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Thank you for your time, Curbis Clark
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st IND59-3  This appears to be based on a form letter. See the response to
INDL.
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IND59-7 Impacts on old-growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.
Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are
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Elise Haas, Grants Pass, OR

IND60-1

IND60-2

IND60-3
IND60-4
IND60-5

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).

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.

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.
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Ron Sadler PoBaart - T
North Bend, OR 97459 f‘-f MQ l(O

Phone: S#1#584790 s A\ 1i: 52

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

Fmalh roseguiing DEIS. As stated in section 1.4, the purpose of the DEIS is to
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary e SR disclose to the public and decision makers the environmental
;Eg,?im&mNE_Rmm 1A impacts associated with the construction and operation of the
Washington, DC 20426 Project. See response to comment IND3-2.

December 10, 2014

DOCKET NUMBERS CP13-483-000 AND CP13-492-000
COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIS FOR THE JORDAN COVE PROJECT

In numerous instances within the DEIS, FERC has clearly and corectly stated
that, for the Jordan Cove Project, it is "the lead federal agency in the preparation
of an EIS to satisfy the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA)."

This commentary will address the adequacy, or the lack therecf, of the draft EIS
{DEIS) prepared by FERC in light of the letter and intent of NEPA and its
implementing regulations. Initialty, I will address compliance with the established
broad-scale purpose and intent of an EIS as spelled out in the NEPA regulations.
This will be followed by comments relating to how well the DEIS fumishes the
detailed information and analyses called for by the various headings within the
standardized format specified in the NEPA regulations. Finally, | will address the
issue of whether the DEIS in its present form facilitates or hampers the
preparation of a viable Record of Decision {ROD) which completes the EIS
process.

1. REGULATORY PURPOSE AND INTENT OF AN EIS

Regulations state than an EIS "must be objectively prepared and not slanted to

support the choice of the agency’s preferred altemative over the other

reasonable and feasible aternatives™ Recent guidance from the Council on IND82-1
Envirenmental Quality states that "an agency shall prepare an EIS so that it can

inform the decisionmaking process in a timely manner and will not be used to

rationalize or justify decisions already made”. CEQ goes on to warn that "misuse

! See for example: FERC, "Notice of Intent to Preparc An Environmental [mpact
Statement for the Planned Jordan Cove Project”, August 2, 2012, page 1. See also DEIS,

1-2,
P Coq 407, .
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IND62-2  The conclusion in the DEIS is about environmental impacts. It is

eiphisfo eiront-0 i rprarasfatr s ol i not a conclusion that the Project should be authorized. As indicated

from proceeding”* In addition, Federal agencies are instructed to consider the in IND62-1, that decision rests with the Commissioners, and will

potential environmental consequences of any reasonable alternatives before . .

deciding whether an in what form to take an action.’ not be made until after we have issued an FEIS.

Itis quite clear that FERC has ignored the above-cited guidance and regulations. IND62-3  The DEIS presents the amendments that would be required in order
i - i { INDB2-1 . - - - -

e e e | R to provide the public with an opportunity to review and comment

potential environmental effects of the construction and operation of the Jordan on them.

Cove Project”,’ thereby making the project a pre-conceived decision.
“The processing of the DEIS is the first of a three-step process which leads IND62-4  See the response to IND1-9.
ultimately to a formal and documented decision. Given this reality, it is rather
startiing to leam that, even at this early preliminary stage of the decision process,
the FERC staff has already concluded "that the approval of the Jordan Cove
Project would result in some limited adverse environmental impacts”, and that
even these minimal impacts could be substantially reduced with mitigation
measures recommended in the DEIS.*

INDE2-2

The DEIS prevides a brief description of the approximately 19 instances wherein
placement of the Pacific Connector Pipeline would conflict with the existing land
use plans of the Bureau of Land Management and the U.S. Forest Service. Each
individual description contains the statement that the land-use plan "would be
amended” to accommodate the pipeline.’ PR

Obviously, if FERC and the other Federal agencies involved took the time and
effort to process and evaluate land-use plan revisions in detail at a point in time
even before the release of the DEIS, they must be operating under the
assumption that the approval of the Jordan Cove Project is a decision that has
already been made.

Comment No. 1 - The DEIS has not been objectively prepared and is

slanted to rationalize and justify a decision that has already baen made, IND62-4
namely the approval of the Jordan Cove Project, in direct violation of 40

CFR 1502.5.

3 CEQ's Memo for heads of federal dep and agencies, Subj: "Improving the
Process for Preparing Efficient and Timely Environmental Reviews under the National
Environmental Policy Act”, March 6, 2012, page 7.

* ibid, page 3.

5 FERC, Notice of Avajlability of the DEIS for the Jordan Cove Project, November 7,
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IND62-5  We disagree. The DEIS contains data that can be used to facilitate

ltis quite clear that FERC views thi ~full disclasure" document si - . _
s el objective analyses. Alternatives to the proposed action were
construction and operation of the Jordan Cove project. presented in chapter 3.

The Executive Summary explicitly states that "The purpose of this document is to
inform the Commission...and the public about the potential adverse and
beneficial environmental impacts of the Project and its alternatives".® This, it
tums out, is a misleading statement as it relates to project alternatives.

‘The DEIS contains a section entitied "4.0 Environmental Analysis”. By way of

introduction, it contains the following paragraph: “In this section, we discuss the

affected environment, general and site-specific construction and operational

impads and proposed maasurss to avoid, neduee ormmgaie mpac:s Our.
mpasses Pr 5

INDB2-5

* (emphasis provided).

This section is 1046 pages in length, yet it focuses entirely on the proposed
action and makes no mention whatsoever of any attemative. It is the epitome of
a "hull disclosure” document, and does not in any way contribute to or facilitate
the objective analysis of any alternative.

NEPA regulations address this situation as follows: "An envi tal impact
statement is more than a disclosure document. It shall be used.....in conjunction
with other relevant material to plan actions and make decisions".”

Comment No, 2 - The DEIS has not been prepared as a tool to facilitate
objective analysis, but rather Is intended to serve as a full disclosure
document focused on the proposed action itself in direct violation of 40
CFR 1502.1.

2. REGULATORY CONTENT AND FORMAT OF AN EIS.

Environmental impact statements are meant to be written in plain language so
that the public can readily understand them." They should normally be less than
150 pages in length, but for proposals of unusual scope or complexity, they
should nomally be less than 300 pages in length.” This requirement as fo
length of an EIS is typically scoffed at, but it has been reaffirmed by the Council

¥ DEIS, Executive Summary, page ES-1
° DEIS, page 4-1
1% 40 CFR 1502.1
"' 40 CFR 1502.8
'2 40 CFR 1502.7
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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

on Environmental Quality as recently as 2012."

Iert e et it g J““’L’;‘;“;"d':ﬁ;"“ﬁm‘i::?” need for a project, as we did in section 1.3. That section also

presentation of the alternatives, including the pr::gposed acﬁon‘.'f'smekey explained that the Commission would more fully address the need

T s for the Project in its Order. The decision whether or not to allow
- Altemative ways to meet the need, including the proposed action. the export of LNG is made by the DOE, not the FERC, as explained
- Affected environment

- Environmental consequences. in section 1.4.3.3.

Purpose and need for action

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™.” The purpose and need statement is meant to explain to
the reader why an agency action is necessary, and serves as the basis for
identifying the reasonable alternatives that could meet the stated purpose and
Fleed.“

The DEIS states that "the purpose and need for the proposed Project....was
defined by Jordan Cove™." In summary, the project is being proposed by Jordan
Cove in order to serve "robust intemational demand for natural gas” by exporting
"competitively priced natural gas from westem Canadian and Rocky Mountain
sources”, FERC apparently accepts this premise as a viable starting peint and
utilizes this orientation for the preparation of DEIS.

INDE2-6
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), in its scoping comments for
the Jordan Cove DEIS, states that "the E{IS should reflect not only the FERC's
purpose, but also the broader public interest and need. We recommend
discussing the proposed project in the context of the larger energy market,
including existing export capacity and export capacity under application fo the
Department of Energy, and clearly describe how the need for the proposed
action has been determined"."*

FERC has obviously ignored NEPA regulations as well as this input from the
EPA and has based the entire DEIS on the overly-narrow, biased, and self-
serving description of the purpose and need as provided by the applicant.

B CEQ Memorandum, "Improving the Process for Preparing Efficient and Timely Env.l
Reviews under the Nationa! Environmental Policy Act”, March 6, 2012, page 5.
40 CFR 1502.10
¥ 40 CFR 1502.13
6 CEQ, "A Citizen's Guide to the NEPA', December, 2007, page 16
17
DEIS, page 1-12
'* EPA,"Scoping Comments- The Jordan Cove Energy Project”, October 29, 012,page 3
4
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IND62-7  We disagree. Chapter 3 of the DEIS explains how we analyzed
Courts have warned agencies not to put forward a purpose and need statement

that i_s 50 narrow as to "define l?ompe'ling 'maspngbla a_ltamalives‘ out of alternatives.

ﬁzémmum"mofmmmw'Mm“owmwmmﬁm has i IND62-8  We disagree. Alternatives to the proposed action were discussed
oI, U T S sl T oSAAN S N DEI Vbt e in chapter 3. That section meets the standards outlined in the CEQ
both NEPA regulations and EPA guidance and is inadequate to serve as the regulations at 40 CFR 1502.14. Our reasons for rejecting certain
Starting polntfor a valkd EI3. alternatives to the proposed action are well justified.

Alternative wa meet the including the action

NEPA regulations state that this section is the heart of the EIS. it should present
the environmental impacts of the proposal and the altematives in comparative
form (emphasis provided) thus sharply defining the issues and providing a clear
basis for choice among options by the decisionmaker and the public. It should
rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable attematives, and
devote the same level of analysis to each alternative including the proposed INDB2-8
action so that reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits. The range of
reasonable alternatives should include those not within the jurisdiction of the lead

agency.”
EPA scoping comments reiterate and reinforce the above cited regulations.
It is important to recognize the process outlined by NEPA at this point.

Initially, all alternative ways to meet the established need, including the proposed
action, are to be listed. Some alternatives may not be deemed reasonable, and
may be eliminated from further detailed study. A brief discussion of the reasons
for the elimination of each such altemnative must be provided.”.

The remaining reasonable altemnatives are then subjected to a rigorous and
objective analysis presented in the subsequent EIS sections dealing with the
Affected Environment (1502.15) and the Environmental Consequences
(1502.18). The results of this analysis are than presented in this section in
comparative form thus sharply defining the issues and providing a clear basis for
choice among options by the decisionmaker and the public.?

In a case such as this, wherein FERC is considering the application for a permit
from a non-governmental entity, FERC must still consider all reasonable
altemnatives including those that are practical or feasible from the technical and

! Simmons v. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 120 F.3rd 664 (7th Ciz. 1997).
% 40 CFR 1502.14.

21 40 CFR 1502.14 (a).

2 40 CFR 1502.14
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economic standpoint and using common sense, rather than simply being
desirable from the standpoint of FERC or the applicant.®

In spite of this requirement, the DEIS states that "Allernatives were evaluated
against the purpose and objectives of the Jordan Cove Project™ The purpose
and objectives of the project are described as follows: The Jordan Cove terminal
will export LNG to overseas markets. The Pacific Connector Pipeline will
transport natural gas from western Canadian and Rocky Mountain sources
received at the Malin hub to the terminal on Coos Bay.

The DEIS states that there are a total of 14 LNG terminais on the East Coast or
the Gulf Coast of the US either authorized, under review, or newly proposed. In
spite of the fact that the EPA recommends analyzing the Jordan Cove project
within the context of the larger energy market, FERC states that none of these
would be "reasonable or practicable altematives to the Jordan Cove proposal
because they would not meet the main objectives of the Jordan Cove Project”, SEh
namely, becoming the first West Coast LNG terminal and acquiring its natural Cont
gas from westem Canadian and Rocky Mountain sources.”

The DEIS then addresses other proposed West Coast LNG export terminals.

It states that the Oregon LNG Project in Warrenton, Oregon could be considered
a viable altemative to the Jordan Cove Project. However, FERC has "not yet
issued a draft EIS for the project”, thus making it premature to assume the
Oregon LNG project would have either significant environmental impacts or
advantages over the proposed Jordan Cove project® No further comparative
analysis is provided.

The EIS then addresses the Alaska LNG project. 1t states the following:
"Although the Alaska LNG project would provide an export terminal on the West
Coast of North America, it would not be able to access the gas supplies from
western Canada and the Rocky Mountains, Thus, the Alaska LNG project
cannot meet all of the objectives of the proposed Jordan Cove Project™”

The DEIS then addresses the proposal for the Alaska Gasline Port Authority LNG
projett and removes it from further consideration using the same finding as for
the Alaska L.NG project.”

As a result of the application of this rather ludicrous logic, FERC has determined

B CEQ Citizens Guide, op cit, page 16
* DEIS, page 3-1.

% DEIS, page 3-6

% DEIS, page 3-9

#1 DEIS, page 3-10

* DEIS, page 3-11
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that there simply are no reasonable altemnatives to the Jordan Cove project,
therefore, the subsequent section of the DEIS describing Environmental
Consequences need not contain any sort of rigorous and objective analysis and
comparison.

in addition to violating the letter and intent of the NEPA regulations, FERC has
ignored the recommendations of the EPA which explicitly state "We recommend
discussing the proposed project in the context of the larger energy market,
including existing export capacity and export capacity under application to the
Department of Energy, and clearly describe how the need for the proposed
action has been determined.”

Comment No. 4 - The saction of the DEIS relating to the Alternative Ways
to Mest the Need violates Section 1502.14 of the NEPA regulations as well
as EPA guidelines. It utilizes specious logic to come to the conclusion that
there are no reasonable alternatives to the Jordan Cove project.

Affected Environment

NEPA regulations clearly require than an EIS must succinctly describe the
envirohment of the area to be affected by the altemnatives, including the proposed
action, under consideration.®

The Coos Bay estuary is a still-functioning ecosystem but one that has been
severely compromised by past actions. Following are a few examples of some of
these effects.

Samples taken at various points within the estuary have shown concentrations of
toxic materials in bottom sediments that exceed levels at which ecological effects
are noted. These toxins inciude Tributyltin, arsenic, copper, lead, mercury nickel,
zinc, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and polychlorinated biphenyls
(PCBs)."

After hatching on the upstream spawning grounds, j ile Chinook salmon
spend about 4 months in the Coos Bay estuary before they exit into the ocean.
Upon leaving, studies have shown that they carry about 300 ppb of PAH
metabolite concentrations in their bodies. They also carry about 25 ppb of PCB
concentrations, as weli as about 9 ppb of DDT concentrations.” It has been
demonstrated that juvenile salmon and their prey within the food chain
bioaccumulate chlorinated and aromatic hydrocarbons causing detrimental

® EPA scoping comments, page 3

% 40 CFR 1502.15

3! NOAA, "Preliminary Natural Resource Survey, Coos Bay", December 12, 1997, page
11

2 Dr. Mary Arkoosh, National Marine Fisheries Service, Newport, Oregon, 2000

IND62

Continued, page 7 of 13

INDB2-8
Cont.
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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

effects on their immune systems which results in increased disease
susceptibility.
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency lists 4 sites in Coos Bay within their

Superfund Program (EPA Site numbers OR 0001389956, OR 0001389964, OR disclosed in sections 4.1 to 4.12 of the DEIS. Cumulative effects
0001388972, and OR 0001389980). Whike none of these sites are currently : : .

listed on EPA's National Priorities List, the very fact of thei listing shows that on resources are disclosed in section 4.14.3.

RCHgRCHI [aulaiad Gonsnainants K e Coey. BRyERIEY watRRLTEL K IND62-10  The affected environmental and current conditions for all resources

attract the attention of EPA’s Superfund program. di q ; C
e P T — are discussed at considerable length for each resource in chapter 4,

often thought that a cloud of murky water, with its associated toxins, created by as explained in section 4.0 (page 4-1) of the DEIS.
dredging are carried out of sight and out of mind by the next out-going tide. This

is not realistic, however. Studies have shown that a particle suspended in the

water column in parts of Coos Bay can take as long as 48 days to be flushed

from the estuary,* thus providing ample opportunities for released toxins to re-

enter the aquatic food chain.

The need to establish a solid baseline describing current conditions within the
Coos Bay estuary as a starting point for the analysis of subsequent impacts that INDB2-9
wouid be caused by the Jordan Cove project is obvious. The Environmental
Protection Agency addresses this need as follows: "The cumulative impacts
analysis shoukd identify how resources, ecosystems and communities in the
vicinity of the project have already been, or will be affected by past, present, or
future activities in the project area. These resources should be characterized in
terms of their response to change and capacity to withstand stresses. These
data should be used to establish a baseline for the affected resources, to
evaluate he significance of hlsloneal degladahnn and to predict the

nvironmental effects nents.”" (emphasis provided).”

In spite of the critical nature and cbvious importance of clearly establishing the
current ecological condition of the Coos Bay estuary so that its capabllity, or the
lack thereof, to respond to additional impacts brought about by the proj

project might be established, FERC has chosen to completely omit the segment
on Affected Environment from the DEIS for the Jordan Cove project.

