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CO28 continued, page 180 of 302 
 
CO28-226 Existing access roads, new temporary access roads, and new 
permanent access roads are described in section 2. Environmental impacts from 
the road network are discussed in section 4 with roads used for construction 
discussed in section 4.10.  Access road construction is shown on the pipeline 
facility maps in appendix C.  Areas where road modifications would be needed 
to existing access roads within a likely distance to possibly affect streams are 
indicated.  Impacts to waterways are evaluated in sections 4.3.2 and 4.5.   

Pacific Connector filed a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) for federal 
lands as Appendix Z of its Plan of Development, and Transportation 
Management Plan for Non-Federal Land (TMPNFL) as Appendix F.8 to 
Resource Report 8.  The TMP and TMPNFL supply details of the general 
measures, standards, and stipulations to be employed in the use, improvement, 
and maintenance of roads.  All maintenance would conform to BLM, Forest 
Service, State, county and landowner requirements and include erosion 
controls.  These actions would provide protection of road resources and 
minimize potential for adverse effects to other resources.  Full inventory of all 
existing access roads is not required to indicate that these procedures would be 
adequate.  Also see response to comment CO28-164 
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CO28 continued, page 181 of 302 
 
CO28-227 The water quality effects to surface water are presented in section 
4.3.2.  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. 
Cumulative impacts of this project actions added to other reasonably 
foreseeable projects are addressed in section 4.14. 
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CO28 continued, page 182 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 183 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 184 of 302 
 
CO28-228 The analysis in the draft EIS did consider the impact the Pacific 
Connector project would have on flow regime and peak flows within the 
watersheds subject to the ACS (see the tables addressing compliance with the 
ACS objectives for each watershed in section 4.7.3.5 and in appendix F.4 of the 
draft EIS). 

CO28-229 See response to comment CO28-190. 
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CO28 continued, page 185 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 186 of 302 
 
CO28-230 See response to comments CO28-190, CO28-164, and CO28-226. 

CO28-231 The assessment of sediment to streams from pipeline crossing used 
models and background literature from other stream crossings to determine 
effects. These are adequate to determine effects level as presented in section 
4.3.2 and 4.5.2. 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.  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.  Also see response to comment CO28-
166 concerning site-specific crossing plans and risks at stream crossings. 

 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO28 continued, page 187 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 188 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 189 of 302 
 
CO28-232 See response to comment CO28-190. 

CO28-233 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. 

CO28-234 See our response to the similar comment from the ODEQ. 

CO28-235 As described in the EIS, Pacific Connector would implement the 
Commission's Procedures for waterbody crossings.  Because use of the 
Procedures would result in an acceptable level of impact, we do not evaluate 
alternative crossing methods for each waterbody.  However, other agencies can 
require an assessment of alternative crossing methods if appropriate as part of 
their respective review of other permits.    
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CO28 continued, page 190 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 191 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 192 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 193 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 194 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 195 of 302 
 
 

 

 

 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO28 continued, page 196 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 197 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 198 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 199 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 200 of 302 
 
CO28-236 The types of streams (those in the range of listed coho salmon) were 
identified.  Specific stream identification is not essential for the evaluation of 
effects.  See response to comment CO28-164. 

CO28-237 Comment noted. 
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CO28 continued, page 201 of 302 
 
CO28-238 Bank areas directly affected at each stream crossing are small.  
There are multiple BMPs that would be implemented to aid in minimizing or 
eliminating effects from bank disruption and restoring stream banks (e.g., 
adding LWD, planting short-term vegetation to hold soil, replanting natural 
riparian vegetation, and restoring existing bank substrate) to stabilize stream 
banks besides riprap, as noted in response to comment CO28-166.   

CO28-239 The main source of instream sediment from stream crossing is the 
percent of fines in the substrate being disturbed.  Areas where blasting is most 
likely to occur are areas of bedrock, which by definition would be areas low in 
fines.  Also removal of the area disturbed from blasting would be done 
primarily in the dry with water diverted around the area during construction.  
These factors would reduce input of fines to streams from areas where blasting 
occurs.  It is not the role or scope of the federal EIS to assess the Project's 
compliance with State regulations or OARs including water quality standards.    

