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INDIVIDUALS 
 
IND2 Jerry Havens, page 1 of 8 
 
IND2-1 USDOT PHMSA reviewed the application and has issued a Letter of 
Determination on the Project's compliance with the siting requirements of 49 CFR 
193, Subpart B.  This determination also addresses compliance with NFPA 59A, 
section 2.1.1(d) for overpressure considerations from vapor cloud explosions.   While 
49 CFR §§ 193.2057 and 193.2059 provide specific parameters and computer models 
for thermal radiation and flammable vapor dispersion exclusion zones from each 
LNG container and LNG transfer system, the overpressure hazards from flammable 
vapor cloud explosions have been considered by Jordan Cove as the applicable factors 
to the site in accordance with NFPA 59A (2001), section 2.1.1(d).  The requirements 
in NFPA 59A (2001) do not provide specific models or details to calculate the 
overpressure hazards from flammable vapor cloud explosions.  FERC staff recognizes 
the importance of using suitable hazard models in its supplemental guidance 
document for Resource Reports 11 for LNG Projects, and application of uncertainty 
factors to account for potential underpredictions that may occur when compared 
against experimental data.  The two primary models used to evaluate vapor cloud 
explosions, PHAST and FLACS, have been validated against a number of 
experimental data that do not indicate the under-predictions being represented.  As 
such, an uncertainty factor of 2 was implemented in FLACS results.  In addition, we 
note that FLACS has been shown to be one of the few models to more closely 
replicate overpressures in incidents with large flame propagation distances, such as 
Buncefield.  FERC staff also note that many of the cited incidents that resulted in 
large damaging overpressures had initiating events that the preliminary engineering 
design and layers of protection proposed or recommended in Jordan Cove would 
prevent or mitigate.  For example, many of the cited incidents include overfill events 
that did not have adequate or adequately managed overfill protection, had insufficient 
alarm and shutdowns initiated by hazard detection devices, had insufficient ignition 
controls that allowed vapors to disperse into buildings in a confined area that ignited 
and may have contributed to the overpressures.  We evaluated the facilities to ensure 
there would be adequate overfill protections, sufficient alarm and shutdown 
capabilities, including those initiated by hazard detection, sufficient ignition controls, 
including alarm and shutdown of HVAC and combustion air intakes to prevent 
ignition in confined areas, in addition to many other layers of protection.  We also 
recognize that DOT PHMSA and FERC continually seek to improve the evaluation 
of hazard models and assumptions used as inputs into the models in siting and in 
evaluation of layers of protection.  Also, see IND2-7. 
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IND2 continued, page 2 of 8 
 
IND2-2 See comment response IND2-1. 
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IND2 continued, page 3 of 8 
 
IND2-3 See comment response IND 2-1.  In addition, FLACS overpressure 
modeling results submitted by Jordan Cove has applied a safety margin of 2.  
Therefore the overpressures modeled in FLACS were analyzed to 1/2 psi 
instead of 1 psi to account for model uncertainties. 
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IND2 continued, page 4 of 8 
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IND2 continued, page 5 of 8 
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IND2 continued, page 6 of 8 
 
IND2-4 USDOT PHMSA has considered potential incidents, such as vapor 
cloud explosions and toxic releases in its Part 193, Subpart B determination.  
As described in section 4.13.1.2 of the final EIS, section 2.1.1 of NFPA 59A 
(2001) as incorporated by 49 CFR 193:  factors applicable to the specific site 
with a bearing on the safety of plant personnel and the surrounding public must 
be considered, including an evaluation of potential incidents and safety 
measures incorporated into the design or operation of the facility.  Also, see 
comment response IND2-1 and IND2-3. 

IND2-5 The August 31, 2018 MOU states that USDOT PHMSA would issue 
a Letter of Determination prior to the issuance of the final EIS, however a 
change in schedule is allowable upon notification to FERC.  Section 4.13.1.2 of 
the final EIS provides additional details on the USDOT PHMSA's Letter of 
Determination for this Project. 
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IND2 continued, page 7 of 8 
 
IND2-6 USDOT PHMSA's Letter of Determination summarizes the 
governing hazard scenarios for overpressure modeling.  In addition, the 
evaluation of vapor cloud explosions and its potential direct, or indirect through 
cascading damage, impact the safety or reliability of the facilities is described 
in section 4.13.1.5 of the final EIS. 

