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SA2 continued, page 2 of 224 
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SA2 continued, page 3 of 224 
 

SA2-1 The EIS includes detailed analysis of the Applicant's proposed 
mitigation and reasoning for including additional FERC staff recommendations 
that supports the general conclusions.  For example, see discussion of the fish 
salvage plan in section 4.5, where we recommend additional measures to 
modify the Applicant's proposed plan to include successful salvage of lamprey.  
Note that our EIS does make determinations of significance for some impacts, 
as disclosed in the Executive Summary and section 5.1. 
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SA2 continued, page 4 of 224 
 
SA2-2 Comment noted.  This assessment is outside the scope of the EIS and 
the Commission's jurisdiction.   
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SA2 continued, page 5 of 224 
 
SA2-3 Climate change is discussed in section 4.14 of the draft EIS.  
Production, extraction, and end-use of natural gas are not part of the proposed 
action evaluated in the EIS. Speculation on whether the export of natural gas 
would result in increased natural gas production is outside the scope of the EIS. 
Gas used for export can come from several existing production areas. Although 
environmental and economic models do exist to estimate market changes based 
upon gas flows into and out of markets, ultimately this type of analysis is 
outside of the scope for this EIS. Review of the Project is limited to the 
economic and environmental impacts of the proposal before the Commission; 
therefore, the effects of LNG combustion in end-use/importing markets are 
outside of the scope of this EIS. 

SA2-4 Climate change is discussed in section 4.14 of the draft EIS.  The 
Project would comply with EPA GHG reporting and permitting rules. There is 
no generally accepted significance criteria for GHG emissions. If the EPA 
establishes a GHG significance level, the Commission would apply said level 
to projects under its jurisdiction. 
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SA2 continued, page 6 of 224 
 
SA2-5 There is no substantive evidence that the Project would result in 
higher domestic natural gas prices. 

SA2-6 Comment noted. 
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SA2 continued, page 7 of 224 
 
SA2-7 Comment noted.  We have reviewed and considered the State's 
comments. 
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SA2 continued, page 8 of 224 
 
SA2-8 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would 
determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements and OARs 
during their review of the Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in 
section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be 
conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and federally 
delegated permits.   

SA2-9 At this time, to our knowledge, there are no EFSC jurisdictional 
facilities proposed. 

SA2-10 Section 2 of the EIS has been updated to include information 
provided in Jordan Cove's recent supplemental filing related to the proposed 
changes to the facility in regards to the turbines and power capabilities. 
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SA2 continued, page 9 of 224 
 
SA2-11 Additional information has been added to section 2 of the final EIS.  
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SA2 continued, page 10 of 224 
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SA2 continued, page 11 of 224 
 
SA2-12 Section 4.13.1.6 of the final EIS has a recommendations for access 
control during construction and an emergency response plan that would be 
approved prior to initial site preparation.  A Facility Security Plan would also 
need to be developed as part of U.S. Coast Guard's regulatory requirements 
under 33 CFR Part 105 as described in the final EIS. 

SA2-13 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations.  We assume that the State would determine 
if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements during their review 
of the Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in section 5 of the 
EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be conditional on the 
Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and federally delegated permits. 
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SA2 continued, page 12 of 224 
 
SA2-14 The text in the Executive Summary has been revised to be consistent 
with the findings in the EIS.  The text now states: “Constructing the LNG 
terminal would temporarily impact short-term housing resources in Coos 
County.”   

SA2-15 Text revised. 

SA2-16 The Project would need to meet the LNG Facilities Federal Safety 
Standards found in USDOT's 49 CFR 193.  In addition, the Project would need 
to meet the Coast Guard's security requirements in 33 CFR 105 and 127 and 
USDOT PHMSA's 49 CFR 193 Subpart J.  Furthermore, section 3 of the 
Natural Gas Act (as amended by EPAct 2005) states that the FERC, "shall have 
the exclusive authority to approve or deny an application for the siting, 
construction, expansion, or operation of an LNG terminal.  Also, section 3A of 
the Natural Gas Act (as amended by EPAct 2005) specifies the authorities of 
the Governor of the State's designated agency for the proposed Project.   In 
addition, FERC staff recommend, in accordance with EPAct 2005, the 
development of an Emergency Response Plan and Cost Sharing Plan in 
consultation with local, state, and other federal agencies and while it may be 
possible to establish a MOU between the Project and state to satisfy some of 
these recommendations, a specific recommendation to establish a MOU for 
safety, security, and emergency preparedness is not proposed.   

SA2-17 See comment response SA2-16. 
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SA2 continued, page 13 of 224 
 
SA2-18 See comment response SA2-16. 

SA2-19 A release of hazardous fluids requiring emergency response to the 
site would be unlikely during construction.  The emergency response plan 
would be in effect once hazardous fluids have been introduced into project 
facilities.  Incidents with the transportation of construction materials or 
personnel would not require additional measures beyond regular first responder 
action. See comment response SA2-34. 

SA2-20 See response to comment SA2-19. 

SA2-21 We have requested that the Applicant designate a Workforce Housing 
Plan that addressed contractor housing needs in each county affected by the 
Project in its data request dated July 22, 2019.  In their response dated August 
6, 2019, the Applicant disputed the draft EIS finding that the Project would 
have significant effects on short-term housing in Coos County and declined to 
provide a Workforce Housing Plan.  Therefore, we have included a 
recommendation in section 4.9 of the FEIS that Jordan Cove and Pacific 
Connector designate a Construction Housing Coordinator that addresses 
construction contractor housing needs and potential impacts in the four affected 
counties, including Coos County.  We assume that other federal, state, and local 
agencies will determine if the Project is in compliance with their respective 
requirements. 
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SA2 continued, page 14 of 224 
 
SA2-22 See response to comment SA2-19. 

SA2-23 See response to comment SA2-19. 
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SA2 continued, page 15 of 224 
 
SA2-24 A Blasting Plan has been developed and is available for public 
review (see Appendix C of the POD).  This Blasting Plan is intended to ensure 
the safety of construction personnel, the public, nearby facilities and sensitive 
resources. 

SA2-25 Jordan Cove has committed to providing a ERP prior to construction 
that identifies all potential hazards and response measures to federal, state, and 
local agencies tasked with ensuring public safety and security along the 
pipeline route for review, approval, and coordination prior to the initial site 
preparation (see section 5). 

SA2-26 See response to comment SA2-25. 
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SA2 continued, page 16 of 224 
 
SA2-27 See response to comment SA2-25. 

SA2-28 See response to comment SA2-27. 

SA2-29 Comment noted.  As disclosed in section 5 of the EIS, any 
authorization from the Commission would be conditional on the Applicant 
acquiring all applicable permits and authorizations, and that all applicable 
federal agencies have finalized their decisions.    
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SA2 continued, page 17 of 224 
 
SA2-30 USDOT PHMSA's Letter of Determination on the siting regulations 
in 49 CFR 193, Subpart B would apply to the proposed terminal site and would 
not apply to the pipeline (USDOT's pipelines regulations are under 49 CFR 
192) or the waterway (under Coast Guard regulations).  The governing vapor 
dispersion and radiant heat scenarios discussed in USDOT PHMSA's Letter of 
Determination are used to ensure that exclusion distances meet 49 CFR 193.  
We also note that the ERP and security plans for the LNG facility and the 
waterway may be required to consider a larger potential releases, such as those 
derived from a catastrophic failure of the LNG storage tank and intentional 
events identified in a security threat and vulnerability assessments or related 
studies. 

SA2-31 See comment response SA2-16. 

SA2-32 See comment response SA2-16. 

SA2-33 As described in section 4.13.1.4 of the final EIS and in 33 CFR 105, 
the Coast Guard has the authority to review the Facility Security Assessment 
(FSA) and approve the Facility Security Plan (FSP) from the proposed site.   
Specifically, under 33 CFR §105.410, the FSP must be submitted to the Coast 
Guard for review and approval at least 60 days prior to beginning operations.  
Therefore, a recommendation concerning the FSA or the FSP is not needed in 
the final EIS. 
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SA2 continued, page 18 of 224 
 
SA2-34 Although the emergency response plan would be submitted prior to 
initial site construction to ensure coordination with local first responders has 
been initiated, the emergency response plan would go into effect once 
hazardous fluids have been introduced into the project facilities.  The 
emergency response plan would be periodically reviewed and emergency drills 
would be conducted to ensure onsite and offsite responders are familiar with 
hazards and first response capabilities of the Project.   

SA2-35 See comment response SA2-16 and SA2-34. 

SA2-36 See response to comment SA2-35. 

SA2-37 Comment noted.  As disclosed in section 5 of the EIS, any 
authorization from the Commission would be conditional on the Applicant 
acquiring all applicable federal and federally delegated permits and 
authorizations. 

SA2-38 A comprehensive study for ground motions and tsunamis was 
performed for the site and are described in the final EIS. A site-specific study 
for landslides was performed and identified that two portions of the site were 
susceptible to landslides given the steep slopes at the location. Jordan Cove 
indicated that the steep face would be regraded to address the landslide hazard 
within the proposed facility. The second identified potential landslide source 
was found to be outside of the facility and would not impact the operability of 
the site. 
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SA2 continued, page 19 of 224 
 
SA2-39 The facility would not pose an increased risk to the general public in 
the event of a major tsunami. In addition, a tsunami study was performed and 
stamped and sealed by a licensed professional engineer and included as a public 
document in the application, under Resource Report 13 Appendix I. 
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SA2 continued, page 20 of 224 
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SA2 continued, page 21 of 224 
 
SA2-40 The EIS describes the impacts on water quality in sections 4.3.2 
based on available information and acknowledge that there would be 
modifications in some water quality parameters from project actions.  We state 
in section 4.3.2.3 "the Project would result in short-term, localized, 
construction-related water quality impacts, but would not significantly affect 
surface water resources."  Our assessment meets the NEPA objectives of 
describing the affects to the resources including water quality.  It is not the 
objective of the NEPA document to make determinations of whether the project 
meets the State's water quality standards.  The State as part of their mandate for 
the designated permitting process is charged with making that determination.     

SA2-41 Comment noted.  As disclosed in section 5 of the EIS, any 
authorization from the Commission would be conditional on the Applicant 
acquiring all applicable federal and federally delegated  permits and 
authorizations. 
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SA2 continued, page 22 of 224 
 
SA2-42 As described in section 1.3.9 of the EIS, the existing navigation 
channel does not require improvements to support the Project, based on the 
Coast Guard's finding that “the Coos Bay Channel be considered suitable for 
accommodating the type and frequency of LNG marine traffic associated with 
this project.”   The EIS does, however, examine the potential cumulative effects 
of the proposed Project along with other projects proposed along or within the 
watershed of Coos Bay, including the Port of Coos Bay's proposed Channel 
Deepening project. 

SA2-43 We acknowledge comments from ODEQ and DOGAMI citing 
concerns related to landslide identification along the pipeline using the most 
specific and most recent LiDAR data (SA2 comments: 43, 338, 339, 344, 345, 
347, 348, and 349), and the potential for landslides that might not have been 
previously identified.  Therefore, we have included a new recommendation in 
the final EIS that require an updated assessment of landslides using the most 
recent DOGAMI LiDAR information, as well as any specific published LiDAR 
reports (not yet included in the analyses) including DOGAMI open file reports 
(O-12-07 and O-17-04)  be completed and provided to Commission prior to 
construction of the pipeline. 
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SA2 continued, page 23 of 224 
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SA2 continued, page 24 of 224 
 
SA2-44 The level of assessment regarding sediment from roads to streams in our 
EIS is adequate to make a determination of effects to water per the requirements of 
NEPA.  The 21 existing road segments noted are those where coho salmon could be 
present and where the road segment is within 200 feet upslope of the stream.  This 
is a valid assessment using the information available and the noted model that was 
applied.  This has been clarified in the EIS text.  We have modified the text in the 
final EIS to acknowledge that other road areas, not specifically called out, could 
also contribute sediment to streams. We considered the Applicant's submissions of 
information as well as other factors when assessing the likely sediment contribution 
to streams and indicated that sediment would enter streams from construction and 
roads especially at road crossings.  While some road runoff would occur, the BMPs 
in place would be adequate to keep the effects to water to a minimum.  For road 
construction and maintenance, this includes following all local, state, and federal 
design and construction requirements and maintenance plans. Construction BMPs 
for roads in areas of potential road erosion would generally be employed as 
discussed in section 4.2.2.2. This would include installing erosion control measure 
prior to clearing, maintenances of these and frequent inspection of these structures 
(daily during construction, weekly thereafter, and within 24 our major rain), and 
pre-inspection and correction of erosion structures prior to forecast storm events.   
Any damaged or temporarily removed structures would be replaced at the end of 
each working day.  Temporary slope breakers would be in place to reduce runoff 
velocity, concentrate flow, and to divert water off the construction right-of-way to 
avoid excessive erosion.  Temporary slope breakers may be constructed of materials 
such as soil, silt fence, staked straw bales, straw wattles, or sand bags.  Temporary 
sediment barriers would be maintained in place until permanent vegetation is 
deemed successful or areas above water bodies are stabilized.  These erosion 
control procedures apply to constructed roads as well.  The environmental inspector 
would be responsible to ensure that the requirements of all applicable plans and 
permits are in compliance during and following construction. 
 
