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IND58-1 Comment noted. 
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IND59 Michael Young, The Dalles, OR 
 
IND59-1 This appears to be based on a form letter. See the response to 

IND1. 
IND59-2 This appears to be based on a form letter. See the response to 

IND1. 
IND59-3 This appears to be based on a form letter. See the response to 

IND1. 
IND59-4 This appears to be based on a form letter. See the response to 

IND1. 
IND59-5 This appears to be based on a form letter. See the response to 

IND1. 
IND59-6 This appears to be based on a form letter. See the response to 

IND1. 
IND59-7 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. 

IND59-8 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND60 Elise Haas, Grants Pass, OR 
 
IND60-1 Southern Oregon does not have the last unpolluted wetlands and 

watersheds in the nation.  As section 4.14 of the DEIS pointed 
out, humans have been modifying the environment of Southern 
Oregon for thousands of years.  The ODEQ identified 35 
waterbodies that would be crossed by the Pacific Connector 
pipeline route that are currently considered to be impaired or have 
limited water quality (see section 4.4.2.2). 

IND60-2 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.   

IND60-3 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND60-4 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND60-5 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
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IND61 Chuck Erickson, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND61-1 Comment noted. 
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IND62 Ron Sadler, North Bend, OR 
 

IND62-1 Comment noted.  The DEIS is not a decision document.  The 
FERC’s decision whether or not to authorize the Project would be 
in the Commission’s Order, as explained in section 1.4.1 of the 
DEIS.  As stated in section 1.4, the purpose of the DEIS is to 
disclose to the public and decision makers the environmental 
impacts associated with the construction and operation of the 
Project.  See response to comment IND3-2. 
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IND62-2 The conclusion in the DEIS is about environmental impacts.  It is 

not a conclusion that the Project should be authorized.  As indicated 
in IND62-1, that decision rests with the Commissioners, and will 
not be made until after we have issued an FEIS.    

IND62-3 The DEIS presents the amendments that would be required in order 
to provide the public with an opportunity to review and comment 
on them. 

IND62-4 See the response to IND1-9.   
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IND62-5 We disagree.  The DEIS contains data that can be used to facilitate 

objective analyses.  Alternatives to the proposed action were 
presented in chapter 3. 
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IND62-6 The CEQ regulations for implementing the NEPA states (at 40 CFR 

1502.1) that an EIS should only “briefly” describe the purpose and 
need for a project, as we did in section 1.3.  That section also 
explained that the Commission would more fully address the need 
for the Project in its Order.  The decision whether or not to allow 
the export of LNG is made by the DOE, not the FERC, as explained 
in section 1.4.3.3. 
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IND62-7 We disagree.  Chapter 3 of the DEIS explains how we analyzed 

alternatives. 
IND62-8 We disagree.  Alternatives to the proposed action were discussed 

in chapter 3.  That section meets the standards outlined in the CEQ 
regulations at 40 CFR 1502.14.  Our reasons for rejecting certain 
alternatives to the proposed action are well justified.   
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IND62-9 Please see the discussion in section 4.14.2.2 for an explanation of 

how past actions contributed to the current conditions. See 4.14.2.3 
discusses the scope of the analysis.  Current conditions are 
disclosed in sections 4.1 to 4.12 of the DEIS. Cumulative effects 
on resources are disclosed in section 4.14.3. 

IND62-10 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. 

  

 W-619 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

IND62 Continued, page 9 of 13 
 
IND62-11 Drilling for natural gas is not considered an effect of the proposed 

action.  The FERC does not regulate natural gas exploration, 
production, or gathering activities, as explained in section 1.4.4 of 
the DEIS.  See the response to IND1-2. 

IND62-12 Jordan Cove’s analysis of various ports that it examined along the 
Pacific Coast of the United States can be found in section 10.3.4 of 
Resource Report 10, included with its May 21, 2013 application to 
the FERC.  Jordan Cove’s application in Docket No. CP13-483-
000 is a public document that can be viewed in electronic format 
on the internet through the eLibrary system of the FERC’s webpage 
(www.ferc.gov).  As stated in section 3.3.1 of the DEIS, our 
detailed analysis of potential West Coast alternative ports was 
included in section 3.3 of our May 2009 FEIS for the original 
Jordan Cove LNG import proposal in Docket CP07-444-000.  This 
document is also available for public viewing through the FERC 
webpage. 
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IND62-13 Information on the access channel is provided in section 2.1.1.2; 

information on dredging and disposal of dredged material is 
provided in 2.1.1.12 and in 4.4.2.1. The existing navigation channel 
is maintained by the federal government.  As stated in section 
4.4.2.1, the existing channel would be used as part of the waterway 
for the Project; it can accommodate tankers up to 148,000 cubic 
meters in capacity.  A new dredged channel would be created 
between the existing channel and the terminal marine slip.  As 
discussed in section 2.2.1, the Coast Guard would limit the size of 
tankers using the waterway to 148,000 cubic meters in capacity. 
Jordan Cove estimates that about 90 tankers would visit its 
terminal.  Maintenance dredging would continue to be required for 
the waterway. 

IND62-14 The Principal Power proposal was discussed in sections 3.3.2.4 and 
4.14 of the DEIS. The Principal Power proposal would be an 
independent action by a third party.  The Principal Power project 
has not been fully funded, and is one of seven projects seeking DOE 
grants.  The Jordan Cove LNG Project is not dependent upon or 
interlinked with the Principal Power project.  In fact, the Jordan 
Cove LNG Project could be built and operated without the 
Principal Power project if it is not funded.   
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IND62-15 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.”   

IND62-16 We disagree.  The DEIS is not a decision document.  No decision 
has been made yet whether or not to authorize this Project.  The 
Commission would make its decision in the Project Order.   
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IND62-17 A range of alternatives were analyzed in Chapter 3 of the DEIS.  

The decision document would be a Commission Order, not a ROD. 
IND62-18 See response to comment IND62-17.  Other LNG terminal are 

examined as alternatives in section 3.2.2 of the DEIS. 
IND62-19 While there are no headings that say Affected Environment or 

Current Conditions, the current conditions are discussed at 
considerable length for each resource in Chapter 4.  For example 
see the discussion on upland vegetation conditions on pages 4-28 
to 4-48. 

IND62-20 See responses to IND3-2 and IND62-16.  The DEIS is not a 
decision document.  The Commission will not make its decision 
until it issues its Project Order.  The DEIS does contain 
recommendations for conditions to be included in the Project 
Order.  The Order would be conditional.  If the Project is approved 
by the Commission, construction would not be allowed until after 
all the appropriate conditions have been satisfied.  In cases where 
access to the pipeline route was denied by landowners, surveys 
cannot be conducted until after the Commission has issued a 
Certificate, providing Pacific Connector with the power of eminent 
domain. 
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IND62-21 We disagree.  We have on-the-ground survey data for part of the 

pipeline route, and background information from literature reviews 
for the entire route.  Therefore adequate data exists for us to assess 
environmental impacts in the DEIS.  The EIS is a disclosure 
document that would allow the Commission to make an informed 
decision, including the selection of alternatives.  See response to 
IND62-17 and IND62-20. 

IND62-22 We disagree.  The DEIS meets the letter and spirit of the law and 
regulations implementing the NEPA.  See response to IND3-3. 
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IND63 Joseph Viani, Ashland, OR 
 
IND63-1 Applying water for dust control is a standard practice for forest 

roads. This is discussed in section 4.4.2.2, including the water 
sources. 

IND63-2 Section 4.6.2.3 concludes that sediment entering fish streams 
would be short-term and modeling indicates that sediment would 
likely be within the normal fall/winter turbidity levels within 300 
to 500 feet downstream of the crossing.  Crossings would typically 
be completed during the state-approved in-water work window.   

