. 

TR6-70 We would consider referencing the CRPA between the CTCLUSI 
and the applicant in our draft agreement document. 
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TR6 continued, page 34 of 39 
 
TR6-71 We acknowledge that the ambient air quality at the monitor 
locations presented in the EIS is likely to have higher background 
concentrations than the ambient air in the vicinity of the proposed Jordan Cove 
terminal. This approach is more conservative when evaluating project impacts 
since the project is required to demonstrate that the sum of the project impacts 
plus the ambient background concentration does not exceed the ambient air 
quality standard. The use of ambient monitoring data from sites closer to urban 
areas is likely to overestimate the actual air quality impacts in the coastal area 
of the project. 

TR6-72 Comment noted. 

TR6-73 Information about dust suppression is provided in section 4.12.  
Information about helicopter use is provided in section 4.5. 

TR6-74 Existing ambient conditions in and around Coos Bay were 
considered in the final EIS. Construction noise impacts associated with 
activities such as pile driving, dredging, vessel movements, and HDD were 
analyzed relative to Coos Bay and nearby onshore NSAs.  As noted in section 
4.12.2.3 of the final EIS, the reflective nature of water within Coos Bay was 
incorporated into the acoustic modeling analysis. Based on review of the North 
Bend City Code, it does not appear that there are any numerical decibel limits 
that would be applicable to the Project. For pile driving and HDD activities, 
FERC has recommended noise mitigation measures as indicated in the final 
EIS. Dredging and overall construction noise are not estimated to result in noise 
levels greater than FERC's noise requirement of 55 Ldn dBA.  During operation 
of the Jordan Cove LNG Project, there would be less than one ship movement 
per day and noise from LNG carriers is not expected to create a noticeable 
change in overall noise levels.   

 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

TR6 continued, page 35 of 39 
 
TR6-75 As described in section 2.1.1.6 the purpose of the proposed 
modifications to the marine waterway would be to allow for a more efficient 
transit of LNG carriers.  However, neither the EIS nor the applicant imply that 
the Project could not be constructed or operated without these proposed 
modifications. 

 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

TR6 continued, page 36 of 39 
 
TR6-76 This information is provided in section 4.9 of the EIS. 

TR6-77 The study of wakes from LNG carriers transiting in Coos Bay (see 
section 4.5.2.1 of DEIS) concluded that there would be little shoreline erosion 
caused by such wakes.  If the vessels do not cause serious erosion, there would 
be no likely impacts on cultural resources located along the bay shoreline.   

TR6-78 The ESA compliance process does not have to be completed prior 
to issuance of the final EIS.  However, we have recommended that the 
Commission Order include a condition that construction cannot begin until the 
applicant has acquired all applicable federal permits, including a BO from the 
Services that reaches the conclusion that the Project would not jeopardize 
populations of federally-listed threatened or endangered species.  We presented 
our BA to the Services on July 29, 2019. 

TR6-79 The U.S. Congress conveyed the power of eminent domain to any 
company that receives a Certificate from the Commission. 

TR6-80 We concluded, in section 4.8.1 of the draft EIS, that recreational 
opportunities would not be significantly impacted by the Project.  Nor do we 
think that Project-related traffic, noise, and pollution would cause major 
changes to traditional tribal fishing, clamming, crabbing, and gathering 
activities, because environmental impacts would mostly be temporary and not 
significant.  The findings are supported in the draft EIS, in section 4.3.2 for 
water quality, 4.10.1 for traffic, and 4.12 for noise and air quality. 
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TR6 continued, page 37 of 39 
 
TR6-81 No mitigation is proposed or required. 

TR6-82 We agree that a revised Ethnographic Study is necessary, prior to 
construction.  The EIS considers Project related effects on the NRHP-eligible 
TCP District “Q’alay ta Kukwis schichdii me.”  Cumulative impacts on cultural 
resources are addressed in section 4.14 of the draft EIS. 

TR6-83 This is covered by recommendations 11 and 33. 