The 401 water quality certification is a State requirement and is beyond the scope of 
the EIS.  It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would 
determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements during their 
review of Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in section 5 of the 
EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be conditional on the Applicant 
acquiring all federal and federally delegated permits. 
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SA2 continued, page 25 of 224 
 
SA2-45 These actions are considered in the EIS as part of general pipeline 
operations.   
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SA2 continued, page 26 of 224 
 
SA2-46 See responses to comments SA2-44 and SA2-45. Mitigation for all 
Project related impacts is not a requirement under NEPA. 

SA2-47 Construction methods and mitigation for areas of unstable slopes are 
provided in Section 4.1.2.4 (Pipeline Construction BMPs for Landslides and 
Slope Stability). 

SA2-48 The effects of access road construction are included in the impact 
discussions found in Section 4 of the EIS. 

SA2-49 It is not possible to site the pipeline parallel to all streams and still 
connect the line to the start and end points of the proposed route.  Mitigation 
for all project impacts is not a requirement under NEPA. 

SA2-50 Construction BMPs for TARs in areas of potential landslide hazard 
would generally be employed as discussed in section 4.1.2.4. The 401 water 
quality certification is a State requirement and is beyond the scope of the EIS.  
It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's compliance 
with State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would determine if 
the Project is in compliance with the State requirements during their review of 
the Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in section 5 of the EIS, 
any authorization from the Commission would be conditional on the Applicant 
acquiring all federal and applicable federally delegated permits.   
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SA2 continued, page 27 of 224 
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SA2 continued, page 28 of 224 
 
SA2-51 This is not a federal requirement; however, the State can require this 
as part of the State's permitting process. 

SA2-52 The requested text has been included to the extent it was deemed 
applicable.  Note that it is not the role of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or requirements.  Such a review is the role of 
the State and would be conducted as part of the State's review of the Applicant's 
State permit applications. 
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SA2 continued, page 29 of 224 
 
SA2-53 On page C-37 of the NWFP under the heading “Watershed and 
Habitat Restoration”, Standard and Guideline WR-3 states “Do not use 
mitigation or planned restoration as a substitute for preventing habitat 
degradation.” The Forest Service has not proposed compensatory mitigation as 
a substitute for preventing habitat degradation.  The compensatory mitigation 
plans address unavoidable adverse impacts of the proposed pipeline and have 
been designed to meet objectives in the Forest Service LRMPs.  The steps the 
Forest Service has taken to avoid or reduce impacts on public lands is 
documented in sections 2 and 3 of the draft EIS.  The required project design 
features that address avoiding/minimizing riparian impacts are described in the 
Plans of Development. The compensatory mitigation plans included in section 
2.1.5 and evaluated in section 4.7.3 and appendices F.2, F.3, and F.4 of the 
draft EIS have been developed and proposed by the Forest Service consistent 
with the goals in the LRMPs and the Clean Water Act. 

SA2-54 As noted in the EIS, the number of waterbody crossings resulting in 
clearing of riparian shade would be minor.  Further, as noted in the EIS, even 
considering the total number of streams crossed in watersheds, which ranges 
from 3 to 44 crossings per watershed, most watersheds would have less than 16 
crossings; thus, the riparian area lost that could affect watershed stream 
temperature relative to all available riparian areas in the watershed would be 
minor.  Additionally only nine linear stream miles of streambank would be 
affected and this counts both banks separately so stream length affected would 
be half of this value. To reduce impacts to riparian areas and the loss of riparian 
shade, the Applicant would, if approved by the land owner, replant streambanks 
after construction to stabilize banks and to re-establish a riparian strip across 
the right-of-way for a minimum width of 25 feet back from the streambanks 
and would replant riparian areas equal to 1:1 ratio to temporary riparian 
shading vegetation losses and 2:1 ratio for permanent riparian losses from the 
30-foot operational easement clearing.    
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SA2 continued, page 30 of 224 
 
SA2-55 See response to comment SA2-51 

SA2-56 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would 
determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements and OARs 
during their review of the Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in 
section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be 
conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and federally 
delegated permits.     
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SA2 continued, page 31 of 224 
 
SA2-57 The EIS discusses cumulative impact of clearing at stream crossings 
in section 4.3.2.2 and concluded they are unlikely to result in significant 
impacts.  The extremely small magnitude of clearing relative to total riparian 
area in the watersheds indicates that increases in stream temperature on a 
watershed basis would not be measurable.  The vast major riparian clearing 
associated with the project would be from right of way clearing at stream 
crossings and the range of number of these are noted. It is not the role or scope 
of the federal EIS to assess the Project's compliance with State regulations or 
OARs.  We assume that the State would determine if the Project is in 
compliance with the State requirements and OARs during their review of 
Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in section 5 of the EIS, any 
authorization from the Commission would be conditional on Applicant's 
acquiring all applicable federal and federally delegated permits.    
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SA2 continued, page 32 of 224 
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SA2 continued, page 33 of 224 
 
SA2-58 The stream crossing matrix analysis developed by the FWS was 
applied at all stream crossing with fluvial processes as described in section 
4.3.2.  The Applicant has committed to follow up surveys of stream crossing 
not accessible prior to construction and considering those results in the methods 
to be used to cross streams to reduce risk of channel and bank disruption.  They 
ranked streams into risk categories and developed lists of crossing BMP that 
would be used based on the risk level.  They have developed specific stream 
crossing methods for streams on BLM and Forest Service lands as required by 
those agencies.  They are not federally required to do the same on non-federal 
lands.   Requiring the recommended data collection would not substantially 
improve crossing methods to be used at each site. 

SA2-59 The Applicant has proposed a modification to our Plan which we 
have determined is acceptable because it is more restrictive that what is 
required by our Plan.   
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SA2 continued, page 34 of 224 
 
SA2-60 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would 
determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements and OARs 
during their review of the Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in 
section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be 
conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and federally 
delegated permits.   
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SA2 continued, page 35 of 224 
 
SA2-61 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would 
determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements and OARs 
during their review of the Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in 
section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be 
conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and federally 
delegated permits.   

SA2-62 The text has been revised in the final EIS. 
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SA2 continued, page 36 of 224 
 
SA2-63 These values have been corrected in the text to reflect the Coast 
Range background concentrations. 

SA2-64 The text has been revised in the final EIS. 

SA2-65 The statement regarding clean backfill has been moved to a more 
appropriate portion of text in the EIS. 

SA2-66 Text revised. 
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SA2 continued, page 37 of 224 
 
SA2-67 Comment noted.   

SA2-68 The text has been revised in the final EIS. 

SA2-69 The text has been revised in the final EIS. 

SA2-70 Water usage and impacts are more fully discussed in section 4.3 of 
the EIS. Additional information has been added to section 4.3.1.1 regarding 
drawdown of surface waters. 

SA2-71 Comment noted. 

SA2-72 The text has been revised in the final EIS. 
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SA2 continued, page 38 of 224 
 
SA2-73 The text has been revised in the final EIS. 

SA2-74 Comment noted. 

SA2-75 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or OARs, or to outline these requirements.  
We assume that the State would determine if the Project is in compliance with 
the State requirements and OARs during their review of the Applicant's State 
permit applications.  As disclosed in Section 5 of the EIS, any authorization 
from the Commission would be conditional on the Applicant acquiring all 
applicable federal and federally delegated permits.   
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SA2 continued, page 39 of 224 
 
SA2-76 The FERC is not applying for any State stormwater permit 
applications.  This is a Project proposed by the Applicant, and the Applicant 
would be responsible for all permit applications to the State.  It is not the role or 
scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's compliance with State 
regulations or OARs, or to outline these requirements.  We assume that the 
State would determine if the Project is in compliance with the State 
requirements and OARs during their review of the Applicant's State permit 
applications.  As disclosed in Section 5 of the EIS, any federal authorization 
from the Commission would be conditional on the Applicant acquiring all 
applicable federal and federally delegated permits.   

SA2-77 The FERC is not applying for a 1200-series NPDES permit.  This is a 
Project proposed by the Applicant, and by the Applicant would be responsible 
for all permit applications to the State.  It is not the role or scope of the federal 
EIS to assess the Project's compliance with State regulations or OARs, or to 
outline these requirements.  We assume that the State would determine if the 
Project is in compliance with the State requirements and OARs during their 
review of the Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in Section 5 
of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be conditional on the 
Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and federally delegated permits.   

SA2-78 See response to similar comments from the State of Oregon. 
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SA2 continued, page 40 of 224 
 
SA2-79 See response to similar comments from the State of Oregon. 
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SA2 continued, page 41 of 224 
 
SA2-80 We have included a recommendation (see section 4.5.2.3) to not 
allow flow reduction to less than 10 percent of the instantaneous flow where 
water is withdrawn from flowing streams.  This would protect flows at the 
Middle Fork Coquille River and other potential withdrawal sites. 

SA2-81 The Applicant supplied an updated Hydrostatic test plan (October 
2018) that includes modeled estimates of temperature changes from the 
expected hydrostatic test withdrawal rate (see Table 1 of this report).  Increases 
in stream temperature on a watershed basis would not be measurable as they 
only affect one stream at a time in any watershed.   
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SA2 continued, page 42 of 224 
 
SA2-82 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would 
determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements and OARs 
during their review of by the Applicant's State permit applications.  As 
disclosed in Section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission 
would be conditional on by the Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and 
federally delegated permits.   

SA2-83 Every model includes assumptions and approximations if direct 
empirical data is not available.  The 401 water quality certification is a State 
requirement and is beyond the scope of the EIS.  It is not the role or scope of 
the federal EIS to assess the Project's compliance with State regulations or 
OARs.  We assume that the State would determine if the Project is in 
compliance with the State requirements, such as the Stated need for information 
requested here, during their review of Applicant's State permit applications.  As 
disclosed in Section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission 
would be conditional on Applicant's acquiring all applicable federal and 
federally delegated permits. 
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SA2 continued, page 43 of 224 
 
SA2-84 The application and locations that fertilizer would be applied are 
presented in the section 4.3.2.2  The on-site EI would make the specific 
determination of when rainfall is excessive.  The State in their 401 certificate 
requirement conditions could include the Stated requirements.  It is not the role 
or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's compliance with State 
regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would determine if the Project 
is in compliance with the State requirements and OARs during their review of 
Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in Section 5 of the EIS, any 
authorization from the Commission would be conditional on Applicant's 
acquiring all applicable federal and federally delegated permits.   

SA2-85 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would 
determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements and OARs 
during their review of the Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in 
Section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be 
conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and federally 
delegated permits.   
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SA2 continued, page 44 of 224 
 
SA2-86 See response to SA2-57.    

SA2-87 The authorization would be dependent on the Applicant receiving 
authorization related to established federal natural resource management plans, 
but it is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would 
determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements and OARs 
during their review of Applicant's State permit applications.    As disclosed in 
Section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be 
conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and federally 
delegated permits.   
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SA2 continued, page 45 of 224 
 
SA2-88 As described in the ECRP, the construction corridor would be 
inspected after major storm events.  Implementation of BMPs and any specific 
mitigation measures that might be required for steep slopes would also be 
employed to avoid impacts to surface water. 

