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CO26 continued, page 63 of 112 
 
CO26-43 “Life-cycle” emissions from upstream and downstream sources not 
regulated by the FERC are beyond the scope of this Project-specific analysis, 
because the sources of natural gas upstream and the customers for the LNG 
downstream are unknown, 
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CO26 continued, page 64 of 112 
 
CO26-44 “Life-cycle” emissions from upstream and downstream sources not 
regulated by the FERC are beyond the scope of this Project-specific analysis, 
because the sources of natural gas upstream and the customers for the LNG 
downstream are unknown. 

CO26-45 “Life-cycle” emissions from upstream and downstream sources not 
regulated by the FERC are beyond the scope of this Project-specific analysis, 
because the sources of natural gas upstream and the customers for the LNG 
downstream are unknown. 
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CO26 continued, page 65 of 112 
 
CO26-46 Climate change is discussed in section 4.14 of the draft EIS. 
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CO26 continued, page 66 of 112 
 
 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO26 continued, page 67 of 112 
 
CO26-47 “Life-cycle” emissions from upstream and downstream sources not 
regulated by the FERC are beyond the scope of this Project-specific analysis, 
because the sources of natural gas upstream and the customers for the LNG 
downstream are unknown. 

CO26-48 “Life-cycle” emissions from upstream and downstream sources not 
regulated by the FERC are beyond the scope of this Project-specific analysis, 
because the sources of natural gas upstream and the customers for the LNG 
downstream are unknown. 
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CO26 continued, page 68 of 112 
 
CO26-49 “Life-cycle” emissions from upstream and downstream sources not 
regulated by the FERC are beyond the scope of this Project-specific analysis, 
because the sources of natural gas upstream and the customers for the LNG 
downstream are unknown. 

CO26-50 The Commission would make its finding of public benefit in its 
decision-document Project Order. The EIS is not a decision-document. The 
Commission would issue its Order after we have produced a final EIS. 
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CO26 continued, page 69 of 112 
 
CO26-51 “Life-cycle” emissions from upstream and downstream sources not 
regulated by the FERC are beyond the scope of this Project-specific analysis, 
because the sources of natural gas upstream and the customers for the LNG 
downstream are unknown. 
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CO26 continued, page 70 of 112 
 
CO26-52 Comment noted.  Climate change is discussed in section 4.14 of the 
draft EIS. 
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CO26 continued, page 71 of 112 
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CO26 continued, page 72 of 112 
 
 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO26 continued, page 73 of 112 
 
CO26-53 See response to comments SA2-4 and CO26-54. 
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CO26 continued, page 74 of 112 
 
CO26-54 The Social Cost of Carbon (SCC) tool, as well as the Social Cost of Methane and Nitrous 
Oxide tools, estimates the monetized climate change damage associated with an incremental increase in 
carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions in the given year. It estimates the cost today of future climate change 
damage, represented by a series of annual costs per metric ton of emissions discounted to present-day 
value. We recognize the availability of the SCC tool, but conclude that it is not appropriate for use in 
project analyses because (1) the SCC is not meaningful in our NEPA analysis for project decisions under 
the Natural Gas Act (NGA). The Commission has determined that the SCC tool is more appropriately 
used in NEPA analyses by regulators whose responsibilities are tied more directly to fossil fuel production 
or consumption. The Commission’s authority under Section 7 of the NGA has no direct connection to the 
production or end use of natural gas. The Commission does not control the production or consumption of 
natural gas. Producers, consumers, and their intermediaries respond freely to market signals about 
location-specific supply and location-specific demand. The Commission oversees proposals to transport 
natural gas between those locations. Our NEPA analysis considers all construction emissions and annual 
operational GHG emissions that are causally related to the proposed action that is before the Commission. 

(2) FERC staff does not use monetized cost-benefit analyses as part of the NEPA review. Siting 
infrastructure involves making qualitative judgments between different resources as to which there is no 
agreed-upon quantitative value. As such, we do not conduct a monetary cost-benefit analysis in our NEPA 
review. The draft EIS did quantify some of the Project’s direct socioeconomic benefits (e.g., employment 
and tax payments) because those benefits occur in units of dollars and are directly comprehensible in units 
of dollars. However, because Commission staff lack quantified information about all of the costs and 
benefits of the Project, the final EIS does not use the limited available quantified benefits in a cost-benefit 
analysis to inform Commission staff’s comparison of alternatives, choices of mitigation measures, or 
determination about the significance of the Project’s environmental impacts. FERC staff notes that the 
Project draft EIS used various tools and measurements to disclose and quantify potential impacts 
associated with the Project. FERC staff chose quantification tools appropriate to each individual resource. 
For example, the EIS used acres of wetland disturbance, number of existing residences within 50 feet of 
the proposed construction right-of-way, decibels of noise associated with operation of aboveground 
facilities, and, as presented in section 4.9.2 of the draft EIS, dollar amounts were estimated to present 
potential economic effects of the Project. For GHG emissions, FERC staff used tons of GHG emissions to 
quantify and disclose the potential impacts of GHG emissions associated with the Project. We believe that 
providing estimated tons of GHG emissions was an appropriate tool to use to quantify the potential GHG 
impacts associated with the Project. 

