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IND291 Alice Suter, page 1 of 8 
 
IND291-1 For the purposes of the Project acoustic analysis, our 55 dBA Ldn 
noise criterion and other applicable noise regulations at the state, county and/or 
local levels provide the framework for assessing Project compliance.  Our noise 
criterion is derived from the 1974 EPA study titled “Information on Levels of 
Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with an 
Adequate Margin of Safety”. The EPA determined that an day-night sound 
level (Ldn) of 55 dBA protects the public from indoor and outdoor activity 
interference.  An Ldn of 55 dBA is equivalent to a continuous noise level of 
48.6 dBA, which when compared to examples of typical everyday sound 
sources given in Table 4.12.2-1, equates to a sound experienced in a quiet rural 
residential room and is generally lower than sound levels during a normal 
conversation.  Lastly, section 4.12.2 was revised to include reference to a 2011 
World Health Organization publication that summarizes the results of studies 
analyzing the relationship between environmental noise and potential health 
effects.  It is beyond the scope of this EIS to infer specific health effects due to 
noise impacts from construction or operation of the project.  However, 
compliance with our noise criterion and applicable noise regulations at the 
state, county and/or local levels, and our oversight of compliance with 
construction and operation noise requirements, would ensure that noise impacts 
on public health are minimized to be protective of public health. 
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IND291 continued, page 2 of 8 
 
IND291-2 Comment noted. 

IND291-3 Table 4.12.2.4-3 of the final EIS indicates that operation of the 
Klamath Compressor Station would result in predicted sound levels that are less 
than our noise requirement of 55 dBA Ldn.  Further, the recommendation 
(which would likely become a condition in the order, if approved) in section 
4.12.2.4, would require Jordan Cove to file a noise survey confirming 
compliance with our noise requirement.  If noise levels from the Klamath 
Compressor Station do not meet our noise requirement, then additional sound 
mitigation would be required to be installed in order to meet the requirement.  
As stated in the final EIS, construction noise levels near the Jordan Cove LNG 
facility and the Pacific Connector project workspaces would result in impacts 
on nearby residents for the duration of construction at that location.  Some 
construction activities are expected to exceed our criterion (pile driving, HDD); 
however, in most cases existing ambient sound levels are such that the 
incremental increase in sound level resulting from those activities would be 
minimal. Even so, for HDD activities, we are requiring site-specific noise 
mitigation plans to further protect nearby NSAs.  The commenter suggests that 
the applicant would not have to actually implement noise mitigation; however, 
we would provide the necessary oversight, coordinate monitoring, and enforce 
the implementation of noise mitigation measures to ensure compliance with our 
conditions during construction and operation of the project.  While assessment 
of noise exposure on workers is not considered, Jordan Cove and Pacific 
Connector must comply with all applicable OSHA worker safety requirements, 
including implementing hearing conservation programs. 
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Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

IND291 continued, page 4 of 8 
 
IND291-4 We disagree.  The final EIS provides standard sound levels for 
some construction activities such as blasting that are provided by the equipment 
manufacturer and do not assume any additional mitigation provided by the 
applicant, unless otherwise stated.  These sound levels are provided for context 
to provide the public with general information about typical noise levels they 
can expect to hear during construction.  With regards to pile driving, HDD, and 
the Klamath Compressor Station, the noise surveys presented in tables 4.12.2.3-
2, 4.12.2.4-2, and 4.12.2.4-3 are based on detailed noise surveys that 
incorporate equipment manufacturing sound data and measured ambient sound 
levels to estimate the project noise levels.  The final EIS contains several 
recommendations that pertain to pile driving, HDD, and the Klamath 
Compressor Station that would ensure that noise levels during 
construction/operation meet FERC’s noise requirement of 55 dBA Ldn, unless 
otherwise stated.  If the Commission chooses to make the recommendations 
conditions of an Order, the applicant would be required to comply with these 
conditions and we would oversee the implementation of these conditions to 
ensure they are being met during construction/operation. 
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IND291 continued, page 5 of 8 
 
IND291-5 Comment noted.  We have revised the noise sections (see section 
4.12). 
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IND471 Niskanen Center, page 1 of 75 
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IND471 continued, page 2 of 75 
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IND471 continued, page 5 of 75 
 
IND471-1 Impacts to potable groundwater is addressed in section 4.3.  
Impacts to agricultural and ranching practices are addressed in section 4.7.  
Impacts to timber lands are addressed in section 4.4 and 4.7.  Impacts to 
socioeconomic conditions are addressed in section 4.9.  Impacts to human 
safety and health are addressed in section 4.13.   
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Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

IND471 continued, page 12 of 75 
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IND471 continued, page 26 of 75 
 
IND471-2 The cited section of the draft EIS (section 4.9.2.3) references six 
studies (not four as stated in the comment).  The studies not mentioned in the 
comment are Diskin et al. (2011) and Wilde et al. (2014). 
 