IND63-3 Impacts on landowners whose property would be crossed by the 
pipeline route, including effects on property values, are discussed 
in section 4.9.2.3 of the DEIS. 

IND63-4 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. 

IND63-5 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
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IND63-6 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND63-7 The US Coast Guard is responsible for regulating shipping in Coos 

Bay and in coastal waters.  Harbor costs are paid by the vessels 
using the harbor. 

 

 W-626 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

IND64 Jen Anonia, Cottage Grove, OR 
 
IND64-1 Comment noted. 
IND64-2 See the response to IND1-1 and IND1-2. 
IND64-3 See the response to IND1-4. 
IND64-4 See the response to IND1-5. 
IND64-5 See the response to IND1-7. 
IND64-6 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.   

IND64-7 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 

 

 W-627 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

IND65 Jennifer Reed, Ashland, OR 
 
IND65-1 Comment noted. Also, see the response to IND1-3. 
IND65-2 This is not a correct understanding.  See the response to IND1-4. 
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IND66 Mercedes Lackey, Claremore, OK 
 
IND66-1 See the response to IND1-4. 
IND66-2 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND66-3 See the response to IND1-2. 
IND66-4 See the response to IND1-3. 
IND66-5 See the response to IND1-5. 
IND66-6 See the response to IND1-7. 
IND66-7 See the response to IND1-7. 
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IND67 Joseph Bayley, Port Townsend, WA 
 
IND67-1 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND67-2 See the response to IND1-2. 
IND67-3 See the response to IND1-3. 
IND67-4 See the response to IND1-4. 
IND67-5 See the response to IND1-5. 
IND67-6 See the response to IND1-7. 
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IND67-7 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.   

IND67-8 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND68 Benton Elliott, Eugene, OR 
 
IND68-1 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND68-2 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND68-3 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND68-4 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND68-5 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND68-6 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND68-7 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.   

IND68-8 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND69 Kelly Caldwell, Portland, OR 
 
IND69-1 As stated on page 4-458 and 4-459, unwanted vegetation would be 

controlled mostly by mechanical means (mowing, cutting, and 
hand-pulling) with some spot use of herbicides.  No herbicide 
would be applied within 100 feet of a waterbody. 

IND69-2 As stated on page 4-458 and 4-459, unwanted vegetation would be 
controlled mostly by mechanical means (mowing, cutting, and 
hand-pulling) with some spot use of herbicides.  No herbicide 
would be applied within 100 feet of a waterbody. 

IND69-3 Section 4.4.2.2 (the Water Quality section) discusses Project effects 
on streams, including turbidity and sediment control due to pipeline 
crossings of streams.  Additional information on the effects on 
streams and fish is found in section 4.6 (Wildlife and Aquatic 
Species) and in 4.7 (Threatened, Endangered, and Other Special 
Status Species). 
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IND70 Rodney Bohner, Eugene, OR 
 
IND70-1 Comment noted. 
IND70-2 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND70-3 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND70-4 This appears to be based on a form letter.  See responses to IND1. 
IND70-5 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.   

IND70-6 The NEPA process required the production of an 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.  The DEIS assesses the 
impact that the project could have to environment.  In order to 
ensure that the EIS addresses all potential impacts, FERC is 
requesting comments from the public on the potential 
environmental effects, reasonable alternatives, and measures to 
avoid or lessen environmental impacts. The more specific your 
comments are, the more useful they will be.  Comments will be 
addressed in the FEIS. 
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IND71 Charles L. Thomas, Eugene, OR 
 
IND71-1 Comment noted. See the response to IND1-4. 
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IND72 Charles L. Thomas, Eugene, OR 
 
IND72-1 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.   

IND72-2 Comment noted. 
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IND73 Tom Bender, Nehalem, OR 
 
IND73-1 See chapter 3 for an assessment of alternatives.  The EIS discloses 

the environmental effects.  The Commission will use this 
information, as well as other studies, to determine if the Project is 
in the public interest. 

IND73-2 Please see the analysis of alternative export terminals, existing and 
proposed, in chapter 3. 
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IND73-3 See the response to IND1-4 concerning earthquake risks. Jordan 

Cove’s analysis of various ports that it examined along the Pacific 
Coast of the Unites State can be found in section 10.3.4 of Resource 
Report 10, included with its May 21, 2013 application to the FERC.  
Jordan Cove’s application in Docket No. CP13-483-000 is a public 
document that can be viewed in electronic format on the internet 
through the eLibrary system of the FERC’s webpage 
(www.ferc.gov).  As stated in section 3.3.1 of the DEIS, our 
detailed analysis of potential West Coast alternative ports was 
included in section 3.3 of our May 2009 FEIS for the original 
Jordan Cove LNG import proposal in Docket CP07-444-000.   This 
document is also available for public viewing through the FERC 
webpage, Dredging is discussed in section 4.4.2.1.  Effects on 
streams in section 4.4.2.2 and on fish that use those streams in 
section 4.6.2.3.  See section 4.13 for an assessment of safety risks.  
Table 4.13.9.2-2 of the DEIS shows the various causes of outside 
force incidents on natural gas pipelines as recorded by the USDOT 
between 1994 and 2013.  Included in these statistics is “intentional” 
damage, which would include an attack.  As shown in table 
4.13.9.2-2, there was one incident of intentional damage to natural 
gas pipelines during this time period, or 0.1 percent of all recorded 
incidents. Effects on property values are discussed in section 
4.9.1.3.See the response to IND1-1 for climate warming. 

IND73-4 See the analysis in chapter 3 for the reasons most of these terminals 
would not meet the objectives of this Project. Also see the 
discussion for Oregon LNG in 3.2.2.4, which the DEIS concludes 
would be an alternative.  The effects of that proposal are being 
analyzed in a separate EIS. 

IND73-5 The DEIS does not make any determination about public interest.  
See the response to IND1-6.  The statement that the DEIS does not 
disclose any negative effects from the Project is highly inaccurate. 
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IND73-6 See the response to IND1-5. 
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IND73-7 See the analysis in Chapter 3 for alternatives to this Project.  Note 

the discussion for Oregon LNG in 3.2.2.4, which the DEIS 
concludes would be an alternative.  The effects of the Oregon LNG 
and its associated pipeline are being analyzed in a separate EIS, the 
proposed extra work areas and other proposed facilities are 
addressed in that document. 

IND73-8 The DEIS was published November 2014, the Australian Oil 
Company proposal that it was considering developing an LNG 
terminal was announced in December of 2015, which is more than 
a month after the DEIS went to print.   

IND73-9 The opinion expressed in this comment is noted. 
IND73-10 Dredging a shipping channel is not a violation of the law.  The 

Estuary Restoration Act does not restrict dredging, it directs 
agencies to cooperate in restoration projects, which may include 
using dredged materials for wetland restoration and other beneficial 
uses.  The channel has been dredged for decades, as have numerous 
other shipping channels been. The effects from dredging for this 
project are addressed in section 4.4.2.1. 
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IND73-11 Comment noted. 
IND73-12 Section 4.9.1.4 discusses the Project effects on the economy and 

employment. 
IND73-13 The DEIS discloses the number of waterbodies that would be 

crossed or impacted (see sections 4.4 and 4.6).  See the 
recommendations that Pacific Connector filed stream crossing 
plans and designs before the end of the comment period. 
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IND73-14 While there are no headings that say Affected Environment or 

Current Conditions, the current conditions are discussed at 
considerable length for each resource in chapter 4.  For example, 
see the discussion on upland vegetation conditions on pages 4-28 
through 4-48. 

IND73-15 See the response to IND1-3. 
 