CO28-240 Section 2 and section 4.1 address HDD.  These sections have been 
revised to include additional analysis. 
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CO28 continued, page 202 of 302 
 
CO28-241 HDD crossings as well as potential impacts that could occur from 
these activities are addressed throughout the EIS. 
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CO28 continued, page 203 of 302 
 
CO28-242 The EIS acknowledges that the inadvertent release of drilling fluids 
(i.e., “frac-outs”) could occur; however, there is no complete data on the 
likelihood or frequency of frac-outs, and such an assessment would be 
speculative.  
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CO28 continued, page 204 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 205 of 302 
 
CO28-243 The use of large-diameter casing is a typical mitigation measure to 
prevent inadvertent returns surfacing near entry and exit points for a HDD, such 
as within the Kentuck Slough.  Contractors are equipped for deploying large 
diameter surface casing during drilling operations, and its use would effectively 
seal off near surface IRs from occurring.  Other typical mitigation measures 
that Pacific Connector may employ include the use of lost circulation materials 
down-hole or down-hole grouting to seal off fluid losses. 

CO28-244 See response to comment CO28-173.  Also, considering actions that 
would be taken to prevent frac-outs, diminish the quantity and magnitude of a 
frac-out occurrence, and potentially remove spilled material, the conclusions in 
sections 4.3.2 and 4.5.2 stated if HDD frac-out occurred they would have minor 
short-term adverse effects.  Modeling of stream crossing turbidity 
acknowledges that turbidity would occur even with the proposed procedures 
and mitigative actions in place while HDD sediment to streams would only 
occur under unlikely accidental frac-out.  We do not agree that modeling is 
needed to make an assessment under these conditions. 
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CO28 continued, page 206 of 302 
 
CO28-245 The effects of noise are based on documents that addressed 
primarily short term effects.  Fish are not static in their location and estimates 
of effect of long duration are not a reasonable metric for assessing effects of 
project actions.  As discussed in section 4.5.2 substantial effects occur at levels 
over about 183dB although some behavioral effect occur at slightly lower 
levels. 

CO28-246 Plans have been developed (as described in section 4.3) for 
conducting successful HDD crossings of these stream channels, as explained in 
the HDD Feasibility Analysis (Appendix G.2 of Pacific Connector’s Resource 
Report 2).  This analysis determined there is a low risk of frac-out occurring 
into the crossed waterbodies based on available information including site area 
borings that took into consideration substrate. 
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CO28 continued, page 207 of 302 
 
CO28-247 See response to comment CO28-247.  Also, drilling fluid consists 
primarily of fine bentonite clays in water slurry, which would be generally 
inert.  Any pH levels of the mud would be diluted or buffered by the vast 
amount of water that it would mix with under any potential spill. 
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CO28 continued, page 208 of 302 
 
CO28-248 The effects of stream crossing on these parameters and streams are 
addressed in section 4.5.2.  Details regarding the effects on listed fish are 
addressed in section 4.6 and the BA.  See response to comment SA28-190, 
which discusses how state water quality regulations are addressed. Also see 
response to comment CO28-166 for how stream crossings are addressed to 
reduce potential effects to habitat and water quality.   
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CO28 continued, page 209 of 302 
 
CO28-249 The effects of the various methods of stream crossing are adequately 
addressed in sections 4.3.2 and 4.5.2.  As noted in the EIS, there are various 
plans and procedures in place to reduce, eliminate, or mitigate effects to 
sediment, substrate, and habitat from construction and operation.     

CO28-250 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 events, would be adequate to protect water resources.  The flow 
restrictions process is handled through the State permitting.  The State through 
this process can implement additional requirements deemed needed to meet 
their permit requirements.  Additionally, see response to comments SA2-221 
and CO28-187 concerning water rights and consideration of beneficial use 
requirements relating to state permitting. 
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CO28 continued, page 210 of 302 
 
CO28-251 See response to comments SA2-225 and SA2-227. 

