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CO28-148 The EIS provided an assessment of potential impacts to aquatic 
resources from stream crossing in section 4.5.2.3.  The Applicant applied the 
FWS Stream Crossing Risk Analysis matrix assessment to fluvial stream 
crossings and developed varied BMPs to address the potential issues of concern 
at crossings depending on risk level.  Additionally, they would conduct pre-
construction surveys of sites that did not have access to confirm level of risk 
and adjust crossing methods as needed.  They have developed specific crossing 
plans for stream crossing on Forest Service and BLM administered lands as 
mandated by these federal agencies.  During construction, an EI would be on 
site to ensure that actions designated in plans are implemented. There is no 
federal requirement to develop site-specific crossing plans on private lands.  
The State during their permitting process can make additional requirements as 
they determine are needed to meet the permit standards (see also comment 
SA2-205). 
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CO28-149 Hydraulic fracture and IR potential were evaluated for the crossings 
in the HDD feasibility assessment.  Elevated risks of drilling fluid surface 
release occurring near the entry and exit points during HDD are common due in 
part to the reduced overburden pressure at these locations.  During drilling, the 
contractor would monitor annular drilling fluid pressures to help identify when 
the potential for a surface release of drilling fluid may be possible. Annular 
pressures can be monitored through the use of an annular pressure tool as part 
of the bottom hole assembly (BHA) during pilot hole drilling. 
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CO28-150 We have not received the “Revised HDD Feasibility Evaluation” 
mentioned in this comment, and cannot comment or address the theoretical 
Applicant prepared document that was not filed with the Commission. 
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CO28-151 See response to comment CO28-150. 
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CO28-152 A condition that a final feasibility study be provided for review prior 
to construction has been added to the final EIS.   

CO28-153 See response to similar comments from the Western Environmental 
Law Center. 
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CO28-154 The Applicant has not proposed either of the methods outlined in 
this comment section 2.  Our EIS assesses the Project as proposed, and 
considers reasonable alternatives. 
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CO28-155 We have not received the “Revised HDD Feasibility Evaluation” 
mentioned in this comment, and cannot comment or address the theoretical 
Applicant prepared document that was not filed with the Commission. 

CO28-156 As indicated in the EIS, an open cut method is not proposed and 
would not be authorized under this NEPA process.  As a result, an impact 
assessment of the open cut method is not required or appropriate. 
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CO28-157 We have not received the “Revised HDD Feasibility Evaluation” 
mentioned in this comment, and cannot comment or address the theoretical 
Applicant prepared document that was not filed with the Commission. 

CO28-158 Hydraulic fracture and IRs are a potential occurrence for HDDs.  
Geoengineers did conduct quantitative hydrofracture analysis, where they were 
appropriate and qualitative analysis where the drill would pass through bedrock 
using rock core RQD information.  They also prepared an HDD Drilling Mud 
Contingency Plan for an IR that would be followed during drilling.   

CO28-159 The risk of hydraulic fracture is greatest during the drilling of a pilot 
hole.  During pilot hole drilling, the contractor would employ the use of an 
annular pressure monitoring too as part of their BHA that would monitor 
annular pressures alerting the operator to spikes in pressure and a possible 
hydraulic fracture that would allow the HDD contractor to take steps to bring 
pressure down and reduce the risk of an inadvertent drilling fluid return.  In 
order to minimize the risk of drilling fluid impact during the reaming process, 
the HDD contractor would maximize drilling fluid circulation by using 
appropriate means and methods, so that cuttings are efficiently removed from 
the hole and so that annular pressures are minimized. In the event that 
circulation is lost or significantly diminished, steps would be taken by the HDD 
contractor to restore circulation. If circulation is unattainable, the HDD 
contractor, using the appropriate means and methods would adjust fluid 
rheology, flow rate, and penetration rates to reduce annular pressure so that the 
risk of inadvertent drilling fluid returns are reduced. 
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CO28-160 See response to similar comments from the Western Environmental 
Law Center. 