Comment No. § - In spite of its critical importance, FERC has chosen to
sliminate the section describing the current condition of the Affected INDEZ10
Environment from the Jordan Cove DEIS. This is a violation of the NEPA
regulations at 40 CFR 1502.15 and ignores the recommendations of the

3 Arkoosh, "Effect of Pollution on Fish Diseases: Potential on Salmonid

Populatlom" Journal of Aquatic Animal Health, Volume 10, June 1998, pages 182-190.
Ameson, "Seasonal Variation in Tidal Dynamics, Water Quality and Sediments in the

Coos Bay Estuary”, Oregon State University Masters Thesis, June, 1976

35 EPA Scoping Comments for the Jordan Cove project, page 13.
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Environmental Protection Agency.

Environmental Consequences

NEPA requires that this section of the EIS form the scientific and anaiytic basis
for the comparison of the proposed action and all reasonable alternatives.* This
section of the EIS must include discussions of: Direct effects, defined as effects
caused by an action that occur at the same time and place; Indirect effects,
defined a effects caused by the action but are later in time or farther removed in
distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable;”” and Cumulative effects, which are
impacts on the environment which result from the incremental impact of the
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions regardless of what agency or persons undertake such other actions.”™

The EPA recommends that a discussion of the “indirect effects related to gas
drilling and combustion" be included in the Jordan Cove EIS* and states the
following: "We believe it is appropriate to consider available information about the
extent to which drilling activity might be stimulated by he construction of an LNG
export facility on the west coast, and any potential environmental effects
associated with that drilling expansion".®

FERC has refused to consider such indirect and cumulative effects as those
mentioned by the EPA because "we do not consider them to be environmental in
nature"** FERC considers such items as being beyond the scope of the DEIS.

However erroneous FERC's position might be, there are other items that are
definitely not beyond the scope of the Jordan Cove project that are simply not
properly described or analyzed within the DEIS.

The DEIS mentions that Jordan Cove examined 7 ports in Califomia, 14 in
Oregon, and 17 in Washington to determine their suitability for the location of an
LNG export terminal. Jordan Cove decided on Coos Bay for its terminal location.
"After reviewing these data, the FERC was unable to identify any other
alternative port location on the Northwest Pacific Coast that could meet the
objectives of the Jordan Cove Project and that would have significant
environmental advantages over Coos Bay".®

% 40 CFR 1502.16.

37 ibid, () and (b)

3% 40 CFR 1508.7

¥ EPA scoping comments, page 2
* ibid, page 12

*! DEIS, page 1-20

2 DEIS, page 3-11

IND&2-11

INDE2-12

IND62

Continued, page 9 of 13

IND62-11

IND62-12

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.

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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What are the names of the ports that were considered?

Where is the comparative assessment of their curment environmental conditions?
What environmental factors were most at risk for each location?

How were environmental, technical, and economic factors balanced for each?
What specific criteria were used to select the preferred location?

The answers to these types of questions would be critical elements within a valid
EISp FERC has ch {o keep the results of its clandestine analysis

completely under cover, and for the purpose of the DEIS, go ahead and simply
state that there are no reasonable alternatives to the Jordan Cove project.

In the introduction to this section of the DEIS, it is stated that "Our discussion
encompasses Project-related impacts associated with the construction and
aperation of Jordan Cove's LNG export terminal and associated facilities..."”

However, even the description of the proposed action used at this point is flawed.

It makes no mention, for example, of the channel improvements in Coos Bay that
would have to be made to provide access to the LNG carriers, even though EPA
states that the facilities comprising the Jordan Cove project must include a "7.3
mile long waterway in Coos Bay for about 80 LNG carriers per year™, Since this
waterway improvement would be necessary to allow the LNG facility to function,
its impacts must be addressed in the DEIS.

In addition, there is a proposal for an offshore wind power generating facility
proposed by Principle Power. In its application to the Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management, Principle Power states that the "existence” of the Jordan Cove
praject provides a suitable market condition for the location of the wind power
terminal on Coos Bay. They also state the following: "A subsea cable would be
used to export produced electricity to the facilities at Jordan Cove™, "Jordan
Cove and Principle Power are negotiating a power purchase agreement...";
"Infrastructure planning in conjunction with Jordan Cove is already underway at
the Port of Coos Bay™.* Clearly, this related facility should be addressed as an
integral part of the Jordan Cove project in the DEIS also, but it is not.

In summary, FERC has decided that, instead of providing the scientific and

“DEIS,W4—|
“EPA:copingcommmj!,pﬂg:l
*5 Principle Power, "Unsolicited Appli for an Outer Continental Shelf

Commercial Lease: Prim:ipié Power WindFloat Pacific Pilot Project”, submitted
to BOEM, May 14, 2013, pages 1 and 5.

10

IND62

Continued, page 10 of 13

IND62-13

IND&2-12
Cont

INDE2-13

IND62-14

INDG2-14

Information on the access channel is provided in section 2.1.1.2;
information on dredging and disposal of dredged material is
provided in2.1.1.12 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.

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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analytic basis for the comparison of altematives and the proposed action as
called for in the NEPA regulations, the Environmental Consequences section of
the DEIS will consist solely of a discussion of the narrowly-defined impacts of the
Jordan Cove project itself.

However, even this narrowly focused and sharply defined discussion is not
adequately comprehensive and complete. The discussion of the interplay of the
proposed project with the existing North Bend Airport is a good example.

The Commission voted in 2009 to approve the Jordan Cove LNG import
proposal. However, Jon Wellinghoff, the Chairman of the Commission at that
time, cast the lcne dissenting vote. His dissent was based on his opinion that the
EIS for the import terminal did not adequately address the possibility that
terminal construction and operation might adversely affect the operations and
functions of the North Bend Airport.

If the Airport were to be negatively impacted by the placement of the Jordan
Cove facility, serious social and economic impacts would certainly affect the
area. Certainly, a valid DEIS should provide the citizens with a description of the
types of impacts as well as the probability as to their occurrence.

Even though the FAA has not yet formally reviewed the project proposal, FERC
has concluded on its own that "the Jordan Cove project would have negligible
impacts on air traffic...”". FERC then makes the rather astonishing statement that
"Prior ion, Jordan Cove shouid file with the Secretary
documentation of its consuitations with the FAA....together with coples of
any official determinations made by the FAA with respect to the LNG
terminal and related facilities.” (emphasis in original)®.

In other words, FERC has chosen not to inform the public of problems potentialty
serious enough to have warranted a negative vote by former Chairman
Wellinghoff previously. In effect, FERC is saying it will approve the Jordan Cove
project without a formal interaction with the FAA and Jordan Cove can provide
the paper-work later prior to beginning construction.

Comment No. 6 - Instead of providing an objective and analytical basis for
the comparison of the alternatives considered, including the proposed
action, the Environmental Consequences section of the DEIS amounts to
an attempt to justify a pre-conceived decision in violation of the spirit and
intent of NEPA and guidance from the EPA.

“ DEIS, page 4-843
1

IND62

Continued, page 11 of 13

IND62-15

IND&2-15

IND62-16

IND&2-16

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.
CPQ7-444-000, 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.”

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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3. REGULATORY PURPOSE AND INTENT OF A RECORD OF DECISION

After the DEIS has been reviewed and commented upon by the public and state
and federal agencies, a Final EIS is issued for another review. The EIS process
then terminates with the issuance of a Record of Decision (ROD).

According to existing regulations, a ROD must: state what the decision was;
identify all altematives that were considered in reaching the decision; specify
which aitemative or altematives were considered to be environmentally
preferable; and discuss how environmental, technical. and economic
considerations were balanced in arriving at the decision.”

The Jordan Cove DEIS, in its present form, is completely inadequate and totally
unusable as the beginning point for a process leading to a legally viable Record
of Decision. For example, how is it possible to identify an environmentally
preferable alternative when the only altemative presented and analyzed is the
Jordan Cove project?

Per the DEIS, the need for a LNG export terminal on Coos Bay was determined
by the Jordan Cove applicant itself.

In the DEIS section regarding the identification of alternatives, FERC quickly and
summarily found that there were no viable alternatives to the Jordan Cove
facility. This was rather surpriging, in that FERC currently has at least 14 LNG
export terminals before it for consideration. FERC's unwillingness to address
altematives is explained as follows: "FERC does not engage in regional planning
exercises that would result in the selection of one terminal location over another.
Instead, jt is the Commission's to allow market forces to infl where
LNG terminals sho i ... " (emphasis provided).

The regulations state that the next section of an EIS should be a description of
the Affected Environment. This section is meant to provide a current baseline
describing the status of the ecosystems involved so that a meaningful discussion
of the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the proposed project can be
identified. This section is completely omitted from the Jordan Cove DEIS.

The final section of an EIS is a discussion of the Environmental Consequences of
all altematives including the proposed action. Since there are no altematives to
consider, this section in effect becomes a justification of a pre-conceived
decision, namely, the approval of the Jordan Cove project, together with a
lengthy discussion of possible mitigation measures.

There can be little doubt that FERC considers the Jordan Cove project already

*7 40 CFR 1505.2
% DEIS, page 122

IND62

Continued, page 12 of 13

IND82-17

INDG2-18

IND&2-19

| IND62-20

IND62-17

IND62-18

IND62-19

IND62-20

A range of alternatives were analyzed in Chapter 3 of the DEIS.
The decision document would be a Commission Order, not a ROD.

See response to comment IND62-17. Other LNG terminal are
examined as alternatives in section 3.2.2 of the DEIS.

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.

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

approved, and, in a quite unusual application, they have utilized the DEIS as a pipeline route, and background information from literature reviews

mechanism to guide the Jordan Cove applicant through the immediate steps

ahead. for the entire route. Therefore adequate data exists for us to assess
FERC has listed a number of reports, revisions, analyses, permits, mitigation environmental impacts in the DEIS. The EIS is a disclosure
measures, etc. that must be addressed as the applicant moves towards H H
Anplamartintor.. FERC frto o tobud of 15 ackons et mitst ba sacaengllalisd doc_ur.nent.that vyould allow th_e Commlssmn_ to make an informed
"Prior to the end of the comment period for the DEIS™; 34 actions that must | 2322 decision, including the selection of alternatives. See response to
be accomplished "Prior to commencing the final design”; and 27 actions that ' IND62-17 and IND62-20

are to be completed "Prior to beginning construction”.® - an ~&V.

In other words, FERG is telling the applicant that their project will ultimately be IND62-22 We disagree. The DEIS meets the letter and spirit of the law and
ERpOvad andl ers) ane soine Rings ko ek br In e Enetin._AS 1 lead regulations implementing the NEPA. See response to IND3-3.

agency for the preparation of the DEIS, and until a Record of Decision
completing the EIS process has been issued, FERG is prohibited from taking any
action conceming the proposal which would tend to limit the choice of reasonable
alternatives™, thus FERC is in direct violation of the NEPA regulations.

Comment No. 7 - The DEIS, in its present form, does not provide the data,
information, and analyses needed to prepare a Record of Decision that INDg§2-21
would fully comply with the NEPA reguiations. Furthermore, it prematurely
limits the choice of reasonable alternatives.

SUMMARY COMMENT: As outlined above, the DEIS for the
Jordan Cove project is a gross violation of the letter, spirit, and IND62-22
intent of the National Environmental Policy Act. Regulations at
40 CFR 1502.9 (a) state that a DEIS must fulfill and satisfy to the
fullest extent possible the requirements established for final
statements in section 102 (C) of the NEPA, and that if a DEIS is
so inadequate as to preclude meaningful analysis, the agency
shall prepare and circulate a revised DEIS.

| ask that the current Jordan Cove DEIS be rescinded, and that a

new DEIS be prepared in full compliance with existing
regulations.

YA S 2N

“ DEIS, pages 5-29 through 5-42.
5% 40 CFR 1506.1(a)(2).
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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
Joseph viani, Ashland, Olj'“ o Sources
Regarding Docket Nos. CP13-482-000 and CP13-492-000
I am oppesed to the propeosed terminal and pipeline for the Zeollowing IND63-2 SeCtlon 4623 ConCIUdeS that Sedlment enterlng fISh Streams
would be short-term and modeling indicates that sediment would
D834 likely be within the normal fall/winter turbidity levels within 300
iy i to 500 feet downstream of the crossing. Crossings would typically
ore lines cxtending be completed during the state-approved in-water work window.
normal, and
S DR e IND63-3 Impacts on landowners whose property would be crossed by the
PRI pipeline route, including effects on property values, are discussed
et 4 e e ety in section 4.9.2.3 of the DEIS.
et bt moy st b IND63-4  As stated in section 4.13 of the DEIS, the FERC does not establish
i Sl ik g & safety standards for pipelines; those standards are set by the U.S.
Hein Department of Transportation (DOT). It is outside the authority of
RE1oR EoE Ch s the FERC to revise or alter the DOT safety standards.
e Haming & ey etk s — IND63-5  This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.
el sl il e R i
local economy.
INDB3-3
=2 this area t?rL‘_?e due
f, animal, bkird, insect, E
;t?. Tﬂ‘pijmf‘ijrrn;i:, C J:Ey for the sak 2ok
é:d 5 ;naf ’i‘uia 1;LN2 b ar peéﬁleAdié INDe3:4
in ru areas.
acceptable trade for saving co
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a
W-625 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS

IND63 Continued, page 2 of 2

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.
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IND64 Jen Anonia, Cottage Grove, OR

IND64-1 Comment noted.

IND64-2 See the response to IND1-1 and IND1-2.
NGB IND64-3  See the response to IND1-4.

IND64-4  See the response to IND1-5.

IND64-5  See the response to IND1-7.

HEeEs 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.
in IND64-7  The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
; OBk on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.
r plant stopped
7u<t,:h[.mq Jd[‘-”ﬁ..'rhﬁ
hen?
he 230-mile long ine r dec
instance, FRRC failed to consider
Gk Sis DRk chonbnn MEDUE, Tops | MEES
ig "public intere " fram this
3l give the right to a foreion company toc condemn Qregon
for their pipelins.
ine through
the entire
o e INDB4-5
people die
ERFeLEE INDB4-6
endangered _dJ-.J.;e ’.t:.at
marbled murrelet, and coho salmon.
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g0 littls time r public input.
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IND65

Jennifer Reed, Ashland, OR

IND65-1
IND65-2

Ashland,
I

ct and its pipell
and their extrac

to turn

INDE5-1
We have been led to leve ;omust
independent—Lhat s snmerlal 5
cning a lie: Gas Lthab wo

rdon Ce for over 2

rmanent ¢ g

te profits.
Furthermore, L is my unc tanding that FERC hacs
impa of the TNG terminal being bullb in bhe earth INDB5-2
znd tsunam! area af Coos Bay. To ignore :
ret just turns & blir reality, but emplc

nothing less than magic
blind or fli
i d buil

ch reality
jamblin
inhers
regar

’

Livas what, a

What ahout

wall not F

ine bull an the hat carries a volatl]

qy Partners is about making money for it
And part of said profits would head north

of Oregon.

No to Jordon

Comment noted. Also, see the response to IND1-3.
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.
m and expand. what ther IND66-5 See the response to IND1-5.
i A e Ryl i r wl g IND66-6  See the response to IND1-7.
IND66-7  See the response to IND1-7.
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the impacts of the LNG terminzl keing bullt in
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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.

e IND67-3  See the response to IND1-3.
s project t INDBT-A
nmental Par on Cli
IND67-4  See the response to IND1-4.
FERC failed to ¢ de £ this ive fo 1 fuel pr
h.;; reduct TE 5\,}_:: tﬂii LNGSpr\:j-:\:t iul‘j ::; us @ 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.
e : ¢ lneluding 42 miles | osry IND67-8  The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
marbled HL,‘Lji:ji,lfb1_11’:”;11w zalmomn. on the DEIS paSt FEbruary 13! 2015
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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.

i IND68-3  This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.
tal .
“that by 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.
climate change. .
e e IND68-6  This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.
MNatural gas is methane. A perce leaks unkurned into the INDE8-2 A i
i i e e b e e, S IND68-7  Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.
hese climate impacts of LNG. Impacts on federally-listed threatened and endangered species are
& compary's stated Purposs and Meed o lin "Resource discussed in section 4.7.
Rer ,r«L ’;rwu") ahle t somtbir l sking. INDB8-3 . .
st i o 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

IND69-2

IND69-3

INDES3-2

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.

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.

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
IND70-1 Comment noted.

IND70-2  This appears to be based on a form letter. See responses to IND1.
S ; BRI 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.
ELreh oft, | T 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.

ST (EEE ETEa e cohe i TRE dnEsts o8 Ehe BI0SHITe Lot IND70-6  The NEPA process required the production of an EIS for projects
i Ay e TR Bon buiauemy s | MR that 1) trigger a federal nexus, and 2) could have significant impacts
e oo T e R s SR to the environment. FERC is complying with the requirements of
company to condemn Orsgon land for their pipelins. NEPA through the production of this EIS. The DEIS assesses the

ider an alternative that requires the pipeline through impact that the project could have to environment. In order to
ullt to the sames v stand r the entire IND70-4 . - -
C is allowing 1 For rural ensure that the EIS addresses all potential impacts, FERC is
S R meeng e iRl NSRRI requesting comments from the public on the potential
LA SERREEREE DRORIES. environmental effects, reasonable alternatives, and measures to
i avoid or lessen environmental impacts. The more specific your
Semaiees Kl comments are, the more useful they will be. Comments will be
addressed in the FEIS.
r impacts on recreation, natural resources, IND70-6
s been a failure to investigate all impacts.
Rodney Dohner
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IND71-1 Comment noted. See the response to IND1-4.
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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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Tom Bender, Nehalem, OR

IND73-1

IND73-2

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.