TR6-84 Recommendations 1 through 15 are standards that appear in most 
FERC EIS, and it is unlikely that FERC management would allow their 
wording to be changed.  We would consider changes to Project-specific 
recommendation 16, in light of BLM’s re-examination of the Blue Ridge 
Variation prior to the production of the final EIS.  Consultations with the SHPO 
is covered under recommendation 33.  We are not going to change the wording 
of that recommendation.  We see no evidence or reason to indicate that the 
potential lighting would have "significant" impacts to aquatic resources, and 
our recommendations are expected to address potential impact concerns. 
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TR6 continued, page 38 of 39 
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TR6 continued, page 39 of 39 
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TR7 Ute Indian Tribe, L. Duncan, page 1 of 2 
 
TR7-1 Comment noted. 
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TR7 continued, page 2 of 2 
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TR8 Confederated Tribes of the Grand Ronde Community of Oregon, 
page 1 of 3 

 
TR8-1 As stated in section 4.11.3.1 of the draft EIS, we have requested that 
the applicant 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 be submitted for review by 
staff and interested Indian Tribes prior to construction, if the Project is 
authorized.   

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

TR8 continued, page 2 of 3 
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TR8 continued, page 3 of 3 
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TR9 Confederated Tribes of Coos, Lower Umpqua & Siuslaw Indians, 
page 1 of 2 

 
TR9-1 Comment noted.  We would consider sending staff or a consultant to 
CTCLUSI office in Coos Bay, Oregon to examine an un-redacted version of the 
“Q’alya ta Kukwis shichdii me” Traditional Cultural Property Historic District 
National Register of Historic Places Registration Form, in order to identify 
specific locations of religious or cultural importance to the CTCLUSI on Coos 
Bay that may be affected by the Project. 

TR9-2 We will draft an agreement document for the Project prior to the 
Commission making its decision.  It has been FERC practice to invite Indian 
tribes that are not affected landowners to be “concurring parties” to our 
agreement documents. 

TR9-3 The cumulative effects section has been updated as appropriate. 
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TR10 continued, page 2 of 2 
 
TR9-4 The draft EIS included a recommendation that the Commission Order 
contain an environmental condition that the companies produce a revised 
ethnographic study prior to construction.  This study may be referenced in the 
agreement document.  If the study identifies specific locations of religious or 
cultural importance to Indian tribes within the viewshed for the Project, we 
would consider these impacts.   

TR9-5 The EIS does not contain any conditions.  It does contain 
recommendations that the Commission Order contain a number of specific 
environmental conditions.  One of our recommendations is it that the Project 
may not be constructed until after all applicable federal permits are obtained.   
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CO6 Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, G. Sexton, J. O’Keefe, 
page 1 of 13 
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CO6 continued, page 2 of 13 
 
CO6-1 The need for plan amendments in this project is specific to an 
application pursuant to Section 28 of the Mineral Leasing Act. Due to the linear 
nature of the project, it would not be consistent with certain requirements of the 
LRMPs of the National Forests crossed.  To address these inconsistencies, the 
Forest Service proposes to amend the LRMPs of the respective National Forests 
to make provision for the project. The geographic connection for the site-
specific plan amendments are rationally tied to route design and incorporation 
of mitigations to minimize impacts to NFS lands and resources (refer to section 
3.4—Pipeline routes and Alternatives in the draft EIS).  The Forest Service has 
identified suites of “Project Design Features” or “Project Requirements” 
necessary to accomplish goals and objectives of the respective LRMPs.  The 
project design features are included as attachments to Pacific Connector’s POD 
(see Table 2.6.3-1 of the draft EIS), which includes monitoring to ensure that 
the wide array of actions are implemented and assess the effectiveness of the 
actions relative to the goals and objectives of the respective LRMPs.  A 
description of the characteristics that are specific to the project area, an 
explanation of the connection between these characteristics and the 
amendment, and an explanation of why the amendment is necessary to reach 
the desired conditions in the project area are disclosed in this EIS (see draft EIS 
sections 4.2, 4.3, 4.6, 4.7.3.4, 4.8 and appendices F.1 and F.2).  

