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CO32 continued, page 57 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 58 of 118 
 
CO32-66 Comment noted.  As disclosed in the EIS, the use of herbicides 
would be required to comply with all federal, state, and local requirements, 
including our Plan and Procedures.  Additionally, as noted in the Plan and 
Procedures, herbicides would not be used within 100 feet of a wetland or 
waterbody, unless allowed by the appropriate agency. 
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CO32 continued, page 59 of 118 
 
CO32-67 Comment noted.  We have prepared a Biological Assessment as 
required by section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), and the FWS and 
NMFS would be preparing a Biological Opinion as part of the ESA 
consultation process on listed species. 
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CO32 continued, page 60 of 118 
 
CO32-68 It is the COE’s responsibility to ensure that impacts to waters of the 
U.S. are mitigated in an appropriate way (e.g., determining if  the eelgrass 
mitigation plan is sufficient).  Any approval from the Commission would be 
conditioned on the applicant meeting COE requirements.  The COE 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. 
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CO32 continued, page 61 of 118 
 
CO32-69 Text of the final EIS has been modified to include more details on 
crabbing.  Clamming areas are not found in the navigation channel areas to be 
dredged.  See also response to comment CO28-106. 
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CO32 continued, page 62 of 118 
 
CO32-70 The allowable dredging windows are set by the ODFW with the 
intension of avoiding impacts of greatest concern to this agency.  It is outside of 
our jurisdiction to reduce or alter the State's timing windows. 
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CO32 continued, page 63 of 118 
 
CO32-71 As noted in section 4.3, procedures would be in place to reduce the 
risk of invasive species being passed to aquatic areas from international vessels 
including hull cleaning.  These regulations are required by the Coast Guard 
with the intention of reducing the risk of invasive species entering non-native 
marine and estuarine waters.  The temperature model provided a range of 
conditions to model.  Even with the wide range of possible temperature 
conditions, little substantial change in temperature was estimated.  Modifying 
salinity parameters is not likely to substantially change the range of predicted 
temperatures. 
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CO32 continued, page 64 of 118 
 
CO32-72 Text of the final EIS has been modified to address comments related 
to entrainment of fish and invertebrates.. 
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CO32 continued, page 65 of 118 
 
CO32-73 The effects to listed species of fish as a result of "already degraded 
waterways" are addressed in detail in the BA, and included in the EIS via 
reference.  Adverse effects to listed coho salmon were acknowledged and 
disclosed. 
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CO32 continued, page 66 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 67 of 118 
 
CO32-74 The EIS discloses the impact that invasive species would have to the 
human and natural environment, as well as the measures that would be 
implemented to minimize these effects (see section 4.4). 

CO32-75 Comments noted.  As noted in the EIS, the applicant would be 
required to adhere to our Plan and Procedures, as well as all applicable federal, 
state, and local requirements related to herbicide use.  As stated in the 
applicant’s Integrated Pest Management Plan (attached to the EIS in appendix 
F.10), hand and mechanical methods would be the first choice for noxious 
weed control, as practicable.  Additionally, as discussed in the EIS, herbicides 
would not be used for general brush/tree control within the 30-foot maintained 
operational easement.  Furthermore, as stated in the EIS, herbicides would not 
be used within 100 feet of a wetland or waterbody, unless allowed by the 
appropriate agency. 
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CO32 continued, page 68 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 69 of 118 
 
CO32-76 Available information on habitat is supplied in the BA, and included 
in the EIS via reference, which provides the total assessment  of factors 
affecting listed species from project actions.  However, the types of effects to 
fish presented in detail in section 4.5.2  include actions that would affect listed 
fish as well as general fish species. 

CO32-77 The rationale for the impact determination considers the type, likely 
magnitude, and likely occurrence of effect, mitigative actions, and likely 
presence of fish in the area.  Considering these factors, we retain our current 
assessment. 

CO32-78 Table 4.5.1.1-2 identifies the acreage of habitat proposed to be 
temporarily disturbed during construction, but the EIS does not assume that 
effects cease when activities are completed.  We have added reference to the 
anticipated habitat recovery periods in section 4.5. 