(3) The SCC tool has technical limitations that limit its usefulness in NEPA analyses for Commission 
certificate proceedings. FERC staff acknowledges that the SCC methodology does constitute a tool that 
can be used to estimate incremental physical climate change impacts. The integrated assessment models 
underlying the SCC tool were developed to estimate certain global and regional physical climate change 
impacts due to incremental GHG emissions under specific socioeconomic scenarios. However, the EPA 
states that “no consensus exists on the appropriate [discount] rate to use for analyses spanning multiple 
generations” and consequently, significant variation in output can result. Additionally, there are no 
established criteria identifying the monetized values that are to be considered significant for NEPA 
reviews. Therefore, although the integrated assessment models could be run through a first phase to 
estimate global and regional physical climate change impacts from Project related GHG emissions, we 
would still have to arbitrarily determine what potential increase in atmospheric GHG concentration, rise in 
sea level, rise in sea water temperatures, and other calculated physical impacts would be significant for a 
particular pipeline project. Because we have no basis to designate a particular dollar figure calculated 
from the SCC tool as “significant,” such action would be arbitrary and would meaningfully inform neither 
the NEPA conclusions nor the public. For these reasons, FERC staff chose not to use the SCC tool in the 
NEPA analysis for this Project. 
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CO26 continued, page 76 of 112 
 
CO26-55 See response to Comment CO26-54. 
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CO26 continued, page 77 of 112 
 
CO26-56 See response to Comment CO26-54. 
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CO26 continued, page 78 of 112 
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CO26 continued, page 79 of 112 
 
CO26-57 See response to Comment CO26-54. 
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CO26 continued, page 80 of 112 
 
CO26-58 Climate change and Oregon's climate goals are discussed in section 
4.14 of the draft EIS. 

 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO26 continued, page 81 of 112 
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CO26 continued, page 82 of 112 
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CO26 continued, page 83 of 112 
 
CO26-59 Climate change is discussed in section 4.14 of the draft EIS. 
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CO26 continued, page 84 of 112 
 
CO26-60 The draft EIS appropriately selected the Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change’s (IPCC) Fourth Assessment Report (AR4, 2007) global 
warming potential values for methane and nitrous oxide for the 100-year 
timescale because these are the values EPA established for reporting of 
greenhouse gas emissions, EPA’s methane reduction voluntary programs, and 
the EPA’s Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks.  EPA 
acknowledged the Fifth Assessment Report could lead to more accurate 
assessments of climate impacts in the future.  However, when balanced with the 
benefit of retaining consistency across agencies, and national and international 
programs, the potential gain in accuracy does not justify the loss of consistency 
in reporting and likely would cause stakeholder confusion among the various 
global warming potentials used in different programs.  EPA identified that it 
may consider adoption of the Fifth Assessment Report global warming 
potentials in the future, at which time we would ensure that Commission staff 
use the revised global warming potential values for methane and nitrous oxide 
in its NEPA evaluations. 
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CO26 continued, page 86 of 112 
 
CO26-61 “Life-cycle” emissions from upstream and downstream sources not 
regulated by the FERC are beyond the scope of this Project-specific analysis, 
because the sources of natural gas upstream and the customers for the LNG 
downstream are unknown. 
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CO26 continued, page 87 of 112 
 
CO26-62 We disagree.  The EIS provides an analysis adequate to meet the 
requirements of the NEPA. 

CO26-63 We disagree.  The EIS provides an analysis adequate to meet the 
requirements of the NEPA. 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO26 continued, page 88 of 112 
 
CO26-64 The EIS provides an analysis adequate to meet the requirements of 
the NEPA.  Note that additional details regarding ESA listed species (which 
included information beyond the scope of the NEPA document) are provided in 
the publicly available Biological Assessment. 

