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CO29 Trout Unlimited, K. Smith, Oregon Field Coordinator, 
page 1 of 14 

 
CO29-1 As described in section 1 of the EIS, the FERC staff and this EIS do 
not make a determination regarding the Project’s need.  The decision regarding 
the Project’s need, is made by the Commission within the Project’s Order.  The 
Commission developed a “Certificate Policy Statement” (see Certification of 
New Interstate Natural Gas Pipeline Facilities, 88 FERC ¶ 61,227 (1999), 
clarified in 90 FERC ¶ 61,128, and further clarified in 92 ¶ 61,094 (2000)), that 
established criteria for determining whether there is a need for a proposed 
project.  Note that the Commission would consider as part of its decision 
whether or not to authorize natural gas facilities, all factors bearing on the 
public interest, including the Project’s purpose and need.    
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CO29 continued, page 2 of 14 
 
 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO29 continued, page 3 of 14 
 
CO29-2 The process for evaluating alternatives, including major route 
alternatives, is described in section 3.0 Evaluation Process, of the EIS.  As 
stated in section 3.0, the alternatives were reviewed against three evaluation 
criteria in a sequence.  If the alternative would not meet the Project’s purpose 
(first criteria), or is not feasible or practical (second criteria), we did not 
compare environmental information to determine if the alternative would 
provide a significant environmental advantage (third criteria) was satisfied.  
None of the major route alternatives described in section 3.4.1 meet the first 
two evaluation criteria, therefore we do not provide a detailed environmental 
comparison.    
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CO29 continued, page 4 of 14 
 
CO29-3 The determination of effects to ESA species are provided section 4.6.  
The details of these determinations is provided in the BA.  Evaluation of 
potential loss of some fish from salvage was noted in section 4.5.2 and take of 
listed species from salvage is provided in the BA. 
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CO29 continued, page 5 of 14 
 
CO29-4 Timing restrictions are set by ODFW and can be adjusted based on 
the State's input. The taking restrictions listed in the EIS are what is currently 
prescribed. These are based on primarily life history of the salmonids in the 
system.  Any changes in those windows would be at the  direction of the  
ODFW and would be prescribed in their permits.  The ECRP and other plans  
indicate there are post project monitoring plans for stream crossings, ROW 
clearing and forest revegetation that includes language directed at making 
needed modification of restorative actions if they are not functioning.   

CO29-5 These actions that affect water quality parameters including 
sediment, temperature, dissolved oxygen, and fish and fish habitat conditions 
including large woody debris are addressed in sections 4.3.2 and 4.5.2.  
Additionally, the applicant would mitigate this loss with the addition of LWD 
at the crossing with about 1 to 4 pieces per crossing in each 75 foot wide 
clearing.   The State permitting process may modify this mitigation if needed to 
ensure limited affects to fish resources.  The model of likely temperature 
changes indicate they would be slight.  Additionally the applicant has indicated 
they would do additional riparian plantings in the ratio of 1:1 for construction 
phase affects and 2:1 for permanent impacts to mitigate for any potential 
temperature increases.   Additionally the applicant would obtain permits 
designating what would be allowed relative to temperature in streams. See 
response SA2-57 and  SA2-86. 
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CO29 continued, page 6 of 14 
 
CO29-6 As discussed in section 4.5.2 some adverse effects to fish resources 
and habitat would occur and these would be local, short term, and not 
substantial in any stream crossed by the pipeline.  Assessment of potential 
sediment concentrations to stream crossings considered many watershed 
specific factors that would reasonably representative of crossings.  Also 
literature values, including the results from multiple studies of actual 
measurements, were also considered and indicated similar results to those 
modeled. At the level of assessment developed for a NEPA  analysis these 
methods are acceptable.  As indicated the pipeline  channel crossing activities 
on the South Umpqua River could take about 14 days.  However only half of 
the river channel would be disturbed at a time, so movement of fish through the 
area would not be impeded. Concerning the NRI river status as indicated areas 
crossed are designated and do not need to be assessed for this type of effect. 
State scenic river determination has not yet been made for the potentially 
affected stream reaches and are therefore not assessed. As indicated in response 
to comment SA2-8, State permitting process may impose other specific actions 
at crossings if the proposed actions do not meet their permitting requirements. 
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CO29 continued, page 7 of 14 
 