 W-642 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

IND73 Continued, page 7 of 15 
 
IND73-16 As stated in section 4.2.1.4 of the DEIS, the Jordan Cove Terminal 

site would undergo extensive earthwork and site improvement. 
Jordan Cove is proposing to utilize dynamic compaction and/or 
roller compaction to improve shallow zones and compaction 
grouting for the deeper zones. The earthquake ground motions used 
for design of structures and evaluation of geotechnical conditions 
consider the probabilities of large earthquake occurring on the 
Cascadia Subduction Zone.  See also the response to comment 
IND1-4. 
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IND73-17 The risks to human life and health are disclosed in section 4.13.2.  

Accidents that have occurred are discussed in that section.  
Worldwide, there are 23 LNG export (liquefaction) terminals, 58 
import (regasification) terminals, and 224 LNG ships, altogether 
handling approximately 168 million metric tons of LNG every 
year.  In the last 40 years 40 years there have been over 45,000 
LNG carrier voyages, covering more than 100 million miles.  
According to the U.S. Department of Energy, over the life of the 
industry, eight marine incidents worldwide have resulted in spillage 
of LNG, with some hulls damaged due to cold fracture, but no cargo 
fires have occurred.  Seven incidents not involving spillage were 
recorded, two from groundings, but with no significant cargo loss; 
that is, repairs were quickly made and leaks were avoided.  There 
have been no LNG shipboard fatalities. 

IND73-18 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 Granting 
Authorizations under Section 3 of the Natural Gas Act and Issuing 
Certificates for 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 this Project, 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 Federal Aviation 
Administration [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.”   

 

 W-644 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

IND73 Continued, page 9 of 15 
 
IND73-19 One purpose of a DEIS is to identify what additional information 

and analysis is needed.  This is then added to the FEIS and 
presented for public review.  See the recommendation in section 
4.10 1.2, on pages 4-839 and 840, that Jordan Cove file a revised 
transportation analysis for review and approval of OEP addressing 
parking and construction worker transportation from those lots to 
and from the construction site by bus or rail. 
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IND73-20 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.” 

IND73-21 Decisions by local governments to extend tax breaks are outside the 
scope of this FERC EIS. 

IND73-22 Section 4.9 includes estimates of employment and taxes that would 
result from the project.  Most jobs would be associated with 
construction.  Table 4.9.1.4-2 estimates 145 direct jobs and 445 
indirect jobs associated with operation of the terminal in Coos 
County.  The pipeline is estimated to create about 9 permanent jobs 
(page 4-816).  Tables in section 4.9 also disclose the number of 
construction jobs, which are considerably higher.  As for the 
comparison with Malin, we are not aware of an LNG terminal 
having been built in Malin. 
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IND73 Continued, page 11 of 15 
 
IND73-23 The EIS does not state that there are no West Coast terminals.  See 

the discussion in section 3.2.2, this section states that there are 2 
LNG facilities in Mexico and one in Alaska.  It also discusses 
proposed terminals in Canada and the U.S. 
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IND73 Continued, page 12 of 15 
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IND73 Continued, page 13 of 15 
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IND74 Cynthia Care, Talent, OR 
 
IND74-1 Comment noted. 
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IND75 Forrest English, Ashland, OR 
 
IND75-1 The 90-day period to comment on the DEIS was not extended past 

February 13, 2015. 
IND75-2 FERC accepted verbal and written comments at public open house 

meetings, and comments can be both mailed to the FERC or 
submitted electronically on the FERC website.  The public has been 
provided ample opportunities to comment on the project.  A FERC 
email address was not created for accepting comments. 

IND75-3 This submittal contained 370 separate signed letters, the majority 
of which are identical or near-identical copies of this first letter.  
Identical letters and those with non-substantive differences, as well 
as other duplicate letters, have not been individually coded, and 
have been removed from this EIS appendix.  Those letters that had 
substantial differences from this initial letter were coded separately 
within this submittal and are presented in this Appendix to the EIS.  
The complete filing, which contains all identical letters as well as 
all 370 signatures, can be accessed on the E-Library under 
accession number 20141219-5259. 
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IND75 Jim Wells, Eugene, OR 
 
IND75-4 The 90-day period to comment on the DEIS was not extended past 

February 13, 2015. 
IND75-5 The EIS does not claim that all impacts would be "easily 

mitigated".  The federal, state, and local permits would be 
contingent on the implementation of all permit requirements 
including mitigation. 
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IND75 Doug Viner, Ashland, OR 
 
IND75-6 The 90-day period to comment on the DEIS was not extended past 

February 13, 2015. 
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IND75 Johanna Harman, Talent, OR 
 
IND75-7 The 90-day period to comment on the DEIS was not extended past 

February 13, 2015. 
IND75-8 FERC accepted verbal and written comments at public open house 

meetings, and comments can be both mailed to the FERC or 
submitted electronically on the FERC website.  The public has been 
provided ample opportunities to comment on the project.  A FERC 
email address was not created for accepting comments. 
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IND75 Robert Bezy, Ashland, OR 
 
IND75-9 Comment noted. 
IND75-10 The 90-day period to comment on the DEIS was not extended past 

February 13, 2015. 
IND75-11 FERC accepted verbal and written comments at public open house 

meetings, and comments can be both mailed to the FERC or 
submitted electronically on the FERC website.  The public has been 
provided ample opportunities to comment on the project.  A FERC 
email address was not created for accepting comments. 
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IND75 Paul Howard, Stacy Drake, Corvallis, OR 
 
IND75-12 We are not aware of any plans to transport the volume of natural 

gas required for the terminal to Coos Bay by truck or rail.   
IND75-13 See chapter 3 for a discussion of alternatives to the proposed route. 
IND75-14 The 90-day period to comment on the DEIS was not extended past 

February 13, 2015. 
IND75-15 FERC accepted verbal and written comments at public open house 

meetings, and comments can be both mailed to the FERC or 
submitted electronically on the FERC website.  The public has been 
provided ample opportunities to comment on the project.  A FERC 
email address was not created for accepting comments. 
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IND76 Laura Dorbuck, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND76-1 Comment noted. See the response to IND1-5. 
IND76-2 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.   

IND76-3 Impacts to threatened and endangered species is addressed in 
section 4.7 of the DEIS.  Impacts on Federal lands is addressed in 
section 4.1 of the DEIS. 
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IND76 Continued, page 2 of 3 
 
IND76-4 See the discussion on stream crossings in section 4.6. 
IND76-5 See the response to IND73-16. 
IND76-6 Emissions from the Jordan Cove facility are disclosed in section 

4.12.1.1.  Table 4.12.1.1-6 gives the combined emissions from the 
terminal, power plant, marine vessels, and nearby major sources of 
SO2. For SO2 and other pollutants, total combined impacts are well 
below EPA's national ambient air quality standards. 

IND76-7 Facility safety is addressed in section 4.13. 
IND76-8 The plant would emit an estimated 1,538,170 tons per year, see 

table 4.12.2.4-2.  The entire project, including the pipeline, vessels, 
compression stations, and other facilities, would add another 
562,583 tons per year. 

IND76-9 Comment noted. 
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IND76 Continued, page 3 of 3 
 
IND76-10 For SO2 and other pollutants, total combined impacts are well 

below EPA's national ambient air quality standards.  Refer to 
section 4.13.5 for a discussion or pipeline and terminal risks and 
the measures being implemented to reduce these risks. 
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IND77 Joseph Patrick Quinn, Camas Valley, OR 
 
IND77-1 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND78 Anonymous 
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IND78 Continued, page 2 of 5 
 
IND78-1 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. 