Per the substantive planning rule requirements at 36 CFR §§ 219.8 through 
219.11, and the procedural requirements at 36 CFR § 219.13(b), the Forest 
Service provided Notice of Initiation for proposed plan amendments with the 
FERC NOI on June 26, 2018.  The three categories identified by commenters 
were included in the Federal Register notice.  The draft EIS contains an 
analysis of the substantive rule requirements within the scope and scale of the 
proposed plan amendments. It was determined that the substantive 
requirements of the Planning Rule will be met through project design features 
and mitigation actions included in the proposed ROW (see section 4.7.3.4 and 
appendix F.2 of the draft EIS) 
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CO6 continued, page 3 of 13 
 
CO6-2 The Forest Service appropriately determined that, because of their 
purpose, the proposed plan amendments are directly related to certain 
substantive requirements of the 2012 Planning Rule.  The Responsible Official 
therefore must apply these requirements within the scope and scale of the 
proposed amendment (36 CFR 219.13 (b)(5)).  However the Forest Service 
disagrees with the assertion that the agency must consider both the purpose and 
the effects once it has already determined that the amendment is directly related 
by its purpose. The effects of the project, including the proposed amendments, 
are analyzed in the resource sections in section 4 of the draft EIS. Therefore, 
the Forest Service has met the Planning Rule requirements, and fulfilled its 
obligations under NEPA per 40 CFR §§ 1502.16, 1508.7. 

CO6-3 Appendix F.2 of the draft EIS provides a detailed discussion of the 
substantive requirements within the scope and scale of the proposed 
amendments.  As mentioned above, section 4 of the draft EIS provides detailed 
effects analysis of the project impacts at the locations of the proposed 
amendments and at multiple effects scales per resource affected.   
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CO6 continued, page 4 of 13 
 
CO6-4 See response to CO6-3. 

CO6-5 Proposed amendments to the Survey and Manage Standards and 
Guidelines are disclosed and analyzed in the draft EIS (see sections 2.1.3.2, 
4.7.3.4 and appendix F.2). Compliance with the ACS Standards and Guidelines 
is also disclosed and analyzed in the draft EIS (see sections 4.7.3.5 and 
appendices F.1 and F.4). 

CO6-6 Compliance with the ACS Standards and Guidelines in the Upper 
Cow Creek watershed is disclosed and analyzed in the draft EIS including 
project effects and mitigation (see sections 4.7.3.5 pages 4-500 to 4-554 and 
section 2.2.1.5 of Appendix F.4). In addition, an alternative crossing of East 
Fork Cow Creek considered in the draft EIS (section 3.4.2.8) that would reduce 
impacts in this watershed has been incorporated into the proposed route in the 
final EIS. Additional analysis of this new crossing is included in sections 
2.1.3.3, 3.4.2.8, 4.7.3.5 and section 2.2.1.5 of appendix F.4 in the final EIS. 

CO6-7 Proposed amendments to the Survey and Manage Standards and 
Guidelines are disclosed and analyzed in the draft EIS (see sections 2.1.3.2, 
4.6.4.3, 4.7.3.4 and appendices F.2 and F.5). 

CO6-8 The Standard and Guideline specific to new developments (such as 
pipelines) in LSR in the NWFP is on page C-17. This has not changed from the 
previous EIS for the Pacific Connector Project. Standard C-17 is described on 
page 4-517 of the draft EIS. The neutral or beneficial requirement is discussed 
on pages 4-521 and 4-522.  This standard including the neutral to beneficial 
requirement is evaluated in section 4.7.3.6 of the draft EIS and is further 
discussed in sections 2.1 and 2.2 of appendix F.3. Additional clarification has 
been included in section 4.7.3.6 and appendix F.3 in the final EIS. 
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CO6 continued, page 5 of 13 
 
CO6-9 The "Roads Route Alternative" proposed by the Forest Service is 
discussed in the draft EIS (see section 3.4.2.6).  This route was not selected 
because it would have been 3 miles longer and have imposed a greater 
construction footprint in LSR. It also was not constructible in places due to 
terrain and tight radius turnpoints.  It is important to note, however, that the 
original May 2006 route proposed by the applicant was modified to incorporate 
as much of the proposed Forest Service "roads route" as was feasible.  As a 
result, the proposed route in the 2019 draft EIS incorporated recommendations 
of the "roads route,” such as co-locating the pipeline along existing forest road 
corridors and regeneration harvested areas, to minimize impacts to mature 
forests in LSR 227.  After working with the applicant to create the modified 
route the Forest Service determined that neither the May 2006 route, nor the 
USFS "roads route" would be environmentally preferable to the modified 
proposed route.   