CO28-252 Additional text has been added to the EIS to address potential 
effects to hyporheic flow.  The area potentially affected would be limited to the 
region disrupted by trenching.  As noted in section 4.3.2, various procedures 
would be in place to return the substrate to the former conditions after 
trenching, which would aid in maintaining hyporheic flow.  Effects of trenching 
would therefore be limited in the total trench excavated area affected if at all.  
HDD crossing would be set well back from stream banks (over 150 feet away) 
and travel a substantial depth (over 50 feet) below the river bed.  If the 
hyporheic zone is large in the HDD crossing, the portion of this hyporheic zone 
that would be potentially affected would be very small (about the diameter of 
the drilling route and likely not a significant factor affecting hyporheic flow or 
exchange).  The result would be that any potential effects to hyporheic flow 
would be slight.  As discussed in section 4.5.2, sediment levels resulting from 
stream crossings and clearing would not reach levels that would substantially 
affect pore spaces in gravel that could potential affect this exchange of water. 
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CO28 continued, page 211 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 212 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 213 of 302 
 
CO28-253 See response to comment CO28-166.  Also, 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.  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.    
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CO28 continued, page 214 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 215 of 302 
 
CO28-254 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. 

 

 

 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO28 continued, page 216 of 302 
 
CO28-255 Comment is incorrect. The terrestrial nesting analysis area is defined 
in the draft EIS (i.e., the extent of disturbance/disruption of MAMU during the 
breeding season), and the acreage of MAMU habitat indirectly affected by 
increases in edge habitat and loss of interior forest habitat, including increased 
predation, is quantified. 
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CO28 continued, page 217 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 218 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 219 of 302 
 
CO28-256 Marbled murrelet was removed from the table as better information 
is available as presented in section 4.6 and our BA. 

CO28-257 The draft EIS makes a likely to adversely affect determination for 
MAMU critical habitat, consistent with our BA. The FWS would make a 
determination in their Biological Opinion whether the proposed action would 
jeopardize the continued existence of MAMU and/or adversely modify critical 
habitat. 

CO28-258 The draft EIS acknowledges the limited benefit of replanting conifer 
trees outside the 30-foot-wide maintenance corridor. The final EIS clarifies the 
anticipated benefit of using uncleared storage areas (UCSAs). 
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CO28 continued, page 220 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 221 of 302 
 
CO28-259 The draft EIS on page 4-517 stated, “As presently configured the 
Pacific Connector pipeline would not cross any unmapped reserves.” This was 
referring to the construction footprint of the pipeline which does not cross any 
unmapped LSRs.  Table 4.7.3.3-2 of the draft EIS disclosed that approximately 1 
acre of road improvements on existing roads would occur in unmapped LSR. 
However, those road improvements are within LSR 227 and are therefore not in an 
unmapped LSR.  Table 4.7.3.2 has been corrected in the final EIS. 

CO28-260 The Applicant has proposed, consistent with the BLM mitigation 
policy, compensatory mitigation actions on BLM lands.  Additional description of 
these actions is included in sections 2.1.4 and appendix F.12 of the final EIS.  The 
matrix lands proposed for reallocation to LSR are not currently planned for harvest, 
but the Forest Service is presently managing these acres as matrix.  When and if any 
of these acres would be proposed for timber harvest or other management activities 
consistent with the matrix designation is speculative. The reallocations are designed 
to form larger blocks of habitat over time. Managing younger stands to develop into 
LSOG would benefit species dependent on late-succession habitat in the future. In 
addition, the Applicant has also proposed land acquisitions as mitigation for 
impacts to marbled murrelets and northern spotted owls as part of their 
Comprehensive Mitigation Plan. 

CO28-261 The Forest Service proposed compensatory mitigation actions are not 
mere listings of mitigation actions, or broad generalizations and vague references. 
The mitigation actions are evaluated programmatically in the draft EIS including 
site specific project descriptions with locations and size, and the analysis also 
discusses short term adverse impacts and long-term beneficial impacts (see section 
2.1.5 and appendix F.2 of the draft EIS). The proposed mitigation actions are 
consistent with recommendations in the watershed analysis and LSR assessments 
and have been shown to be effective.  Further site-specific environmental analysis 
that may be necessary for these actions would further refine the details of the 
actions and comply with any needed surveys and/or consultations. Additional 
analysis could result in modifications to the proposed mitigation actions through 
public comment, additional surveys, and consultations with other agencies. 
However, it would be expected that those changes would result in improvements to 
the action and accomplishment of the stated objectives.  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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CO28 continued, page 222 of 302 
 
CO28-262 These projects are enforceable as they would be included in the MLA 
Right-of-Way Grant.  Therefore, the Applicant would be bound by law to fund 
Forest Service projects identified in the CMP.  Additional NEPA analysis could 
result in modifications to the proposed mitigation actions through public comment, 
additional surveys, and consultations with other agencies. However, it would be 
expected that those changes would result in improvements to the action and 
accomplishment of the stated objectives. 