CO26-65 The EIS provides an analysis adequate to meet the requirements of 
the NEPA. The Applicant-Prepared Draft Biological Assessment has been 
publicly available since it was filed on eLibrary in 2017 and 2018.  We 
conducted our own analysis and prepared a federal BA that was submitted to 
the Services. 
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CO26 continued, page 89 of 112 
 
CO26-66 Please see the draft Migratory Bird Conservation Plan for avoidance 
and minimization measures applicable to eagles (as referenced in the EIS). 
Surveys were conducted for these two species to identify active nests that might 
be affected. No bald eagle nests were identified during surveys or during 
review of existing data that are close enough to project activities to be 
considered affected by the project. Pre-construction surveys would be 
performed to identify all eagle nests that might be affected during construction. 
If an eagle nest is identified the applicant has committed to applying temporal 
and spatial restrictions around the nest site that are adequate to avoid take. 
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CO26 continued, page 90 of 112 
 
CO26-67 See response to comment CO26-66. 
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CO26 continued, page 91 of 112 
 
CO26-68 Adverse impacts may occur to individual birds and their habitat, but 
these impacts do not rise to the level of significance as defined by CEQ. 

 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO26 continued, page 92 of 112 
 
CO26-69 See response to comment CO26-68 in regards to comments on 
“significance.”  The analysis tiers to the requirements of the MBTA and FWS 
jurisdiction to implement; however, as disclosed in section 4.5, the effects 
discussion goes beyond those as required in the MBTA (for example, effects to 
habitat are included in the analysis). 
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CO26 continued, page 93 of 112 
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CO26 continued, page 94 of 112 
 
CO26-70 See response to comments CO26-68 and CO26-69. 

CO26-71 Potential effects on whales are discussed in section 4.6; these 
analyses were developed using best available science and in consultation with 
NMFS. 
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CO26 continued, page 95 of 112 
 
CO26-72 The final EIS describes the referenced critical habitat; however, the 
analysis correctly focuses on currently designated critical habitat.  The final 
EIS further describes the main salmon stocks that southern resident killer 
whales target. 

 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO26 continued, page 96 of 112 
 
 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO26 continued, page 97 of 112 
 
CO26-73 As discussed in section 4.5.2, effects to aquatic habitat and fish, 
including salmon, would not be substantial and would be short of population-
level effects that could have food chain affects to other species relying on these 
resources as prey.   

CO26-74 The EIS provides an analysis adequate to meet the requirements of 
the NEPA. The final EIS clarifies the (lack of) effect that the Project would 
have on prey availability.  Potential effects on species from increased LNG 
carrier traffic are described in sections 4.5 and 4.6. 
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CO26 continued, page 98 of 112 
 
CO26-75 The EIS provides an analysis adequate to meet the requirements of 
the NEPA.  The final EIS clarifies the (lack of) effect that the Project would 
have on prey availability. 
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CO26 continued, page 99 of 112 
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CO26 continued, page 100 of 112 
 
CO26-76 The EIS provides an analysis adequate to meet the requirements of 
the NEPA. The Oregon Conservation Strategy does not describe the 
conservation status of gray whales as alarming:  “Gray whales experienced 
historical population declines throughout their range but are currently in good 
standing.” 

 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO26 continued, page 101 of 112 
 
CO26-77 This portion of the comment is an introductory statement.  See our 
responses below. 

 

CO26-78 The environmental effects of the Project, in its entirety, are addressed 
within the draft EIS and appendices.  The draft EIS has comprehensively noted 
the many approvals and authorizations required for this project (see table 1.5.1-
5).  Both the BLM and Forest Service have clearly outlined in the agency-
specific Purpose and Need statements the jurisdictional need to consider the 
Application for Right-of-Way.  The BLM, with the consent of other land-
managing agencies, has the authority to grant, grant with conditions, or deny 
the right-of-way application.  The BLM and Forest Service actively participated 
as cooperating agencies in the preparation of the EIS and have taken a hard 
look at the environmental impacts of amending land management plans (e.g., 
draft EIS section 4.7.3 and appendix F.2) and granting a right-of-way. 
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CO26 continued, page 102 of 112 
 
 

CO26-79 The no action alternative for the BLM and Forest Service would be to 
not amend land management plans and for the BLM would also include not 
granting a right-of-way (see sections 1.3.2 and 1.3.3 of the draft EIS).  The 
FERC no action alternative is described in section 3.1. 
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CO26 continued, page 103 of 112 
 
 