CO6-10 A Compensatory Mitigation Plan for LSRs has been developed by 
the Forest Service (see section 2.1.5 and Appendix F.3 of the draft EIS).  The 
mitigation actions for LSR have been designed to be neutral or beneficial to the 
creation and maintenance of LSOG habitat by maintaining the overall acreage 
of LSOG within LSRs, and enhancing the function of the LSRs, e.g. through 
the addition of snags and large woody debris.   Section 4.7.3.6 and appendix 
F.3 of the draft EIS include discussions of the steps that were taken to avoid 
and minimize impacts to LSOG forest in LSR and analyzes the proposed 
compensatory mitigation that is designed to be neutral or beneficial to the 
creation and maintenance of late-successional habitat. 

CO6-11 The BLM RMP designations affected by the proposed Pacific 
Connector pipeline are disclosed in the draft EIS. Table 4.7.3.3-3 of the draft 
EIS discloses the acres affected by the proposed Pacific Connector project to all 
BLM land classifications including LSR and Riparian Reserves. In addition, 
impacts from the proposed Pacific Connector pipeline on marbled murrelets 
and northern spotted owls (the focus of BLM LSR) and Riparian Reserves are 
disclosed throughout sections 4.3 and 4.6 including sections 4.3.4, 4.6.1.2, 
4.6.1.3, and 4.6.4 of the draft EIS. 
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CO6 continued, page 6 of 13 
 
CO6-12 The matrix lands proposed for reallocation to LSR are not currently 
planned for harvest, but the Umpqua NF is presently managing these acres as 
matrix.  When and if any of these acres would be proposed for timber harvest 
or other management activities consistent with the matrix designation is 
speculative. The reallocations are designed to form larger blocks of habitat over 
time. Managing younger stands to develop into LSOG habitat would benefit 
species dependent on late-succession habitat in the future. 
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CO6 continued, page 7 of 13 
 
CO6-13 The proposed pipeline route in LSR 227 utilizes existing forest roads 
and regeneration harvested areas to minimize impacts to interior forest from 
fragmentation. There are also past timber harvest areas in this location and as such 
there is little existing interior forest habitat in this portion of LSR 227 (for example 
see the map on page 8 of Appendix F.8a of the draft EIS).  The proposed 
reallocation area adjoins LSR 227 and would add approximately four times as 
many acres of LSOG to the LSR than would be removed by the construction of the 
pipeline (see page 4-530 of the draft EIS). Additional discussion had been included 
in section 4.7.3.6 of the final EIS and sections 1.3.2 and 1.3.3.2 in appendix F.3 of 
the final EIS. 

CO6-14 Analysis of edge effects and fragmentation on wildlife is disclosed in 
several sections of the draft EIS including mitigation efforts (e.g. see sections 
4.4.2.4, 4.5.1, 4.6.1.1, 4.6.1.2, 4.7.3.6 and Appendices F.2 and F.3.).  Additional 
discussion had been included in section 4.7.3.6 of the final EIS and sections 1.3.2 
and 1.3.3.2 in appendix F.3 of the final EIS. 

CO6-15 A large percentage of the impacts discussed on page 4-520 of the draft 
EIS are "indirect impacts" where LSOG habitat would not be removed by the 
project.  Also only approximately 55 acres of the forest habitat that would be 
removed in LSR 227 meets the criteria for LSOG habitat.  The draft EIS discloses 
that for every acre of LSOG habitat within LSR 227 that would be removed by the 
project, approximately 4 acres of LSOG habitat would be added to LSR 227 (see 
table 4.7.3.6-5 of the draft EIS).  Also in addition to the reallocation of matrix to 
LSR 227 there is also a compensatory mitigation plan developed by the Forest 
Service that has been designed with the goal that overall the project would be 
neutral or beneficial to the creation and maintenance of LSOG habitat within LSR 
227 (see pages 4-527 to 4-532 and appendices F.2 and F.3 of the draft EIS). 

CO6-16 The potential widening of existing roads may be necessary to 
accommodate the construction of the pipeline. An estimate of the amount of 
clearing that may be needed was made based on the best information available at 
the time. Once details in the Transportation Plan of Development have been further 
developed a more accurate estimate may be made.  However as disclosed in the 
draft EIS it is expected that these impacts would be very minor and would occur 
within or adjacent to existing roadways. The final EIS discloses that the impacts 
from road improvements are only about 1 acre (see section 4.7.3.6 of the final EIS 
and sections 2.1.3.1 and 2.2.3.1 in appendix F.3 of the final EIS).  
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CO6 continued, page 8 of 13 
 
CO6-17 The proposed road decommissioning is only one of several 
compensatory mitigation actions designed to enhance LSR objectives (see draft 
EIS 2.1.5 and appendices F.2 and F.3). There is presently no funding for the 
proposed road decommissioning so it is expected that it would not occur 
without funding from the applicant. The matrix lands proposed for reallocation 
to LSR are not currently planned for harvest, but the Forest Service is presently 
managing these acres as matrix.  When and if any of these acres would be 
proposed for timber harvest or other management activities consistent with the 
matrix designation is speculative. The reallocations are designed to form larger 
blocks of habitat over time. Managing younger stands to develop into LSOG 
would benefit species dependent on late-succession habitat in the future. 

