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CO28 continued, page 240 of 302 
 
CO28-287 See response to comment CO28-273. 

CO28-288 There is no legal nexus or NEPA stipulation to require the same 
mitigation measures related to streams on private lands compared to what the 
BLM and Forest Service are requiring on federally managed lands. 

CO28-289 As disclosed in section 4.13 of the EIS, the pipeline would be buried 
to depths required by the USDOT.  We note your disagreement with the 
USDOT's safety standards. 
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CO28 continued, page 241 of 302 
 
CO28-290 The Pacific Connector pipeline would be designed and constructed 
per the in accordance with the minimum safety standards of 44CFR part 192.  
These regulations are designed to ensure adequate protection of the public and 
to prevent natural gas accidents and failures.  Public safety is also addressed in 
section 4.13. 

CO28-291 See response to similar comments from the League of Women 
Voters. 
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CO28 continued, page 242 of 302 
 
CO28-292 See response to comment CO28-290. 

CO28-293 Fire risks as well as how the Project would be affected by fires and 
affect the likelihood of fires is addressed in sections 4.4 and 4.13. 
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CO28 continued, page 243 of 302 
 
CO28-294 See response to comment CO28-290. 

CO28-295 See response to comment CO28-290. 

CO28-296 The quoted statement regarding lateral spreading is not included in 
EIS sections 4.1 or 4.13.  Earthquake hazards including earthquakes, landslides, 
and liquefaction and lateral spreading, as well as mitigation measures in 
association with the proposed pipeline have been addressed in sections 4.1.2.3 
and 4.1.2.4 of the EIS. 
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CO28 continued, page 244 of 302 
 
CO28-297 The entire Project region is an area known to have seismic activity.  
In fact, the entire pipeline route is located in an area mapped by the U.S. 
Geological Survey has having high to moderate earthquake hazard based on 
ground motion predictions.  Therefore, no pipeline route alternatives would 
avoid the seismic related hazards.  Section 4.1.2.3 of the EIS describes design 
and mitigation measures that would be implemented to address seismic-related 
hazards along the pipeline. 

CO28-298 The NWFP directed that during watershed analysis unstable areas 
including earthflows be considered in determining the widths of Riparian 
Reserves.  The amount of area to be included in riparian reserves is based on 
several factors and the NWFP provided guidance on this analysis (see NWFP 
pages B-20 through B-30).  All of the watersheds crossed by the proposed 
PCGP within the NWFP have completed WAs and the riparian reserves 
generated from these WAs are included in the draft EIS analysis.  
Subsequently, the Forest Service worked closely with the Applicant to identify 
and avoid areas of slope instability. Where locations could not be avoided 
additional design features were developed to address site-specific conditions 
and ensure consistency with the Riparian Reserve Standard and Guidelines (see 
draft EIS sections 4.7.3.5 and Appendix F.4). 

CO28-299 This statement is incorrect.  The DOE has authority over 
determining if natural gas can be exported, and this is outside the jurisdiction of 
the FERC or this EIS.  The "public need" for the project is not determined by 
the DOE.  As described in section 1 of the draft EIS, FERC staff do not make a 
final determination regarding the Project’s need.  The decision regarding the 
Project’s need is made by the Commission in the Project Order. 

CO28-300 It is not clear what Sierra Club protest this comment is referring to 
or what the argument is that the comment wishes to incorporate by reference.  
The Sierra Club is, however, listed as one of the parties providing this comment 
(see the beginning of this letter).  ECONorthwest (2017c, 2017d) prepared two 
separate IMPLAN analyses that assessed the regional economic impacts of 
construction and operation of the LNG terminal and Pipeline projects, as 
discussed in section 4.9 of the draft EIS.  IMPLAN is a commercially available 
economic modeling package widely used to assess the economic impacts of 
many different types of projects and proposals.  IMPLAN is an input-output 
model and subject to the assumptions and limitations of this type modeling, 
which are well documented.    
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CO28 continued, page 245 of 302 
 
CO28-301 Comment noted. 
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CO28 continued, page 246 of 302 
 
CO28-302 The commenter is apparently commenting on the 2015 EIS, and not 
the current NEPA document.  There is no Clarks Branch Meter Station 
associated with the current proposal or in the EIS.  This comment is therefore, 
not applicable to the current NEPA document. 