CO28-161 See response to similar comments from the Western Environmental 
Law Center. 
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CO28-162 Section 4.5.2 address the issues noted including sedimentation, 
temperature, dissolved oxygen, and large woody debris effects from stream 
crossings.  The 401 water quality certification is a State requirement and is 
beyond the scope of the EIS.  It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to 
assess the Project's compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume 
that the State would determine if the Project is in compliance with the State 
requirements during their review of Applicant's State permit applications.  As 
disclosed in section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission 
would be conditional on the Applicant acquiring all federal and applicable 
federally delegated permits. (Also see response to SA2-423 for mitigative 
riparian vegetation plantings and SA-240 concerning state permits.) 
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CO28-163 The requested information is disclosed in section 4.10 of the EIS. 

CO28-164 The assessment of sediment from roads to streams as analysis in the 
EIS is adequate to make determinations of effects to water per the requirements 
of NEPA.   We assessed the project effects and indicated that there would be 
sediment runoff from roads used by the project, especially where roads cross 
streams.  While some road runoff would occur, the BMPs in place would be 
adequate to keep the effects to water to a minimum. The Applicant has 
developed plans, including the ECRP and Transportation Management Plan, 
that would be implemented to control potential runoff and erosion to streams.  
These plans include requirements that all permit requirements be followed 
which would include those designed by the State to maintained water quality 
through the 401 certificate requirements.  Construction BMPs for roads in areas 
of potential road erosion would generally be employed as discussed in section 
4.2.2.2.  See response to comment SA2-44 for more details.   

The 401 water quality certification is a State requirement and is beyond the 
scope of the EIS.  It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the 
Project's compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State 
would determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements. 

CO28-165 Hydrostatic testing and its potential effects are addressed in the EIS.  
It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's compliance 
with State regulations.  We assume that the State would determine if the Project 
is in compliance with the State requirements during their review of the 
Applicant’s State permit applications.  As disclosed in section 5 of the EIS, any 
authorization from the Commission would be conditional on the Applicant 
acquiring all applicable federal and federally delegated permits. 
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CO28-166 The assessment of sediment from roads to streams as analysis in the 
EIS is adequate to make determinations of effects to water per the requirements 
of NEPA.  The FWS Stream Crossing Risk Analysis Matrix assessment was 
applied to all fluvial stream crossings to determine issues that may arise at 
specific individual crossing. This analysis was done for all fluvial streams 
crossing of the route independent of fish presence. They developed varied 
methods of construction and restoration approaches and BMPs to address the 
potential issues of concern at crossings depending on risk level determined 
through risk matrix analysis.  Additionally, the Applicant would conduct pre-
construction surveys of sites that did not have access to confirm level of risk 
and would adjust crossing methods as needed based on final risk determined.  
Higher risk stream crossing would have additional actions taken to reduce 
potential for adverse effects to the stream channel.  They have developed site-
specific crossing plans for stream crossing that were requested on Forest 
Service and BLM administered lands as mandated by these federal agencies.  
During construction an EI would be on site to ensure that actions designated in 
plans are implemented. They have monitoring plans for the crossing sites as 
well to identify where specific crossing issues may arise post construction and 
stated they would take remedial actions if needed based on permit 
requirements. There is no federal requirement to develop site-specific crossing 
plans on private lands.  The State during their permitting process can make 
additional requirements as they determine are needed to meet their permit 
standards. 
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CO28-167 See response to comment CO28-166. 
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CO28-168 See response to comment SA2-86. 
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CO28-169 See response to comment CO28-166. 

CO28-170 The risks of direct pipe crossings are addressed relative to sediment 
in section 4.5.2.  Quantities of drilling fluid would be low and risk of 
substantial leaks into streams would remain low.  There are contingency plans 
in place to address potential fluid leaks that would minimize the risk of drilling 
fluid leaks from this proposed method. 
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CO28-171 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations.  We assume that the State would determine 
if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements during their review 
of the Applicant’s State permit applications.  As disclosed in section 5 of the 
EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be conditional on the 
Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and federally delegated permits. 
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CO28-172 See response to comment CO28-166. 