CO6-18 A Compensatory Mitigation Plan for LSRs has been developed by 
the Forest Service (see section 2.1.4 and appendix F.3 of the draft EIS).  The 
mitigation actions for LSR have been designed to be neutral or beneficial to the 
creation and maintenance of LSOG habitat by maintaining the overall acreage 
of LSOG within LSRs, and enhancing the function of the LSRs, e.g. through 
the addition of snags and large woody debris.   Section 4.7.3.6 and appendix 
F.3 of the draft EIS include discussions of the steps that were taken to avoid 
and minimize impacts to LSOG forest in LSR and analyzes the proposed 
compensatory mitigation that is designed to be neutral or beneficial to the 
creation and maintenance of late-successional habitat. 

CO6-19 Fire risk is addressed in the draft EIS (e.g., see section 4.13.2). the 
Forest Service compensatory mitigation plan also address fire risk and proposes 
actions that would reduce the risk of loss of habitat from high intensity fires 
(see section 2.1.5 and appendices F.2 and F.3 of the draft EIS). Additional 
discussion has been included in section 2.1.5.1 of the final EIS and in sections 
1.3.2 and 1.3.3 of appendix F.3 in the final EIS. 
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CO6-20 Attachments K and R of the Plan of Development address the requirements the 
applicant would have to follow for construction of the pipeline on federal lands. These 
requirements address how fire from construction activities would be prevented.  The Forest Service 
compensatory mitigation plan also addresses fire risk and proposes actions that would reduce the 
risk of loss of habitat from high intensity fires (see section 2.1.5 and appendices F.2 and F.3 of the 
draft EIS). Additional discussion has been included in section 2.1.5.1 of the final EIS and in 
sections 1.3.2 and 1.3.3 of appendix F.3 in the final EIS. 

CO6-21 The draft EIS at 4-172 acknowledges that surface fires ignited in the herbaceous or 
low-shrub cover maintained along the permanent right-of-way may spread to adjacent stands and 
even trigger high intensity crown fire that could spread to areas more distant from the pipeline’s 
route.  The project record also acknowledges that if fire frequencies were to increase due to 
proposed activities, vegetative communities could shift over time to species compositions more 
suited to shorter fire frequencies.  Stand density management activities, listed as mitigations in table 
2.1.5-1, are designed, in part, to alter stand composition to increase resiliency to high severity 
wildfire effects and mimic reference conditions. Additional discussion has been included in section 
2.1.5.1 and appendix F.3 in the final EIS. 

CO6-22 Commenters’ figures are incorrect. On the Umpqua NF in addition to the acres listed 
in the comment, there are also 2,458 acres of stand density fuel breaks, and 616 acres of road 
shaded fuel breaks proposed (see final EIS section 2.1.5 and Appendix F.2). The main reason for 
the reduction of mitigation that would lower the risk of habitat loss from high intensity wildfire that 
was listed in the 2014 draft EIS on the Umpqua NF, is the Stouts Creek fire which burned in 2015 
between MP 96 and 109 of the Pacific Connector project (see attachment 1 to Appendix F.3 for a 
discussion of the Stouts Creek fire and the change in proposed mitigation). On the Rogue River NF 
there are 618 acres of Stand Density Fuel Break proposed. This is unchanged from the 2014 draft 
EIS. Also, the applicant has proposed mitigation on BLM lands which includes approximately 
2553 acres of Stand Density Fuel Breaks as well as proposed heli-ponds, pump chances and dry 
hydrants. Additional discussion has been added in sections 2.1.4 and 2.1.5 of the final EIS and in 
appendix F.3 and F.12 of the final EIS. 