CO28-303 The purpose of the blanket certificate program pursuant to section 
7(c) of the Natural Gas Act, is to allow natural gas companies to undertake a 
restricted array of routine future activities that are not yet known at the time of 
issuance of the blanket certificate.  Given that Pacific Connector has not yet 
proposed to conduct any specific activity under a blanket certificate, it would 
be premature for Commission staff to assess in the EIS the environmental 
impacts of such potential activities.  Commission staff has no information 
regarding the location, scope, or timing of any potential activity on which to 
base its environmental review. 

The blanket certificate program requires that each activity complies with 
defined constraints on costs and environmental impacts as set forth in the 
Commission's regulations.  The activities covered under the blanket certificate 
program are defined in §157.208(d).  In addition, Pacific Connector would need 
to notify potentially affected landowners of the planned activities at least 45 
days in advance, describing the planned activity and how a landowner can 
contact the company.  The notification must also include an explanation of the 
Commission's Landowner Helpline procedures and the Landowner Helpline 
phone number.  See further discussion on the Commission’s website at: 
https://www.ferc.gov/industries/gas/indus-act/blank-cert.asp. 
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CO28 continued, page 247 of 302 
 
CO28-304 Law enforcement and fire protection, including emergency 
response, are discussed with respect to the Pipeline in section 4.9.2.6 of the 
draft EIS.  As discussed in this section, Pacific Connector has developed an 
Emergency Response Plan Concept Paper, a Fire Prevention and Suppression 
Plan, and a Safety and Security Plan, which were provided as part of Appendix 
F.10 to the draft EIS.  Section 4.9.2.6 also notes that: “Pacific Connector has 
indicated that in the event of a pipeline accident, the party deemed responsible 
for the accident would ultimately be responsible for paying all costs for 
emergency response, containment, damages, remediation, and repairs for the 
public and private property affected.  In the event of an accident, Pacific 
Connector would provide emergency support to completely respond to the 
accident.” 

CO28-305 The Commission does not require companies to post bonds. In the 
unlikely case of an accident the company would be liable, and covered by 
insurance. 

CO28-306 The replacement standards or guidelines being proposed are concise, 
measurable, and time-specific to actions being proposed.  The Plan of 
Development (POD) sections are organized by topic and are a requirement of 
the Mineral Leasing Act.  The Compensatory Mitigation Plan is also 
incorporated into the POD and will be enforceable.  Inspectors and project 
monitors will use these documents to ensure compliance during construction 
and remediation of the temporary and permanent right-of-way. All documents 
referenced for replacement standards (i.e. project design requirements, POD 
sections, and compensatory mitigation) relevant to LRMP amendments will be 
included in the MLA Right-of-Way Grant as an integrated attachment for 
implementation, as well as in the planning record for plan amendment 
purposes.   
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CO28 continued, page 248 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 249 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 250 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 251 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 252 of 302 
 
CO28-307 Commenter is correct in that the 2012 Planning Rule requires the 
Forest Service to include replacement standards or guidelines when amending 
LRMPs (36 CFR 219.8(a)).  Appendix F.2 provides an exhaustive list of 
replacement standards.  These replacement standards are specific, measurable, 
and developed through scientific analysis at multiple scales to ensure 
sustainability is maintained for affected substantive requirements.  These 
replacement standards are enforceable and will be included as part of the Right-
of-Way Grant to ensure implementation (appendix F.10). 

CO28-308 The replacement standards or guidelines being proposed are concise, 
measurable, and time-specific to actions being proposed.  The Plan of 
Development (POD) sections are organized by topic and are a requirement of 
the Mineral Leasing Act.  The Compensatory Mitigation Plan is also 
incorporated into the POD and will be enforceable.  Inspectors and project 
monitors will use these documents to ensure compliance during construction 
and remediation of the temporary and permanent right-of-way. All documents 
referenced for replacement standards (i.e. project design requirements, POD 
sections, and compensatory mitigation) relevant to LRMP amendments will be 
included in the MLA Right-of-Way Grant as an integrated attachment for 
implementation, as well as in the planning record for plan amendment 
purposes.   
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CO28 continued, page 253 of 302 
 