 

 

 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO28 continued, page 149 of 302 
 
 

 

 

 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO28 continued, page 150 of 302 
 
CO28-173 As described in section 4.3.2.2 of the EIS, “To prevent an 
inadvertent release or address impacts should one occur, Pacific Connector 
developed its Drilling Fluid Contingency Plan for Horizontal Directional 
Drilling Operations.”  The plans in place to reduce the risk of frac-out and 
actions to be taken to eliminate or reduce impacts are summarized in section 
4.5.2.  A more specific discussion of HDD drilling and the potential for frac-out 
incidents is also included in this section including assessment of potential 
impacts to aquatic resources from frac-out. We assume that the State would 
determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements and OARs 
during their review of the Applicant’s State permit applications.  If the State 
chooses, it could make the requested requirements contingent for permit 
approval.    
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CO28-174 The cited report (GeoEngineers' 2017 Horizontal Directional 
Drilling Design report for the Rogue River) addresses HDD feasibility at the 
site and presents reasonable assumptions about groundwater levels used in their 
analysis.  Notably, the report found that the proposed crossing of the Rogue 
River can be installed successfully and that there is a low risk of drilling fluid 
surface release along the portion of the HDD path located beneath the Rogue 
River. 

CO28-175 See response to comment CO28-173.  Also, cumulative impacts of 
the Project combined with reasonably foreseeable projects are addressed in 
section 4.14. 
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CO28-176 The draft EIS states that when crossing irrigation canals associated 
with Reclamation’s Klamath Project, Pacific Connector committed to 
complying with Reclamation’s Engineering and O&M Guidelines for Crossings 
– Bureau of Reclamation Water Conveyance Facilities (Canals, Pipelines, and 
Similar Facilities) unless otherwise described in the Klamath Project Facilities 
Crossing Plan (Appendix O of its POD). All crossings would require 
Professional Engineer–stamped design drawings approved by Reclamation 
prior to installation.  See section 2.4.2.2. 
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CO28-177 See response to comment SA2-86.  Also, the effects of clearing on 
stream water quality parameters are addressed in section 4.3.2. 
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CO28-178 See response to comment CO28-164.  Also, the Applicant would 
need to obtain NPDES permits for stormwater management.  These permits 
would require the implementation of actions needed to insure adverse water 
quality conditions do not occur.  We assume that the State would determine if 
the Project is in compliance with the State requirements during their review of 
Applicant’s State permit applications.  As disclosed in section 5 of the EIS, any 
authorization from the Commission would be conditional on the Applicant 
acquiring all federal and applicable federally delegated permits. 
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CO28-179 Hydrostatic testing and its potential effects are addressed in the EIS.  
It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's compliance 
with State regulations.  We assume that the State would determine if the Project 
is in compliance with the State requirements during their review of the 
Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in section 5 of the EIS, any 
authorization from the Commission would be conditional on the Applicant 
acquiring all applicable federal and federally delegated permits. 
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CO28-180 See response to comment CO28-166. 
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CO28-181 See response to comment CO28-164 (which would apply also to 
right-of-way clearing). 

CO28-182 Effects on groundwater are evaluated in section 4.3.1.2, including 
pipeline installation in areas with shallow groundwater at or near the surface. 
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CO28-183 See response to comment CO28-173 addressing HDD crossings and 
CO28-166 address risk of stream crossings above. 

CO28-184 The cited report (GeoEngineers’ 2017 Horizontal Directional 
Drilling Design report) addresses HDD feasibility at the site and presents 
assumptions about groundwater levels used in their analysis. Notably, the 
report found that the proposed crossing of the Klamath River can be installed 
successfully and there is a low risk of drilling fluid surface release along the 
portion of the HDD path located beneath the Klamath River. 
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CO28-185 See response to comment SA2-86. Temperature changes were 
modeled at numerous crossing from small to large and results reported in 
sections 4.3.2 and 4.3.4.  Temperature modeling, assuming no vegetation 
shading, found very small changes, most of which would be functionally not 
measurable, especially larger fish-bearing streams.  Most streams are small, and 
even low bush and grass would supply substantial shade.  Small streams are the 
ones showing the largest potential temperature change, while modeling studies 
show rapid recovery of temperature below the open crossing.  Additionally, 
LWD reduction, addressed in section 4.5.2, would not be substantial. 

