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CO28-1 Section 4.13.1.5 of the final EIS discusses FERC review of the 
various layers of protection or safeguards proposed in the Project.  If the 
Project is authorized, the engineering designs of these layers of protection are 
further developed during final design.  FERC recommendations described 
throughout the final EIS would be available for consideration for the Order. 

CO28-2 As discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS, the USDOT regulates and 
defines the safety standards mentioned in this comment.  We have no authority 
to require standards beyond these (e.g., thinker pipe in rural areas). 

CO28-3 As stated in section 4.13.1.2 of the final EIS, USDOT PHMSA has 
issued its Letter of Determination on Jordan Cove's compliance with 49 CFR 
193 Subpart B siting requirements.  Also, as stated in section 4.13.1.3 of the 
final EIS, the Coast Guard issued its Letter to Recommendation that states Coos 
Bay Channel be considered suitable for accommodating the type and frequency 
of LNG marine traffic associated with the proposed Project.  As detailed 
throughout the safety section of the final EIS, potential impacts from/to nearby 
military operations, potential impacts from LNG marine vessel operations (i.e., 
zones of concern), potential impacts from hazardous onsite scenarios, potential 
impacts from natural hazards, and potential impacts from nearby roads, 
railways, air traffic, pipelines, and other facilities have been summarized.  In 
addition, an Interagency Agreement among the FERC, USDOT PHMSA, and 
U.S. Coast Guard is in place that fosters an ongoing collaborative approach to 
safety and security. 
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CO28-4 Both the USDOT and Coast Guard have provided their 
determinations of the proposed Project.  In addition to these determinations, 
both the USDOT and Coast Guard would maintain ongoing oversight of the 
Project (if authorized and constructed) through an inspection and enforcement 
program to ensure continuing compliance with each agency’s regulations.  In 
addition, the FERC has conducted a preliminary review of the engineering 
design and associated layers of protection and has made several 
recommendations to improve the reliability and safety of the facilities that are 
often beyond and not covered by regulatory requirements.  If authorized and the 
recommendations are adopted as conditions, the FERC would also have 
oversight and would conduct construction and ongoing operations inspections 
to verify conditions of the FERC authorization are being met. 
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CO28-5 As described in section 4.13.1.2 of the final EIS, the USDOT issued 
a Letter of Determination on its 49 CFR 193 Subpart B siting requirements.  
This determination summarizes the USDOT’s review of potential hazards such 
as pool fires, jet fires, vapor dispersion, overpressures, etc.  In addition, the 
Coast Guard issued a Letter of Recommendation on the suitability of the 
waterway that considered accidental and intentional events that are summarized 
in section 4.13.1.3.  Also, FERC staff evaluates various accidental and 
intentional hazard scenarios that range in size and conditions and encompasses 
those done in the siting analyses as well as smaller and larger releases to 
determine the adequacy of the preliminary engineering design, including the 
layers of protection incorporated into the design. 

CO28-6 See comment responses CO28-4 and CO28-5. 

CO28-7 See comment responses CO28-4 and CO28-5. 
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CO28-8 Applicant provided data were used in part in the development of this 
EIS, as well as agency data, scientific studies, and independent analysis 
conducted by the FERC, its contractors, and the cooperating agencies.  The EIS 
relies on best available science, and meets the requirements of the CEQ 
regulations for implementing the NEPA. 

CO28-9 As noted in the final EIS, the LNG industry has been free of safety-
related incidents resulting in adverse effects on the public or the environment 
with the exception of the October 20, 1944, failure at an LNG plant in 
Cleveland, Ohio.  Furthermore, more recent LNG industry incidents have not 
resulted in adverse public effects or to the environment.  In addition, FERC 
staff did analyze process safety needs. 

CO28-10 The general description on layers of protection is a precursor to the 
detailed review conducted by FERC staff and summarized in subsequent 
sections of the final EIS that are under the following headings:  Process Design, 
Mechanical Design, Hazard Mitigation Design, Geotechnical and Structural 
Design, External Impact, and Onsite and Offsite Emergency Response.  In 
addition, Section 4.13.1.4 summarizes the security features for the proposed 
Project. 

 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO28 continued, page 16 of 302 
 
CO28-11 To understand the meaning of the phase, the entire sentence in the 
final EIS should be read.  The full sentence reads:  “The failure of process 
equipment could pose potential harm if not properly safeguarded through the 
use of appropriate engineering controls and operation.”  The final EIS section 
then continues to describe how the Project proposes to safeguard process 
equipment failures through the use of control valves, instrumentation, alarm 
systems, operator actions, emergency shutdown systems, and various other 
layers of protection.  The use of these components would reduce potential harm 
in the event of a failure of process equipment.   

