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IND471-16 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. 
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IND471-17 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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IND471-18 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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IND471-19 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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IND556 Janet Hodder, PhD, page 1 of 19 
 
IND556-1 Nowhere in the draft EIS is there a statement that the Project would 
be in the “public interest.” In fact, the Commission would make its finding of 
public benefit in its decision-document Project Order. The EIS is not a 
decision-document. The Commission would issue its Order after we have 
produced a final EIS. 

IND556-2 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.    

IND556-3 Comment noted.  See response to comments CO26-12 and CO26-
21. 
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IND556-4 We disagree that the analysis in the EIS does not support our 
conclusions.  As indicated in this comment, the EIS does identify multiple 
places where impacts would be long-term or permanent, but not all long-term 
or permanent impacts would rise to the level of "significance" as defined by 
NEPA.  The EIS does identify multiple impacts that would rise to the level of 
"significance" as defined by NEPA, which the commenter has not mentioned 
(e.g., housing availability, visual, etc..). 
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IND556-5 Section 4.10.1.4 has been updated to note that there are currently 
daily flights from the Southwest Oregon Regional Airport to San Francisco. 
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IND556-6 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. 
 

IND556-7 The discussion of thermal plumes in section 4.10.1.4 of the  EIS 
has been expanded to provide more information about the potential impacts 
from thermal plumes based on the current Project configuration. 
 
Potential impacts to the safe air operations of the Southwest Oregon Regional 
Airport are discussed further in section 4.13.1.5 of the EIS. 

IND556-8 Section 4.13.1.3 of the final EIS discusses the potential 
impacts within the Zones of Concern that are based on accidental and 
intentional acts for LNG marine vessels within the transit route and at the 
proposed marine slip.  Section 4.13.1.5 of the final EIS (Air) summarizes 
FERC staff’s review of nearby aircraft operations as well as USDOT FAA’s 
findings for the LNG marine vessel and other tall structures at the proposed 
site.  In addition, FERC staff recommend Jordan Cove receive a Determination 
of No Hazard to Air Navigation for permanent and temporary tall structures 
and for LNG marine vessel operations within Coos Bay prior to initial site 
preparation. 
 
IND556-9 The impacts of these projects when combined with the impacts of 
the Project and other present and reasonably foreseeable projects would not 
substantially increase the significant cumulative impact on the visual character 
of Coos Bay nor would they result in significant cumulative impacts on other 
resources.   
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IND556-10 The cited report (PSR 2019) provides a summary of studies and 
articles primarily related to large-scale oil-field development, such as the 
Bakken oil fields of North Dakota, that highlight increases in crime rates, HIV 
and sexually transmitted infections, and traffic accidents, increased demand for 
health care, increases in uninsured patients, and concerns related to sex 
trafficking.  The report also notes that evidence is emerging that suggests that 
tribal communities near temporary labor camps are particularly affected. 
 
Potential increases in crime are addressed in section 4.9.1.1 of the EIS.  As 
discussed in this section, some studies and articles have identified increases in 
crime related to large influxes of temporary workers.  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 EIS.   
 
Local and federal law enforcement agencies are responsible for enforcing laws.  
Potential impacts to public services including law enforcement are assessed in 
sections 4.9.1.6 (LNG Terminal) and 4.9.2.6 (Pipeline).  As discussed in 
section 4.9.1.6, Jordan Cove would reimburse Coos County to cover any costs 
associated with public safety during construction and operation.  Jordan Cove 
has also committed to building and funding the SORSC within the Jordan Cove 
LNG Project site. 
 