IND78-2 See the response to IND78-1 above. 
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IND78 Continued, page 3 of 5 
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IND78 Continued, page 4 of 5 
 
IND78-3 See the response to comments IND78-1 and CO34-15. 
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IND79 Jenna Crae, Roseburg, OR 
 
IND79-1 See the response to IND1-3. 
IND79-2 See the response to IND1-2. 
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IND79 Continued, page 2 of 2 
 
IND79-3 Effects to listed species are discussed in section 4.7. 
IND79-4 See the response to IND73-16. 
IND79-5 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.” 
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IND80 Tim Ryan, Days Creek, OR 
 
IND80-1 Comment noted. 
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IND81 Tim Ryan, Days Creek, OR 
 
IND81-1 Comment noted. 
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IND82 Sarah Shmigelsky, Eugene, OR 
 
IND82-1 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND82-2 See the response to IND1-2. 
IND82-3 See the response to IND1-3. 
IND82-4 See the response to IND1-4. 
IND82-5 See the response to IND1-6. 
IND82-6 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.   

IND82-7 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND83 Jim Britton, Jacksonville, OR 
 
IND83-1 Comment noted. 
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IND84 Ervin and Mitzi Sulffridge, Winston, OR 
 
IND84-1 Comment noted. 
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IND85 Kay Kendall, Ashland, OR 
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IND85 Continued, page 2 of 2 
 
IND85-1 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND86 Ryan Navickas, Prospect, OR 
 
IND86-1 Comment noted. 
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IND87 John Stadter, Eugene, OR 
 
IND87-1 Comment noted. 
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IND88 Paul Ancell, Shady Cove, OR 
 
IND88-1 Refer to section 3.4.1 for a discussion of the all highway alternative 

route. 
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IND89 Janet Ievins, Talent, OR 
 
IND89-1 See the response to IND1-3. 
IND89-2 See the response to IND1-4. 
IND89-3 See the response to IND1-7. 
IND89-4 Special pipeline construction techniques are discussed in section 

2.4.2.2 of the EIS.  The rock composition and formation was a 
consideration in selecting the type of crossing technique.   

IND89-5 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND90 J. Kreuzer, Ashland, OR 
 
IND90-1 Comment noted. 
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IND91 John & Arlene Stiff, Medford, OR 
 
IND91-1 Comment noted. 
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IND92 Gerald Notch, Central Point, OR 
 
IND92-1 Comment noted. 
IND92-2 Comment noted. 
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IND93 Mary S. Neuendorf, Salem, OR 
 
IND93-1 See the response to IND1-4. 
IND93-2 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.   

IND93-3 See the response to IND1-7. 
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IND94 Frances Rominski, Portland, OR 
 
IND94-1 Comment noted.  See section 3.4.2.7 for a discussion of alternatives 

for crossing the Oregon Women's Land Trust. 
IND94-2 For eminent domain see the response to IND1-5.  See section 

3.4.2.7 for a discussion of alternatives for crossing the Oregon 
Women's Land Trust. 

IND94-3 See the response to IND1-7. 
IND94-4 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.   

IND94-5 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND95 Gail Roudenbush, Portland, OR 
 
IND95-1 Comment noted.  See section 3.4.2.7 for a discussion of alternatives 

for crossing the Oregon Women's Land Trust. 
IND95-2 For eminent domain see the response to IND1-5.  See section 

3.4.2.7 for a discussion of alternatives for crossing the Oregon 
Women's Land Trust. 

IND95-3 See the response to IND1-7. 
IND95-4 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.   

IND95-5 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND96 John Dailey, Medford, OR 
 
IND96-1 Comment noted. 
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IND96 Continued, page 2 of 2 
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IND97 Terry Brown, Talent, OR 
 
IND97-1 Comment noted. 
IND97-2 The effects of the Project on jobs, including temporary jobs, is 

addressed in section 4.9. 
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IND98 Tim Ryan, Days Creek, OR 
 
IND98-1 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.   
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IND99 Darlene Steffani, Ashland, OR 
 
IND99-1 Comment noted. 
IND99-2 The FERC cannot speculate as to the motives of a foreign 

government and has no authority over foreign governments.  
FERC's role in this process is to evaluate the application submitted 
to the FERC by the project's proponent. 
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IND100 Jere C. Rosemeyer, Eugene, OR 
 
IND100-1 See the response to IND73-16. 
IND100-2 See the response to IND1-2. 
IND100-3 See the response to IND1-1. 
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IND102 Emmalyn Garrett, Bandon, OR 
 
IND102-1 See the response to IND1-4. 
IND102-2 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND102-3 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND103 Mary Curtis, Ashland, OR 
 
IND103-1 The Commission would make its finding of public benefit in its 

decision-document Project Order. 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. 

IND103-2 Comments about production from oil sands 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 has 
regulates the U.S. Energy policy.  See response to IND6-1 and 
IND1-3. 

IND103-3 An assessment was completed for each proposed HDD crossing; 
based on these assessments, some HDD crossings were eliminated 
from consideration.  These are presented in an appendix to resource 
report 3, which is available on FERC's e-library. 

IND103-4 Impact to recreation are addressed in section 4.8.1 of the EIS, 
impact to socioeconomic conditions are addressed in section 4.9, 
while impacts to salmon are addressed in section 4.6. 
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IND104 Karol Strane, Rogue River, OR 
 
IND104-1 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND105 Tom Hall, Medford, OR 
 
IND105-1 Comment noted. 
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IND106 Tim Latendresse, Jacksonville, OR 
 
IND106-1 Comment noted. 
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IND107 Jerry Havens (University of Arkansas) and James Venart 
(University of New Brunswick) 

 
IND107-1 Comment noted. 
IND107-2 Section 4.13.2.1 discusses the loss of containment, vapor 

dispersion characteristics, flammability, and the ability to produce 
damaging overpressures associated with the pretreatment, the 
fractionation, and liquefaction at the proposed facility.  In the 
hazard analyses, Jordan Cove used modeling softwares (PHAST 
6.7 and FLACS 9.1) approved by the Department of 
Transportation's Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety 
Administration (PHMSA) in October 2011.  Section 4.13.5 
discusses the results of the overpressure hazards pertaining to the 
pretreatment, the fractionation, and liquefaction at the proposed 
facility. 

IND107-3 Staff analyzed the potential cascading events by reviewing 
equipment that may allow pressure buildup and subsequently be 
damaged due to potential fires and explosions.  The discussion of 
cascading events can be found in Section 4.13.2.1 and 4.13.5.6.  
The discussion of LNG safety research at the direction of Congress 
is included in Sections 4.13.6.2 and 4.13.6.3. 
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IND107 Continued, page 2 of 27 
 
IND107-4 FLACS and PHAST have been scientifically assessed, verified, and 

validated for modeling LNG vapor dispersion for siting purposes.  
The discussion of the models and approvals can be found in Section 
4.13.5.3.    

IND107-5 Section 4.13.5.3 discusses the vapor fences at the proposed facility.  
Jordan Cove used FLACS to predict the distance to the 1/2 LFL for 
the LNG and mixed refrigerant releases.  Jordan Cove performed a 
wind speed sensitivity study to determine the longest downwind 
distance the vapor cloud could travel.  FLACS is a 3-D CFD 
modeling software that allows the input of structures such as 
storage tanks, vessels, pipe racks, and vapor fences. Also, see 
response to IND107-4. 

IND107-6 We recognize the new hazards associated with the liquefaction 
facilities and discussed them in Section 4.13.2.1.  This section 
discusses the loss of containment of equipment that stores and 
handles refrigerants, vapor dispersion of toxic and flammable 
components, cascading events, and overpressures from confined 
and unconfined refrigerant vapor clouds.   The discussion of LNG 
safety research at the direction of Congress is included in Sections 
4.13.6.2 and 4.13.6.3. 
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IND107 Continued, 3 of 27 
 
IND107-7 The hazards associated with storage and handling of methane, 

heavier hydrocarbons including ethylene, propane, pentane, and 
amines are discussed in Sections 4.13.2.1 and 4.13.5. 