CO28-12 Jordan Cove submitted a HAZOP and LOPA study to identify 
potential hazards from the preliminary design as proposed in the application.  
This analysis has not been put off until a later phase in Project development as 
it has been completed and submitted.  If the Project is authorized and moves to 
final design, another detailed hazard and operability review would be 
performed on the final design to identify major process hazards that may occur 
during the operation of the facilities.  For such process hazards, the analysis 
would identify safeguards proposed to prevent or indicate how the Project 
would mitigate the risk from such events and if needed recommend additional 
safeguards to mitigate the risk. 
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CO28-13 If the Project is authorized, as part of the LNG compliance program 
FERC staff would review the final design for compliance with the Project's 
Order and conduct regular construction inspections.  Once placed into 
operation, FERC staff would conduct annual inspections throughout the entire 
operational life of the facility.  The facility would receive a formal letter posted 
to the FERC docket to address any deficiency noted during the FERC 
inspections. 

CO28-14 The Mechanical Design section of the final EIS summarizes FERC 
staff review to ensure applicable codes and standards would be used to design, 
fabrication, construction, and test the proposed equipment.  The use of these 
codes, standards, and best practices ensures that equipment and piping are 
designed, fabricated, and constructed that can handle the operating conditions, 
process upsets, and impacts from natural hazards.  These standards also specify 
testing and operating guidelines that assist in the reliable operation of the 
proposed equipment. 

CO28-15 The full sentence in the final EIS reads:  “If operational control of 
the facilities were lost and operational controls and emergency shutdown 
systems failed to maintain the Project within the design limits of the piping, 
containers, and safety relief valves, a release could potentially occur.”  As 
discussed in the preliminary engineering review section of the final EIS, each 
project includes various layers of protection or safeguards to reduce the risk of 
a potentially hazardous scenario from developing into an event that could 
impact the offsite public.  These layers of protection are generally independent 
of one another so that any one layer would perform its function regardless of 
the initiating event or failure of any other protection layer.  These layers are 
described throughout section 4.13.1.5 of the final EIS.  In the event that one or 
multiple layers fail, there is a potential of a process release.  As discussed in the 
Spill Containment section of the final EIS, FERC staff analyses if all hazardous 
liquids are provided with spill containment based on the largest flow capacity 
from a single pipe for 10 minutes accounting for de-inventory or the liquid 
capacity of the largest vessel served. 
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CO28-16 In general, FERC staff considers fluids that can pose a asphyxiation, 
toxic, flammable, or combustible hazard as hazardous fluids.  As discussed in 
the third paragraph in the Spill Containment section of final EIS; LNG, 
refrigerants, heavy hydrocarbons, amine, nitrogen, ammonia, and diesel would 
be included as hazardous fluids and provided with spill containment systems. 

CO28-17 Spill containment of liquid spills are designed to prevent an 
uncontrolled release and spread of liquid to offsite areas.  The minimization of 
liquid spread minimizes vaporization of the liquid and subsequent dispersion 
distance.  As the liquid vaporizes within the spill containment system, the vapor 
cloud dispersion would vary based on composition, temperature, wind 
conditions, obstructions (other structures, vapor barriers, etc.) in its path, and if 
an ignition source has been reached. 

CO28-18 As stated in the Spill Containment section of the final EIS, LNG 
releases from LNG marine vessel loading piping would be directed to either the 
Process/Tank Impoundment Basin or the Marine Impoundment Basin.  In the 
event of a release, an emergency shutdown would stop LNG marine vessel 
loading operations and would limit the released volumes.  If the release 
occurred outside the curbed areas (at the connection to the ship), the powered 
emergency release coupling (PERC) connections between the shore side and 
LNG marine vessel would activate and a small quantity of LNG would reach 
and rapidly vaporize on the water.   

CO28-19 As described in the final EIS, Jordan Cove’s design must meet the 
impoundment system water removal regulations in 49 CFR 193 Subpart C.  The 
regulations state that pumps and piping must be provided to remove water from 
collecting in the impoundment area and tat sump pumps must be operated as 
necessary to keep the impounding space as dry as practical.  In addition, if 
authorized and recommendations are adopted as conditions, FERC staff would 
inspect the facilities and layers of protection, including the spill containment 
systems, to ensure that they are being maintained to effectively mitigate 
potential hazards from impacting the public. 