During construction, Jordan Cove would provide on-site medical facilities and 
personnel to provide care for the project workforce both at the site and at the 
Workforce Housing Facility.  During plant operation, Jordan Cove would have 
a licensed nurse practitioner on staff with offices located in the Operations 
Building.  Additionally, to address public concern, Jordan Cove signed an 
MOU with the State of Oregon that requires it to equip the Bay Area Hospital 
according to State policies for all hospitals in treating burns.  Impacts to 
medical services are discussed further in sections 4.9.1.6 and 4.9.2.6 of the EIS. 
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IND556-11 Many non-local workers temporarily relocating to the area may 
continue to access their own Primary Care Physicians for preventative care, 
especially those workers who would be employed for shorter periods.  Further, 
as discussed in section 4.9.1.6, during construction, Jordan Cove would provide 
on-site medical facilities and personnel to provide care for the project 
workforce both at the site and at the Workforce Housing Facility.  Additionally, 
to address public concern, Jordan Cove signed an MOU with the State of 
Oregon that requires it to equip the Bay Area Hospital according to State 
policies for all hospitals in treating burns. 

IND556-12 The housing analysis in the EIS found that construction of the 
Project has the potential to cause significant effects to short-term housing in 
Coos County.  The ACS estimates used in the draft EIS were the most current 
available at the time of preparation.  These data have been updated for the final 
EIS.  The latest 5-year estimates are for 2013 to 2017.  These data indicate a 
tightening of the rental housing market, with the estimated rental housing 
vacancy rate dropping from 6.7 percent (2011 to 2015) to 5.6 percent (2013 to 
2017).  As noted in the comment, increased demand from construction workers 
could result in increased rents and the potential displacement of local residents 
(see section 4.9.2.2).  We address this issue in the final EIS by recommending 
that Jordan Cove and Pacific Connector designate a Construction Housing 
Coordinator to address construction contractor housing needs and potential 
impacts in the four affected counties. 

IND556-13 The peak storage facilities evaluated by ECONorthwest (2006) are 
not export terminals and, therefore, are not the same as the proposed LNG 
terminal.  However, we are not aware of any studies that specifically address 
the impact of LNG export terminals on property values and, therefore, section 
4.9.1.3 reviews studies that assess similar facilities.  Zones of concern are 
addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS. 

IND556-14 The section cited in this comment (section 4.9.1.7) focuses on 
potential recreation and tourism-related economic impacts.  Impacts to 
recreation and tourism are assessed in detail in section 4.8 of the EIS.  The 
presence of 120 LNG carriers per year (an average of 2.3 vessels per week) is 
not expected to affect the public's perception of Coos Bay as a potential site for 
recreation activities. 
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IND556-15 Section 4.9.1.8 has also been revised to provide more details 
regarding the Coast Guard safety and security zone for LNG vessels.  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.  As noted in section 4.9.1.8 of the EIS, the 
estimated impact on other vessels at any point in the channel would last about 
20 to 30 minutes, the same as when other deep-draft vessels use the channel. 

IND556-16 As noted in the comment, according to the latest 5-year estimates 
(2013 to 2017) from the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey 
(ACS), an estimated 9.0 percent and 9.7 percent of the populations of the cities 
of Coos Bay and North Bend are Hispanic or Latino.  This is higher than the 
county average (6.3 percent), but below the state average (12.7 percent) (U.S. 
Census Bureau 2019c).  Hispanic and Latino populations are considered 
minority populations and are included in the total minority populations 
summarized in table 4.9.1.9-1 of the draft EIS.  Data were also reviewed for the 
Census tracts within 3 miles of the proposed LNG terminal site.  Based on the 
ACS data used by the EPA’s EJSCREEN tool, the share of the population 
identified as linguistically isolated was below the state average in almost all of 
the areas reviewed (see section 4.9.1.9 of the EIS).  Public involvement 
activities conducted in support of the Project are discussed in section 1.4 of the 
EIS.   
 