IND2-7 As described in section 4.13.1.2 of the final EIS, DOT PHMSA 
regulations incorporate NFPA 59A (2001) for siting requirements.  NFPA 59A 
(2001) requires consideration of factors applicable to the specific site with a 
bearing on the safety of plant personnel and the surrounding public must be 
considered, including an evaluation of potential incidents and safety measures 
incorporated into the design or operation of the facility.  USDOT PHMSA has 
considered potential incidents, such as vapor cloud explosions and toxic 
releases in its Part 193, Subpart B Letter of Determinations to FERC.  FERC 
staff primarily conducted the evaluation of this modeling prior to the 2018 
MOU, and it was described in its NEPA documents.  Since the issuance of the 
2018 MOU, DOT PHMSA has been responsible for issuing a Letter of 
Determination indicating whether a project's preliminary design would comply 
with its siting requirements.  In addition, as noted in section 4.13.1.5, FERC 
evaluates potential hazards and incident history when evaluating the reliability 
and safety in its engineering reviews, including its assessment of the various 
layers of protection proposed in the design.  FERC staff may also make 
recommendations on the engineering design and layers of protection to mitigate 
the potential of a vapor cloud explosion from directly or indirectly through 
cascading damage, impacting the public.  Also, see comment responses IND 2-
1, IND 2-3, and IND 2-4. 
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IND284 M. Sheldon, Landowner, page 1 of 64 
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IND284 continued, page 2 of 64 
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IND284 continued, page 3 of 64 
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IND284 continued, page 4 of 64 
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IND284 continued, page 5 of 64 
 
IND284-1 The discussion of the Blue Ridge Variation has been updated in 
the final EIS.  See section 3.4.2.2.  
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IND284 continued, page 6 of 64 
 
IND284-2 Comment noted.  

IND284-3 Comment noted. 

IND284-4 BLM prepared appendix F.9 to provide a comparison of the two 
alternative routes. Revisions have been made to Section 3 and Appendix F.9 
that are incorporated into the final EIS. 

IND284-5 BLM will select and disclose an agency proposed action and 
preferred alternative in the final EIS. The environmentally preferable 
alternative would be disclosed in the BLM Record of Decision. FERC should 
Identify the environmentally preferable alternative but no agency is required to 
select that alternative.  BLM is required to identify our "preferred alternative" 
which is not necessarily the environmentally preferable. 
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IND284 continued, page 7 of 64 
 
IND284-6 Comment noted. These summary bullets are addressed in 
subsequent responses. 
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IND284 continued, page 8 of 64 
 
IND284-7 BLM has specific jurisdictional responsibilities for granting 
rights-of-way across Federal lands under the Mineral Leasing Act as described 
in Section 1 of the final EIS.  FERC is the lead Federal Agency for preparation 
of the NEPA document, however, the BLM, and other cooperating Agencies 
retain decision-making responsibility under their respective authorities. 
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IND284 continued, page 9 of 64 
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IND284 continued, page 10 of 64 
 
IND284-8 Comment noted. See response to Comments 284-17, 39, and 71 
below for specific responses. 
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IND284 continued, page 11 of 64 
 
IND284-9 Comment noted. See response to Comments 284-41 through 284-
47 below for specific responses. 
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IND284 continued, page 12 of 64 
 
IND284-10 Comment noted. See response to Comments 284-48 through 284-
55 below for specific responses. 
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IND284 continued, page 13 of 64 
 
IND284-11 Location of pipelines, and other facilities is an effective design 
methodology to avoid waterbody crossings.  However, this is not a policy of 
either FERC or the BLM.  The statement "where feasible" remains accurate: 
There is no policy violation. 

IND284-12 Comment noted. See response to Comments 284-57 through 284-
51 below for specific responses. 
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IND284 continued, page 14 of 64 
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IND284 continued, page 15 of 64 
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IND284 continued, page 16 of 64 
 
IND284-13 Location of pipelines, and other facilities is an effective design 
methodology to avoid geologic hazards, steep slopes, and to reduce erosion 
potential.  However, this is not a policy of either FERC or the BLM.  There is 
no policy violation. 

IND284-14 Adoption of the Blue Ridge Variation would reduce the risk of 
landslides.  