IND107-8 The hazards associated with storage and handling of methane and 
other hazardous fluids are discussed in Sections 4.13.2.1 and 
4.13.5. 
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IND107 Continued, page 4 of 27 
 
IND107-9 Staff reviewed the design proposed by Jordan Cove for adequate 

layers of protection and safeguards to reduce the risk of a 
potentially hazardous scenario from developing into an event that 
could impact the off-site public.  These layers of protection include: 
control systems; safety-instrumented prevention systems; physical 
protection systems; site security measures; and on-site and off-site 
emergency response.  In the event that these various layers of 
protection fail to prevent a release scenario from expanding, Jordan 
Cove performed hazard analyses that included vapor dispersions of 
flammable and toxic substances, thermal radiation from pool fires, 
and overpressures due to confined and unconfined vapor cloud 
explosions.  Staff reviewed these hazard analyses and concluded 
they would not have a significant impact on public safety.  In 
addition, see responses to IND107-11 through IND107-15. 

IND107-10 The schedule and scope of the EIS analysis complies with all NEPA 
requirements and regulations. 

IND107-11 Table 4.13.5.3-1 in the EIS shows the release hole sizes range from 
2-inch to 36-inch for LNG scenarios.   Table 4.13.5.3-2 shows the 
release hole sizes range from 2-inch to 5-inch for other hazardous 
fluids.  Jordan Cove performed sensitivity analyses for hole sizes 
at each release location to determine the longest vapor dispersion 
distance.  The methodolgies chosen by Jordan Cove for the design 
spills were reviewed by PHMSA staff and deemed to be 
appropriate for the specific design of the proposed facility. 

IND107-12 See response to IND107-4. 
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IND107 Continued, page 5 of 27 
 
IND107-13 A recommendation has been included in Section 4.13.3 related to 

this issue. 
IND107-14 See response to IND107-3. 
IND107-15 While an unconfined heavy hydrocarbon vapor cloud may explode, 

overpressures from vapor cloud explosion are strongly dependent 
on the degree of congestion within the flammable cloud region.  
Jordan Cove assumed the ignition point would be in the most 
congested area.  This assumption resulted in the longest distance to 
the 1/2-psig overpressure.  The discussion of overpressures due to 
ignition of flammable vapor clouds and cascading effects can be 
found in Section 4.13.5.4. 

IND107-16 The methodology to determine design spills are described in 
Section 4.13.5.2.  In addition, the ship unloading/loading flow rates 
depend on the size and capacity of each facility.   
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IND107 Continued, page 5 of 27 
 
IND107-17 See response to IND107-04.  Approval of alternative models is 

subject to the PHMSA. 
IND107-18 See response to IND107-19 for validation of LNGFIRE3 and use 

for tank top fires.  See response to IND107-13 for discussion of 
cascading failures. 
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IND107 Continued, page 9 of 2 
 
IND107-19 LNGFIRE3 has been scientifically assessed, verified, and validated 

for modeling LNG pool fires.  Specifically, LNGFIRE3 uses a the 
solid flame model approach, which is currently the most commonly 
used methodology to model thermal radiation hazards for large 
open hydrocarbon fires. The solid flame approach approximates the 
geometric shape of a fire as a tilted cylinder, parallelepiped, or 
other simple geometry with characteristics based on experimentally 
derived values and correlations for mass burning rate, flame height, 
flame tilt, and flame drag. Corresponding geometric view factors 
for the simplified geometric shape and correlations for the surface 
emissive power (SEP) and atmospheric transmissivity are then 
multiplied together to estimate thermal radiation intensity at a 
specified distance.  FERC staff conducted a detailed study, 
“Recommended Parameters for Solid Flame Models for Land 
Based Liquefied Natural Gas Spills,” Issued January 23, 2013 in 
Docket AD13-4-000 (eLibrary Accession Number: 20130123-
4002), evaluating the commentor’s concerns, including the effect 
of higher elevations on wind speed and flame drag, the potential for 
higher surface emissive powers, and a sensitivity analysis for 
various other parameters.    FERC staff concluded while 
LNGFIRE3 under-predicts the mass burning rate, flame length, and 
the mean surface emissive power for large scale LNG fire tests, 
predicted distances to radiant heat levels are still close in agreement 
with the measured values from the experiments. This is primarily 
due to the over-prediction of the view factor inherent in the solid 
flame model representation of the flame as a cylinder. FERC staff 
concludes that LNGFIRE3, as currently prescribed by 49 CFR Part 
193, is appropriate for modeling thermal radiation from LNG pool 
fires on land, including tank-top fires, and is suitable for use in 
siting on-shore LNG facilities.   

IND107-20 Potential for cascading events, including BLEVEs, and 
overpressures due to vapor cloud explosions are discussed in 
Sections 4.13.5.4 and 4.13.5.6.  EPA is a cooperating agency for 
the EIS. 
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IND109-21 As discussed in Section 4.13.4, OSHA and EPA regulations are not 

applicable to facilities regulated under 49 CFR 193.  The design 
spills under 49 CFR 193 are discussed in Section 4.13.5.2 and the 
resultant vapor cloud explosions are discussed in Section 4.13.5.2. 
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IND107-22 See response to IND107-05. FLACS allows the input of 

geographical elevations and structures such as storage tanks, 
vessels, pipe racks, and vapor fences.  The physical characteristics 
of the vapor fences were inputted into FLACS to represent the 
vapor fences to be installed at the property.  The results of the 
FLACS modeling, with the vapor fences included, showed the 
vapor dispersion exclusion zones and overpressure distances do not 
extend beyond property under Jordan Cove's legal control. 

IND107-23 Discussion of the potential for unconfined LNG vapor cloud can be 
found in 4.13.2.1.   
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IND107-24 PHMSA has promulgated the safety regulations for LNG facilities 

including siting.  As indicated in the October7, 2011 final decision 
on the approval of FLACS vapor gas dispersion model, FLACS 
was approved by PHMSA to predict maximum arc-wise 
concentrations for releases that disperse over obstructions, such as 
vapor fences.  The discussion of the overpressure from an 
unconfined vapor cloud explosion can be found in Section 4.13.2.1. 
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IND107-25 We have included a recommendation for Jordan Cove to address 

the possibility of a flammable vapor cloud dispersing under the 
LNG storage tanks. 

IND107-26 Jordan Cove would be required to develop an Emergency Response 
Plan to include coordination between the terminal and the LNG 
vessel in the event there is an emergency at the proposed facility. 
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IND107-27 See the responses to IND107--24, -25, and -26. 
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IND107-28 For the overpressure analyses, the ignition locations within the 

flammable cloud were selected in order to maximize the path 
available for flame propagation (and acceleration) within the 
congested area.  The release locations were picked to be in the 
most-congested area of each liquefaction train.  With choosing the 
most congested area of the liquefaction trains and the maximum 
distance between the release and ignition locations, we believe 
Jordan Cove modeled the worst-case scenarios possible for 
overpressure analyses at the proposed facility. 