SA2-89 Text has been revised. The Applicant would need to obtain approval 
of their ECRP plan when requesting their application for 401 water quality 
certification.  It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations.  We assume that the State would determine 
if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements during their review 
of the Applicant's State permit applications. The State can include the requested 
information as part of their permit requirements.  As disclosed in Section 5 of 
the EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be conditional on the 
Applicant acquiring all applicable State permits.   
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SA2 continued, page 46 of 224 
 
SA2-90 Comment noted.  The Commission’s staff has, as necessary, made 
recommendations and conditions to avoid, reduce, or minimize impacts. 

SA2-91 Text has been added to section 4.3.2.1 addressing bacteria to bay.  
The State could add the details of a required monitoring plan as part of their 
401 water quality certificate, but this would not be a federal requirement.  As 
disclosed in Section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission 
would be conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and 
federally delegated permits.   
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SA2 continued, page 47 of 224 
 
SA2-92 The Applicant has committed to following the Oregon Department of 
Forestry's Riparian Management Area (RMA) on private lands for riparian 
restoration after clearing, if allowed by the land owner.  Additionally on federal 
lands plantings of riparian areas would extend 100 feet in Riparian Reserves 
and additionally replanting upland areas (i.e.. those beyond the 100 zone) that 
were forested with forest specific trees.  Some site specific plans have been 
developed at crossing on federal lands that consider temperature concerns.  
Absent guidance from the land owner, the Applicant would take guidance from 
resource agencies about riparian plantings.  These actions would adequately 
meet the objectives of restoring riparian areas and their function. It is not the 
role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's compliance with State 
regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would determine if the Project 
is in compliance with the State requirements and OARsduring their review of 
Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in Section 5 of the EIS, any 
authorization from the Commission would be conditional on the Applicant 
acquiring all applicable federal and federally delegated permits.   
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SA2 continued, page 48 of 224 
 
SA2-93 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would 
determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements and OARs 
during their review of Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in 
Section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be 
conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and federally 
delegated permits.   
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SA2 continued, page 49 of 224 
 
SA2-94 The requested text has been included to the extent it was deemed 
applicable.  Note that it is not the role of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or requirements.  Such a review is the role of 
the State and would be conducted as part of the State's review of the Applicant's 
State permit applications. 
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SA2 continued, page 50 of 224 
 
SA2-95 See response to comments SA2-86.   
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SA2 continued, page 51 of 224 
 
SA2-96 Mineral resources, surface and subsurface mines, mining claims and 
leases, mineral material disposals, and oil and gas fields located within one-half 
mile of the Pacific Connector pipeline construction right-of-way were identified 
as described in section 4.1.2.2 of the EIS. The existence of naturally occurring 
mercury at very low concentrations in the vicinity of the 7 mines identified 
within 500 feet of the initial pipeline route was confirmed.  However, mercury 
was not detected in any of the samples at levels that exceed applicable ODEQ 
and EPA screening levels for protection of worker health.  To be conservatively 
protective in relation to the potential impacts from naturally occurring mercury, 
a 2,000-foot section of the pipeline route was moved 2,500 feet to avoid the 
area of the mines. Soil and rock in the vicinity of the mines are expected to 
yield the greatest mercury concentrations, and therefore, other areas of the 
pipeline route were not sampled.  While the basin has issues with mercury, 
efforts have been made to confirm that the areas to be disturbed do not have 
known concentration of mercury at levels of concern.    The greatest source of 
mercury is that which normally leaches from rocks.  The disturbance of any 
area would be short term and rocks encountered would quickly returned to their 
initial area greatly reducing the opportunity for this leaching.  Considering 
these factors additional actions of soil management as prescribed for the known 
area are not necessary. However it is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to 
assess the Project's compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume 
that the State would determine if the Project is in compliance with the State 
requirements and OARs related to soil contaminants during their review of 
Applicant's State permit applications.  If the State chooses it could make the 
requested requirements contingent for permit approval.  As disclosed in Section 
5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be conditional on 
Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and federally delegated permits.    
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SA2 continued, page 52 of 224 
 
SA2-97 There is no planned blasting in open water areas.  PCGP RR3 states: 
“Blasting would be conducted within dry streambanks isolated from the water 
column, most likely using dam-and-pump construction to bypass water around 
the dry workspace.” The blasting plan says:  In-Water Blasting. It is not 
anticipated that in-water blasting would be required during construction of the 
Pipeline Project. However, blasting may occur near water bodies or within dry 
streambeds. 
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SA2 continued, page 53 of 224 
 
SA2-98 Comment noted. Private and public wells within 200 or 400 feet, 
respectively, are identified as avoidance areas for refueling and storage of 
hazardous materials. 
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SA2 continued, page 54 of 224 
 
SA2-99 Comment noted.  We assume that the State would determine if the 
Project is in compliance with the State requirements and OARsduring their 
review of the Applicant's State permit applications.   

SA2-100 See response to comments SA2-86 and SA2-92. 

SA2-101 See response to comments SA2-86 and SA2-92. 
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SA2 continued, page 55 of 224 
 
SA2-102 See response to comments SA2-86 and SA2-92. 
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SA2 continued, page 56 of 224 
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SA2 continued, page 57 of 224 
 
SA2-103 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would 
determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements and OARs 
during their review of the Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in 
section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be 
conditional on the Applicant acquiring all federal and federally delegated 
permits.   

SA2-104 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would 
determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements and OARs 
during their review of the Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in 
section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be 
conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and federally 
delegated permits.   
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SA2 continued, page 58 of 224 
 
SA2-105 Comment noted. The data and rational used to provide the type and 
magnitude of impact from turbidity and sediment are provided in the EIS.   It is 
not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's compliance with 
State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would determine if the 
Project is in compliance with the State requirements and OARs during their 
review of Applicant's State permit applications.  If the State chooses it could 
make the requested requirements contingent for the State permit approval.  As 
disclosed in section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission 
would be conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and 
federally delegated permits.   
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SA2 continued, page 59 of 224 
 
SA2-106 Comment noted. Monitoring on federal and non-federal land stream 
crossing sites was summarized in section 4.3.2. The details of planned 
monitoring are provided in the Stream Crossing Risk Analysis Addendum 
developed by Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline September 2017.   
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SA2 continued, page 60 of 224 
 
SA2-107 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would 
determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements and OARs 
during their review of the Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in 
Section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be 
conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and federally 
delegated permits.   

SA2-108 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would 
determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements and OARs 
during their review of the Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in 
Section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be 
conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and federally 
delegated permits.   
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SA2 continued, page 61 of 224 
 
SA2-109 We have added  text and reference to the final EIS relating to 
substrate at the site and consideration of unseasonal flow effects; however, we 
retain our assessment description and conclusions.  It is not the role or scope of 
the federal EIS to assess the Project's compliance with State regulations or 
OARs.  We assume that the State would determine if the Project is in 
compliance with the State requirements and OARs during their review of 
Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in Section 5 of the EIS, any 
authorization from the Commission would be conditional on  the Applicant 
acquiring all applicable federal and federally delegated permits.   
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SA2 continued, page 62 of 224 
 
SA2-110 There is no legal requirement under NEPA to mitigate all impacts from a Project.  
Information related mitigation that is being proposed by the Applicant or required by the 
agencies is disclosed in the EIS. 

SA2-111 Section 2 of the final EIS provides a detailed description of FERC’s requirements 
to address soil erosion and revegetation irrespective of land ownership or management.  As 
shown in table 2.1.5-1 in the final EIS, the Forest Service has identified a number of 
mitigation projects to address LRMP objectives in each of the watersheds that include NFS 
lands, including projects to improve aquatic and riparian habitat (e.g., fencing, riparian 
planting) and road-related sediment reduction. All of these projects are intended to improve 
the conditions of waterbodies consistent with CWA requirements. Sections 4.03 and 4.05 of 
the final EIS provide a comprehensive discussion of the effects of the project on water quality 
and associated beneficial uses (e.g., aquatic habitat, aquatic organisms, and riparian 
vegetation) that are applicable to both upland and aquatic/riparian lands managed by the 
Forest Service. In addition, appendix F.10 of the final EIS (POD) includes a number of 
appendices intended to ensure potential impacts related to soil disturbance and removal of 
vegetation are mitigated to a level that ensures compliance with the respective Forest Service 
LRMPs (e.g., appendix I-Erosion Control and Revegetation Plan). 

SA2-112 Section 4.3.2.2 of the draft EIS provides a discussion of the federal Clean Water Act 
(CWA), including the requirements under sections 305(b) and 303 (d). It also directs the reader to 
table H-5 in appendix H of the draft EIS that provides a list of Category 4 and 5 water quality 
impaired waterbodies that would be crossed by the PCGP project. In the Spencer Creek watershed, 
2 crossing of intermittent impaired water bodies (MP 171.07 and 171.76) would occur during the 
time of year when these channels are typically dry. Two crossings of Riparian Reserves associated 
with isolated and intermittent wetlands would also occur during the time of year these features are 
typically dry. In this section, under the heading Oregon Water Quality Regulations and Standards 
Effects the final EIS provides additional discussion regarding ODEQ requirements under the CWA. 
Section 4.7.3.5 of the final EIS has been revised to expand the discussion of potential effects of the 
PCGP project on the crossing of these four intermittent waterbodies on NFS lands within the 
Spencer Creek watershed, specifically with respect to impacts related to sediment and temperature. 
Table 4.7.3.5-10 in appendix F.4 provides a more detailed discussion of these project impacts 
specific to NFS lands within the Spencer Creek watershed.  
Appendix I, table I-2 of the draft EIS lists seven intermittent water bodies that would be crossed by 
the PCGP project. Two crossings of tributaries of Clover Creek would occur on private lands in the 
vicinity of MP 177.76. By definition, an intermittent stream does not have sustained flow year 
around and is typically not suitable for spawning and rearing of resident salmonids. In Appendix I, 
table I-4 of the draft EIS, known spawning habitat for Redband trout occurs in the main stem of 
Spencer Creek from the confluence of the Klamath River upstream to RM 12; most spawning 
occurs between Roads 100 and 110.   
In the event resident or at some point anadromous salmonids have access to these intermittent 
channels, the mitigation measures stipulated in FERC’s ECRP and Wetland and Waterbody Crossing 
Plan are intended to minimize the impacts to aquatic organisms (including salmonids) that may 
occupy these intermittent waterbodies during the in-channel work window requirements of ODFW. 
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SA2 continued, page 63 of 224 
 
SA2-113 Section 4.7.3.5 of the final EIS has been revised to expand the 
discussion regarding the potential impacts to the Spencer Creek watershed on 
NFS lands. Sections 4.03 and 4.05 of the final EIS provide a comprehensive 
discussion of the effects of stream crossings on water quality, aquatic habitat 
and aquatic organisms that are applicable to the intermittent crossings proposed 
in the Spencer Creek watershed. These sections also discuss the potential 
impacts of the various stream crossing methods described in section 2.4.2.2 of 
the draft EIS under the heading Waterbody Crossings. 
A field review with FERC and Forest Service biologists confirmed that the 
crossings of intermittent channels on NFS lands in the Spencer Creek 
watershed would occur during the time of year that these channels are dry and 
that the dry open cut method would be appropriate for these locations with 
inclusion of the requirements specified in the POD (e.g., Wetland and 
Waterbody Crossing Plan) to ensure protection of water quality and the 
associated beneficial uses. 
As shown in table 2.1.5-1 in the draft EIS, the Forest Service has identified a 
number of mitigation projects to address LRMP objectives in the Spencer 
Creek watershed, including projects to improve aquatic and riparian habitat 
(e.g., fencing, riparian planting) and road-related sediment reduction. All of 
these projects are intended to improve the conditions of waterbodies consistent 
with CWA requirements. 

