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CO32 League of Women Voters, A. Carson, F.H. Smith, J. Clary, 
J. Carloni, S. Fortune, page 1 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 2 of 118 
 
 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO32 continued, page 3 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 4 of 118 
 
CO32-1 The draft EIS does not make any claim about public benefit or lack 
thereof. The EIS analyses environmental impacts from the Project. The 
Commission would determine whether the Project would have a public benefit 
or “need” in its Public Order. 
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CO32 continued, page 5 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 6 of 118 
 
CO32-2 Comment noted.   
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CO32 continued, page 7 of 118 
 
CO32-3 The EIS does not ask the Commission to find that the estimated jobs 
and tax revenues that would be supported and generated as a result of Project 
construction and operation are public benefits or necessarily identify these 
anticipated impacts as public benefits.  The Commission would determine 
whether or not to authorize the Project in its Public Order, as described in 
section 1.3.1.1 of the EIS: 
 
“Specifically, regarding whether to authorize the siting of an LNG terminal 
under NGA Section 3, the Commission would approve the proposal unless it 
finds the proposed facilities would not be consistent with the public interest. In 
considering whether or not to issue a Certificate to a natural gas pipeline under 
NGA Section 7, the Commission would balance public benefits against 
potential adverse consequences,13 as documented in the Order. The 
Commission bases its decision on technical competence, financing, rates, 
market demand, gas supply, environmental effects, long-term feasibility, and 
other issues concerning a proposed project.” 
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CO32 continued, page 8 of 118 
 
CO32-4 The draft EIS does not make any claim about public benefit or lack 
thereof. The EIS analyses environmental impacts from the Project. The 
Commission would determine whether the Project would have a public benefit 
or “need” in its Public Order. 

CO32-5 It is outside the role of the Commission or this EIS to determine if 
the export or utilization of natural gas is appropriate. 
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CO32 continued, page 9 of 118 
 
CO32-6 The EIS complies with the requirements of the NEPA.  The project's 
compliance requirements related to FAA regulations as well as earthquake 
safety standards are addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS. 

CO32-7 Section 4.12.1.2 of the draft EIS states that "the term “greenhouse 
gases” (GHG) refers to the gases and aerosols that occur in the atmosphere both 
naturally and as a result of human activities, such as the burning of fossil fuels. 
The primary GHGs are CO2, methane, and nitrous oxide." Methane emissions 
are quantified as CO2e in all construction and operation emissions tables in 
section 4.12. 
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CO32 continued, page 10 of 118 
 
CO32-8 The draft EIS does not make any claim about public benefit or lack 
thereof. The EIS analyses environmental impacts from the Project. The 
Commission would determine whether the Project would have a public benefit 
or “need” in its Public Order. 

CO32-9 Section 7(h) of the Natural Gas Act grants Certificate holders the 
ability to utilize eminent domain to acquire a right-of-way across private lands.  
If the Commission issues Pacific Connector a Certificate, it would convey 
eminent domain authority.  The proposed Jordan Cove LNG terminal, which 
has sought authorization under Section 3 of the NGA, would not have eminent 
domain authority. 
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CO32 continued, page 11 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 12 of 118 
 
CO32-10 Earthquakes and fire are addressed in sections 4.1, 4.4, and 4.13.  As 
indicated in section 4.13, the risk of accidents (e.g., ruptures) is very low. 

CO32-11 The risk of landslides is addressed in section 4.1 of the EIS.  The 
EIS describes and documents the detailed iterative evaluation of landslides 
along the pipeline route; and provides data for the landslide risk determinations. 
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CO32 continued, page 13 of 118 
 
CO32-12 As soil is a very effective insulator, the pipeline is not vulnerable to 
heating and explosion from fires that may occur on the surface. 