CO28-309 The responsible official has discretion to determine whether and 
how to amend the plan. Here, the responsible official identified the substantive 
requirements from the 2012 Planning Rule that are directly related to the 
proposed amendments and that therefore must be applied within the scope and 
scape of the amendments (36 CFR 219.13).  The Forest Service reviewed all of 
the substantive requirements in the 2012 Planning Rule and determined which 
ones were directly related to the plan amendments. The Forest Service provided 
commenters during the scoping process (FR Vol 82 No.121 June 26, 2017) and 
during the draft EIS comment period (FR Vol 84 No.71) opportunities to bring 
forward additional planning rule requirements.  No comments were received 
requesting additional rule requirements.  Without specific requests, the Forest 
Service deems the current list of substantive requirements adequate for analysis 
and consistent with direction contained at 36 CFR § 219.13. 

CO28-310 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). 

CO28-311 The draft EIS did consider impacts to timber requirements based on 
the NFMA. Because the proposed reallocations are such a small percentage of 
the Umpqua and Rogue River NF matrix land base they would not affect the 
ability of the Forests to meet their respective Probable Sale Quantities under 
their LRMPs. Also the reallocation would not prohibit all timber harvest. 
Commercial thinning in younger stands to promote development of late 
successional habitat is allowed in LSR (see draft EIS pages 4-450, 4-461 and 
Appendix F.2). 

CO28-312 The analysis in section 4.6.4 the draft EIS and supported by the 
analysis in appendix F.5 determined that the species persistence objectives of 
the Survey and Manage program would be met thereby meeting sustainability 
objectives in 36 CFR 219.8 The draft EIS addressed impacts to wildlife 
including wildlife connectivity (see sections 4.5.1.2 and 4.5.1.3). 
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CO28 continued, page 254 of 302 
 
CO28-313 Compliance with the ACS Standards and Guidelines in the NWFP is disclosed and 
analyzed in the draft EIS (see sections 4.7.3.5 and Appendices F.1 and F.4). 
CO28-314 The NWFP directed that during watershed analysis unstable areas including 
earthflows be considered in determining the widths of Riparian Reserves.  The amount of area to 
be included in Riparian Reserves is based on several factors and the NWFP provided guidance 
on this analysis (see NWFP pages B-20 through B-30).  All of the watersheds crossed by the 
proposed PCGP subject to the NWFP have completed WAs and the Riparian Reserves 
generated from these WAs are included in the draft EIS analysis.  Subsequently, the FS worked 
closely with the Applicant to identify and avoid areas of slope instability. Where locations could 
not be avoided additional design features were developed to address site-specific conditions and 
ensure consistency with the Riparian Reserve Standard and Guidelines (see draft EIS section 
4.7.3.5 and appendix F.4). 
CO28-315 A forest plan amendment is not required for waiving seasonal restrictions for deer 
and elk.  The draft EIS addressed impacts to wildlife from construction activities including times 
recommended for big game seasonal closures (e.g. see draft EIS section 4.5.1.3). 
CO28-316 No water withdrawals are proposed for the Pacific Connector project on NFS 
lands. 
CO28-317 Compliance with the ACS Standards and Guidelines is disclosed and analyzed in 
the draft EIS including turbidity that would result from stream crossings (see section 4.7.3.5 and 
appendices F.1 and F.4). 
CO28-318 On page C-37 of the NFP under the heading “Watershed and Habitat Restoration”, 
Standard and Guideline WR-3 states “Do not use mitigation or planned restoration as a 
substitute for preventing habitat degradation.” The Forest Service has not proposed 
compensatory mitigation as a substitute for preventing habitat degradation.  The compensatory 
mitigation plans address unavoidable adverse impacts of the proposed pipeline and have been 
designed to meet objectives in the Forest Service LRMPs.  The steps the Forest Service has 
taken to avoid or reduce impacts on public lands is documented in sections 2 and 3 of the drazft 
EIS.  The required project design features are described in the Plans of Development. The 
compensatory mitigation plans included in section 2.1.5 and evaluated in section 4.7.3 and 
Appendices F.2, F.3, and F.4 of the draft EIS have been developed and proposed by the Forest 
Service consistent with the goals in the LRMPs. Compensatory mitigation is consistent with 
NEPA and the NWFP and does not require forest plan amendments. 
CO28-319 Compliance with the ACS Standards and Guidelines is disclosed and analyzed in 
the draft EIS including turbidity that would result from stream crossings (see sections 4.7.3.5 
and appendices F.1 and F.4). 
CO28-320 The proposed compensatory mitigation developed by the Forest Service would not 
be conducted by the Applicant and the Forest Service has not asserted that logging would 
compensate for the permanent loss of old growth forest. The proposed Forest Service CMP is 
summarized in the draft EIS in section 2.1.5 with more detailed analysis contained in appendix 
F.2 including citations to relevant studies (see also responses to CO-262, 263, 268, 269, and 
270).  
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CO28 continued, page 255 of 302 
 