IND284-15 List of bullets repeated in comment 284-64 where detailed 
response will be provided, additional responses on this topic is provided in 
responses 284-64 through 67. 
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IND284 continued, page 17 of 64 
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IND284 continued, page 18 of 64 
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IND284 continued, page 19 of 64 
 
IND284-16 Comment noted.  Sections 4.7 and 4.9 address impacts on land 
use and socioeconomics. 
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IND284 continued, page 20 of 64 
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IND284 continued, page 21 of 64 
 
IND284-17 Section 3 of the final EIS has been revised to reflect the revised 
and updated analysis presented in Appendix F.9 to the final EIS. Responses to 
Comments 284-18 through 39 describe the methods and/or analytical effort that 
supports these changes to the final EIS. 
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IND284 continued, page 22 of 64 
 
IND284-18 An updated analysis of impacts to LSOG on BLM lands has been 
incorporated into Section 3 and Appendix F.9 of the final EIS that ensures that 
BLM lands allocated as District Designated Reserves (DDR) is not considered 
as habitat in the analysis of impacts to LSOG habitat. In addition, the BLM 
used its current Forest Operations Inventory (FOI) to identify and analyze 
impacts to LSOG and Complex LSOG habitat based on BLM field review by 
biologists assigned to BLM's Coos Bay District. 
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IND284 continued, page 23 of 64 
 
IND284-19 Under BLM's new RMP, the FOI makes a distinction between 
roads and adjacent forest lands. As stated in the previous response, roads are 
included as mappable units in the FOI as DDR; therefore not considered in the 
impact analysis for LSOG and MAMU/NSO habitat on BLM lands. The 
calculation and analysis of impacts to LSOG and Complex LSOG Habitat is 
provided in Appendix F.9 of the final EIS and summarized in Section 3. 

IND284-20 See response to comment IND284-19. 
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IND284 continued, page 24 of 64 
 
IND284-21 The use of LSOG, defined as stands 80+years old, throughout the 
draft EIS is an appropriate metric of comparison because this data is available 
for almost all forest land ownerships crossed by the proposed pipeline. The 
BLM maintains additional stand information in FOI that was utilized to assess 
the acres of mature and structurally complex stands in the development of the 
Resource Management Plans.  In the final EIS, Appendix F.9 has been updated 
to incorporate FOI and recent site visit observations for BLM-managed parcels. 
Similar data was not available for other ownerships crossed by the Proposed 
Route and Blue Ridge Variation.  The main body of the final EIS retains the 
use of LSOG because this is the most appropriate metric for use within the 
entire project area.  The 860,528 acres of mature and structurally complex 
stands identified in the PRMP/FEIS is applicable to the entire western Oregon 
planning area.  For this reason, it is not an appropriate value for assessing the 
context of environmental effects of the Blue Ridge Variation as disclosed in 
appendix F.9.    

IND284-22 The 43,164 acres of mature and structurally complex stands 
identified in BLM's PRMP/FEIS is applicable to the entire western Oregon 
planning area.  For this reason it is not an appropriate value for assessing and 
comparing the intensity of environmental effects of the Blue Ridge Variation 
with the Proposed Route on BLM lands.   

IND284-23 See response to Comment IND284-22. 
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IND284 continued, page 25 of 64 
 
IND284-24 See response to comment IND284-2. 

IND284-25 See response to Comments IND284-18, 19 and 21. 

IND284-26 See response to Comment IND284-21. 
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IND284 continued, page 26 of 64 
 
IND284-27 Major revisions to the rationale supporting the Blue Ridge 
Variation have been incorporated into section 3 of the final EIS which is a 
summary of the analysis and comparison provided in appendix F.9 of the final 
EIS. See response to Comment 284-2 for additional information. 

IND284-28 See response to Comments IND284-2 and 27. 

IND284-29 See response to Comments IND284-18, 19 and 21. 

IND284-30 Appendix F.9 has been updated to incorporate FOI and recent site 
visit observations for BLM-managed parcels. These updates provide additional 
information regarding stand complexity.  Similar data was not available for 
other ownerships crossed by the Proposed Route and Blue Ridge Variation.  
The main body of the FEIS retains the use of LSOG because this is the most 
appropriate metric for use within the entire project area.   

IND284-31 See response to comment IND284-30. 
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IND284 continued, page 27 of 64 
 
IND284-32 See response to Comments IND284-2, 24, and 30. 
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IND284 continued, page 28 of 64 
 
IND284-33 See response to Comment IND284-2, 18, 19, and 21. 