IND107-29 As discussed in Section 4.13.5 of the EIS, damaging overpressure 
from ignition of a LNG vapor cloud is highly unlikely.  Also, see 
the response to IND107-23 and IND107-25. 
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IND107-30 We have added a discussion as well as a recommendation for 

Jordan Cove to demonstrate the LNG storage tanks can withstand 
overpressures from ignition of design spills.   
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IND107-31 See response to IND107-24. 
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IND107-32 As discussed in Section 4.13.8, based on our analysis and 

recommended mitigation, we believe that the facility design 
proposed by Jordan Cove includes acceptable layers of protection 
or safeguards which would reduce the risk of a potentially 
hazardous scenario from developing into an event that could impact 
the off-site public. 
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IND108 V.N. Syverson, Medford, OR 
 
IND108-1 Comment noted. 
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IND109 James S. Hutchinson, Ashland, OR 
 
IND109-1 Comment noted. 
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IND110 Cynthia D. Lord, Ashland, OR 
 
IND110-1 Comment noted. 
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IND111 Gary Woodring, Jackson County, OR 
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IND111-1 Comment noted. Whether the Project is in the public interest has 

not yet been determined.  The Commission will determine this 
based on the FEIS and other analyses. 

IND111-2 Jordan Cove is the name of the proposed terminal and of the 
company that has applied to construct and operate the terminal.  
The USGS map we reviewed list the name of the cove as Jordan 
Cove, which is directly west of Jordan Point. 

IND111-3 Comment noted. 
IND111-4 See the response to IND1-9. 

 W-730 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

IND112 Tim Ryan, Days Creek, OR 
 
IND112-1 If the landowner and the company can't agree on the easement 

terms the value is determined by the court. See section 4.9.2.3. 
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IND113 Unreadable, Selma, OR 
 
IND113-1 Comment noted. 
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IND114 Janet Ryall, Sutherlin, OR 
 
IND114-1 Comment noted. 
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IND115 Curtis and Melissa Pallin, Coos Bay, OR 
 
IND115-1 Comment noted. 
IND115-2 Pipeline safety is addressed in section 4.13, Risks due to seismic and 

geologic hazards are discussed in section 4.2.2. 
IND115-3 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 footnote d 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. 

IND115-4 If the pipeline parallels a public roadway, the pipeline would not be 
placed directly beneath the road surface.  In this situation the pipeline 
would be offset from the roadway or road easement such that operation 
and maintenance of the roadway and the pipeline would not 
interfere.  Where the pipeline would make a perpendicular crossing of 
a public roadway, the pipeline crossing must be permitted by the 
appropriate authority (e.g. state DOT or county public works 
department).  Typically, these regulating authorities require a 
perpendicular crossing of a public roadway to be designed to account 
for existing and expected future traffic loads and roadway 
maintenance, and no restrictions on future traffic would be required. 

IND115-5 Liquefaction is addressed for the terminal in section 4.2.1.3 and for the 
pipeline in section 4.2.2.1. 

IND115-6 Safety is addressed in section 4.13.9.  As noted in that section, there 
are over 300,000 miles of gas transmission pipelines. Most serious 
incidents involve older pipelines.  As noted on table 4.13.9.3-2, 2 out 
of 123,706 accidental deaths were due to pipeline accidents. Deaths 
due to motor vehicle accidents are more than 20,000 times as great, 
deaths due to fires more than 1,500 times as great. 

IND115-7 Effects on farming are disclosed in section 4.1.2.2.  As noted in that 
section, approximately 1,047 acres of agricultural land would be 
affected. Pacific Connector would negotiate with landowners and 
provide compensation of crop losses during construction. The topsoil 
would be saved and replaced after construction and any damages to 
irrigation, fences, or other facilities would be repaired.  Shallow-rooted 
crops can be grown inside the50-foot right-or-way.  There would be no 
restrictions on deep-rooted crops on rest of the property would not be 
affected. 
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IND116 Alice Goodman, Burien, WA 
 
IND116-1 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND116-2 See the response to IND1-2. 
IND116-3 See the response to IND1-3. 
IND116-4 See the response to IND1-4. 
IND116-5 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. 

IND116-6 See the response to IND1-7. 
IND116-7 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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IND116-8 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND117 Craig Stillwell, Medford, OR 
 
IND117-1 Comment noted. 
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IND118 Cindy Boersma, Ashland, OR 
 
IND118-1 General effects on fish and other aquatic resources are discussed in 

section 4.6.2.  Effects on listed species, including salmon, are 
presented in section 4.7.1.3. 

IND118-2 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND118-3 The DOE, not the FERC, regulates the export of LNG.  Also, see 

response to IND1-3. 
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IND119 Dee Perez, Medford, OR 
 
IND119-1 Comment noted. 
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IND120 Debbie Kappel, Days Creek, OR 
 
IND120-1 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND120-2 See the response to IND1-3. 
IND120-3 See the response to IND1-4. 
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IND120-4 Comment noted. 
IND120-5 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.   

IND120-6 See the response to IND1-7. 
IND120-7 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
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IND121 Kat Mallams, Central Point, OR 
 
IND121-1 See the response to IND1-3. 
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IND121-2 The section of the NEPA referenced in this comment also states 

that Federal Government decisions must also consider and be 
consistent with other national policy.  The EIS has been prepared 
to meet the guidelines outlined by the Council of Environmental 
Quality in their regulations implementing the NEPA at Title 40 
CFR Parts 1500-1508, and the Commission’s regulations at 18 
CFR 380.   

IND121-3 See section 4.13.9.1 for safety standards, see 4.13.9.2 for pipeline 
accident data. See 4.13.9.3 for pipeline construction impacts on 
public safety. See the response to IND1-4 for earthquake risks.  See 
the response to IND1-3 in relation to fracking. 
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IND122 Bill Walsh, Eagle Point, OR 
 
IND122-1 The EIS discloses environmental effects, it is not a decision 

document.  The Commission will determine whether to approve or 
deny the project. Projects that cannot comply with FERC's 
requirements, follow FERC's Plans and Procedures, and comply 
with state and federal laws and regulations, including the 
requirements of NMFS and the FWS in their Biological Opinions, 
do not get built. 
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IND123 Julia Sommer, Ashland, OR 
 
IND123-1 Comment noted.  General effects on fish and other aquatic 

resources are discussed in section 4.6.2.  Effects on listed species, 
including salmon, are presented in section 4.7.1.3 

IND123-2 See the response to IND1-1. 
IND123-3 Comment noted. Refer to section 4.9 for a discussion on temporary 

and permanent jobs associated with the Project. 
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IND124 Karol Strane, Rogue River, OR 
 
IND124-1 The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments 

on the DEIS past February 13, 2015. 
IND124-2 Comment noted.   
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IND125 Tom Martin, North Bend, OR 
 
IND125-1 Comment noted. 
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IND126 Evalyn Lemon, Canyonville, OR 
 
IND126-1 Comment noted. 
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IND127 Richard Turner, Roseburg, OR 
 
IND127-1 Comment noted. 
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IND128 Larry Thompson 
 
IND128-1 Comment noted.  The DEIS does not state that the Project would 

result in the public benefit.  The Commission will make that 
determination. 
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IND129 Charlotte Hennessy, Dillard, OR 
 
IND129-1 Section 4.9.1.4 discloses that most of the jobs would be temporary. 
IND129-2 Effects due to roads are discussed in section 4.10.  Effects due to 

blasting in sections 4.2.2 and 4.2.3. 
IND129-3 Comment noted. 
IND129-4 Comment noted. 
IND129-5 Operation of the Jordan Cove LNG terminal-South Dunes Power 

Plant complex would affect uplands containing 178 acres of current 
industrial land, 76 acres of forest, and 68 acres of open land. 

IND129-6 See the response to IND1-2. 
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IND130 Mark Sheldon, Phil Hall, Owen Schmidt 
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IND130-1 The FEIS contains a new appendix that contains additional details 

regarding the comparison of the proposed route to the Blue Ridge 
alternative. 