CO32-13 The risks of fire, and how the project would be designed to 
withstand these risks, are addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS. 
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CO32 continued, page 14 of 118 
 
CO32-14 Pacific Connector would employ the specific mitigation measures 
identified in its Fugitive Dust Control Plan for areas where naturally occurring 
asbestos may be present.  A summary of these specific measures has been 
added to section 4.12.1.4 of the EIS. 
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CO32 continued, page 15 of 118 
 
 

 

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO32 continued, page 16 of 118 
 
CO32-15 The EIS contains a description of the current status of the 
consultation and determinations from the FAA regarding avian risks (see 
section 4.13).  The Commission defers to the FAA regarding determinations of 
risk to aviation. 

CO32-16   See our updated analysis in section 4.10 and 4.13 of the final EIS 
related to the FAA assessment, and the Project’s potential impacts to the 
Southwest Regional Airport. 
Also, see comment response CO28-62. 
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CO32 continued, page 17 of 118 
 
CO32-17 USDOT PHMSA reviewed the application and has issued a Letter of Determination on the 
Project's compliance with the siting requirements of 49 CFR 193, Subpart B.  This determination also 
addresses compliance with NFPA 59A, section 2.1.1(d) for overpressure considerations from vapor cloud 
explosions.   While 49 CFR §§ 193.2057 and 193.2059 provide specific parameters and computer models 
for thermal radiation and flammable vapor dispersion exclusion zones from each LNG container and LNG 
transfer system, the overpressure hazards from flammable vapor cloud explosions have been considered 
by Jordan Cove as the applicable factors to the site in accordance with NFPA 59A (2001), section 
2.1.1(d).  The requirements in NFPA 59A (2001) do not provide specific models or details to calculate the 
overpressure hazards from flammable vapor cloud explosions.  FERC staff recognizes the importance of 
using suitable hazard models in its supplemental guidance document for Resource Reports 11 for LNG 
Projects, and application of uncertainty factors to account for potential underpredictions that may occur 
when compared against experimental data.  The two primary models used to evaluate vapor cloud 
explosions, PHAST and FLACS, have been validated against a number of experimental data that do not 
indicate the under-predictions being represented.  As such, an uncertainty factor of 2 was implemented in 
FLACS results.  In addition, we note that FLACS has been shown to be one of the few models to more 
closely replicate overpressures in incidents with large flame propagation distances, such as Buncefield.  
FERC staff also note that many of the cited incidents that resulted in large damaging overpressures had 
initiating events that the preliminary engineering design and layers of protection proposed or 
recommended in Jordan Cove would prevent or mitigate.  For example, many of the cited incidents 
include overfill events that did not have adequate or adequately managed overfill protection, had 
insufficient alarm and shutdowns initiated by hazard detection devices, had insufficient ignition controls 
that allowed vapors to disperse into buildings in a confined area that ignited and may have contributed to 
the overpressures.  We evaluated the facilities to ensure there would be adequate overfill protections, 
sufficient alarm and shutdown capabilities, including those initiated by hazard detection, sufficient 
ignition controls, including alarm and shutdown of HVAC and combustion air intakes to prevent ignition 
in confined areas, in addition to many other layers of protection.  We also recognize that DOT PHMSA 
and FERC continually seek to improve the evaluation of hazard models and assumptions used as inputs 
into the models in siting and in evaluation of layers of protection.  As described in section 4.13.1.2 of the 
FEIS, DOT PHMSA regulations incorporate NFPA 59A (2001) for siting requirements.  NFPA 59A 
(2001) requires consideration of factors applicable to the specific site with a bearing on the safety of plant 
personnel and the surrounding public must be considered, including an evaluation of potential incidents 
and safety measures incorporated into the design or operation of the facility.  USDOT PHMSA has 
considered potential incidents, such as vapor cloud explosions and toxic releases in its Part 193, Subpart B 
Letter of Determinations to FERC.  FERC staff primarily conducted the evaluation of this modeling prior 
to the 2018 MOU, and it was described in its NEPA documents.  Since the issuance of the 2018 MOU, 
DOT PHMSA has been responsible for issuing a Letter of Determination indicating whether a project's 
preliminary design would comply with its siting requirements.  In addition, as noted in section 4.13.1.5, 
FERC evaluates potential hazards and incident history when evaluating the reliability and safety in its 
engineering reviews, including its assessment of the various layers of protection proposed in the design.  
FERC staff may also make recommendations on the engineering design and layers of protection to 
mitigate the potential of a vapor cloud explosion from directly or indirectly through cascading damage, 
impacting the public. 