CO26-80 The BLM and Forest Service agency-specific Purpose and Need 
statements limit the jurisdictional need to the pending application. No other 
right-of-way application(s) for similar projects are pending or reasonably 
foreseeable. 
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CO26 continued, page 104 of 112 
 
CO26-81 Appendix F.1 contains a project consistency analysis with Resource 
Management Plan (RMP) and Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP) 
standards and guidelines.  The BLM and Forest Service worked with the 
applicant to identify routing and construction techniques to maximize plan 
consistency.  This analysis is disclosed in sections 3.4.2.5 through 3.4.2.9 of the 
draft EIS.  However, due to the linear nature of the project and engineering 
constraints of pipeline construction, some plan amendments are required to site 
the Project across BLM and NFS lands.  As a consequence, the BLM and 
Forest Service considered Project design criteria to minimize impacts to BLM 
and NFS lands and resources.  These measures are contained in appendix F.10. 
Additional measures were either not feasible or did not increase Project 
conformance with applicable plans.    

 

CO26-82 The BLM worked with the applicant to avoid marbled murrelet and 
northern spotted owl habitat; however, due to the density of the habitat in the 
Project area, the linear nature of the pipeline, and the engineering constraints of 
construction, maintaining habitat conditions that support marbled murrelet and 
northern spotted owl nesting and roosting at the stand level was not feasible. 
The BLM Proposed Action incorporates the FERC-recommended Blue Ridge 
Variation and applies FERC-recommended daily and seasonal timing 
restrictions for northern spotted owls and marbled murrelets, reducing impacts 
to these species on BLM-managed land. 
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CO26 continued, page 105 of 112 
 
CO26-83 The BLM has developed a series of protection measures to avoid or 
reduce impacts in the Plan of Development (appendix F.10).  The 885 acres in 
the proposed District Designated Reserve is based on the estimated acres 
needed to construct the pipeline (see draft EIS section 4.7.3.4).  If the pipeline 
were certificated and constructed, the acres needed for the operation of the 
pipeline would reduce to the acres in the right-of-way (an approximately 50-
foot-wide corridor).  The pipeline would be managed, for purposes of the 
proposed pipeline, according to the terms and conditions of the right-of-way 
grant by the applicant.  Other uses that do not conflict with objectives of the 
reserve may be authorized on a case-by-case basis. 
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CO26 continued, page 106 of 112 
 
CO26-84 The 116 acres is an estimate of the number of acres of known or 
presumed occupied marbled murrelet (MAMU) habitat and/or northern spotted 
owl (NSO) nesting-roosting habitat that would be impacted by construction of 
the pipeline.  The BLM considered an alternative that would have amended the 
RMP guidelines for only these 116 acres but, for reasons detailed in the draft 
EIS in sections 2.1.3.1 and 4.7.3.4, it was rejected.  District Designated 
Reserves are an existing land use in these RMPs and encompass a wide variety 
of uses including Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, constructed 
facilities and infrastructure, communication sites, roads, and seed orchards. 
Other uses that are compatible with the purpose of the District-Designated 
Reserve may be authorized by the BLM. 

 

CO26-85 The BLM worked with the applicant to avoid MAMU and NSO 
habitat, however due to the density of the habitat in the Project area, the linear 
nature of the pipeline, and the engineering constraints of construction, avoiding 
all habitats was not feasible.  Cost was not a criterion the BLM considered.  
However, construction feasibility and impacts to other resources were factors 
that were considered.  For example, in many situations, avoiding habitat would 
have resulted in impacts to other resource values of concern such as other 
special status species, riparian areas, sensitive soils, etc.  The protection 
measures taken are described in the POD (appendix F.10). 

 

CO26-86 The mitigation policy that the BLM followed was discussed in 
sections 1.3.2 and 2.1.4 of the draft EIS.  The BLM policy does not prohibit 
voluntary compensatory mitigation on the part of the applicant.  The applicant, 
consistent with BLM mitigation policies, has proposed compensatory 
mitigation actions on BLM lands.  Additional discussion of these proposals has 
been included in section 2.1.4 and appendix F.12 of the final EIS. 
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CO26 continued, page 107 of 112 
 
CO26-87 The commenter is correct; IM 2018-93 has been superseded by IM 
2019-018.  The final EIS text has been updated to reflect this.  The policy 
outlined in IM -2019-018 remains in effect until superseded or further clarified. 
Comments regarding the promulgation of the IM are beyond the scope of this 
EIS and are therefore not addressed. 
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CO26 continued, page 108 of 112 
 