CO6-23 The "Roads Route Alternative" proposed by the Forest Service is discussed in the 
draft EIS (see section 3.4.2.6).  This route was not selected because it would have been 3 miles 
longer and have imposed a greater construction footprint in LSR.  Not only would the alternative 
not avoid logging, clearing and construction activities in LSR as claimed in the comment, it would 
have resulted in a greater amount of logging, clearing and construction activities in LSR 227. It also 
was not constructible in places due to terrain and tight radius turnpoints.  It is important to note 
however that the original May 2006 route proposed by the applicant was modified to incorporate as 
much of the proposed Forest Service "roads route" as was feasible.  As a result, the proposed route 
in the 2019 draft EIS incorporated recommendations of the "roads route,” such as co-locating the 
pipeline along existing forest road corridors and regeneration harvested areas, to minimize impacts 
to mature forests in LSR 227.  After working with the applicant to create the modified route the 
Forest Service determined that neither the May 2006 route, nor the USFS "roads route" would be 
environmentally preferable to the modified proposed route. Also, the route in the final EIS 
incorporates the modified Pacific Crest Trail crossing which co-locates the pipeline along an 
existing road (see section 3.4.2.9 in the final EIS).    
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CO6-24 A complete analysis of Survey and Manage species impacts are 
contained in Appendix F.5 and summarized in section 4.6.4.3 of the draft EIS.  
Where there were impacts to species with limited known populations, the 
Forest Service required route adjustments to avoid impacting known sites.  
Refer to Section 3, Survey and Manage species Route Variations.  However, 
due to the linear nature of the project, all known populations could not be 
avoided because species occur in forested stands throughout the entire NFS 
lands adjacent to the current proposed route.  Therefore, it was concluded that 
as long as Survey and Manage objectives for species persistence could be met, 
additional route adjustments were not warranted.   

CO6-25 Environmental consequences to soils relevant to impacts on federal 
lands is disclosed in the draft EIS, Section 4, 4.2.3.1.  In addition, Appendix G 
of the draft EIS provides a detailed assessment of soils and is the basis for 
effects analysis contained in the draft EIS.  The effects of yarding activities for 
clearing the corridor are included in the effects to soils in the analysis. Road 
widening would not occur throughout the project area. The very limited amount 
of estimated road widening on Forest Service lands (approximately 1 acre) 
would occur along the existing road corridor and would not require yarding or 
amendments to the soil standards and guidelines. 

CO6-26 The Forest Service has not proposed to amend riparian reserve 
standards and guidelines in the NWFP for the Pacific Connector project. 
Impacts on riparian areas are disclosed in sections 4.7.3.5 and Appendix F.4 of 
the draft EIS.  For each watershed, there is a detailed analysis of Aquatic 
Conservation Strategy Objectives.  Summary tables per watershed provide 
information on impacts caused by removal of vegetation during construction.  
This analysis is summarized and included in section 4.3.4.2, 4.7.3.5 and 
appendix F.4 of the draft EIS.   

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO6 continued, page 11 of 13 
 
CO6-27 While we agree with the commenter that the Umpqua, Rogue River, 
and Winema NFs have track records for implementing all of these 
restoration/mitigation strategies, we disagree that the proposed mitigation 
actions would occur without the Pacific Connector project. There is presently 
no funding for any of these proposed projects and none is foreseeable. Also, 
these mitigation actions have been proposed in the watersheds that would be 
impacted by the project. If restoration funds become available to the Forest 
Service it is likely that there would be areas of higher priority for those funds. 
Compliance with the ACS Standards and Guidelines is disclosed and analyzed 
in the draft EIS (see sections 4.7.3.5 and appendices F.1, F.2, and F.4). 
Additional discussion has been included in sections 2.1.5.1 and appendix F.2 of 
the final EIS. 

CO6-28 See response to CO6-11 on disclosure of impacts on BLM lands. 
The Forest Service LSR and Riparian Reserve land allocations do not overlap 
BLM designations. With the completion of the Western Oregon Plan Revisions 
the land designations, including LSR and Riparian Reserve in the BLM RMPs 
are no longer under the direction in the Northwest Forest Plan. 

CO6-29 A detailed proposed action is presented in section 2 of the draft EIS 
and in the accompanying appendices. Detailed analysis of the environmental 
impacts of the proposed pipeline and Jordan Cove facility including site 
specific and cumulative impacts are discussed throughout section 4 of the draft 
EIS and in the accompanying appendices. 
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