CO28-321 Amendments to BLM RMPs is a well-established procedure 
outlined in 43 CFR 1610.5-5. While the proposed District Designated Reserve 
would maintain resource conditions necessary for operation, maintenance and 
decommissioning of the proposed pipeline many applicable Resource 
Management Plan requirements and Best Management Practices have been 
incorporated as project design standards throughout the Plan of Development 
(Appendix F.10). 

CO28-322 The NWFP directed that during watershed analysis (WA) unstable 
areas including earthflows be considered in determining the widths of riparian 
reserves.  The amount of area to be included in riparian reserves is based on 
several factors and the NWFP provided guidance on this analysis (see NWFP 
pages B-20 through B-30).  Riparian reserves are not put off limits to 
management but are managed under a set of standards and guidelines in the 
NWFP.  All of the watersheds crossed by the proposed PCGP within the NWFP 
have completed WAs and the riparian reserves generated from these WAs are 
included in the draft EIS analysis.  Subsequently, the Forest Service worked 
closely with the Applicant to identify and avoid areas of slope instability. 
Where locations could not be avoided (e.g. East Fork Cow Creek) additional 
design features were developed to address site-specific conditions and ensure 
consistency with LMPs (including the ACS objectives and standards and 
guidelines).  Those additional design features are incorporated into Section 4.03 
and Appendix F.4 of the final EIS.  In particular, project effects on Riparian 
Reserves in Days Creek and associated aquatic and riparian-dependent 
resources are minimal considering the number of miles of the project right-of-
way in the watershed. There are no stream channel crossings on NFS lands in 
the Days Creek–South Umpqua River watershed. Two ridge top wetland seeps 
(CW056 and CW057) would be crossed at MP 102.18 and 102.24, respectively. 
See appendix F.4 at page 2-14 in the draft EIS. 

 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO28 continued, page 256 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 257 of 302 
 
CO28-323 Commenter’s quoted text is taken out of context. BLM and Forest 
Service are not referenced in the section addressing chronic sources of 
sediment.  The Forest Service worked with the Applicant during pre-filing to 
avoid unstable slopes. The use of GeoEngineers (2017a), LiDAR, USGS 
mapping tools and Forest soil resource inventories informed the routing across 
NFS lands.  In addition, a careful reading of the preceding paragraphs, 
describes the following:  All known hazardous landslides thought to pose a risk 
to the pipeline have been avoided through routing.  At this time, no sites have 
been identified (through the use of LiDAR interpretation, helicopter-based 
reconnaissance, and ground-based reconnaissance) as requiring additional 
monitoring beyond the standard monitoring protocols for the entire pipeline.  
However, as a contingency, the Applicant working with the lead agency and 
cooperating agencies have requested adaptive management strategies be in 
place to respond to landslide events, should they occur due to a variety of 
environmental conditions that could not be addressed through mapping, 
geological testing or other methods before construction and operation occurs.  
Refer to appendix F.10 POD section on Erosion Control or FERC’s general 
construction procedures for a list of actions that will be taken in the event of an 
unanticipated landslide.  These measures are also summarized in the draft EIS, 
Section 4 at pages 4-22 to 4-25. 