CO28-20 The Spacing and Layout Section of the final EIS discusses how 
process releases would be mitigated through fire protection measures to prevent 
cascading damage onsite.  Mitigation measures such as cryogenic protection on 
structural components are summarized regardless of the frequency of a 
cryogenic release.  
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CO28-21 Information provided in the Project application and to data request 
is summarized in the Ignition Controls section of the final EIS.  In general, 
ignition controls attempt to minimize ignition from energized and fired 
equipment through spacing and electrical area classification, which minimizes 
ignition energies during normal and/or fault conditions, prevents ignition from 
inside an explosion proof electrical box to spreading to outside through 
quenching and cooling of the flame based on minimum experimental safety 
gaps, and/or use of pressurized or purged/inserted electrical boxes to prevent 
flammable atmospheres.   

CO28-22 The final EIS summarizes FERC staff review of the preliminary 
hazard detection coverage.  If the Project is authorized, the final design of the 
hazard detection system would be developed and submitted for review and 
approval to ensure best practices have been considered, including the 
percentage of releases that must be detected and then isolated within a certain 
timeframe. 

CO28-23 The emergency shutdown system is summarized in the Process 
Design section of the final EIS.  Also various subsection in the Hazard 
Mitigation Design section of the final EIS state that a depressurization system 
would be provided to reduce pressure within the system during an emergency 
shutdown. 
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CO28-24 These sections indicate how the proposed Project would respond to 
potential hazards that include cryogenic releases, vapor dispersion, and fires.  
The Spacing and Layout section also summarizes some of the safety measures 
proposed to mitigate impacts from these hazards. 

CO28-25 Security information of the facilities are reviewed as part of the 
application and the type of documentation reviewed is briefly summarized, but 
is not discussed in detail given that it is considered Critical Energy 
Infrastructure Information that would be useful to an adversary. In addition, as 
stated in the Coast Guard's Letter of Recommendation, the Coast Guard may 
establish a moving security zone around a moving LNG marine vessel, and 
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. 

CO28-26 The total amount of energy stored is not representative of the 
amount of energy that may be liberated over time upon a release, which is 
important in quantifying the actual impact from a release.  For the onshore 
LNG facility, USDOT’s siting regulations in 49 CFR 193 Subpart B require the 
establishment of an exclusion zone surrounding an LNG facility in which an 
operator or government agency must exercise legal control over the activities 
where flammable vapors, specified levels of radiant heat from fires, and other 
hazards may occur in the event of a release for as long the facility is in 
operation.  The Zones of Concern are based on the Coast Guard’s Guidance 
documents to review LNG marine vessel transients and apply only to the LNG 
marine vessel.   

CO28-27 The August 31, 2018 MOU states that USDOT PHMSA would issue 
a Letter of Determination prior to the issuance of the final EIS; however, a 
change in schedule is allowable upon notification to FERC.  Section 4.13.1.2 of 
the final EIS provides additional details on the USDOT PHMSA's Letter of 
Determination for this Project. 
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CO28-28 USDOT PHMSA has provided a Letter of Determination regarding 
the Project's compliance with the siting requirements of 49 CFR 193, Subpart 
B.  In addition, a range of releases are considered by FERC staff when 
evaluating the various layers of protection and reliabilities and redundancies of 
those layers of protection.  Some of these details are not provided as they are 
considered privileged or Critical Energy Infrastructure Information. 

CO28-29 USDOT PHMSA has provided a Letter of Determination regarding 
the Project’s compliance with the siting requirements of 49 CFR 193, Subpart 
B.  This includes USDOT PHMSA's determination if the operator exercises 
legal control over activities within the exclusion zone as defined in 49 CFR 
193.  The Coast Guard also has the authority to ensure the safety of the 
waterway, including enforcing any safety and security zones or restricted 
navigational areas that it may establish if it finds them necessary, which may be 
invoked on a case by case basis. 

CO28-30 USDOT PHMSA’s Letter of Determination depicts how the 
governing design spill scenarios result in vapor dispersion and thermal heat 
fluxes across the proposed site and how these hazards meet the exclusion zone 
requirements in 49 CFR 193, Subpart B.  In addition, PHMSA’s Letter of 
Determination also reviews if the Applicant or a government agency legally 
controls all activities with these exclusion zones.  In the event of an onsite fire, 
the resulting heat flux on a docked LNG marine vessel is reviewed to ensure it 
is within an acceptable range. 
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CO28-31 For releases within the LNG terminal site, section 4.13.1.2 of the 
final EIS discusses that USDOT PHMSA approves hazard models to determine 
vapor dispersion distances.  In addition, the referenced comments from Jerry 
Havens and James Venart were on the previous Jordan Cove Project under 
Docket No. CP13-483.  Responses to these comments are included in appendix 
W of the final EIS issued for that project on September 30, 2015. 