CO32-79 The scope and suitability of wetland mitigation is determined by the 
COE.  Therefore, the Commission and the EIS defer this decision to the COE. 
The COE and ODSL are currently working with the applicant on wetland 
mitigation requirements.  The COE would determine the specific type and 
amount of compensatory mitigation that would be required to offset the loss of 
wetland acreage and functions that cannot be avoided or minimized as part of 
the CWA Section 404 permit process and by the ODSL as part of the state 
Removal-Fill permit process. 
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CO32 continued, page 70 of 118 
 
CO32-80 The EIS acknowledges that wildlife near the LNG terminal would 
be disturbed by construction activities and noise, and may move farther away. 
However, significant adverse effects are not anticipated because construction 
noise would be temporary and occur in the context of existing industrial 
operations.  Also, dredging and in-water pile driving would occur during the in-
water work window, which is generally outside the breeding season when 
wildlife are most sensitive to disturbance.  As described in the EIS, if the great 
blue heron rookery located 300 feet from the Jordan Cove Road becomes 
active, Jordan Cove, in consultation with ODFW, would develop an appropriate 
mitigation plan. 

CO32-81 Legal challenges regarding county-level permit actions are outside 
the scope of this EIS.   
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CO32 continued, page 71 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 72 of 118 
 
CO32-82 Jordan Cove expects that the proposed LNG terminal would be 
visited by about 100 to 120 LNG carriers per year, which would equate to 
approximately two carriers visiting a week.  During LNG carrier transit in the 
waterway to the terminal, an exclusionary Coast Guard safety and security zone 
would be implemented.  Non-LNG vessels would be allowed to transit through 
the safety zone and would also be allowed in the safety zone during passage 
provided that these other vessels do not impede the safe navigation of the LNG 
carriers in the restricted channel, and that the other vessels do not pose a 
security threat or concern to the LNG carriers in transit.  The timing and 
constraints associated with LNG carrier transit through the channel entrance bar 
area would be similar to existing constraints on chip ships and log carriers 
calling at the port.   
 
Jordan Cove would dredge four areas abutting the current boundary of the 
navigation channel between RM 2 to RM 7, as well as the proposed LNG 
terminal access channel and slip.  One of the areas abutting the navigation 
channel (Dredge Area 4) is near the BLM boat launch.  All in-water work 
would be restricted to the in-water work window from October 1 to February 
15 limiting potential impacts to recreational activities in and around the boat 
launch.  However, recreationists using that area while dredging is taking place 
would be aware of dredging, which could detract from the quality of their 
experience. 
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CO32 continued, page 73 of 118 
 
CO32-83 Potential impacts to recreation access and driving for pleasure 
during construction of the proposed LNG terminal are discussed in section 
4.8.1.1 of the EIS.  As discussed in this section, these types of impacts are most 
likely to occur during peak commuting hours for the construction workforce.  
The traffic impact analysis conducted for the Project (DEA 2017b) and 
proposed mitigation measures are described in section 4.10.1.2. 
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CO32 continued, page 74 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 75 of 118 
 
CO32-84 Although the comment stresses the characteristics of night lighting 
that would be associated with the LNG terminal, it appears to be generally 
consistent with the draft EIS discussion of incremental lighting impacts in an 
area with extensive urban uses. The text of section 4.82 has been edited 
somewhat for the final EIS to clarify the expected conditions with regard to 
lighting. 

CO32-85 As stated in the introduction of section 4.14, we generally do not 
include in our analysis small projects located within towns and other developed 
areas because these actions have a small footprint, are consistent with 
surrounding land uses, and contribute only minutely to cumulative impacts on 
the resources evaluated in this EIS.  However, this section of the final EIS has 
been updated to specify that single family homes and condominiums are 
considered small projects that are not included in our cumulative effects 
analysis. 
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CO32 continued, page 76 of 118 
 