CO28-324 As explained in 43 CFR 2812.0-3, Sections 303 and 310 of the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1732, 1733, and 
1740), and the Oregon and California Railroad and Coos Bay Wagon Road 
Grant Lands Act of August 28, 1937 (43 U.S.C. 1181aand 1181b), provide for 
the conservation and management of the Oregon and California Railroad lands 
and the Coos Bay Wagon Road lands and authorize the Secretary of the Interior 
to issue regulations providing for the use, occupancy, and development of the 
public lands through permits and rights-of-way. This project, including the 
proposed reclassification of lands into a District-Designated Reserve, is 
consistent with these statutes and regulations. 
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CO28 continued, page 258 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 259 of 302 
 
CO28-325 Wildfires are, by their nature, short-term transient events that vary 
considerably in their timing, extent, duration, and area of impact. There is no 
meaningful way in which impacts from these unpredictable short-term events 
could be quantified for the purpose of a cumulative analysis with ongoing 
emissions from the proposed action. 
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CO28 continued, page 260 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 261 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 262 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 263 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 264 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 265 of 302 
 
CO28-326 Climate change is discussed in section 4.14 of the draft EIS.  See 
also the response to comments SA2-3, CO26-60, and SA2-4. 
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CO28 continued, page 266 of 302 
 
CO28-327 See response to comment CO26-60. 
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CO28 continued, page 267 of 302 
 
CO28-328 Comment noted. See response to comment SA2-4. 
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CO28 continued, page 268 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 269 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 270 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 271 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 272 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 273 of 302 
 
CO28-329 There is no evidence that the Project would induce additional 
natural gas exploration and production.  The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) 
report did not say that exporting LNG would induce domestic natural gas 
production. Instead what that report said was: “Fundamental uncertainties 
constrain the ability to predict what, if any, domestic natural gas production 
would be induced….The current rapid development of unconventional natural 
gas resources would likely continue, with or without the export of natural gas” 
(DOE, Addendum to Environmental Review Documents Concerning Export of 
Natural Gas from the United States, 29 May 2014). 
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CO28 continued, page 274 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 275 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 276 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 277 of 302 
 
CO28-330 There is no evidence that the Project would induce additional 
natural gas exploration and production.  The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) 
report did not say that exporting LNG would induce domestic natural gas 
production. Instead what that report said was: “Fundamental uncertainties 
constrain the ability to predict what, if any, domestic natural gas production 
would be induced….The current rapid development of unconventional natural 
gas resources would likely continue, with or without the export of natural gas” 
(DOE, Addendum to Environmental Review Documents Concerning Export of 
Natural Gas from the United States, 29 May 2014). 
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CO28 continued, page 278 of 302 
 
CO28-331 There is no evidence that the Project would induce additional 
natural gas exploration and production.  The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) 
report did not say that exporting LNG would induce domestic natural gas 
production. Instead what that report said was: “Fundamental uncertainties 
constrain the ability to predict what, if any, domestic natural gas production 
would be induced….The current rapid development of unconventional natural 
gas resources would likely continue, with or without the export of natural gas” 
(DOE, Addendum to Environmental Review Documents Concerning Export of 
Natural Gas from the United States, 29 May 2014). 
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CO28 continued, page 279 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 280 of 302 
 
CO28-332 “Life-cycle” emissions from upstream and downstream sources not 
regulated by the FERC are beyond the scope of this Project-specific analysis, 
because the sources of natural gas upstream and the customers for the LNG 
downstream are unknown. 
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CO28 continued, page 281 of 302 
 
CO28-333 We do not evaluate upstream impacts in the EIS as these impacts are 
beyond the scope for evaluation under NEPA and Commission regulations. 

CO28-334 “Life-cycle” emissions from upstream and downstream sources not 
regulated by the FERC are beyond the scope of this Project-specific analysis, 
because the sources of natural gas upstream and the customers for the LNG 
downstream are unknown. 

 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO28 continued, page 282 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 283 of 302 
 
CO28-335 As stated in section 3.3, we do not redesign proposals.  The 
Commission’s role under the NGA is to review applications filed with it, not to 
develop alternative plans or designs. Thus, design alternatives are not evaluated 
in the EIS with the exception of some specific requests made by cooperating 
agencies (see sections 3.3.4 and 3.3.5).    

CO28-336 See section 3.0 for additional text regarding electrically driven 
liquefaction.   
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CO28 continued, page 284 of 302 
 
CO28-337 See response to comment SA2-389. 
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CO28 continued, page 285 of 302 
 
CO28-338 See response to comment SA2-389. 