CO28-32 The siting, design, construction, and operating requirements for the 
Project are contained in 33 CFR 103 through 105, 33 CFR 127, and 49 CFR 
193. These regulations do not require the use of SIGTTO publications.  
However, certain design criteria described as recommendations in SIGTTO 
Information Paper No. 14, Site Selection and Design for LNG Ports and Jetties, 
(i.e., strength/positions of mooring systems and breasting dolphins; interlinking 
of ship and shore ESD systems; installing quick acting valves at the PERC 
connections; using sensors to monitor the positions of the LNG loading arms; 
limiting ignition sources on the jetty; use of tugs and pilots to safely maneuver 
the LNG marine vessel to the jetty, etc.) are either required by regulation or are 
considered during the Coast Guard and FERC’s evaluation of the project.  In 
addition, as indicated in section 4.13.1.5 of the final EIS, FERC conducted an 
engineering review on the use of various layers of protection or safeguards to 
reduce risks of potential hazards to offsite public.  FERC also reviewed 
potential impacts from natural hazards and external impacts from the 
surrounding areas. 
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CO28-33 The Coast Guard has reviewed the number of LNG marine vessels 
proposed to arrive at the proposed site.   
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CO28-34 The siting, design, construction, and operating requirements for the 
Project are contained in 33 CFR 103 through 105, 33 CFR 127, and 49 CFR 
193. These regulations do not require the use of SIGTTO publications.  
However, certain design criteria described as recommendations in SIGTTO 
Information Paper No. 14, Site Selection and Design for LNG Ports and Jetties, 
(i.e., strength/positions of mooring systems and breasting dolphins; interlinking 
of ship and shore ESD systems; installing quick acting valves at the PERC 
connections; using sensors to monitor the positions of the LNG loading arms; 
limiting ignition sources on the jetty; use of tugs and pilots to safely maneuver 
the LNG marine vessel to the jetty, etc.) are either required by regulation or are 
considered during the Coast Guard and FERC’s evaluation of the project.  In 
addition, as indicated in section 4.13.1.5 of the final EIS, FERC conducted a 
engineering review on the use of various layers of protection or safeguards to 
reduce risks of potential hazards to offsite public.  FERC also reviewed 
potential impacts from natural hazards and external impacts from the 
surrounding areas. In response to the Coast Guard's review, the Project would 
include a western berth would serve as an emergency lay berth for LNG marine 
vessels that may be temporarily disabled during a port call.  Mooring 
equipment and breasting structures would also be provided on the emergency 
lay berth for safe mooring operations, however process piping connections 
would not be provided at the emergency lay berth. 

CO28-35 For foreign flagged ships, a valid Certificate of Compliance must be 
issued by the Coast Guard.  The certificate is issued after the ship has proved 
that it complies with the Coast Guard regulations and after it has been 
satisfactorily inspected by a Coast Guard Marine Sector Office.  A Certificate 
of Compliance is valid for a 2-year period and remains valid pending 
satisfactory completion of an annual mid-period examination between 
Certificate of Compliance renewals.  In addition, section 4.13.1.3 discusses the 
Zones of Concern and the potential public impacts in each zone. 
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CO28-36 The Zones of Concern are based on Sandia Reports published in 
2004 and updated in 2008 and 2012.  These reports indicate that an event lead 
to a breach of a LNG marine vessel cargo tank would likely also ignite the 
release creating a pool fire.  Zones 1 and 2 discussed in section 4.13.1.3 of the 
final EIS describe the heat impacts from the pool fires.  The footnotes in section 
4.13.1.2 of the final EIS describe how a range of heat fluxes would impact the 
public. 

CO28-37 The enclosures listed in the Coast Guard's Letter of 
Recommendation are available on the FERC eLibrary system under accession 
number:  20180601-3051.  All information submitted to the FERC has been 
reviewed and included as applicable. 

 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO28 continued, page 26 of 302 
 
CO28-38 Coast Guard submitted its Letter of Recommendation after 
reviewing all segments of the LNG marine vessel transit to the proposed site 
including transiting through the "channel bar".  Figures 4.13-1 and 4.13-2 of the 
final EIS depict the Zones of Concern.  In the event of a large release of LNG 
that ignited, the extent of impacts to public would depend on the location of the 
release and subsequent fire and the entire hazard zone would not be impacted. 