CO26-88 The applicant, consistent with BLM mitigation policies, has proposed 
compensatory mitigation actions on BLM lands.  Additional discussion of these 
proposals has been included in section 2.1.4 and appendix F.12 of the final EIS. 
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CO26 continued, page 109 of 112 
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CO26 continued, page 110 of 112 
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CO26 continued, page 111 of 112 
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CO26 continued, page 112 of 112 
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CO26 Natural Resources Defense Council, G. Giannetti, additional 
comments, page 1 of 12 
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CO26 continued, page 2 of 12 
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CO26 continued, page 3 of 12 
 
CO26-89 Comment noted. 
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CO26 continued, page 4 of 12 
 
CO26-90 This comment appears to conflate the process of identifying the 
potential presence of minority and low-income populations with the 
disproportionate high and adverse impact analysis.  These assessments 
represent two separate steps in the analysis process.  The reference (Interagency 
Working Group 2016, p. 25) the comment author cites to support their 
contention that “disproportionate impacts mean that a low income (or minority) 
population makes up a larger fraction of the study population than the reference 
population” is, in fact, specifically concerned with the process that should be 
used to identify whether minority and low-income populations are present.  
Later sections in Interagency Working Group (2016) discuss the 
disproportionate high and adverse impact analysis (starting on p. 38) and 
provide guiding principles and specific steps for agencies to consider.   
 
As discussed in response to comment CO26-33, in accordance with the Federal 
Interagency Working Group (2016), the EIS analyses determined the potential 
for disproportionate high and adverse impacts based on the impacts in the 
resource topics analyzed elsewhere in the EIS.  The discussion of the 
environmental justice analysis has been expanded in the final EIS to more fully 
explain the methodology used and the conclusions reported in the draft EIS. 

CO26-91 The environmental justice analysis prepared for the EIS involved a 
quantitative comparison between study areas and reference area.  The study 
area consisted of the census tracts crossed by the proposed pipeline route; the 
reference area was the state of Oregon.  A quantitative comparison was 
prepared and summarized in the draft EIS.  This analysis identified the potential 
presence of both low-income and minority populations along the proposed 
Pipeline route.  The discussion of the environmental justice analysis has been 
expanded in the final EIS to more fully explain the methodology used and the 
conclusions reported in the draft EIS. 
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CO26 continued, page 5 of 12 
 
CO26-92 See the response to comment CO26-91. 

CO26-93 Section 4.9.2.9 has been expanded in the final EIS and now identifies 
the census tracts that were included in the environmental justice analysis for the 
Pipeline (see new table 4.9.2.9-3).  Census tracts considered in this analysis are 
those that would either be crossed by or are within 1 mile of the proposed route. 
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CO26 continued, page 6 of 12 
 
CO26-94 See the response to comment CO26-32.  In addition, the EIS 
discusses potential impacts on Indian tribes and natural resources traditionally 
utilized by tribes within their ancestral ceded lands, in many different places, 
including sections 4.4, 4.5, and 4.11, and appendix L.  Issues raised by the 
tribes are summarized in section 4.11.1.3 and explicitly recognized in the 
related environmental analysis sections of this document.   
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CO26 continued, page 7 of 12 
 
CO26-95 The EIS assesses the potential environmental impacts of the Project 
by resource in section 4, with a separate discussion of cumulative impacts 
provided as section 4.14.  As discussed by NRDC in their Comment CO26-34 
(see above), EJSCREEN is not intended to be an analysis tool or substitute for 
detailed Project and locally-specific analysis of the type conducted in the EIS.  
The environmental justice analysis used the results of these locally-specific 
analyses reported elsewhere in the EIS to assess the potential for 
disproportionate high and adverse impacts (see Federal Interagency Working 
Group 2016). 
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CO26 continued, page 8 of 12 
 
CO26-96 See the response to comment CO26-91. 
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CO26 continued, page 9 of 12 
 
CO26-97 The results of the demographic analyses and EJSCREEN reports are 
used in the EIS to identify potential minority and low-income populations.  
These sources of data are used for the first step of the assessment and do not 
constitute the complete environmental justice analysis.  The disproportionately 
high and adverse impacts analysis is based on a detailed assessment of the 
Project in accordance with applicable guidelines.  The discussion of the 
environmental justice analysis has been expanded in the final EIS to more fully 
explain the methodology used and the conclusions reported in the draft EIS. 

CO26-98 Comment noted.  See also the response to comment CO26-94. 
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CO26 continued, page 10 of 12 
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CO26 continued, page 11 of 12 
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