CO28-339 The current Project does not include the South Dunes Power Plant 
or the North Point Housing Complex Bridge which were components of the 
project reviewed in the 2015 FERC final EIS but are not part of the current 
proposal and are not evaluated in the current EIS. 
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CO28-340 The reference to draft EIS at 3-17 is referencing the 2015 FERC 
final EIS. 

CO28-341 The final EIS has been revised to include additional analysis of 
turbidity and sedimentation impacts that would occur from the use of different 
dredge equipment.  See section 4.3.2.1. 

CO28-342 See response to comment SA2-388. 
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CO28 continued, page 287 of 302 
 
CO28-343  The pipeline would not cross Haynes Inlet.  This comment appears 
to be commenting on the pipeline route that was proposed during the previous 
iteration of the project as reviewed in the 2015 FERC final EIS.   

CO28-344 The impacts on aquatic resources from LNG carrier cooling water 
intakes is evaluated in the EIS. 

CO28-345 The reference to draft EIS at 4-596 is referencing the 2015 FERC 
final EIS. 

CO28-346 See response to comment CO28-235. 

CO28-347 As described in section 5.1.3.2 of the EIS, Pacific Connector 
prepared an HDD Contingency Plan and Failure Procedures that describes 
measures to deal with HDD failure and contain an inadvertent release of 
drilling mud during the HDD process.  The plan is attached as Appendix H.2 to 
Resource Report 2 as part of Pacific Connector’s 2017 application to the FERC 
and is available for public review.  We have reviewed this plan and find it 
acceptable. 
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CO28-348 Comment noted.  An analysis of mitigation alternatives is not 
required.   

CO28-349 NEPA does not require that all riparian areas be avoided.  The COE 
(under the clean water act) does include statues regarding the avoidance of 
wetland areas.  It is the COE's responsibility to ensure that impacts to waters of 
the U.S. are mitigated. Any approval from Commission would be conditioned 
on the Applicant meeting COE requirements. The COE's and ODSL are 
currently working with the Applicant on wetland mitigation requirements. Per 
the requirements of the Clean Water Act, the Applicant would have to 
demonstrate that all impacts to wetlands are avoided or minimized to the extent 
practical as part of the 404 and 401 permitting process. These agencies can then 
require mitigation to compensate for any permanent impacts. 

CO28-350 The proposed route through Coos Bay would be accomplished 
through an HDD, which would significantly reduce the impacts to resources in 
the bay (see section 3 of the EIS).  An alternative that would not cross through 
Coos Bay would result in an approximately 15 mile longer route compared to 
the proposed route, would likely impact more landowners, affect more 
waterbodies, and would impact the Oregon Dunes National Recreation Area. 
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CO28-351 There is no legal requirement for a Biological Assessment (under 
the jurisdiction of the Endangered Species Act) to be open to public review or 
comment.  However, the Biological Assessment has been prepared and is 
available for public review.  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 
public of a meaningful opportunity to comment on draft plans.  The courts have 
held that final plans are not required at the NEPA stage (see Robertson v 
Methow Valley Citizens Council).   
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CO28-352 We acknowledged in the draft EIS that some plans, such as the 
Hydrostatic Test Plan, have not yet been finalized.  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 public of a meaningful opportunity to comment on 
draft plans.  The courts have held that final plans are not required at the NEPA 
stage (see Robertson v Methow Valley Citizens Council).   

CO28-353 We acknowledged in the draft EIS that some information and plans 
have not yet been finalized.  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 
public of a meaningful opportunity to comment on draft plans.     

CO28-354 This discrepancy has been corrected in the final EIS. 

CO28-355 We acknowledged in the draft EIS that some information and plans 
have not yet been finalized.  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 
public of a meaningful opportunity to comment on draft plans.     

CO28-356 See response to comment CO28-355. 
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CO28-357 The Applicant has developed monitoring plans for the crossing sites 
as well to identify where specific crossing issues may arise post construction, 
and have committed to taking remedial actions if needed based on permit 
requirements.  Where blasting would occur in stream channels the Applicant 
would need to obtain a blasting permit requiring approval of ODFW.   ODFW 
may issue in-water blasting permits only if they contain conditions for 
preventing injury to fish and wildlife and their habitat. The State during their 
permitting process can make additional requirements as they determine are 
needed to meet their State permit standards. 