CO28-39 The route that would be taken by the international LNG vessels past 
K buoy is unknown, and would be speculative (see Section 2.2.1).    
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CO28-40 As discussed in Section 4.13.1.3, the Coast Guard would assess each 
LNG transit on a case by case basis to safeguard public health and welfare.  
The U.S. Coast Guard LOR is predicated on the risk mitigation measures 
identified in the WSA to be implemented. In addition, if appropriate resources 
are not in place, the Coast Guard Captain of the Port has the authority to 
prohibit LNG transfer or LNG marine vessel movements to protect the 
waterway, port, and marine environment. 

CO28-41 See comment response CO28-40.  Also, the Onsite and Offsite 
Emergency Response Plans discusses the emergency response plan and cost 
sharing plan. 

CO28-42 Deep draft marine vessels (such as LNG marine vessels) would be 
required to provide a 96-hour advance notice prior to calling on a port.  This 
would provide Coast Guard and pilots time to verify any resources needed for 
the LNG marine vessel are in place.  In addition, if appropriate resources are 
not in place, the Coast Guard Captain of the Port has the authority to prohibit 
LNG transfer or LNG marine vessel movements to protect the waterway, port, 
and marine environment. 
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CO28-43 See comment response CO28-33. 
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CO28-44 Additional information regarding recreation expenditures in Coos 
County has been added to section 4.9.1.7.  A separate discussion of subsistence 
use has also been added.  Potential impacts to clamming and crabbing are 
addressed in section 4.8.1.1. 
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CO28-45 The discussion of impacts to boating and fishing in section 4.8.1.1 
of the EIS has been revised to include impacts to other water-based impacts in 
the bay. 

CO28-46 See comment response CO32-107. 

CO28-47 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 I.13. A seismic study was performed and stamped 
by a licensed engineer, also filed publicly in the application as appendix I.13. 
The impact on the estuary was developed and included in the dame appendix 
I.13 and was stamped and sealed by a professional engineer. 
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CO28-48 The Coast Guard has considered waterway conditions such as depth 
of water, tidal range, navigational hazards, channel bar, LNG marine vessel 
routing, and other vessels transiting within the channel in its waterway 
suitability assessment. 
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CO28-49 As discussed in Section 4.13.1.3, the Coast Guard would assess each 
LNG transit on a case by case basis to safeguard public health and welfare.  
The U.S. Coast Guard LOR is predicated on the risk mitigation measures 
identified in the WSA to be implemented. In addition, if appropriate resources 
are not in place, the Coast Guard Captain of the Port has the authority to 
prohibit LNG transfer or LNG marine vessel movements to protect the 
waterway, port, and marine environment. 
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CO28-50 Comment noted.  Both pilots were part of the LNG marine vessel 
simulations conducted for this Project.  The Coast Guard has considered any 
suggestions and recommendations provided by the pilots. 

CO28-51 See comment response CO28-29. 

CO28-52 The current Project proposal under review by the FERC does not 
include ship vessels of this size.  FERC is reviewing the Project as proposed by 
the Applicant.  Jordan Cove provided LNG marine vessel simulations for 
89,000 m3 to 160,000 m3 size vessels, and would need to request a 
modification from FERC and U.S. Coast Guard for using larger LNG marine 
vessels.  As part of this request, Jordan Cove would be expected to provide 
LNG marine vessel simulations to FERC and U.S. Coast Guard that 
demonstrate large LNG marine vessels can safely navigate with them before 
being allowed to receive them.   If such a request is made, FERC would also 
work with U.S. Coast Guard to evaluate the risk of the larger vessels, but note 
that larger vessels would likely decrease the number of LNG shipments needed, 
and, as described in Sandia Report, Breach and Safety Analysis of Spills Over 
Water from Large Liquefied Natural Gas Carriers, 2008, larger LNG marine 
vessels, such as the 217,000 m3, more significantly affect the hazard duration, 
but do not significantly affect on the hazard footprints used to define the Zones 
of Concern that are used in part to assess the risk to the public by the U.S. 
Coast Guard and FERC.  In addition, DOT FAA would need to evaluate the 
impacts to air traffic for larger LNG marine vessels. 
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CO28-53 FERC's review of the process design did confirm that the Project 
would include provisions to monitor and alarm LNG density differences within 
each LNG storage tank.  In addition, in-tank pumps as well as LNG 
recirculation would help with mixing the stored LNG to minimize the potential 
for rollovers. 