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
alternatives” to Jordan Cove, FERC's refusal to comparatively evaluate them as | Mo Cove’s analysis of various ports that it examined along the Pacific
required by NEPA is a violation, and needs Lo be remedied. Aspects of the proposed . . .
Jordan Col\'e project site suggest that there probably could not be a WORSE choice Coast Of the Unites State can be fOUnd in section 10.3.4 Of Resource
for/a teminal: Report 10, included with its May 21, 2013 application to the FERC.
*Implementation of the Jordan Cove project would take place in an identified JOI’dan COVE’S app|l0at|0n |n DOCket NO CP13'483'000 |S a pub|IC
plate tectonics hazard zone with expected tsunami inundation of the site, document that can be Viewed in eIeCtroniC format on the internet
*The project's location directly in line with a public airport runway less than through the € Library SyStem Of the FERC ’5 Webpage
1000 feet away, and subject to high winds, makes it extremely vulnerable to f A tat d - t 3 3 1 f th DEI S
7o it el (www.ferc.gov). As stated in section 3.3.1 of the , our
detailed analysis of potential West Coast alternative ports was
*THE ABOVE LOCATIONAL FACTORS ALSO MAKE IT EXTREMELY - - y - p p P
INVITING FOR A TERRORISM ATTACK, RELEASING THE ENERGY included in section 3.3 of our May 2009 FEIS for the original
E‘:;)UIVALENTQF UP TO 160 HIROSIIIMA ATO.\{HC IESE)MBS, WIICIL Jordan Cove LNG import proposa' in Docket CP07-444-000. ThIS
WOULD INCINERATE MOST OF TIIE SURROUNDING . . . . .
COMMUNITIES, document is also available for public viewing through the FERC
L webpage_, Dred_glng is discussed in section 4.4.2.1. Effects on
v o o ora streams in section 4.4.2.2 and on fish that use those streams in
R P T AL R O S O s e e section 4.6.2.3. See section 4.13 for an assessment of safety risks.
+It would affect in excess of:?OO streams classified as critical habitat for Table 4.13.9.2-2 of the DEIS shows the various causes of outside
R S force incidents on natural gas pipelines as recorded by the USDOT
P S e QU S e i i o e between 1994 and 2013. Included in these statistics is “intentional”
Janagement as well as other Federal agencies, - - -
N ¢ damage, which would include an attack. As shown in table
'Therproject would iucreas_e C()llSlLll’lI)l.iOl:l of tossil fuels, \x*u%seg_illg, global ) 41392_2, there was one incident of intentional damage to natural
warming and the negative climate effects, storms, sea-level rise, ete. which . . R .. .
would affect the Tocal area and the rest of the world. gaS plpellnes durlng thIS time peFIOd, or 01 pel’cent Of a" recorded
« And it would:affbct brmdreds of landowners, incidents. Effects on property values are dlscussgd in section
4.9.1.3.See the response to IND1-1 for climate warming.
Given the above, there is no evidence in the draft EIS of any public need great oo A
enough to justify undertaking such a project. IND73-4  See the analysis in chapter 3 for the reasons most of these terminals
Further, and most importantly, FERC is required to address, but has not, whether of s would not meet the ObjeCtives of this PrOjeCt. Also see the
how al_l_y ot-"th.e othe.l.' 13 exporttemnm! pmp‘osals could meet the established need (if discussion for Oregon LNG in 3224’ which the DEIS concludes
any) with fewer environmental and social effects. . .
would be an alternative. The effects of that proposal are being
* FERC's public interest determination in the Draft EIS isin error. It DOES NOT H
CONSIDER and EVALUATE the Project's NEGATIVE IMPACTS (above). The INDT25 analyzed in a separate EIS.
proposed Jordan Cove / Pacific Connector project is NOT IN THE PUBLIC . . ..
INTEREST. And the Project would NOT be exporting LNG to Alaska or Hawail as IND73-5  The DEIS does not make any determination about public interest.
stated_m their applica}t\on‘ _There is N_O support for asserting a public ne_ed without See the response to IND1-6. The statement that the DEIS does not
analysis and comparison with alternatives such as renewable energy or improved disclose any negative effECtS from the Project iS hlgh|y inaccurate
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IND73-6  See the response to IND1-5.
energy efficiency either in the US or possible export destinations. Definition of "public | Mb72-s
need" by the applicant is totally inadequate basis for approval. .

Draft LIS Page 1-12 to 1-13 states:

1.3 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT
The purpose and need for the proposed Project, as summarized below, was defined
by Jordan Cove and Pacific Connector in their applications fo the FERC ... . The

Ci ission hases its decision on technical competence, financing, rates, market
demand, gas supply, envir 1 impact, long-term feasibility, .. .(emphasis
provided)

Aecording to Jordan Cove's application, the Project is a markel-driven response io
the increasing availability of compefitively priced natural gas from western
Canadian and Rocky Mountain sources, and robust international demand for natural
gas...

Draft EIS Page 4-163 states:

Address Public Need

To verify that the Pacific Connector pipeline has « public need, the applicant has
applied for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity from the FERC. A
FERC Certificate would verify that tihe Project has a public need and provides
significant public benefit. Additionally, pursuant (o the BLM s right-of~way
regilations, the BLAL would determine whether the pipeline project is in the public
interest. (emphasis provided)

Draft EIS Page 5-1 states:

5.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMENDATIONS

5.1 SUMMARY OF THE STAFF'S ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

The conctusions presented in this draft EIS are those of the environmental staff of the
FERC working in cooperation with the Coast Guard, EPA, COL, BLM, Reclamation,
FWS, Forest Service, IXOT. and DO, We (i.e., the Commission's staff) conclude
that construction and operation of the Project would result in some limited adverse
environmental impacts. However, most of these impacts would be reduced to less-
than-significant levels with the impl ion of the appli ' proposed
mitigation measures and the additional measures we recommend in section 5.2....

.. If'the Project is found to be in the public interest and is constructed and operated
in aceordance with the recc d mitigation measures, we conclude that it
would be an envirenmentally acceptable action. Our conclusions are based on
information provided by Jordan Cove and Pacific Connector; analyses and field
investigations by Conmnission staff} review of comments from federal, state, and
local agencies; and input from public groups and individual cifizens. (emphasis
provided)

+ THE FOREIGN OWNED AND CONTROLLED PROJECT would be given the right of IND73-6
EMINENT DOMAIN over PRIVATE AMERICAN PROPERTY.
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Continued, page 4 of 15

IND73-7

IND73-8

IND73-9
IND73-10

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.

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.

The opinion expressed in this comment is noted.

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 humerous
other shipping channels been. The effects from dredging for this
project are addressed in section 4.4.2.1.
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sct aside for protection, long-term rescarch. water-quality monitoring, education and
coastal stewardship. [ii|

The damage to the Coos Estuary from the proposed JCEP project would be
significant because of extensive dredging, ballast water, invasive species and water
quality impacts. [iii]

This would be a violation of the Estuary Restoration Act of 2000. [iv]
This Act is not even mentioned in the FERC Draft EIS.

In addition, Jordan Cove has gone to great links to change the local Ordinances and
the Coos Bay Estuary Management Plan WITHOU'T THE PUBLIC BEING MADE
FULLY AWARE OF WHA'T THEY WERE DOING. It would not be possible for
Jordan Cove to obtain local land use penmits without these changes. This violates the
spirit and intent of the National Environmental Policy Act by limiting Project
alternatives.

+ NEGATIVE IMPACTS TO LOCAL VITAL JOBS AND INDUSTRIES such as farming,
ranching, timber harvesting, tourism, fishing, clamming, crabbing, oyster farming, real
estate, transportation (land, water & air travel), and recreation were not fully
considered in Draft EIS. The Project would cause job losses in our sustainable
resource based industries. FERC RELIED ON JORDAN COVE'S FLAWED E-CON-
ORTHEST STUDY WHICH DID NOT CONSIDER NEGATIVE IMPACTS.

Draft EIS Page 4-719 states:

.. However. if crabbing, clamming, angling, or scuba diving activities were to occur
within the established securily zones, those activifies would be required fo cease and
temporarily move out of the way. The Coast Guard and OSMB would continue to
remind boaters of their obligation not to impede the deep draft ships, regardiess of
the cargo. Passive fishing equipment, such as crab pots, would be perminted fo
remain within the security zone while an I.NG vessel is present, though the
attending crahbing vessels would be requeired to vacate (Berg 2008). (emphasis
provided)

* NEGATIVE IMPACTS TO 400 WATERBODIES in Southern Oregon by the proposed
project have not been fully analyzed and/or considered in the Draft EIS. FERC
RELIED ON JORDAN COVE'S FLAWED STUDIES FOR DREDGING IMPACTS.

"The propoesed Pacilic Connector (as Pipeline would cross hundreds of [ish-bearing
creeks, rivers and streams, as well as public and private lands, destroying
ecosystems, Oregon forest and marine and wildlife habitat for the benefit of a foreign
energy corporation. [v]

The pipeline, terminal, and shipping, will impact 32 species protected under the
Endangered Species Act, (DEIS 5-14, 5-15) including 7 species of whales, 4 sea
turtles, and 6 fish species. [vi]

Final EIS
IND73 Continued, page 5 of 15
IND73-11 Comment noted.
IND73-12  Section 4.9.1.4 discusses the Project effects on the economy and
employment.

IND72-10 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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Continued, page 6 of 15

IND73-14

IND73-15

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.

See the response to IND1-3.
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IND73-16  As stated in section 4.2.1.4 of the DEIS, the Jordan Cove Terminal

iNiEiaETE site would undergo extensive earthwork and site improvement.
e Jordan Cove is proposing to utilize dynamic compaction and/or
roller compaction to improve shallow zones and compaction

to export.. [viii] Gas obtained by hydraulic fracturing of shale beds has recently been
proven Lo nol be commercially viable nor is it sustainable '™

+ The Proposed Jordan Cove Project would INCREASE GREEN HOUSE GASES &

negatively impact CLIMATE CHANGE. grouting for the deeper zones. The earthquake ground motions used
‘The Facilities” operations would increase pollution and greenhouse gas emissions, for dESIQn Of StrUCturesand evaluatlon Of geOteChnlcaI Condltlons
adding to our world’s already existing climate crisis. [x] consider the probabilities of large earthquake occurring on the
The project would directly conflict with the Pacific Coast Action Plan on Climate Cascadia Subduction Zone. See also the response to comment
and Energy signed on October 28, 2013. by Governor John Kitzhaber of Oregon, IND1-4.

Governor Edmund G. Brown Jr. of Califoria, Governor Jay Inslee of Washington
and Premier Christy Clark of British Columbia, to jointly attack climate change by
reducing greenhouse-gas emissions. [xi]

+ Project would cause significant increases in AIR PARTICULATE POLLUTION and
HEALTH PROBLEMS.

Particulate pollutants from the life cycle impact of this project would increase
respiratory and munune health problems in the community. Children and elders are
especially at risk. [xvii]

+ Proposed project would increase hazards associated with a SUBDUCTION
EARTHQUAKE AND TSUNAMI. Building the facility on 30+ feet of fill does not avoid | D716
the most significant problems.

The LNG Terminal in Coos Bay would be built on unstable sand dunes, in an area
overdue for an carthquake and tsunami, where OSU geologists have expressed alarm.
The ill-coneeived proposed JCEP project site is located in the Cascadia subduction
zone, OSU geologists have determined there is a 40% probability of an
earthquake/tsunami at this location within the next 50 years. [xii]

The DEIS does not consider multiple system failures like what happened in
Fukushima. It totally avoids evaluation of possible airplane impact or terrorist attack
with devices such as (ucl-air bombs [rom airport runway approaches passing directly
over the project site.

The Draft EIS on page 5-1 states:

" Given the design of LNG vessels, their safety record, and implementation of the
risk mitigation measures vecommended in the Coast Guard's WSR, it is highly
wunlilcely thar LNG would be released from a vessel int transit in the warerway and
there should not be any significant adverse impacts on environmenzal resources
wirhin the Zones of Concern .. " (Lmphasis provided)
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IND73 Continued, page 8 of 15
IND73-17  The risks to human life and health are disclosed in section 4.13.2.
T Accidents that have occurred are discussed in that section.
. would impact thousands of people living in the . . . .
Coos Bay Area. FERC listed the LNG vessels as non-jurisdictional facilities (DEIS IND7EAT Worldwide, there are 23 LNG export (liquefaction) terminals, 58
page “i") and made NO PLANS TO PROTECT THE PUBLIC in the Draft EIS except i ifi i i i
il et i SIS T import (rega5|f|cgt|on) termmalg, gnd 224 .LNG ships, altogether
handling approximately 168 million metric tons of LNG every
16,922 people in the Coos Bay area would live in the LNG Hazard Zones of
Concern. (Draft KIS page 4-980) 1.NG Salcty and Sceurity zones would negatively year In the IaSt 40 years 40 years there have been OVer 45‘000
impact the entire lower Coos Bay. [xiii] LNG carrier voyages, covering more than 100 million miles.
Persons up to a mile away from transiting LNG tankers would be at risk of receiving . -
2% degree burns in 30 seconds should a LNG pool fire occur. [xiv] ACCOleng to the U.S. Department of Energy: over the life of the
, _— o . industry, eight marine incidents worldwide have resulted in spillage
I'he proposed [acility would be in sight of the mall, schools, and our commercial .
airport. FERC has completely ignored this issue by making the LNG Vessels Non- Of LNG, Wlth some hu||S damaged due to CO|d fI’aCtUI’e, but no Cargo
auarliciondl s fires have occurred. Seven incidents not involving spillage were
Hazard Zones of Concerns are mentioned on Draft EIS Page 4-977. FERC has recorded, two from groundings, but with no significant cargo loss;
provided no Map in the current EIS of these Hazard Zone Areas. The Coast Guard’s - - - -
Water Suitability Report that ONLY addresses issues in the waterway has been that IS, repa”S were qUICkIy ma'de and Ieaks were aVOIded' There
determined by FERC to be sul‘l‘iciunll for prolecling ].NG Lransits. 'l.‘ncrc is no ) have been no LNG Shlpboard fatal |t|es
emergency response plan, no protection of the shoreline, no protection of the airways
o e I N GRA IND73-18  Our analysis of potential Project-related impacts on the Southwest
S o veande of peooie | south Oregon Regional Airport in North Bend can be found in section
i ik Syl kimmieos o s -t i 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
+ Proposed LNG project places Southwest Oregon Regional AIRPORT, local AIR - .. . .
PILOTS, AND LOCAL COMMUNITIES AT EXTREME RISK. This risk is not analyzed | inor-ts Certificates for the original Jordan Cove LNG import proposal in
in the Draft EIS nor is the risk to the public due to an airplane or terrorist attack hitting _ _ 1t HSS
the LNG vessel and/or the facility. These hazards were NOT ADDRESSED IN THE D_OCket No. CPO7 444 000’ the other :fOUf Slt’tmg_ Commissioners
DRAFT EIS. disagreed with and overruled Mr. Wellinghoff’s dissent. In a letter
With the S.W. Oregon Regional Airport located directly across the Coos Bay and to the Commission dated Dece':nber 221 2014’ Commentlng on our
lcs:?‘ llhan amile from the proposed hazardous LNG facility. this would be an accident November 2014 DEIS for‘ th|S PrOJ eCt, the SOUthWGSt Oregon
e Regional Airport and Coos County Airport District stated that it
El;]e&)}:_zﬁll:)sca[t‘:(‘)]l violates Gas Industry (SIGTTO) guidelines for safe siting of “strongly concurs with (the) recommendation (ln the DEIS for
Jordan Cove to document consultations with the Federal Aviation
S ST s Administration [FAA] and submit the results of studies before
Draft IS page 4-843 states: Project construction) and believes that the FAA process will assure
"ds noted above, the passage of LN vessels in the Coos Bay navigaiion channel is that the Airport continues to Operate Safely and EfﬁCientIy-”
not expected to affect commercial air traffic at the airport. Therefore, we conclude
that the fordan Cove Praject would have negligible impacts on air traffic
W-644 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses
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supporting local or regional businesses..." (emphasis provided)

What is at issue is NOT just potential impact on the airport from the terminal, which | |- 0
does exist, but far more importantly the impact of the airport proximity on the Cont
security of the terminal and of subsequent public hazard from aceidental or

intentional airborne impacts on the project.

+ Project would negatively impact WATER SUPPLIES.

The enormous water resources required by the entire proposed project could
compromise loeal water supplies. [xvi]

+ TRANSPORTATION IMPACTS on the local Community HAVE NOT BEEN

ANALYZED fully in the DEIS. Simpson Heights folks would receive massive traffic | D718
impacts (among other impacts). Yet without analyzing these impacts the Draft EIS

makes a determination that there would be no adverse socioeconomic impacts.