CO28-358 See response to comment CO28-57.  Also, designated would be 
removed of all fish prior to blasting.  As noted above ODFW could add 
requirements to the blasting permit application to address any potential 
concerns including specific monitoring if deemed necessary by ODFW. 

CO28-359 Analyses in the EIS are based on the best available data.  Currently, 
the baselines identified in the comment are not known and therefore cannot be 
modeled as suggested.  The EIS provides an analysis adequate to meet the 
requirements of NEPA. The analysis presented in section 4.3.2 and 4.5.2 is 
includes the types and levels of effects, considers the proportionality of these 
effects, as well as the BMPs and mitigative actions that would be implemented.  
Cumulative effects are addressed in section 4.14. 
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CO28-360 The statement regarding the likelihood of effects on fish is not 
inconsistent. As noted some failures of complete diversion of flow around 
trenching areas during dry channel crossing is likely to occur when over 300 
stream crossing would be made along the whole route.  However the chance 
that they would occur where the highest potential modeled elevated suspended 
sediment levels would be, that of these elevated levels would occur for a 
duration level that would cause the level of impact noted, and that fish would 
be present in close proximity to this event levels is unlikely. 
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CO28-361 The assessment presented in section 4.5.2 adequately describes the 
levels of effects to aquatic resources from sediment from the proposed actions. 

CO28-362 See response to comment CO28-361. 

CO28-363 See response to comment CO28-361. 
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CO28-364 See response to comment CO28-361. 

CO28-365 See response to comment CO28-361. 

CO28-366 The EIS identifies six landslides that pose a moderate to high risk 
that were further evaluated in the field.  Steep slopes in the area of the Tyee 
geology have been avoided and mitigation measures and BMPs would address 
hazards for lesser slopes.  Also see response to Comment SA2-43. 

CO28-367 Mitigation measures and BMPs for erosion control are discussed 
included in sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the EIS, as well as the POD and ECRP. 

CO28-368 See response to comment CO28-361. 

CO28-369 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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CO28-370 Fires and explosions, as well as other emergency incidents in 
relation to pipeline reliability and safety are addressed in Sections 4.13.2.1, 
4.13.2.2, and 4.13.2.3 of the EIS.  Erosion BMPs and mitigation measures are 
described in the ECRP and POD that include monitoring in areas that might be 
most susceptible to landslides and unstable slopes.  It is acknowledged that 
catastrophic landslide events could impact streams and aquatic habitat in the 
area of the Project. However, the Project that includes mitigation measures and 
BMPs, is not expected to exacerbate existing risks and hazards with the 
implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures.  In addition, as described in 
the response to Comment SA2-43, additional assessment of landslides along the 
pipeline route would be completed prior to construction. 

 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO28 continued, page 297 of 302 
 
CO28-371 The project considered routes that would mostly avoid high risk 
landslide areas (see section 4.1).  Areas with lower more moderate risk would 
have additional BMPs in place to further reduce this risk.   Some areas with 
higher potential would be evaluated when the project obtains access and 
appropriate actions taken relative to the project risk of landslides.   Therefore 
while some landslide could naturally occur along the route project induced 
landslides that affect riparian areas are not likely due to routing and additional 
BMPs and therefore are not considered to affect stream temperature. 

CO28-372 See response to comment CO28-371.   

CO28-373 See response to comments CO28-164, CO28-190, and CO28-336. 

 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO28 continued, page 298 of 302 
 
CO28-374 OHV controls and measure to limit access to the Pipeline right-of-
way are discussed in section 4.8.1.2 of the draft EIS.  As stated in this section: 
“Various natural and constructed control measures would be installed at 
appropriate locations in coordination with the appropriate land management 
agencies or landowner.”  Potential constructed control measures identified in 
the text include fencing and locked gates.  The section continues: “Pacific 
Connector would coordinate with landowners during construction and 
restoration to finalize site-specific OHV control measures.  In addition, 
following construction, the effectiveness of the site-specific measures would be 
assessed on a periodic basis, generally in conjunction with revegetation 
monitoring and in response to identified problems.  Pacific Connector would be 
responsible for monitoring and managing unauthorized OHV use during the full 
life of the pipeline project and would implement additional measures as 
necessary.” 
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CO28-375 Comment noted.  The concerns expressed are outside the scope of  
this EIS; however, the Commission may address this in any Order it may issue. 
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