IND284-34 See response to Comments IND284-2, 18, 19, and 21. 

IND284-35 See response to Comments IND284-2, 18, 19, and 21. 
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IND284 continued, page 29 of 64 
 
IND284-36 See response to Comments IND284-18, 19, and 30. 

IND284-37 See response to Comments IND284-2, 18, 19, and 21. 

IND284-38 Culmination of mean annual increment (CMAI) is a frequently 
utilized indicator of tree growth curves used in the forest management industry.  
It is not an indicator utilized by BLM for assessment of habitat quality, 
therefore it was not used in the comparison of the proposed route and the Blue 
Ridge Variation in the final EIS or the current version of appendix F.9. 

IND284-39 See response to Comments IND284-2 and 30. 
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IND284 continued, page 30 of 64 
 
IND284-40 Comment noted. List summarizes Comments IND284-41 to 
IND284-46. 
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IND284 continued, page 31 of 64 
 
IND284-41 See response to Comments IND284-2 and 30. 

IND284-42 The map the commenter refers to was provided by the BLM; 
however, it is not part of the FERC record for this project. Regardless, as 
shown on table 3.4.2.2-1 of the final EIS, there is 3.0 acres of suitable MAMU 
habitat that would be removed under the Blue Ridge Variation.  This table also 
illustrates that there is no occupied or potential MAMU nest sites on BLM 
lands that would be impacted under the Blue Ridge Variation. 

IND284-43 See response to Comments IND284-30 and 42. 

 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 

IND284 continued, page 32 of 64 
 
IND284-44 See response to Comment IND284-30. 

IND284-45 The 493,434 acres of MAMU nesting habitat and 885,590 acres of 
MAMU habitat-capable acres identified in the PRMP/FEIS is applicable to 
BLM lands within the entire western Oregon planning area.  For this reason it is 
not an appropriate value for assessing the intensity of environmental effects of 
the Blue Ridge Variation as disclosed in appendix F.9.   

IND284-46 Comment noted 

IND284-47 See response to Comments IND284-2, 18, 19 and 21. As 
illustrated in Table 3.4.2.2-1 of the final EIS, the proposed route would have a 
direct impact on 3 occupied and 1 potentially occupied MAMU sites (10.4 
acres) on BLM lands with an additional indirect impact on 34.3 acres of 
MAMU nesting habitat on BLM lands.  
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IND284 continued, page 33 of 64 
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IND284 continued, page 34 of 64 
 
IND284-48 There is one NSO home range within 1.23 miles of the Proposed 
Route and more than 16 acres of NSO nesting habitat would be directly 
affected on BLM lands. About 60 acres of NSO nest habitat on BLM lands 
would be indirectly impacted irrespective of the fact both county and BLM 
roads exist in close proximity to this NSO home range. While there is one NSO 
home range within 0.75 miles of the Blue Ridge Variation, there would be no 
direct or indirect effect to NSO nesting or NRF habitat on BLM lands.  

IND284-49 See response to Comment IND284-48. 
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IND284 continued, page 35 of 64 
 
IND284-50 See response to Comment IND284-48.  Section 2 of the final EIS 
has been revised to include timing restrictions necessary to protect MAMU and 
NSO nesting habitat on BLM lands. These restrictions would apply to all BLM 
lands affected by either the Proposed Route or the Blue Ridge Variation. 

IND284-51 Comment noted. List summarizes Comments IND284-52 to 
IND284-55 below. 

IND284-52 As illustrated in Table 3.4.2.2-1 of the final EIS, the Proposed 
Route would have a direct effect on 1.4 acres of NSO NRF habitat and 
indirectly impact 11.4 acres of NRF habitat on BLM lands based on FOI data 
and filed review by BLM biologists.  No NSO NRF habitat on BLM lands 
would be impacted under the Blue Ridge Variation. 