CO32-18 See response to comment IND556-20 

CO32-19 The LNG facility’s resiliency against natural hazards, including seismic events, is 
described in the final EIS.  These requirements meet or exceed requirements in the most commonly 
referenced structural design code and standard used in the United States for the most critical infrastructure 
and highest consequences. 
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CO32 continued, page 18 of 118 
 
CO32-20 Potential impacts to the fishing economy are discussed in section 4.9 
of the EIS.  Section 4.9.1.7, which addresses the recreation and tourism 
economic sector, has been expanded to include a discussion of travel-generated 
spending in Coos County related to shellfishing, fishing, hunting, and wildlife 
viewing.  Additional information has also been added to section 4.9.1.8, which 
addresses the commercial fishing industry. 

CO32-21 The draft EIS acknowledged that the Section 106 process has not yet 
been completed, and that future cultural resources investigations are 
outstanding. While some information was still pending at the time of the 
issuance of the draft EIS, the fact that some cultural resources reports are 
outstanding does not deprive the public of a meaningful opportunity to 
comment on the 106 process. The courts have held that final plans are not 
required at the NEPA stage (see Robertson v Methow Valley Citizens Council). 
The EIS stated that we would produce an MOA, in consultation with the 
consulting parties, including tribes, to resolve adverse effects at affected 
historic properties. 
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CO32 continued, page 19 of 118 
 
CO32-22 As stated in the EIS, the Commission’s alternatives analysis relies 
on the purpose and need statement identified by the applicant.  The 
Commission cannot simply ignore a project’s purpose and substitute a purpose 
it or a commenter deems more suitable. The Commissioners would have a 
broader discussion of purpose and need in their Project Order. 

CO32-23 Comment noted.  Our analysis and explanation of conclusions for 
the no action and other alternatives is included in section 3.0 of the EIS. 
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CO32 continued, page 20 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 21 of 118 
 
CO32-24 Comment noted.  Text in the final EIS has been revised.   

CO32-25 The alternatives analysis followed the process described in section 
3.0 and referenced in this comment.  However, as stated in the introduction to 
section 3.0, we also attempted to address some alternatives that were identified 
in comments filed during the scoping process, and comments and requests 
made during review by cooperating agencies.   
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CO32 continued, page 22 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 23 of 118 
 
CO32-26 In the context of the alternatives analysis in the EIS, "available land" 
means that the parcel is owned by or leased to the applicant, agreements are in 
place that document that the existing owner is in agreement to sell or lease the 
property to the applicant, or the parcel is available for sale or lease.  The 
proposed site for the Jordan Cove LNG terminal meets this definition of 
available land.  With regard to the general alternatives analysis, we disagree 
that the EIS ignores current-day alternatives or unresolved deficiencies in the 
proposed location and design.  Other agencies and the public have been 
provided with the opportunity to evaluate and comment on potential 
alternatives through the pre-filing process, scoping, and in response to the draft 
EIS. 
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CO32 continued, page 24 of 118 
 
CO32-27 The EIS acknowledges that the Wauna site would have significantly 
fewer residences located within one mile than the proposed site.  However, our 
conclusion is based on consideration of not just a single factor but all 
environmental factors.  Based on consideration of all environmental factors, we 
conclude that the Wauna site would not result in a significant environmental 
advantage over the proposed site in Coos Bay. 
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CO32 continued, page 25 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 26 of 118 
 
CO32-28 The document meets the requirements of the CEQ regulations for 
implementing the NEPA.  The commenter is incorrect, in that the EIS does 
determine that some impacts to the human and natural environment would be 
significant (see section 5). 
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CO32 continued, page 27 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 28 of 118 
 
CO32-29 Not all impacts can be avoided, and the NEPA does not require that 
all impacts be mitigated. 