SA2-114 Mitigation that has been proposed is discussed where relevant.  There 
are many planned actions (e.g. timing window, LWD installation, riparian and 
other plantings, ECRP, and BMPs) that provide mitigation in either prevention 
or restoration.  These need not have a specific separate subsection for private 
lands.   
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Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

SA2 continued, page 65 of 224 
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SA2 continued, page 66 of 224 
 
SA2-115 Comment noted. 
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SA2 continued, page 67 of 224 
 
SA2-116 Section 4.9 has been updated to include additional discussion of fish 
and wildlife-related recreational expenditures, as well as information on 
commercial fish harvested in Coos Bay in 2018.  Commercial fishing 
information for 2018 indicated that Dungeness crab made up about 20 percent 
(6.0 million pounds) of the Coos Bay catch in volume, but almost half the value 
(49 percent).  Impacts to aquatic habitat from Project-related dredging are 
discussed in section 4.5.2.2.  A summary of this discussion has been added to 
section 4.9 in the final EIS. 

SA2-117 The cumulative effects analysis in section 4.14 and appendix N of the 
FEIS has been updated with the inclusion of additional information on the 
channel modification project.   See also response to comment SA2-42. 
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SA2 continued, page 69 of 224 
 
SA2-118 The known Olympia oyster beds or detection areas are away from 
areas forecast to have elevated sediment from dredging both of the slip and 
main navigation channel. The concentration of detections mostly in Haynes 
Inlet near downtown Coos bay, Isthmus Slough are the areas that are modeled 
to have elevated sediment from dredging.  The distribution of elevated 
sediment from dredging other than near the slip where Olympia oysters have 
not been documented is therefore limited with the majority away from 
nearshore subtidal and intertidal areas where they are most likely to be present.   
While some scattered individuals could encounter some elevated suspended 
sediment it is unlikely levels of elevation would be sustained or intense in those 
areas.  Therefore we retain the current assessment. 
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SA2 continued, page 70 of 224 
 
SA2-119 Comment noted. 

SA2-120 The impacts of the anticipated dredging effects on habitat are 
acknowledged and characterized in the EIS (see section 4.5.2.2). 

SA2-121 The map was generated from a cited document and considered to 
generally represent the habitat types present. Details of site specific categories 
would not substantially change the assessment.  Some modification to the 
figures were made to provide more clarity. 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

SA2 continued, page 71 of 224 
 
SA2-122 The text has been modified in the final EIS to address this issue. 
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SA2 continued, page 73 of 224 
 
SA2-123 Vessels under regulation passed in 2013 must meet CWA standards 
regarding methods to ensure that discharge of ballast water has minimal risks of 
organisms being discharged into U.S. waters.  The details of what systems are 
specifically used is not directly mandated by the U.S.A. but must meet be the 
Coast Guard-approved BWM system.  The Commission cannot create 
requirements or mandate mitigation on international vessels.   
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SA2-124 As noted, special status marine mammals are discussed in section 4.6. 
Other marine mammals such as Steller sea lions (Eumetopias jubatus), 
California sea lions (Zalophus californianus), northern elephant seals 
(Mirounga angustirostris), and Pacific harbor seals (Phoca vitulina) are 
discussed in section 4.5, including their use of haulout sites in the vicinity at 
Cape Arago, Three Arch Rocks, and Shell Island, along the southwest Oregon 
Coast. Additional details  are provided in Jordan Cove's application to the 
National Marine Fisheries Service for Incidental Harassment Authorization 
(IHA) for the Taking of Marine Mammals Under Section 101 (a)(5)(A) of the 
MMPA, filed publicly in April 2019. 

SA2-125 Effects to harbor seals are discussed in section 4.5, including 
potential behavioral disruption to harbor seals in Coos Bay. Jordan Cove is 
required to comply with the Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA), which is 
administered by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and includes 
protection of harbor seals. Jordan Cove requested issuance of an Incidental 
Harassment Authorization (IHA) by NMFS for the Taking of Marine Mammals 
Under Section 101 (a)(5)(A) of the MMPA in April 2019, and describes in the 
Marine Mammal Monitoring Plan attached to their IHA application monitoring 
specific to harbor seals. 
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SA2-126 Comment noted.  We have submitted a Biological Assessment to the 
FWS and NMFS, and have requested that they enter into formal consultation 
and develop a Biological Opinion for the Project. 

SA2-127 As noted in the EIS, when unavoidable wetland impacts are 
proposed, the COE, EPA, and ODSL require that all practicable actions be 
taken to avoid, minimize, and then compensate for those impacts.  The COE 
would determine the specific type and amount of compensatory mitigation that 
would be required to offset the loss of wetland acreage and functions that 
cannot be avoided or minimized as part of the CWA Section 404 permit process 
and by the ODSL as part of the state Removal-Fill permit process. The scope 
and suitability of wetland mitigation is determined by the COE.  Therefore, the 
Commission and the EIS defers this decision to the COE. 
 
It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's compliance 
with State regulations.  We assume that the State would determine if the Project 
is in compliance with the State requirements during their review of the 
Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in Section 5 of the EIS, any 
authorization from the Commission would be conditional on the Applicant 
acquiring all applicable federal and federally designated permits.   
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SA2-128 The EIS has been updated with additional details on these three 
mitigations sites provided by the Applicant in response to our Environmental 
Information Request. 

SA2-129 We submitted a Biological Assessment to the Services on July 29, 
2019, with a request to initiate formal consultation under Section 7 of the 
federal Endangered Species Act. The Proposed Action in both the EIS and the 
BA includes the Project's crossing of all land ownerships (federal and non-
federal) and incorporates “non-jurisdictional” facilities that may be integral to 
the need for the proposed facilities. Therefore, consultation under Section 10 of 
the federal ESA is not appropriate. 

SA2-130 We considered this potential increase in recreation and determined 
that it would not result in an adverse effect to snowy plovers because effects 
from increases in recreation, if any, would be minimized through the proposed 
education of construction and operations employees on recreational use 
restrictions.  
 
We have coordinated with the FWS regarding the cited potential effects to 
snowy plover and additional analysis of these effects is included in the BA 
which was submitted to the FWS July 29, 2019.  
 
The State can require ODFW consultation as part of their State permit; 
however, this is not a requirement that would be included in the federal EIS. 
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SA2 continued, page 77 of 224 
 
SA2-131 Impacts to coastal marten (including habitat) are discussed in the 
FEIS, as well as in our Biological Assessment. 
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SA2 continued, page 78 of 224 
 
SA2-132 The effects of the considered actions on aquatic resources were 
addressed in section 4.5.2.  The Applicant has indicated they would follow in-
water work windows, and obtain blasting permits and meet fish passage 
requirements.  However, obtaining these permits and requirement that the 
actions meet the indicated habitat mitigation policy is not required per the 
NEPA process, but the State can require these as part of the State's permit 
review process. 
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SA2 continued, page 79 of 224 
 
SA2-133 In the event that an HDD must be abandoned, Pacific Connector 
developed a Failure Mode Procedure for HDD Pipeline Installation which 
includes plans for grouting the  top five vertical feet of hole on both the entry 
and exit sides of the crossing. 

SA2-134 The ODFW is expected to exercise its statutory authority over state 
listed species. 
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SA2 continued, page 80 of 224 
 
SA2-135 Comment noted. 

SA2-136 The requested text has been included to the extent it was deemed 
applicable.  Note that it is not the role of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or requirements.  Such a review is the role of 
the State and would be conducted as part of the State's review of the Applicant's 
State permit applications. 

SA2-137 See response to similar comments from the State of Oregon 
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SA2-138 We submitted a Biological Assessment to the Services on July 29, 
2019, with a request to initiate formal consultation under Section 7 of the 
federal Endangered Species Act. The Biological Assessment is available to the 
public.  The Biological Assessment addresses impacts on all lands regardless of 
jurisdiction. 

SA2-139 As described in the EIS and Biological Assessment, not all of the 
MAMU and NSO habitat potentially affected by the Project has been surveyed. 
We have made conservative estimates of occupancy and assumed presence 
where complete protocol surveys have not been conducted. The Biological 
Assessment is available publicly with the exception of confidential appendices 
that disclose sensitive species locations that may be obtained from FWS upon 
request as appropriate.  
 
We would not require that the referenced surveys be conducted; if these 
surveys are required, they would fall under the jurisdiction of the FWS rather 
than FERC. 
 
The State can require survey data be provided to ODFW as part of their State 
permit. This is not a requirement that would be included in the federal EIS. 

SA2-140 There is no legal requirement under NEPA to mitigate all impacts 
from a Project.  Information related mitigation that is being proposed by the 
Applicant or required by the federal agencies is disclosed in the EIS.   
Mitigation related to the ODFW Wildlife Habitat Mitigation Policy has not 
been proposed by the Applicant nor is it required by the federal government. 
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SA2-141 There is no legal requirement under NEPA to mitigate all impacts 
from a Project.  Information related mitigation that is being proposed by the 
Applicant or required by the federal agencies is disclosed in the EIS.   
Mitigation related to the ODFW Wildlife Habitat Mitigation Policy has not 
been proposed by the Applicant nor is it required by the federal government.  
Note that Forest Service compensatory mitigation plans are discussed in 
sections 1 and 2 and in appendix F.2 of the EIS, and include mitigation relevant 
to upland wildlife habitat impacts from the Pacific Connector pipeline on 
National Forest System lands. 

SA2-142 The text has been modified in the final EIS to address this issue. 

SA2-143 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would 
determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements and OARs 
during their review of the Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in 
Section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be 
conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable federally delegated 
permits.   
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SA2-144 The scope and suitability of wetland mitigation is determined by the 
COE.  Therefore, the Commission and the EIS defers this decision to the COE. 
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SA2-145 Conditions on how the site if finally managed, restricted, and 
operated would be addressed in State and other federal permits.  The State can 
require this as part of their State permit review process.  The COE would 
determine the specific type and amount of compensatory mitigation that would 
be required to offset the loss of wetland acreage and functions that cannot be 
avoided or minimized as part of the CWA Section 404 permit process and by 
the ODSL as part of the State Removal-Fill permit process. The scope and 
suitability of wetland mitigation and any restrictions to be placed on the site 
would be determined by the COE.  Therefore, the Commission and the EIS 
defers this decision to the COE. 

SA2-146 Comment noted.  The State can require this as part of their State 
permit review process.  This is not a requirement that would be included in the 
federal EIS. 

SA2-147 Providing details of alternative locations and actions that were 
considered and reasons for rejection and how the current actions avoided some 
impacts are not required as part of the impact analysis in the EIS.   The 
mitigation plan provided by the Applicant contains what they propose and is 
under consideration by the COE; the Commission and the EIS defers this 
decision to the COE.   Alternative routes that were considered and rejected is 
provided in section 3.    
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SA2-148 The COE would determine the specific type and amount of 
compensatory mitigation that would be required to offset the loss of wetland 
acreage and functions that cannot be avoided or minimized as part of the CWA 
Section 404 permit process and by the ODSL as part of the State Removal-Fill 
permit process. The scope and suitability of wetland mitigation and any 
restrictions to be placed on the site would be determined by the COE.  
Therefore, the Commission and the EIS defers this decision to the COE. 

SA2-149 Comment noted.  The scope and suitability of wetland mitigation is 
determined by the COE.  Therefore, the Commission and the EIS defers this 
decision to the COE. 
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SA2-150 The State can require a habitat mitigation plan that evaluates 
mitigation sites with respect to the ODFW Fish and Wildlife Habitat Mitigation 
Policy as part of their State permit.  This is not a requirement that would be 
included in the federal EIS.  It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to 
assess the Project's compliance with State regulations, including ODFW Fish 
and Wildlife Habitat Mitigation Policy. 

SA2-151 The draft EIS acknowledges that in the absence of mitigation other 
than avoidance and minimization, the Project would result in long-term 
negative effects on MAMU and NSO.  We have also requested formal 
consultation with the FWS regarding impacts to MAMU and NSO. 

SA2-152 See response to similar comments from the State of Oregon 
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SA2-153 The State can require avoidance of the 70-acre NSO nest patch as 
part of their State permit.  This is not a requirement that would be included in 
the federal EIS.  The BA addresses "take" of NSO under the federal ESA, under 
the jurisdiction of the FWS. 