CO29-7 Migration corridors have not been identified by management 
agencies. The pipeline is not expected to effect migratory corridors during 
operation; efforts are being made to minimize construction effects to big game 
movement by restricting construction on winter range and implementing 
construction BMPs such as maintaining trench crossings and implementing 
speed limits. Oil and gas extraction activities in Wyoming and Colorado create 
a much different type of disturbance than a pipeline, so studies from those types 
of activities would not be applicable to this Project. The 2003 references used 
in the Game Animals section includes the ODFW mule deer management plan 
which has not been updated since 2003, the FWS 2003 final rule to remove the 
Douglas County DPS of Columbian white-tailed deer, the ODFW elk 
management plan which has not been updated since 2003, and a reference to a 
recommended BMP for providing wildlife crossings at the pipeline trench. 
These documents are up to date in terms of the content being referenced. 

CO29-8 Amendments to BLM RMPs and Forest Service LRMPs for the 
Pacific Connector Pipeline would not set a precedent. Use of plan amendments 
is a well-established procedure outlined in 43 CFR 1610.5-5 and 36 CFR 
219.13.  Although future proposals for co-located rights-of-way on federal 
lands could potentially be proposed, they would be evaluated on a case-by-case 
basis. The potential for increased off-road access is addressed in the Recreation 
Management Plan of Development (see final EIS appendix F.10). 
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CO29 continued, page 8 of 14 
 
CO29-9 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. 

CO29-10 Section 2 and section 4.1 address HDD.  These sections have been 
revised to include additional analysis. 
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CO29 continued, page 9 of 14 
 
CO29-11 See responses to comments CO28-187, CO28-250, and SA2-221 
concerning requirements to obtain water rights for withdrawal and restrictions 
on withdrawal rates. Additional text was added concerning potential affects to 
hyporheic flow.  During the State permitting process (e.g., 401 certification) 
additional specific actions, such as changes in buffer size for application of 
substances, may be applied if they are needed to meet the State requirements 
for projection of water quality.  Additionally the applicant would need to apply 
for an NPDES permit for any discharges including hydrostatic test water. The 
applicant would be responsible for all permit applications to the State.  It is not 
the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's compliance with State 
regulations or OARs, or to outline these requirements.  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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CO29 continued, page 10 of 14 
 
CO29-12 Impacts to recreation and tourism from construction and operation of 
the Pipeline on federal lands are evaluated in section 4.8.2.2 of the EIS, which 
addresses impacts to federal parks, recreation areas, and other national 
designations, including National Parks and Monuments, National Scenic 
Byways, Wild and Scenic Rivers, National Wildlife Refuges, IRAs, National 
Recreational Areas and Trails, Extensive Recreation Management Areas, 
Federal Recreational Lakes and Reservoirs, and ACECs.  In addition, section 
4.8.2.3 evaluates the environmental consequence on federal lands, including 
“other undeveloped areas” (i.e., those areas that are not IRAs, Wilderness, or 
PWAs).  Additional information and proposed mitigation measures are 
identified in Appendix S to Pacific Connector’s POD filed with the FERC in 
January 2018 (see appendix F.10 to the EIS). 

CO29-13 Measures to protect aquatic resources are identified in the Plans of 
Development. These project design features would all be requirements in the 
ROW grant whether they are listed as stipulations or BMPs (e.g., see 
appendices I, U, and BB of the POD and section 4.3.4 in the draft EIS; updated 
Plans of Development are included in the final EIS in appendix F.10). 
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CO29 continued, page 11 of 14 
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CO29 continued, page 12 of 14 
 
CO29-14 The draft EIS includes a separate section devoted to cumulative 
effects.  See section 4.14.  The process we used to identify the past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable projects included in our cumulative effects analysis, 
including the geographic scope applied for separate resource topics, is 
described in that section.   

CO29-15 The impacts of climate change in the Pacific Northwest are discussed 
in section 4.14 of the draft EIS. Additional language regarding resource-
specific impacts, including impacts on aquatic species, has been included in the 
revised section 4.14 of the final EIS.   
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CO29 continued, page 13 of 14 
 
CO29-16 The Project facilities would be designed, constructed, tested, 
operated, and maintained to conform with USDOT requirements found in 49 
CFR Part 192, Transportation of Natural and Other Gas by Pipeline: Minimum 
Safety Standards; the FERC requirements at 18 CFR 380.15, Site and 
Maintenance Requirements; and other applicable federal and state regulations 
(as described in section 2). 
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CO29 continued, page 14 of 14 
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CO30 Oregon Women’s Land Trust, J. DeMarsh, page 1 of 8 
 
CO30-1 Comment noted. 
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CO30 continued, page 2 of 8 
 
 
CO30-2 Pacific Connector would not fly the right-of-way on a weekly basis, 
but they would fly the line periodically, which could affect people who are 
sensitive to aircraft flying overhead.  Flyover inspections would be focused on 
the right-of-way and not the activities of people on nearby properties. 