Draft EIS page 4-839 to 4-840 states:

" Heowever, the impact of using those satellite lots for worker parking was not
discussed in detail in either Jordan Cove's May 2013 application to the FERC or in
the DEA traffic analysis. Nor did the DEA traffic analysts take into acconnt
carpooling and the use of buses or rail to transport workers from the satellite
parking lois 1o the Jordan Cove terminal during Project construction. Also, while the
DI4 traffic study was reviewed by ODOT, Jordan Cove did not document that it was
reviewed by Coos County or the City of North Bend.

Therefore, we recommend that:

+ Prior to construction, Jordan Cove should file with the Secretary, for review and
approval by the Director of OEP, a revised Transportation Impact Analysis that
addresses the use of off-site satellite parking lots, and the transportation of
construciion workers from those lots to the terminal by bus or rail. Jordan Cove
should document that it provided copies of the revised study to the ODOT, Coos
County, and City of North Bend, and file the comments of the agencies."

Despite the lack of data the Draft Page 4-1038 states:

" We conciude that the Project would not have significant adverse socioeconomic

umulative impacts. Population increases from the influx of non-local workers
would be less than the average population increases in the four affected counties
during the period 2000 to 201 2. There is a large enough regional housing market
toa date the out-of-t workers, and local community institutions or
public services, including fire, police, hospitals. and scheols sheuld not be greatly
siressed by the Project, as explained in section 4.9. When combined with other
projects, the JCE & PCGP Project should have a beneficial effect on the regional
economy. " (emphasis provided)

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 Continued, page 10 of 15
IND73-20 A 2012 study by the Energy Information Administration (EIA) of
+ Project would cause INCREASED ENERGY COSTS for Americans. These higher D120 the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) stated: “...U.S. natural gas
costs would cause LOSSES OF THOUSANDS OF JOBS IN AMERICAN - . .
MANUFACTURING. These impacts are NOT CONSIDERED IN THE prices are projected to rise over the long run, even before
SReloERENeMICeRCTION orthe DatRIS: considering the possibility of additional exports.” Another 2012
Exporting LNG will increase the price of natural gas for consumers and Study by NERA Economic Consultants for DOE found that the
manufacturers, and would cost jobs and ereate a financial burden in an already H T3 H H H - H
e i nation is “...projected to gain net economic benefits from allowing
LNG exports.”
More than 120 mz!nufacturing projects Vjalued at nearly $1_1(J bil!ion of economic . P i
investment including thousands of new jobs would be at risk. [xix] IND73-21  Decisions by local governments to extend tax breaks are outside the
"The Department of Energy has determined that exporting natural gas could cause up SCOpe Of thIS FERC EIS
to 1.2 million manufacturing jobs to be lost to overseas workers. [xx] . . .
. _ IND73-22  Section 4.9 includes estimates of employment and taxes that would
J]:;bs";;':: e ([:\",zj PR ety S e result from the project. Most jobs would be associated with
) _ ] o construction. Table 4.9.1.4-2 estimates 145 direct jobs and 445
Rising natural gas prices would also mean increased usage of coal in power . . R . . . . .
generation.[xxii| indirect jobs associated with operation of the terminal in Coos
« RENT AND HOUSING COSTS are predicted to INGREASE significantly during County. The pipeline Is estlmgted to create a_bout 9 permanent jobs
Construction causing RESIDENTS IN COOS COUNTY to PAY HIGHER (page 4-816). Tables in section 4.9 also disclose the number of
RATES. Meanwhile, there are plans to give JORDAN COVE a 15-YEAR TAX construction jObS WhICh are Considerably hlgher AS for the
BREAK. J '
, , o _ o comparison with Malin, we are not aware of an LNG terminal
ITigher Rent and Iousing costs could significantly impact the local area as they have . _— .
done in other areas where LNG terminals have been proposed. [xxiii] Local leaders haV| ng been bUI It n Mal n.
have refused to listen to the facts and have made plans to give Jordan Cove a 15-year
tax break. Tax Funds would be diverted into a private foundation with little public
oversight. The money is likely to be squandered. The County’s general fund would
suffer as it would receive far less funds from Jordan Cove than if they paid taxes like
everyone else does in the County.
» HIGH UNEMPLOYMENT AFTER THE CONSTRUCTION phase was not
considered.
The Community would experience a construction boom/bust cycle and ultimately NDT322
very few permanent jobs would be created for local people. [xxiv]
Jordan Cove Project would generate only 101 permanent full-time jobs for local
workers. [xxi]
IMPORTANT MAPS
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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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20141219-5176 FERC PDF {(Unofficial) 12/1%/2014 11:03:15 AM

ected in Californ
+ IND74-1

IND74

Cynthia Care, Talent, OR

IND74-1

Comment noted.
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20141219-5259 FERC FDF (Unofficial] 12/19/2014 12:40:50 BM IND75 Forrest Eng“sh, Ashland, OR
John Kitzhaber i
Governor, State of Oregon IND75-1  The 90-day period to comment on the DEIS was not extended past
Dear Governor Kitzhaber, Senators, Representative and Mr. Friedman, February 131 2015.
We urge you to seek extension of the current 90-day comment period for public comment IND75-2 FERC accepted verbal and written comments at public open house
Statement (DEIS) o the Joréan Gove Eneray and Pacific Connector Ppeine Proect meetings, and comments can be both mailed to the FERC or
| | Il N - . - -

: submitted electronically on the FERC website. The public has been
The Jordan Cove and Pacific Connector project is massive in scale and comparable only provided amp|e opportunities to comment on the project A FERC
to the construction of Interstate 5 through Oregon in scope and cost. The potential impacts . . '
to Oregon's forests, farms, landowners, rivers and climate are staggering. email address was not created for accepting comments.
Both the public and Oregon's state agencies deserve more time to review a project of this | M07%-1 IND75-3 This submittal contained 370 separate Signed letters, the majority
TAngRRcda Al o prkis DGRl cameeiis; of which are identical or near-identical copies of this first letter.
Please convey my comments to the FERC concerning the DEIS comment period for the Identical letters and those with non-substantive differences, as well
Jordan Cove Energy and Pacific Connector Pipeline Project. Tell FERC that 90 days is not H shdiv
enough time for the public to provide meaningful comments on such a large and as Other dupllcate Ietters, have nOt been_ deVIdua”y COdEd, and
complicated project with significant implications for Oregonians, Americans, our lands and have been removed from this EIS appendlx. Those letters that had
walers, purdimeiand LS. ge= snpplles: substantial differences from this initial letter were coded separately
The public should be given at least 120 days to digest and comment on this huge 5,000- within this submittal and are presented in this Appendix to the EIS.
g Eocumect. The complete filing, which contains all identical letters as well as
Lastly plea;e urie ;ERIE- Emvniﬂe tancle_easa«l—to-use_lanl]:aRilC addLess rf::r a;l;ceptting public e all 370 signatures, can be accessed on the E-Library under
comment. Peopl ould be able to directly emai rather than have to maneuver L g -
through the difficult and cumbersome comment form on the FERC website. accession number 20141219-5259.
Sincerely,
Forrest English
PO Box 585
Ashland, OR 97520
19273901723

IND7S-3
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20141219-5259 FERC PDF {(Unofficial) 12/19/2014 12:40:50 PM IND75 Jim We"sy Eugene’ OR
John Kitzhaber
Gavernor iSlate of Cregom IND75-4  The 90-day period to comment on the DEIS was not extended past
Dear Mr. Friedman, Governor Kitzhaber, Senators and Representative, 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

DTS5 including mitigation.

Please extend the current 80-day comment period for public comment regarding the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the Jordan Cove Energy and Pacific Connector Pipeline Project.

IND75-4

| understand the DEIS claims all the impacts are easily mitigated. Although | doubt that is
correct, even it if were correct, where are the bindable assurances that they WILL be
mitigated?

Such a large document requires time to analyze. WAY more than 90 days for someone
like me who has an 80-hour a week job-- and not as a politician, bureaucrat, nor advocacy
group employee.

This is far too important to do a rush job on
jim Wells

2115 W. 24th Ave.
Eugene, OR 97501
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John Kitzhaber
Gavernor iSlate of Cregom IND75-6  The 90-day period to comment on the DEIS was not extended past
Dear Mr. Friedman, Governor Kitzhaber, Senators Merkley and Wyden, and Congressman February 13; 2015
Walden,

Under the current schedule, it will require me to tackle at least 60 pages every day to read
the ~5000 page FERC DEIS for the proposed Jordan Cove Energy and Pacific Connector
Pipeline Project - and that will leave me no time to comment on it.

IND75-6
We urge you to seek extension of the current 90-day comment period for public comment
regarding it. Both the public and Oregon'’s state agencies deserve more time to review a
project of this magnitude and tc provide meaningful comments.

Please convey my comments to the FERC concerning the DEIS comment period for the
Jordan Cove Energy and Pacific Connector Pipeline Project. Tell FERC that 90 days is not
enough time for the public to provide meaningful comments on such a large and
complicated project with significant implications for Oregonians, Americans, our lands and
waters, our climate and U.S. gas supplies.

Sincerely,

Doug Viner
Mechanical engineer
813 Leonard
Ashland, OR 97520

(541) 601-0055

W-655 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS

20141219-5259 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 12/19/2014 12:40:50 PM IND75 Johanna Harman, Talent, OR
John Kitzhaber
Gavernor iSlate of Cregom IND75-7  The 90-day period to comment on the DEIS was not extended past
Dear Mr. Friedman, Governor Kitzhaber, Senators and Representative, February 13, 2015.
Please extend the current 90-day pubic comment period to 120 days. IND75-8 FERC accepted verbal and written comments at public open house
. " . , L meetings, and comments can be both mailed to the FERC or
We've been waiting years for this large complicated project with significant implications for |, 57s.7 . ) N .
Oregonians, Americans, our lands and waters, our climate and U.S. gas supplies to arrive submitted E|ectr0nlca”y on the FERC website. The pUbIlC has been
and we require more time to digest the material and prepare for meaningful comment. provided ample opportunities to comment on the project A FERC
Also, please add an easy-to-use email address for accepting public comment. People email address was not created for accepting comments.
should be able to directly email FERC rather than have to maneuver through the difficult IND75-8
and cumbersome comment form on the FERC website
Sincerely,
Johanna Harman
411 Talent Ave, #1
Talent , OR 97540
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John Kitzhaber
Governor, State of Oregon |ND75_9 Comment noted.
Guar Mr. Friedmar, Govamor iiztaber; Senators and Reprasanitafive, IND75-10  The 90-day period to comment on the DEIS was not extended past
| am appalled at the prospect of laying a pipeline across southern Oregon to export February 13, 2015.
greenhouse gas producing fuel. Oregon should become a world leader in green energy, IND75-8 . .
and fossil fuel should be banned from being used in or crossing the state boundaries. IND75-11 FERC accepted verbal and written comments at public open house
There are cleaner way to obtain the energy we need in Oregon. meetings, and comments can be bOth mailed to the FERC or

Robert L. Bezy, Ph.D. . A . .
submitted electronically on the FERC website. The public has been
We urge you to seek extension of the current 90-day comment period for public comment

regarding the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) Draft Environmental Impact prO\{lded ample opportunltles to commeqt on the prOJECt. AFERC
Statement (DEIS) for the Jordan Cove Energy and Pacific Connector Pipeline Project. email address was not created for acceptlng comments.

The Jordan Cove and Pacific Connector project is massive in scale and comparable only
to the construction of Interstate 5 through Oregon in scope and cost. The potential impacts
to Oregon's forests, farms, landowners, rivers and climate are staggering.

Both the public and Oregon'’s state agencies deserve more time to review a project of this | movs10
magnitude and to provide meaningful comments.

Please convey my comments to the FERC concerning the DEIS comment period for the
Jordan Cove Energy and Pacific Connector Pipeline Project. Tell FERC that 90 days is not
enough time for the public to provide meaningful comments on such a large and
complicated project with significant implications for Oregonians, Americans, our lands and
waters, our climate and U.S. gas supplies.

The public should be given at least 120 days to digest and comment on this huge 5,000-
page document.

Lastly please urge FERC to provide an easy-to-use email address for accepting public
comment. People should be able to directly email FERC rather than have to maneuver IND7S-11
through the difficult and cumbersome comment form on the FERC website,

Sincerely,

Robert Bezy
475 lowa St.
Ashland, OR 97520

541 4880569
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20141219-5259 FERC FDF (Unofficial] 12/19/2014 12:40:50 BM IND75 Paul Howard, Stacy Drake, Corvallis, OR

John Kitzhaber
Govermor, State of Oregon IND75-12 We are not aware of any plans to transport the volume of natural
Dear Mr. Friedman, Governor Kitzhaber, Senators and Representative, 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.
The following message has been prewritten and we essentially agree with it's content. One .
question in our minds is this: If the pipeline isn't built, is it just going to be shipped by truck | wnrs 12 IND75-14  The 90-day period to comment on the DEIS was not extended past
and’for rail anyway? If that is the case, | would like to see a good thorough comparason of
long term dangers, expenses, and environmental impacts. February 13‘ 2015.
Also, "if" the pipeline turns out to be the safest method and "if" that Lig natural Gas (LNG) IND75-15 FERC accepted verbal and written Comment§ at pUbIIC Open house
is going to be extracted anyway, can't there be a better place to route the pipeline other - meetlngS, and comments can be both mailed to the FERC or
than through Coos Bay? My understanding is that Coos Bay, North Bend, and that area is i - - - -
a good productive oyster and other fishery industry based area and any pipeline mishaps SmeIttEd electronlcally on the FERC WEbSIte. The pUbIIC has been
or transfer to ship mishaps could do a lot of long term damage to the oyster and fishing provided amp|e Opportunities to comment on the project. A FERC

industry there. email address was not created for accepting comments.
Thanks - Paul Howard and Stacy Drake
Corvallis, Oregon

e

We urge you to seek extension of the current 90-day comment period for public comment
regarding the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for the Jordan Cove Energy and Pacific Connector Pipeline Project.

The Jordan Cove and Pacific Connector project is massive in scale and comparable only
to the construction of Interstate S through Oregon in scope and cost. The potential impacts
to Oregon's forests, farms, landowners, rivers and climate are staggering.

Both the public and Oregon's state agencies deserve more time to review a project of this
magnitude and to provide meaningful comments. IND7E-14

Please convey my comments to the FERC concerning the DEIS comment period for the
Jordan Cove Energy and Pacific Connector Pipeline Project. Tell FERC that 90 days is not
enough time for the public to provide meaningful comments on such a large and
complicated project with significant implications for Oregonians, Americans, our lands and
waters, our climate and U.S. gas supplies.

The public should be given at least 120 days to digest and comment on this huge 5,000-
page document.

Lastly please urge FERC to provide an easy-to-use email address for accepting public
comment. People should be able to directly email FERC rather than have to maneuver INDT5-1S
through the difficult and cumbersome comment form on the FERC website.

Sincerely, Paul Howard & Stacy Drake
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@ s, folantial for M&i&ﬂ‘d while crotena KOO Loelrdodiy, ores IND76-4  See the discussion on stream crossings in section 4.6.
darny Voo Comstruedion 7 }2‘"/}7"-”&"""'/ ""’j‘"’“"""'ﬁéé- IND76-5  See the response to IND73-16.
Lot woeled cossss enyen “%jw it ‘aé:'/ hia IND76-6  Emissions from the Jordan Cove facility are disclosed in section
wduwwau ondd clomage fo g Y2 R ’1""3 4.12.1.1. Table 4.12.1.1-6 gives the combined emissions from the
MM?MD(’ walinon, Wbo tache n Hoose wonter e terminal, power plant, marine vessels, and nearby major sources of
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o \ bl chiauiler woadinn Yo 4 Yl IND76-7 Facility safety is addressed in section 4.13.
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Continued, page 3 of 3

For SO, 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
251 Wildcat Rd.
Camas Valley, OR
97416

541 445 2325
jouinn@ijeffnet.org

OEP/DG2E/Gas 3
Jordan Cove Energy Project, L.P.
Docket NO. CP13-483-000

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline, L.P.
Docket No. CP13-492-000
FERC/EIS-0256D

1211715
Dear FERC:

| write to request that FERC extend the filing period end date for comments (2/13/15) on its
DEIS. As an “intervenor” (copy included) and a concerned Individual whose home Is not far
from tht'a\dproposed pipe line, | find that the very size and complexity of the DEIS for the Jordan
Cove and Pacific Connector projects (doc. #s CP13-483-000 AND CP13-492-000) might
well preclude the kind of careful and detailed commentary that would be most helpful in
judging the true environmental impact(s) of these proposals. | feel that an extension of the
comment period from the current ll:ebruary. 2015 date to May or June of 2015 would, in my
opinion, offer adequate time for a quality response and represent an inclination, by FERC, to
place the safety and other concerns of individual citizens on a more equal footing with the
commercial interests of the well financed, well staffed applicants.

Thanking you in advance for your kind attention to this important matter, | remain

our;

loseph Patrick (Pat) Quinn

I IND77-1

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

Continued, page 2 of 5

IND78-1

IND78-2

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.

See the response to IND78-1 above.
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IND78-3  See the response to comments IND78-1 and CO34-15.
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Jenna Crae, Roseburg, OR

IND79-1
IND79-2

See the response to IND1-3.
See the response to IND1-2.
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Final EIS
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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IND80-1 Comment noted.