CO32-30 Impacts of a major earthquake and tsunami on the human 
environment in the Coos Bay area and for the LNG terminal are addressed in 
section 4.13. Inclusion in section 4.13 allows a more streamlined discussion 
that includes both the evaluation of geologic hazards, as well as the engineering 
safety and reliability issues for the Project. 
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CO32 continued, page 29 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 30 of 118 
 
CO32-31 The GeoEngineers report, which is included in FERC’s public 
record, includes details of all the references and data used to determine the 
seismic and other geologic hazards and risks for the Project along the pipeline 
route.  The assessments performed as part of the EIS studies have included 
recent data from the USGS and DOGAMI.  In addition, it is noted that the 
evaluation of pipeline seismic hazards is based on USGS probabilistic data.  
Also see comment response CO28-47; Reference to USGS documents and tools 
are made and many of the codes and standards that form the basis of the design 
contain maps and input from USGS. 

CO32-32 Tsunamis associated with the CSZ are addressed in section 4.13.  
Modeling for the tsunami predictions includes recent modeling techniques and 
consideration of the specific characteristics of Coos Bay. 

CO32-33 Impacts to the hydrology of the affected area is addressed in 
sections 4.3 and 4.5 of the EIS. 
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CO32 continued, page 31 of 118 
 
CO32-34 The turbines would not result in vibrations that would have a 
measurable effect on the human and natural environment. 

CO32-35 Engineering analyses for several worst-case scenarios that include 
subsidence and other earthquake impacts are discussed in section 4.2 of the 
EIS.  The pipeline has been designed to meet the required standards for the 
documented ground motion criteria established by the USGS. Liquefaction 
hazards were evaluated using computer modeling and other quantitative studies 
for areas of loose sandy soils along the pipeline route.  The studies included 
three levels of liquefaction and lateral spreading analyses to evaluate potential 
pipeline deformation and stresses for the maximum earthquake associated with 
the 2,475-year return period.   
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CO32 continued, page 32 of 118 
 
CO32-36 Comment noted. See our responses to the DOGAMI comments. 
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CO32 continued, page 33 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 34 of 118 
 

CO32-37 These activities are part of the proposed action and addressed in 
sections 2 and 4 of the EIS (i.e., assessed in conjunction with other proposed 
project features). 
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CO32 continued, page 35 of 118 
 
CO32-38 As described in EIS sections 4.2.1.2 and 4.2.1.3, coordination with 
ODEQ in relation of soil contamination at the LNG Terminal area has been 
ongoing and continues.  The requirements and approvals that may be developed 
by the State related to State permit applications are beyond the scope of this 
federal EIS. 
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CO32 continued, page 36 of 118 
 
CO32-39 The applicant is aware of when the operations would occur and 
would need to plan accordingly for the sedimentation erosion control measures.  
The applicant would need to meet the water quality permit requirement that 
would be issued by the State as part of their 401 water quality certificate. The 
State could require procedures that would mandate actions to ensure operation 
is a not a water quality issue during dredging from spoils deposition areas.   
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CO32 continued, page 37 of 118 
 
CO32-40 Excavated sediment from the HDD drilling and pit formation is 
subsurface soils and could be disposed of using standard soil disposal methods.   
HDD drilling pit would be designed to handle the volume of these sediments 
borings or move the soils to disposal areas before the pit is filled so that these 
sediments would not enter adjacent waters.  HDD drilling fluid is mostly inert 
bentonite clay and water.  The applicant would need to follow federal, state, 
and local requirements to confirm that the substance is safe for disposal off site 
or provide a safe location to dispose of this fluid.  This would be handled 
through state and local permitting process.  See response to comment CO28-
173 about risks of frac-out. 