SA2-154 The State can require mitigation of NRF habitat as part of their State 
permit.  This is not a requirement that would be included in the federal EIS. 
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SA2-155 The State can require avoidance of direct impacts and habitat loss 
within occupied MAMU nesting habitat as part of their State permit.  This is 
not a requirement that would be included in the federal EIS.  The BA addresses 
"take" of MAMU under the federal ESA, under the jurisdiction of the FWS. 
See response above regarding surveys. 

SA2-156 The State can require mitigation of suitable MAMU nesting habitat 
as part of their State permit.  This is not a requirement that would be included 
in the federal EIS. 

SA2-157 The State can require that the Applicant consult with the ODFW  as 
part of their State permit.  This is not a requirement that would be included in 
the federal EIS. See response above regarding section 10 consultation. 
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SA2-158 The State can require coordination with ODFW regarding marten 
habitat and mitigation as part of their State permit.  This is not a requirement 
that would be included in the federal EIS. 

SA2-159 See response to similar comments from the State of Oregon 

SA2-160 Oak woodlands are discussed in section 4.5, including their 
importance to wildlife species. The State can require coordination with ODFW 
regarding avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation of oak woodlands as part 
of their State permit.  This is not a requirement that would be included in the 
federal EIS. 

SA2-161 Vernal pools and their importance to vernal pool fairy shrimp are 
discussed in section 4.6. The State can require coordination with ODFW 
regarding avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation of vernal pools as part of 
their State permit; this is not a requirement that would be included in the 
federal EIS. If Pacific Connector is not able to avoid the vernal pool complex 
between MPs 145.3 and 145.4 that may contain vernal pool fairy shrimp, they 
have committed to implementing mitigation measures consistent with FWS’s 
Vernal Pool Conservation Strategy for Jackson County, Oregon, as amended 
December 29, 2015 (FWS 2011 and 2015). 
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SA2-162 There is no legal requirement under NEPA to mitigate all impacts 
from a Project.  Information related mitigation that is being proposed by the 
Applicant or required by the agencies is disclosed in the EIS.  The State can 
require additional mitigation (not currently identified in the EIS) on non-federal 
lands as part of their State permit; this is not a requirement that would be 
included in the federal EIS. The POD was attached to the draft EIS (see 
Appendix F.10). 

SA2-163 The "POD" refers to the "Plan of Development" that was created by 
the Applicant at the direction of the BLM and Forest Service.  It is attached to 
the EIS (see appendix F). 

SA2-164 Comment noted. The Forest Service anticipates that if the Pacific 
Connector project is approved and constructed the compensatory mitigation 
actions would be implemented as soon as practicable. 

SA2-165 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would 
determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements and OARs 
during their review of the Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in 
Section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be 
conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and federally 
delegated permits.   
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SA2-166 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would 
determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements and OARs 
during their review of Applicant's State permit applications.  If the State 
chooses it could make the requested requirements contingent for permit 
approval.  As disclosed in Section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the 
Commission would be conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable 
federal and federally delegated permits.   

SA2-167 The Applicant has indicated they would do in-water work during 
State designated in-water work windows. They however may request 
exceptions to these in limited locations.  These would need approval from the 
State as part of their permitting process. It is not the role or scope of the federal 
EIS to assess the Project's compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We 
assume that the State would determine if the Project is in compliance with the 
State requirements and OARs during their review of Applicant's State permit 
applications.  If the State chooses it could make the requested requirements 
contingent for the State permit approval.  As disclosed in Section 5 of the EIS, 
any authorization from the Commission would be conditional on the Applicant 
acquiring all applicable federal and federally delegated permits.   
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SA2-168 There is no planned blasting in open water areas.  PCGP RR3 states: 
“Blasting would be conducted within dry streambanks isolated from the water 
column, most likely using dam-and-pump construction to bypass water around 
the dry workspace.” The blasting plan says:  In-Water Blasting. It is not 
anticipated that in-water blasting would be required during construction of the 
Pipeline Project. However, blasting may occur near water bodies or within dry 
streambeds. 

SA2-169 This is not necessary as the Blasting Plan states the following:   
In-Water Blasting 
It is not anticipated that in-water blasting would be required during construction 
of the Pipeline Project. However, blasting may occur near water bodies or 
within dry streambeds. 
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SA2-170 This level of detail is not appropriate for the requested table.  Note 
that this text was prepared by the COE per their cooperator status on this EIS. 

SA2-171 Text revised.   

SA2-172 The requested OAR was already included in the table. 
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SA2-173 The Oregon Endangered Species Act was already included in the 
table. 

SA2-174 Jordan Cove would be responsible for maintaining its facilities, not 
the Port. 

SA2-175 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would 
determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements and OARs 
during their review of Applicant's State permit applications.  If the State 
chooses it could make the requested requirements contingent for the State 
permit approval.  As disclosed in Section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from 
the Commission would be conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable 
federal and federally delegated permits.   
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SA2-176 Any requested deviation would be handled through the State, which 
would be between the Applicant and the permitting agencies and would be 
independent of an authorization by the Commission. 

SA2-177 We are not aware of ODFW's role and responsibilities with regard to 
wetland mitigation (in regards to the fact that EFSC and the ODFW Habitat 
Mitigation Policy has not be included as a State requirement for their Project at 
this time); the COE and ODSL have jurisdiction over wetland mitigation. We 
have added reference to ODFW's jurisdiction over aquatic nuisance species. 
Any take of species would be required to be reported to ODFW as dictated by 
state law. 
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SA2-178 Comment noted. 

SA2-179 As indicated in the EIS, the total discharge of water from ballast 
relative to the surrounding bay water would be very slight and would rapidly 
equilibrate through normal mixing and tidal exchange.  These areas as indicated 
have a natural range of salinities from the mixing of sea and freshwaters. 

SA2-180 Salinity in the bay is highly varied by location, season, and tides.  
While potential changes in salinity have not been directly modeled the 
Applicant has developed models addressing tidal hydraulic changes as a result 
of all dredging activities being proposed (Hydrodynamic studies - 
Hydrodynamic Analysis, Moffat and Nichol, Nov 29, 2017).  This model found 
no marked changes in current velocity or tidal level changes at any site 
modeled along the main channel and the bay mouth except at the immediate 
access channel area.  This suggest the dynamics most affecting salinity 
intrusion from the ocean would remain unchanged.  Additionally, a COE model 
analysis of a much greater channel modification being considered (expanding 
the navigation channel from 300 to 450 and deepening it from 37 to 45 feet 
along its length) found only slight maximum change in average salinity 
extending into Haynes Inlet of 0.65 psu, or 4 percent (Oregon International Port 
of Coos Bay and US Army Corps of Engineers. 2019 Proposed Section 
204(f)/408 Channel Modification Project Sub Appendix 3 Estuarine Dynamics. 
April 2019).  So considering the small changes in the main channel from 
current conditions that are slight compared to the model of much more 
extensive channel changes, no measurable changes would occur in salinity from 
proposed project actions and no additional models are needed. 

SA2-181 The models developed for sediment accumulation considered the 
known and projected sedimentation rates (prototype analysis, empirical and 
numerical modeling)  to arrive at their estimates of quantity sediment 
deposition.      
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SA2-182 See response to similar comments from the State of Oregon. 
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SA2-183 The scope and suitability of wetland mitigation and any restrictions 
to be placed on the site or additional information needed would be determined 
by the COE.  Therefore, the Commission and the EIS defers this decision to the 
COE. 
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SA2-184 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would 
determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements and OARs 
during their review of Applicant's State permit applications.  If the State 
chooses it could make the requested requirements contingent for the State 
permit approval.  As disclosed in Section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from 
the Commission would be conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable 
federal and federally delegated permits.   
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SA2-185 Potential impacts to recreation as a result of construction and 
operation of the LNG terminal are addressed in section 4.8.1.1 of the DEIS.  
This analysis is based on the anticipated impact of LNG vessels using the 
channel not simply a comparison between the anticipated number of LNG 
vessels and the historic number of deep-draft number of vessels that have called 
upon Coos Bay in the past.  As discussed in the EIS, during LNG carrier transit 
in the waterway to the terminal, an exclusionary Coast Guard safety and 
security zone would be implemented.  Non-LNG vessels would be allowed to 
transit through the safety zone and would also be allowed in the safety zone 
during passage provided that these other vessels do not impede the safe 
navigation of the LNG carriers in the restricted channel, and that the other 
vessels do not pose a security threat or concern to the LNG carriers in transit.  
The timing and constraints associated with LNG carrier transit through the 
channel entrance bar area would be similar to existing constraints on chip ships 
and log carriers calling at the port.     

SA2-186 We are unable to determine the specifics of this comment. There is 
no discussion of species status on these pages. The table referenced is in the 
cultural section and refers to cultural surveys not aquatic resources. 
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SA2-187 We are not aware of ODFW's role or responsibilities with regard to 
wetland mitigation; COE and DSL have jurisdiction over wetland mitigation. 
We have added ODFW as the appropriate agency regarding Aquatic Nuisance 
Species. Any take of species would be required to be reported to ODFW as 
dictated by State law. Note table 4.11.3.1-1 is cultural information and does not 
relate to "appropriate agency" so no changes have been made to this table. 

SA2-188 The final EIS has been modified to address this issue. 

SA2-189 Section 4.5 identifies proposed surveys of Great Blue Heron 
rookeries, and indicates that the Applicant has commitment to coordinate with 
ODFW on an appropriate mitigation plan if either known rookery is active. 
Section 4.5 also describes proposed nest surveys prior to construction or timber 
clearing. 

SA2-190 The Applicant has committed to implementing the requested BMPs, 
including implementing measures to avoid benefiting bird species that are 
predators on snowy plover (ravens, crows, jays). Structures associated with the 
LNG Project would be monitored to discourage use by avian predator species, 
including construction of nests. During construction and operation, the LNG 
Terminal site would be kept clear of construction debris and food wastes that 
could attract predators of the western snowy plover. Covered, animal-resistant 
receptacles would be provided in eating and break areas, parking lots, and at 
appropriate locations around the construction site. During construction, the site 
would be monitored on a daily basis to remove any food or other debris left by 
construction workers. During operations, the facility and grounds would be 
regularly inspected to ensure that no garbage is allowed to accumulate. The 
LNG Project would offer minimal perching opportunities compared to existing 
facilities and vegetation such as trees, and deterrent measures would be 
installed on the proposed meteorological station if the final design provides any 
potential perching habitat for predatory species. The Applicant’s Integrated 
Pest Management Plan (attached to the EIS) additionally includes BMPs to 
address the control of noxious weeds and invasive plants. 
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SA2-191 The Applicant has indicated that for structures placed across streams:  
"The structures would be designed according to our Wetland and Water Body 
Procedures as well as according to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Oregon 
Department of State lands, ODEQ, Forest Service, BLM and ODFW 
approvals."  This indicates that approvals would be obtained as requested.  The 
Applicant has also indicated that they would follow State designated Fish 
Passage Process as Stated in ORS 509.585 as requested for specific stream 
crossings. Culvert installation BMPs (POD Attachment F of Appendix I) which 
indicates that they would meet State designated fish passage criteria and be 
installed during fish windows or with approval of ODFW.  However it is not 
the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's compliance with State 
regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would determine if the Project 
is in compliance with the State requirements and OARs during their review of 
Applicant's State permit applications.  If the State chooses it could make the 
requested requirements contingent for the State permit approval.  As disclosed 
in Section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be 
conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and federally 
delegated permits.   

SA2-192 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or OARs.  There is no legal requirement 
under NEPA to mitigate all impacts from a Project.   We assume that the State 
would determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements and 
OARs during their review of Applicant's State permit applications.  If the State 
chooses it could make the requested requirements contingent for the State 
permit approval.  As disclosed in Section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from 
the Commission would be conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable 
federal and federally delegated permits.   
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SA2-193 The Applicant has developed a Fish Salvage Plan.  As part of the 
implementation of the plan the Applicant would need to obtain an Oregon 
Scientific Take Permit to take fish for scientific purposes, including 
rescue/salvage required for construction activities.  ODFW can determine if the 
proposed methods are adequate to protect State resources at that time. 