CO30-3 There is no specific requirements that the applicant exclude workers 
with criminal histories from working on the Project.   
 
The impacts and measures to minimize ATV use in unauthorized areas are 
addressed in section 4.10. 

CO30-4 The methods used to control vegetation within the right-of-way are 
addressed in sections 2 and 4.4.  The effect of the Project on fire risks is 
addressed in sections 4.4 and 4.13. 
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CO30 continued, page 3 of 8 
 
CO30-5 It is the responsibility of the landowners to negotiate terms and 
conditions of the easements on their lands (as disclosed in the EIS).  The FERC 
is not part of the landowner negotiations with Pacific Connector. 

CO30-6 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). 

CO30-7 NEPA does not require that alternatives to mitigation options be 
considered.  Section 4.9 addresses impacts to communities services, as well as 
the measures and requirements that would be implemented to minimize the 
effects to these services. 
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CO30 continued, page 4 of 8 
 
CO30-8 Wildfires are addressed in sections 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.   
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CO30 continued, page 5 of 8 
 
CO30-9 We do not have any GIS data related to the pipeline.  Security of the 
LNG facility and reliability and safety of the pipeline is addressed in section 
4.13. 

CO30-10 The proposed District Designated Reserve would allow for the 
construction and operation of the Pacific Connector Pipeline. Other than the 
area of the pipeline that would be managed with low growing vegetation 
(approximate 30 foot wide area), the District Designated Reserve would be 
reforested and other uses that did not conflict with objectives of the reserve 
would be allowed. The proposed project design features are designed to avoid 
or reduce impacts or restore conditions on all federal lands and are disclosed in 
the Plans of Development (see final EIS appendix F.10). Also, the applicant, 
consistent with BLM mitigation policies, has proposed compensatory 
mitigation actions on BLM lands. Additional discussion of these proposals has 
been included in section 2.1.4 and appendix F.12 of the final EIS. 
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CO30 continued, page 6 of 8 
 
CO30-11 Cathodic protection is a technique used to reduce corrosion (rust) of 
the natural gas pipeline. This current is not expected to impede movement of 
ground-dwelling organisms. Cathodic protection is discussed in section 4.13. 

CO30-12 Production, extraction (including from fracking), and the end-use of 
natural gas are not part of the scope of this EIS and are not under our 
jurisdiction, nor is the decision whether or not to export natural gas.  Climate 
change is addressed in section 4.14. 
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CO30 continued, page 7 of 8 
 
CO30-13 The proposed Workforce Housing Facility at the LNG terminal site is 
the only workforce housing facility proposed as part of the Project.  
Construction workers not residing at the proposed facility are expected to seek 
other temporary living situations as discussed with respect to the Pipeline in 
section 4.9.2.2.  Text addressing the concern that informal worker camps could 
develop along the Pipeline’s length has been added to section 4.9.2.2. 
 
As discussed in section 4.9.1.1 of the draft EIS, some studies and articles have 
identified an increase in crime as a result of oil and gas development in North 
Dakota and Wyoming.  Other studies found inconclusive links between crime 
and increased oil and gas activity or only minor increases in crime.  Studies 
have also concluded that impacts depend on a range of variables, with different 
oil field counties experiencing different levels and types of crime-related 
impacts.  As a result, attempts to use this information to estimate related 
potential increases in crime from the Project would be speculative, as noted in 
the draft EIS.  Local and federal law enforcement agencies are responsible for 
enforcing laws, including those related to sex trafficking and this would be the 
case if the presence of the construction workforce were to coincide with an 
increase in this type of activity.   
 
The temporary Jordan Cove housing facility is known as the Workforce 
Housing Facility.  While workers have not yet been hired for the Project, it is 
reasonable to assume that the majority of the construction workforce hired for 
the Project would be male, given that the workforce in the U.S. construction 
industry is predominantly male (Seger 2018).  Employment and income would, 
however, be supported in other economic sectors in the local and statewide 
economy, the majority of which are less male-dominated than the construction 
industry. 
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CO30 continued, page 8 of 8 
 
 