IND284-53 Appendix F.9 has been updated to incorporate FOI and recent site 
visit observations for BLM-managed parcels. These updates provide additional 
information regarding stand complexity that supports the recommendations 
presented in Section 3 of the final EIS with respect to the Blue Ridge Variation. 
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IND284 continued, page 36 of 64 
 
IND284-54 See response to Comment IND284-53. Table 3.4.2.2-1 of the final 
EIS summarizes the analysis presented in Appendix F.9 of the final EIS with 
respect to effects on interior forest habitat for the Proposed Route and the Blue 
Ridge Variation. Overall, the Proposed Route would have a direct effect on 125 
acres of interior forest habitat (BLM and private/state lands combined) while 
the Blue Ridge Variation would have a direct effect on 33 acres (BLM and 
private/state lands combined).  Indirectly, effects on interior forest habitat for 
the Proposed Route would be greater than for the Blue Ridge Variation.   
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IND284 continued, page 37 of 64 
 
IND284-55 The 860,200 acres of mature and structurally complex stands 
identified in the PRMP/FEIS is applicable to the entire western Oregon 
planning area.  For this reason it is not an appropriate value for assessing the 
intensity of environmental effects of the Blue Ridge Variation as disclosed in 
appendix F.9.   
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IND284 continued, page 38 of 64 
 
IND284-56 Comment noted. List summarizes Comments IND284-57 to 
IND284-61 below. 
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IND284 continued, page 40 of 64 
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IND284 continued, page 41 of 64 
 
IND284-57 Section 3.3.3.2 of the final EIS has been revised to include a 
discussion of floodplain impacts consistent with the requirements of NEPA and 
Executive Order (EO) 11988. While Appendix F.9 has been revised to expand 
the metrics available for comparing the Proposed Route with the Blue Ridge 
Variation, it does not provide a specific comparison of this topic since there are 
no floodplains on BLM land subject to the Blue Ridge Variation. The analysis 
presented in section 4.03 and Appendix F.9 of the final EIS support agency 
recommendations presented in Section 3 of the Final EIS and is not contrary to 
Executive Order 11988. 

IND284-58 See response to Comment IND284-77. 

IND284-59 In addition to substantial revisions and enhancements to Appendix 
F.9 presented in the final EIS, A comprehensive comparison table has been 
added in a new conclusionary section of this appendix. Rationale in Section 3 
has been revised to clarify that indicators summarized in Appendix F.9 were 
considered by the agencies and those carried forward in Table 3.4.2.2.1 provide 
the basis of comparison necessary to support the recommendation related to the 
Blue Ridge Variation. 
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IND284 continued, page 42 of 64 
 
IND284-60 See response to Comment IND284-59. 

IND284-61 See response to Comment IND284-59. 
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IND284 continued, page 43 of 64 
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IND284 continued, page 44 of 64 
 
IND284-62 See response to Comment IND284-11. 

IND284-63 See response to Comment IND284-14. 

IND284-64 Comment noted. List summarizes Comments IND284-65 to 
IND284-67. 
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IND284 continued, page 45 of 64 
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IND284 continued, page 46 of 64 
 
IND284-65 See response to Comment 284-59. Appendix F.9 as revised 
provides information on additional soil and geological information, but 
comparison of metrics such as soil type or characteristics do not suggest a clear 
difference in environmental effects between the Proposed Route and the Blue 
Ridge Variation.  Therefore, those metrics were not carried forward in Section 
3 of the final EIS. 

IND284-66 See response to Comment IND284-59. 

IND284-67 See response to Comment IND284-59. 
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IND284 continued, page 48 of 64 
 
IND284-68 Section 7(h) of the Natural Gas Act grants Certificate holders the 
ability to utilize eminent domain to acquire a right-of-way across private lands.  
If the Commission issues Pacific Connector a Certificate, it would convey 
eminent domain authority.  The proposed Jordan Cove LNG terminal, which 
has sought authorization under Section 3 of the NGA, would not have eminent 
domain authority. 
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IND284 continued, page 49 of 64 
 
IND284-69 18CFR 380.12 requires applicants to identify by milepost all 
residences and buildings within 50 feet of the proposed pipeline construction 
work space.  In our experience, residences within 50 feet of construction 
activities may experience acute impacts from construction activities. 
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IND284 continued, page 50 of 64 
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IND284 continued, page 51 of 64 
 
IND284-70 Number of parcels crossed is not the only factor considered in our 
analysis.  In addition to number of parcels crossed, we assess the type of land 
use, and proximity to residences and buildings, as well as environmental factors 
such as waterbodies, wetlands, habitat, wildlife, threatened and endangered 
species, and topography.  We also assess the permanence of these impacts.   
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IND284 continued, page 54 of 64 
 
IND284-71 See response to Comment IND284-59. 
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IND284 continued, page 59 of 64 
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