SA2-194 Plans have been developed by the Applicant to address each of these 
Stated issues. (e.g. Erosion  Control and Revegetation Plan, Water Body 
Crossing plan, Spill Prevention, Containment and Countermeasures Plan, HDD 
Drilling Mud Contingency Plan, Fish Salvage Plan).  The State permitting 
process can determine if these are acceptable for issuing needed State permits; 
but this is not the role of the federal EIS (i.e., to determine if the States 
requirements are fulfilled)  Also see our response to SA2-8. 

SA2-195 See response to comment  SA2-167. 

SA2-196 See response to comments SA2-193 and SA2-16. 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

SA2 continued, page 109 of 224 
 
SA2-197 See response to comment  SA2-193 

SA2-198 The Applicant has developed an HDD Drilling Mud Contingency 
Plan that describes actions to be taken should frac-out occur.  The State may 
require additional plan development details as part of the State permitting 
process. 

SA2-199 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would 
determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements such as 
the 401 certificate application and OARs during their review of Applicant's 
State permit applications.  If the State chooses it could make the requested 
requirements contingent for permit approval including the 401 certificate.  As 
disclosed in Section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission 
would be conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and 
federally delegated permits.   

SA2-200 Any requested deviation would be handled through the State 
permitting process which would be between the Applicant and the permitting 
agencies independent of an authorization by the Commission. 
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SA2-201 See response to comment SA2-202 below. It is not the role or scope 
of the federal EIS to assess the Project's compliance with State regulations or 
OARs.  We assume that the State would determine if the Project is in 
compliance with the State requirements and OARs during their review of 
Applicant's State permit applications.  If the State chooses it could make the 
requested requirements contingent for the State permit approval.  As disclosed 
in Section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be 
conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and federally 
delegated permits.   

SA2-202 As described in Section 4.3.2.2 of the EIS, "To prevent an inadvertent 
release or address impacts should one occur, Pacific Connector developed its 
Drilling Fluid Contingency Plan for Horizontal Directional Drilling 
Operations..".  A more specific discussion of HDD drilling and the potential for 
frac-out incidents is also included in this section. There is no legal requirement 
under NEPA to mitigate all impacts from a Project.  We assume that the State 
would determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements and 
OARs during their review of Applicant's State permit applications.   If the State 
chooses it could make the requested requirements contingent for the State 
permit approval.    
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SA2-203 The Commission does not require companies to post bonds. In the 
unlikely case of an accident the company would be liable, and covered by 
insurance. 

SA2-204 Comment noted. 

SA2-205 The Applicant has indicated they would do in-water work during 
State designated in-water work windows. The determination of which streams 
need to be constructed during the in-water work windows would be determined 
during the State permitting process.  The Applicant however may request 
exceptions to these in limited locations.  These would need approval from the 
State as part of their permitting process. It is not the role or scope of the federal 
EIS to assess the Project's compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We 
assume that the State would determine if the Project is in compliance with the 
State requirements and OARs during their review of Applicant's State permit 
applications.  If the State chooses it could make the requested requirements 
contingent for the State permit approval.  As disclosed in Section 5 of the EIS, 
any authorization from the Commission would be conditional on the Applicant 
acquiring all applicable federal and federally delegated permits.   
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SA2-206 The EIS document provided an assessment of potential impacts to 
aquatic resources from stream crossing in section 4.5.2.3. The   FWS Stream 
Crossing Risk Analysis matrix assessment was applied to fluvial stream 
crossings and developed varied BMPs to address the potential issues of concern 
at crossings depending on risk level.  Additionally the Applicant would conduct 
pre-construction surveys of sites that did not have access to confirm level of 
risk and adjust crossing methods as needed.  They have developed specific 
crossing plans for stream crossing on US Forest Service  and BLM 
administered lands as mandated by these federal agencies.  During construction 
and EI would be on site to insure that actions designated in plans are 
implemented. The is no federal requirement to develop site specific crossing 
plans on private lands.  The State during their permitting process can make 
additional requirements as they determine are needed to meet the permit 
standards. 
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SA2-207 Site specific plans are not provided for all waterbody crossings.  Also 
see response to SA2-206. 

SA2-208 We assume that the State would determine if the Project is in 
compliance with the State requirements and OARs during their review of 
Applicant's State permit applications.   The State can require this information as 
part of their State permit review process. 

SA2-209 As discussed in the EIS, the Applicant would be required to adhere to 
our Plan and Procedures, and all applicable federal, state, and local 
requirements related to herbicide use would be required.   Additionally, as 
stated in the Plan and Procedures, Erosion Control and Revegetation Plan, and 
Integrated Pest Management Plan, herbicides would not be used within 100 feet 
of a wetland or waterbody, unless allowed by the appropriate agency. 

SA2-210 Comment noted.  This request would not be included in the EIS. 

SA2-211 There is no legal requirement under NEPA to mitigate all impacts 
from a Project.  Information related mitigation that is being proposed by the 
Applicant or required by the federal agencies is disclosed in the EIS. The 
Applicant has developed several plans to help restore habitat and mitigate for 
project induced impacts including the Large Woody Debris Plan, Erosion 
Control and  Revegetation Plan, Upland Revegetation Plan,  Mitigative Plan for 
federal Lands (Appendix F).  It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to 
assess the Project's compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume 
that the State would determine if the Project is in compliance with the State 
requirements and OARs during their review of the Applicant's State permit 
applications.  The State can include the requested information as part of their 
State permit requirements. As disclosed in Section 5 of the EIS, any 
authorization from the Commission would be conditional on the Applicant 
acquiring all applicable federal and federally delegated permits.   
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SA2 continued, page 115 of 224 
 
SA2-212 As noted in Section 4.1 of the EIS, the pipeline route was designed to 
avoided unstable areas and following ridgelines and slope contours where 
possible. The ridgeline alignment minimizes waterbody crossings and reduces 
grading and necessary cut and fill requirements during construction. Side slopes 
were also avoided where feasible to minimize grading, overall clearing and 
disturbance, and to increase pipeline stability.  Characteristics of soils along the 
pipeline route, including soils with high erodibility potential or that are located 
on steep slopes, are provided in Table 4.2.2.1-1 and Appendix G of the EIS. 
BMPs intended to reduce stormwater runoff and erosion would also be 
implemented and are discussed in Sections 4.1 and 4.2.  As noted in the Erosion 
Control and Revegetation Plan prepared for the Project and attached to the EIS, 
erosion control and revegetation measures have been developed to ensure 
effectiveness across the wide variety of climactic and physical conditions (e.g., 
soil types, amounts of precipitation) that would be encountered along the 
pipeline route.  Restoration of construction disturbance in each given area is 
expected to begin once construction is completed in that area; restoration would 
be completed by the end of the winter season when forest, wetland, and riparian 
plantings would be installed. Depending on site-specific conditions, it may be 
necessary to continue restoration through the spring. The ECRP also includes a 
“Winterization Plan”  which provides winterization measures that Pacific 
Connector would implement in areas where final restoration has not been 
completed or where construction has been initiated, but not completed prior to 
the onset of the wet season, to ensure disturbed areas are stabilized and erosion 
and potential sedimentation are minimized over the winter. 

SA2-213 Slope gradient of 65% or greater would have been defined as high-
risk landslide areas. These areas have been avoided by the pipeline route as 
discussed in the EIS. 
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SA2-214 See our response to similar comments from the State of Oregon. 

SA2-215 Comment noted. 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

SA2 continued, page 118 of 224 
 
SA2-216 Comment noted. 
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SA2-217 See response to comment SA2-199. 
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SA2-218 The Applicant has developed a Hydrostatic Test Plan and estimated 
stream changes in flow at all but one stream would reduce flows less than 10 
percent. FERC staff have made recommendation that no stream have flow 
reduced less than 10 percent.  This should greatly reduce potential effects to 
aquatic resources. It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the 
Project's compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State 
would determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements and 
OARs during their review of the Applicant's State permit applications.  The 
State can include the requested information as part of their permit requirements. 
As disclosed in Section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission 
would be conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and 
federally delegated permits.   

SA2-219 Hydrostatic testing is considered part of the proposed action and thus 
the effects to northern spotted owls (and the associated surveys) described in 
section 4.6 includes the anticipated effects from hydrostatic testing. 
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SA2-220 Comment noted. 

SA2-221 As discussed in section 4.3:  "Pacific Connector would obtain all 
necessary appropriations and withdrawal permits, including from the ODWR, 
prior to use. "   Additional text was added to clarify the review process. The 
final determination of whether the application meets water rights and beneficial 
uses would be determined by the State during the actual application for 
withdrawal made by the Applicant.   

SA2-222 The final EIS has been modified to address this issue. 

SA2-223 See response to comment SA2-221. 
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SA2-224 We assume that the State would determine if the Project is in 
compliance with the State requirements and OARs during their review of the 
Applicant's State permit applications.  The State can include the requested 
information and mitigation as part of their State permit requirements.  

SA2-225 We have included a limitation on water withdrawal to no more than 
10 percent of the flow at the time of withdrawal.  This flow reduction even in 
low flow would be adequate to protect resources.  The flow restrictions process 
is handled through the State permitting.  The State through this process can 
implement requirements deemed necessary to meet the State's permit 
requirements. 

SA2-226 The final EIS has been modified to address this issue. 
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SA2-227 See response to comment SA2-225.  We assume that the State would 
determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements and OARs 
during their review of the Applicant's State permit applications.  The State can 
include the requested information as part of their State permit requirements. As 
disclosed in Section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission 
would be conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable federal and 
federally delegated permits. 

SA2-228 The assessment of effects of dust water withdrawal was assessed and 
determined to not be substantial in section 4.3.4.2.   The Applicant would apply 
for permits through OWRD, which would be reviewed by ODEQ and ODFW. 
These agencies would make the determination if the Applicant would be able to 
obtain the requested permit with consideration of potential affect to resources. 
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SA2-229 See response to comment SA2-225. 
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SA2-230 The State can require these surveys and measures as part of their 
State permit.  These are not requirements that would be included in the federal 
EIS. 

SA2-231 Comment noted. The Applicant has prepared an Integrated Pest 
Management Plan (attached to the EIS) that addresses the control of noxious 
weeds and invasive plants.  The Integrated Pest Management Plan describes 
monitoring that would be implemented in regards to noxious weeds and 
invasive plants. Additionally, the Erosions Control and Revegetation Plan 
discusses restoration and revegetation of wetland areas and includes monitoring 
and maintenance that would be conducted to help ensure that revegetation 
efforts are successful. 
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SA2-232 The State can require this as part of their State permit.  These are not 
requirements that would be included in the federal EIS. 
 
It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's compliance 
with State regulations.  We assume that the State would determine if the Project 
is in compliance with the State OARs or requirements during their review of 
the Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in Section 5 of the EIS, 
any authorization from the Commission would be conditional on the Applicant 
acquiring all applicable federal or federally designated authorizations.   

SA2-233 We disagree, this action would provide benefits to fish resource.  The 
Applicant's revegetation plan includes commitments to meet the ODF RMA 
designation areas with native vegetation including trees outside of the 30-foot 
access.  Additionally they would plant riparian areas on the same or nearby 
streams in the same 4th field watershed to meet their designated mitigation goal 
of  planting in the ratio of 1:1 for construction phase removals and 2:1 for 
operation areas (areas primarily along the 30-foot-wide access right-of-way 
(see the Thermal Impact Assessment Appendix Q.2 of Pacific Connector's 
Resource Report 2). 
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SA2-234 The State can require these as part of their State permit; these are not 
requirements that would be included in the federal EIS. We have added details 
on the anticipated utility of proposed seed mixture species for elk and deer 
forage.  As stated in the Erosion Control and Revegetation Plan (attached to the 
EIS), Pacific Connector consulted with the NRCS and land management 
agencies to develop seed mixtures for the pipeline. The seed mixtures were 
primarily developed with the intent of stabilization and erosion control of 
disturbed areas and were based on precipitation ranges and landownership (i.e., 
federal BLM and NFS lands and private lands). Seed mixtures have also been 
developed for hayfield, pasture, and rangeland areas crossed by the pipeline so 
that these areas are returned to their preconstruction land uses as quickly as 
possible. During right-of-way negotiations, private landowners may also 
request other seed mixtures than those proposed in the Erosion Control and 
Revegetation Plan. These specific landowner requested/specified seed mixtures 
would be documented in landowner right-of-way agreements. 
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SA2-235 ODFW's recommendations are noted.   There is no legal requirement 
for these mitigation measures to be implemented. 
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SA2-236 There is no federal requirement to mitigate for all impacts to forest or 
grassland vegetation; therefore, a mitigation plan specifically designed to 
mitigate for all impacts to forest and grassland vegetation has not been 
developed for this project.  As discussed in the EIS, avoidance and 
minimization measures have been included in the project design (see section 2 
and 4.4 of the EIS). 
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SA2-237 The EIS notes that impacts on sagebrush steppe would be long term 
because big sagebrush only regenerates from seed and may take 20 years or 
more to become reestablished.  As noted above, there is no  federal requirement 
to mitigate for all impacts to forest or grassland vegetation; therefore, a 
mitigation plan designed to mitigate for all impacts to upland vegetation has not 
been developed for this project. 