CO32-86 The comment is correct that the simulation provided as figure K-11 includes a 
depiction of an LNG carrier within the marine slip at the proposed terminal.  However, the 
specific wording of the comment suggests that several points made in this comment are based 
on erroneous assumptions.  With respect to realistic dimensions of the LNG carrier shown in the 
simulation, the comment fails to account for the fact that the sheet pile wall on the west side of 
the terminal slip obscures a substantial part of the carrier's length because of the viewing angle 
available at Viewpoint 11; note that the upper portion of the vessel's superstructure can be seen 
extending above the sheet pile wall, providing a better indication of the total length of the vessel 
is considerably longer than the portion that is in clear view at this angle.  Figure K-10 reflects a 
similar viewing condition, in which the sheet pile wall on the east side of the terminal slip 
partially obscures an LNG carrier within the slip.  The comment asserts that the photo used for 
the simulation was based on a 24mm wide-angle view, but provides no information to 
substantiate that statement.  The comment asserts at one point that the simulated image shows 
the LNG carrier at only half the actual size and at another point that the carrier would appear 
four times larger in all dimensions. These two statements appear to be internally contradictory. 
In addition, they seem to suggest that the simulation should depict an LNG carrier that is at least 
360 feet high, which would clearly be an exaggerated and inaccurate height dimension. 
Regardless of any reviewer’s opinion as to whether the simulation includes a realistic depiction 
of an LNG carrier, the salient point is that the impact analysis nevertheless indicates that 
recreational users in the Coos Bay area would notice to moderate to high visual contrast, 
depending on their viewing location and distance.  The draft EIS also stated that the LNG 
terminal would permanently and significantly affect the visual character of Coos Bay’s northern 
shoreline. 
CO32-87 The statement in the comment that up to 1.8 million cubic yards of dredge spoils 
from construction and periodic maintenance dredging would be deposited at APCO sites 1 and 2 
is not substantiated, is inconsistent with information provided in the draft EIS, and appears to be 
inaccurate.  Per draft EIS section 2.1.1.8, only material dredged for marine waterway 
modifications would be deposited at the APCO sites and the volume would be 0.59 million 
cubic yards.  The comment does not substantiate the assertion that the dredge spoils would 
“tower 50 to 60 feet above the ground level of the bridge.”  Note that figure K-6 in the draft EIS 
provides a simulated view from the southern end of the McCullough Bridge that includes what 
we consider to be a realistic depiction of the simulated condition for the APCO dredge disposal 
sites.  Also note that the existing view in figure K-6 demonstrates that the landscape as seen 
from this location has already been substantially modified through previous human development 
activity. 
CO32-88 As acknowledged by the commenter and described in the final EIS, constructing 
and operating the LNG facilities would result in a permanent and significant impact on the 
visual character of Coos Bay.   
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CO32 continued, page 77 of 118 
 
CO32-89 The visual resources documentation that the applicant has submitted 
does not address the focal length used for the photographs of the viewpoints 
addressed in the draft EIS. Therefore, we do not currently have the ability to 
determine whether the applicant's photos were in fact taken with a 24mm lens 
as the comment alleges. We do not have other information that would cause us 
to suspect that the applicant's consultant used a 24mm lens, however, because it 
is standard practice within the visual resource assessment community to use 
"normal" lens-based photos to document existing conditions and prepare visual 
simulations. Regardless of whether any reviewer believes the photos presented 
in the draft EIS were taken with an appropriate focal length, we do not see how 
that opinion should require any changes to the EIS conclusions regarding visual 
impacts of the LNG terminal.  Section 4.8.2 of the draft EIS effectively 
discloses the visual impacts of the Project, including the impacts associated 
with LNG carriers, and it identifies the types of viewers who would experience 
these impacts. There would be no meaningful purpose or value if the EIS were 
to describe the visual impacts as more than significant, or include extended 
description of the specific character of those impacts. 
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CO32 continued, page 78 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 79 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 80 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 81 of 118 
 
CO32-90 ECONorthwest (2017c) estimated that 60 percent of pipeline 
construction jobs would be filled by Oregon workers, with about 22 percent of 
jobs estimated to be filled by workers normally resident within daily 
commuting distance of the Project.  Potential impacts to other industries are 
addressed in sections 4.9.1.7, 4.9.1.8, 4.9.2.7, and 4.9.2.8 of the EIS.  Potential 
impacts to public services are discussed in sections 4.9.1.6 and 4.9.2.6.   
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CO32 continued, page 82 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 83 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 84 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 85 of 118 
 
CO32-91 The potential effects of LNG vessels on other boaters are assessed in 
several locations in the draft EIS, including sections 4.8.1.1, 4.9.1.7, 4.9.1.8, 
and 4.10.1.1.  These assessments include the potential effects of the 
exclusionary Coast Guard safety and security zone that would be implemented 
during LNG carrier transit in the waterway to the terminal.   
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CO32 continued, page 86 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 87 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 88 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 89 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 90 of 118 
 
CO32-92 Section 4.9.1.9 of the draft EIS identifies Tribal populations as a minority 
population with the potential to be disproportionately affected by construction and 
operation of the terminal as a result of their unique relationship with the surrounding 
environment.  As noted in that section, government-to-government consultations between 
the FERC and Indian tribes are still ongoing and are discussed in detail in section 4.11 of 
this EIS. 
 