CO32-41 Soils are addressed in section 4.2.2 of the EIS; and slopes are 
addressed in section 4.1.2.4 of the EIS. 
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CO32 continued, page 38 of 118 
 
CO32-42 ODEQ has reviewed the list of contaminated sites that was 
contained in the draft EIS.  Revisions have been made to the EIS based on 
ODEQ’s letter relating to existing contaminated sites along the pipeline route.   
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CO32 continued, page 39 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 40 of 118 
 
CO32-43 There is no evidence to indicate additional investigation is necessary 
in relation to the potential for mercury contamination in areas of associated 
historic mining.  The 2007 investigation was performed by a qualified 
contractor. 
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CO32 continued, page 41 of 118 
 
CO32-44 Additional discussion regarding the effects on CBNBWB well field 
and surface waters has been added to section 4.3.1.1. The cited USGS report 
indicates groundwater flow is south towards the Project site. See Figure 8 in 
USGS Open-File Report 90-563, Ground-water availability from a dune-sand 
aquifer near Coos Bay and North Bend, Oregon (Jones 1992). 
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CO32 continued, page 42 of 118 
 
CO32-45 Potentially contaminated soils and groundwater are discussed in 
section 4.2.1.2. 

CO32-46 Additional discussion has been added to section 4.3.1.1. 
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CO32 continued, page 43 of 118 
 
CO32-47 As stated in the LNG Terminal Dredging Pollution Control Plan 
(April 09, 2019), the applicant would construct areas to hold the dredging 
spoils and return any excess decant water to the slip and ultimately to Coos Bay 
when they remove the berm used to separated excavation areas.  Monitoring of 
turbidity generated from these actions would be conducted to ensure they 
would meet State designated turbidity standards. If standards are not met, 
operations would stop until they could be met. 

CO32-48 The applicant would need to obtain a 1200-series NPDES 
stormwater permit for operations actions that affect water discharges. 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.  Details needed for permit approval would include the methods 
used to collect waters if the State determines they are needed. 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.    

CO32-49 Potential effects on groundwater supplies from blasting are 
presented in section 4.3.1.1.  As stated in the draft EIS, if a groundwater supply 
is affected by the Project, Pacific Connector would provide a temporary or 
permanent supply of water depending on the situation. 
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CO32 continued, page 44 of 118 
 
CO32-50 Comment noted.  Impacts to water quality are appropriately address 
in section 4.3.2.  Cumulative effects are addressed in section 4.14. 

CO32-51 As indicated in section 4.3, models of changes in currents and tidal 
level indicate almost no changes in these areas over the entire bay so permanent 
changes to turbidly from changes in currents would not occur.  The effect of 
ongoing project actions was presented accurately to their potential changes in 
local turbidity.  The frequency and magnitude of maintenance dredging and 
resulting turbidity is provided accurately in section 4.3.  The relative 
contribution other actions (vessel wakes, propeller wash) are acknowledges in 
the text.  The most recent applicant-developed Dredging Pollution Control 
Plans (part of August 27, 2019 submittal to FERC) provide commitments to 
meet State designated turbidity limitations during dredging related construction 
actions including water returning from land disposal areas or stop operations 
and remedy the conditions to meet these requirements before continuing 
actions.   Again all the proposed actions that affect water quality would require 
State-approved permits before construction could begin.   
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CO32 continued, page 45 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 46 of 118 
 
CO32-52 The effects of ballast and cooling water discharge to the slip are 
accurately addressed.  Discharges are being forcefully discharged from the 
vessel which would enhance mixing. The area where discharges occur is large, 
allowing direct rapid mixing.  Additionally, the slip water would be further 
mixed over the day from tidal exchange, which would occur several times a 
day.  So the consideration mixing and dilution is justified in this assessment. 