IND130-2 The FEIS contains a new appendix that contains additional details 
regarding the comparison of the proposed route to the Blue Ridge 
alternative. 
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IND130-3 As stated in the EIS, the values reported in the table are based on 

desktop data.  Conducting a comparison between field data for the 
proposed route (i.e., 65) and desktop data for the Blue Ridge 
Alternative as you suggest, would be misleading and inaccurate 
(e.g., it would be like comparing apples and oranges).  Surveys 
have not been completed for the Blue Ridge Alternative, so the 
number of waterbodies crossed by this route is only known based 
on desktop data, which is why it is compared to the desktop data 
for the proposed route. 

IND130-4 Selection or rejection of an alternative route over the proposed 
route is not based on a single resource (as implied in this comment), 
but is a decision based on multiple factors and resource effects.  The 
FEIS contains a new Appendix (i.e., Appendix X), that contains 
additional details regarding the comparison of the proposed route 
to the Blue Ridge alternative. 
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IND130-5 The FEIS contains a new appendix that contains additional details 

regarding the comparison of the proposed route to the Blue Ridge 
alternative. 

IND130-6 The Final EIS includes an appendix comparing the Blue Ridge 
Alternative to the comparison portion of the Proposed Route. The 
appendix includes a comparison of water supply points of diversion 
between the two routes. 

IND130-7 The Final EIS has been updated to reflect new information filed by 
Pacific Connector in February 2015. This filing confirmed that 
contaminated soil at the Coquille Yard site was removed and 
treated in 1995. In 1998, the ODEQ recommended No Futher 
Action for the site. Pacific Connector has identified the yard for 
staging of pipe, equipment, or other construction supplies and 
materials and the use would be surface use only. Pacific Connector 
would consult with ODEQ prior to use of the site to confirm that 
the intended use is consistent with the protections required for the 
property. The Final EIS also includes an appendix comparing the 
Blue Ridge Alternative to the comparison portion of the Proposed 
Route. The appendix includes a discussion of contaminated soils 
and indicates that neither route would cross active cleanup sites. 
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IND130-8 The DEIS has rigorously explored and objectively evaluated a 

range of reasonable alternatives and taken a hard look at the 
impacts. 

 W-764 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

IND130 Continued, page 13 of 48 
 
IND130-9 In response to comments on the DEIS, the FEIS includes appendix 

Q that provides a comprehensive comparison between the proposed 
route and the route filed by the applicant for the Blue Ridge 
Alternative as described in section 3.4.2.2 of the FEIS.  Table 
3.4.2.2-1 of the FEIS illustrates that there is a difference in the 
impacts to LSOG habitat between the proposed route (6 acres) and 
the Blue Ridge Alternative (17 acres).  A detailed comparison of 
cumulative effects in appendix Q provides additional information 
on foreseeable actions by BLM that could impact LSOG habitat on 
federal lands.  With respect to LSOG habitat, the evidence available 
to FERC, including the recent identification of additional habitat 
occupied by MAMU (unmapped LSRs on BLM land) appears to 
support the FERC determination that the proposed route is more 
advantageous.  In general terms, a discussion of impacts to LSOG 
habitat is provided in chapter 4.5.1 of the FEIS.  A discussion of 
impacts to LSOG habitat specific to the Blue Ridge Alternative is 
provided in section 3.1 of appendix Q. This appendix, as 
summarized in section 3.4.2 of the FEIS describes the nature and 
size of the effects comparatively between the proposed route and 
the Blue Ridge Alternative. 

IND130-10 The FEIS contains a new appendix that contains additional details 
regarding the comparison of the proposed route to the Blue Ridge 
alternative. 
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IND130 Continued, page 14 of 48 
 
IND130-11 Additional analysis of the Blue Ridge Alternative and the 

comparison portion of the proposed route is included in Appendix 
Q of the FEIS. 

IND130-12 The FEIS contains a new appendix that contains additional details 
regarding the comparison of the proposed route to the Blue Ridge 
alternative. 
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IND130 Continued, page 15 of 48 
 
IND130-13 The FEIS contains a new appendix that contains additional details 

regarding the comparison of the proposed route to the Blue Ridge 
alternative. 
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IND130-14 Additional analysis of the Blue Ridge Alternative and the 

comparison portion of the proposed route is included in Appendix 
Q of the FEIS. 
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IND130 Continued, page 17 of 48 
 
IND130-15 Impacts to spotted owls due to the project crossing through their 

home ranges is disclosed in Section 4.6 and 4.7 of the EIS. 
IND130-16 Chapter 3 of the Final EIS has been revised to reflect an updated 

analysis of the Blue Ridge Alternative (as further modified in 2015) 
compared to the Proposed Route. The updated comparison 
indicates that both routes cross 1 NSO home range (42310); thus, 
this point is not a substantive difference in potential effects between 
the routes. 
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IND130 Continued, page 18 or 48 
 
IND130-17 Language has been revised in the final EIS. 
IND130-18 Language has been revised in the final EIS. 
IND130-19 The FEIS contains a new appendix that contains additional details 

regarding the comparison of the proposed route to the Blue Ridge 
alternative. 
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IND130-20 Impacts to murrelets due to the project crossing through their stands 

is disclosed in Section 4.6 and 4.7 of the EIS. 
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IND130-21 Additional analysis of the Blue Ridge Alternative and the 

comparison portion of the proposed route is included in Appendix 
Q of the FEIS. 

IND130-22 Language has been revised in the final EIS. 
IND130-23 The FEIS contains a new appendix that contains additional details 

regarding the comparison of the proposed route to the Blue Ridge 
alternative. 

 W-772 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

IND130 Continued, page 21 of 48 
 
IND130-24 The FEIS contains a new appendix that contains additional details 

regarding the comparison of the proposed route to the Blue Ridge 
alternative. 
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IND130-25 As surveys had not been completed in the Blue Ridge alternative, 

the EIS was based on existing desktop data.  The FEIS contains a 
new Appendix that contains additional details regarding the 
comparison of the proposed route to the Blue Ridge alternative. 
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IND130 Continued, page 24 of 48 
 
IND130-26 The temporary and short-term impacts on waterbodies and their 

associated aquatic resources, as well as the measures that would be 
required to avoided, reduced or mitigated these impacts are 
addressed in section 4.4 and 4.6 of the EIS. 

IND130-27 This comment does not provide any directions or reasons to support 
the commenter's claim that the analysis is not sufficient.  The FERC 
and cooperating agencies believe that this EIS is sufficient. 
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IND130-28 This comment does not provide any directions or reasons to support 

the commenter's claim that the analysis is not sufficient.  The FERC 
and cooperating agencies believe that this EIS is sufficient. 

IND130-29 Selection or rejection of an alternative route over the proposed 
route is not based on a single resource (as implied in this comment), 
but is a decision based on multiple factors and resource effects.  The 
FEIS contains a new Appendix that contains additional details 
regarding the comparison of the proposed route to the Blue Ridge 
alternative. 
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IND130-30 The Final EIS includes an appendix comparing the Blue Ridge 

Alternative to the comparison portion of the Proposed Route. The 
appendix includes a comparison of the extent to which each route 
would cross steep slopes. The Chapter 3 summary table that 
compares miles of right-of-way parallel or adjacent to existing 
rights-of-way is included as a land use metric, and the more the 
right-of-way that is parallel or adjacent to existing rights-of-way 
the better. Thus, for this metric, the Blue Ridge Alternative is 
shown as a slight improvement compared to the Proposed Route by 
having 59 percent co-located, versus 52 percent for the comparison 
portion of the Proposed Route. 
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IND130-31 The FEIS contains a new appendix that contains additional details 

regarding the comparison of the proposed route to the Blue Ridge 
alternative. 