As discussed in the draft EIS (section 4.9.2.3), increased demand from Project-related 
construction workers would likely reduce housing vacancy rates and place upward 
pressure on rental rates in Coos County, resulting in the potential displacement of other 
existing or potential residents seeking rental accommodation.  These impacts, as noted in 
the Environmental Justice discussion (section 4.9.1.9), “would affect the market as a 
whole, but would likely be more acutely felt by low-income households who are 
spending a large share of their income on housing.”  We address this issue in the final 
EIS by recommending that Jordan Cove and Pacific Connector designate a Construction 
Housing Coordinator that addresses construction contractor housing needs and potential 
impacts in the four affected counties, including Coos County. 
 
Reliability and safety concerns are addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS.  We concluded 
that with the incorporation of the mitigation measures and oversight discussed in this 
section, the Jordan Cove LNG Project design would include acceptable layers of 
protection or safeguards that would reduce the risk of a potentially hazardous scenario 
from developing into an event that could impact the offsite public.   
 
Potential housing impacts are addressed in sections 4.9.1.3 and 4.9.2.3 of the EIS.  The 
Jordan Cove workforce housing facility is the only workforce housing development that 
has been proposed by Jordan Cove and Pacific Connector.  Construction workers not 
residing at the proposed facility are expected to seek other temporary living situations as 
discussed in the above referenced sections.  As noted above, we address potential 
housing-related issues in the final EIS by recommending that Jordan Cove and Pacific 
Connector designate a Construction Housing Coordinator to addresses construction 
contractor housing needs and potential impacts in the four affected counties, including 
Coos County. 
 
The commenter’s health and wellbeing concerns related to the Klamath Compressor 
Station are addressed in response to comments CO32-96 and CO32-97.  The discussion 
of the environmental justice assessment prepared for this application has been expanded 
in the final EIS to more fully explain the methodology used and the findings of the 
analysis.  The census tract (9706) where the compressor station would be located is 
identified as a potential minority population, with minorities accounting for 46 percent of 
the population compared to a statewide average of 23 percent (see section 4.9.2.9 in the 
final EIS).  According to the latest 5-year estimates (2013 to 2017) from U.S. Census 
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Bureau’s American Community Survey, an estimated 65 percent of the population of the 
nearby city of Malin was identified as Hispanic or Latino.  
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CO32 continued, page 91 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 92 of 118 
 
CO32-93 We appreciate the concern regarding the length of the document and 
supporting materials.  The key findings of the EIS process are, however, 
summarized in the six-page-long Executive Summary at the beginning of the 
EIS.  In addition, each resource addressed in section 4, Environmental 
Analysis, ends with a conclusion section that summarizes the findings of the 
analysis for that resource.  For reviewers interested in more detailed 
information, there are the EIS sections themselves, which are, in turn, 
supported by information available in appendices and elsewhere on FERC’s 
website.   
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CO32 continued, page 93 of 118 
 
CO32-94 The draft EIS acknowledged that the Section 106 process has not yet 
been completed, and that future cultural resources investigations are 
outstanding. While some information was still pending at the time of the 
issuance of the draft EIS, the fact that some cultural resources reports are 
outstanding does not deprive the public of a meaningful opportunity to 
comment on the 106 process. The courts have held that final plans are not 
required at the NEPA stage (see Robertson v Methow Valley Citizens Council). 
The EIS stated that the we would produce an MOA, in consultation with the 
consulting parties, including tribes, to resolve adverse effects at affected 
historic properties. 

CO32-95 The EIS acknowledged that some tribes (like the Klamath Tribes) 
have submitted letters stating opposition to the Projects.  Nevertheless, we have 
conducted government-to-government consultations with all interested Indian 
tribes, as documented in section 4.11.1.2. 
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CO32 continued, page 94 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 95 of 118 
 
CO32-96 See response to comments IND291-1 and IND291-3 above. 
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CO32 continued, page 96 of 118 
 