The comment references three reports prepared by Key-Log Economics on 
behalf of groups opposed to the Atlantic Sunrise Pipeline (2017), Atlantic 
Coast Pipeline (2016a), and Mountain Valley Pipeline (2016b) and pertain to 
the analyses prepared for these projects.  FERC’s responses to these comments 
are addressed in the final EIS documents for each project, as appropriate.   
 
Methodological concerns related to the available studies on pipelines and 
property values are noted.  As discussed in section 4.9.2.3 of the draft EIS, the 
cited studies “suggest that natural gas pipelines do not necessarily negatively 
affect the value of that property.”  Further discussion is provided section 4.9.2.3 
of the draft EIS, which notes that “the effect a pipeline may have on a 
property’s value depends on many factors.”  As noted in section 4.9.2.3, 
subjective valuation is generally not considered in appraisals, but may affect 
individual decisions when a property is offered for sale.  This may include a 
potential homebuyer’s concerns related to the presence of a pipeline.   
 
There are no documented cases or verifiable information in the FERC 
administrative record for this Project supporting the assertion that insurance 
rates and access to home loans would be adversely affected by construction and 
operation of the Project.  This information has been added to the final EIS. 
 
OHV controls and measures to limit access to the pipeline right-of-way are 
discussed in section 4.8.1.2 of the EIS. 
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IND471 continued, page 28 of 75 
 
IND471-3 With respect to the question of views and property values referenced in the first 
paragraph, please refer to section 4.9.2.3 of the draft EIS and the final EIS. Based on a review 
of applicable property value studies, the conclusion noted in section 4.9.2.3 is that the 
likelihood of the pipeline resulting in a long-term decline in property values is low. Given 
that the comment provides no specific supporting evidence aside from a reference to a single 
study that addressed power lines and property values, we continue to believe that the 
conclusion stated in section 4.9.2.3 is accurate and valid. 
 
The 5-mile viewshed extent identified for the visual assessment of the pipeline represents the 
potential viewing range within which visible aspects of the Project (primarily the cleared 
right-of-way) are most likely to be noticeable to the casual observer. Viewing distance is a 
key factor in determining the level of visual effect, with perceived contrast generally 
diminishing as distance between the viewer and the affected area increases. The EIS approach 
considers distance zones as they are used in the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Visual 
Resource Management (VRM) system, which categorizes views into 
foreground/middleground, background, and seldom seen distance zones. These distance zones 
provide a frame of reference for classifying the degree to which details of the viewed Project 
would affect visual resources. The “foreground/middleground” zone is defined as occurring 
from zero to 5 miles from the Project. Details of Project elements would be visually clear in 
the foreground; viewers still have the potential to distinguish individual forms, and texture 
and color are still identifiable but become muted and less detailed in the middleground. In the 
“background,” defined by BLM as the area 5 miles to 15 miles from the Project, texture has 
disappeared and color has flattened, making objects appear “washed out.” Although the 
cleared pipeline right-of-way may be visible at a distance of greater than 5 miles (in the 
background distance zone), the visibility would be limited and the right-of-way would 
typically not appear as a prominent feature in the landscape setting, resulting in limited visual 
contrast. The text of section 4.8.2.2 has been revised for the EIS to clarify this point.                
 
The draft EIS (and final EIS) conclusion that construction and operation of the pipeline would 
not significantly affect visual resources is based on impact analysis according to the 
methodology outlined in section 4.8.2.2, which included evaluation of expected visual 
contrast as seen by the casual observer across the set of representative KOPs selected for the 
analysis. We believe that conclusion was and is valid based on the KOP-specific evaluations 
and federal regulatory guidance regarding consideration of context and intensity in evaluation 
of impact significance. The analysis did not attempt, nor should it have considered, the 
locations and perspectives of all individuals who own property along or within view of the 
pipeline route. Section 4.8.2 has been edited for the final EIS to indicate that the FERC 
recognizes that some  affected individuals may have a different perspective on the level of 
visual impact.  In particular, people who live near the pipeline right-of-way or travel near it 
frequently may place a high value on the character of the existing landscape and may consider 
Project-related changes to that landscape to be significant visual impacts. 
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IND471-4 Impacts on water sources are addressed in section 4.3.  Impacts on 
agricultural areas are addressed in section 4.7. 
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IND471 continued, page 33 of 75 
 