 W-779 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

IND130 Continued, page 28 of 48 
 

 W-780 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

IND130 Continued, page 29 of 48 
 
IND130-32 All comments provided by the public and agencies have been taken 

into consideration in the EIS.  The commenter's claim that the 
public's comments regarding the proposed route have not been 
taken into consideration is baseless, and the commenter does not 
provide any evidence to support this claim. 
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IND130 Continued, page 30 of 48 
 
IND130-33 50 feet is a standard FERC measure for residences near pipelines.   
IND130-34 The comment is correct, effects do not stop at 50 feet. This distance 

is only a measurement used for analysis. The landowner can 
include requirements for mitigating effects to their property as part 
of the easement negotiation process. There is no requirement that 
the FERC include site-specific construction plans for every 
building along the route in the DEIS. 
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IND130 Continued, page 31 of 48 
 
IND130-35 A local example of how a 36-inch high-pressure natural gas 

pipeline would affect property values in the Blue Ridge area is not 
included for the simple reason that there are no 36-inch gas 
pipelines in the area, or even in the county, to use as a comparison. 
We used the studies that are available. See section 4.9.1.3 of the 
DEIS. 
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IND130 Continued, page 33 of 48 
 
IND130-36 Comment noted. 
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IND130 Continued, page 34 of 48 
 
IND130-37 The FEIS contains a new appendix that contains additional details 

regarding the comparison of the proposed route to the Blue Ridge 
alternative. 
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IND130 Continued, page 35 of 48 
 
IND130-38 The Final EIS includes an appendix comparing the Blue Ridge 

Alternative to the comparison portion of the Proposed Route. The 
appendix includes a comparison of landslide hazards. Language in 
Section 4.2 regarding the Proposed Route has been revised to 
clarify that the moderate-hazard landslide sites (MPs 18.1 to 18.2 
and MP 36.9) could not be avoided while still following the 
Proposed Route. 

IND130-39 Section 4.2.2 explains that the geologic hazards (including 
landslides) evaluation is both to evaluate landslides in terms of 
potential impacts to the pipeline as well as to evaluate the potential 
effects that the construction and operation of the pipeline might 
have on the geologic environment and geologic processes in the 
pipeline vicinity.  The section on "Landslide Hazards" describes 
types of landslides and also refers the reader to related discussion 
in terms of the assessment and protection of the aquatic and riparian 
environment in section 4.1 and in the ACS technical report in 
appendix J.  In addition, the section "Landslide Hazards and 
Avoidance and Minimization of Adverse Effects" acknowledges 
that pipeline construction can be a potential source of slope 
instability and refers the reader to BMPs that would be 
implemented to ensure that construction would not contribute to 
slope instability. 
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IND130-40 See response to IND130-39.  The hazards as stated in the 

"Landslide Hazards and Avoidance and Minimization of Adverse 
Effects" section include the hazard of pipeline construction to 
potentially affect slope stability.  As stated in the EIS text, there 
was no feasible option to reroute the pipeline alignment in the area 
of the moderate hazard RML landslide at MP 18.1 to 18.2.  The 
ECRP includes comprehensive and extensive measures that would 
ensure that pipeline construction would not contribute to slope 
instability. 
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IND130-41 The "Landslide Hazards and Avoidance and Minimization of 

Adverse Effects" section includes a discussion of regularly-
conducted monitoring activities along the pipeline that would 
ensure that potential landslide hazards are would be detected and 
mitigated as early as possible if necessary.  ECRP Section 11.0 is 
noted as providing specific backfill and compaction criteria to 
address steep slopes.  This section goes on to explain more specific 
construction methods for steep slopes and also describes necessary 
pre-construction engineering designs for landslide areas to be filed 
with the Secretary. 
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IND130 Continued, page 38 of 48 
 
IND130-42 The Final EIS includes an appendix comparing the Blue Ridge 

Alternative to the comparison portion of the Proposed Route. The 
appendix includes a comparison of floodplain areas crossed. The 
Blue Ridge Alternative would reduce but not eliminate crossing of 
floodplain areas. 

IND130-43 The Final EIS includes an appendix comparing the Blue Ridge 
Alternative to the comparison portion of the Proposed Route. The 
appendix includes a comparison of floodplain areas crossed. The 
Blue Ridge Alternative would reduce but not eliminate crossing of 
floodplain areas. 

IND130-44 The FEIS contains a new appendix that contains additional details 
regarding the comparison of the proposed route to the Blue Ridge 
alternative. 
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IND130-45 The FEIS contains a new appendix that contains additional details 

regarding the comparison of the proposed route to the Blue Ridge 
alternative. 

IND130-46 Table 3.4.2.2-1 has been updated in the final EIS, including 
clarification that while miles crossed indicates the linear pipeline 
right-of-way, the acres of LSRs/Unmapped LSRs includes both the 
construction right-of-way and any impact from temporary 
construction activities outside of the right-of-way. 

IND130-47 Impacts to late-successional reserves is addressed in Section 4.1 of 
the EIS. 
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IND130-48 Comment noted.  We disagree that the DEIS is misleading or that 

it otherwise violates NEPA.  The DEIS makes no decision on the 
Blue Ridge Route; it is not a decision document. 
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 W-800 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 

 

IND131 Paul Watte, Coquille, OR 
 
IND131-1 Water needs for the terminal are addressed in section 4.4.2.1. 
IND131-2 Comment noted. 
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IND132 Nora Kelly Barker, Junction City, OR 
 
IND132-1 Safety is addressed in section 4.13.9.  As noted in that section, there 

are over 300,000 miles of gas transmission pipelines. Most serious 
incidents involve older pipelines.  As noted on table 4.13.9.3-2, 2 
out of 123,706 accidental deaths in 2005 were due to natural gas 
transmission pipeline accidents. Deaths due to motor vehicle 
accidents are more than 20,000 times as great, deaths due to fires 
more than 1,500 times as great. 

IND132-2 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.   

IND132-3 See the response to IND1-1. 
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IND133 Karen Cutler, Glendale, OR 
 
IND133-1 The risk associated with construction and operation of the proposed 

pipeline, and measures that would be implemented to reduce that 
risk, are discussed in section 4.13.9 of the EIS.  The pipeline would 
be designed and constructed according to Class Locations required 
by DOT regulations as described in section 4.13.9.1.   

IND133-2 Comment noted.  
IND133-3 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.   

IND133-4 The potential for an earthquake or tsunami to occur at the proposed 
LNG terminal site, and potential effects of an earthquake or 
tsunami on the LNG terminal are discussed in the EIS.  Proposed 
design features as well as our additional recommendations to 
minimize those effects are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.   

IND133-5 Comment noted.  See the response to IND1. 
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IND133-6 The applicant would be required to mitigate for impacts from the 

Project. 
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IND134 Mike Kelley, Days Creek, OR 
 
IND134-1 Section 2.7 addresses the process that would be implemented if 

Pacific Connector proposed to abandon the pipeline facilities.  This 
process would include developing a new environmental report with 
input from property owners and stakeholders, at which time all 
issues related to decommissioning would be thoroughly evaluated. 

IND134-2 The EIS 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.    

IND134-3 Because it would be an interstate natural gas pipeline, federal law 
does not require that Pacific Connector odorize the gas transported 
through the proposed pipeline. 

IND134-4 The Pacific Connector pipeline and aboveground facilities must be 
operated and maintained in accordance with the DOT Minimum 
Federal Safety Standards in 49 CFR Part 192.  Part 192 specifies 
the frequency of pipeline patrols and leak surveys based on the 
class of the pipeline (see EIS section 4.13.9.1). The regulations are 
intended to ensure adequate protection for the public and to prevent 
natural gas facility accidents and failures.   
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IND135 K.B. Seich 
 
IND135-1 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.” 
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IND136 Frank A. Harvey, Klamath Falls, OR 
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