IND8C-1
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IND81-1 Comment noted.
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nis assault rifle could

the pipe. ez or horses are also a conc .

Thers is ed 24/7 sscurity stations at about 50 mile
intervals along the pipeline. This would goc a long way in making people IND&1-1
living along the line feal confident in the safety of —he pipeline.

0
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IND82-1 See the response to IND1-1.

IND82-2 See the response to IND1-2.

R e e IND82-3  See the response to IND1-3.
: 1 Bant o €1 s IND82-4  See the response to IND1-4.
IND82-5  See the response to IND1-6.
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Thank you for accepting my comments.
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IND83-1 Comment noted.
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IND84-1 Comment noted.

Ervin and Mitzl Sulffridge, Winston, OR.

This is regarding the proposed Pacific Connector Pipeline that would
connect Malin to the proposed Jordan Cove Terminal in Coos Bay,
traversing Klamath, Douglas, Jackson and Coos Counties

To whom it may concern,

We searched for the perfect property te retire and live out our golden
years and we finally found it approximately 30 years ago. It was bare
land to begin with and we worked very hard to put in the road,
electricity, water, sewer, and we built our home on top of the mountain
with a huge front yard. We planted it all in small wood lot trees. I can
look out my living room window and see lots of wild animals such as deer,
turkeys, pheasants, quail, rabbits, red tailed hawks and even once saw a
cow elk walking across my front yard one morning. I watch the yellow
school bus meandering up Rice Creek to pick up the kids.

One day we heard a tap tap tap noise and looked o tc see a man driving
surveying stakes on ocur property all the way across our kig yard. We teld
him to leave and he said he didn’t have to, they had eminent domain. We
have been fighting them ever since.

The proposed 100’ swath with a 36“ pressured pipe will come up our road
and go across our front yard where our children, grandkids and great
grandkids have picnies, graduaticn parties, birthdays and much more. They
also have their swing set, trampcline; have a power wheel track where
they ride their power wheels and bikes. We love to relax in the yard and
watch the birds by day and star gaze by night. They alsc propose 2 big
staging areas to be used while they are werking.

We picked this property to build our home because of the high ridge and
we can see the beautiful surrounding mountains. We were told our property
was chosen because they like to stay on the ridges when they can. We have
been tocld that after our property is torn up to put in the pipeline, they
will put it back like it was.

How would you like your sweet babkies to share thelr vard with a monster?
I refer to the pipeline as a menster and I love my family far too much
than to take the chance.

I propose to stop the use of my property via eminent domain for its use IND84-1
on the pipeline.

Ervin and Mitzil Sulffridge
800 Honey Run Lane
Winston, OR 97496
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Kay Kendall, Ashland, OR
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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.

W-677

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS

20141230-5001 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 12/30/2014 12:26:10 AM IND86 Ryan NaViCkaS| PrOSpeCt, OR

IND86-1 Comment noted.

Ryan Navickas, Prospect, OR.

It is unreasonable that citizens of Oregon should accept the liability of
having a gas pipeline running essentially through cur backyards, crossing
our waterways, farm, and forest lands without compensation. The
proponents of this project say that it would create jochs. This is
essentially a benefit to those who are temporarily employed in
constructing the pipeline, and those who live in Ccos Bay working at the
terminal. The vast majority of Oregonians would see negligible benefit
from this project but would live with the specter of insecurity at the
threat of catastrophic leaks and explosions. While millions of dollars of
worth of gas would flow through our state fueling industry in Asia and
lining the pocketbooks of gas companies, Oregonians would suffer
depreciated property values and daily fear for the safety of our

children, our waterways, and fisheries. This project must not be allowed
to proceed without just compensation to every resident of the state whose
resources would be put at risk, that is tc say sach and every resident of
the state. A reascnable, though modest, suggestion would be awarding
free gas to every Oregon home and business forever. This would begin toc
compensate citizens for the inconvenience on their lives imposed by the
gas companies. As we all know, gas supplies will not last forever. Why
should domestic supplies be shipped overseas for private profiteers
robbing future generations of accessible energy for life and livelihood?
Compensation would allow families to begin to plan for the future, by
investing in renewable energy sources like solar panels, while the
government and energy industry neglect to do so. If this gas is to pass
through Oregon we need guarantees that our energy future is secure. To
allow this energy to pa away without securing renewable energy for our
future would be irresponsible, like squandering the summer's harvest on
lavish feasts while neglecting to consider winter's approach. Oregonians
would not even get the feast, out of state companies would. The value of
the imposition this pipeline places on Oregonians has been grossly
underestimated. We the people must approve this use of our shared IND8B-1
resource wholeheartedly with near consensus or it must not move forward.
The offer before the citizens at this peint is pathetic: no public good,
all for private gain.
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IND87-1 Comment noted.
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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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Mary S Neuendorf, Salem, OR.

FERC did not co der the impacts of the LNG terminal being built in the
earthquake subduction zone and tsunami area of Coos Bay. As an eample,
FERC failed to describe what could happen to the two 80-million-gallon INDS3-1
tanks of liquefied natural gas if the power plant stopped working and the
back-up power also failed, as did in Fukushima Japan. The LNG would
immediately start to warm and expand. The result could be disastrous.

The LNG tankers, cooling facility, power plant and holding tanks would be
located in a tsunaml inundation zone that also happens tc be on a sand
spit extremely susceptible to liquefaction and subsidence. Any accidents
place a large part of North Bend at great risk

Construction of the pipeline would have substantial impacts to water
quality at stream crossings through trenches in the stream, sediment from
the ¢leared pipeline route, and the removal of important stream-side
forests. Clean cold water is cr for the salmon that define our
region, and the direct pipeline impacts as well as a warming climate
=lerated by exports threaten would threaten that legacy.

ipeline constru ion and the 230-mile linesar clearcut would have major
impacts to public forests managed by the US Forest Service and the Bureau
of Land Management, and the species that depend on them.

Thhe town of North Bend would be squarely in the risk zone from LNG
storage at the terminal. In 2014 alone, Williams Company (the one that
would build and maintain the Pacific Connector pipeline) h had 3 gas
facilities cor pipelines explode causing severe damage to property and
What could happen in North Bend?

Because the Pacifi n or Pipeline would primarily travel through
rural 3, safe standards for the 36" pipeline are downgraded. The
would threaten private property, public lands and many lives along the
way.

Landowners would face the use of eminent domai Private property for the
benefit of a foreign energy company is not a proper use of eminent

great risk to human lives

>ject will clearcut a 95' wide swath through wildlife habitat

along 75 miles of pubklic fores in southern Oregon, including 42 miles

in old-growth forests. FERC failed to fully consider the impacts to our
endangered wildlife that depend on th. forests, like the spotted owl, IND93-2
marbled murrelet, and coho salmon.

FERC failed to consider an alternative 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 IND93-3
Oregonians. This is because, if the pipeline blows up, few people die

in rural areas. FERC should not have considered pecple lives an
acceptable trade for saving corporate profits.

IND93

Mary S. Neuendorf, Salem, OR

IND93-1
IND93-2

IND93-3

See the response to IND1-4.

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.

See the response to IND1-7.
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IND94-1 Comment noted. See section 3.4.2.7 for a discussion of alternatives
for crossing the Oregon Women's Land Trust.

Frances Rominski, rtland, OR.
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e R IND94-3  See the response to IND1-7.
e of the first | mowe IND94-4  Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.
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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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IND96-1 Comment noted.

John Dailey, Medferd, OR.
John Dailey

2673 Oak View Circle
Medford OR 97504
January 5, 2015

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE

Washington ©DC 20426

Via eComment

RE: Jordan Cove Liquefaction and Pacific Connector Pipeline Projects
{Docket Nos. CP13-483-000 and CP13-492-000)

Commissioners:

There is a lot of noisy oppositicn to the Jordan Cove and Pacific

or projects. Most of the arguments I have seen are factually or
logically challenged or both. I am writing because I suspect most people
do or would support these projects if considered on their merits.

I support both projects for a number of reascons. Southern Oregon is a INDS6-1
lovely place to live. It has a pleasant climate, cpen space and friendly
people. One thing it does not have, however, is a local source of fossil

fuels. Having a large natural gas pipeline in the neighborhoaod with

local access adds measurably to living securely in the Rogue Valley.

All of the counties affected by these projects have been on the federal
government dole since timber harvests and assoclated county revenu
ended. The jobs and ad valorem taxes generated by these projects will
help stabilize and restore the finances of these counties.

One argument frequently made by the oppositicn is that we should not
export “our” natural gas because those foreigners will (a) Jjust burn it
nd cause global warming or (b) drive up the cost of domestic natural
Rescurces avallable to an economy get consumed in gquantities that
tend to equalize the marginal benefit and the marginal cost. 1In plain
language this means if natural gas is $2.00 per MCF, it will be consumed
in any use that will produce $2.00 benefit to the user. If we
politically limit the distribution of natural gas, more of it will be
consumed in less valuable applications. Don’t forget we owe the Chinese
trilliens, natural gas is a way to pay them off.

Finally, some of those schemin’ and connivin® Canadians behind this
project are in-laws, so lighten up, eh.

I know your consideration of these projects will be thoughtful,
deliberate and objective. Thank you for your service.

Sincerely,
John Dailey
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IND97-1 Comment noted.

IND97-2  The effects of the Project on jobs, including temporary jobs, is
oS- addressed in section 4.9.

Terry Brown, Talent, OR.
I am adamantly cppesed to the constructien of the Jordan

pipeline through southern Oregon r the following reasons

1)It is insane to consider sacrificing the beauty of our environment and
the inherent hazards of such a pipeline that is to benefit a foreign
entity. THE PROJECT DOES NOT BENEFIT OREGONIAN™S BEST INTEREST!!!

2) It is claimed that jobs will ke created. Labor statistics indicated INDS7-2
that that is greatly exaggerated and that the jobs are only short term.

Most of the laborers will be Canadians?

3)This pipeline is for a Canadian Company that will utilize eminent
domain to secure its objective. WHAT AN QUTRAGE!!

4)The entire project will be situated in a tenuous area of with the
potential of severe earthquake damage from the Cascadia subd ion plate
and the resultant sunami threatening the preocposed plant in Coos Bay.

5) How can we risk Oregon's magnificent natural beauty to enrich a
foreign co
due to

oration who cur

1tly have rrent pending lawsui

{lures of previous projects, i.e. explosions and leaking
pipelines?

6) At a time when CO2 emissions
drastically curtail this proje
problem expcnentially.

d pollution on the planet nesds to be
would only increase the emissions

7) This LNP is to be transported to Asia for their use in manufacturing,
etc. which threatens any continued economic recovery here in the U.S.

STOP THE INS
THE JORDAN ¢

ANITY OF THIS PROPOSAL!!! DO NOT APPROVE THE APPLICATION FOR
/E PIPELINE

Thank you

Terry Brown
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IND98

Tim Ryan, Days Creek, OR

IND98-1

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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IND99-2  The FERC cannot speculate as to the motives of a foreign
Cri3-46a - -
government and has no authority over foreign governments.
%4 B FERC's role in this process is to evaluate the application submitted
T to the FERC by the project's proponent.
Ashland OR 97520
January 1,2015
KIMBERLY D BOSE

SECRETARY FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
888 FIRST ST NE ROOM 1A
WASHINGTON DC 20426

RE: LNG PIPE LINE

Please do not allow the LNG Pipeline to be laid between Canada and Coos Bay,
Qregon. The pipeline is a very bad idea because of the possibility of explosions,
the ruining of the forests, the displ. of wild animals, the ination of
the rivers and lakes and the taking of peoples lands. All of this so that the Big Oil
Companies can continue to make billions of dollars. They will never admit that
apy damage will be done, nor will they clean up the contamination when it does
happen.

IND9S-1

This project will NOT produce steady jobs for any American. The profits will be
going into the already over paid CEO’s of big companies.

The pipeline is not going to increase the gasoline and oil necessary for Americans
but is schedules to be sent over seas.

If Canada is producing this oil on the Eastern seaboard why is the oil not being

shipped from the Eastern Seaboard of Canada instead of being shipped or piped to [ND2t.:2
Oregon to be shipped out of the country.

PLEASE STOP THIS PIP‘EI;.@E NOW.

A A i = T
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Final EIS
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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IND102-3

IND102

Emmalyn Garrett, Bandon, OR

IND102-1
IND102-2
IND102-3

See the response to IND1-4.
See the response to IND1-1.

The FERC decided not to extend the 90-day period for comments
on the DEIS past February 13, 2015.
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IND103-1

IND103-2

IND103-3

IND103-4

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.

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.

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.

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.

0 bhuild a 2 IND104-1

nurber i

Thank you,

Karol Strane
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Tom Hall, Medford, OR

IND105-1

Comment noted.
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Tim Latendresse, Jacksonville, OR

IND106-1

Comment noted.

W-698

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Final EIS

20150114-5038 FERC PDF {Unofficial) 1/14/2015 8:35:23 AM

IND107

Submitted by

Jerry Havens
Distinguished Professor of Chemical Engineering
University of Arkansas

James Venart
Professor Emeritus of Mechanical Engineering
University of New Brunswick

Regarding the
Jordan Cove Export Terminal
Drall Environmental Impact $tatement

Docket No. CP13-483
January 14, 2013
UNITED STATES LNG TERMINAL SAFE-SITING POLICY IS FAULTY

We have commented repeatedly to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) and
the Department of Transportation (DOT) that we believe FERC is approving variances to the
requirements of 49 CFR 193, Liquefied Natural Gas Facilities: Federal Safety Standards, that have
not been subjected to adequate science based review and appear to provide inadequate fire and
explosion exclusion zones to protect the public.

This submission focuses on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Jordan
Cove Export (JCE) Terminal Project. We believe the JCE DEIS fails 1o provide for protection of
the public from credible fire and explosion hazards. The conversion of the Jordan Cove facility
for export, including provision of gas treatment technology utilizing mixed hydrocarbon
refrigerants for liquefaction and removal of heavy hydrocarbons from the natural gas feed to the
plant, presents hazards 1o the project more serious (on a unit weight basis) than with LNG.  We
believe these additional hazards have been discounted without sufficient scientific justification in
spite of multiple international reports during the last decade of catastrophic accidents involving
unconfined (hydrocarbon) vapor cloud explosions. It is clear that the increased hazards due to the
presence of significant amounts of heavier-than-methane hydrocarbons, for which there is
considerably more extensive research and accident experience than for LNG-ONLY projects, and
which are “game-changing” in importance. have been seriously under-estimated in this DEIS. We
believe the hazards attending the proposed operations at the Jordan Cove export facility could have
the potential to rise, as a result of cascading events, to catastrophic levels that could cause the near-
total and possibly total loss of the facility, including any LNG ship berthed there. Such an event
could present serious hazards to the public well bevond the facility boundaries.

We also believe there remains significant potential for cascading fire and explosion cvents
attending “LNG only” storage and handling that have not been sufficiently addressed, particularly
regarding the worst-possible case events that should be considered on the shore side storage tanks
and marine side (ship related), either by accident or terrorist activity. Instead of considering the
findings of extensive LNG Safety rescarch conducted at the direction of Congress during the last
decade that might influence the judgment of the acceplability (to the public) of the worst case

df

IND107-1

IND107-2

IND107-3

IND107

Jerry Havens (University of Arkansas) and James Venart
(University of New Brunswick)

IND107-1
IND107-2

IND107-3

Comment noted.

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.

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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cvents that should be considered for this proposced terminal, the present JCE DEIS appears to
largely ignore those lindings.

The JCE DEIS focuses principally on arguments directed to meeting the “letter” of the federal
regulations governing a single index of public safety - mathematical modeled exclusion zones (safe
separation distances) intended to keep the public out of harm’s way. But this DEIS relics. for
prediction of exclusion zone distances, on the use of mathematical models which have not been
subjected to adequate (open for public inspection) validation requirements either by comparison
with experimental data or independent scientific peer review. Furthermore, the calculations of the
exclusion distances Tor vapor dispersion and vapor-cloud-explosion hazards do not provide any
evidence of applicability in near calm conditions coupled with reliance on impermeable (concrete)
vapor fences designed to retard vapor cloud travel. Until there is produced by the applicant
meaningful evidence of the accuracy and applicability-for-purpose of these modeling techniques,
and that information is made available for public evaluation and oversight, it must be considered
that the potential hazards of storage, handling, and shipping of such massive quantities of energy
as are involved in this project could have been seriously underestimated.

The Jordan Cove Export Terminal DEIS Section 4 (Environmental Analysis), which contains
the section on Reliability and Safety. comes to nearly twelve hundred pages, much of which is
technically complex and therefore unlikely to be very helpful to the public. In view of
shortcomings in the DEIS that we will identify, we believe it is particularly timely to summarize
the hazards that require careful address for the proposed export terminal, as well as provide DOT
and FERC with our independent assessment of the current state of scientific knowledge, including
limitations thereof, upon which proper quantification of the risks and consequences of credible
accidental or intentional events should be based.