CO32-97 Estimated potential emissions of volatile organic compounds 
(VOCs) and hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) from operation of the Klamath 
Compressor Station and Pacific Connector Pipeline are presented in table 
4.12.1.4-2 of the EIS.  Potential emissions for these categories of pollutants are 
below the major source thresholds that would require more detailed analysis of 
the impacts on nearby ambient air quality.  Potential emissions are expected to 
remain below these major source thresholds even with the added potential 
emissions from a condensate storage tank.  A detailed description of the 
potential symptoms that may be caused by exposure to certain compounds is 
beyond the scope of this EIS, which is limited to evaluating whether the present 
proposed action is likely to cause ambient conditions that contribute to adverse 
health impacts.  Based on the potential emissions presented table 4.12.1.4-2, we 
conclude that potential emissions of VOCs and HAPs from the proposed action 
are unlikely to cause or contribute to any adverse health impacts. 
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CO32 continued, page 97 of 118 
 
CO32-98 Pacific Connector would employ the mitigation measures identified 
in its Fugitive Dust Control Plan, and summarized  in section 4.12.1.4 of the 
EIS, to minimize local air quality impacts during construction. As noted in that 
section, we conclude that construction would have temporary local impacts on 
air quality in areas adjacent to the construction corridor, but that construction 
would not cause any long-term, permanent impacts on local air quality. 

CO32-99 Wetting of exposed soils and roadways is an effective method for 
suppressing the creation of airborne fugitive dust. In areas where naturally 
occurring asbestos may be present, Pacific Connector would also employ other 
specific mitigation measures identified in its Fugitive Dust Control Plan for the 
protection of workers and nearby communities.  A summary of these specific 
measures has been added to section 4.12.1.4 of the EIS. 
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CO32 continued, page 98 of 118 
 
CO32-100 Blasting would only occur in areas where bedrock is found within 
the pipeline trench depth and where other methods such as rock saws, ripping, 
and/or hydraulic hammers were found to be ineffective.  A blasting plan has 
been prepared (see appendix F.10 of this final EIS) that details mitigation 
measures for blasting activities. Blasting is a short duration event as compared 
to rock removal methods, such as using track rig drills, rock breakers, jack 
hammers, rotary percussion drills, core barrels, and/or rotary rock drills. 
Blasting techniques include the electronically controlled ignition of multiple 
small-explosive charges in an area of rock 8/1,000th of a second apart, resulting 
in a total event duration of approximately 3/10th of a second.  The detonations 
are timed so the energy from individual detonations destructively interferes 
with each other, referred to as wave canceling.  As a result, very little of the 
kinetic energy generated during the detonations is wasted as audible noise.   For 
this phase, sound levels at 50 feet are predicted to be 95 dBA Leq and would 
attenuate to 87 dBA Leq and 74 dBA Leq at 100 feet and 300 feet, respectively.  
Noise would diminish rapidly as the distance from the noise source increases.  
Based on the short duration of blasting activities, we do not believe that rock 
blasting would represent a significant noise impact.    
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CO32 continued, page 99 of 118 
 
CO32-101 See response to similar comments from the League of Women 
Voters 

CO32-102 See response to comment CO28-85. 
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CO32 continued, page 100 of 118 
 
CO32-103   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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CO32 continued, page 101 of 118 
 
CO32-104 See comment responses CO28-62 and CO32-103. 
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CO32 continued, page 102 of 118 
 
CO32-105 USDOT's Letter of Determination on the LNG siting requirements 
under 49 CFR 193 Subpart B considered overpressures from vapor cloud 
explosions.  Also see response to comment CO32-17. 

CO32-106 See response to comment IND556-20. 

CO32-107 The proposed LNG marine vessel route is described in section 
4.13.1.3 of the final EIS.  Specifically, LNG Marine Vessel navigation through 
Coos Bay would be under the direction of a local pilot.  In addition, the pilot 
boat (i.e., tug boat) as well as Coast Guard recommended tug boats would 
move along with each LNG marine vessel and the tug boats would be able to 
influence vessel movements depending on the orders from the pilot.  For the 
LNG marine vessel to run aground, the vessel would somehow need to go off 
course while transiting under pilot and tug boat direction through the 
approximately 300 feet wide shipping channel and reach an area of insufficient 
depth of water.  In addition, in the rare circumstance that a LNG marine vessel 
has run aground, such as the incidents described in the Reliability and Safety 
section of the final EIS, the consequences have been minimal in part because of 
the safeguards in place, including a double hull that better protects LNG marine 
vessels compared to other marine vessels carrying hazardous cargos. 