CO28-186 See response to comment CO28-164. 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO28 continued, page 163 of 302 
 
CO28-187 As discussed in section 4.3, “Pacific Connector would obtain all 
necessary appropriations and withdrawal permits, including from the ODWR, 
prior to use.”  Additional text was added to clarify the review process. The final 
determination of whether the application meet availability, water rights and 
beneficial uses would be determined by the State during the State application 
for withdrawal made by the Applicant.  The Applicant would obtain all 
necessary appropriations and withdrawal permits, including from the ODWR, 
prior to use.  As part of this process, ODWR would have the applications 
reviewed by ODEQ and ODFW to determine if there are concerns about the 
impact water withdrawals may have on water resources (including concerns 
relating to the timing, seasonality, and method of withdrawal), as well as water 
quality and/or fish and wildlife species and the habitat, respectively. ODWR 
would provide public notice and opportunity to comment on the applications. 
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CO28-188 See response to comment CO28-187. 

CO28-189 Listed species effects are addressed in section 4.6 and in the BA.  
Also, see response to comment CO28-187. 
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CO28-190 The potential impacts of sediment are addressed in sections 4.3 and 
4.5.2.  The Applicant has developed plans, including the ECRP, that would be 
implemented to control potential runoff and erosion to streams.  Construction 
BMPs for roads in areas of potential road erosion and other sediment sources 
including riparian and upland erosion from right of way clearing would 
generally be employed as discussed in section 4.2.2.2.  These plans include 
requirements that all permit requirements be followed which would include 
those designed by the State to maintained water quality through the 401 
certificate requirements.  We acknowledge that complete elimination of input 
of sediment from Project actions would not occur.  Ultimately, permits 
addressing water quality protections would need to be obtained from the State 
before any construction can occur.  The 401 water quality certification is a 
State requirement and is beyond the scope of the EIS.  It is not the role or scope 
of the federal EIS to assess the Project’s compliance with State regulations or 
OARs.  We assume that the State would determine if the Project is in 
compliance with the State requirements during their review of Applicant’s State 
permit applications.  The State can include the requested information and 
mitigation as part of their permit requirements. As disclosed in section 5 of the 
EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be conditional on the 
Applicant acquiring all federal and applicable federally delegated permits. 
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CO28-191 Landslides along the pipeline route are discussed and evaluated in 
section 4.1.2.4 of the EIS including BMPs and specific mitigation for high-risk 
landslide areas.    

CO28-192 See response to comment CO28-190. 
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CO28-193 Silt fences and other erosion control devices are designed to reduce 
erosion and sediment input, but the EIS does not state that all erosion and 
sedimentation would be eliminated by these measures.    

CO28-194 The BMPs described in the EIS are designed to reduce erosion and 
sediment input, but the EIS does not state that all erosion and sedimentation 
would be eliminated by these measures.   The typical BMP drawings are 
included by reference and are provided in Resource Report 1 of the application 
to the FERC. 
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CO28-195 The ODEQ 2019 reference or document was not provided as a part 
of this comment. Landslides along the pipeline route are discussed and 
evaluated in section 4.1.2.4 of the EIS including BMPs and specific mitigation 
for high-risk landslide areas.  Also see response to comment SA2-43. 
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CO28-196 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations.  We assume that the State would determine 
if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements during their review 
of the Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in section 5 of the 
EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be conditional on the 
Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and federally delegated permits. 
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CO28-197 Section 4.2.2 of the EIS describes BMPs and other mitigation 
measures that would be employed for construction of the pipeline in areas of 
landslides and potentially unstable slopes. It is noted that necessary State 
permits would be acquired prior to construction of the Project.  It is also noted 
that LiDAR data were reviewed to identify potential landslide areas (see 
response to Comment SA2-43).  The reference to ODEQ 2019 is not clearly 
defined or provided. 