We believe the present methodoelogy of regulating NG Terminal (import and export) hazards-
to-the-public are overdue lor carelul review and assessment. During the briel (six-decade) history
of LNG trans-ocean transport, LNG Storage and Handling Facilities have increased in size by an
order of magnitude (factor 10). At the same time. it appears that the regulatory guidelines have
not been continually reviewed and updated in consideration of extensive research programs
required by Congress Lo better provide lor public safety from LNG import terminals or the ships
that service them. Most importantly, the regulations that are being applied to the proposed JCE
Terminal appear to give only cursory attention to the additional hazards that will be involved by
the proposed expansion of the terminal for export service. For this reason alone, we believe it is
important for the public to consider “how we got here”. We have prepared a short history of the
development of the current LNG Facility Siting-for-Safety regulations which we believe would be
helptul for all involved (public and regulators alike) to consider. However, in order to focus on
the concerns that we believe require immediate address in the JCE Terminal DEIS, we have placed
that historical appendix at the end of our comments. We recommend it to the reader.

There is a rich history of experience with the hazards of hydrocarbon fuels and chemicals
heavier than methane (the principal component of LNG). That history describes numerous
catastrophic accidents involving complete destruction of plant facilities duc to fire and explosion.
In the present JCE DEIS, FERC appears 1o have accepted extensions ol arguments previously
prepared for the application to build the facility as an import terminal. However, as our history
(appendix) shows, the regulations regarding approval of import terminals have in the past been
guided by the premise that LNG. as methane, poses significantly lesser hazards than heavier
hvdrocarbons routinely handled in the petroleum industry. We do not disagree with this
characterization. What we find disconcerting is the extent to which the “safety” characteristics of

IND107-3
Cont'd

IND107-4

IND107-5

IND107-6

IND107

Continued, page 2 of 27

IND107-4

IND107-5

IND107-6

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.

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.

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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IND107-7 The hazards associated with storage and handling of methane,

methane have been misunderstood (and misrepresented) as the industry has expanded. today heavier hydrocarbons including ethylene, propane, pentane, and
involving extremely large volumes of LNG (energy) concentrated in storage and handling . . . .

tacilities. After all, methane is the prize fuel that it is in that it ignites easily and burns hotly and amines are dlSCUSSGd in Sections 4.13.2.1 and 4.135.

cleanly, and those attributes entail hazards that multiply with the amounts of fuel involved. . . .

Therefore, we believe that insufficient attention has been given to the potential magnitude of the IND107-8 The hazards associated with sto rage and handllng of methane and
hazards that accompany the large scale storage-and-handling LNG-ONLY operations now [ ™MB107-7 H H H H

operating and planned. But, we want to make it clear that our more serious concerns relating to Other haZardOUS f|UIdS are dISCUSSEd in Secuons 4 1321 and
the JCE Terminal result from the combined storage and handling, in gaseous and liquid forms, of 4.13.5.

methane and heavier hydrocarbons including ethylene, propane, pentane, and amines in such large

amounts.

We believe the proposed JCE Terminal DEIS is a signal example of the (unwarranted) extent
to which regulations designed for LNG-only handling facilitics arc being used as the basis for
regulating large-scale projects involving heavier-than-methane hydrocarbon chemicals and (uels
in volumes, particularly in combination, that involve significantly greater hazard potential than do | IND107-8
import-only LNG terminals. With the current concerns for terrorist activity, and in view of the
recent interational experience of catastrophic accidental unconfined vapor cloud explosions of
hydrocarbon fuels. it is time for a careful review.

Yolume of Hazardous Hvdrocarbons Stored at the Proposed JCE Terminal

¢ Hazardous Materials Tank (s) Storage Volumes, gallons
o LNG(2) 89,662,000
o Ethylene (1) - 14,000
o Propane (1)— 13.670
o Isopentane (1) — 31.030
o Amine (1) - 17.205
+ Hazardous Materials Design Spill Volumes and Spill Impoundment Volumes, gallons
o LNG (2) — 89,662,000 — 112,338.200 (outer tank concrete wall)
o 36-inch Ship Load Header (at dock) — 784.600 — 785170 (concrete sump)
o 36-inch Ship Load Header (al tanks)  827.740  833.400 (concrete sump, shared)
o 24-inch LNG Rundown Line — 71.980 - 833.400 (concrete sump, shared)
o 6-inch Mixed Refrigerant Line — 61.060 — 833.400 (concrete sump, shared)
o Ethylene Storage Tank — 14.000 - 43.933 (concrete sump. shared)
o Propane Storage Tank — 15,670 — 43,935 (concrete sump, shared)
o Isopentane Storage Tank — 31,030 — 43,395 (concrete sump, shared)
o Amine Makeup Tank — 17.205 — 17.245 (concrete sump)

We focus on these large hazardous materials inventories, the “design” spills that are
considered, and the estimation of potential consequences which determine the safety exclusion
distances for fire and explosion hazards - to provide our summary assessment of the JCE DEIS.

FAILURE TO ADEQUATELY PROVIDE FOR PUBLIC SAFETY
I'he JCE Terminal DEIS issued by FERC concludes that the principal regulatory requirements
of 49 CFR 193: Liguefied Natural Gas Facilities: Federal Safety Standards providing exclusion
zones to protect the public from liquid pool fire, vapor eloud dispersion, and vapor cloud explosion
hazards have been met satisfactorily (with FERC-stated actions required) by the applicant’s
submitted mathematical-model calculated exclusion distances.

3
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In our opinion. the DEIS-proposced approval of the JCE Terminal, in the absence of careful
address ol the concerns we describe below, will not provide lor sulTicient separation distances
(exclusion zones) to protect the public from credible events, whether by accident or intentional
act. ITowever, our principal intent is not to engage in argument regarding the details of the
methodology or the accuracy of the predictions submitted by Jordan Cove to caleulate the
exclusion distances (we do believe there are deficiencies in that regard because sufficient evidence
of the accuracy and applicability of the mathematical models and model-inputs thereto has not
been presented). Most importantly, we believe that the JCE DEIS has developed too rapidly, we
suspect partly due to its evolvement [rom the DEIS previously submitted for approval as an import
(only) terminal at the Coos Bay site, and as a result has become mired in the details of exclusion
zone determination using theoretical models without proper recognition of the overall potential for
catastrophic hazards that must be considered for operation as an export terminal.

IND107-8

IND107-10

Our primary purpose in these comments is to state the following serious concerns which we
believe require science-based adjudication prior to approval of this application-for-siting:

1. The current consequence-driven regulatory process (see appendix on history),
which decides the acceptability of an LNG siting process by ensuring that the
consequences of accidents will not extend offsite to affect the public), has
developed similarly to that which forms the basis for nuclear plant siting
approval — reliance on determination of so-called credible “design accidents™
(here called “design spills™) to determine the required exclusion distances (from
the accident (spill) location) to the applicant’s property line. The determination
of these design accidents is a complex process which has developed ad hoc.
Initially the design accident (releasce) was taken as the catastrophic release of
the entire contents of the largest storage vessel on the site. It later was changed
10 the “guillotine™ severance of the largest transfer line in the lacility, with the
release duration assumed to be ten minutes, or a shorter time if the applicant
could demonstrate the ability to limit the spill duration (such as by incorporation
of emergency shutdown procedures). There followed the adoption of a
provision by which an altemative release rate and total amount (termed an
“accidental leakage rate (ACR) spill”) can be submitted by the applicant for
approval. Such ACR spills are typically spills from smaller lines (such as
branch or instrument lines) rather than the largest lines carrying the hazardous
material. The regulation provisions now allow consideration of even smaller
releases from “holes™ in the selected lines. In our opinion these developments
can only be understood as resulting from pressures on the applicants to seck
approval of smaller and smaller required exclusion distance determinations.
But the requirements placed on the applicant to demonstrate the probability or
lack thereof of the different kinds of releases assumed for designation as an
ACR are not sufficiently quantified — the process appears to be largely a “good-
faith” decision reached jointly by the applicant and the DOT/FERC staffs. In
our judgment this is not good science or engineering; it is indicative of
regulation that facilitates facility approval — potentially at the expense of public
safety.

IND107-11

2. Further compromising the effectiveness of the current regulations for public

safety, the system has become dependent upon modeling methods using | IND107-12

4

Continued, page 4 of 27

IND107-9

IND107-10

IND107-11

IND107-12

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.

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

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.

See response to IND107-4.
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complex mathematical caleulations (computer programs) that arc not available
10 the public for independent evaluation of their applicability-lor-purpose; we
believe this prevents a basic public right-to-know.

3. 'The caleulations supporting the exclusion zone distance for the LNG “tanktop”
fire chosen by the applicant as the controlling “design spill” fire do not consider
potential cascading failure hazards to the public that could follow such a fire.
We believe such failures have the potential to lead to structural failures of the
LNG tank(s) which could lead to catastrophe.

4. 'There are numerous potential hazards from fires and explosions that could result
in cascading events involving the liquefaction trains at the facility as well as
LNG ships berthed at the facility. We realize the ship is not FERCs
responsibility; however. the worst-case hazard potential for the marine side of
the proposed terminal should be considered before approval in view of the
public concems recently addressed in research required by Congress.

w

. The methods used to determine vapor-cloud exclusion zones, particularly the
use of “mitigation” methods such as gas-impervious concrete fences to prevent
advance of vapor clouds bevond the applicant’s property lines, could increase
the potential for serious, even catastrophie, vapor cloud explosions. The JCE
Terminal DEIS appears to ignore international experiences of catastrophic
unconfined vapor cloud explosions (UVCLE), at least four of which occurred in
the last decade, destroying the facilities involved as a result of cascading events.

ill Accident Selection

e Design S

The design spill specified for the ship's cargo unloading line for the Jordan Cove Export facility
has been designated as a guillotine break of a 36 inch line with a ten minute duration spill of
827.740 gallons. Havens™ 2009 review'ol’ eleven LNG import terminal environmental impact
statements indicates approvals for ship unloading line design spills ranging from 28,900 gallons
(Keyspan, not approved) to 812,000 gallons (Trunkline, approved). FERC provided no quantitative
Jjustification for approving such large variations for these eleven spills, which resulted in large
variations in the extent of vapor cloud exclusion zones. 8ince the vapor cloud zone determinations
are directly related to the amount of LNG spilled, this lack of consistency in the design spills
selected for analysis by the various applicants has the appearance of simply determining the size
of the spill that the applicant’s property line distance will allow. None of these widely varying
approvals appear to have been supported by quantitative science-based analysis.

The Jordan Cove Export (JCE) DEIS illustrates the potential for misunderstanding in the current
design-spill-selection process. The JCE DEIS specifies a ship unloading line (SUL) spill of more
than 827,000 gallons into a concrete impoundment basin. To our knowledge this JCE SUL spill is
the largest specified by any terminal applicant to date. To the reader uninitiated in the complexities
of this process, this choice of design spill might be viewed as conservative (assuming a worst case
spill of nearly a million gallons of LNG). Ilowever, current scientific knowledge conceming such
events ensures that the applicant would have no hope of guarantecing that the vapor cloud from
such a large spill could be maintained within their property boundary without incorporaiing extreme

'Havens, J., Consequence Analyses for Credible LNG IHazards, Second Annual AICIIE/CSCIIE
lopical Conference, Montreal, Quebec. August 2009

5
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Continued, page 5 of 27

IND107-13

IND107-14
IND107-15

IND107-16

A recommendation has been included in Section 4.13.3 related to
this issue.

See response to IND107-3.

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.

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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IND107-17 See response to IND107-04. Approval of alternative models is

measures. 'The extreme measures proposed to contain the cloud on the JCE’s property are vapor- Subject to the PHMSA.

impervious concrele [ences, s [orty Teet tall, which prevent the advance of a vapor cloud in

selected directiur_ls. We b?lieve this provision coul_d result m defeating the purpose of the exclusion IND107-18 See response to IND107-19 for validation of LNGFIRE3 and use

zones for ensuring public safety - by introducing additional severe hazards of vapor cloud . . .

explosion. for tank top fires. See response to IND107-13 for discussion of
There are other serious problems with the design spill quantities and vapor dispersion (vapor H H

cloud formation) predictions. The vapor dispersion model predictions presented assume maximum Ca‘scad ! ng fal I ures.

wind speeds (presumably at 10 meters elevation) of 1-2 m/s. Near the ground (one to five meters
elevation) the wind direction fluctuation (as well as the speed) is very uncertain in near-calm wind
conditions. There are proven scientific reasons to expect that low-wind speed (near-calm) TGTRE
conditions combined with the high density stratification of the cold LNG vapor cloud near the spill Cont'd
can increase the potential for damaging vapor cloud explosions. In such conditions the advance of
the NG vapor cloud is determined primarily by gravity forces on the cloud: typical cloud advance
speeds would be around one (or even a fraction of one) meter persecond. As a consequence, mixing
of LNG vapor with air would be exceptionally “slow”, and some degree of partial “containment of
the cloud” would result due to the vapor fences” holdup effect. Tinally, we expect that since the
fences do not surround the property (there are gaps where the gas could get through) it is likely that
simulations of the vapor dispersion, even with the presently specified fences, might not prediet
containment of the flammable gas cloud boundaries at higher wind speeds.

¢ Vapor Dispersion Models are Proprietary and are not Available for Public Vettin

Ihe vapor dispersion models {also used for the damaging explosion-overpressure predictions)
are not available for independent inspection or evaluation.  While the models are presumably
available to anyone requesting such services, the cost would probably be prohibitive to the public.
This is a very significant development in government regulation policy: previously such models
(DEGADIS and FEM3A) were available to the public at no cost. We believe this situation should
be reviewed: it has the potential to undermine confidence in the entire process

At least two new vapor dispersion models have been approved, for a total of four; DEGADIS, | \yp1g7.17
FEM3A. and two new ones, PHAST and FLACS. In contrast to DEGADIS and FEM3A, the
development of which were paid for with public funds and which were (and still are) freely
available for use and independent evaluation, the new models are privately held (proprietary),
prohibitively expensive to the public, and they are not freely available for evaluation of
applicability and accuracy. To our knowledge PHAST and FLACS are the only models which
have been used since they were approved, and they are the only (vapor dispersion) models used
for the preparation of the JCE Terminal DEIS

e The Fire Radiation Design Spill Ignores the Potential for Severe Cascading Lffects

The controlling fire radiation exclusion zone distance calculated using LNGFIRE3 and
presented in the JCE DEIS barely falls within the applicant’s property boundaries. We believe
that the application of the LNGFIRE3 model to such a tank-top scenario requires assumptions
which are erroneous to describe the wind speed and flow patterns at the top of the tank and that
these deficiencies could result in non-conservative predictions of exclusion zones. However, as | IND107-18
we want 1o prioritize our coneerns regarding hazards with severe (catastrophe) potential, we focus
here on our concern that such a fire (tank-top). il it were to occur in a nearly full LNG tank, could
burn for a protracted time period, perhaps twenty to thirty hours. and there would be no practicable
way to extinguish it.
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IND107-19 LNGFIRE3 has been scientifically assessed, verified, and validated
Conclusions regarding tank-top fire and cascading failure scenario for modeling LNG pool fires. Specifically, LNGFIRE3 uses a the
* LNGFIRE3 has NOT been validated for the size of LNG fires anticipated for tank- | iNb107-19 solid flame model approach, which is Currently the most Commomy
top fires. Its use to establish conservative thermal exclusion zones is suspect. . s
o [not extinguished such a tank-top Fire could possibly burn for 20-30 hours used methodology to model thermal radiation hazards for large
s NIST FDS CFI> and cxperimental studies establish that the wind lowing around 1 1 1
the sides of the tank tends to drag the fTame down over the edge of the tank towards Open hyd rocarbon flres The SOIId ﬂame approaCh apprOXI mates the
the ground. This exposes the concrete containment to high temperatures, radiant geomet”c Shape of a fire as a tilted Cyllnder, paralleleplped, or
fluxes greater-than-design and thus thermal stresses with a potential for spalling, H H HY H
cracking, and other failure modes, thus loss of support to the interior mild steel Oth_er SImpIe geometry Wlth CharaCterIStICS ba?ed on eXperlmenFa"y
moisture barrier and the insulating perlite. derived values and correlations for mass burning rate, flame height,
o Thermal stresses to this complex system over the many hours of fire exposure - - - -
could possibly cause collapse of the downwind cdges of the Nickel steel primary ﬂame tII.tv an.d_ﬂame drag i Correspondlng geometrlc VIEW faCtorS
conlainnmmandln.\.u of LNG into the Perlite, a situation perhaps suficient o result for the S|mp||f|ed geometnc Shape and correlations for the surface
in total collapse of the containment system due to thermal stress. Under such .. . .
conditions escalation of the event would be inevitable. emissive power (SEP) and atmospheric transmissivity are then
. vl‘hc extent of the pmlﬂ fire could now incm‘usc to the edges of any berm- multlplled together to estlmate thermal radlatlon IntenSIty at a
impoundment surrounding the tank area, if provided, and a very much larger pool . R N
fire could result (of shorter duration). specified distance. FERC staff conducted a detailed study,
e  With two tanks. if one tank did not collapse, its adjacent neighbor would be @ H
exposed to heat fluxes greater than 80 kW/m? should the prevailing wind result in Recomr_nend_ed Parameters for A Solid Flame Models for Land
its flame exposure. Due to the increased fire size, plant processing areas could be Based quuefled Natural GaS Sp|||S,” ISSUed January 23, 2013 In
adversely affected and the public radiation exclusion zone substantially increased. DOCket AD13'4'000 (eLibl’ary ACCESSiOI‘I Number' 20130123_
« Potential for Cascading Events Increases with Heavier-than-Methane Hydrocarbons 4002), evalua[ing the commentor’s concerns, inCIUding the effect
The JCE DEIS pays little attention to the potential for boiling liquid expanding vapor H H H H
explosions (BLEVEs) and UVCEs involving the liquefaction facilities. There appears to be alack Of hlgher elevatlons_ Or_] Wlnd SpeEd and ﬂame dr_a_g’ the pOtent!aI for
of coordination between the federal agencies (FERC and EPA? in this instance) in consideration | ND107-20 hlg her Surface emissive pOWerS7 and a SenSItIVIty anaIySIS for
of hvdrocarbon explosion potential. We suspect that this is due to past emphasis of the regulations - -
on LNG-only lacilitics. We quote from the Executive Summary of EPA 744-R-94-002 various Other parameters FERC Staff ConCIUded Whlle
LNGFIRE3 under-predicts the m rning rate, flame length, an
This report assesses the potential consequences of accidents involving G 3unde P ed Cts the mass bu g ate’ ame fe gt ,a d
flammable chemicals to support the evaluation of whether such chemicals may the mean surface emissive power for Iarge scale LNG fire tEStS!
warrant addition to the list of extremely hazardous substances (EI1Ss) under predicted distances to radiant heat levels are still close in agreement
section 302 of Title III of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act ith th d I f th - ts. This i - il
(SARA). EPA’s analysis included identification and evaluation of existing listing with the measured values from the experiments. IS IS primarily
and lclassiﬁcaﬁdnn Sjm('l"sl:]""g ‘,‘1'2' any Eplicalﬂe clriteria:l revie'f’vlnf exisringf due to the over-prediction of the view factor inherent in the solid
regulations and codes dealing with flammable materials; analysis of histories o - -
accidents involving flammable substances; and modeling potential consequences of flame model representatlon of the flame as a C_yllnder' FERC staff
fires and explosions of flammable substances. ... concludes that LNGFIRES3, as currently prescribed by 49 CFR Part
A review of accident history indicates that flammable substances have been H H H P
involved in many accidents, and, in many cases, fires and explosions of flammable 2‘93’ IS aFI)prgpr_lat? fdo‘r mOdelLIng thfermal ra(;jl_atlon_ frg;n ‘Ir—NG pOOI
ires on land, Including tank-top fires, and Is suitable for use In
? Flammable Gases And Liquids And Their [azards, United States Environmental Protection siti ng on-shore LNG facilities.
Agency, EPA 744-R-94-002, February 1994 . . . .
. 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 Asdiscussed in Section 4.13.4, OSHA and EPA regulations are not