SA2-238 According to the State's websites, the ODFW does not list the current 
State status of the wolf as threatened (see 
https://www.dfw.state.or.us/wildlife/diversity/species/threatened_endangered_c
andidate_list.asp).  This is also reflected in the 2019 Oregon Wolf Plan: "On 
November 9, 2015, the Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission removed wolves 
from the Oregon List of Endangered Species." 

SA2-239 We considered this potential increase in recreation and determined 
that it would not result in an adverse effect to snowy plovers because effects 
from increases in recreation, if any, would be minimized through the proposed 
education of construction and operations employees on recreational use 
restrictions. 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

SA2 continued, page 134 of 224 
 
SA2-240 Section 4.6.1.2 has been updated to reflect the state endangered 
status. Table 4.6.1-1 correctly listed the state status of short-tailed albatross as 
endangered. 

SA2-241 The snowy plover analysis in the EIS is sufficient to meet the 
requirements of NEPA. Further details on plover, including reference to the 
2010 HCP, are provided in our Biological Assessment, which is publicly 
available. 
 
It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's compliance 
with State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would determine if 
the Project is in compliance with the State requirements during their review of 
the Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in Section 5 of the EIS, 
any authorization from the Commission would be conditional on the Applicant 
acquiring all applicable federal and federally designated authorizations. 

SA2-242 The State status of the four federally listed sea turtles is accurately 
reflected in Table 4.6.1-1. Section 4.6.1.4 has been updated with additional 
state status information. 

SA2-243 Western snowy plover is included in table 4.6.1-1 and section 4.6.1 
as a federal and State threatened species. Table 4.6.2-1 and section 4.6.2 
includes only state-listed species not already addressed in section 4.6.1 (i.e., 
state listed species that are not also federally listed or proposed). 

SA2-244 The State endangered and federally delisted status of the Eastern 
North Pacific stock of gray whale is accurately reflected in Table 4.6.2-1. Table 
4.6.1-1, which describes the federally listed Western North Pacific Stock of 
gray whale, has been updated to reflect its endangered state status. However, 
the analysis of the Eastern North Pacific stock remains in section 4.6.2. 

SA2-245 Fishers are addressed in the EIS as a federally proposed species, and 
their documented presence near the pipeline is acknowledged. We have made a 
provisional determination in the EIS and BA that the Project is likely to 
adversely affect fisher, should the species become listed, but that the Project 
would not jeopardize the continued existence of fisher. 
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SA2-246 The EIS acknowledges that the Oregon spotted frog is federally 
listed. The State can require that surveys for Oregon spotted frog be conducted 
as part of their State permit. This is not a requirement that would be included in 
the federal EIS. 

SA2-247 The bald eagle is addressed in section 4.5 of the EIS. Bald eagles are 
additionally addressed in the Applicant's Migratory Bird Conservation Plan, 
which was filed publicly in 8/31/2018.  The State can require that surveys for 
bald eagles be conducted within 1.0 miles of the pipeline route as part of their 
State permit. This is not a requirement that would be included in the federal 
EIS. 

SA2-248 Per FWS, the species noted are petitioned for listing (not proposed). 
There is no protection for petitioned species under the ESA. Note that these 
species are addressed in Appendix I, Table I-3 as "other special status species". 

SA2-249 The State status of wolverine has been added to section 4.6; however, 
wolverines are not discussed further in the EIS as they are not expected to 
occur or be impacted by the Project. 

SA2-250 Text revised as requested. 
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SA2-251 The referenced section addresses special status species other than the 
state and federally-listed species addressed in the previous sections (including 
those listed under the Oregon Endangered Species Act).  Text revised to clarify 
ODFW's authority over invertebrates. 

SA2-252 Note that these State comments are not directed towards the current 
Project as proposed by the Applicant nor the current EIS or BE prepared by the 
FERC and Forest Service.  As a result, they are not considered comments on 
this Project and are not relevant to the current proposal. 
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SA2-253 The 2019 Biological Evaluation includes an additional analysis of 
western pond turtle nesting habitat, conducted at the request of ODFW per their 
February 12, 2015 comment on the Project’s previous DEIS (FERC 2014). 
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SA2-254 Construction of the Jordan Cove LNG Project would occur over a period of about 
four years. Noise associated with construction activities would be intermittent because 
equipment is operated on an as-needed basis and mostly during daylight hours.  During the 
site grading and filling operations, the equipment may be operated on two 10-hour shifts, 6 
days per week, with the potential to increase to a 24/7 schedule. Table 4.12.2.3-1 shows 
construction noise levels ranging from 41 dBA Ldn to 52 dBA Ldn at NSAs. 
Jordan Cove would conduct all pile-driving activities only between the hours of 7 a.m. and 7 
p.m. throughout the duration of construction. If impacts raise 10dB over ambient, noise 
mitigation measures would be implemented. Table 4.12.2.3-2 shows unmitigated noise levels 
ranging from 45 dBA Ldn to 60 dBA Ldn at NSAs.  
Dredging is anticipated to occur on a 24-hour basis during construction. Table 4.12.2.3-3 
shows noise levels would range from 28 dBA Ldn to 51 dBA Ldn at NSAs. 
Cold process flaring is expected to occur five times a year and last for approximately 30 
minutes, and warm process flaring is expected to take place once every three years and last 
for approximately two hours.  The marine flare is expected to be used four times a year and 
could last approximately 14 hours per event. 
Table 4.12.2.3-4 shows Project sound levels range from 43 dBA Ldn to 55 dBA Ldn.  
Cold process flaring is expected to occur five times a year and last for approximately 30 
minutes, and warm process flaring is expected to take place once every three years and last 
for approximately two hours.  The marine flare is expected to be used four times a year and 
could last approximately 14 hours per event. 
Construction activities at the Klamath Compressor Station are expected to last between 12 
and 18 months. Pacific Connector’s standard construction operating hours are 7:00 a.m. to 
7:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday.  Due to the assembly-line nature of pipeline 
construction, activities in any area could occur intermittently over a period lasting from 
several weeks to a few months.   
The majority of pipeline construction would occur during daytime hours only, with the 
exception of HDD operations.  Some portions of HDD operations would occur as 12-hour 
work shifts, while other activities would normally occur as 24-hour-per-day operations.  
HDD operations are expected to last up to 4 weeks at each site. During any drilling 
operations, Pacific Connector should implement the approved mitigation plan, monitor noise 
levels, and file in its biweekly reports documentation that the noise levels attributable to the 
drilling operations at NSAs does not exceed 55 Ldn dBA. 
Based on the infrequent and short duration of blowdowns, these events would not have 
significant adverse noise impacts on nearby NSAs. These events are conducted during 
daylight hours only.  Such transient events are of very short duration and do not represent 
continuous or routine noise or disturbance to NSAs.  
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SA2-255 The timing restrictions described in the DEIS are as proposed by the 
Applicant; however, we have recommended that Pacific Connector adhere to 
FWS-recommended timing restrictions within threshold distances of MAMU 
and NSO stands during construction, operations, and maintenance of the 
pipeline facilities. 
 
The State can require coordination with ODFW regarding timing restrictions as 
part of their State permit.  This is not a requirement that would be included in 
the federal EIS. 
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SA2-256 The State can require this as part of their State permit.  This is not a 
requirement that would be included in the federal EIS. 

SA2-257 The DEIS does not estimate migratory bird take. The Applicant has 
worked with the FWS in developing a draft Migratory Bird Conservation Plan 
which was considered in the DEIS. The final Migratory Bird Conservation Plan 
would be reviewed for adequacy by the FWS (as indicated in the EIS). 
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SA2-258 As noted in the Erosion Control and Revegetation and Integrated Pest 
Management plans (attached to the EIS), prevention and control strategies 
include cleaning of equipment, monitoring, and control measures.  And as 
indicated in these two plans, these strategies would be tailored to specific acres 
of the project based on the noxious weeds present.  Additionally, as stated in 
these two plans, monitoring for noxious weeds would occur not only in areas 
where noxious weeds were identified prior to construction but that monitoring 
of all disturbed areas of the construction right-of-way including TEWAs, 
UCSAs, temporary access roads, and road improvement areas where noxious 
weeds were not known to occur prior to construction would occur as an 
ongoing function of Pacific Connector's operational personnel during the life of 
the pipeline. Pacific Connector's operational staff would also investigate 
noxious weed issues raised by landowners and land-managing agencies during 
operation of the pipeline and would conduct a site assessment of the potential 
weed issue and, if necessary, would provide a proposed treatment plan to the 
extent the noxious weeds are attributable to actions/operations of the pipeline. 
The Hydrostatic Test Plan (also attached to the EIS) prepared for the project 
describes the BMPs that would be implemented to minimize the potential 
spread, or introduction of noxious or invasive weeds, forest pathogens and 
aquatic invasive species from the pipeline’s hydrostatic testing operations.  
Other recommendations regarding noxious weed management provided in 
ODFWs comments are noted and would be considered. 
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SA2-259 As noted in the EIS, Pacific Connector has consulted with the NRCS 
and land management agencies regarding recommended seed mixtures for the 
Project area. The seed mixtures developed for the Project are based on these 
agency recommendations. 
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SA2-260 Comment noted.  As noted in the EIS and in the Erosion Control and 
Revegetation Plan (attached to the EIS) vegetation would be maintained 
primarily through mowing, cutting and trimming and herbicides would only be 
used selectively and would not be used for routine vegetation maintenance.  
Additionally, as noted in the EIS, herbicides would not be applied by aerial or 
broadcast spraying. 

SA2-261 Section 4.5 states "Routine vegetation clearing during operations 
would only be done between August 1 and April 15 of any year..." In addition, 
Appendix F.10 PCGP POD states "In no case would routine vegetation 
maintenance clearing occur between April 15 and August 1 of any year.." This 
is outside of the typical growing season. Comment erroneously identifies 
vegetation maintenance as occurring between April 15 and August 1. 

SA2-262 Pilings are not expected to provide an advantageous perching 
opportunity. 
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SA2-263 PCGP would limit speeds for construction vehicles to 15 mph or less. 
See Appendix F.10 

SA2-264 As discussed in section 4.8.1.2 of the EIS, Pacific Connector would 
be responsible for monitoring and managing unauthorized OHV use during the 
full life of the pipeline project and would implement additional measures as 
necessary.  In addition, the section notes that Pacific Connector would 
coordinate with affected landowners, including those in the Camel Hump and 
Obenchain areas.  ODFW’s recommendation that Pacific Connector develop a 
plan in coordination with ODFW to mitigate for OHV damage is noted.  We 
assume that the State would provide its recommendations and requirements to 
the Applicant during their review of the Applicant's State permit applications. 
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SA2-265 Comment noted.  As disclosed in the EIS, this is already a 
commitment and requirement for the Project. 

SA2-266 ODFW’s recommendation that the Applicant should develop a 
project communication plan in collaboration with ODFW to consult with and 
inform fishing groups and other recreational users on construction actions on a 
real time basis is noted.  We assume that the State would provide its 
recommendations and requirements to the Applicant during their review of the 
Applicant's State permit applications. 
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SA2-267 Comment noted.  We have responded to your specific detailed 
comments below. 
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SA2-268 Comment noted.  We have responded to your specific detailed 
comments below. 

SA2-269 Comment noted.  We have responded to your specific detailed 
comments below. 