CO28-198 The EIS acknowledges risks to streams and water bodies from 
landslides.  It is acknowledged that catastrophic events can occur and that 
sometimes there is not a way to fully predict such events. EIS section 4.1.2.4 
includes identification of active and high-risk landslides along the pipeline 
route; as well as BMPs and mitigation measures for specific areas of concern 
that would be implemented.  Also see response to comment SA2-43. 

CO28-199 See response to comment SA2-43. 
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CO28-200 See response to comment CO28-190. 

CO28-201 See response to comment CO28-166. 
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CO28-202 See response to comments CO28-166 and CO28-190. 
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CO28 continued, page 173 of 302 
 
CO28-203 Appendix Y of the Transportation Management Plan of 
Development, section 2.2.1, states that all new temporary and permanent access 
roads will meet “agency design and road management standard” and that “all 
applicable agency BMP” will be applied. 

 

 

 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO28 continued, page 174 of 302 
 
CO28-204 See response to comment CO28-164. 
CO28-205 See response to comment CO28-190. 
CO28-206 As required by the NEPA, and the NWFP Standards & Guidelines, 
the Forest Service developed route alternatives that are disclosed in section 3 of 
the draft EIS at pages 3-31 to 3-37.  Route modifications to avoid or minimize 
impacts to LSRs on the Umpqua and Rogue River National Forests were 
considered.  However, due to the linear nature of the Project, some impacts to 
LSRs are unavoidable.  As a consequence, the Forest Service identified route 
variations reducing impacts to LSOG and minimizing fragmentation of habitat 
by siting the project in existing managed stands, co-locating route with existing 
roads, and avoiding high quality LSR stands.  Also, refer to appendix F.3 for 
impacts to LSR and avoidance/minimization strategies. 
CO28-207 The Forest Service identified route variations reducing impacts to 
LSOG and minimizing fragmentation of habitat by siting the project in existing 
managed stands, co-locating route with existing roads, and avoiding high 
quality LSR stands. Also, 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. 
CO28-208 The NWFP Standard and Guideline that addresses new 
developments in LSR is C-17.  This standard specifically lists pipelines as an 
example of new developments that would be reviewed on a case-by-case basis 
and may be approved when adverse effects and be minimized and mitigated 
(see draft EIS section 4.7.3.6 and appendix F.3). 
CO28-209 Page B-32 of the NWFP does not preclude placing wood in streams 
as a mitigation action.  The placing of wood in streams by the Forest Service is 
not being proposed as mitigation for poor land management practices, it is 
being proposed as compensatory mitigation for unavoidable adverse impacts of 
the proposed project.  Consistency with the ACS is addressed in section 4.7.3.5 
and appendix F.4 of the draft EIS.  
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CO28-210 The analysis in the draft EIS did consider the impact the Pacific 
Connector project would have on flow regime and peak flows within the 
watersheds subject to the ACS (see the tables addressing compliance with the 
ACS objectives for each watershed in section 4.7.3.5 and in appendix F.4 of the 
draft EIS). 

CO28-211 The 6.4 miles of fencing on the Winema NF would keep cattle from 
grazing newly established revegetation in the pipeline right-of-way, but it has 
also been proposed by the Winema NF to provide additional protections to 
riparian reserves along Spencer Creek which is consistent with ACS objectives 
(see draft EIS section 2.1.5 and pages 2-78 to 2-80 of appendix F.2). 

CO28-212 A complete analysis of Survey and Manage Species impacts are 
contained in appendix F.5 and summarized in section 4 of the final EIS in 
section 4.6.4.3.  Where species may be impacted significantly because of 
limited known populations, the FS required route adjustments to avoid known 
populations.  Refer to section 3 of the final EIS, Survey and Manage 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.   

CO28-213 Fire risks as well as how the project would be affected by fires and 
effect the likelihood of fires is addressed in sections 4.4 and 4.13. 