substances have caused deaths and injuries. Accidents involving flammable applicable to facilities regulated under 49 CFR 193. The design
substances may lead to vapor cloud explosions, vapor cloud fires, boiling liquid H : H :

expanding vapor explosions (BLEVESs), pool fires, and jet fires, depending on the SpIIIS under 49 CFR 193 are_ dlSCUSSE(.j n SeCtI_On 41352 and the
type of substance involved and the circumstances of the accident. resultant vapor cloud expl05|ons are discussed in Section 4.13.5.2.

Vapor cloud explosions produce blast waves that can potentially cause offsite
damage and kill or injure people. EPA reviewed the effects of blast wave
overpressures to determine the level that has the potential to cause death or injury.
High overpressure levels can cause death or injury as a direct result of an
explosion; such effects generally occur close to the site of an explosion. EPA’s
analysis of the literature indicates that people also could be killed or injured
because of indirect effects of the blast (e.g., collapse of buildings, flying glass or
debris); these effects could occur farther trom the site of the blast. A vapor cloud
may burn without exploding; the effects of such a vapor cloud fire are limited
primarily to the area covered by the burning cloud. The primary hazard of
BLEVYEs, pool fires and jet fires is thermal radiation; the potential effects of
thermal radiation generally do not extend for as great a distance as those of blast
waves. In addition, the effects of thermal radiation are related to duration of
exposure; people exposed at some distance from a fire would likely be able to
escape. BLEVEs, which generally involve rupture of a container, can cause
container fragments to be thrown substantial distances; such fragments have the
potential to cause damage and injury. Fragments and debris may also be thrown
out as a result of the blast from a vapor cloud explosion.

The probability of occurrence of vapor cloud explosions appears to be rather
low, based on analysis of the literature. EPA reviewed factors that may affect the
probability of occurrence of a vapor cloud explosion, including the quantity of
flammable vapor in a cloud, the presence of obstacles or partial confinement, and
the type of ignition source. Analysis of accidents indicates that vapor cloud
explosions are less likely when the quantity in the cloud is less than 10,000 pounds.
(emphasis added) 1t is generally thought that some type of obstruction or
confinement enhances the probability that a vapor cloud explosion, rather than a
vapor cloud fire, will occur. A high energy ignition source also contributes to the
probability of occurrence of a vapor cloud explosion. ...

Based on modeling and analysis of the literature, flammable gases and volatile
flammable liquids appear to be the flammable substances of most concern, because
they may readily form vapor clouds, with the potential for damaging vapor cloud
explosions. EPA identified a ber of such subst: of concern. The analysis
carried out by EPA for this report was intended to provide a general background
on the hazards of flammable gases and liquids. The modeling results and accident
data illustrate and compare the consequences of vapor cloud explosions, vapor
cloud fires, BLEVESs, and pool fires. ...

There have been a large number of devastating hydrocarbon explosions, particularly BLEVESs,
since 1994, Finally, we note that the design spills considered in the JCE DEIS exceed the 10,000 | inp1o7-21
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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.

W-709 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS

20150114-5038 FERC PDF {Unofficial) 1/14/2015 8:35:23 AM IND107 Continued, page 12 of 27

detonate.  Unconfined methane vapor clouds ignited with low-energy ignition
sources (13.5 joules), produced flame speeds ranging from 12 to 20 mph. These
flame speeds are much lower than the flume speecs associated with a deflagration
with damaging overpressures or a detonation.

In consideration of the potential for mixtures o' methane with heavier hydrocarbons that could
be present at the terminal, the DEIS continues the statement immediately above with the following;

To examine the potential for detonation of an unconfined natural gas cloud
comtaining heavier hydrocarbons that are miore reactive, such as ethane and
propane, ihe Coast Guard conducted firther tesis on ambient-temperature fuel
mixtures of methane-ethane and methane-propane. The lesis indicated thai the
addition of heavier hydrocarbons influenced the tendency of an unconfined natural
gas vapor cloud (o detonate. Less processed natural gas with greater amounts of
heavier hydrocarbons would be more sensitive to delonation. . Although it hus
been possible to produce damaging overpressures and detonations of unconfined
LNG vapor clonds, the Jordan Cove Praoject would be designed to receive feed gas
with methane concentrations as low as 94 percent, which are not in the range
shown fto exhibit overpressures and flame speeds associated with high-order
explosions and detonations.

IND107-23
Cont'd

However there is an important seientific paper describing the Coast Guard sponsored tests at
China Lake" which contains the following (page 13):

The second group of tests was designed to test a postulated accident scenario in
which the vapor formed during a LNG spill is mixed with air to form a flammable
mixture and then diffuses into a culvert system. The mixture in the culvert ignites
and the combustion wave accelerates and (ransilions to « detonation.  This
detonation wave then exits the culvert and detonates the remaiming unconfined
vapor cloud. .. a 6 m long culvert, 2.4 m in diameter, was buried vertically in the
ground in the center of the polyethylene hemisphere. A stoichiometric mixture of
methane propane and air was introduced into the hemisphere and a detonation was
initiated af the botiom of the culvert using a 3.2 mm thick layer of datasheet
explosive (13 kg). Intests I and 3 (reported to be 83% methane and 94% methane),
a sirong shock wave was felt ai the bunker and also in the town of Ridgecrest, 22
km from the fest site. ... Based on the iest data, it appears thai in lesis 1 and 3 a
detonation was produced within the unconfined cloud (emphasis added].

The Coast Guard Test No. 3 deseribed immediately above was 94% methane, the lower limit
methane concentration that Jordan Coves plans to accept as input feed to the terminal. While we
acknowledge the use of a high-energy ignition source in CG Test No. 3, that is not sufficient reason
to dismiss this test result as being meaningful for the Jordan Cove Export Terminal hazard
ass

sment. The possibility of intentional use of high-explosives 10 ignite a vapor cloud must be
considered - such methods are used routinely in the military to ignite the vaporfacrosol

* Parnarouskis, M., et.al., “Vapor Cloud Explosion Study
Liquetied Natural Gas, 1980.

", Sixth International Congress on
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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

IND107-26

We have included a recommendation for Jordan Cove to address
the possibility of a flammable vapor cloud dispersing under the
LNG storage tanks.

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

IND107-29

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.

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

mixtures, we hope o send a clear message to the Federal Encrgy Regulatory Commission as recommended mitigation, we believe that the facil |ty design
well at the regulatory authority (DOT) that the methodologies depended on to ensure Public - -

Safety in the Jordan Cove Export DEIS require careful, scientific, adjudication of the concerns | IND107-32 proposed by Jordan Cove InCIUdeS acceptable Iayers Of prOteCtlon
we have raised — all of which we believe are supported by the extensive research regarding or Safeguards Wh|ch WOUId reduce the risk Of a potential |y

HREED s e RS el hazardous scenario from developing into an event that could impact

the off-site public.
Appendix - A Brief History of LNG Regulation for Public Safety

NG trans-ocean shipping. enabling import and exporl projects, has a relatively short history.
The first cargo of LNG (27,400 m?) shipped trans-ocean was delivered in 1964 from Lake Charles,
Louisiana to Canvey Island (near London) in the United Kingdom®. The number of LNG carriers
has now increased to more than 370, while ship capacitics have increased by a factor of ten, with
the largest ships today each carrying 266.000 cubic meters (70,264.0007 gallons) of LNG. As the
development of this industry has been decidedly fasi-track, yet involves truly huge concentrations
of energy-posing hazards in storage on land and in the ships. it is important to review the history
of the development of methodology currently used by the United States Government to identify
and regulate the hazards to the public that attend the operation of such facilitics, onshore and off.

The Federal regulation 49 CFR 193: Liguefied Natural Gas Facilities:  Federal Safety
Standards was promulgated in 1980. 49 CTR 193, addressing the safety requirements regulated
by DOT. is applicable on the land portion of the terminal(s) only. For our purposes in these
comments, DOT’s regulatory authority can be assumed to end at the point where the connections
are made from the storage tanks on land to the loading lines on the ship. Beyond the shore-to-ship
connection point, the principal authority granting approval for and regulating the operations 1s the
Coast Guard. Both DOT and the Coast Guard have conducted extensive research, including field
scale experiments, 1o define and quantify the hazards of fire radiation (heat damage) that could
occur from vapor cloud and liquid pool fires, as well as the potential for explosion (generation of
damaging overpressures) should a vapor cloud explode, to determine the appropriate measures
which must be taken to provide for public safcty.

Historically, the hazards of LNG are regulated based on the assumption that LNG is (primarily)
liquefied methane (CHa). In contrast, heavier-than-methane hydrocarbons, including the so-called
Liquefied Petroleum Gases (LPG) which are necessarilv present in large quantity in an LNG export
terminal, are mixtures of hydrocarbon gases with molecular weights heavier than methane. such
as ethane (C2Hg), propane (C3Hs). butane (CsHio), and pentane (CsHiz). According to the JCE
DEIS the heaviest hydrocarbons handled in significant quantities at this terminal will be CsHja.
This is a vitally important point for the present discussion. because while it may be reasonable to
identify, even limit, LNG hazards at import terminals assuming the NG properties are similar to
those of pure methane, LNG export terminals are another matier. Export terminals thus must
receive gas (normally by pipeline) for liquefaction and shipping that contain significant amounts
of heavier (than methane) hydrocarbons, Because shipped LNG must be sufficiently pure methane
in order to be burned efTiciently in typical natural gas bumning cquipment, the heavier hydrocarbons
present in the gas feed stream must be removed in a natural-gas-liquefaction facility before
shipping. Significant amounts of heavier-than-methane hvdrocarbons must be temporarily stored
at the export terminal site and ultimately become part of the products that are shipped out of the

& http://www.eia.govodayinenergy/detail.cfm?id=16771
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V.N. Syverson, Medford, OR

IND108-1

Comment noted.

W-726

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS

IND109 James S. Hutchinson, Ashland, OR

20150112-0056 FERC PDF (Unoffiecial} 01/12/2015

IND109

IND109-1 Comment noted.

January 4, 2015 OR‘G‘NAL

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary i
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission o
888 First St., N.E. Room 1A
Washington, D.C. 220426

Re: Project Document CP13-483-000;
Dear Secretary Bose:

1 am writing to you because of my concern about a project underway to build a pipeline to ship liquid
gas from Northemn California across Southern Oregon to Coos Bay, and export most of that resource,

1 have lived and worked in Jackson County, Oregon for almost 25 years, and value its natural resources,
while | fully appreciate the challenges this region faces with unemployment. At first glance this pipeline
project appeared to be a good boost to the local economies. Many people have voiced support, stating
anything that provides a job is a good thing. | disagree.

The number of long term jobs is limited, and in most of those cases the jobs will not necessarily solve

the ills of our local economies. Meanwhile the cost to vital | is i local | IND10g-1
property owners seeing their land usurped, all in the interest of sending a finite resource, our country’s

liquid gas, overseas, and at great expense.

Please rethink this project. | hope there is more coordinated efforts to look at dleaner sources of energy
and employment. This pipeline seems to have “DISASTER” written all over it, with very little return for
our region and our country as a whole. | have asked folks across Jackson County what they think, and to
a person they have grave concerns.

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter.
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IND111 Gary Woodring, Jackson County, OR

FERC ORIG,NAL

Attn: Bose

888 1% Street

Washington, DC 20426
Re: Docket # CP-13-483

FERC Testimony given @ 12/11/14, Medford, OR Hearing on EIS
{Dacket # CP13-483) for Jordon Cove Coos Bay, OR —Malin, OR Project.

My name is Gary Woodring, | am citizen of Jackson County, OR & not a
monetary symbol.

Question: Who does this Commission (FERC) represent? Would it be
“for the people and by the people?

“The Earth is not a commodity!”
“The Earth is not a commodity!”

We all like stories about this statement...however we often continually
discount or deny our awareness of this and especially, when we are on
powerful commission like FERC.

If you look at our current political divide of our nation you might see
that overt action’s and their conquests are a paramount factor. There
are countless overt actions taken over time in this nation without
considering the consequents’.

It is my hope that FERC will take this in to consideration with this EIS
and project.
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Eminent Domain by private corporations to condemn and acquire IND111-1
private property finds the genies of Eminent Domain rooted in the
“public interest.”

This project, | submit, is not in the “public interest” of lackson County
and its prize river, the Rogue River, and environs which could be
impacted severely by this proposed project.

Amendment since Testimony was given 12/11/14

1) The name of the 500 acre site on which natural gas liquefaction | wo112
plant is proposed for construction is not “Jordan Cove” which is
the name of a small water cove near the site.

2} The name of the land site is “Henderson Marsh” not a name the
LNG proponents want the EIS to mention or public to know.

3) The City of Coos Bay is not going down economically; it is going up | o113
according to the Coos Bay Information Center visited recently.

4) The local hospital and casino are the 1 & 2 highest employers; it is
interesting that the Old Mill Casino is on a former lumber mills
site. The community has adapted to new ways of helping the
economy.

5) The EIS primarily identifies mitigations for the harm to Oregon
from this LNG project. One would think that this is a
comprehensive environmental report. IT IS NOT & SHOULD NOT
BE REPRESENTED AS SUCH!

6) FERC and all Environmental reviews should take this previous
statement and should amend the EIS and insist on a
comprehensive Environmental Report!