IND471-5 Comment noted. As stated on page 4-81 of the draft EIS and in the 
Groundwater Supply Monitoring and Mitigation Plan, pre-construction surveys 
would be conducted to confirm the presence and locations of all groundwater 
supplies for landowners within and adjacent to the proposed pipeline right-of-
way. This cannot be completed at this time because many landowners have not 
given permission for surveys on their land. If the Project is approved,  the 
landowner can work with Pacific Connector during easement negotiations to 
siting the line within individual properties to increase the distance between the 
pipeline and any springs or wells. Private and public wells within 200 or 400 
feet, respectively, are identified as avoidance areas for refueling and storage of 
hazardous materials. 
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IND471 continued, page 36 of 75 
 
IND471-6 The potential adverse effects of HDD crossings are addressed in 
the EIS (see section 4.3). 
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IND471 continued, page 37 of 75 
 
IND471-7 The effect of herbicide use is addressed in sections 4.3; 4.4; 4.5; 
and 4.6 of the EIS.  As discussed in the EIS, the applicant would be required to 
adhere to our Plan and Procedures, and all applicable federal, state, and local 
requirements related to herbicide use would be required  and all applicable 
approvals would be obtained prior to their use including landowner approvals. 
As stated in the Integrated Pest Management Plan, hand and mechanical 
methods would be the first choice for noxious weed control, practicable. As 
further stated in the plan, herbicides would be applied by wicking, wiping, 
injection, or spot spraying as permitted by product labels and herbicides would 
not be applied via  aerial application. Herbicides would not be used for general 
brush/tree control within the 30-foot maintained operational easement, only if 
noxious weed infestations occurs on the permanent easement, selective use of 
herbicides would be used to control these species. Additionally, herbicides 
would not be used within 100 feet of a wetland or waterbody, unless allowed by 
the appropriate agency. Herbicide treatments would also not be conducted 
during precipitation events or when precipitation is expected within 24 hours to 
minimize the risk of these chemicals moving beyond the treated areas or into 
waterbodies.   
As stated in the Integrated Pest Management Plan, after construction and 
restoration, Pacific Connector would monitor all disturbed areas of the 
construction right-of-way including TEWAs, UCSAs, temporary access roads, 
and road improvement areas for infestation of noxious and invasive weeds, not 
just federal lands. If infestations occur in any of the disturbed areas of the 
construction right-of-way including TEWAs, UCSAs, temporary access roads, 
and road improvement areas, Pacific Connector would make an assessment of 
the source of the infestation, the potential of the infestation to spread to other 
adjacent areas, and develop a treatment plan to control the infestation. 
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IND471-8 Potential impacts to forest land, including timber, are discussed in  
sections 4.7.2.2, 4.7.2.5, and 4.9.2.8 of the draft EIS.  Mitigation measures 
related to timber harvest are discussed in section 4.7.2.5.  As noted in section 
4.9.2.8: "For both temporary and permanent effects, Pacific Connector would 
negotiate with landowners and provide compensation for timber/crop losses or 
land taken out of use as a result of pipeline construction." 

 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

IND471 continued, page 39 of 75 
 
IND471-9 It is outside the scope of this EIS to evaluate individual impacts on 
each private parcel crossed or to require or establish landowner-specific 
mitigation plans.  Mitigation measures to reduce impacts on residential 
properties are discussed in section 4.7.2.4 of the draft EIS.  Pacific Connector 
would negotiate with landowners as part of the easement acquisition process. 
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IND471-10 Comment noted.  The EIS acknowledges that the pipeline would 
have various impacts on private lands and landowners.  However, it is not 
required that the EIS address impacts on each affected landowner, including 
future plans by individual landowners.  
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IND471-11 Comment noted.  See also response to previous comments in letter 
471. 
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IND471-12 The CEQ’s regulations for implementing NEPA, at 40 CFR 
1502,13, only requires that an EIS briefly summarize the purpose and need for 
a project; which we have done. 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. 
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IND471-13 Comment noted. 
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IND471-14 As stated in the EIS and as required by NEPA, the range of 
alternatives include those that would achieve the purpose of the Project. 
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IND471-15 It is the Department of Energy, not the FERC, that regulates the 
U.S. Energy policy and determine if natural gas can be exported.  This decision 
is outside of the scope of this EIS. 

 

  