SA2-270 Comment noted.  We have responded to your specific detailed 
comments below. 

SA2-271 Comment noted.  We have responded to your specific detailed 
comments below. 
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SA2-272 Comment noted.  We have responded to your specific detailed 
comments below. 

SA2-273 Comment noted. 

SA2-274 We acknowledge that events not related to the Project that could be 
classified as "acts of god" may result in damages to infrastructure such as roads 
and levees and that if roads and levees (or other infrastructure in the State) are 
damaged that this could affect the Project.  However, "acts of god" are not 
within the authority of the Commission, and any activity (related to this project 
or not) within the State (or anywhere for that matter) could be affected by acts 
of god that may affect infrastructure.  It is unclear if the State is asking the 
federal government to deny any project that would be affected if unrelated state 
infrastructure were damaged during an act of god. 

SA2-275 Comment noted.  We have responded to your specific detailed 
comments below. 

SA2-276 Comment noted.  We have responded to your specific detailed 
comments below. 
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SA2-277 The requested text has been included to the extent it was deemed 
applicable.  Note that it is not the role of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or requirements.  Such a review is the role of 
the State and would be conducted as part of the State's review of the Applicant's 
State permit applications. 
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SA2-278 Comment noted. 

SA2-279 Comment noted..  It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to 
assess the Project's compliance with State regulations.  We assume that the 
State would determine if the Project is in compliance with the State 
requirements during their review of the Applicant's State permit applications.  
As disclosed in Section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission 
would be conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable federally 
delegated permits.   

SA2-280 Comment noted.   
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SA2-281 Mitigation and measures to protect property owners, including 
regulatory requirements are included in the text description and the Blasting 
Plan. 

SA2-282 Blasting for the Project is addressed in section 4.1.2.6 of the EIS, as 
well as in the Blasting Plan. As stated in the EIS, "Pacific Connector would 
conduct all blasting in accordance with all federal, state, and local regulations 
and Pacific Connector Construction Specifications."  Blasting requirements 
associated with active State permits would be followed.  It is not the role or 
scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's compliance with State 
regulations.  We assume that the State would determine if the Project is in 
compliance with the State requirements during their review of the Applicant's 
State permit applications.  As disclosed in Section 5 of the EIS, any 
authorization from the Commission would be conditional on the Applicant 
acquiring all applicable federally delegated permits.   

SA2-283  Comment noted. 
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SA2-284 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would 
determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements and OARs 
during their review of the Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in 
Section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be 
conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable federally delegated 
permits.   

SA2-285 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would 
determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements and OARs 
during their review of the Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in 
Section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be 
conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable federally delegated 
permits.   

SA2-286 Comment noted. 

SA2-287 It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or OARs.  We assume that the State would 
determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements and OARs 
during their review of the Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in 
Section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be 
conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable federally delegated 
permits.   
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SA2-288 Comment noted. It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess 
the Project's compliance with State regulations.  We assume that the State 
would determine if the Project is in compliance with the State requirements 
during their review of the Applicant's State permit applications.  As disclosed in 
Section 5 of the EIS, any authorization from the Commission would be 
conditional on the Applicant acquiring all applicable federally delegated 
permits.   

SA2-289 Comment noted.  It is acknowledged that some of the past, present, or 
reasonably foreseeable actions may require additional permitting or approvals 
from DOGAMI. 

SA2-290 Site specific studies for the site were performed to evaluate 
earthquakes, tsunamis, floods, rain, ice, landslides, and other meteorological 
hazards, and were reviewed by FERC staff 

SA2-291 The text has been revised in the final EIS. 
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SA2-292 The EIS includes the following information: "Based on the catalogs 
of recorded earthquakes from the Pacific Northwest Seismograph Network, 
1872 to September 2017, and the Earthquake Database for Oregon, 1833 to 
1994 (Wong and Bott 1995; Johnson et al. 1994), 336 earthquakes have been 
recorded within 100 miles of the Pacific Connector pipeline alignment."  This 
information is accurate and properly referenced including the length of record.   
The following clarification sentence has been added: "It is noted that the pre-
seismograph earthquake records are likely only complete for earthquake 
magnitudes greater than 4.0." 

SA2-293 Faults were identified based on the following information as 
described in the EIS: "Based on the USGS Faults and Folds Database (USGS 
2014b) and the DOGAMI geologic mapping (Black and Madin 1995; Personius 
2002a; Mertzman et al. 2007; Mertzman 2008; Hladky and Mertzman 2002), 
and review and interpretation of light detection and ranging (LiDAR) data 
available from DOGAMI (http://www.oregongeology.org/lidar/), ..."  The 1991 
reference was only used to generally describe faults in the area and has been 
revised to reflect all of the references. 

SA2-294 The USGS database was not the sole source of fault information 
along the pipeline route. Faults were identified based on the following 
information as described in the EIS: "Based on the USGS Faults and Folds 
Database (USGS 2014b) and the DOGAMI geologic mapping (Black and 
Madin 1995; Personius 2002a; Mertzman et al. 2007; Mertzman 2008; Hladky 
and Mertzman 2002), and review and interpretation of light detection and 
ranging (LiDAR) data available from DOGAMI 
(http://www.oregongeology.org/lidar/), ...".  As documented, DOGAM LiDAR 
data was accessed and reviewed to identify faults. 

SA2-295 The statement regarding very few earthquakes has been clarified to 
indicate magnitude 6 or greater events.  A statement regarding earthquake 
aftershocks in the area of Klamath Falls has been added and referenced. 
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SA2-296 Seismic hazards are addressed in section 4.1.2.3.  Identification of 
landslides are addressed in section 4.1.2.4.  As stated in section 4.1.2.4, high 
risk landslides have been avoided during pipeline routing and moderate risk 
landslides have been avoided to the extent possible. It is not possible to fully 
assess the potential risks from earthquake-induced landslides. Certainly, such 
landslides could not only impact the pipeline, but could impact roadways, other 
infrastructure, and the natural environment in the area of the Project.  BMPs 
and other mitigation measures would be employed to ensure that the pipeline 
would not contribute to earthquake-induced landslide hazards. In addition, 
pipeline safety measures are discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS. 

SA2-297 This discussion is intended to provide the best available information 
and it is noted that the data for the water pipeline is not directly applicable to 
higher standards required for natural gas transmission pipelines.   Specific 
studies related to the performance of modern natural gas pipelines during 
magnitude 8-9 events are not available. 

SA2-298 It is noted that the EIS is a public document and the explanation is 
provided for the general public.  The technical studies used for the design of the 
pipeline are referenced and included in the FERC public record.  It is also noted 
that probabilistic ground motions were used to evaluate seismic hazards for the 
pipeline. 

SA2-299 Probability and recurrence are discussed in section 4.2.2 in the 
"Ground Shaking and Peak Horizontal Ground Acceleration" section of the 
text.  Appropriate probability of exceedance data was used in the analysis of 
seismic hazards related to pipeline impacts and design.  The text has been 
revised to clarify the analyses that was performed where necessary.  The 
statement regarding M 8-9 earthquakes has been corrected to instead refer to 
the probabilistic evaluation. 
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SA2-300 The USGS reference to seismic hazard maps has been corrected.  
Evaluations of seismic conditions for design of the pipeline are included in the 
text, references, and FERC public record. 

SA2-301 The statement regarding the PGA of 0.5 g has been corrected. A 
probabilistic ground motion assessment was conducted using the most recent 
USGS probability of exceedance mapping for the pipeline. The assessment is 
fully described in the technical information referenced in this section.   The 
pipeline would meet the applicable seismic design standards.  The 17% value 
appears to be an average PGA for this area.  The text has been corrected to 
better reflect the actual PGA values. 
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SA2-302 The MM intensity scale is discussed only to provide information and 
has not been used to design the pipeline. The MM scale is clarified in the EIS 
text as follows: "It is noted that the intensity scale was created in 1931 and that 
modern pipeline materials and design protocols have improved considerably, as 
discussed in the following section." 

SA2-303 As stated in the EIS the following references were used to identify 
faults along the pipeline route: "...the USGS Faults and Folds Database (USGS 
2014b) and the DOGAMI geologic mapping (Black and Madin 1995; Personius 
2002a; Mertzman et al. 2007; Mertzman 2008; Hladky and Mertzman 2002), 
and review and interpretation of light detection and ranging (LiDAR) data 
available from DOGAMI (http://www.oregongeology.org/lidar/),...". In 
addition, numerous discussion/references to review and inclusion of LiDAR 
data are included throughout the discussion of faults along the pipeline route.  
Mitigation for pipeline sections that cross recent faults has been discussed in 
section 4.1.2.3. In addition, as described in the EIS: "During construction, 
Pacific Connector would have the pipeline trench carefully examined by a 
qualified professional for evidence of stratigraphic offsets potentially related to 
ground rupture."   for evidence of stratigraphic offsets potentially related to 
ground rupture."   
SA2-304 The open file report was reviewed and it is noted that the open file 
report map does not include data sufficient to locate the fault in question. The 
location of Adams Point was determined to be approximately 1 mile east of the 
pipeline alignment. The nearby Stukel Mountain fault zone has been evaluated 
as part of the EIS including specific mitigation measures to be implemented in 
the area of the fault zone.   It does not appear that the Adams Point fault is 
traversed by the pipeline route based on the information available. 
SA2-305 The paragraphs following the quoted text includes the methodology 
that addressed these liquefaction concerns, the identification of risk areas, and 
necessary mitigation measures. A three-level evaluation of areas susceptible to 
liquefaction and lateral spreading was conducted for the pipeline route and is 
referenced in the EIS.  The studies included geotechnical studies and modeling 
studies of 8 areas identified for the greatest concern. The studies were 
performed for the surrounding natural substrate materials to evaluate 
liquefaction hazards.  A statement was added to the EIS text to refer to these 
geotechnical borings/studies. 
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SA2-306 A statement has been added to the EIS section to indicate that 
geotechnical borings were performed for 8 areas of potential high liquefaction 
concern.  Liquefaction hazards along the pipeline were evaluated in all areas of 
potential concern based on local PGA information and engineering studies and 
modeling to evaluation pipeline performance in relation to liquefaction during 
seismic events. 

SA2-307 A fault study was performed by a licensed professional engineer. 
FERC staff has review the study and summarized it in the FEIS. 
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SA2-308 The section has been updated to clarify the lack of faulting potential 
at the proposed site.   

SA2-309 A seismic study was performed for the facility and stamped and 
sealed by a licensed professional engineer and filed publicly in the application 
as Appendix I.13.  In addition, critical structures that was identified as seismic 
category 1 would be modeled as inelastic with appropriate factors applied in the 
design. 

SA2-310 This section has been deleted, due to the indirect comparison method 
between the ground motions and the modified Mercalli Intensity Scale. 
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SA2-311 See comment response SA2-38. 

SA2-312 Text revised 

SA2-313 The Coast Guard issued a Letter of Recommendation on May 10, 
2018 stating that Project would be considered suitable for accommodating the 
type and frequency of LNG marine traffic associated with this Project.  The 
probability of tsunami and design to be resilient against a 2,500 year event is 
described in the FEIS.  A Tsunami study was performed and filed publicly in 
the application as appendix 13.I. A seismic study was performed and stamped 
by a licensed engineer, also filed publicly in the application as Appendix I.13. 
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SA2-314 The Coast Guard issued a Letter of Recommendation on May 10, 
2018 stating that Project would be considered suitable for accommodating the 
type and frequency of LNG marine traffic associated with this Project.  The 
probability of tsunami and design to be resilient against a 2,500-year event is 
described in the final EIS.  A Tsunami study was performed and filed publicly 
in the application as Appendix 13.I. A seismic study was performed and 
stamped by a licensed engineer, also filed publicly in the application as 
appendix I.13. The impact on the estuary was developed and included in the 
same appendix I.13 and was stamped and sealed by a professional engineer. 

SA2-315 Scenario L1 with 2,500 years return period was referenced. See 
comment response SA2-324. 

SA2-316 These are comments on the Jordan Cove and Pacific Connector 
application, and not on the EIS prepared by FERC and the cooperating 
agencies.  The State should work with the Applicant regarding their concerns 
with the application. 
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