CO28-263 The Compensatory Mitigation Plan has been developed to be 
responsive to residual project impacts that cannot be remediated in the permanent 
right-of-way corridor.  Appendix F.2 provides the rationale for mitigation groups 
and project details.  The Forest Service has provided site-specific details on the 
actions that would be taken to mitigate impacts to NFS lands and resources as a 
consequence of the right-of-way construction and operation.  These projects are 
enforceable as they would be included in the BLM Right-of-Way Grant.  Therefore, 
the Applicant would be bound by law to fund FS projects identified.  However, 
there may be adjustments or “like kind” replacements where projects are no longer 
viable or other appropriate projects have been identified prior to implementation.  
Section 2.1.5 of the draft EIS at and Appendix F.2 provides details of the projects 
and rationale.  

CO28-264 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. The 
Comprehensive Mitigation Plan submitted by the Applicant on September 3, 2019 
does contain acquisition of habitat for marbled murrelets. 

The draft EIS did address the impacts of creating a District Designated Reserve 
(draft EIS sections 3.7.3 and 3.7.4). The impacts to these wildlife species are 
addressed in section 4.6 of the draft EIS and in the Biological Evaluation. 

The comment is correct that District Designated Reserves are reserved from 
sustained yield production.  However, the proposed plan amendment does not 
change the classification of these lands as O&C lands. 

The District Designated Reserve values that would be maintained are the resource 
conditions necessary for operation, maintenance and decommissioning of the 
proposed pipeline. Incompatible uses would not be authorized. BLM has 
determined that the Applicant is an entity qualified to hold a federal right-of-way.  
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CO28 continued, page 223 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 224 of 302 
 
CO28-265 The NWFP directed that all known northern spotted owl activity 
centers as of January 1, 1994 would be managed as LSR (NWFP page C-10). 
Northern spotted owl activity centers discovered after that date are not 
automatically converted to LSR. The reallocations are designed to form larger 
blocks of habitat over time. Managing younger stands to develop into LSOG 
would benefit species dependent on late-succession habitat in the future. 

CO28-266 The draft EIS at page 2-33 establishes the intent of planned 
mitigation activities and the rationale and assumptions used in planning them 
(more detailed discussions are included in appendix F.2.)  Table 2.1.5-1 lists 
and describes mitigation projects on NFS lands included in the proposed action.  
However, “fire suppression” is not listed or intended as a mitigation project.  
The purpose of integrated fuel treatments is to reduce the probability of large 
and high severity fire effects that would be anticipated to be more likely 
without these treatments.  The project record makes no claim that wildfire is 
universally detrimental to NSO habitat.  The analysis also does not claim that 
fuel breaks will be universally effective at reducing habitat loss. Additional 
discussions including the two publications cited in the comment have been 
added in section 2.1.5.1 and appendix F.3 of the final EIS   
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CO28 continued, page 225 of 302 
 
CO28-267 The draft EIS at page 2-33 (see also appendix F.2) indicates a 
mitigation fund would be established which would fund mitigation activities in 
a future phase, including associated planning costs. 
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CO28 continued, page 226 of 302 
 
CO28-268 The purpose of the proposed mitigation is to reduce the risk of 
stand-replacing fires and to enhance the development of late successional 
habitat in LSRs.  Projects proposed to meet these objectives could result in 
some commercial size trees being removed.  This removal of commercial size 
trees would be incidental to achieving these objectives. Pacific Connector 
would not perform the compensatory mitigation actions and would not receive 
any receipts from this work.  All of the proposed actions would have costs that 
the Forest Service does not otherwise have funding for. Additional discussion 
has been included in section 2.1.5.1 and appendix F.3 of the final EIS. 

