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Joe Zisa 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Oregon Office 
Joe_Zisa@fws.gov 
 
RE: Jordan Cove Energy Project - Request to Reinitiate Formal Consultation 
 
Dear Mr. Zisa: 
 

On March 19, 2020, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or 
Commission) issued an Order Granting Authorizations Under Sections 3 and 7 of the 
Natural Gas Act (Order) for the Jordan Cove LNG Terminal and Pacific Connector 
Pipeline Projects (together, the Jordan Cove Energy Project).  Per Environmental 
Condition No. 16 of the Order, the Commission required Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline 
L.P. to incorporate the 15.2-mile-long Blue Ridge Variation in Coos County, Oregon into 
the Pacific Connector Pipeline Project route.  In requiring the incorporation of the Blue 
Ridge Variation, the Commission modified the proposed action considered in the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service’s (FWS) Biological Opinion issued on January 31, 2020.  
Therefore, in accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), FERC 
environmental staff is requesting the reinitiation of formal consultation with FWS to 
address this project modification.  Additionally, to address concerns about potential route 
modifications affecting federally-listed threatened and endangered species, my staff 
contacted Jordan Cove Energy Project representatives and was informed that no other 
route modifications are being proposed at this time.      
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Anticipating this outcome, we included a description of the Blue Ridge Variation 
and an assessment of the differences between the proposed pipeline route and the 
variation in Appendix R of the Biological Assessment (BA) for the Project transmitted to 
your office on July 29, 2019.  This information was also included in Appendix I of the 
final Environmental Impact Statement for the Project issued on November 15, 2019.  For 
your convenience, we are including this information along with this letter.   

No listed-species not previously considered in the BA would be affected by the 
incorporation of the Blue Ridge Variation.  Additionally, constructing the variation 
would reduce impacts on the northern spotted owl (Strix occidentalis caurina) and the 
marbled murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus).  Therefore, as described in the BA, and 
based on our review of the Blue Ridge Variation, our determinations of no effect; may 
affect, not likely to adversely affect; and may affect, likely to adversely affect for federally 
listed species affected by the Jordan Cove Energy Project remain unchanged.  

If you have any questions regarding this request, please contact Mr. John 
Peconom, Environmental Project Manager, at (202) 502-6352; or by email at 
john.peconom@ferc.gov.   

  
       Sincerely, 
         
        
 
       James Martin, PhD 
       Branch Chief 
       Gas Branch 3 
 

20200623-3009 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 06/23/2020



APPENDIX R 

Alternatives

Enclosure

20200623-3009 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 06/23/2020



 

R-1 

In the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) prepared for the Jordan Cove Energy Project 
(Project) issued on March 29, 2019, the environmental staff of the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (FERC) recommended that four route variations be incorporated into the proposed 
action: 1) Blue Ridge Variation, 2) Survey and Manage Species Variation, 3) East Fork Cow Creek 
Variation, and 4) Pacific Crest Trail Variation.  In this appendix, we are including information 
pertaining to federally-listed threatened and endangered species relative to the aforementioned 
recommended route variations.  Table R-1 compares the impacts resulting from the four route 
variations  to the corresponding segments of the proposed action.   

Based on the information presented in this appendix, we have concluded that incorporation of these 
variations into the proposed action would not change the effects determinations in the Biological 
Assessment (BA).   

Blue Ridge Variation 

The 15.2-mile-long Blue Ridge Variation is located between mileposts (MPs) 11 and 25 of the 
currently proposed Project (see figure R-1) and would deviate from the proposed route just south 
of the Coos River, continuing southwest across Catching Slough, turning south/southeast, 
generally co-located with an existing utility right-of-way before rejoining the proposed route near 
MP 25.  Additional details regarding this variation can be found in appendix F of the FERC EIS.   

When compared to the corresponding segment of the proposed route, the Blue Ridge Variation 
would require clearing less (about 32 acres less) late successional-old growth (LSOG) forest (late-
successional forest stands greater than 80 years old); would substantially reduce the number of 
occupied and presumed occupied (3 and 14 less, respectively) marbled murrelet (MAMU) stands 
affected as well as acres of suitable MAMU habitat removed (about 29 acres less); and cross five 
fewer miles of Late Successional Reserves (LSRs) and 0.47 mile less of northern spotted owl 
(NSO) home range.  LSOG forest stands have a well-defined, multi-tiered canopy, which creates 
microhabitats for many species (Bingham and Sawyer, