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C0O39-29  The affected environmental and current conditions for all resources
are discussed at considerable length for each resource in Chapter 4,
as explained in section 4.0 (page 4-1) of the DEIS.

C039-30  Alternatives are considered in Chapter 3. See the introduction to
that chapter for a discussion of how FERC addresses alternatives.
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C039-31

C039-32

The EIS considers many alternate routes in Chapter 3 including a
straight route between Malin and the Jordan Cove site, an all
highway alternative, a route entirely on federal land, the Round Top
Butte route, and a West-Wide Corridor route. It also considered
following existing pipelines and many route variations to the
proposed route. It also considered alternative sites for the terminal.
An EIS is not required to consider every possible route, just a
reasonable range of alternatives.

Comment noted.
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C039-33

C0O39-34

C039-35

Potential impacts to commercial oyster beds are discussed in
Section 4.6, and would be limited to potential short-term turbidity
near the 0.3 mile section of the pipeline route where commercial
beds are adjacent. Pacific Connector has proposed an Olympia
Oyster Mitigation Plan that would result in no net substantial
adverse effects to commercial oysters from project actions. Project
activities are not expected to reduce oyster or fishing employment
opportunities.

See Chapter 3 for a discussion or other terminal locations. Note
that building a terminal and an associated pipeline in another
location would simply shift the effects to other locations, property
owners, and resources.

It is outside the scope of this FERC EIS to assess the overall energy
policy of the nation. Furthermore, management and jurisdiction
over the national energy policy is the role of the U.S. Department
of Energy, not the FERC.
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C039-36

C039-37

Renewable energy options are discussed in section 3.1.4 of the EIS.
Because the Project’s purpose is to prepare natural gas for export
to foreign and domestic markets, the development or use renewable
energy technology would not be a reasonablealternative to the
proposed action.

Decisions regarding the energy policy of the U.S. or other nations,
as well as the energy reserves in other nations are outside the scope
of the FERC’s jurisdiction. Decisions regarding the U.S. energy
reserves (e.g., whether or not to export gas) are the jurisdiction of
the U.S. Department of Energy. Decisions regarding foreign
energy reserves are the jurisdiction of those nations. It is outside
the scope of this EIS to assess the overall U.S. energy policy or the
policies and energy reserves of other nations.
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C039-38  Socioeconomic impacts are assessed in Section 4.9. A No Action
Alternative is considered in Chapter 3.
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C039-39  Any company wishing to transport LNG would have to do so in
accordance with all laws, including the Jones Act.
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C039-40

It the Project is approved, only the facilities addresses in this EIS
could be built. If Jordan Cove proposes to expand the terminal, it
would have to submit a new application, which would require
additional NEPA analysis.
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C039-41  The EIS addressed the application submitted to FERC. Any
expansion would need additional NEPA analysis.

C039-42  The South Dunes Power Plant is seeking approval by the State, it
is not under FERC's jurisdiction.
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C039-43  Air traffic is discussed in Section 4.10.1.4. Prior to construction,

Jordan Cove had stated from the beginning that they were seeking approval for their proposed Jordan Cove is required to f||e W|th the FERC dOCU mentation of |ts
South Dunes Power Plant and Gas Processing facility (SDPP) in the IND (industrial) zone in - - -
Coos County. This clearly was not the case from the beginning as the project also encroached consu Itatlons Wlth the FAA and the resu Its Of any aeronautlcal
intor the 7-I shoreline boundary zoning disirict even when considering the County's newly i i i 1c1 1 1

revised shoreline boundary maps that surfaced in November/December 2012, E??Aisﬁgge\}\:?; r\_l\ellst;egtotpolet;eor—;rg tce):':fnl](i :]aall (;?:g rrr;gj[zt(;c;gzl miagse
Jordan Cove's September 3, 2013 submittal from their consultant SHN Consulting Engineers & H H H H H H o
Geologist, Inc. (See Exhibit 34) was also very disconcerting as it included several maps and The pro_JeCt will not be bu"t un_less It can aChleVe Compllance with
diagrams, one from Black and Veatch, that contained false information about the project. all applicable rules and regulations.

‘These maps and diagrams indicated that none of the proposed South Dunes Power Plant and Gas
Processing Facility structures exceeded 100 feet. This was despite Jordan Cove having

filed with the FAA, two months prior Lo this submittal, 35 work-in-prog pplications for the CO3%-42
Jordan Cove project for structures that ALL EXCEEDED 100 FEET, with several being 200 conid
feet or higher in height. (See Fxhibir 35) Black and Veatch and SN Consulting Engineers &
Geologist, Inc. are doing a lot of the Consulting and IHazard Analysis work for Jordan
Cove which should be very disconcerting and of great concern.

This shows the great links that Jordan Cove's project sponsors will go to try and obtain
permits. In this particular case we were able to expose these false and misleading submittals
(See Exhibir 36) and Jordan Cove eventually pulled their SDPP Coos County permuit
application. Tam very concerned, however, about other permit processes where

pecting agency regul s may not fully understand how these guys operate. Jordan
Cove should be providing accurate and factual data about its prof not imderhandedlv
trying to get permits by omitting and/or providing inaccurate data or by changing the rules

so their project fits,

Perhaps one of the most disturbing documents provided in this Coos County permit process on
the South Dunes Power Plant was in Jordan Cove’s final arguments when they boldly stated that
because the Coos County Zoning and Land Development Ordinance did not have an airport
overlay for North Bend's Southwest Oregon Regional Airport, the airport surfac d operation
zomes had NO APPLICABILITY and Jordan Cove did not have to consider them or the
associated AIRPORT HAZARDS for planning purposes. (See £xhibir 37) The Draft EIS
appears to not be considering these issues either.

CO36-43

Draft EIS page ES-6 states:

The portion of Coos Bay that wonld be dredged to create the access channel to the
Jordan Cove terminal marine slip does not contain any contaminated sediments. Testing
at the former Weyerhaeuser mill site indicated that concentrations of contaminates are
below screening levels that would represent a risk to public heaith. The Oregon
Deparmment of Environmental Quality (ODEQ) recommended “No Further Action” at
this location, and approved a closure plan. Jordan Cove would cover the former mill site
with clean sediments from the marine slip and access channel to raise the elevation for
the planned South Dunes Power Plant and associated facifities.
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C0O39-44

C0O39-45

See response to Comment CO34-15. See the supplemental
information submitted by Jordan Cove Energy Project, L.P. under
CP13-483-000 on Feb. 3, 2015. This Supplemental Information
filing concerns JCEP’s Ingram Yard Test Pile and Ground
Improvement Project. It is comprised of a February 2, 2015 letter
to JCEP from its contractor, SHN Consulting Engineers &
Geologists, Inc. (SHN), and twelve attachments. The letter
summarizes the chronology of activities for the test project, in
particular as related to contaminated soils and a buried septic tank.
This information will be included in the FEIS. On February 3,
2015, Jordan Cove filed the results of its 2014 geotechnical testing
program at the Ingram Yard. We will analyze those results in
section 4.3 of the FEIS. Additional contamination sampling would
be conducted by the ODEQ that has no relationship with the Jordan
Cove-Pacific Connector Project.

Ninety tankers per year is an estimate, it is based on the amount of
LNG that proposed to be shipped. The actual number of tankers per
year and the amount of LNG shipped is likely to vary by year and
need.
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In the 3™ year of Operation Jordan Cove has plans on increasing their LNG Export
shipments to 1.55 Bef/d.

BUT THE MATH DOESN'T ADD UP

1.55 Befid X 365 days ina year -~ 56575 Beffy of Natural Gas
S65,750,000,000 cubic fl a year needed / 3,135,942 405 cubic 11 Gas per shipment = 180
shipments.

1.55 Befid X 365 days in a year = 565.75 Beffy of Natural Gas
S65,750,000,000 cubic i a vear needed / 2,815,991,524.2 cubic [t Gas per shipment = 201
shipments.

Using 148,000 cubic meter ships this would add up to approximate 180 to 201 shipments or 360
to 401 harbor disruptions which is more than there would be high tides in a vear, Obviously
Jordan Cove plans to build an LNG slip dock that is capable of housing 217.000 cubic meter
LNG ships because THAT IS WHAT JORDAN COVE WOULD NEED.

The FERC Environmental lmpact Statement needs to reflect this and include the Port of Coos
Bay's Channel Deepening and Widening project and its cumulative environmental impacts in
with the analysis.

In addition, FERC needs to drop the notion that LNG Vessels are Non-Jurisdictional Facilities
because the ships are KEY COMPONENTS of the Jordan Cove LNG Export Project. One
cannot_exist without the other. The EIS SHOULD INCLUDE THE CUMULATIVE
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND HAZARDS OF THE LNG V (LS POLLUTION,
NECESSARY DREDGING, BALLASTS WATER IMPACTS, SAFETY AND SECURITY
HAZARDS ANDN SARY CHANNEL DEEPENING AND WIDENING. Instead these
items have been severely under caleulated and/or are completely missing in the Drall EIS.

OCEAN GROVE DEVELOPMENT

On February 19, 2014 a hearing occurred with the Coos Bay Planning Commission concerning
the modular Ocean Grove development being proposed ofl’ of Ocean Blvd in Coos Bay as a
result of economic development that includes the Jordan Cove LNG Export project. The only
notice about the hearing was a small brief ¢lip found in the Public Notice section of the World

Newspaper. Very few public citizens attend the hearing or had any idea what was being planned.

Due to a request to leave the record open during public comments, the Hearing OfTicer continued
the hearing until March 17. 2014, The Planning Commission and Coos Bay Council have since
approved the Ocean Grove Development and because the development is a direct result of the
proposed Jordan Cove project, the development project and its impacts should be analyzed in the
FERC EIS process.

Continued, page 46 of 61

CO39
C039-46
C039-47
C039-48

In a filing on January 15, 2015, Jordan Cove stated it would use a
maximum of 1.04 Bcf/d of natural gas to produce 6.8 MMTPA of
LNG.

In its May 2013 application to the FERC, Jordan Cove stated that
it expects visits from about 90 LNG carriers per year. The Coast
Guard limited the size of vessels that can use the waterway to the
terminal to 148,000 m3 in capacity in its WSR and LOR.

The Port project has nothing to do with the Jordan Cove Project.
They are not inter-related or connected actions. Therefore we do
not have to analyze the Port project, which would be run through
the COE, not the FERC. However, our DEIS does account for the
Port project in cumulative impacts.

The EIS is in compliance with FERC policy on non-jurisdictional
facilities.

This housing development is included in the cumulative effects
section along with other foreseeable projects. It is not part of the
proposed Jordan Cove project being considered by FERC because
this is a matter for the local government to permit or not permit.
FERC has no authority over local zoning issues.
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C039-49  The analysis presented for likely turbidity and sediment transport
OYSTER ISSUES by the Applicant considered the worst case source of turbidity
during the Haynes Inlet pipeline dredging operations indicating
limited distribution and concentrations. These analysis and data

All werk in the bay would be done during the ODFW recommended in-water windeow N N
between Uctaber I io February 15, Turbidity caused by dredging would be localized, were Used fOI‘ the EIS analySIS (Sectlon 4623)

dissipating to minor levels of suspended sediments within 200 feet, as discussed below.

Export Draft EIS page 4-359 states:

Export Draft EIS page 4-36() states:

Modeling was conducted by CHLE to determine the potential effects of slip excavation and
the consirnction of the Pacific Conneclor pipeline through Haynes Inlet should these
aclivities oceur at the same time. The results of this modeling are presented in two
volumes: CHE (2010b) and CHE (201 1b, provided as Appendix I1.2 of Jordan Cove 's
ftesonrce Report 21, Construction of the slip and the dredging of the access channel
would produce no or negligible impacts on tidal flow circulation near Jordan Cove and
Haynes Inlet. As expected, the resull of the idal flow cirenlation modeling and analysis
has shown that there would be a localized reduction of velocities at the Project site and a
small localized increase of velocities downstream and upstream of the Project site. As
there are small localized ch in tidal velocities and sedi I transport predicted by
the model, water guaiity wonld not be affected, and rno water guality and geomorphic
changes cascading up and dewn the bay or into the tribularies would ocour based on
mexdel analysis (CHE 2010 0b). (Emphasis added)

Export Draft EIS page ES-7/8

Therefore, turbidity from dredging of the access channel would be temporary (lasting
about 4 to 6 months during construction) and localized, minimizing impacts on the
agratic environment of the bay....

Pacific Connectar would minimize impacts by following the measures outlined in its
Report on Preliminary Pipeline Study of the Haynes Inlet Water Rowe, including keeping
the bucker below the water level, following a turbidity monitoring plan, installing
turbidity curtains, and fueling and maimtaining equipment more than 130 feet from
standing water.

Dr. Thomas Ravens who has been modeling hydrody ics and sedi t transport in
estuarine environments for 18 vears found serious deficiencies in Dr. Vladimir Shepsis’s
modeling work. Dr. Thomas Ravens states the following on page 2 of his November 13, 2011
report:

“Chapters 10 and 11 of Exhibit 4 (entitled Jordan Cove Energy Project and Pacific SR04

Connector Gas Pipeline - Volume 2) present sediment port calculations which
purport to show that sediment transport impacts of the proposed dredging project in
Haynes Inlet would have minimal impacts. [However. close scrutinv of Exhibit 4 shows
that there are serious deficiencies in the methodology emploved in the sediment transport

4T|CALNG /MecCaffree 2-13-2015 Jardan Cave Draft EIS Comm
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C039-50

C039-51

Olympic oysters have been successfully moved in other areas
including Coos bay, so while there is no guarantee that all would
survive this is not an unreasonable mitigative action. Additionally
to mitigate for any losses the applicant has proposed mitigation in
the form of additional suitable substrate in the Haynes Inlet for
oysters to occupy.

While the exact number accounted for in the survey may be
somewhat different if others were to conduct the survey most of the
survey area did not have suitable habitat for the Olympic oyster,
which is hard substrate. So it may be possible that differences in
numbers occur, the resulting number for the overall length of the
project would not be large and the overall conclusions of effects
would not be substantially changed. Additionally the permitting
process requires the applicant to consult with ODFW on methods
to protect the oyster including mitigation methods (see Coos
County Planning Department File No.REM-11-01 concerning
approved permit requirements issued March 14, 2012).

W-414

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS

20150217-5145 FERC PDF (Uncfficial) 2/13/2015 5:16:27 PM C039 Continued, page 49 of 61

C039-52  While there may be some varied ways to install oyster shells to

they become much more proficient. It is not clear how much training, if any, the CO38-51 obtain Optimum Setting locations for Olymplc OySteI"S the applicant
survevors at Ellis Ecological Services had prior to their survey work...” ™ Centd - - - - -
is supplying a large amount of habitat. The final details of the

Dr. Daneille Zacherl also found other Naws

e e ommeciOr o pene 3 o o placement can be worked out with ODFW which the applicant will

distribute 30 cubic yards of Pacific oyster shell over 15 acres as part of their mitigation . . . . .
effort.  The attached November 14, 2011 letter from Dr. Danielle Zacher] demonstrates that the need to ConSUIt Wlth before flnal |nsta”at|0n Of the habltat (See
:iceglrlll:il(:i:sﬁlacmnenl substrate is a key factor determining the success of Ostrea furida response to Co39_51) .

“. My experiments in Newport Bay do not demonstrate that thin coverings ol
sedimentation do not impair the attachment of Osirea lurida larvae. In these experiments,
we laid out beds of ovster shells, either loose or bagged. These beds were either 4
centimeters deep (which we called “shallow™), or 12 centimeters deep (which we called
“deep™). When oyster shells are laid out in this manner — in beds — there are undersides of
hard substrate upon which Ostrea lurida larvae could attach, and therefore some
sedimentation cover on the topside of shell is less of an overall impediment for the
attachment of Osirea lurida larvae, Under PCGP’s proposed mitigation plan, oyster
shells would not be laid out in beds. On the contrary, shells would be distributed so
diffusely that hardly any undersides of hard substrate would be created. Therefore. thin
sedimentation covers on the shells that would be distributed by PCGI would indeed be a
substantial impediment for the attachment of Ostrea furida larvae. Further, they mis-
represented my data, by neglecting to note that the %o cover of shell on our shallow beds
is rapidly declining (1o only 60% afler 6 months) o the point that Tam concemed whether
the shallow beds will re emergent after another vear. Note again that our shallow
beds provide two orders of magnitude more relief (height) than PCGP’s proposed
mitigation plan.” ™

CO39-52

Dr. Mark Chemnaik did an outstanding job of presenting the arguments and compiling the data
concerning the p tial imp of the proposed Pacific C tor Gas Pipeline project on the
Olvmpia oyster (Ostrea lurida) and the “resource productivity” of Haynes Inlet. Olympia oysters
in the Coos Bay Estuary, and in particular Haynes Inlet, have a much better chance of survival
thanks to his work, We are extremely grateful for his time and effort on this. Dr. Mark Chemnaik
succinetly summarizes the issues in the following statement found on page 9 of his November
14, 2011 Surrebuttal report:

“Proponents of multi-billion dollar industrial projects have vast resources to pay for
scientific reports with elaborate illustrations that have the allure of scientific validity.
Because citizens who are concerned about the impacts of such projects must make do
with far fewer resources, these project proponents are not accustomed to close inspection
of their technical data, assumptions, ing and Tusions. This imbal describes

™ Detober 10, 201 1: Mark Chermaik, Ph.D., Rebuttal Report

Exhibit 2: October &, 2011 Letter from Danielle Zacherl, Fh D, Associated Professor, Department of Biclogical
Science, Box 6850, Califarnia State University, Fullertan, CA; Page 2

" November 14, 2011 Mark Chemaik, Ph D)., Surrebustal Report

Exhibit 1: November 14, 2011, letter [rom Danielle Zacherl, Ph D, Asseciated Prefessor, Depariment of Biclogical
Science, Box 6850, California State University, Fullerton, CA; Page 3

49|CALNG Mot Free 2 3.2015 Jordan Cove raft EIS Comments

W-415 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Final EIS

CO39

Continued, page 50 of 61

C039-53

C0O39-54

C039-55

See response to CO39-49 above concerning sediment analysis.
The applicant did conduct surveys that found Olympic oysters in
the route and these were reported so earlier statements are not
applicable. See response to CO39-51 concerning oyster counts.

The applicant will consult with ODFW about procedures to use
during pipe installation and Olympic oyster related actions during
the construction.  Additionally the Coos County Planning
Department has added specific actions to Conditional Use
Application land use application approval that the applicant will
need to implement to insure that impacts to Olympic oyster are not
substantial. Additionally the applicant will need to obtain other
state and federal permits that would address Haynes Inlet
environment relative to proposed project actions before the project
can be constructed.

The DEIS discusses Tsunami hazards, liquefaction and subsidence
issues in section 4.2. DOGAMI data from 2014 is included in the
analysis.
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C039-56  The FERC has no authority over the local and state processes.
C039-57  Section 4.2.1.3 discusses the earthquake history on the coast of
Oregon (as well as along the entire West Coast).
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C039-58

C039-59

A 9.0 earthquake could cause extensive damage to roads, buildings
and infrastructure; although the exact level of damage can only be
estimated. As stated in the DEIS, pipelines survived a recent 9.0
earthquake in Chile with little damage. The effects of a large
earthquake are discussed in section 4.2 of the DEIS.

All facilities would need to comply with state law. Obtaining a
coastal zone permit from the State is part of the permitting process.
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C039-60 Comment noted.
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C039-61

C039-62

The Draft and Final EIS are regulated by NEPA, not the Coos
County Comprehensive Plan. The FERC has no authority over the
local or state process.

The facility, including any flares, would need to meet FAA safety
standards. See section 4.10.1.4 of the DEIS, including the
recommendation in that subsection.
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C0O39-63

C0O39-64

C0O39-65

C039-66

The statement that "There is no way to condition or guarantee that
an aircraft would NEVER fly into the proposed gas liquefaction
facility being sited directly in the regulated navigational airspace
less than a mile from the end of the airport runway" is correct.
There is also no way to guarantee that an aircraft flying from Seattle
to LA would never fly into the proposed facility. The same can be
said for any location between any two airports. The DEIS evaluates
risks based on consideration of safety measures that would be
implemented, in this case by the FAA, the airport, the pilots, and
the designers of the terminal. See section 4.10.1.4 of the DEIS,
including the recommendation in that subsection.

Emissions associated with both construction and operations are
addressed in section 4.12. We are not aware of any evidence that
the emissions from the plant would create fog or otherwise impact
the operation of the airport.

Our analysis of potential Project-related impacts on the Southwest
Oregon Regional Airport in North Bend can be found in section
4.10.1.4 of the DEIS. In their December 17, 2009 Order approving
the original Jordan Cove LNG import proposal in Docket No.
CP07-444-000, the other four sitting Commissioners disagreed
with and overruled Mr. Wellinghoff’s dissent. In a letter to the
Commission dated December 22, 2014, commenting on our
November 2014 DEIS for the LNG export Project in Docket No.
CP13-483-000, the Southwest Oregon Regional Airport and Coos
County Airport District stated that it “strongly concurs with (the)
recommendation (in the DEIS for Jordan Cove to document
consultations with the FAA and submit the results of studies before
Project construction) and believes that the FAA process will assure
that the Airport continues to operate safely and efficiently.” Noise
impacts are addresses in section 4.12.2.4.

The FAA is responsible for airport safety. Their approval would
be required, as disclosed in section 4.10.1.4 of the DEIS, also see
the recommendation in that subsection.
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C039-67  FERC has no authority over state and local permitting processes.

planning decisions around transportation / airport facilities was not CO39-66
considered. Cont'd C039-68

Comment noted. As the response above states, the DEIS does not
violate NEPA. It is a science-based assessment of the proposed
project and the impacts that would be expected to result if the
project is approved.

Conclusion

It is unfair for citizens to have to prepare legal briefs on other permit process and proceedings
occurring onthe Jordan Cove Project and also compile comments on other permit processes at CO39-67
the same time the Jordan Cove NEPA EIS process is underway. FERC should have put a stop to
these other permil processes occurring since that is a direct violate of NEPA

The Draft EIS is deficient and does not meet NEPA requirements and guidelines as explained
above. Additional Safety and Security comments will be coming in a separate filing. The entire
Jordan Cove permitting process has become so tainted by Jordan Cove’s actions that at this point
it may be impossible for FERC to proceed in their NEPA review in a legally defensible manner.
FERC should use this case and Jordan Cove’s actions as an example of what applicants should
NOT DO if they wish to obtain a NEPA Certificate and Approval from FERC.

CO39-68

Sincerely
/s/ Jody McCaffree

Jody McCaffree.

B|CALNG /McCaffree 2-13-2015 Jordan Cove Draft EIS Comments
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S C039-69  This comment letter contained attachments that did not directly

For comments to FERC comment on the DEIS. These attachments have been reviewed and

February 13, 2015 any relevant information found was incorporated into the analysis

RE: Jordan Cove Energy Project, L.P. Docket No. CP13-483-000 and Pacific Connector as applicable; hOWeVer, the attachments are not included in thls

Cas Eipeline, T..P. Docket Mo, CPL36-492-000. Appendix to the FEIS. The entire comment letter, including these

Exhibit 1; attachments, is available on the eLibrary filed under accession
March 20, 2008, LUBA No. 2007-26( Petition for Review Brief of Intervenor —Petitioner number 20150217-5145.

Randy Prince minus the appendices. Regarding Coos County Board of Commissioners’ adoption
of Final Decision and Order 07 -11-289PL, "In the Matter of a Conditional Use HBCU-07-04
applied for by Jordan Cove Energy Project, L.P.

August 26, 2008, Court of Appeals CA No. A139263 / LUBA No. 2007260 — Opening Brief of
Randy Prince. Regarding Coos County Board of Commissioners’ adoption of Final Decision
and Order 07 -11-289PL, "In the Matter of a Conditional Use HBCU-07 -04 applied for by Jordan
Cove Energy Project. L.P.

Exhibit 3:

November 27, 2007, Ceos Connty Hearings Officer Analysis, Conclusions and
Recommendations te the Coos County Board of County Commissioners regarding

Port of Coos Bay Gateway LNG Marine Terminal Ship Dock. Coos County No, HBCU-07-
03. Filed by Anne Corcoran Briggs, 825 NE 20th Avenue %336, Portland, OR 97232

CO38-69

Exhibit 4:

Coos County November 22, 2013 Natice of Withdrawal of Jordan Cove’s application for a

design and site plan review of their Seuth Dunes Power Plant and Gas Processing facility.
Coos County File No., 8P-12-02, AP-13-01 & AP-13-02. Withdrawal notice filed by Jordan
Cove on November 14, 2013,

Exhibit 5:

May 29, 2014, LUBA No. 2014-022 Amended Petition for Review of Petitioners Jody
MeCaffree, Jonathan IHanson and Dana Gaab. Appeal to LUBA was of Final Decision and
Order 14-01-006FPL, adopted by the Coos County Board of Commissioners on February 4, 2014,
This Order approved a modification of Condition No. 25 justifying in part, the County’s Final
Decision and Order No. 10-08-045PL, for the Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline, dated September
8, 2010,

Exhibit 6:

September 24, 2014 (Originally filed in Augusi 2014) Court of Appeals No. A137506 / LUBA
20014022 Petitioners’ Corrected Opening Brief and Excerpt of Record of Petitioners Jody
MeCaffree, Jonathan Hansen and Dana Gaab. Conceming Final Decision and Order 14-01-
006PL. adopted by the Coos County Board of Commissioners on February 4, 2014, This Order
approved a modification of Condition No. 23 justifving in part, the County’s Final Decision and
Order No. 10-08-045PL. for the Pacific Comnector Gas Pipeline, dated September 8, 2010,
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Exhibit 7:

Sept 12, 2014, LUBA No. 2014-049 Petition for Review of Petiti Stacey McLanghli
John Clarke, Pamela Ordway. and Barbara Brown. Appeal was of the Final Decision and
Order PD File 13-04 7, adopted by the Douglas County Board of Commissioners on April 30,
20114 that declined review of the Douglas County Planning Commission's decision of March 20,
2014, and affirmed, and incorporated said d 1 as the County's final de 1. The Planning
Commission's March 20, 2014 decision of the Major A | 1o the Cond | Use Permit
v Facility Necessary for Public Service authorization approved the removal of
Condition No. 12 adopted by the County as part of its prior 2009 approval of a new Pacific
Connector Gas Pipeline to be constructed in Douglas County's Coastal Zone Management Arca
(CZMA), The prior decision is identified herein as “PD 09-045" or "2009 Decision”.

Exhibit 8:
October 10, 2014, LUBA No. 2014-049 Reply Brief af Petiti Stacey Mcl hilin, John
Clarke, Pamela Ovdway, and Barbara Brown.

Exhibit 9:

December 29, 2014, Court of Appeals A158313 / LUBA no. 2014-049 (Corrected) Petitioners’
Opening Brief and Excerpt of Record of Paitioners Stacey McLaughlin, John Clarke, Pamela
Ordway, and Barbara Brewn.

Exhibit 10: Cé’f,::g
November 25, 2014, LUBA No. 2014-001 Perition for Review of Jan Dilley and Jody

MeCaffree regarding appeal of the Final Decision and Order adopted by the City of North Bend
on June 16, 2014, concerning the North Bend “ouncil’s Notice of Decision made on May
27, 2014, dismissing an appeal filed by Jan Dillev and 60+ North Bend citizens and to grant
Intervenor-Respondent, SHN Consulting Engineers and Geologists, Ine (the Applicant) their
Motion to Dis Dilley appeal that was filed on May 2, 2014, This case involves the
Jordan Cove Worker Camp for 2,100 workers.

Exhibit 11:

March 20, 2014 comments submitted by Jody McCaftree to the DEQ concerning Jordan Cove's
application for a, “General NPDES 1200-C Permit for Construction Storm Water Discharges for
Pile Test and Ground Improvement Testing Programs.”

Exhibit 12:

December 16, 2014 letter from Barbara Gimlin, former Environmental Lead for Jordan Cove
project to Jeff C. Wright, Director, Office of Energy Projects, Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission. In March 2014, Barbara had been named as the acting Environmental Inspector
(EI) for the JCEP Kiewit $15 million exploratory test program conducted at the LNG terminal
site on the North Spit of Coos Bay.

Exhibit 13:

UNSOLICITED APPLICATION FOR AN OUTER CONTINENTAL SHELF RENEWABLE
ENERGY COMMERCIAL LEASE UNDER 30 CFR 585.230

Principle Power WindFloat Pacific Piot Project —May 14-2013,
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CO040 Messerle & Sons, Jason Messerle

C040-1 Your preference for the blue ridge route as you believe it to be the
less environmental impact route is noted. Responses were
developed for all substantive comments submitted.
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Senator Ron Wyden, Washington, DC

mﬁnimﬂ States Dmate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3703

December 10, 2014

Chairwoman Cheryl A. LaFleur
Commissioner Philip D. Moell
Commissioner Tony Clark
Commissioner Norman C, Bay

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE

Washington, DC. 20426

RE: Request for Extension of Public Comment Period on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Jordan Cove Liquefaction and Pacific C Pipeline Project
(Docket Nos. CP13-483-000 and CP13-492-000)

Dear Chairwoman LaFleur and Commissioners Moeller, Clark, and Bay:

Federal Energy Regulatory Ci ission (FERC) ly released the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the Jordan Cove Liguefaction and Pacific C Pipol'msl’mjem.
(Docket Nos. CP13-483-000 and CP13-492-000). This Project pro to |
natural gas (LNG) export terminal in Coos Bay, Oregon, and an panyi
of transporting mmra!gasﬁomthean,Olegcnhubtcthzlurdmaemmal Given the ki
importance of this project to Oregonians, [ am requesting that FERC provide the public with an
extension of the public comment period for this project, for a total of 120 days.

i,

As you are aware, a number of my constituents are interested in this project. Small communities
in need of the jobs that the construction and operation of the LNG terminal may bring, as well as
those d about the envi | impacts of this facility have all made their voices
known. Ihave consistently reassured them that throughout this process, their voices will have a
chance to become part of the official record.

While I have praised the approval of Jordan Cove's application to export LNG and urged the
Department of Energy to consider this application without delay, I have also assured my
constituents FERC is complying with full legal requirements of the permitting process. FERC’s
draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) is quite lengthy and complex, and the release of the
more than 5,000 page document comes near the end of the year. Given the length and
complexity of the DEIS, I believe the comment period should be extended by 30 days to ensure
that d O have adequate time to provide FERC with the information the,
agency needs to make an informed decision about the Project. Extending the comment period

U COURTHOLSE THE JAMICE SLSLLIG 7 LTRITE
S Q\W&Tﬂ"ls" \31 WA HAINTHORNL A M'Yi..ﬁ
..7 N

1200 SW 9N M IS EAST 4TH A

5 MUETE. R0
PORTLAND. 08 07304 R T4 L

ELENE,
I TS Bl 430148 m M 1801 m:nr ﬁl\t‘n‘l e

L
ML BR-LITE I’-lJ].i.ﬂ -i’ll.?

HTTP/AVOEN SENATE GOV ozo;l’f_,. U ??

PHINTED DM RECYELED PARER

FAl1-1

The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.
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U.S. Congress, John Barrasso and Cynthia Lummis

January 12, 2015

g-ﬁ‘.
The Honorable Cheryl LaFieur i Bew
Chairman R o
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission < £
888 First Strect, NE he

Washington, D.C. 20426

SR

¢
ADE

Dear Chairman LaFleur:

gg Gy €1 W0 S
o
3

B

We write to express our strong support for the Jordan Cove Energy and Pacific Connector Gas
Pipeline Project (Jordan Cove Project) proposed for Coos Bay, Oregon. The Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC) has, for the most part, completed the environmental review
process for LNG export facilities located along the east coast and the Gulf of Mexico in a timely
manner. We applaud FERC for its work on these projects and ask that it complete the final
environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Jordan Cove Project as soon as pessible. The
Jordan Cove Project is essential to ensure that Rocky Mountain states and Indian tribes have the
opportunity to access overseas markets and enjoy the econoemic benefits of LNG exports.

FA2-1

Natural gas production serves as a foundation to the economics of Rocky Mountain states,
including Celorado, Utah, and Wyoming, and Indian tribes, including the Ute Indian Tribe and
the Southern Ute Indian Tribe. Natural gas production provides our communities with tens of
thousands of good-paying jobs. For example, in Colorado, the oil and natural gas sector added
12,461 direct jobs between 20035 and 2012. That is over 12.5 percent of the total jobs Colorado
employers created during this period. Natural gas production also provides state, local, and tribal
governments with hundreds of millions of dollars in revenue. For example, in fiscal year 2014,
approximately 16 percent of general operation revenue for the State of Wyoming came from
Federal mineral royaltics and state severance taxes collected on natural gas production alone.

As FERC’s draft EIS notes, the Jordan Cove Project is the only proposed LNG export facility
that would provide Rocky Mountain communities the opportunity to access overseas markets.
Specificatly, it would allow gas shipped on the Ruby pipeline--as well as gas shipped on the Gas
‘Transmission Northwest pipeline—to be exported to overseas markets. Overseas markets would
give producers an alternative to markets here in the United States. Canada, or Mexice. FERC has
already given castern and Guif coast states the opportunity 1o access overseas markets, We
believe it should give Rocky Mountain states and Indian tribes the same opportunity. Lo that
end, we urge FERC to complete the final EIS for the Jordan Cove Project as soon as possible.

Thank you for your consideration and we Jook forward to your prompt response.

John Barrasso, M.D.
United States Senator U.S. Representative

Sincerely,

PUINENYVY ),
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JEFF MERKLEY mmm COMMITTEES:
OREGeN POBLIC TILE mmmnows - A A A A A
) g BANKING, HOUSING FA3-1 Class designations for pipelines were established by the U.S.
WAnited States Senate £z Bocer Department of Transportation (DOT), and can be found under
YASHINGTON, D 20510 e iﬂ“;’b’!@gé‘;&"“ Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 192.5. The DOT
January 16, 2015 fg w ip would address compliance with the requirements of 49 CFR 192
Chairman Cheryl LaFleur o i g = as part of its inspection and enforcement program.  Pacific
55 mo Bty Reolatory Commission Ty B Connector has committed to easement monitoring during
Washington, DC 20426 i operation of the pipeline, consisting of weekly air patrols, annual
Dear Chairman LaFleur: helicopter surveys of the right-of-way, and quarterly class location
1 am writing to request your consideration of enhanced safety measures for the proposed Pacific A I'e.VIE\.NS. In ac-idltlon, _PaCIfI_C Connector’s mal_nt_e_nan(fe of the
pipeline would include integrity management activities, including

Connector Gas Pipeline. Your agency’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement routes the
pipeline near homes and through Oregon’s unique and diffieult landscape, while maintaining the
lowest class, “Class 1", of safety standards throughout the majority of the route, While I
understand that the safety classes are determined primarily by population density along the
pipeline’s route, 1 urge you to require increased internal pipe inspections when the pipeline is in
close proximity to any residence or river to ensure the safety of my constituents and the
protection of our natural resources.

The Pacific Connector would carry natural gas 234 miles across Oregon from Malin to the

internal inspections to measure and record pipeline geometry,
external or internal corrosion, and provide information about pipe
characteristics such as wall thickness. As indicated in section
4.13 of our DEIS, we believe the pipeline can be built and
operated in a manner that protects public safety.

Jordan Cove export facility at a pressure upwards of 200 pounds per square inch. Of the total
234 miles of the pipeline’s route, 212 miles are given the lowest safety precaution of “Class 17,
despite the proposed construction running within 50 feet of seven residences and running under
three iconic rivers—the Rogue, Coos and Klamath. My constituents are concerned that this
classification undervalues their welfare compared to urban populations, and also fails to protect
natural resources in the event of an accident.

The “Class 1” designation entails a pipe with higher pressure that is thinner and buried higher, all
while conducting fewer leak surveys, testing at lower hydrostatic pressures, and forgoing internal
inspections of the pipe. Given Oregon’s difficult topography including the Cascade and Coastal
mountain ranges, 30 miles of National Forest T.ands, as well as the potential dangers to land and
home owners, 1 believe that the enhanced safety features, such as increased inspection, are
merited to protect the residences impacted by the pipeline. These inspections, conducted by
“inspection pigs", can detect leakage, corrosion, or flaws in the pipeline before they become a
fatal defect. Increasing internal inspections is a rational step to protect and reassure the
homeowners and residences affected by the pipeline.

Thank you in advance for your consideration of Oregon’s specific topography and environment,
and ensuring that public safety and environmental protection is a prierity in the permitting of the
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline.

Sincerely,
AM 201500031
A. Merkley
United States Senator 121 5.W. SALMON STREET
313 HART SeNaTE OFFICE BUILDING SuITe 1400
WasHINgTON, DC 20510 PoRTLAND, OR 97204
(202) 224-3753 (503) 326-3386
Fax (503) 326-2900

Fax (202) 228-3997
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ROI;:'_\QJ’PEN mm
S oL ; FA4-1 The USDOT PHMSA establishes the federal safety standards for siting, construction,
' P, ll‘ll'lll'tﬂ 5[9&8 5“'3“ operation, and maintenance of LNG facilities as specified in Title 49, Code of
WASHINGTON. DG 22708 Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 193. In 2004, the FERC and PHMSA signed an
January 30, 2015 Interagency Agreement to ensure greater coordination in addressing the full range of
safety issues at LNG terminals. In accordance with this agreement, PHMSA serves
Chairman Cheryl A. LaFleur as a cooperating agency during FERC staff's preparation of the environmental
Federal Energy Rogulstory Commiseion documents necessary to satisfy NEPA.
888 First Street, NE
Washington, DC 20426 As part of the Commission’s review process, applicants are required to identify how
Dear Commissioner LaFleur: a proposed design would comply with the siting requirements contained in
PHMSA’s Part 193 regulations. While PHMSA is responsible for enforcement of
“mw-ﬂm ‘E’F;Tgé‘g,,",i““’“‘“-““f' mwﬁmlmmmﬁmﬁﬂ?&ﬁwm” these regulations, FERC staff uses this information, developed by the applicant to
mkﬁm“m&i& g)mmmmmmmm!: E‘f.‘,’..ﬁ’.‘i".,ﬁ.fﬂiﬁf;‘?f. he comply with Part 193, to assess whether or not the facility may have a public safety
Jordan Cove Export Terminal Project (see FERC Docket No. CP13-483), serious concerns are impact. As part of the NEPA document preparation, PHMSA performs a project-
raised regarding the adequacy of the hazard modeling used to measure vapor cloud dispersion. specific review of the applicant’s design spill criteria to determine compliance with
FERC and PHMSA oversee the devel of energy | 16 Ainerica this Part 193. At the conclusion of this review, PHMSA notifies FERC staff whether the
:fmlopmnt ukulph;emam;mrmm N?Pm:mrmﬁ:;?: o:t::;wmr applicant’s procedures for selecting design spills is acceptable under Part 193 and
Tiethods svallshi & approve or deny pecjeats, such & L.NG faclitias I s also important fo the Faet also directs the applicant to place this information in the FERC docket.
:::',:f,;‘;:m’mo:’mfm e The design spills resulting from this review are then used in the estimation of vapor
cloud dispersion. All models to be used in meeting the siting requirements of Part
oA e e L e e 193 must be approved for use by PHMSA. Currently, PHMSA has approved several
projects related to vapor cloud dispersion. Please specifically describe the models employed in models for use in dispersion modeling: DEGADIS 2.1, FEM3A, FLACS 9.1 release
T I e e 2, and PHAST 6.6 and 6.7. The approval of DEGADIS and FEM3A were part of a
made publicly le. I there are ints on public access to either models or data, please rulemaking undertaken by PHMSA in 1997 and 2000, respectively. As stated in
provide an explepation of these constreints and the Inaing them. PHMSA’s regulations, both of these models are available from the Gas Technology
1 appreciate your timely of this matter. A similar letter with the same questions was Institute (formerly known as the Gas Research Institute). In 2011, PHMSA issued
sent (o Acting Adaninistrator Butters at PHMSA. approvals for the use of FLACS and PHAST in Part 193 siting calculations. These
are proprietary software packages which are available from GexCon US Inc. and
Sincerely, DNV GL, respectively.
g 7 !! /) For all hazard modeling, the input parameters and data are filed in the FERC docket
Ron Wyden by the applicant. As allowed by the Commission’s regulations in 18 CFR Section
Uoiked States Senate 388.112, the applicant may request that some or all of this information be treated as
either privileged information or critical energy infrastructure information. The
Ce: Timothy P. Butters, Acting Administrator, Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety procedures for requesting access to this information are also contained in 18 CFR
Administration 201500918 Section 388.112. In all cases, FERC staff evaluates the hazard modeling input and
11 11 ey o A G ks output files to ensure the simulations are done accurately and within the limitations of
e : the models. Each public NEPA document, including the draft EIS for the Jordon
HITTP/AUYOEN SLRANTT. GOV Cove Liquefaction Project, discusses the key input parameters and the results of
S hazard analyses.
Please be assured, as in any Commission matter, we strive to make our review of
energy proposals both accessible and transparent to the public while balancing the
need to protect critical infrastructure information.
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NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Pacific West Region
909 1st Avenne # 500
Seaetle, WA 98104

INREPLY REFER TO
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February 11,2015

Kimberley D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First St. NE, Room 1A
‘Washington, DC 20426

Re: Docket Nos. CP13-483-000 and CP13-492-000
Dear Ms. Bose:

The National Park Service (NPS) appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the
Jordan Cove Energy and Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS). According to the DEIS, Jordan Cove is proposing to construct and operate a
new liquefied natural gas (LNG) export terminal at Coos Bay, Oregon. Pacific Connector Gas
Pipeline is proposing to construct and operate a new 232-mile-long, 36-inch-diameter natural gas
transmission pipeline from their Malin, Oregon hub to the proposed Jordan Cove terminal. We
evaluated potential project impacts on areas administered by, or affiliated with, the NPS, and
provide the following comments for your consideration when preparing the final project EIS,

On pages ES-10, 4-729, and 4-861, the DEIS paraphrases a July 12, 2013, letter from the NPS
National Trails Intermountain Region (NTIR) concerning potential effects to the Applegate Trail
segment of the California National Historic Trail, which is administered by the NPS. While the
paraphrasing captures the basic intent of the letter, we would like to clarify that NTIR's
comments were offered in response to an invitation to consult about development of an indirect
effects Area of Potential Effect. Our comments related specifically and explicitly to potential
visual impacts to "visually sensitive National Register-eligible remnants, high potential
segments, or high potential sites of the Applegate Trail" at those project crossings along your
preferred route. In other words, we agreed that there would be no visual impacts to visible
Applegate Trail remnants. NTIR did not more broadly address "intact segments of the Applegate
Trail," as there could exist intact segments that are not visible to the eye but that could be
detected with LIDAR or other geophysical or archeological techniques. The paraphrasing in the
DEIS could be understood by some readers to mean that the NPS claims that the trail has been
destroyed and there is no potential for even archeological evidence of the trail to exist at the
crossing. Such a conclusion would extend beyond the intent of NTIR's letter and our knowledge
of trail resources at the crossing locations; and so we leave it to the lead agency, project
proponent, and State Historic Preservation Officer to make that determination,

FAS-1

TAKE PRIDE§E— -+
INAMERICA::@E‘

Final EIS
FA5 United States Department of the Interior, National Park
Service
FA5-1 The DEIS text in Section 4.11.1.3, pg. 4-861 notes that the trail is

covered by modern roadways at the points where Pacific
Connector would cross the route. Therefore, there is no potential
for intact, non-visible segments of the trail at these locations. The
text specifically states that NTIR's assessment of impact is for
visual effects only. Text revised to clarify the lack of trail
remnants/direct impacts and NTIR's assessment of visual effect to
other segments that are nearby and intact. The revised text in
Section 4.11.1.3 now reads: "At both locations modern roads have
removed traces of the historic trail. In a letter to Pacific
Connector, the NPS concurred that the Project would have no
adverse visual impacts on intact segments of the Applegate Trail
elsewhere along the Project route where the trail is in proximity."
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FAG-1

The non-jurisdictional facilities associated with the Pacific Connector Pipeline Project include electric
lines to the meter stations and compressor station.

The EPA recognizes the management challenges created by the mixed private/federal ownership of the
project area, the diverse needs, and multiple statutory requi The FERC staff are to be
commended for their effort in this ambitious and difficult undertaking. We also want to recognize the
efforts of FERC, the applicant, and their contractors to engage state and federal resource agencies, as
well as the tribes, in a meaningful dialogue about this project. We trust this will help inform FERC's
selection and development of the proposed action in the final EIS.

The EPA served as a cooperating agency on this project. In that capacity, the EPA participated in
numerous cooperating agency calls and meetings. We are pleased with the progress that has been made
in these forums. In particular, we are pleased with the effort on the part of the applicant and FERC to
craft an EIS that can be utilized by the federal land management agencies (the U.S. Department of
Interior Bureau of Land Management and U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service) to support
their respective decision-making processes.

Our review of the DEIS finds that while many of our concerns have been addre:wd additional
information and analyses are needed. In this letter we will highlight our o F jons and
concemns. Our detailed e and rect dations to address each of the i l&sues ra1sed below are
included as an attachment.

FAG6-2
A primary concern is the lack of information related to the purpose of the west berth, and the extent to
which future Port of Coos Bay (Port) activities may be connected to the proposed slip configuration.
Should it be determined through further analysis that future Port development is not viable without the
west berth, the FEIS should analyze the impacts associated with the Port’s proposed use of the west
berth and any expansion into Hend Marsh consi with 40 CFR 1508.25.

FAB-1

Our review also identified information needs related to the siting of the Southern Oregon Resource and
Safety Center and Northpoint Workforce Housing Complex. These facilities are interrelated and

interconnected actions and should receive thorough analysis in the FEIS. This includes siting criteria Fas-2
applied to demonstrate avoidance or minimization of potential wetland fill, as well as information about
the management of waste (sanitary and solid waste, wastewater and stormwater); the installation and FA6-3
removal of utilities; and site restoration.

Qur review of aquatic imj raised a question about the p ial for ive impncts to stream FAG-4
temperature within sub-basins where there are multiple stream ings. We recc d that this be FAS3

given additional conmderatlon in the FEIS. We also recommend parity in approach to the application of
best and between federal land and nonfederal land.

With regard to the disposal of dredged material, we appreciate the effort taken by the FERC and Jordan
Cove to incorporate the initial 5.6 million cubic yards of dredged material into the upland design of the
project. We continue, however, to have some questions about the use of an EPA-designated Ocean
Dredged Material Disposal Site (ODMDS) for the disposal of material d 1t }

dredging. FAB

The EPA designated the current location and configuration of Coos Bay ocean disposal sites E and H in
1986, and Site F in 2006. Jordan Cove proposes to use Site F for future maintenance dredging actions.
The applicant’s Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMF) (page 8) states that, ...maintenance

The multi-user facility is no longer being considered. The
proposed action under this NEPA analysis includes a single-use
slip and access channel that solely supports LNG operations. The
800-foot slip width would be needed in order to be able to move
an LNG vessel off of the LNG berth on the east side of the slip in
the event of an incident within the LNG upland facilities that
might threaten the safety of the LNG vessel at berth. Having the
800 foot slip width provides the flexibility needed for tugs to
move the LNG vessel away from a hazard at the terminal or at the
LNG loading dock to the relative safety of the west side of the
slip. All references to a multi-purpose facility, mixed-use facility
and/or alternative use in the DEIS, appendices and other
supporting documents have been deleted from the FEIS.

The Southern Oregon Resource and Safety Center (SORSC) is
analyzed in the EIS as a non-jurisdictional facility, and the North
Point Workforce Housing Complex is analyzed as part of Jordan
Cove's facilities under FERC jurisdiction. Section 2.2.4 discusses
utility connections. Sanitary and solid waste disposal for the
Project, which includes the SORSC and NPWHC, is discussed in
Section 4.9. Section 4.4 assesses impacts to wetlands.

Comment noted.

The discussion of the disposal site has been updated in the FEIS
to reflect this information.
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FA6-5 The discussion of the disposal site has been updated in the FEIS
to reflect this information.
FA6-6 Text has been added to Chapter 1 describing the process.
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FAG-7

FAG-8

The DOE addendum states that "fundamental uncertainties
constrain the ability to predict what, if any, domestic natural gas
production would be induced by granting any specific
authorization or authorizations to export LNG to non-FTA
countries" and identifies that it goes beyond what is required by
NEPA.

Comment noted.
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Mitigation will

be coordinated with ODEQ via written communication, as on
As stated on page 4-389 of the DEIS, permits required for

Restoration will be completed on private lands as agreed upon in
page 4-425 of the DEIS it states that Pacific Connector will
develop a Source Specific Implementation Plan as outlined in
instream work may contain mitigation measures in addition to
those discussed in the EIS. Pacific Connector would work with
the COE and ODEQ to address impacts to water quality at stream
crossings as part of the CWA Sections 401, 402, and 404

Pacific Connector will apply the Oregon Department of Forestry's

Riparian Management Area (RMA) buffer widths, which are
Text in Section 4.14.3.4 of the FEIS has been updated to reflect

based on stream type and size, on private lands, and revise the
ECRP Section 10.12 with a table of RMA widths for streams.
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Final EIS

Continued, page 6 of 17

FAG

necessary appropriations and

withdrawal permits, including from the ODWR, prior to use. As
part of this process, ODWR would have the applications reviewed
impact water withdrawals may have on water resources,
(including concerns relating to the timing, seasonality, and
method of withdrawal), as well as water quality and/or fish and
wildlife species and the habitat, respectively. ODWR would
provide public notice and opportunity to comment on the
applications.

testing would be acquired from surface water sources, Pacific
by ODEQ and ODFW to determine if there are concerns about the

As stated on page 4-395 of the DEIS, if water for hydrostatic
Connector would obtain all

FAG-13

Recognition of the role of the CWA has been added in the FEIS.

FAG-14

"UOI39S SIyL UM {VAD) 1DV ISIA UED(I 31 PNyl Aseald

sue|d 3sn puey [esapay Fuiwely
ul 901 A3y B sAe|d 10y 1318AA UR3|D) |RIBPAS AYL

(3 2130)

LEBT|

1019y JuswaBeuely pjaIs PRUIEISNS SPUEY
Ppaisanay eluioji|e) pue UoFaIg Yy «
PUE "YININ o

YW o

S .

“YdIN o

:suBpd asn pue

|esopay

Joy pomauiely 8yl apinoad 1ey) sme
asn-pue| jesapay Alewad aay ale 313y

Buuue|d asn

pueq [e1apa4 o3 2|qedliddy
S3INIELS JO MIIAIIAD ‘0E

-7 89e4 "SUCIIEI0||Y PUET puR
SUB|4 35N pUET 921AUS 153404
PUR A8 E'ET'p U0NIBS

‘saounos Jaiem Suijsal onesolpAy pasodoud ayy

40 AJ)IqISea} 24} $O UDjIRUIWIAISP B BPAI2UI pINOYS §|34 3yl
*10puac3 aujadid au3 u) uiseqqns Yoea ul AljIge|IeAR Jal1em
U203 Ajjuenb pue 193J31 Aj91EINIIE .0W PINOYS §I34 YL

"{sauaysy) sasn |epyauag

Jay1o Jo {LaBAxo panjossip ‘aunjesadwial)
Ayjenb iaiem pedwr Apanesau Aew Sunsay
21183504pAY 104 13JRM 30B4INS JO 3SN PUE SUISE]
B0 Ul paywy| 3q Aew Ajjiqe||eAe Jajem aseuns

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Jordan Cove Energy and

"spue| a1eAld UQ SBAJE PAPIYE 1e 13jem

pjoo 1ajosd pue $198.e1 apeys 1931 0} papasu uonalosd
uepedi JO [aA2] 3y 193|434 01 PASIAD 24 SUSWINIOP
JUBAD[2. IBYI0 AUR PUB d¥D3 I3 YL 1Y} PUBLILIOIBI S\

[xdse'suejd juawadeu
ewTIsal0 5152105 ajeis/saded po/ach uoBaio mmm//diy)

pue| 21eA1d Jo) Pamo||oj aq SpiEpUR)S
ueedry 152103 31e)S Yyl Jo ‘eale 193(0ud Dgaf ay) sS04
paydde aq spue| |e13pay o} SpIepuels ueledi Juagulns alow
2y} 4243 1By SPUBWILOIRI V4T 3yl ‘SPUE| 3teaud ue 1saasey
aquu} 10} 8jnY UOIB10I4 Ueledly PasIABI B 0 3IUBSGE BY3 UJ

'53da2u0d 3y mau doj@asp 0} A1lsaio4
0 wewpedaq uoBaug aul Aq SujoBuo 51 y10m pue ‘Ansdiog

lot-zzvy

3|Ge) 335) SIBUMO JYFI J91eM 3oBJNS

woyy 1o s)jam Ajddns 21eAud '$234n0S

|ediojunw 10 [R12IBWW0D WO PAUIEIGD)
39 pnom Fulsay MeIs0IpAY 1oy 1338

Sunsa)

1eIS0IpAH IseE-b 99eq
auyadig J0132UU0D)
ey 77 by LOIPIAS

‘{tt0z

|2 13 WooJD) sWesss Fupeaq-ysy Wnipaw g
||leWsS Joj SyINY 153405 a1eand vdd Suisn 3saniey
wouy 4g0 A9 pRavawndop usaq aaey (TT)8Z00
-T10-0FE VO UOHINII (MDd) 133M PIed
Bunaio.4 5,uc83.0 paadxa Jeyl spoedwl [BuUaY)
18y} Buipul 81 Ua paseq sem |eaosddesip siyy

JO LE4 ‘SJU3WpU3Wwy UOREZUOYINeaY 1IY 3Uo7

L Ueagiudis Aaane nwn
2 01 S921N0s3J JAlem 01 sioeduw) 1oafouy|
wadxe 10U pINOM DM BJ0JB1al| 191
JNISIWOP 10§ PAsN SWEeal}s lo mEmmh““_
Suiiesq-ysy ||e Jo ap;s yaes uo 199} QNE.L

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses

W-442




Jordan Cove Energy and

Final EIS

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Continued, page 7 of 17

FAG

§1avd

See FERC Office of Energy Project's Memorandum to FERC

FAG6-15

February 24, 2015 response, related to the design of the terminal
marine slip and its single use purpose (Accession No. 20150226-
0064).

Secretary dated February 25, 2015 placing into the record the
Corp's February 12, 2015 email inquiry and Jordan Cove's
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Bh-avd

£1gvd

9l-gvd

Woa
Sl-gvd

The proposed action under this NEPA analysis includes a single-
use slip and access channel that solely supports LNG operations.

The 800-foot slip width would be needed in order to be able to
move an LNG vessel off of the LNG berth on the east side of the
slip in the event of an incident within the LNG upland facilities

that might threaten the safety of the LNG vessel at berth. We are
not aware of any clients for future Port expansion, therefore, there
are no foreseeable actions related to Port expansion to analyze in

section 4.14.
slip would be needed for the safe operation of the terminal.

Without the use of the LNG terminal, it is unclear how Principle

The Coast Guard has determined that the entire 800-foot marine
Power would operate or how many acres would be affected.

FAG-16
FAG-17

Analyzing the viability of the Principle Power project without the
availability of the west berth is beyond the scope of this analysis.

FAG-18
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0Z-0vd

619vd

Won
8Lovd

FEIS text has been revised. A Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan is being developed in coordination with DEQ to support 401

WQ Certification and will be in compliance with 401, NPDES,
404, and ESA. All temporary infrastructure would be removed
from the site upon completion of the Project. The bridge, entrance

roadway, and parking areas would remain for use by the current

has determined that the entire 800-foot marine slip would be
land owner.

Regardless of any agreements the Port may have, the Coast Guard
needed for the safe operation of the terminal.

FAG-19
FA6-20
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Continued, page 11 of 17
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by Jordan Cove regarding transportation impacts and the use of

The FEIS has been updated with the most recent information filed
offsite parking lots.

These BMPs have been added to Sections 4.12.1.1 and 4.12.1.2.
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Continued, page 13 of 17
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ion in

As explained in

ect would affect natural gas product

is proj

section 1.4.4 of the DEIS, regulation and production of natural gas
are not activities regulated by FERC.

The project involves building a terminal and associated pipeline.

Analyzing how th
the US is beyond the scope of this analysis.

The FEIS discussion has been revised.

FAG6-26
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appears to be in relation to the applicant's draft Slip and Access

Material dredged during maintenance and issues with proposed
disposal are addressed in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. This comment
Channel Excavated & Dredged Material Management Plan, not
Material dredged during maintenance and issues with proposed
disposal are addressed in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. This comment
appears to be in relation to the applicant's draft Slip and Access
Channel Excavated & Dredged Material Management Plan, not

Section 4.13.6.3 of the FEIS has been revised as requested.
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FAG
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SEgvd

PE-OVS
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appears to be in relation to the applicant's draft Slip and Access
Channel Excavated & Dredged Material Management Plan, not

EIS text.
appears to be in relation to the applicant's draft Slip and Access

Material dredged during maintenance and issues with proposed
disposal are addressed in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. This comment
Material dredged during maintenance and issues with proposed
disposal are addressed in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. This comment
Channel Excavated & Dredged Material Management Plan, not
EIS text.

Material dredged during maintenance and issues with proposed

FA6-32
FA6-33
FA6-34

disposal are addressed in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. This comment

appears to be in relation to the applicant's draft Slip and Access
Channel Excavated & Dredged Material Management Plan, not

EIS text.
appears to be in relation to the applicant's draft Slip and Access

Channel Excavated & Dredged Material Management Plan, not

disposal are addressed in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. This comment
EIS text.

Material dredged during maintenance and issues with proposed

Material dredged during maintenance and issues with proposed

appears to be in relation to the applicant's draft Slip and Access
Channel Excavated & Dredged Material Management Plan, not

EIS text.
appears to be in relation to the applicant's draft Slip and Access

Channel Excavated & Dredged Material Management Plan, not

disposal are addressed in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. This comment
EIS text.

disposal are addressed in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. This comment
Material dredged during maintenance and issues with proposed
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Continued, page 16 of 17

FAG

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Jordan Cove Energy and

appears to be in relation to the applicant's draft Slip and Access
Channel Excavated & Dredged Material Management Plan, not

EIS text.
appears to be in relation to the applicant's draft Slip and Access

Material dredged during maintenance and issues with proposed
disposal are addressed in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. This comment
Material dredged during maintenance and issues with proposed
disposal are addressed in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. This comment
Channel Excavated & Dredged Material Management Plan, not
EIS text.

Material dredged during maintenance and issues with proposed

FAG-38
FA6-39
FAG-40
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disposal are addressed in Chapter 2 of the FEIS. This comment

appears to be in relation to the applicant's draft Slip and Access
Channel Excavated & Dredged Material Management Plan, not

EIS text.
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Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS

20150212-5177 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 2/13/2015 1:57:15 PN - FAT United States Department of the Interior, Office of the
Secretary, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance

United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
620 SW Main Street, Suite 201
Portland, Oregon 97205-3026

14 REFLY REFER TO
S0431

ER1400717

Electranically Filed
February 13, 2015
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE
Washington, D.C. 20426

Subject: Review of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Jordan Cove
Liquefaction and Pacific Connector Pipeline Projects; Project Nos. CP13-483-
000, and CP13-492-000; Coos, Douglas, Jackson, and Klamath Counties, Oregon

Dear Ms. Bose:

The U.S. Department of the Interior { Department) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for the Jordan Cove Liquefaction and Pacific Connector Pipeline Projects
(Project); Project Nos, CP13-483-000 and CP13-492-000; Coos, Douglas, Jackson, and Klamath
Counties, Oregon. The Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bureau of Reclamation, and Fish
and Wildlife Service (FWS) participated as cooperating agencies in the preparation of the DEIS,
and significant progress has been made to avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential impacts to
natural resources. Many of the Department’s previously-raised concerns have been addressed
within the DEIS and other recent documents, and therefore will not be mentioned here. The
details of the FWS’s remaining comments on the DEIS are in the attached table. The
Department reserves the nght to comment further on issues raised herein, or on additional issues
associated with the proposed Project as new or different information becomes available in the
future.

The Department appreciates the opporhunity to comment and the collaborative effort undertaken
by FERC, the Project proponents, the resource and land management agencies, and FERC's
third-party contractor to address these complex issues.  We look forward to continuing this
collaborative work to ensure the Project results in a net benefit for our nation’s environmental
and energy resource needs.

If vou have any questions regarding the comments in the attached table, please contact Doug
Young, Energy Program Manager, Oregon Fish and Wildlife Office, at (503) 231-6179. If you
have any other questions or concems, please feel free to contact me at (503) 326-2489,

Sincerely.

~ TV
C{.L"-’:'}wv ( Sre—
Allison O’Brien

Regional Environmental Officer

W-454 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and

Final EIS

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Continued, page 2 of 12

FAT7

Text clarified in FEIS.

FA7-1

Z-ivd

l-2vd

That condition has worked successfully on many
FERC-regulated projects that were constructed. We will

employ a third-party contractor to monitor construction of the

previous
Pacific Connector pipeline and make certain that all BMPs are

We do not see the need for changes to our standard condition for
followed.

The FERC BA was submitted to the FWS on February 24, 2015.
this EIS.

FA7-2
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Continued, page 3 of 12

FAT7

The applicant will need to obtain permits from the state and

FAT7-3

LA E]

€ivd

Juoa
EAAE]

The state and federal permits will designate what

requirements will be needed for stream crossings designs.

Additionally the applicant has developed plans to insure culvert
crossings are meeting water quality and flow needs (see PCGP

response to FERC data request number 23 of February 2015

"Culvert Crossing Best Management Practices").

federal government for road stream crossings where construction
Change made as requested.

would occur.

FA7-4
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Continued, page 4 of 12

FAT7

The applicant has updated the Stream Crossing Risk Analysis
(PCGP February 13, 2015) and consulted with USFWS (Janine

FA7-5

§avd

e
¥ivd

This

Castro February 11, 2015) concerning the evaluation of pipeline
stream crossing. They have developed crossing designs for those
streams considered of risk based on the USFWS Pipeline
analysis was done for stream crossing for the whole route
independent of fish present. They also have developed a hosts of
actions (see new report) that would be taken at sites depending on
site specific conditions that would be determined prior to
construction. They have included input for sites of concerns on
BLM and Forest Service lands in the assessment and designs.
They will conduct surveys of streams that currently do not have
access to once they obtain permission to finalize the risk status

Screening Risk Matrix, for sites they had access too.

S130 241 U0 SIUBIWIO) SMA

determine where issues may arise post construction and indicated

and proceed appropriately as done at accessible sites. They have
developed a monitoring plan for the crossing sites as well to
they would take remedial actions if needed based on permit
requirements. Other specifics requirements for the crossings will
made through the state and federal permitting process. Updated
information has been included in the EIS text.
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FAT7

Comment noted. Please note that Jordan Cove Energy and Pacific

FA7-6

L-2vd

9-ivd

Connector's Migratory Bird Conservation Plan was filed on
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FAT7

Text has been revised.

FA7-8

644

B-4vH

Change made as requested.

FAT7-9
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Continued, page 8 of 12

FAT7

The detailed analysis for effects to listed species is provided in the

FA7-10

Zhivd

blmivd

0k=2vd

Jea
6mivd

FERC BA which is available on the FERC project site. The ESA
section 4.7 in the EIS provides the conclusions of this BA

analysis.
Suitable Habitat Units are indeed discussed in the BA. Occupied

and presumed occupied stands will continue to be referenced in
the EIS as they reflect the site information. Occupied and

presumed occupied stands are considered together in the impact

analysis.
Change made as requested.
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Final EIS
FAT7 Continued, page 9 of 12
FA7-13 Change made as requested.
FA7-14 Change made as requested.
FA7-15 Change made as requested.
FA7-16 Change made as requested.
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Continued, page 10 of 12

FAT7

1A E

Bl-ivd

PAAE]

Pjuod
9L-Lvd

Change made as requested.

FAT7-17

Change made as requested.
Change made as requested.

FA7-18
FA7-19
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02-Iv4

Change made as requested.

FA7-20
FA7

Details such as uplift, duration, and

on this proposal, but until an agreement is made and the plan is
provided to the FERC, no details can be included or summarized

in the EIS.
Acreage impacted has been updated, resulting in 1:1 mitigation

provided by the FWS in a timely manner (i.e., before the
ratio with 259 acres.

The FERC will include the information in the FEIS if it is
publication of this FEIS).

the fact that your agency is continuing to work with the applicant

As the FWS is aware, because these have not been filed with the
FERC to date, they cannot be included in the EIS. We can discuss

-21

FAT7-22
FAT7-23

S130 2421 U0 SIUBIWIO) SMA

monitoring of mitigation provided in Appendix S (i.e., the Habitat

Mitigation Plan).
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FA7-24 See the response to CO10-3.
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IND1-1

IND1-2

IND1-3

IND1-4

INDA-5

IND1-6

INCH-7

INDH-8

INDA-8

INDIVIDUAL

IND1

Tim Nebergall, Veronia, OR

IND1-1

IND1-2

IND1-3

Climate change was addressed in section 4.14.3.12 of the draft
environmental impact statement (DEIS). Greenhouse gas emissions
resulting from the Jordan Cove Liquefaction and Pacific Connector
Pipeline Projects (Project) were discussed in section 4.12.1.4 of the
DEIS.

The scope of the project does not include drilling for natural gas; the
proposed action is the transportation of natural gas in a pipeline from
Malin to the Jordan Cove terminal in Coos County, where the natural gas
would be liquefied into LNG. Furthermore, exploration and production
of natural gas (i.e., drilling and processing natural gas) are not activities
regulated by the FERC.

Information has been added to the FEIS that addresses methane leakage
and the relative impact of natural gas compared to coal.

In its application to the FERC, filed on May 21, 2013, Jordan Cove stated
that the purpose and need for its liquefaction project was “a market-
driven response to the availability of burgeoning and abundant natural
gas supplies in the United States and Canada and rising and robust
international demand for natural gas.” Pacific Connector, in its
application to the FERC filed on June 6, 2013, stated that the purpose of
its project is to “connect the existing pipeline systems converging near
Malin, Oregon and the proposed Jordan Cove Terminal at Coos Bay,
Oregon,” and the need for the project “is to supply approximately 1.02
Bcf/d of firm transportation service to Jordan Cove.” Fracking is not part
of the proposed project, but is instead used during exploration or
production of natural gas. Furthermore, exploration and production of
natural gas (including fracking) are not activities regulated by the FERC
(see section 1.4.4 of the DEIS).
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Continued, page 2 of 2

IND1-4

IND1-5

IND1-6

IND1-7

IND1-8

IND1-9

The Jordan Cove LNG terminal is not located in the vicinity of the “Juan
de Fuca subduction zone”; as stated in section 4.2.1.1 of the DEIS, the
Jordan Cove LNG terminal is located in the vicinity of the Cascadia
Subduction Zone. Each of the two LNG storage tanks at the Jordan Cove
terminal would contain about 31.7 million gallons of LNG (less than 64
million gallons total — not 80 million gallons as stated in this comment).
The safe operation of the LNG storage tanks is addressed in section 4.13
of the DEIS. As stated in section 4.2.1.3 of the DEIS, Jordan Cove
would design and construct its facilities in a manner that takes geological
conditions, such as an earthquake, into consideration.

The Pacific Connector pipeline would not transport LNG; it would
transport natural gas in vapor state. The environmental impacts of
construction and operation of the 232-mile-long Pacific Connector
pipeline are disclosed in the DEIS. Specifically, impacts on landowners
whose property would be crossed by the pipeline route, including effects
on property values as well as the possibility of eminent domain, are
discussed in section 4.9.2.3 of the DEIS.

Nowhere in the DEIS 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 an FEIS

The DEIS discusses a number of alternatives in Section 3. As stated in
Section 4.13 of the DEIS, the FERC does not establish safety standards
for pipelines; those standards are set by the U.S. Department of
Transportation (DOT). It is outside the authority of the FERC to revise
or alter the DOT safety standards.

Impacts on old-growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2. Impacts on
federally-listed threatened and endangered species are discussed in
section 4.7.

The DEIS is a scientific-driven document that analyzes the environmental
impacts of construction and operation of the Project.
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By: Kathy Staley, 18491 Upper Cow Creek Rd. Azalea, OR 97410

Comments: CP13-483, CP13-492

FERC failed to consider an altemnative that requires the pipeline through southern Oregon to be built to the
same safety standards for the entire 230-miles. Instead, FERC is allowing lower safety standards for rural
Oregonians, This is because, if the pipeline blows up, fewer people die in rural areas. FERC should not have
considered people lives an acceptable trade for saving corporate profits. As one of the rural landowners that
could be blown up [ am extremely concerned for my safety.

‘This project will clear cut a 100" wide swath through wildlife habitat along 75 miles of public forests in
southern Oregon, including 42 miles in old-growth forests, FERC failed to fully consider the impacts to our
endangered wildlife that depend on these forests, like the spotted owl, marbled murrelet, and cobo salmon.

‘The Upper Cow Creek Firewise Ci is with FERC's Iack of review of the
extreme fire hazards that will be produced by first th of the pipeline and then with the ongoing
use of the pipeline. You have to ion a pipeline with b ds of workers that will be smoking

within the forest and then they will be using wekding torches and heavy equipment in areas that you aren't
even allowed to drive through in most of the summer, because of the high fire danger. The attractive
nuisance of a ATV road will be too hard fo riders 1o resist. Added open places for hunting can also be a
problem for fire safety. We have spent several years trying increase the ion for our ity from
wild fire, and now FERC Is proposing placing a highly pip in our

In addition within the environmental review of the proposed project there are several problems I would like
10 comment on:

The idea of the potential use of inspectors hired by the contractor — which is in my eyes letting the fox watch
the hen bouse is a problem. Require the use of certified inspectors that are hired and managed by the
Umpqua Forest Service, Tiller Ranger District when they are working within the forest.

By devaluing the wetland within our drainage it is a view of years of logging and mining allowed to damage
those wetland arcas. So when you propose that the pipeline trench will be armored with bentonite to stop the
inflow of water it will only further degrade an already compromised wetland system. By adding the
damming of the trench the compaction of the trench and work area FERC will probably destroy that whaole
system.

In these times of obvious climate change the concern over wasting water is not hard to understand. This year
alone brought the removal of water rights to ranchers o our creek, therefore creating a hardship. So you
propose to use millions of gallons for dust control and then millions more for the pigging of the pipeline.
And with that water being piped from different drainages with inadeq ion between druinage

¥
17 COMMISSION

INDZ-1

IND2-2

IND2-3

IND2-4

IND2:5

IND2-6

IND2

Kathy Staley, Azalea, OR

IND2-1
IND2-2
IND2-3

IND2-4

IND2-5

IND2-6

See response to IND1-7.
See response to IND1-8.

The DEIS addresses impacts the Pacific Connector pipeline may have on
local fire departments in section 4.9.2.6. That section indicated that
Pacific Connector has produced an Emergency Response Plan, a Fire
Prevention and Suppression Plan, and a Safety and Security Plan. In
addition, DOT safety regulations require the pipeline company to
coordinate with local responders. Pacific Connector would provide
appropriate training to local emergency service providers before putting
the pipeline into service. Safety measures that would minimize risks of
fires in forested lands are discussed in section 4.13.9.1 of the DEIS. Off-
highway vehicle (OHV) controls are discussed in section 4.8.1.2 of the
DEIS. Furthermore, FERC is not proposing this Project, the applicants
are; FERC is a federal regulator of the Project and the lead NEPA
agency.

Section 2.5 of the DEIS details environmental compliance and
monitoring. The Project’s construction would be monitored by FERC
staff.  In addition, Pacific Connector has agreed to a third-party
construction inspection program to be run through the FERC.
Furthermore, construction on federal lands would be monitored by the
land managing agencies (BLM, Forest Service, and Reclamation).

The pipeline trench would not be armored by bentonite. As explained in
section 2.4.2.1 of the DEIS, the trench would be backfilled with padding,
subsoil, and topsoil. Trench breakers, consisting of sandbags or foam,
would be installed in the trench at the base of slopes adjacent to wetlands
to prevent water from the trench from entering the wetlands. As
explained in section 4.4.3.2 of the DEIS, measures would be
implemented during the construction of the Pacific Connector pipeline to
prevent damage or destruction of wetlands.

Surface water use during construction of the Pacific Connector pipeline is
discussed in section 4.4.2.2 of the DEIS. As explained in that section,
Pacific Connector developed a Hydrostatic Testing Plan that includes
measures to avoid, minimize, or reduce impacts associated with the
transfer of water between watershed basins. Water would be discharged
according to ODEQ requirements for chlorinated water discharges as
noted in the Hydrostatic Test Plan (Appendix M to the POD). All
discharge locations would be monitored after construction for potential
noxious weed establishment and treated if necessary. Water would not
be used during pigging of the pipeline.
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systems from any invasive plants or animals is sk d. Then the 1 that you will inate the
water between the drainages is just as damaging. You are not allowed to dump chlorinated water without
first dechlorinating that water, There was no discussion of the dechlorination process at all. And then added
to that the proposed system for trapping the water might work if you are on flat groond, but the very steep
terrain you are working on will be impractical. The only way you might be able to make this work is using
Frack tanks to transport them back to the originel drainage basin.

The proposal for the restoration of the pipeline and work arca uses reseeding with heavy fentilization. |
currently use creek water to water my organic garden, The potential infiltration of ic fertilization
into my creek system is of great concern.

Limited review of the proposed pipeline near existing cinnaber mines is very concerning. Those mines were
used to provide mercury during World War Il. But, now we are limited to the number of fish from the
Galesville Reservoir we can consume because of the high mercury levels. So with the digging of a trench in
those areas will cause the mercury to once again become mobile. The environmental review felt that it was
of & limited concern. So will you drink the water and eat the fish in my community?

The removal of cover aver a very small creek doesn’t seem to be of concern by FERC. This will potentially
heat up the creek. No matter how small every time you make even a small increase in the temperature it will
have a negative impact on the aquatic life in the creek which then effects the temperature in salmon bearing
rivers.

1 have tried three times to send my concerns to FERC. As an individual it has been the most frustrating thing
since the last time I commented on this proposal. I am not sure whether FERC is intentionally blocking my
negative of a flawed technology system.

or is it just poor

IND2-6
Cont'd

IND2-7

IND2-§

IND2-9

IND2-10

IND2

Continued, page 2 of 2

IND2-7

IND2-8

IND2-9

IND2-10

Revegetation is described in section 2.4.2.1 of the DEIS. Pacific
Connector would revegetate the right-of-way in accordance with
its Erosion Control and Revegetation Plan. The standard
fertilization rate would be 200 pounds per acre of bulk triple-16
fertilizer. No fertilizer would be applied within 100 feet of
streams.

As noted in section 4.2.2.1 of the DEIS, the Pacific Connector pipeline
route would be in the vicinity of three historic and abandoned cinnabar
or mercury mines (Nivinson, Red Cloud, and Thomason) between
mileposts (MP) 108 and 110. Section 4.4.4.2 of the DEIS discussed
concerns over mercury contamination from these mines entering into
the nearby East Fork of Cow Creek watershed and affecting aquatic
resources. Based on several site-specific studies conducted by Pacific
Connector (GeoEngineers 2009b) and the Forest Service (Broeker
2010), we concluded that it was highly unlikely that pipeline
construction would encounter soils with elevated mercury
concentrations in the vicinity of the abandoned cinnabar mines. In
addition, Pacific Connector developed a Contaminated Substances
Discovery Plan that contains measures to protect the public and the
environment.

Section 4.6.2.3 of the DEIS addressed impacts on stream water
temperatures resulting from the clearing of riparian vegetation along
streambanks during pipeline construction. After a review of various
studies, we concluded that clearing of the right-of-way at most
proposed stream crossings would have very little impact on stream
water temperatures, and therefore would not likely have adverse effects
on fish.

You should have contacted the FERC’s Online Support at email
ferconlinesupport@ferc.gov or toll-free telephone number 1-866-208-
3676 to assist in the electronic filing of comments with the
Commission.Note: Comments sent to ferconlinesupport@ferc.gov are
not considered an official filing before the Commission or made part of
the record. To file an official comment on a proceeding before the
Commission, please follow our Rules of Practice at 18 CFR 385. You
may also file comments related to a FERC project using eComment or

eFiling.
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IND3

Jonathon Hanson

IND3-1

IND3-2

The FERC does not respond individually to specific comment
letters received during scoping. Instead, as explained in section
1.6 of the DEIS, we grouped scoping comments into general
environmental resource categories, and addressed the topics raised
under each resource section of Chapter 4 (Environmental
Analysis) in the DEIS.

The EIS is not a decision-document. In fact, no decision about
whether or not to authorize this Project has been made at this
time. As explained in section 1.4 of the DEIS, the purpose of the
EIS is to disclose to the public and the Commissioners the
potential environmental impacts likely to result from the
construction and operation of the Project. The Commissioners
would take into consideration the environmental impacts of the
Project, together with non-environmental economic data such as
markets and rates, prior to making their decision, which would be
issued as a Project Order. The Order would only be issued after
we have produced an FEIS for this Project. See also our response
to IND1-6.
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The Council on Environmental Quality regulations state that an EIS “must be objectively
prepared and not slanted to support the choice of the agency’s preferred alternative over the

other reasonable and feasible alternatives.” *

Did your staff read that page? It certainly does
not appear so. | recommend that prior to revising the EIS for the final draft, your entire staff be
required to read the full text of NEPA (40CFR 1500 et seq) as well as all of the CEQ
implementing regulations. Inthe meantime, | will bring a few of the highlights to YOUR

attention.

NEPA regulations state that the EIS must “...specify the underlying purpose and need to which
the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives, including the proposed action.”” This
serves as a basis for identifying the reasonable alternatives that could meet the stated purpose
and need.® FERC has totally evaded this responsibility when it states that the purpose and need
for the project was defined by Jordan Cove." FERC appears to be validating Jordan Cove’s
desire to add to its profitability by serving the increasing international market demand for
natural gas. This is an overly narrow, biased, and self-serving foundation upon which to base a
project of this scope and magnitude. Further, it totally ignores a recommendation from the
EPA that the Draft EIS should serve the broader public interest and need. EPA recommended
that FERC discuss “...the proposed project in the context of the larger energy market, including
existing export capacity and export capacity under applicaticn to the Department of Energy,
and clearly describe how the need for the proposed action has been determined.”® Apparently
FERC feels it is above any such reasonable recommendations.

The heart of a properly developed EIS is the comparative analysis of the impacts of alternative
project designs and locations. This approach allows the issues to be sharply defined and
provides for a clear basis of choice among options. There is virtually no comparative analysis of
any alternatives in the Draft EIS. What passes for comparative analysis is a brief description of
how other proposed facilities in Oregon, Alaska, and the East and Gulf Coasts would not be
capable of meeting Jordan Cove’s objectives of constructing a West Coast facility to export
natural gas from western Canada and the U.S. Rocky Mountain States. Note to FERC: Jordan
Cove's cbjectives have no relationship whatever to the comparative environmental impacts of
proposed project alternatives. Do you really think the public is ignorant enough to accept the
pap you have provided as a viable document? Do you really think that we believe there will be
no significant environmental impacts of this project? Do you really think we are going to

! Council on Environmental Quality, 40, #4
% 30 CFR 150213

2
Council an Environmantal Quality, " Citizen's Guide to the NEPA," December,2007, p. 16.
4 DEIS, p.1-12

5 EPA "Scoping Comments —Jordan Cove Energy Project,” October29, 2012, P3.

IND3-3

IND3-4

IND3-5

IND3

Continued, page 2 of 5

IND3-3

IND3-4

IND3-5

As stated in sections 1.1 and 1.4 of the DEIS, the document was
prepared to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act
as implemented under the regulations promulgated by the Council
on Environmental Quality (CEQ) at Title 40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500-1508.

The CEQ regulations at Part 1502.13 only require that an EIS
should “briefly specify the underlying purpose and need” for a
Project; which we have done in section 1.3 of the DEIS. The
Commissioners will have a broader discussion of purpose and
need in their Project Order. See response to IND1-6. As
explained in section 1.4.4 of the DEIS, the document will not
discuss larger energy markets as that would be beyond the scope
of the Project-specific environmental analysis.

Our analysis of alternatives can be found in chapter 3 of the DEIS.
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IND3-6 Our analysis of cumulative impacts can be found in section 4.14
ALLOW it to be built? of the DEIS.
Nowhere is the lack of a serious study of environmental impacts more evident than in the |ND3_7 Jordan COVe,S anaIySiS Of VariOUS ports that |t examined a|0ng the
presentation devoted to the Coos Estuary. Here’s how the EPA addresses the topic: “the P f C t f th U t St t b f d - t 10 3 4 f
cumulative impacts analysis should identify how resources, ecosystems and communities in the acitic Loast o € _nl €s ate _Can_ € Tound In section T 0
vicinity of the project have already been, or will be affected by past, present, and future Resource Report 10, included with its May 21, 2013 appl Ication
activities in the project area. These resources should be characterized in terms of their e to the FERC. Jordan Cove’s application in Docket No. CP13-
response to charjlged and capacity to withstand stresses. These-da?a- should be-usefi to 483'000 |S a publ |C document that can be VleWed |n electronlc
establish a baseline for the affected resources, to evaluate the significance of historical . . ,
degradation, and to predict the environmental effects of the project components."(’ No such format on the Internet through the el—lbrary SyStem Of the FERC S
analysis is to be found anywhere in this document. Omitting such an analysis is a violation of Webpage (WWerrCi IOV) AS Stated |n Sect|0n 331 Of the DEIS,
the NEPA regulations stated in 40 CFR 1502.15, and results in the entire document being our detailed analySiS Of pOtential West CoaSt alternative pOI‘tS was
essentially worthless as an evaluation of the true impacts of this proposed project. . . : . .
included in section 3.3 of our May 2009 FEIS for the original
WE ARE AWARE OF THE FRAGILITY OF THE COOS ESTUARY. ARE YOU? Jordan Cove LNG |mp0rt proposal |n DOCkEt CP07_444_000
This is of course not the only omission from the Draft EIS. In agreeing with Jordan Cove that This document is also available for publ ic VIEWIng through the
Coos Bay is the most advantageous location for accomplishing the company’s objectives, the
FERC draft states that Jordan Cove examined 17 ports in Washington, 14 in Oregon, and 7 in FERC Webpage
California to determine the most suitable location for an LNG terminal. It goes on to state that IND3-8 Our analysls Of potentlal PI’O]ECt-I’e|ated |mpacts on the Southwest
FERC, in its wisdom, examined the data and agreed that Coos Bay was the best choice. WHAT IND2-7 - - - . .
PORTS WERE CONSIDERED? WHERE ARE THE COMPARISONS OF THEIR CURRENT Oregon Reglonal Alrport n North Bend can be found In section
ENVIRONMENTAL SITUATIONS, AND THE STATEMENTS OF IMPACTS AND REQUIRED 4.10.1.4 of the DEIS. In their December 17, 2009 Order
MITIGATION? AND MOST IMPORTANT, WHAT CRITERIA WERE UTILIZED IN THE SELECTION OF Granting Authorizations Under Section 3 of the Natural Gas Act
COOQS BAY OVER THE OTHERS? It is ludicrous that FERC believes that the Draft EIS would be and ISSUing Certiﬁcates for the Original Jordan Cove LNG import
accepted as a viable document by any of the other agencies or by any educated member of the R L
general public. Why keep such information “under wraps”? Or perhaps we should be proposal In DOCkEt NO CPO7-444-0007 the Other four Slttlng
concerned that the supposed analysis never even occurred??? Commissioners disagreed with and overruled Mr. Wellinghoff’s
But perhaps the créme de la créeme of this flawed DEIS is the section regarding the North Bend dlssent In a Ietter to the CommISS|on dated December 221 20141
regional airport. Here the bald truth is revealed. In the 2009 FERC decision to approve the Commenting on our NOVember 2014 DEIS for thIS PrOj eCt, the
Jordan Cove LNG import proposal, the then-Chairman Jon Wellinghoff cast the only dissenting SOUthWQSt Oregon Regional Airport and COOS COUnty Airport
vote. It was based primarily on his view that the EIS did not adequately study possible negative IND3-8 . . - . .
effects of the project upon airport operations. In the light of this, it is frankly amazing that the [_)ISt”Ct Stated that It Strongly concurs Wlth (the) recqmmen_datlon
et o PN —— T ———— (in the DEIS for Jordan Cove to document consultations with the
or € proposed expor rojec contains noO such analysis. Instead, states E) - . . . - -
PRIOCRTO CC:’NS?I'RUCTIDI:\I, JOFr'da]n Cove should consult with ihevFAA regarding the airport and Federal AVIa'tlon AdmlnIStra‘tlon [FAA] a‘nd SmeIt the reSUItS Of
provide copies of any relevant documentation to FERC.” Now FERC has truly let the cat out of Studles before PrOJ ect COnStruCthn) and belleves tha.t the FAA
- process will assure that the Airport continues to operate safely and
" EPA Scoping Comments, ibid, p 13.1 . . .
7 DEls, p 4-843 efficiently.
3
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the bag. Not only is it foisting off its responsibility to evaluate the impacts onto the applicant,
but it is clearly showing its view that CONSTRUCTION OF THE JORDAN COVE PROJECT IS A
FOREGONE CONCLUSION. IN ESSENCE, AS OF THIS DATE, FERC HAS ALREADY ISSUED ITS
RECORD OF DECISION. All the rest is a pro-forma dance to satisfy the public that the rules are
being followed. ONLY THE PUBLIC ISN'T BUYING IT!!

All of this brings us back to NEPA. One can hardly imagine an EIS process more in violation of
the letter, intent, and spirit of NEPA than the DEIS which FERC has provided for the proposed
Jordan Cove LNG project. How can FERC possibly think that the other agencies and the public
can use this document as a basis for a rational decision on Jordan Cove? In my criticism of the
DEIS | have pointed out that it is:

« Apparently written by persons unaware of their fiduciary responsibility to the public
under NEPA (in fact, | have pointed out that the authors of this document appear to be
unaware of NEPA,

¢ Devoid of analysis of the broader energy market, including present and future proposed
export capabhility.

« Deaf to several recommendations from EPA, including the recommendation that
discussion of the need and purpose for the project be a major component of the
document.

¢ Devoid of any comparative analysis of alternative project designs and locations, which is
the heart of a viable EIS.

+ Defiantly lacking in a baseline analysis of the Coos estuary and its fragility as an aquatic
environment, thus intentionally avoiding analysis of one of the primary affected
ecosystems in this situation.

+ Presumptuously claiming that a comparative analysis of numerous ports in Washington,
Oregon, and California showed that Coos Bay was the best alternative for this project,
without providing any of the data on which this claim is based.

+ Contemptuously avoiding any analysis of the project’s possible impacts upon operations
at the North Bend regional airport, delegating the responsibility of communicating with
the FAA 1o the applicant “PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.”

¢ Loaded with such statements, showing that this is not a serious, viable analysis of
environmental impacts, but rather a premature license to construct the project, This
simple fact results in more money to Veresen Inc./Jordan Cove by putting stars in the
eyes of investors on the Toronto, Canada Stock Exchange.

IND3

Continued, page 4 of 5

IND3-8

IND3-9

See our response to comments IND3-2 and IND3-3.
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IND3-10 We will address comments on the DEIS in our FEIS.

W-482 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Final EIS

20141125-5212 FERC PDF (Unofficial] 11/25/2014 1:50:57 PM IND4 Bayla Greenspoon, Mt. Shasta, CA
IND4-1 Potential impacts on OWL Farm were discussed in section 3.4.2.7
of the DEIS.
of IND4-2 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue
- Riverkeeper. See responses to IND1.
7;1.,‘;:‘."'5.'_% well as other IND4-3 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue
ol OiRGEY Riverkeeper. See responses to IND1.
IND4-4 Impacts on old-growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.
. Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are
discussed in section 4.7.
o consider an altsrnative that reg IND4-5 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue
e oks Riverkeeper. See responses to IND1.
IND4-6 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue
Riverkeeper. See responses to IND1.
wildlife habitat
£ HRALITT W A WO IND4-7 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue
Riverkeeper. See responses to IND1.
IND4-8 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue
Riverkeeper. See responses to IND1.
IND4-5
IND4-7
tidered the cumulative impacts of fracking
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IND4-9 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
ot g on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.

Cont'd

wkushima Japan. The

IND4-g

Thank
Bayla Gr

for your censideraticn of these important, crucial issues
nspoon
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IND5-1 Climate change was addressed in section 4.14.3.12 of the DEIS.
Greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the Project were
discussed in section 4.12.1.4 of the DEIS. See response to IND1-
1.
e IND5-2  FERC jurisdictional natural gas transmission pipelines rarely leak
The Jordan Cove LNG Terminal and Pipel methane; and if they do, the amount leaked is very small.
st el Therefore, the Project would have virtually no impact on climate
D5 change related to the leakage of methane into the atmosphere.
See response to IND1-2.
I poctent greenhcuse gas than kurning cecal. FERC falled to consider o2
climate impacts of LNG.
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Don Ewing, Colbbage Grove, OR
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uld
s futur ime

Sran s s, b
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t kasic of human instincts: long-term
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LNG is not a "bridge fuel™.
obtain it, i
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P ne
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INDE-1

IND&-2

INDE-3

IND6

Don Ewing, Cottage Grove, OR

IND6-1

INDG6-2

INDG6-3

Fracking, or hydraulic fracturing, is used during exploration and
production of natural gas. As stated in our response to IND1-2,
the FERC does not regulate the exploration or production of
natural gas. In fact, fracking is not part of the Project; and
therefore, the environmental impacts associated with that activity
will not be analyzed in our environmental document. See
response to IND1-3.

As acknowledged in section 4.2.1.1 of the DEIS, the Jordan Cove
LNG terminal is located in the vicinity of the Cascadia
Subduction Zone. Jordan Cove would design and construct its
facilities in a manner that takes geological conditions, such as an
earthquake, into consideration. Potential impacts from a future
predicted tsunami on the terminal are discussed in section 4.2.1.3
of the DEIS. See response to IND1-4.

Climate change was addressed in section 4.14.3.12 of the DEIS.
Greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the Project were
discussed in section 4.12.1.4 of the DEIS. See response to IND1-
1.
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IND7-1 Comment noted.

IND7-2 Climate change was addressed in section 4.14.3.12 of the DEIS.

o T See response to IND1-1. “Life-cycle” emissions from upstream
and downstream sources not regulated by the FERC are beyond
a2 the scope of this Project-specific analysis, because the sources of

natural gas upstream and the customers for the LNG downstream
are unknown, as explained in section 1.4.4 of the DEIS.

Roseburg on December 8th to
geventy other citizens.
tracted large numbkers o

211,

iy LT IND7-3 Greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the Project were
Bl franrie) o2 discussed in section 4.12.1.4 of the DEIS.
RBAT 14 & I e IND7-4  Federally-listed threatened and endangered —species were
gases will he burned a: discussed in section 4.7 of the DEIS.
ceontribute ta g IND7-3
IND7-5 See response to IND1-6.
e - IND7-6 See response to IND3-2.
IND7-6

rienda, I'm sure
ut in real

. Me hile, weo
osing this preject

d, EBugene, OR 974035
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IND8-1 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue
Riverkeeper. See responses to IND1.

IND8-2 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue
Riverkeeper. See responses to IND1.

IND8-3 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue
Riverkeeper. See responses to IND1.

IND&-1

IND8-4 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue
Nos-2 Riverkeeper. See responses to IND1.

_ IND8-5 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue
 Ghpme EeacEng. Riverkeeper. See responses to IND1.

INDE-3

IND8-6 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue
Riverkeeper. See responses to IND1.

o IND8-7 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue
8 What Sollld happen; £6 L Riverkeeper. See responses to IND1.

nd tsunami area

natural gas if - al .
"and expand. What thens o IND8-8 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue
- Riverkeeper. See responses to IND1.
o it 2
INDS-7
IND2-8
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IND9-1 Pacific Connector proposes to cross under the Rogue River with a
horizontal directional drill (HDD), thus avoiding direct impacts on
the river, and its aquatic environment, including fish. See section
4.4.2.2 of the DEIS.

IND9-2 Property values are addressed in section 4.9.2.3 of the DEIS.

| e Pipeline safety was addressed in section 4.13.9. The pipeline
: — would be buried underground, and after installation the right-of-
e s e 'ﬂ““%l way would be restored and revegetated; so it would not be
1virarmen the per Pﬁguc drairage would be -\rh=1 ely affected by g . i . .
L4 HanaeTAns) J0d, IEgIELY plaslThE, unsightly. Visual impacts were addressed in section 4.8.2.2.
il aeliogii-E oy Raveii-pi i e IND9-3 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue
et Tk b ‘ e % | oo Riverkeeper. See responses to IND1.
by over 80%. The Jords . termina des of 11 .
5. EEGS Failsd 66 EmEldsr if thid pessive fSell mel e IND9-4 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue
[ inta that reductic f not, 118 roject could tip us over into .
unlivable climate change. e ' Riverkeeper. See responses to IND1.
e i ST o e ot o e IND9-5 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue
INDS-4 -
gy o e e Riverkeeper. See responses to IND1.
tated Purpose and for this project IND9-6 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue
o it P A ek o5 Riverkeeper. See responses to IND1.
e ‘Shﬂ 1d have considere R
IND9-7 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue
sing Puilc in Riverkeeper. See responses to IND1.
For
e e | IND9-8 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue
NG would immediately i S expand. . :(sh RS Rlverkeeper' See responses to IND1.
f the 230-mile q_r}".'lrLl ne needed
: IND9-7
the .L Pl}plll
FERC fa to consider an alternative that reguires the pipeline th r)kgh
southern on to be built to the sane 3
230- ‘rlle: Instead, FERC is allowing 1 INDS-8
i ecause, if ths pi
auld not have ¢

ving corporate profits.
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IND9-9 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue
Riverkeeper. See responses to IND1.
D99 IND9-10  This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue
Riverkeeper. See responses to IND1.
L d extend the comment pericd by at least 30 days to glw
¥ s to js =l INDg-10
This project is too big to give se little time for public input.
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IND10-1 Nowhere in the DEIS is there a statement that the Project would
be in the “public interest.” In fact, the Commission would make
o 1 i its finding of public benefit in its decision-document Project
: o is Order. The EIS is not a decision-document. The Commission
would issue its Order after we have produced an FEIS.

25 50 many sbrikes agains

. To export liguid natural gas which burns methane wh
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1 Co2 wher
lrty positive

IND10-2 Comment noted.

g through pe
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The farests that -
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IND11-1 Comment noted.

IND11-2  The DEIS addresses potential Project related impacts on the
quality of the human environment.
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IND12-1  The DEIS discusses impacts the Pacific Connector pipeline may
have on vegetation and timber in section 4.5.1.2. It addresses
potential impacts on wildlife in section 4.6.1.2. The pipeline

o124 route through the Oregon Women’s Land Trust property is
discussed in section 3.4.2.7.
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ough old gro 1 wile
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Lana M. Gold
Portland, OR
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IND13-1 Climate change was addressed in section 4.14.3.12 of the DEIS.
Greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the Project were
discussed in section 4.12.1.4 of the DEIS. See response to IND1-

Salem, OR.
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IND14

IND14-1

IND14-2

IND14

Jackie Johnson, Eugen, OR

IND14-1

IND14-2

The safe operation of the LNG storage tanks is addressed in
section 4.13 of the DEIS. As stated in section 4.2.1.3 of the
DEIS, Jordan Cove would design and construct its facilities in a
manner that takes geological conditions, such as an earthquake,
into consideration.

The LNG facility would not impact old-growth forests. Impacts
to old-growth forests from the pipeline, as well as impacts to
listed species that depend on these habitats, are addressed in
sections 4.6 and 4.7 of the DEIS.
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Jain Elliott, Eugen, OR
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This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.
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Comments about production from oil sands or fracking methods
to produce natural gas are not related to the environmental
impacts associated with this Project. It is the Department of
Energy, not the FERC, that regulates the U.S. Energy policy. See

response to IND6-1 and IND1-3.
Comment noted.
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IND17-1 The BLM has required additional mitigation for project impacts in order
to ensure the projects compliance with federal land management plans
i and associated federal requirements.
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IND18-1  This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.
IND18-2  This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.
IND18-3  This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.
IND18-4  The safe operation of the LNG storage tanks is addressed in
oon Egrinal LLL B et section 4.13 of the DEIS. As stated in section 4.2.1.3 of the
) DEIS, Jordan Cove would design and construct its facilities in a
manner that takes geological conditions, such as an earthquake,
s into consideration.
IND18-5 This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.
IND18-6  This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.
sidered the cumulative impacts c IND18-7 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.
Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are
el e discussed in section 4.7.
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IND19-1 Comment noted. See the comparison of the Blue Ridge alternative
in section 3.4.2.2.

IND19-2 Comment noted.
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IND20

Cheryl Robinson, ARshland, OR.

Dear Kim

B3 & greab-great-granddauchter of Cregon ploneesrs, I am cconcerned sboul IND20-1

the LNG terminal locaticn in an earthgquake subducticn zon

tsunaml risk in Coos Bay. I am also deeply troubled by the proposed lower

safety standards for the LI vipeline planned to extend into sensitive IND20_2

ald g Dro owner am alarmed about the i

loss

cons

Sincerely,
Cheryl Robinsor

The safe operation of the LNG storage tanks is addressed in
section 4.13 of the DEIS. As stated in section 4.2.1.3 of the
DEIS, Jordan Cove would design and construct its facilities in a
manner that takes geological conditions, such as an earthquake,
into consideration.

Impacts to land values and private landowners are addressed in
section 4.9.
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Comment noted.
Comment noted. See the comparison of the Blue Ridge alternative
in section 3.4.2.2.
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IND22-1 Comment noted.
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IND23-1 Impacts to private landowners are addressed are section 4.9.
In rural Qreco
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Kai Forlie, Burlington, VT

IND24-1
IND24-2

See the response to IND1-1 and IND1-2.
Comment noted.
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Blue Ridge LNG Route 2013, Mark Sheldon, Coos Bay, OR

IND25-1

IND25-2

IND25-3

IND25-4

IND25-5

IND25-6

IND25-7

See the comparison of the Blue Ridge alternative in section
3.4.2.2.

No decision was made for these alternatives in the DEIS; the
DEIS is not a decision document.

See the comparison of the Blue Ridge alternative in section
3.4.2.2. See section 4.6.2.3 for a discussion on the Project effects
on fish-bearing streams. As it states in section 3.4.2.2, the impacts
to waterbodies are short-term effects while the loss of spotted owl
and marbled murrelet habitat would be a long-term impact.

NMFS is not a cooperating agency. NMFS may provide FERC
with comments on the Draft EIS, and these comments would be
addressed in the Final EIS.

As it states in section 3.4.2.2, the impacts to waterbodies are
short-term effects while the loss of spotted owl and marbled
murrelet habitat would be a long-term impact.

PCGP provided NSO and MAMU information for the Blue Ridge
Alternative in the fall of 2013 based on FERC’s data request. The
information was from historic data residing in BLM corporate
databases.

The DEIS lists 12 waterbodies crossed for the Proposed Route
and 9 for the Modified Blue Ridge Alternative. These numbers
are based on hydrography data (see table 3.4.2.2-1). As noted in
the footnote of that table, field surveys identified 41 perennial
streams and 24 intermittent streams along the Proposed Route.
Field surveys have not been completed for Blue Ridge route but
they would most likely identify many additional small streams.
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IND25-8  See section 4.6.2.3 for a discussion on the Project effects on fish-

:hotes-)m perennial and 24 intermittent streams on the Proposed Route. How many are H\égﬁg bearing streams. The p|pe is coated to avoid corrosion and buried
o beneath the stream. It is not placed in the stream.
Note: Th to be a lof of tradicting information. /s the Draft E/S . . . . .
i s ORISR IND25-9  As it states in section 3.4.2.2, the impacts to waterbodies are
_ _ short-term effects while the loss of spotted owl and marbled
6. How do you substantiate the EIS Draft claim that damage to streams and the overall IND25-8 . . .
estuary is “temporary and short term™? How can a 36" welded pipe that is going to murrelet habitat would be a long-term impact. See section 4.6.2.3
corrode and release heavy metals into the waterways it cross not be a source of for a diSCUSSion on the Project ef—fects on ﬂSh-bearing streams.
permanent damage to the waterbody and the estuary?
7. Howis FERC:in this DEIS., objectively comparing damage.to MAMU and NSO habitat IND25-9 |ND25_10 See Section 3422 for a Comparison of a range of resources
on the Blue Ridge Alternative Route (or any other route) with the damage to Coho and . . .
Green Sturgeon on the Proposed Route? affected by each route. As it states in section 3.4.2.2, the loss of
8. How do the geoclogic hazards justify the DEIS preferred route opinion when Table IND25-10 Spotted OWI and marbled murrelet habltat WOUId be a |Ong_term
3.4.2.2-1 shows 8,850 feet of geologic hazards on the Proposed Route vs. 4370 feet on . . . ..
the Blue Ridge Aternative? impact to listed species. No decision has been made on these

alternatives, the DEIS is not a decision document.

As a group of affected and adjacent landowners and interveners, these are just a few of the
questions we'll be posing and what we'd like FERC to address. We believe that when FERC
and its consulting engineering contractor really look hard at the Proposed Route in comparison
to the Blue Ridge Alternative, the commission will again take the position that was correctly
taken on 10/4/13.

Thanks,
Mark Sheldon
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IND26-1 Climate change was addressed in section 4.14.3.12 of the DEIS.
GHG emissions resulting from the Project were discussed in
Julie A Jennings, Coos Bay, OR. section 4.12.1.4 of the DEIS.
IND26-2 Emissions form the Jordan Cove facility and from LNG vessels
and tugs are disclosed in section 4.12.1. Effects on public health
and safety are discussed in section 4.13.1.
IND26-1
>wn over L £ I have |e;:i Lhe y
angercus to esople ring here, and I iiaas
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1 of toxlic Fumes and smell:
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Mark Sheldon, Coos Bay, OR

IND27

IND27-1

‘of \;'(,1 dbed right-cf-way con the Modified Elue Ridge IND27'2

. the 5.6 miles of BPA rig

Pacific Connector filed a geologic hazard report that was
summarized in the EIS.

See the introduction to chapter 3 for a discussion of how FERC
analyzes alternatives.

IND27-3.  Detailed drawings for the proposed route are required as part of
the design; however, they are proprietary and not released to the
public.

The ag o enable all ain
the act cts peotentially =] INDZ7-1
excavati long the 5.6 mile nt.
;j:.*—

ficult to undarstand the & >f hi tar 1 Withe

drawing.
thera is no o - _'U;.I|l L
miles of BPA » o he proposed route.
=Mar Sheldan
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Fred Fleetwood’s C on Pacific C Gas Pipeline Draft EIS
COMMENTS
On

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULAORY COMMISSION's P2 < /. ,25 Iy
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT E#)[ -1 P 1: 5|
OEP/DB2E/gas 3 A
The Jordan Cove Energy Project, LP. v
Docket No. CP13-483-000
And
The Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline, L.P.
Docket No. CP13-492-000
FERC/EIS-0256D

By
Fredric (“Fred”) L. Fleetwood
4261 Hwy. 227
Trail, OR 97541

Saturday, November 22, 2014

To: Kimberly D. Bose, S

Federal Energy Regulutmioommxssmn (FERC)
888 First Street NE, Room 1A

Washington, DC 20426

Dear Secretary Bose,

I received, in the U.S. Postal Service mail on Monday, November 10, 2014, the Compact Disk (CD)
per'mmngtnLheabﬂvereferenoeprOJect!,andeantyoutohmwmmedraﬂEISconmnedonﬂleCDw
extremely difficult to naviga ions about the two projects in this EIS are all mixed up
together. ]usnnmdﬂmtthegenun]seqlmoeofthcdxscumonsmﬁrst(bypmyaph)ubomthe.lordau
Cove Project, and then secondly about the Pacific Connecturl’xmect ]-Imvewr, THEY SHOU'LD BE

DISCUSSED COMPLETELY SEPARATELY! - h lhey are inter-rel

T realize that issue is outside the scope of the EIS b it is not “envi 1.” BUT you need
to make the CD (and also probably the hard copy) more useful to the by separating di i
relating to the two projects.

1 want to take issue with the second and third sentences of the second paragraph of the five page
introductory section directed “TO THE PARTY ADDRESSED.” They are:

“The FERC staff concludes that approval of the Project would result in some limited adverse
environmental impacts. However, if the Project is constructed and operated in
accordance with applicable laws and regulations, and with implementation of Jordan
Cove’s and Pacific Connector’s proposed mitigation measures, and the additional
miﬁgation measures recummended by the FERC staff and federal land mansgmg
agencies in this EIS, envir imf would be substantially red

That last and third sentence is particularly offensive. That is because it contains the two
words “substantially” and “reduced.” The use of those two words in this case convey an

Para 1 AFT
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erroneous sense of superiority — a sense of “know it all” — on the part of the government
officials drafiing the EIS. Government officials are NOT intellectually superior “in knowing
it all,” compared to the general public.

“Submanmﬂy” isa matter of mdlvu'luxl quantttauve opinion, and that could literally mean
any pending on any one individual’s opinion. Being of on¢ individual’s
quantitative opinion is Jmt simply UNACCEPTABLE in an EIS, when it is undefined. In this
case, “Substantially,” needs to be defined, specifically, if it ever happens to be used, if at all,
in an EIS.

Also, “reduced” needs to be defined where ever it is used in an EIS — because
“environmental impacts” are usually “adverse environmental impacts.” The EIS needs to say
an adverse impact is “reduced” by HOW MUCH! (My personal opinion is that ANY
ADVERSE IMPACT IS UNACCEPTABLE. THEREFORE, I believe, THE ENTIRETY
OF THE TWO PROJECTS IS UNACCEPTABLE.)

In addition, b that last ins to “mitigation measures,” there should at
lenslbemthesmtenneapammhehcalmbmm:efmme(mnlypeﬂmkmthecaseofm

EIS on a CD) to explicitly indicate where in the EIS particular mitication measures are
discussed.
Hi , the most imp itetn in this EIS, and in any EIS for that matter, is the

meaning and the use of the word miitigation. There are 1,313 instances of the use of the
word in this EIS, Having to use that word that many times, in any document, is preposterous!

1 remind you (and this is “envi 1, and therefore js within the scope of this EIS)
that the definition of “mitigation” (Webster’s Encyclopedic Unabridged Dictionary’s
definition in this case) is:

“1. to lessen in force or intensity ... . 2. to make less severe: ...”

‘Well, of course! Everybody knows that, but did you know that it also means “to make
less BAD,” in the context of environmental considerations? In other words, the project(s) are
just simply environmentally BAD, and they should NOT go forward!

The last complete paragraph on page ES-7 has an ending sentence which states:

“Pacific Connector has prepared an DD Contingency Plan and Failure Procedure that
describes measures to contain an inadvertent release of drilling mud during the HDD
process.”

But there is no hyperlink (or refe ) to that contingency plan at that location of the EIS so the
reader/commenter can go to that plan to see what it says and to evaluate the adequacy of that plan,

That 1s_|ustonzexnmpleofscvaul mstam:cswhchmuhestlns EIS document inadequate for the
to and make p pertinent onit.

Dama Y nf7

IND28

Continued, 2 of 7

IND28-1

IND28-1

The Executive Summary is just that; a summary of the findings of
the DEIS. To find the reference to the HDD Contingency Plan,
you need to read the body of the text of the DEIS; specifically, see
section 2.4.2.2. That section stated that the HDD Contingency
Plan was attached as Appendix 2H to Resource Report 2 of
Pacific Connector’s June 6, 2013 application with the FERC. The
entire application is available in electronic format for public
viewing via the internet on the FERC webpage (www.ferc.gov)
through our eLibrary system.
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Fred Flectwood’s C on Pacific C Gas Pipeline Draft EIS . R .
IND28-2  The FERC is requesting comments from the public on the
potential environmental effects, reasonable alternatives, and

Dupegus-LarRisHE w;mmmshsmmlvﬂluww (Thebold measures to avoid or lessen environmental impacts. The more
underlined on e rown P . g . .
:eferencempﬂ?edlwussmnsthﬂmngﬂmr@mdwedsmm) specific your comments are, the more useful they will be. Inviting

el st i o Rt ! & _comments_on a DEIS. is a rqulrement of tht_e regulations for
mm However, mustufthmlmpacstouldbereducedmlﬁs—&mnslg;tﬁcam[evelsmthlhe implementing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

ion of th li proposed mitigati d the additional - . . R .

i e e e | e issued by the Council on Environmental Quality at Title 40 Code
minimize, or mitigate environmental impacts resulting from construction and operation of the i
proposed Project. We recommend that our specific additional mitigation measures be attached as of Federal Regulatlons (CFR) Part 1503.
conditions to any authorizations issued by the Commission. If the Project is found to be in the public _ Neinmif "o - -
iteeet n s Gonsirucied e peesed  aceordanie wih the recramended iigation messurs, IND28-3  The term "significant is deflne_d under the CEQ regulations for
wefcuncluﬂeﬂlatltrc&u]l)dl}e: - ly sooep ble action. Qur - m?"lmmn NEPA documents, and is used in all Federal NEPA assessments
informati 1{ d ic Connector; analyses and fiel vestigations H - H na: s "o H
hl;‘énmm:;:lnn:t;; reyvu:v u;:omol‘:e'::.s frn::nlfederal state, an:?;eni:genue:, :n:lum?ut“ (I:e'! If a prOJECt WOUId haVe Sl_gnlflcant ImpaCtS, then an EIS IS
from public groups and individual citizens.” triggered, otherwise, an Environmental Assessment (EA)

If everything is already considered “acceptable,” then why are you asking for additional comments| Conducted). Terms such as "avoid", "minimize", and "mitigate"
about it on this EIS? are also widely used terms when defining the process of reducing
s i ety ok i o i BT, o Tl ety o or compensating for potential impacts of a project. The opinions

“less-than-significant St iatel bly avoid,” “minimize,” “mitigate,” . . .
wenvironmentally acceptable action.” are INAPPROPRIATE beotuse they are only the autoors” opinion | 0% in the DEIS are the conclusions and recommendations of the
phrases and words, as opposed to the readers’ concepts of what is acceptable and unacceptable. The . i i ird-

e LS Arpimscionis by b st el Y docyment authors; which include FERC staff_, our thll’.d party
of this EIS! environmental contractor, the federal cooperating agencies and

Also, if you have already obtained information concerning the adverse environmental impacts from their contractors. These authors are scientists with expertlse in
the review comments from federal, stute, and local agencies, and input from public groups and IND28-4 various resource tOpiCS.
individual citizens, then why are you now again asking for comments from readers of this Draft EIS?

R SR T IND28-4  The FERC is requesting comments from the public on the
NOW, ABOUT « TAL” IMPACTS OF T TS potential environmental effects, reasonable alternatives, and
mhmmwm I N R R S measures to avoid or lessen environmental impacts. The more
UNAC specific your comments are, the more useful they will be. Inviting
comments on a DEIS is a requirement of the regulations for

5.12 Geology implementing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

“Intense ground shaking, Iateral spreading, and subsidence caused by an carthquake pose design issued by the Council on Environmental Quality at Title 40 Code
issues for the terminal site.” (That is the third sentence in the first paragraph on page 5-4.) 1 believe it isan H

: e Alse, he mitgation fforts mentioned underneath i beading, whmiever hey e, cam | " of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 1503.

S SANE /SR pRson e i ey o evar b SR N8 e Bt agic eomiss IND28-5  The recommended measures to mitigate for a possible future

earthquake and ground shaking were reviewed by a consultant
from California who is an expert in seismic design. While there
have been many strong earthquakes in California, we are unaware
of any significant damage those earthquakes caused to FERC
jurisdictional natural gas facilities in that state.
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Fred Fleetwood’s Ci on Pacific C ctor Gas Pipeline Draft EIS ) B ) A )
IND28-6  The safe operation of the project is addressed in section 4.13 of
The following quote is from the second sentence of the second paragraph on Hard Copy Page 5-4 and CD - . -
Page 1368: “...the site-specific tsunami studies coupled with Jordan Cave's proposed mifigation the DEIS. As stated in section 4.2.1.3 of the DEIS, the project
measures indicate that the site is not unsuitable due to trupami b " Whoever believes that would design and construct its facilities in a manner that takes
statement is a naive fool! . oy . . .
geological conditions, such as an earthquake, into consideration.
Also, the doubiful adequacies of the earthquake mitigation efforts for the Pacific Connector gas pipeline ’
are enough to make that project unfeasible. = IND28-7  Comment noted.
The EIS has several supposedly reassuring statements. For instance, one (located at the end of the fourth IND28-8 See response to IND28-1.
paragraph on page 5-4) is:
: i -y IND28-9 Comment noted.
“Pacific Connector would have the trench examined during cc for of h
offsets potentially related to ground rupture. If such fealumsareobsmed Pacific Comleclorwould
implement additional mitigation at these locati i g burying the pipe in a wider

trench to be backfilled with loose gravel or sand, which would allow fm- relatively unrestrained
movement of the buried pipe within the zone of fault movement.”

The operative word in that paragraph is “relatively,” referring to the words “unrestrained movement of the
buried pipe within the zone of fault movement.”

Such a statement is ridiculous! Nobody can guarantee that!

Therefore, I believe it is just another reason why both of the two projects should be simply abandoned and | npzs-7
forgotten.

5.1.3 Soils and Sediments

“Pacific Clmnecmr prepared an HDD Contingency Plan and Failure Procedure that describes
in an inadvertent release of drilling mud during the HDD process.” (That is the last
senmmemtheﬁrstcompleﬁe pungraph on Hard Copy Page 5-7 and CD Page 1372.) Again, as far asthis | mno2ss
commenter can determine, there is no way the commenter can access that Plan from this EIS. The EIS
should make it abundantly clear how that “Plan” can be accessed by a person trying to comment on this EIS.
To that extent, this EIS is inadequate!

But if the release of drilling mud is “inadvertent” during HDD drilling, as the sentence indicates, then that
is just another reason why the Pacific Connector Project should not go forward!

5.1.6 Wildlife and Aquatic Resources

Starting at the bottom of hard copy page 5-12 (CD page 1376) and continuing over on hard copy page 5-
13 (CD page 1377), the EIS has this following statement:

IND28-9
“Most effects from pipeline construction across streams would result in short-term impacts on water

temperature, pH, dissolved oxygen, benthic invertebrate populations, and aquatic species. To improve

Pama A nf 7
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IND28-10  The project would need to meet conditions for takes identified in
stream habitat, and mitigate for impacts, Pacific Connector is proposing to install LWD at selected

Tocations ™ the Biological Opinion (BO) issued by NMFS and the FWS. The
LD, ofcourse, sands o “Largs Wy Dei” Lo LDl o Conte BO would not be completed until after the NEPA analysis and
Setla s pact nfﬁ_.;@@;mfm, improper levels of pH, low or non- Biological Assessment by FERC are completed.

MMI.MM&: especially when water levels are unsatisfactorily low.

That EIS mitigation statement about high water temperatures, improper levels of pH, and low or non-
existent dissolved oxygen is just one more example of the many such mitigation statements contained in this
EIS Ithnngsupthcqumonufcmsmn:umnmmg. But that question also involves the degree of the

The fact i thmwhawvenhcdegree(artype)ofadvmaexmpacm
result from these projects, 'the adverse impacts are simply not acceptable — because they result in further
d ation na nment!

4.7.1.3 Fish
Coho Sslmon-Seuthern Oregon/Northern California Coast ESU (Federal Threatened)
The Project is likely to adversely affect coho salmon in the SONCC ESU for the following

- exposure of juveniles to elevated TSS (Total Suspended Solids) jons during dry open-
cut construction (fluming or dam-and-pump) for more than 20 hours. Such an exposure could cause a
short-term reduction in both feeding rate and feeding success;

+ exposure of juveniles to elevated TSS concentrations during dry open-cut construction (fluming or
dam-and-pump) for 40 hours of more. Such an exposure could cause minor physiological stress in
juvenile coho salmon;

- asite crossing failure while dry open-cut construction is underway could result in elevated TSS
concentrations, which could cause moderate physiological stress to coho salmon;

* blasting at 17 streams where this species occurs could cause mortality to fish by rupturing swim | iup2s-10
bladders;

- fish salvage would occur for scme dry stream crossings. During fish salvage operations, coho
salmon are considered vulnerable to electrofishing, subject to injury and mortality. Seining and
handling may also adversely affect Oregon Coast coho salmon; and

- lack of LWD is a limiting factor in most streams within range of SONCC coho salmon. Removal
of mid-seral riparian forest (40 to 80 years old) would have long-term effects to recruitment of LWD,
and removal of LSOG forest (80 years old or older) would have permanent effects to recruitment of
LWD because planted conifers would not attain those age classes within the 50-year life of the
Project. The Project may affect designated critical habitat for coho salmon in the SONCC ESU
because:

Pana & Af7
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+  the Pacific Connector pipeline crosses designated critical habitat within waterbodies of the Upper
Rogue HUC (17100307) below the Lost Creek, Willow Creek, and Fish Lake Dams.

The Project is affect proposed critical habitat for coho sal in the ONCC
ESU for the following reasons:
+ fresk spawning sites would ially be affected over the short term by dry opencut and
diverted open-cut construction methods that would t at ing sites and produce
turbidity downstream that could affect previously utilized redds;

* increases in turbidity are expected to temporarily affect the water quality downstream from stream
crossing sites during construction;

+ food resources would potentially be affected over the short term by dry open—cut and diverted
pen-cut i hods that would remove substrate and benthos at crossing sites;

+ freshwater migration corridors would potentially be affected over the short term by dry open-cut ‘Ngﬁ;}“
and diverted open-cut construction methods that would create temporary barriers to in-stream
movements; and

*  approximately 105 acres of native riparian vegetation (forest, wetlands, and nonfi d habitats)
and altered habitat would be removed during construction within riparian zones associated with
designated critical habitat. Adverse ¢ffects to riparian zones would be long term or

depending on whether mid-seral riparian forests (24 acres) or LSOG riparian forests (25 acres) are
removed.

The above statements concerning the Southern Oregon/Northern California coho salmon, and
especially the following statement alone, in and of itself, make the proposed Pacific Connector portion of the
project ABSOLUTELY ILLEGAL!

“+ blasting at 17 streams where this species occurs could canse mortality to fish by rupturing swim
bladders;”

That’s because the Federal Endangered Species Act (The “ESA”) makes “... it unlawful for any person
to ‘take’ endangered or threatened species, 9(a)(1)(B), and defines ‘take’ to mean ‘harass, harm,
pursue,’ ‘wound,’ or ‘kill,” 3(19).” That quote is found on the Internet at
http://caselaw. Ip.findjaw.com/scripts/getcase. pl?court=US &vol=515&invol=687.

In addition, that same Internet source (conceming the ESA) further defines “harm” to include “significant
habitat modification or degradation where it actually kills or injures listed species.

P ——

All through this Jordan Cove/Pacific Connector EIS, the words like “lessen,” “reduce,” “avoid,”
“minimize,” etc., ctc., are used to try to convince the readers that all things about the construction of these
projects are “oky-fine,” and “hunky-dory,” but they are not!

Dana £ AF7
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IND29

IND29-1 Comment noted.
November 15, 2014

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street

NE, Room 1A

Washington, D.C. 20426

Attention: Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
RE: (CP13-483-000 and CP13-492-000)
Dear Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,

We would like to thank the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission for their
decision “NOT” to use the Modified Blue Ridge Alternate Route for the
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project, (CP13-492-000, CP483-000).

We are wholly in agreement with their decision, and are eternally gratefuf
for the due diligence on their part to avert the catastrophic consequences of
such a project on our pristine old growth forest, as well as the irreparable
damage that could have befallen our private lands, homes and our lifestyle.

However, for as long as any possibility exists for the Modified Blue Ridge
Alternative Route to become the primary segment alignment for the PCGP,
we will go on record as voices of opposition to jisuse. We will stand as a
proponent of the documented Federal Energy Regulatory Commissions
advisement against its use.

IND2g-1

It could only have been without adequate knowledge or without conscience,
that the Modified Blue Ridge Alternative Route was even proposed. Please
allow the voices of those of us who reside on Daniels Creek Road to stay in
the forefront of your thoughts, and ultimately in the final outcome of your
decisions. Please do not forget the ultimate travesty of having the pipeline
constructed on Blue Ridge Road.

Without even entertaining the havoc and eternal destruction that would
descend upon, and around the area of Blue Ridge Road, and the surrounding
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IND29-2 Comment noted. No decision has been made at this time. If the

forest, please allow these of us who reside just on Daniels Creek Road Blue Ridge Alternative were to be selected, the Transportation
alone, o reiterate, as follows, the impact the Modified Blue Ridge Alternate Management Plan in the appl icant's Plan of Development would
Route would have on our properties and personal quality of fife should )

“ever” the possibility of this proposal arise in the future. be revised.

If, the Modified Blue Ridge Route, had been approved it would quite
probably have utilized the following roadways.

When the construction of the pipeline was in the Coquille vicinity, there
would have been three accesses to the construction of the pipeline on Blue
Ridge Road.

The three roads that would have accessed the construction route would have
seen a considerable increase in use. Well and far in excess of their intended
use. Not only would the increase have include the “to and from”, daily
travel, of the construction workers vehicles, it would have include transport
of materials and heavy equipment. The materials and equipment would be
the size of which many people cannot visualize. They would be massive.
Definitely, not the size and weight our roads, and simple country bridges
were constructed for,

IND29-2
As the project reached the mid point of construction it would only make
sense for both, drive time and approach, that those three accesses would
have been for the most part reduced to two accesses.

Those two access roads each come out of Coos Bay, through

East Side, then split. One road would travel South on Catching Slough
Road 1o Stock Slough Road then turn east, to Blue Ridge Road, then turn
south. The second would travel seven miles down South Coos River Lane,
then five miles down Daniels Creek Road, then one and a half miles up the
Bloe Ridge turnoff, which is BLM road marker 26 - 12- 14.0t0 Blue Ridge
Road.

The south Coos River Lane is a winding roadway that follows the Coos
River at its bank. The pavement is rough and uneven. The road is riddled
with pot holes and 3s in general disrepair. The roadway s without guard
rails, street lamps, is teaming with wildlife and quite ofien this entire stretch
of road is socked in with fog. Most every year Coos River Lane will flood at
some point during the rainy season.
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Although, Coos River Lane has seen some “anusually positive attention” of
late, in regards to repair, perhaps in anticipation of this project, it is still in
disrepair,

Daniels Creek Road is a typical country road. It was meant to be “used” as a
typicai country road and although, it too, has seen some of this same,
“unusually positive attention” it is by no means constructed for heavy traffic
year around.

Most of us who live out Daniels Creek Road can attest to the facts as
follows:

A. During “every” rainy season trees fall across the road. The massive
maples are especially prone to falling because they are moss covered and
become saturated. These fallen trees render the road impassible. Quite
often taking out electrical lines. Neighbors generally work together to
remove the trees and open the roads however, sometimes this is not possible T
and we have to wait on the county. Itis in these times some of us are left Cont'd
without access to town except up over Blue Ridge Road. If, of course our
vehicle is four wheel drive. Blue Ridge Road, which is BLM road 26 -1 2-
14.0 is extremely steep, unpaved, and can in itself be inaccessible due to
fatlen trees or slides.

{See A 1-6 on disc)

B. Most every year the pavement cracks and falls off somewhere reducing
travel to one lane.
(See B 1-5 on disc)

C. There are many areas prone to slides.
{See C 1-2 on dise)

D. The majority of Daniels Creek Road is access through private property.
There are areas where the access on cither side of the road is merely
footsieps 10 a bam or a front door.

(See D 1-5 on disc)

E. Daniels Creek Road is fraught with hairpin turns that reduce travel in a
large vehicle to a single lane passage.
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(See E 1-2 on disc)

F. The bridging on Daniels Creek is not only antiquated and in disrepair but
it spans the “protected habitat™ which is approximately five miles of a
“satmon spawning” Creek, which is Daniels Creek.

(See F 1-3 on disc)

G The roadway teems with wildlife in the moming and evening.

H. There are natural water bars from rain run-off that can run swiftly
sometimes washing an area of roadway away or causing damage.

1. Daniels Creek Road is icy in the winter. With the other existing road
conditions it is a dangerous road to travel to those unaccustomed to, or
unaware of the conditions.

(See 1-3 on disc)

J. Other than on the bridges, there are no guardrails. This leaves our habitat |
protected “salmon spawning” creek an open pit to spills and environmental Contd
damage from vehicular accidents.
(See 1-6 on disc)

K. There are no street lamps. It is pitch black at dark and dawn. Coupling
the Tack of light with fog and wildlife, it is an accident waiting to happen for
those unfamiliar with the hairpin tuens, and areas of one lane passage.

L. There are very few reflective markers to wam of change of roadway,
hairpin tumns, and icy conditions.
{See 1-3 on disc)

M. Daniels Creek can be a difficult or an impossible task during
emergencies to bring an ambulance or a fire truck for rescue.

N. There is “NO” fire department willing to save our homes out here. The
increased use, couple with the possibility of transporting flammable
materials for use in construction of the pipeline, and the construction of the
pipeline itself, multiplied by the dangerous road conditions is a license for
disaster. There Is no means to save our homes should an accidental fire
occur. Many of these homes are located a matter of feet from the roadway.
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1t is unconscionable that fire protection isn’t available to all of us on
Daniels Creek even now. Coos Bay should be shamed by such medieval
conditions. Increased use of this road would be a huge fire hazard without
means of rescue,

Once off Daniels Creek Road there is a new challenge ahead. The transport
vehicles and the construction crew trying to gain access to their Blue Ridge
Road construction site will now have the opportunily to traverse the Blue
Ridge turnoff, which is BLMroad 26 - 12 - 14.0.

‘The Blue Ridge turn off road has ail of the obstacles of Daniels Creek Road, oot
with two additions. It is steep. In some spots sheer cliff steep. The road is
undeveloped in the respect that it is merely gravel and mud. It is unsuitable
for any vehicle, It is suicide for a heavy truck, or a driver unaccustomed to
the conditions. The road is extremely unpredictable in it’s use. It does not
always remain open. Above all else for the people living on Daniels Creek
Road, in the winter, even with all of the unpredictability, it remains, our
only means of egress “when” one of the above described situations, ( items
A thru N), happens on Daniels Creek Road.

Once on Blue Ridge Road the topography maps speak for themselves. Itis
pristine old growth. It is sheer vertical drop. It is unsuitable, unsustainable,
and unconscionable. All of which the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission “can” and “has” attested to.

To the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, we commend your decision
“NOT” to use the Modified Blue Ridge Route, and sincerely hope it will be
uptield for all time.

Sipcerely, £
s

: 7

2 j,,» .\ f— \7 P o

& ety
ZKathi L. Windsor
David A. Schmidt
61433 Daniels Creek Road
Coos Bay, OR 97420
541-267-0482
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IND30-8  The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.
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IND32-1 Impacts on landowners whose property would be crossed by the
pipeline route, including effects on property values as well as the
possibility of eminent domain, are discussed in section 4.9.2.3 of
the DEIS.
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IND33-8  The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.
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IND34-5 See responses to comment letter IND1.
IND34-6 See responses to comment letter IND1.

D42 IND34-7 Impacts on old-growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.
Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are
discussed in section 4.7.
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IND35-6 See responses to comment letter IND1.
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Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are
discussed in section 4.7.
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Mary DeMocker, Eugene, OR

IND36-1

IND36-2

IND36-3

Safety is addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS. The reasons why
Jordan Cove selected Coos Bay as the location for its terminal are
discussed in section 3.3.1 of the EIS. Jordan Cove would be
required to design and construct its facilities to satisfy stringent
design standards and codes that provide design requirements for
geological conditions, including earthquakes and tsunamis. See
also response to comment IND6-2.

It is the Department of Energy, not the FERC, that regulates the
U.S. Energy policy. See response to IND6-1.

See response to IND1.
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Mary DeMocker, Eugene, OR

IND37-1

IND37-2

IND37-3

IND37-4

IND37-5
IND37-6

Climate change was addressed in section 4.14.3.12 of the DEIS.
Greenhouse gas emissions resulting from the Jordan Cove
Liquefaction and Pacific Connector Pipeline Projects (Project)
were discussed in section 4.12.1.4 of the DEIS.

Nowhere in the DEIS 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 an FEIS. Eminent
domain is discussed in section 4.9.2.3 of the DEIS. The U.S.
Congress decided to convey the power of eminent domain to
private companies that receive a Certificate from the FERC when
it passed section 7(h) of the NGA in 1947. The Commission
would make its finding of public benefit in its decision-document
Project Order. Impacts on ranch lands and farmlands are
addressed in sections 4.1.2.2 and 4.3.2.1 of the DEIS. Impacts on
homes are discussed in section 4.1.2.3. Impacts on forest are
addressed in section 4.5. Impacts on federally listed threatened
and endangered species are summarized in section 4.7.

As stated in Section 4.13 of the DEIS, the FERC does not
establish safety standards for pipelines; those standards are set by
the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT). It is outside the
authority of the FERC to revise or alter the DOT safety standards.

A 2012 study by the Energy Information Administration (EIA) of
the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) stated: “...U.S. natural gas
prices are projected to rise over the long run, even before
considering the possibility of additional exports.” Another 2012
study by NERA Economic Consultants for DOE found that the
nation is “...projected to gain net economic benefits from
allowing LNG exports.”

See response to IND1-2.

It is the Department of Energy, not the FERC, that regulates the
U.S. Energy policy. See response to IND6-1.
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Barbara Dickinson, Wolf Creek, OR
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Comment noted.

The impacts of LNG vessel marine traffic in the waterway to the
Jordan Cove terminal on the marine ecosystem are addressed in
sections 4.4 and 4.6 of the DEIS. The safe operation of the
Project is addressed in section 4.13 of the DEIS.

Socioeconomic impacts and benefits from this Project, as well as
environmental justice were addressed in section 4.9 of the DEIS.
Jordan Cove has signed agreements with Coos County and the
State of Oregon to provide local resources for the protection of the
communities near the LNG terminal.

The natural gas supplies for the Jordan Cove terminal would come
from the Rocky Mountain region and western Canada, transported
by the Pacific Connector pipeline through its interconnections
with GTN and Ruby, as stated in the DEIS. Currently, virtually
no natural gas is produced in Oregon. Nor will this Project obtain
natural gas from California. See response to IND1-3.

The U.S. Congress decided to convey the power of eminent
domain to private companies that receive a Certificate from the
FERC when it passed section 7(h) of the NGA in 1947. As
explained in the DEIS, the construction right-of-way would be
restored after pipeline installation, and landowners would be
compensated for any damages. The construction right-of-way
would be 95 feet wide. The Commission would make its decision
on public benefit in its Project Order.
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Gregory Zorn, Sutherlin, OR

IND39-1

The people elected via the voting process, the U.S. Congress,
passed the NGA. The NGA grants the FERC the authority to
review and regulate these types of projects. The NEPA process
required the production of an Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) for projects that 1) trigger a federal nexus, and 2) could
have significant impacts to the environment. FERC is complying
with the requirements of NEPA through the production of this
EIS.
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IND40-1 Effects on crabs and other species in the bay are discussed is
section 4.6.2.

Paotential Impact of
Jordan Cove LNG Terminal construction on

the Nursery Habitat of Dungeness crah.
December 2014
Sylvia Yamada Ph.D
yamadas@science.oregonstate.edu

The Dungeness crab (Cancer magister) supports an important commercial and sport fishery from
Alaska to California. Total annual landings in recent years exceeded 25,000 tons (55 million
pounds) (FAO statistics, 2012). In Oregon, the 2014 Dungeness fishing season yielded 14.4 million
pounds, $50 million to crabbers and an estimated $100 million to the Oregon economy {Oregon
Dungeness Crab Commission in Fisherman’s News On line). The Dungeness fishery is the most
valuable commercial fishery in Oregon (Rasmusen 2013).

The life cycle of Dungeness crab is complex, depending on both estuarine and near-shore habitats.
Typically, mating occurs in shallow water, and females migrate offshore to brood and hatch their
eggs. The early larval stages feed and rear in the near-shore water column, after which the final
larval stage rides tidal currents back to shore and settles out in shallow estuarine habitats. The
final larval stage molts into a ~5 -7 mm wide first crab stage. The highest densities of juvenile
Dungeness crabs are found in estuaries, which provide warm water, high biological productivity
and protection from predators. Sand substrate and eelgrass beds are preferred habitat for these
young crabs, which bury in the sand and hide in the eelgrass to escape predators. Size
measurements of crabs trapped at Russell Point in Coos Bay (below the Highway 101 McCullough
Bridge) show that Dungeness crabs in their first two years of life (100 mm carapace width and
smaller) are extremely abundant in the mid-to low intertidal areas such as pools and eelgrass beds
(Figure 1)

In my research documenting the status of the non-native European Green crab in Coos Bay, |
encounter young Dungeness crabs in all my study sites. |selected a sub-set of my sites closest to
the proposed Jordan Cove Energy Project: the north and south sides of Trans Pacific Lane and the
beach adjacent to the Roseburg Forest Product watchman’s booth. The results from over 600
trap-days, show that young Dungeness crabs are consistently abundant from 2002 to 2014 at all
sites, with an average catch of 15 per trap (Table 1). These trapping results confirm the findings by
Emmett and Durkin (1985) that estuaries are important nursery habitats for Dungeness crabs. This
needs to be kept in mind when the Trans Pacific Parkway is to be expanded and an upland area is IND40-1
to be cut out to create a berth for ocean-going vessels, Not only will the turbidity during the
construction phase be of concern to the ecological community, the on-going dredging to maintain
the berth and shipping channels will continue be a disturbance to the ecosystem. It will result in
habitat loss for native species, including the valuable Dungeness crab. In one study between 45 to
85 % of the Dungeness crabs died during a simulated dredging operation (Chang and Levings,
1978). Marine habitat modification by construction of the Jordan Cove Energy Project could
impact the important Oregon Dungeness fishery.
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IND41-1  The Project does not involve the hydraulic fracturing of shale
beds. See response to IND1-3. The Commission would determine
public benefit in its Project Order. The DOE already decided that

‘leLl.Ll-lf application should ke denled. Mors Jordan Cove may export LNG

feanene e HIEIES GELERESH SRstss 89 S S SE IND41-2  There is no evidence that the Project would result in higher
N domestic natural gas prices. See response to IND37-4. Safety is
SR SN T S, — addressed in section 4.13 of the DEIS. Potential impacts on the
nyeranlic ¥ . Southwest Oregon Regional Airport was discussed in section
4.10.1.4. See response to comment IND3-8. See response to

. e s s comment IND6-2. The DEIS addressed potential pipeline-related
i SORETHAG RS EATET, Ay SReT L AEAREAR impacts on private property owners in section 4.9.2.3, on forest in

o i e of i el R ok s D section 4.5.1.2, and on surface waterbodies in section 4.4.2.2.

After pipeline installation the construction right-of-way would be
restored and revegetated. However, a 30-foot-wide strip over the

As if we need more reasons. But, there are many. Here are nine more. Centerllne Would be kept Clear Of tl’eeS, Wthh Would be eqUIvalent
2. to a one lane road. The U.S. Congress decided to convey the

There is no American puklic kenefit in inecreasing our domestic natural

power of eminent domain to private companies that receive a
Certificate from the FERC when it passed section 7(h) of the
NGA in 1947. The Commission would make its decision on

HOAT2 public benefit in its Project Order. During LNG vessel transits
Coos Bay would not be closed. Read section 4.10.1.1 of the
DEIS. No jobs would be lost in manufacturing, timber, ranching,
farming, fishing, or recreation as a result of this Project (see
section 4.9 of the DEIS).

ceneflt In building 2 hazardous
ailrport r / in 2 tsunami
; putiing the of AMERICAN LI

There is ne American puklic of EMINENT DOMAIN for the

preofit cf a foreign energy ¢

6.
There is nc American

ands of American citizens
living in the .

Cove LNG Export
terminal and
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PLEASE DO THE RIGHT THING. Feor Cregon, for our people, and for the world.
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IND42-1  The FERC staff has been studying this Project for about ten years.
It is not fast-tracked. Public safety was addressed in section 4.13
of the DEIS. The Commission would determine public benefit in
its Project Order. The Klamath Falls area is not the most active
Jaldez disaster (walch wildlife area in the state. As a result of Reclamation’s Klamath
e e e 0 Project much of the Klamath Basin has been turned into
£le redopd for pRRlis ) agricultural land, with a loss of native wildlife habitat. The
Project is not near Crater Lake National Park.
. IND42-2  An assessment of other reasonable alternatives, including
g L alternative locations for the LNG facility, are discussed in Chapter
a refuge Lo milll 3 Of the DEIS
 he Crsler ake IND42-3  This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue
o oo Riverkeeper. See responses to IND1.
IND42-4 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue
Riverkeeper. See responses to IND1.
D4z IND42-5  This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue
Riverkeeper. See responsesto IND1.
rit infghtrl a IND42-6 This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue
unlivable climate change. -
1 . o o Riverkeeper. See responses to IND1.
Mztural gas is methane. A percentage of methane leaks unburned into the
nd pracassing for LNG. This nethane ; pes IND42-7  This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue
Riverkeeper. See responses to IND1.
fracking : B : cumulative impacts of fracking
FERC failed to consider the impacts of the LNG terminal being kuilt in
the earthguake bducticn zo and tsunami area oI Coos Bay. INBAZ:E
FERC failed to consid e long pipeline needed
to feed the or instance, FERC failed t B
impacts to wners who are facing eminent ¢
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FERC failed to consider an alternative t
southern Oreson to be built ) D428
IND42-9

IND42-9

wildlife that d
relet, and @che za

This appears to be based on a form letter drafted by Rogue
Riverkeeper. See responses to IND1.

Impacts on old-growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.
Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are
discussed in section 4.7.
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IND43 John and Polly Wood, Hood River, OR

IND43-1  This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.
IND43-2  This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.
IND43-3  This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.

John and Hood River, OR.
o 3 are Lhal Lt
amount of harm that Zracking, LNG
i atriotic or ecor

is no r
&

IND43-4  This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.
IND43-5  This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.
conaidar the IND43-6  This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.

The

NDA31 IND43-7 Impacts on old-growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.
Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are
discussed in section 4.7.
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in old-growth farests. FERC failed te fully nsider the impact to our
sndangerad wildlife that o d on thase forests, like the apobt ¥
maroled murrelel, and cche mon .

FERC should extend the comment period by abt least 30 dayz Lo give
e time to weigh in, and to be able to read the 5,000

project is teco big te give so little time for public input.
— See more at: http://wa cascwild.org/lng-comments/#sthash.mph8Ivvs.dpuf

IND43-7
Cont'd

IND43-8

IND43

Continued, page 2 of 2

IND43-8

The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.
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IND44-1

IND44

Michael Litt, Portland, OR

IND44-1

The U.S. Congress decided to convey the power of eminent
domain to private companies that receive a Certificate from the
FERC when it passed section 7(h) of the NGA in 1947. The
Commission would make its decision on public benefit in its
Project Order. Climate change was addressed in section 4.14.3.12
of the DEIS. GHG emissions resulting from the Project were
discussed in section 4.12.1.4 of the DEIS. The Project would not
encourage additional production of natural gas. See response to
comment CO1-1. See response to IND1-2. We examined the
potential to use renewal energy sources as an alternative to the
Project in sections 3.1.4 and 3.3.2.4.
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IND45-1 Impacts on habitat are addressed in section 4.5 of the DEIS.
Potential for wildfires are discussed in section 4.5.1.2.
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IND46-1 Comment noted.
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IND47-1 Comment noted.
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IND48-1 Comment noted.

| Bay, OR.
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a non-

srefit in my
region, T
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fuLure g
[ldent L
ne deukbt that this project will
community crisnted way LChat Jord

Thank you for the time and effort that has been spent on this very
important project for southwestern Oregon.

Sincerely,

nnie 3topher
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bled murrelet, and coho

IND50

Kaseja Wilder, Eugene, OR

IND50-1
IND50-2
IND50-3
IND50-4
IND50-5
IND50-6
IND50-7

This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.
This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.
This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.
This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.
This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.
This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.

Impacts on old-growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.
Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are
discussed in section 4.7.
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inpu

- See more at: http://www.cascwlld.org/lng-comments/#sthash.Dtg38glD.dpul

p stop this pipeline from going through.

IND50

Continued, page 2 of 2

IND50-8

IND50-8

IND50-9

| INDS50-9

The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.

The NEPA process required the production of an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for projects that 1) trigger a federal nexus,
and 2) could have significant impacts to the environment. FERC
is complying with the requirements of NEPA through the
production of this EIS.
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Charles B. Miller, PhD, Oregon State University

IND51-1

IND51-2
IND51-3

IND51-4

Fracking, or hydraulic fracturing, is used during exploration and
production of natural gas. As stated in our response to IND1-2,
the FERC does not regulate the exploration or production of
natural gas. In fact, fracking is not part of the Project; and
therefore, the environmental impacts associated with that activity
will not be analyzed in our environmental document. See
response to IND1-3.

See the response to IND1-1.

“Life-cycle” emissions from upstream and downstream sources
not regulated by the FERC are beyond the scope of this Project-
specific analysis, because the sources of natural gas upstream and
the customers for the LNG downstream are unknown, as
explained in section 1.4.4 of the DEIS. See response to IND1-1.

As acknowledged in section 4.2.1.1 of the DEIS, the Jordan Cove
LNG terminal is located in the vicinity of the Cascadia
Subduction Zone. Jordan Cove would design and construct its
facilities in a manner that takes geological conditions, such as an
earthquake, into consideration. See response to IND1-4.
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IND51-5 The commenter is correct that the Zhang analysis used mean high high
Earthquakes and Tsunami water (MHHW) as the initial condition for the tsunami inundation
. . - . o analysis while the CHE analysis used mean high water (MHW) analysis
Project engineers and geoengineering consultants evaluating the likely CS7, carthquakes .. . - .
that will impact the Project have selected categories suggested by the Oregon Department for the tsunami inundation anaIySIS. The reason this was done was that
ﬁf (ﬁ(il?gy e;_nd 1;-1iu3rz;111r(1]c1usu;cs EDOQMD&‘T}E? h?_ve- B back and forth bet\::m newly developed tsunami design requirements developed by the
¢ M1 (medivm) and L1 (large) categories of subduction “slip” as appropriate to the . . .. .
plant design and the impacts of the tsunami that would follow. Earthquakes expected American SOCIEty of Civil Englneers (ASCE) that were developeq after
from both the applied categories have “Moment magnitudes,” similar to Richter scale 2011 Tohoku Earthquake In Japan used MHW as the basis for
numbers, of 8.9 or 9.0. Such quakes are intensely violent, Zhang (2012) and Coastal & Pt S : H H
Harbor Engineering (CHE 2013, cited in 2014) have run tsunami models of the Coos Bay d_etermmmg tsunami inundation elevatlo_ns and MHHW (The elevation
by Zhang (2012) using the L1 category. Zhang also modeled the XL1 and XX1.1 difference between MHHW and MHW is 0.66 feet at the Jordan Cove
catogories (yes. these are T-shirt sizes). CIIE shitted the risk downward by using a tidal i i i i
stand of “mean high water (MHW)” as the initial arrival time, whereas Zhang used mean Slte)' The Comm.enter is also COfreICt that the CHE anaIySIS applleq al3
higher high water (MHHW). On the other hand, CHE added a “safety factor” of 1.3-fold factor to the project run-up elevation while the Zhang analysis did not.
to.predictec} run-up heights, so the results cam}ot be very d%ffere.nt (the Zhang results are This is because the Zhang study was performed prior to the ASCE
widely available, the CHE results [ can only find characterized in words at CHE 2014). . . .
requirements being developed while the CHE analyses were developed
The Zhang model results are not explicitly shown in the DEIS. They are shown in Considering the ASCE I’equirements, With I’egal’dS to the commenter
attached Figure 1. The projected run-up amounts to about 10 m or +30 feet. which, apart H :
from a 160 ft wall around the LNG storage tanks, is the tsunami from which the design prObIem ISsues, we have the fol IOWIng response.
i 54 Lyl i S s e e e 1. Jordan Cove proposes to construct the berth to -45 feet (plus 2 feet for
s il goes, it does not go nearly far enough. Problems: ’ A N N
D15 over dredging) which would accommodate the predicted withdrawal and

(1) The model’s incoming wave rises from a high tidal stand, and then returns to it. H
Initial waves of real tsunami inside embayments like Coos Bay do arrive without tsunami wave trough'
much initial outflow (unlike on adjacent beaches), but they are followed by arrival 2. We agree with commenter that debris impaCt is a real issue in the event
of the tsunami wave trough, which can drop water level as far below the tidal . . N .
stand as the initial wave was above it (Figure 2). Since the proposed LNG-carrier of a tsunami. In the case of the Jordan Cove tel’mlnal, the elevations are
mnorling basin will be only a !‘eu feet hr.‘llnw n‘:arTir.‘r drafi, a car‘r?cr will almost such that debris would be Stopped by the ground berm before reaching
certainly be grounded, potentially damaging its hull, propellers and rudder. . . .

(2) The incoming wave apparently moves off upstream to infinity and is gone. That process EqUIpment and the LNG Storage tanks. In add|t|0n, the mooring
could be a necessary simplification to make the modeling possible. However, real basin would genera”y protect any LNG vessel from impact from debris.
tsunami encounter narrowing and shoaling that tip the elevated water back
downstream. This rushing backflow carries debris from the prior earthquake: 3. As indicated in the DEIS, tsunamis are a series of events and one event
:;3::; tﬁv;::llfxl%;nlrus It is those unforgivingly solid objects that cause much could last 10 or 20 hours with several Signiﬁcant waves. But for design

(3) Real tsunami sequences are not just one wave (Figure 1). That is admitted in the purposes, it is the highest runup elevation that is important. That is what
I).I‘]..S, u? th extent lhk‘ll I|I\Lrly mmr\r'al:u to second and third wm’cu,. chu.rmj'lcrwud the CHE analySiS has used to pl’edict tsunami impaCt on the Jordan Cove
as decreasingly great, are given (pages 4-244 & 245), though not shown in the - . .

Zhang model. After both the 1964 Alaskan and 2011 Toholw, Japan, subduction terminal site. It should also be noted that the CHE anaIySIS results are
carthquakes, the series of waves actuallj!' continued from 10 to 20 hours. wave similar to those mapped values in the soon to be pUbllShed ASCE
aller wave, oflen with the greatest amplitudes many hours into the sequence. . .

(4) The DEIS should describe that horror sufficiently that appropriate fear is aroused tsunami maps bemg dEVEIOpEd by NOAA.
in the Project’s investors and citizens living it its vieinity. The event will begin . . . . .
with an earthquake likely to reach Mw = 8.3 to 9.0. Yes, there can be lesser 4. The CSZ seismic hazard has been considered in deVeIOplng the
carthquakes in the region, but the DEIS should examine the worst-case scenario. inundation elevations (See section 4.2.1.4 of the ElS)’ where it is

indicated that both 8.3 and 9.0 magnitude earthquake are considered in
5 developing the seismic hazard ground motions. The design tsunami
inundation levels are based on the same seismic hazard ground motion
levels.
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IND51 Continued, page 3 of 9

Iere in respect to point (4) just above is my preview. The shaking will move houses and
other buildings off their foundations, generating rubble trapping many people. Shaking at
accelerations up to 70% of gravity will throw people down, tip shelving onto them.
collapse roots and walls, open impassable faults in streets, break natural gas lines
(possibly including the PCGP) start fires, break water mains to fire hvdrants, and the list
goes on. All first responders and every other capable person will be fully occupied
dealing with the immediate crisis. Then comes the tsunami. Anybody who has not,
likely because they now cannot. departed for high ground can be swept away or drowned
while trapped against some barrier.

The potential impacts of a megaquake on industrial facilities dealing with dangerous
materials are clear from Gretel Ehrlich’s description of what happened at the Fukushima
nuclear plant in 2011:

“Not all waves are made of water. The workers described the earthquake as
coming in two intense waves, and by the time the second one started, the pipes
inside the Daiichi nuclear power plant that regulate the heat of the reactor and
carry coolant to it were bursting open.... Oxygen tanks exploded, and the wall of
the turbine building in reactor 1 cracked. A tangle of overhead pipes buckled.
Others jerked away from the walls. Minutes later, but before the tsunami wave
hit, the walls of reactor 1 began to collapse. A radiation alarm sounded and white
smoke was seen coming from the top of the reactor.”

Immediately atter a quake, the 24/7 emergency response teams at JCEP will be dealing
with a wide array of impacts, once they manage Lo pick themselves up ofT the lMoors of
their station. They will know that a tsunami will arrive in about 20 minutes, but before it
does there will be so many things to deal with under impossible conditions of electric
power outage, darkness, simultancous rain and wind. injured plant workers, ... that they
will be lucky to get the LNG-transfer arms detached from a moored NG carrier.

Actually, the tsunami will lift an LNG carrier moored in new the JCEP basin, since the
ship’s buovancy will pull out the bollards 1o which it is attached or it will break the
cables. LNG carriers will either run aground or drift in the enhanced flow. The notion
that tugboats are going to maneuver themselves and a carrier in the comings and goings
of tsunami Mow is a fantasy.

IND51-6

In the midst of all this, something on the ship or in the terminal is extremely likely to
break and release LNG, all the excellent anti-acceleration, earthquake engineering not
withstanding. With the isunami sequence, the causeway from Highway 101 (o the plant
will likely be gone or at least repeatedly covered with deep, moving water. The damaged
terminal will be isolated, likely for days. All that follows will just have to be accepted as
the will of Veresen investors and ol the stafl at FERC who approved construction of their
terminal.

Keep in mind that in March 2014 a very small explosion at a Plymouth, WA, LNG
storage facility shot a small chunk of shrapnel though its tank, forcing an area-wide

IND51-6

As stated in section 4.2.1.3, subsection, Tsunami Hazards, The
Emergency Planning and Response Team has reviewed and
approved the LNG vessel procedures for dealing with tsunamis.
This team includes, among others, the Coast Guard, ODE, Oregon
Marine Board, and Jordan Cove Experts.
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evacuation. The risk trom a megaquake affecting the JCEP terminal is the same in kind
but huge in comparison. Leaking LNG will evaporate into a suffocating methane cloud.
The DEIS claims that no LNG terminal fires occurred during the Tohoku quake and
tsunami. However. that quake reduced the Sendai Minato natural gas facility to uscless
rubble, and far from the epicenter in Chiba on Tokyo Bay the quake did crack tanks at an
LPG and LNG storage facility that ignited and burned (Figure 4) for eleven days resulting
in six deaths. LNG storage in megaquake territory is profoundly unwise. At JCEP there
will be no outside personnel available to fight an LNG fire.

The likely impacts of LNG leaks are listed in JCEP Resource Report 11 — Reliability and
Public Safety of May 2013, The main ones are from freezing induced by evaporating
LNG and suffocation. Fire is an obvious possibility, though somewhat specific ignition
conditions are required. somehow allowing the authors to brush it aside in the DEIS.
Look again at Figure 4; this is inadequate. Not much from Repori 1 is in the DEIS. Add
it and apply it to the not improbable megaquake and tsunami. Such damage to the plant
will be an environmental impaet of the first magnitude, particularly to plant staff and the
public. The improved text will strongly imply FERC’s responsibility to deny a Certificate
of Public Convenience and Necessity.

There is neither public convenience nor public necessity for an NG export terminal at
Coos Bay, Oregon. The environmental, social and eventual economic impacts are
unacceptable.

Continued, page 4 of 9

An oil refinery in Chiba burned following the quake. LNG was
not involved in the fire, liquefied petroleum gas (LPG) was. The
quake caused the fracture of many cross-braces on the support
legs of LPG Tank No. 364 (Fig. 2 and 3), which at the time was
not full of LPG, but water used to purge air from the tank for a
regulatory overhaul inspection. According to an August 2, 2011
report issued by the Cosmo Oil Co., Ltd., six people were injured,
one seriously. The initial quake, combined with the added weight,
caused the support cross-braces to fracture, and the subsequent
quake caused the support legs to buckle and the tank to collapse.
The tank was not designed to hold the added weight of the water
in an earthquake. According to a statement by an official at the
city's gas bureau, the Sendai LNG tanks were not damaged, but
compressors, meters and other electric control systems went down
after the quake, making it difficult to restart the facility within a
month.

Section 4.13.2.1 discusses the loss of containment of LNG and
mixed refrigerant liquid at cryogenic temperature. The liquid
release would be contained within the facility spill containment
system, including conveying trenches and impoundment sumps.
High concentrations of vapors that could cause asphyxiation
would only be in proximity of the spill containment systems.
Therefore, the hazards associated with cryogenic temperatures
and asphyxiation from these liquid spills and other releases would
not affect the public. Section 4.13.5.5 discusses impacts from
potential fires at the facility. Section 4.13.5 - LNG Facility Siting
Analysis includes information from Resource Report 11 and
subsequent data requests pertaining to the hazard analyses for the
proposed project.

The Commission would make its finding of public benefit in its
decision-document Project Order. The EIS is not a decision-
document.

IND51

IND51-7

IND51-8

IND51-9
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Continued, page 8 of 9

IND51-10

An oil refinery in Chiba burned following the quake. LNG was
not involved in the fire, liquefied petroleum gas (LPG) was. The
quake caused the fracture of many cross-braces on the support
legs of LPG Tank No. 364 (Fig. 2 and 3), which at the time was
not full of LPG, but water used to purge air from the tank for a
regulatory overhaul inspection. According to an August 2, 2011
report issued by the Cosmo Oil Co., Ltd., six people were injured,
one seriously. The initial quake, combined with the added weight,
caused the support cross-braces to fracture, and the subsequent
quake caused the support legs to buckle and the tank to collapse.
The tank was not designed to hold the added weight of the water
in an earthquake. According to a statement by an official at the
city's gas bureau, the Sendai LNG tanks were not damaged, but
compressors, meters and other electric control systems went down
after the quake, making it difficult to restart the facility within a
month.
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development are beyond the scope of this project. FERC does not

regulate these resources.
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Continued, page 3 of 23

IND52-2

Renewable energy options are discussed in section 3.1.4 of the
EIS. Because the Project’s purpose is to prepare natural gas for
export to foreign and domestic markets, the development or use
renewable energy technology would not be a reasonable
alternative to the proposed action.
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IND52 Continued, page 4 of 23

IND52-3

IND52-3  The potential for the proposed site to be subject to natural
hazards, including an earthquake, sea level rise, and tsunami, is
addressed at length in the EIS.

12/11/2014

violates Oregon LLand Use
Goal 7: Areas Subject to Natural Hazards

The Jordan Cove LNG Terminal Proposal

ER

5046

[ts site is subject, within its project life,

to submergence, and to impacts of an R-9.5
earthquake, from global warming sea level rise,
subduction earthquakes, and tsunami inundation.

20141211~
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IND52-5 Comment noted.
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IND52-6 Comment noted.
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IND52
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Comment noted.
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IND52-8 Comment noted.
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IND52-9 Comment noted.
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See

Jordan Cove has proposed a number of measures to augment these
services, and we have recommended additional measures.

services to support operation of the proposed LNG terminal.
discussion in section 4.13.7 of the EIS.

Continued, page 17 of 23
IND52-10 We have evaluated the ability of existing public facilities and
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Continued, page 18 of 23

IND52

LL=ESaN1

and

minimization,

mitigation measures designed to minimize adverse effects.

The DEIS includes extensive avoidance,

IND52-11
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IND52-12 Comment noted.
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IND52-13

IND52-13 We do not agree that agreements made at the Lima Climate
Change Conference ban the development of new LNG projects.

12/11/2014

ial})

Development of

Jordan Cove LNG,

or ANY new LNG projects
ANYWHERE IN THE WORLD, would
appear to violate expected

agreements at the [Lima Climate
Change Conference.

ER

ANY energy system consuming 75-80% of the energy
involved before use cannot deal with global warming.

20141211-50446
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IND52-14 Comment noted.
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20141211-5048

* Full information has not been made available to the public and the county. | nosz1s

l IND52-16

* The proposal fails to present and evaluate alternatives.

IND52-17

* The proposed LNG terminal site is unsafe.

* LNG represents a major threat to the safety and security of the county.

* LNG threatens the economic health of the county.

* LNG threatens the air, water, and natural environment of the county.

* LNG threatens the quality of life in Coos County.

I request that DLCD deny Jordan Cove’s Federal Consistency
Application under their Coastal Management Program.

IND52

Continued, page 23 of 23

IND52-15

IND52-16
IND52-17

The purpose of an EIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of
construction and operation of the project, including the effects on
the human environment. We believe that the DEIS effectively
documents these impacts.

Alternatives are presented and evaluated in chapter 3 of the DEIS.

Health and safety concerns are addressed in section 4.13 of the
EIS; impacts to the economy are addressed in section 4.9; impacts
to air quality area addressed in section 4.12; impacts to water are
addressed in 4.4; while impacts to the "natural environment" are
addressed in chapter 4 of the EIS.
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Barbara Gimlin, North Bend, OR

IND53-1

The wetland mitigation plan must be approved by the COE. The
COE is working with the applicant on their mitigation plans. The
suitability of the Kentuck Slough as a mitigation site is part of the
COE's analysis. Any approval by the Commission would be
conditioned upon obtaining a COE permit, as well as all state
permits.
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Continued, page 3 of 14

IND53-2

The commenter is correct that the applicants have filed multiple
CWM, each of which have some differences from previous
versions. These changes have resulted in part as a result of
requirements and requests made by the federal and state agencies
with authority over wetland mitigation (i.e., the COE, DSL, and
ODEQ). The COE, DSL, and ODEQ are currently reviewing the
CWM and may require additional measures or changes to the
plan. As a result, the CWM may change again. The final
compensatory wetland mitigation will be determined during by
the COE, DSL, and ODEQ during their 404 and 401 permit
process.
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IND53

Continued, page 4 of 14

IND53-3

The site is currently a tidal area so while modifications would be
needed these modifications should not be difficult to maintain as a
region as an intertidal and shallow subtidal region. There has
been an initial report addressing hydrology (West Consultants
2010. Jordan Cove Facility Mitigation Hydraulic Evaluation of
Kentuck Golf Course Restoration with New Bridge and Tide
Gates., part of Proposed Mitigation Concept for Intertidal Mud
Flats by David Evans and Associates Nov 4, 2010). There has
also been a sediment quality analysis of the region. The details
can be further defined in the local permitting process.
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IND53-4  The elevations are in different vertical datums; therefore, heights
are not the same.
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Continued, page 8 of 14

IND53-5

On February 3, 2015 Jordan Cove filed with FERC additional
information related to potential soil contamination from previous
activities at the proposed LNG terminal site (accession No.
20150203-5140). The FEIS has been updated where appropriate
to incorporate this information.
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IND53-6 See response to IND53-7.
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Continued, page 14 of 14

IND53-7

IND53-8

The site is currently a tidal area so while modifications would be
needed these modifications should not be difficult to maintain as
an intertidal and shallow subtidal region. There has been an
initial report addressing hydrology (i.e., West Consultants 2010;
Jordan Cove Facility Mitigation Hydraulic Evaluation of Kentuck
Golf Course Restoration with New Bridge and Tide Gates., part of
Proposed Mitigation Concept for Intertidal Mud Flats, by David
Evans and Associates Nov 4, 2010). Additionally the applicant
has conducted sampling of sediments in Kentuck Slough and
values are below screening levels of concern (see Sediment
Characterization Report Wetland Mitigation site Coos Bay
Oregon by GRI Feb 8, 2011, in attachment R53 of the Appendix
Q of the DEQ responses). There has also been a sediment quality
analysis of the region. The details for development of this site
will be further defined in the local permitting process.

Section 4.3 of the EIS includes description of the studies done at
the proposed site to characterize potentially contaminated upland
soils and discussion of Jordan Cove's proposed Unanticipated
Hazardous Waste Recovery Plan that would be implemented
during construction. Work would be conducted to avoid or
minimize release of toxins into the Bay. Compensatory wetland
mitigation work at Kentuck would be permitted in accordance
with the Clean Water Act and the State Removal-Fill laws and
Jordan Cove would have to comply with whatever measures are
imposed as a result of permit review through those laws.
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IND54-1  The environmental impacts and hazards associated with the
Project were addressed in the DEIS.
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Vanessa Friedman, Wolf Creek, CA

IND55-1
IND55-2

ya Friedman; Wolf Creek; CA.
dent of Scuthern
e state of cur environment an

Comment noted.

The economic benefits of the Project, including jobs, were
discussed in section 4.9 of the DEIS. The impacts of placing the
pipeline in the ground and transporting natural gas through the
pipe are addressed in chapter 4 of the DEIS. The DEIS concluded
that while there would be some limited adverse effects, those
impacts would be mitigated to non-significant levels. Safety was
covered in section 4.13. Congress decided to convey the power of
eminent domain to private companies that receive a Certificate
from the FERC when it passed section 7(h) of the NGA in 1947.

The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.
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IND56-1 See section 4.13 for risks associated with the Project.
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IND57

Robert Altaras, Ashland, OR

IND57-1

The Commission would determine public benefit in its Project
Order. Cumulative effects, including the effects on climate
change, are addressed in section 4.14 of the DEIS. Project-related
impacts on waterbodies were discussed in section 4.4. As
indicated in section 4.13, the risk of accidents is very low.
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clean and und
Klammath :'a;J.J

perscr.. ar..rr.al duction in scuthern U.e,cn J\ext the
pipeline travels thr national ferests that have few intained
access peints. Any fire caused by or accelerated by the natural gas being
transported would devastate landscape. I here are commenplace In
'I e largest fire in southern © histor \r was caused by
af the remste access areas spread and
& lan-:i.ssape endous secala. or so years later it is
just starting to rebound. Due to this rural and inhospitable landscape I
find it hard to imagine any company maintaining and preserving a adequate
level of safety in these remote locations with clean practices, many of
wd paths for the pipeline are inaccessible in the winter and
3 months.
The locatien of the export terminal in Coocs Bay would have an even
egative impact for the small leocalized economic gains feor this
ARlthough Coos bay is currently an economically depressed
boasts some of e most predestine landscapes and waterfowl
West o Many of these ecosystems are very fra
» also being some 1 the west coast 1n'i
possibly the world. Any w oposed power plant would
have detrimental 1 z 1ed and water guality in the area.
Cur current drou d without any water diversion.
cond legaLue impact will ke the leng term logical damage and
losses. More people th one would th v to these places
st. Many people come to view t"\n last few places tl
h}. civilization. Any water dive n or wate
r these last “clean zones” inhabitable for all
ver for example has cne of the healthiest Salmeon
the area, this px oposed project will be using the water
L . These are rivers and : 1@ that have nearly no
human impacts ag they flow from t rectly into these
and coastal w the bay
= 2 iv
e will instantl s
upon by other species including
hipping lane use here would affect the

reqgon

o

In conclusion, I am aware that we need to do something as a species
to address glehal pellutant levels. Having a Canadian company build a
pipeline to supply our Deomestic gas to Asia and China makes absclutely no
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