CO28-54 The Coast Guard's Letter of Recommendation on the suitability for 
LNG marine vessel traffic within Coos Bay Channel would require 2 tug boats 
to assist in escorting the vessel and a third tug boat during docking activities. 
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CO28-55 The geotechnical information provided in the application is viewed 
as sufficient to provide preliminary information for front end engineering 
design. Additional information is requested as more detailed design work is 
performed to ensure that the proposed designs appropriately account for design 
ground motions set forth in codes, standards, and regulations. 

CO28-56 The draft EIS evaluates the historically worse case events and 
probabilistic effects of natural hazards (e.g., ground motions, wind velocities, 
wave runup and wave heights). In addition, natural hazards are discussed in the 
Geotechnical and Structural Design section of the final EIS. 

CO28-57 See comment responses IND2-1 through IND2-7.  For releases 
within the LNG terminal site, section 4.13.1.2 of the final EIS discusses that 
USDOT PHMSA approves hazard models to determine vapor dispersion 
distances. 
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CO28-58 See our updated analysis in section 4.10 and 4.13 of the final EIS 
related to the FAA assessment, and the Project’s potential impacts to the 
Southwest Regional Airport. 

CO28-59 See our updated analysis in section 4.10 and 4.13 of the final EIS 
related to the FAA assessment, and the Project’s potential impacts to the 
Southwest Regional Airport. 
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CO28-60 See our updated analysis in section 4.10 and 4.13 of the final EIS 
related to the FAA assessment, and the Project’s potential impacts to the 
Southwest Regional Airport. 

CO28-61 See our updated analysis in section 4.10 and 4.13 of the final EIS 
related to the FAA assessment, and the Project’s potential impacts to the 
Southwest Regional Airport. 
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CO28-62 The discussion of thermal plumes in section 4.10.1.4 of the draft 
EIS has been expanded to provide more information about the potential impacts 
from thermal plumes based on the current Project configuration. 
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CO28-63 A comprehensive geotechnical investigation has been performed 
and reviewed. If the Project is authorized, it must receive federal permits or 
authorizations prior to moving to the construction phase. The foundation design 
would be stamped and sealed by the professional engineer-of-record during 
final design and submit for review.  Also, see comment response SA2-16. 

CO28-64 A comprehensive geotechnical investigation has been performed 
and reviewed.  Also, see comment response SA2-16. 

CO28-65 See comment response CO28-63.  Liquefaction potential and 
proposed mitigation is discussed in the final EIS. 
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CO28-66 To meet 18 CFR §380.12(m) and 18 CFR §380.12(o)(14), Resource 
Reports 11 and 13 were submitted with the Project application.  FERC staff 
review of the site-specific design information in these resource reports has been 
summarized in the reliability and safety section of the final EIS, including the 
basis of design of the facilities to withstand or be protected from various natural 
hazards, such as earthquakes and tsunamis, described in both terms of 
magnitude and likelihood.  USDOT PHMSA’s Letter of Determination 
addresses the Project's compliance with 49 CFR 193 Subpart B siting 
requirements.  USDOT PHMSA’s 49 CFR 193 regulations have incorporated 
the 2001 edition and portions of the 2006 edition of NFPA 59A. 

CO28-67 See comment response CO28-66. 

CO28-68 See comment response SA2-309. 

CO28-69 See comment response SA2-307. 

CO28-70 See comment response CO28-47. 
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CO28-71 A comprehensive geotechnical investigation has been performed 
and reviewed.  Also, see comment response CO28-47 for Tsunami and Seismic 
responses. 

CO28-72 See comment responses CO28-23; CO28-24 and CO28-47. 

CO28-73 For LNG marine vessels docked at the facility, Jordan Cove would 
install powered emergency release coupling (PERC) valves on each LNG 
marine vessel loading arm connection.  In the event a seismic event, ship 
loading operations would be shut down and a breakaway of a LNG marine 
vessel would activate the PERC valves on each marine arm that would 
instantaneously close the connections and isolate the LNG flow with minimal 
release of LNG. 