CO32-53 We disagree with your determination, and believe that our 
assessment of changes in the physical conditions of the bay that would occur as 
a result of dredging is accurate.  The current models provide detailed 
assessment of changes in flow velocity and tidal levels using standard methods 
of analysis including detailed information on local currents and bathymetry.  
Additionally, recent modeled developed by the COE assessing the likely effects 
of their much more extensive dredging for the whole navigation channel 
estimated very slight, likely unmeasurable changes over the whole bay in 
salinity, temperature, or dissolved oxygen.  These study results are noted in the 
revised text of the final EIS.   

  



Jordan Cove Energy Project Final EIS 

  Appendix R – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO32 continued, page 47 of 118 
 
CO32-54 While temperatures differed seasonally, stratification remains low in 
summer or winter. These differences were considered in the analysis.  
Additionally, models addressing sediment and turbidity from dredging were 
based on winter conditions as that is when dredging would occur. Summer flow 
scenario are not relevant to these models.  Also, while river flows do vary 
seasonally, they are a small component compared to tidal influence.  Also see 
our response to comment CO32-53 about COE models finding only very slight 
changes in dissolved oxygen from much more extensive future dredging than 
Project dredging. 
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CO32 continued, page 48 of 118 
 
CO32-55 Changes in flow and temperature would not be measurable.  
Additionally, areas of any concentrated changes (such as directly at LNG 
carrier ports) would occur to very small areas that rapidly equilibrate with 
surrounding water.  Therefore, no changes in algae blooms are expected to 
occur. 
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CO32 continued, page 49 of 118 
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CO32 continued, page 50 of 118 
 
CO32-56 The statement is correct relative to fecal coliform as the City is 
responsible for ensuring any discharges meet State water quality standards.  
Any other discharges (e.g., see response to comment CO32-48) from the 
project area would require NPDES permits that would require that they meet 
State designated standards.   
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CO32 continued, page 51 of 118 
 
CO32-57 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.   

CO32-58 The final EIS has been modified to address this issue. 
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CO32 continued, page 52 of 118 
 

CO32-59 The EIS acknowledges the risks of landslides, and discloses 
measures and actions that would be taken to minimize the risks. In addition, as 
discussed in section 4.1.2.4 of the EIS, moderate and high risk landslides have 
been avoided to the extent possible, and therefore, the risk of debris flows has 
been minimized.  Identified moderate risk landslides crossed by the pipeline 
would have additional mitigation and monitoring requirements as discussed in 
the EIS.  The requirements and approvals that may be developed by the State 
related to State permit applications are beyond the scope of this federal EIS. 
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CO32 continued, page 53 of 118 
 
CO32-60 Your opinion is noted. 

CO32-61 Comment noted.  Multiple boring of sediment composition were 
conducted at the proposed Rogue River HDD crossing.  The GeoEngineers 
document concludes that there was a low risk of HDD frac-out into the flowing 
river channel.  See response to comment CO28-173. 
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CO32 continued, page 54 of 118 
 
CO32-62 The crossing is a substantial distance from any known wells so 
effects to these wells from HDD are not expected to occur.  Drilling fluids 
would be contained during crossings.  Additionally, drilling fluid is basically 
inert. While there is a concern for mercury in water of the Rogue  River there is 
no known concentrations near the crossing of the Rogue River.   The total area 
disturbed would be small and erosion control methods would be in place at all 
crossings, reducing the likelihood of entry to waters. 

CO32-63 The potential effects of HDD crossing were addressed adequately in 
sections 4.3 and 4.5.2. 
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CO32 continued, page 55 of 118 
 
CO32-64 See response to comments CO28-157 and CO28-250. 
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CO32-65 It is the COE’s responsibility to ensure that impacts to waters of the 
U.S. are mitigated.  Any approval from the Commission would be conditioned 
on the applicant meeting COE requirements related to mitigation.  The COE 
and ODSL are currently working with the applicant on wetland mitigation 
requirements.  Per the requirements of the Clean Water Act, the applicant 
would have to demonstrate that all impacts to wetlands are avoided or 
minimized to the extent practical as part of the 404 and 401 permitting process.  
These agencies can then require mitigation to compensate for any permanent 
impacts. 

 

  