CO28-269 The Forest Service has not proposed fire suppression as mitigation 
for the Pacific Connector Pipeline Project. The integrated stand density 
treatments are designed to reduce the risk of a high intensity stand replacement 
fire in LSOG forests. The treatments are focused on thinning from below, 
reducing ladder fuels, and any generated slash would also be treated. The 
proposed treatments are consistent with recommendations in the Late-
Successional Reserve Assessments for LSR 223. Additional discussion has 
been added in section 2.1.5.1 and appendix F.3 of the final EIS. 
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CO28 continued, page 227 of 302 
 
CO28-270 The purpose of the proposed mitigation is to reduce the risk of 
stand-replacing fires and to enhance the development of late successional forest 
in LSRs. Projects proposed to meet these objectives could result in some 
commercial size trees being removed. This removal of commercial size trees 
would be incidental to achieving these objectives. Pacific Connector would not 
perform the compensatory mitigation actions and would not receive any 
receipts from this work. All of the proposed actions would have costs that the 
agencies do not otherwise have funding for. Also maintenance of the integrated 
stand density treatments is included in the mitigation. The Forest Service would 
plan these activities consistent with the standards in the NWFP and the 
recommendations in the LSR and watershed assessments. Additional discussion 
has been included in section 2.1.5.1 and appendix F.3 of the final EIS. 
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CO28 continued, page 228 of 302 
 
CO28-271 The final EIS has been revised to include updates from the ODFW 
2018 Annual Wolf Report. We continue to find a Not Likely to Adversely 
Affect determination appropriate for this species. 

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. 
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CO28 continued, page 229 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 230 of 302 
 
CO28-272 The EIS provides an analysis adequate to meet the requirements of 
NEPA. The fisher was included in the Biological Assessment filed with the 
FWS on July 29, 2019 with a request to initiate formal consultation. 

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. 
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CO28 continued, page 231 of 302 
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CO28 continued, page 232 of 302 
 
CO28-273 Our Plans and Procedures as well as BMPs and mitigation actions 
proposed or federally required are described, summarized, or referenced in the 
EIS.  These, as described, would minimize potential adverse effects to fish 
resources.  There is not a legal requirement under NEPA to mitigate for all 
impacts from a Project.    

CO28-274 See response to comment CO28-190. 
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CO28 continued, page 233 of 302 
 
CO28-275 We have prepared a Biological Assessment and requested to initiate 
formal consultation with FWS. We defer to FWS on the presence, impacts, and 
any requirements related to this listed species. 
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CO28 continued, page 234 of 302 
 
CO28-276 The effects of the Project on fisheries and aquatic resources in 
marine, estuarine, and freshwater areas are addressed in section 4.5.2 and 
effects on listed species in section 4.6.  Cumulative effects are addressed in 
section 4.14. 
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CO28 continued, page 236 of 302 
 
CO28-277 The EIS includes evaluation of cumulative effects on multiple 
environmental and social resources.  See section 4.14 of the EIS, which is 
organized by resource topic. 

CO28-278 The current and historic range of Fender's blue butterfly does not 
overlap with counties crossed by the Project. The Eugene Recovery Zone is the 
closest Recovery Zone to the Project, and is located over 30 miles from the 
Project (with the closest extant population located over 60 miles from the 
Project per the FWS 2010 Recovery Plan for the Prairie Species of Western 
Oregon and Southwestern Washington). 

CO28-279 As noted in the EIS, Kincaid's lupine has been observed in three 
locations in the vicinity of the pipeline. As also noted in the EIS, the pipeline 
construction right-of-way has been modified to avoid direct impacts to 
observed individuals of Kincaid’s lupine. Further details regarding impacts to 
Kincaid’s lupine from the project and mitigation measures that would be 
implemented to minimize impacts on Kincaid’s lupine are provided in the 
Biological Assessment prepared for the Project. As noted in the Biological 
Assessment, additional surveys for Kincaid’s lupine would be conducted in 
areas where surveys have not been conducted due to lack of landowner 
permission. If Kincaid’s lupine is observed in these unsurveyed areas, 
mitigation measures, such as minor alignment reroutes, necking down the 
construction right-of-way, excluding a portion of an identified TEWA or pipe 
storage yard, or erecting a protective fence to avoid impacts to plants from 
construction debris, would be implemented to the extent practicable to avoid 
impacts on Kincaid’s lupine. 