IND111-4

Final EIS

IND111 Continued, page 2 of 2

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.
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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.

domain to acguire INDT12-1

ship th
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. IND114
el (5432 . IND114-1  Comment noted.
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IND115-1  Comment noted.
IND115-2  Pipeline safety is addressed in section 4.13, Risks due to seismic and
L geologic hazards are discussed in section 4.2.2.
As a second generation landowner and farmer, and one directly affected by the current proposed . .
pipeline route between MP 11.1R and 21,8, | am here with questions about the recently published Draft IND115-3  The DEIS lists 12 waterbodies crossed for the Proposed Route and 9
of the Envir I Impact § I have reviewed the EIS and am curious about the following: for the Modlfled BIUe Rldge Alternative. These nUmberS are based on
*In the Draft EIS, several landowner's perspectives are accounted for in the argument against the Blue IND115-1 hyd rog raphy data (See table 3422_1) AS noted |n footnote d Of that
Ridge Route, but landowners' perspectives against the current proposed pipeline route that crosses . . ) - - .
from one end of my property to the other were withheld. table, field surveys identified 41 perennial streams and 24 intermittent
*The Draft EIS discusses the impact to wildlife in arguments against the Blue Ridge Route, but fails to IND115-2 streams along the Pr(_)pOSEd Route. Field surveys haVe nOt be_en
mention the impact/threat to human lives along the proposed route, including that of my family and my Completed fOf B|Ue Rldge route bUt they WOU|d most Ilkely |dent|fy
nefghbars. many additional small streams.
*The Draft EIS addi the & water bodies that Id be d in the Blue Rid, te, but fails t . . . . .
raeation Eheproposed noule rnesecE Yafarbork e ndisfing s mspnctossig st ChbhingSough. The || P73 IND115-4  If the pipeline parallels a public roadway, the pipeline would not be
L L CT el e ) S AL TR Sl S L S T placed directly beneath the road surface. In this situation the pipeline
weakening the county road structure on top. .
would be offset from the roadway or road easement such that operation
*| want to know how FERC plans to address the county road that would potentially be on top of the HO115-4 . - -
proposed pipeline route, and how traffic will be limited due to weight restrictions, | am concerned, as and malntenance Of the roadway and the plpellne WOUId nOt
many parts of our road cave in from standard use yearly. interfere. Where the pipeline would make a perpendicular crossing of
*liguefaction is not addressed in the Draft E15, and | am wondering how FERC and Williams propose to A a pUbIlC roadWay, the pipeline CI’OSSing must be permitted by the
:'::iizt:a::';c situation when the pipeline already buried in unstable ground, rises to the surface in an apprOprIate authority (e.g. state DOT or County pub|IC WOFkS
department).  Typically, these regulating authorities require a
*The threat to my community and my livelihood is not addressed in the Draft EIS, and | am wondering IND115-6 - - - .
how FERC plans to mitigate the potential loss of human life, and the threat to my children. perpendICUIar CrOSSIng Of a pUbIIC roadway to be des'gned to account
*FERC fails to mention the disruption of farming activities that would occur if the pipeline crosses 75% of INDA15-7 for_ EXIStIng and expe?te_d fUtUre traﬁlc i Ioads and rO&_\dWay
my property, and how my livelihood will disappear. maintenance, and no restrictions on future traffic would be required.
::j"ji‘;'::j:;::;:j and others that ) am in favor of the:Hlus Ridge Route,and urgs FERC ancothers IND115-5  Liquefaction is addressed for the terminal in section 4.2.1.3 and for the
pipeline in section 4.2.2.1.
Curtis and Melissa Pallin IND115-6  Safety is addressed in section 4.13.9. As noted in that section, there
62225 Catching Slough e, are over 300,000 miles of gas transmission pipelines. Most serious
Coos Bay, OROT420 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

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.

Sl g B o e T B IND116-6 ~ See the response to IND1-7.

|..i||:|, and

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.

IND116-1

IND118-3

IND116-4

IND116-5

- an alternative juires the pipeline through
ilt to the =N E v s for the entire

IND116-6

IND116-7
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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.

ngered wildlife that depend on t
owl, marbled murrel

IND116-8
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IND117-1 Comment noted.
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IND118-1  General effects on fish and other aquatic resources are discussed in
section 4.6.2. Effects on listed species, including salmon, are
asnland, OR. _ presented in section 4.7.1.3.

11 permits or certi ons for the proposed Jordan

= (BRE-A012-451) 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.

IND118-1

and sventual I

IND118-2

IND118-3
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IND119-1 Comment noted.

IND119-1
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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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Final EIS
IND120 Continued, page 2 of 2
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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Kat Mallams, Central Point, OR

IND121-1

See the response to IND1-3.
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Continued, page 2 of 2

IND121-2

IND121-3

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.

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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Bill Walsh, Eagle Point, OR
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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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Final EIS
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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URiG| CPR- U Srmoras) i
NAL Cp\b L{CT;L- IND126-1 Comment noted.

January 8, 2015

Secretary,

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First 5t.,, NE

Washington, D.C. 20426

Re: The Pacific Connector pipeline

What the Pacific Connector pipetine bolls down to is allowing a foreign corporation to dig a huge ditch
through some of the Pacific Northwest's most scenic and most pi fand,

{taxpayers) off their property or denying them the use of it,so & plpel}ne can be mnstmc!ed to move
natural gas to a yet-to-be-built port that may or may not provide a few Jobs to an unknown few people,
in order for the gas to be shipped to a different foreign country, all to make this Canadian Corp. lots of
money. A corporation - it must be pointed out- that today has Canadian ownership, but can at any
mement be sold to just about anyone.

Coupled with the Keystone Plpeline, America Is about to be reduced to a pass-through: just a place you
cross to get to somewhere else, and all for, possibly, a few jobs. This country experienced a downturn.
It was bad, but we've weathered worse. Why are we running scared? Why are we giving away 50 much
for so fittle? It's time to stop. Let’s show some courage — make our founding fathers proud. Stop giving
away what they and so many generations since have fought and died, worked and sacrificed to preserve.

Members of the commission: please be sure you understand the meaning of the terms: right-of-way,
t, and emi domain. Then, just say no to the Pacific Connector pipeline. It does not
beneﬂtAmerka, it shouid not be allowed to diminish her.

Evalvl‘&v l’“"’"\

4844 Tlller Trall Hwy
Canyonville, OR 97417

IND128-1

Sl A 0T Wl Cil2

W-749 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Final EIS

20150120-0140 FERC_EDF {(Unofficiall 01/20/201%5

IND127 Richard Turner, Roseburg, OR

ﬁ!‘c)lﬁ.raj lurner
Post office Bry 92/

Rose !;ur; oR 974 70

CPB-L

ORIGINAL

-]’an.u.q.fj 7; 10{5-

Ms. K,‘Méerfj Bose

Secretar

Fed. én@rjr Raju{x‘f‘aij ’Cimf‘ff;#«t

845 Firgt ftreet N.E.

Resm LA

Wﬂ'(ﬁ-“mj'rya. Vc 2e¢4Y2¢

Jean M7 Borse :

T oppese &sﬁ.{f’ruzléi_ﬁnh o f tHhe .
L NG P-'ch'&a €rom Ma,/mfﬁre.j,,,b
+o Cpes 54.:(, Oregeon «.- be cause
a r;f.x.‘fag )(wr'e-; n 4~M)~¢&J \
(V&re..fa,n) Aould “net wse Ue mineat
J&M.A,U\.” +o f’a.!(e q,u/.c/x{ L malf %a-n_

<itizenc<,

United State s

//Y jﬂa(.-"f/

Rechard Tirner

)/t';‘[<g/‘e.

IND127-1 Comment noted.
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IND128-1 Comment noted. The DEIS does not state that the Project would

To: Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary ORIGINAL result in the public benefit. The Commission will make that

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission . .
888 First St. N.E., Room 1A determination.

Washington, DC 20426

From: tamry Thompson

Date: 18 January 2015

Subject: CP13-483-000, Jordon Cove Oregon

This project, proposed by a foreign company, was for importing LNG when it began.

That would have been an U.S. public benefit. Since then, new methods of extracting it
natura! gas have increased the supply of U.S natural gas. Now the project is for

exporting LNG. it is no longer for the public benefit. It is for the benefit of a foreign

company.

It should not be approved!
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o @?{’b -({85 IND129-1  Section 4.9.1.4 discloses that most of the jobs would be temporary.
POBox208 IND129-2  Effects due to roads are discussed in section 4.10. Effects due to
EC et St " blasting in sections 4.2.2 and 4.2.3.
?‘I'Iw’lg%%m OR | LI NAL ik R * IND129-3 Comment noted
AR IND129-4 Comment noted.
Secretary of the Commission IND129-5 Operation of the Jordan Cove LNG terminal-South Dunes Power
ERerst HITIU Feduieaiy et Plant complex would affect uplands containing 178 acres of current
Washington, DC 20426 industrial land, 76 acres of forest, and 68 acres of open land.
Re: Pacific Connector Pipeline to Jordan Cove IND129-6 See the response to IND1-2.

We live close to the area that the pipeline will cross and have serious concemns about it.

1) It promises jobs, but most will be temporary. IND129-1

2) Owr hills/mountains are very rocky and steep and the line is planned to follow the
ridges. The construction will have to involve a huge road, area to bury a large pipeline,
with blasting, etc. This will cause a huge area of damage to the landscape.

IND129-2

3) The most dangerous part of this project is that it would allow a foreign company to
use the government's right of eminent domain to acquire private land for the line. This
is a horrible precedent to set for our nation.

| IND129-3

IND129-4

4} | have a major cbjection {o exploiting our natural resources to sell overseas. Bad
idea if you lcok toward the future.

5) The terminal at Coos Bay would tear up the north spit area of the bay and create a
large industrial complex that could poilute the area as well as destroying habitat.

IND129-5

6) There is always a concern about leaks in the future. IND129-6

Please deny this project. Not a good ideal!

Chartlotte Hennessy
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Continued, page 7 of 48

IND130-1

IND130-2

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

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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Continued, page 9 of 48

IND130-3

IND130-4

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.

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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Continued, page 10 of 48

IND130-5

IND130-6

IND130-7

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

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.

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.
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Continued, page 13 of 48

IND130-9

IND130-10

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.

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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IND130-13 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

IND130-16

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.

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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Continued, page 20 of 48

IND130-21

IND130-22
IND130-23

Additional analysis of the Blue Ridge Alternative and the
comparison portion of the proposed route is included in Appendix
Q of the FEIS.

Language has been revised in the final EIS.

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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IND130-24 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.

W-775 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Final EIS

IND130

Continued, page 24 of 48

IND130-26

IND130-27

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.

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

IND130-29

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.

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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Continued, page 26 of 48

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.
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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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Continued, page 30 of 48

IND130-33
IND130-34

50 feet is a standard FERC measure for residences near pipelines.

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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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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IND130-36 Comment noted.
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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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Continued, page 35 of 48

IND130-38

IND130-39

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.

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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Continued, page 38 of 48

IND130-42

IND130-43

IND130-44

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.

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.

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

IND130-46

IND130-47

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

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.

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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IND131-1 Water needs for the terminal are addressed in section 4.4.2.1.
IND131-2 Comment noted.

IND131-1

IND131-2

Paul Walte
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IND132-1 Safety is addressed in section 4.13.9. As noted in that section, there
‘;n: Federal EnergyRegulatoryCommission‘} ORIG' NAL are over 300,000 miles of gas transmission pipelines. Most serious
Birrcingloskels ¥ LRG0 s (RITE incidents involve older pipelines. As noted on table 4.13.9.3-2, 2
1am writing to express my concerns about the proposed Pacific Connector Pipeline out of 123,706 accidental deaths in 2005 were due to natural gas
and Jordan Cove LNG Terminal. There are many ways that this project is a bad .. ineli id Deaths d hicl
decision. It will not be safe - pipelines bresk and leak potentially harming or killing o traqsm|53|on pipeline accl entS.. eaths due to motor ve !C e
people living near the proposed site. The LNG terminal would be built on unstable accidents are more than 20,000 times as great, deaths due to fires
sand dunes in areas subject to earthquakes and tsunamis. It will cut through our A
forests and endanger our rivers and streams. It will endanger protected animal ND132:2 more than 1,500 times as great.
species. R .
IND132-2 Impacts on old growth forest are addressed in section 4.5.1.2.
Climate change is a very real threat to our world. We need to decrease our _li H
Andercs o Fonl foaluafratlEh LG e, TNG I sbjarten wisghané [ . Impacts on feder.ally listed threatened and endangered species are
Unburned methane is more potent a greenhouse gas than carbon from burning coal, discussed in section 4.7.
L ask you to NOT permit the building of this pipeline and LNG terminal. We owe this IND132-3  See the response to IND1-1.
to our children. We want to leave them a better world than we have now.
Sincerely, A
T Loty [Breke
Nora Kelly Barker
24636 Butler Road
Junction City, OR 97448
541-998-8207
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.wmgb’m J’MQ” PF"‘H-f?l:- % IND133-1 The risk associated with construction and operation of the proposed
WM VE. %= 3 p_ipeline, a_md measures that would be implemented to re_duce that
Y risk, are discussed in section 4.13.9 of the EIS. The pipeline would
wﬁwuyéu e, 20426 gz ® be designed and constructed according to Class Locations required
;5/-'5{5 g 7 by DOT regulations as described in section 4.13.9.1.

WV ‘ IND133-2 Comment noted.
17/ "?3" 4 IND133-3  Fracking, or hydraulic fracturing, is used during exploration and
W’_ﬂ_ W&m ﬂ/&fo« ,éu ? ;
A

production of natural gas. As stated in our response to IND1-2, the
M’}‘*“ﬁ;' e FERC does not regulate the exploration or production of natural
,ﬁ.;f WMM Aw Aeridly gas i :

. In fact, fracking is not part of the Project; and therefore, the
artps A tare feletd Lhik, af?j‘“ environmental impacts associated with that activity will not be

and  Lotd ) analyzed in our environmental document. See response to IND1-
aua lduts Mw,ﬁuﬂ/ 2 24 3.

;: ZE% minsd oo acs o IND133-4  The potential for an earthquake or tsunami to occur at the proposed

_E’QMW;‘. W Lo LNG terminal site, and potential effects of an earthquake or
/Zfs'm,}/abéw/ #ﬁig&géﬂ " i i
s 1%
,ﬂ&”’ .

;,w(. tsunami on the LNG terminal are discussed in the EIS. Proposed

N
P

design features as well as our additional recommendations to
,ur’ W“’M o minimize those effects are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS.
/W,A’%j W IND133-5 Comment noted. See the response to IND1.
MM A5 | p1ase
/A‘"?ﬁ!"
m MM&/X’M’}""'/@
Sran =
}%M s MWM

2 etlior Tont bef’”?’” W
W&WMJZ tond,  sarbman.

W-803 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS
20150120-0142 FERC FDF (Unoffieial) 01/20/2015 IND133 Continued, page 20of2
- r i, ALt
j/ﬂ,,ﬁﬂm%ﬂ WM%M%’? . IND133-6  The applicant would be required to mitigate for impacts from the
Ao 1 uthndg %W Project.
ey T s s
’}W% /Md‘w %&fﬂ & IND133-8
pundaned ket k-2t o

bt o s Laifiagte
s Al gt of e

syl-832-2¢70

W-804 Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Final EIS

20150127-5229 FERC PDF (Unofficial)

13-492-000

DL/27/2015
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IND134-1

IND134-2

IND134-3

IND134-4

IND134

Mike Kelley, Days Creek, OR

IND134-1

IND134-2

IND134-3

IND134-4

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.

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.

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.

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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K.B. Seich

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.”

W-806

Appendix W — Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses



Jordan Cove Energy and
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project

Final EIS

20]%‘01357003? FERC PDF (Uncfficial) 0172872015 IND136
- ORIBINAL . Oy, [
Yein

STATEMENT OF FRANK A. HARVEY N
in regards to Draft Environmental Impact Statement (I)EIS) regarding
. Jordan Cove/Pacific Connector LNG iject :
Docket Numbers CP13-483-000 and CP1 3492000 °

My name is Fra.nk A. Harvey and 1 reside at 5114 Cottage Ave., Klarath Falls, OR 97603.1 have been
2 member of the Faborers Intemationat Union of Nerth America (Local 121) for more than 25 years,
h ., | make this statement as a 1esident of Klamath County, Qregon.

In 19921 caine froml’oxtlmdw work on a pipeline here in Klamath Falls. | met a local woman
married, and-eventuatty had two children, We have tived in Klamath County ever since, both worked,
and both-contributed to the local economy even though I've had 1o -work out of town a ot of times.
None of this would have happened if it was not for & “temporary™ pipeline job.

As already stated, 1 have had 25 years experience in construction projects, large and small, all over the
state of Oregon. 1 have seen contractors usually do things correctly and occasionalty try to take
shorteuts. I-have worked en four "major” pipeline projects in Oregon. 1 have been fammaw enpugh to
work on almost all dspects of the pipeline from clearing to clean up and t'mal restoration, and
everythmg in hetween.

1 am not an engmeer or scientist. I have not read the full DEIS but I have read the executive slummary
My experience in and out of the trenches {both ﬁg;umvely aind literally) allows mé to have a great deat
of knowledge and expmenoe about how pipeling construction actually works. B of this I offer
the following opinions and observatmns for your: cuns:de:anon ot

1y Large Pm]ects

This is one of, if not the largest construction project ever in ﬂ]ﬁ state of Oregon. Not all ¢ifcuinstances
and conditions have been completely identificd. However, industry best practices, federal and state
regulations, inspectors, monitors, and and other oversight features will ensure that the project is -
conducted.according to acceptable modern standards of society. Not every individual contingency is
covered in the DEIS but construction best practices and regu]anons will ensure that every particular
situation will be remedied in an aceeptable manner.

Owners and contractors have. a very high i 1t in these proced They will do everything
possible to ensure that work progresses ina _sg_,@m manner and that there are no time delays, extra
preblems, bad publicity and ultimately, extra cosis. I liave seen this dly in constructien: Owners

and contragtors do not want problems that will affect them in the future.

2) Maigtaining lelme Right-Of-Way (ROW}

Tt hiag been my experience, sinee working on the pipelines, that if T am ot in the woods exploring or T
hunting, 1look for an open area such as a ROW. T have noticed it is easier for me to Fot deer and ather ’
game when weaving in and ont of an ROW, It is my opinion that énceuntering a righi~ef-wiy ismudfy .

better than encounterinig a clear-cut area. If that makes mea weak hunter than and so:b;;‘ has"'

been my experience. b

Frank A. Harvey, Klamath Falls, OR
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