CO32-108 Section 4.13.1.3 of the final EIS describes the impacts within each 
Zone of Concern and provides figures 4.13-1 and 4.13-2 depicting the areas 
these zones would encompass.  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. 
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CO32 continued, page 103 of 118 
 
CO32-109  The USDOT PHMSA submitted the LOD to the FERC on September 
11, 2019, which found that the proposed siting of the Project complies with 
the Federal Pipeline Safety Standards set forth in 49 CFR 193. 

CO32-110 Comment noted.  

CO32-111 Pipeline safety is addressed in section 4.13.  As shown in the EIS, 
the risk of a FERC licensed pipeline failing is very low. 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO32 continued, page 104 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 105 of 118 
 
CO32-112 The risks of wildfires (both the effects of the project on the 
likelihood of wildfires occurring as well as the effects of fires on the project) 
are addressed in sections 4.4 and 4.13.  Landslides and earthquakes are 
addressed in section 4.1 and 4.13.  Pipeline safety is addressed in section 4.13; 
as shown in the EIS, the risk of a FERC licensed pipeline failing is very low. 
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CO32 continued, page 106 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 107 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 108 of 118 
 
CO32-113 Jordan Cove submitted a draft ERP to address emergency events 
and potential release scenarios in the Application.  The ERP would include 
public notification, protection, and evacuation.  As part of the FEED review, 
FERC staff evaluated the initial draft of the emergency response procedures to 
assure that it covers the hazards associated with the Project.  In addition, we 
recommend in section 4.13.1.6 that Jordan Cove provide additional 
information, for review and approval, on development of updated emergency 
response plans prior to initial site preparation.  We also recommend in section 
4.13.1.6 that Jordan Cove file three dimensional drawings, for review and 
approval, that demonstrate there is a sufficient number of access and egress 
locations.  If this Project is authorized and constructed, Jordan Cove would 
coordinate with local, state, and federal agencies on the development of an 
emergency response plan and cost sharing plan.  We recommend in section 
4.13.1.6 that Jordan Cove provide periodic updates on the development of these 
plans for review and approval, and ensure they are in place prior to introduction 
of hazardous fluids.  In addition, we recommend in section 4.13.1.6 that Project 
facilities be subject to regular inspections throughout the life of the facility and 
would continue to require companies to file updates to the ERP. 

CO32-114 See response to comment CO28-216. 

CO32-115 See previous response to similar comment from the League of 
Women Voters.   Also see section 4.13 of the EIS for discussion of fire 
protection including detection systems and emergency shut-down procedures.  
It is also noted that the pipeline would minimize the potential for fires due to its 
location underground. 
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CO32-116 Consistent with 40 CFR 1508.7, Table N-1 in appendix N identifies 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions that could contribute to a 
cumulative impact on the environment.  Table N-1 was not designed to describe 
an approach to assessing cumulative impacts.  Pages 4-783 thru 4-791 of the 
draft EIS describe staff’s approach to assessing cumulative impacts on the 
environment.  In this discussion, staff cites relevant CEQ guidance concerning 
cumulative impacts analyses; defines past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
projects; describes the geographic scopes (and the methodology used to 
determine these scopes) in which cumulative impacts may occur; describes the 
considerations made when determining the significance of a cumulative impact; 
considers project-specific conditions; considers the temporal relationships of 
projects that may cumulatively impact the environment; and acknowledges 
challenges associated with a cumulative impacts analyses.  Staff’s approach to 
the cumulative impacts analysis and the environmental impact analysis in the 
EIS is consistent with other FERC-regulated projects and CEQ guidance.   
 
With regard to considering effects of climate change in the cumulative impacts 
analysis, see response to Air Quality and Climate Change comment number  
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CO32-117 The role of other federal agencies with review and permitting 
authority is described in section 1.3 of the EIS.  Federal and major state plans, 
permits, and authorizations that are applicable to the Project are summarized in 
the discussion of the status of major permits and authorizations in section 1.5 of 
the EIS.  Various sections of the EIS also evaluate compliance with federal land 
management plans for the portion of the proposed pipeline that would cross 
federally managed lands.  The status of major state and local permits is listed in 
table 1.5.1-1, but review of conflicts that the Project may have with these 
permits and authorizations is not within the scope of the NEPA analysis. 

CO32-118 See response to Air Quality and Climate Change comment numbers 
1, 2, and 3. 
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CO32-119 Comment noted. Review of the Project is limited to the economic 
and environmental impacts of the proposal before the Commission; therefore, 
the effects of LNG combustion in end-use/importing markets are outside of the 
scope of this EIS. 
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CO32-120 Comment noted. 
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