CO28-214 The text on page 4-172 of the draft EIS is misquoted. The text 
states, “It is also possible that the cleared right-of-way could serve as a fire 
break for large crown fires, thereby reducing the extent of a fire’s spread;” the 
text goes on to state, “however, as discussed above, the presence of the cleared 
right-of-way could also increase the risk of crown fires occurring in the first 
place.” The Forest Service has not proposed the pipeline corridor as a fuel 
break. The integrated stand density fuel breaks are designed to reduce the threat 
of stand replacement fires by reducing stand density, ladder fuels, and 
incorporating existing openings. Additional discussion has been added in 
section 2.1.5.1 and appendix F.3 in the final EIS. 

CO28-215 Comment noted.     
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CO28-216 Wildfires are addressed in section 4.4, 4.5, and 4.13.  
Implementation of measures outlined in the Fire Prevention and Suppression 
Plan (Appendix K of the POD) would minimize the risk of fires associated with 
construction and operation of the Project.  Additionally, this plan includes fire 
response procedures to be implemented in the event of a fire.    

CO28-217 The commenter is incorrect that “sustained heat” from a slash pile 
can create heat levels that are sufficient to overcome the insulating properties of 
soil or ignite the gas in the subterranean pipeline.  The commenter has failed to 
support their claim or provide any evidence to justify this claim.  The text, as 
written in the EIS, is correct. 

CO28-218 The MLV can be remotely accessed to shut off the gas.  Direct 
access to them in an emergency is not required. 
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CO28-219 As indicated in section 4.13, the risk of accidents (e.g., ruptures) is 
very low. 

CO28-220 We disagree that the right-of-way would result in a substantial 
increase in wildfire suppression, or result in a loss of control burns.  The 
commenter has not provided any justification for these claims. 

CO28-221 As disclosed in section 4.13 of the EIS, the pipeline would be buried 
to depths required by the USDOT.  As required by the USDOT, the pipeline 
may be buried to a depth of 24 inches in areas containing consolidated rock.  
We note your disagreement with the USDOT’s safety standards. 

CO28-222 This is incorrect.  The EIS disclosed multiple measures that would 
be implemented in regards to fire (e.g., see the Fire Prevention and 
Suppression Plan as well as the requirements that the project follow the NFPA 
56 "Standard for Fire and Explosion Prevention during Cleaning and Purging of 
Flammable Gas Piping Systems" or NFPA 51B "Standards for Fire Prevention 
During Welding, Cutting, and Other Hot Work") 

CO28-223 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would 
determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements and OARs 
during their review of the Applicant’s State permit applications.  As disclosed 
in section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be 
conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and federally 
delegated permits.   
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CO28-224 Resource Report 2 includes wetlands in the tables listing waterbody 
crossings.  Wetlands and streams (including ponds, ditches estuarine channels) 
are addressed separately in the EIS which is why the numbers differ.  
Furthermore, the Applicant has submitted numerous filings since the initial 
Resource Report 2 (as referenced in this comment) that has altered the 
proposed route and the subsequent number of waterbody crossings.  

CO28-225 We disagree that the analysis did not adequately consider potential 
effects for areas where site specific information was not available.  The types of 
stream and bank construction methods for stream crossing have standard 
procedures that would be used at all crossings. Depending on determined risk 
level of a crossing additional BMPs may be implemented.  Risk levels were 
based on field data when available and desk top information where access to 
site locations could not be obtained (see response to comment CO28-166). 
Once access is allowed, those sites only assessed by desktop analysis would be 
visited and risk level finalized.  If risk level changes after field site visit 
appropriate BMP would be implemented.   Wetland delineation surveys would 
be conducted in areas of the proposed pipeline right-of-way where access has 
been denied would be conducted prior to construction.  These surveys cannot 
be completed at this time because of lack of access granted by landowners. If 
the project is approved, the Applicant would acquire access through eminent 
domain and wetland delineation surveys would be conducted prior to 
construction. Also as stated on page 4-81 of the draft EIS and in the 
Groundwater Supply Monitoring and Mitigation Plan, pre-construction surveys 
would be conducted to confirm the presence and locations of all groundwater 
supplies for landowners within and adjacent to the proposed pipeline right-of-
way. During easement negotiations the landowner can work with Pacific 
Connector on siting the line within individual properties to increase the distance 
between the pipeline and any springs or wells. 

  