CO28-280 As noted in the EIS, Pacific Connector has modified the pipeline 
route to avoid the population that was located within the construction right-of-
way between MP 57.84 and MP 57.92. 
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CO28-281 As noted in the BA prepared for the project, additional surveys for 
Kincaid's lupine would be conducted in areas where surveys have not been 
conducted due to lack of landowner permission. If Kincaid's lupine is observed 
in these unsurveyed areas, mitigation measures, such as minor alignment 
reroutes, necking down the construction right-of-way, excluding a portion of an 
identified TEWA or pipe storage yard, or erecting a protective fence to avoid 
impacts to plants from construction debris, would be implemented to the extent 
practicable to avoid impacts to Kincaid's lupine. 

CO28-282 As noted in the EIS, Pacific Connector has modified the pipeline route, 
including the locations of TEWAs to avoid populations of Kincaid's that were 
located within the construction right-of-way during surveys.  Additionally, as noted 
in the Biological Assessment prepared for the project, additional surveys for 
Kincaid's lupine would be conducted prior to construction in both previously 
surveyed and unsurveyed areas and avoidance measures including minor alignment 
reroutes, necking down the construction right-of-way, excluding a portion of an 
identified TEWA or pipe storage yard, or erecting a protective fence to avoid 
impacts to plants from construction debris, would be implemented to the extent 
practicable to avoid impacts to Kincaid's lupine. 

CO28-283 As the EIS states, the majority (93.16 acres) of the 99.83 acres of 
potentially suitable rough popcornflower habitat that has not been surveyed is 
located within the proposed Winchester pipe storage yard.  As the EIS states, if 
rough popcornflower is located within this pipe storage yard during pre-
construction surveys, Pacific Connector would not use either the pipe storage 
yard or portions of the yard where plants are documented.  Additionally, there 
is only a low potential for rough popcornflower to be located within the 
remaining 6.67 acres of unsurveyed potentially suitable habitat, because while 
unsurveyed, this area appears to be limited and of low quality. If rough 
popcornflower is observed in these areas during pre-construction surveys, 
conservation measures developed to avoid or minimize effects to this species 
would be implemented, and consultation with the FWS would be reinitiated if 
this species is found to be present in the area and effects cannot be avoided. 

CO28-284 The EIS provides an analysis adequate to meet the requirements of 
NEPA, including rationale for the species and critical habitat determinations. 
Additional details beyond the scope of NEPA, including a detailed map and a 
summary of areas evaluated for potential vernal pool habitat are provided in our 
BA, which is publicly available.  
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CO28-285 Because of the narrow ridgeline alignment and to ensure worker 
safety, the construction right-of-way within the Cox's mariposa lily between 
MPs 74.08 and 75.02 could not be narrowed to minimize direct impacts to the 
plant populations. After the 2018 survey data hav been reviewed and finalized, 
Pacific Connector would determine if site-specific neck-downs could be 
incorporated into the construction right-of-way to minimize direct impacts to 
the population. For plants that can't be avoided, seeds would be collected, and 
bulbs would be salvaged.  Collected seeds would be provided to the BLM for 
submittal to an approved seed bank or repository for conservation. Salvaged 
bulbs would be replanted on site in the areas where they were salvaged 
following construction, or, if directed by the BLM, transplanted immediately 
into suitable habitat off of the construction right-of-way. Additionally, seeds of 
native plant seeds in the vicinity of the affected Cox's mariposa lily population 
would be collected and used for restoration of the right-of-way in this area 
following construction.  Pacific Connector would also monitor the revegetated 
areas, as well as the areas where transplanted Cox's mariposa lily bulbs were 
planted, annually for three years and an annual monitoring report would be 
submitted to the BLM.  Control of noxious weeds in this area would also be 
conducted in consultation with the BLM. 
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CO28-286 Comment noted.  The text in the final EIS has been clarified 
regarding minimization. 

 

  