The draft EIS did not identify significant impacts to the commercial fishing, 
timber, or agricultural sectors and, therefore, Hispanic or Latino and other 
workers employed in these industries are not expected to be significantly 
affected by the Project. 
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IND556-17 We acknowledge the dredging of the access channel would convert 
shallow to deep water habitat. The applicant has proposed mitigation for these 
in the form of the Kentuck wetland mitigation project (i.e., slough restoration 
and development) and the eelgrass mitigation site (see the Compensatory 
Wetland Mitigation Plan).  Both would produce more habitat of similar type 
than would be lost and we retain our evaluation as stated in section 4.5.  The 
details of the specific plans would need to be approved by state through their 
permitting process independent of the FERC evaluation process.  The 
permitting agencies can deny or place requirements on the plans as deemed 
necessary to meet their mandated permit requirements.  The Commission 
requires that all federally designed permits be obtained prior to project 
construction commencements.   
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IND556-18 It is the COE's responsibility to ensure that impacts to waters of the 
U.S. are mitigated and the COE's and ODSL are currently working with the 
applicant on wetland mitigation requirements. As noted in the EIS, restoration 
and development  efforts at the Kentuck project site, which is required to 
ensure the viability of the site, would result in some short-term and permanent 
impacts; however, the Compensatory Wetland Mitigation Plan accounts for 
these impacts and provides mitigation to offset these impacts.  As described in 
section 4.3.3.2 of the draft EIS, Pacific Connector has submitted a list of areas 
where modifications to the requirements of our Plan and Procedures are 
requested.  These include areas where the applicant has requested a 95-foot-
wide construction right-of-way in a wetland or that TEWAs be located less than 
50 feet away from a wetland. These proposed modifications to our Plan and 
Procedures and the justification for the requested modifications are provided in 
table E-1 of appendix E in the draft EIS.  Section 3.0 of the EIS discusses 
alternative routes evaluated and as noted, to satisfy its responsibilities per the 
CWA Section 404(b)1(1) Guidelines, the COE also evaluated whether 
alternatives would be practicable.  Further, as noted in the EIS, when making a 
decision on whether to issue a permit for the Project, the COE must consider 
whether the proposed Project represents the least environmentally damaging 
practicable alternative pursuant to the CWA section 404(b)(1) guidelines. The 
term “practicable” means available and capable of being done after taking into 
consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of the overall 
purpose of the Project. The COE may only permit discharges of dredged or fill 
material into waters of the U.S. that represent the least damaging practicable 
alternative, so long as the alternatives do not have other significant adverse 
environmental consequences. 
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IND556-19 We noted that actions taken at Kentuck Slough and adjacent creek 
habitat would benefit early marine rearing juvenile salmonids which is correct 
as juveniles entering the estuary from any area could utilize this nearshore 
habitat that would become available that had not been accessible before.  This 
statement does not indicate that overall coho salmon production would 
increase.   
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IND556-20 The siting, design, construction, and operating requirements for the 
Project are contained in 33 CFR 103 through 105, 33 CFR 127, and 49 CFR 
193. These regulations do not require the use of SIGTTO publications.  
However, certain design criteria described as recommendations in SIGTTO 
Information Paper No. 14, Site Selection and Design for LNG Ports and Jetties, 
(i.e., strength/positions of mooring systems and breasting dolphins; interlinking 
of ship and shore ESD systems; installing quick acting valves at the PERC 
connections; using sensors to monitor the positions of the LNG loading arms; 
limiting ignition sources on the jetty; use of tugs and pilots to safely maneuver 
the LNG marine vessel to the jetty, etc.) are either required by regulation or are 
considered during the Coast Guard and FERC’s evaluation of the project.  In 
addition, as indicated in section 4.13.1.5 of the final EIS, FERC conducted a 
engineering review on the use of various layers of protection or safeguards to 
reduce risks of potential hazards to offsite public.  FERC also reviewed 
potential impacts from natural hazards and external impacts from the 
surrounding areas. 
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IND556-21 See section 4.13 for an assessment of measures that would be 
implemented to reduce risk of spills, as well as measures that would be 
implemented in the event a spill does occur.  
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IND556-22 See comment responses IND556-2, CO28-47, CO28-75, and 
CO28-80. 
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