CO28-74 As discussed in the final EIS, emergency response plans would be 
developed in coordination with local, state, and federal agencies, including 
response to natural hazards and potential evacuation routes. In addition, the 
impacts to natural hazards, including earthquakes, tsunamis, and potential for 
liquefaction are discussed. 
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CO28-75 As discussed in the final EIS, LNG facilities are designed to be 
resilient against an approximate 2,500 year tsunami event.  This return period is 
consistent with FERC guidance and the most up to date American Society of 
Civil Engineers (ASCE) 7 structural code for the most critical infrastructure 
with the highest consequences.  ASCE 7 is the most commonly referenced 
structural code and other infrastructure with lower consequences would not 
need to be designed to be resilient against the same event.  A tsunami study was 
performed and filed publicly in the application as appendix 13.I.  A seismic 
study was performed and stamped by a licensed engineer, also filed publicly in 
the application as appendix I.13. The impact on the estuary was developed and 
included in the dame appendix I.13 and was stamped and sealed by a 
professional engineer. 

CO28-76 The proposed Project would not change the natural behavior of 
tsunami.  See comment response SA2-324. 
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CO28-77 See comment response CO28-75. 
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CO28-78 Emergency response plans would be largely developed prior to initial site 
preparation with periodic meetings in consultation with local, state, and federal 
agencies.  Emergency response to natural hazards is a normal part of emergency 
response plans. 

CO28-79 The LNG storage tank basins would have an elevation of approximately 
+27 feet NAVD 88 that would be surrounded by a tertiary protective berm with a 
crest elevation of no less than +46 feet NAVD 88.  Preliminary design of the 
associated geotechnical and structural design has been evaluated and the final design, 
including calculations, is recommended to be provided, stamped and sealed by a 
professional engineer of record in the state of Oregon, prior to construction of final 
design.  FERC staff also recommend a special inspector during construction for added 
quality assurance and control. 

CO28-80 It is anticipated that any effects from a tsunami event would be similar to 
effects on other sea faring vessels such as cargo carriers, oil tankers, cruise ships, etc.  
However, these other sea faring vessels typically do not consist of double hull design 
present in LNG marine vessels.  The LNG facilities would be designed to be resilient 
against a 2,500-year event as described in the final EIS.  A tsunami study was 
performed and filed publicly in the application as Appendix 13.I.  A seismic study 
was performed and stamped by a licensed engineer, also filed publicly in the 
application as Appendix I.13. The impact on the estuary was developed and included 
in the dame Appendix I.13 and was stamped and sealed by a professional engineer.  
Also, see response to CO28-75. 

CO28-81 A wind speed assessment was performed and filed publicly in the 
application as Appendix I.13. DOT PHMSA regulations require the LNG facilities to 
be designed against a 10,000-year mean recurrence interval (MRI), which exceeds the 
most up to date American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE) 7 structural standard 
adopted by most states, which requires a 3,000-year MRI for the most critical 
infrastructure with the highest consequences.  The final EIS also compares the wind 
speeds to more common contexts, such as hurricane Saffir Simpson categories even 
though hurricanes would not occur on the West Coast due to different weather 
patterns.  The final EIS also describes wind speed relative to tornadic events and 
frequencies.  The Coast Guard has also reviewed the suitability of the Coos Bay 
Channel for LNG marine vessel transits.  This review considered high wind 
conditions and concluded that LNG marine vessels would require tug boats to escort 
and dock them.  The Coast Guard review also would limit LNG marine vessel transits 
during high wind conditions.  
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CO28-82 Load combinations and load factors are dictated by American Society of Civil 
Engineers 7 structural code.  The load combinations would call for a combination of loads, 
including a combination of wind and flood loads with other basic loads. However, the natural 
hazards described in the final EIS would be from very low frequency events often with other 
already conservative low likelihood worst case assumptions and the likelihood of two or more 
extreme events, such as seismic and wind and flood coinciding would be even less likely and 
would not be considered credible and therefore would not be required to be considered at full 
load factors.  We note that ASCE 7 and its load combinations and load factors are used to 
design a multitude of buildings and structures based on occupancy/risk categories and LNG 
facilities exceed those requirements even for the most critical infrastructure with the highest 
consequences. 

CO28-83 Section 4.13.2 of the final EIS discusses the proposed Project pipeline.  
Specifically, USDOT safety standards under 49 CFR 192 would apply over the entire 
pipeline route, including at the proposed LNG terminal site.  The pipeline into the facility 
would also include a High Integrity Pressure Protection Systems (HIPPS) that would protect 
the facility from high pressure events.  The U.S. Coast Guard has prepared a letter of 
recommendation to the FERC indicating the waterway is suitable for the type and frequency 
of LNG marine vessels proposed.  For LNG marine vessels docked at the facility, Jordan 
Cove would install powered emergency release coupling (PERC) valves on each LNG 
marine vessel loading arm connection.  In the event a tsunami event causes a breakaway of a 
LNG marine vessel, the PERC valves on each marine arm would instantaneously activate and 
isolate the LNG flow with minimal release of LNG.  For reference, see Golar Freeze incident 
in the LNG Marine Vessel Historical Record section of the final EIS.  While LNG marine 
vessels are in transit, it is anticipated that any effects from a tsunami event would be similar to 
effects on other sea faring vessels such as cargo carriers, oil tankers, cruise ships, etc.  
However, these other sea faring vessels typically do not consist of double hull design present 
in LNG marine vessels.  As stated in section 4.13.1.3, LNG marine vessels have transported 
LNG since 1959 without a serious accident at sea or in port which has resulted in a spill due 
to a release from the LNG marine vessel's cargo tanks.  Lastly, if there is a large enough 
tsunami event that would damage a LNG marine vessel, the incremental risk as a result of 
damage to the LNG marine vessel would likely be relatively small compared to the 
consequences of the tsunami event itself that could trigger such damage.   

CO28-84 As discussed in the Onsite and Offsite Emergency Response Plans of the final 
EIS, and in accordance with EPAct 2005, the emergency response plan as well as cost 
sharing plan must be filed prior to construction.  EPAct 2005 also stipulates that the 
emergency response plan develops with consultation with Coast Guard, state agencies, and 
local agencies.  As recommended in section 4.13.1.6 of the final EIS, the progress in 
finalizing the emergency response plan and the cost sharing plans would be provided to 
FERC staff at 3-month intervals.  
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CO28-85 The Project application consisted of a preliminary Front End 
Engineering Design (FEED) and provided site-specific details necessary to 
confirm that the Project would consist of a feasible design.  The FEED and 
associated layers of protection that would mitigate potential public safety 
impacts are described in the Reliability and Safety section, including relevant 
codes, standards, and recommended and generally accepted good engineering 
practices and areas identified by FERC staff that may need enhancing, 
including elements that are subjective or not addressed in codes, standards, and 
recommended and generally accepted good engineering practices.  If 
authorized, the Project has committed to conducting additional design work 
during final design that would not result in changes to the siting considerations, 
basis of design, operating conditions, major equipment selections, equipment 
design conditions, or safety system designs considered during the FERC 
review.  The list of recommendations in the final EIS directs the Applicant to 
take certain actions to enhance the reliability and safety of its facilities and/or 
ensures that the Project addresses requirements that would normally be 
developed in final design after FEED and would be submitted for review and 
approval by FERC staff.  Also, as described in the final EIS, FERC staff would 
require a change log for items that change from FEED to final design and 
would use recommended and generally accepted good engineering practices, 
such as American Institute of Chemical Engineers Guidelines on Management 
of Change in its evaluations. 
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CO28-86 As part of its application, Jordan Cove indicated that the Project 
would develop a comprehensive ERP with local, state, and federal agencies and 
emergency response officials (see section 4.13 of the draft EIS). Jordan Cove 
would continue these collaborative efforts during the development, design, and 
construction of the Project. The emergency procedures would provide for the 
protection of personnel and the public as well as the prevention of property 
damage that may occur as a result of incidents at the Project facilities. The 
facility would also provide appropriate personnel protective equipment to 
enable operations personnel and first responder access to the area.  Note also 
that as currently proposed, the temporary workforce housing facility would 
accommodate common facilities and 200 to 700 beds. 

CO28-87 Water would be supplied to the proposed workforce housing facility 
from the existing Coos Bay North Bend Water Board (CBNBWB) water 
pipeline.  Sanitary waste generated by the workforce housing facility would 
either be collected and taken off-site for disposal by a licensed contractor, or 
treated prior to discharge to the IWWP, and any solid waste would be disposed 
of off-site by a licensed contractor.   

CO28-88 Impacts to utilities are addressed in sections 4.9.1.6 (LNG terminal) 
and 4.9.2.6 (Pipeline) of the draft EIS.  No temporary labor camps are proposed 
other than the proposed workforce housing facility that would be located at the 
LNG terminal site.  Concerns related to the influx of temporary workers are 
discussed throughout section 4.9 of the draft EIS. 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO28 continued, page 54 of 302 
 
CO28-89 Health and safety for workers is addressed in the Safety and 
Security Plan for the Project, which is included in the draft EIS as Appendix V 
to the Plan of Development (see appendix F.10 of the EIS).  Reliability and 
safety are discussed further in section 4.13 of the EIS. 
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CO28-90 See response to comment IND291-1. 

 

 

  




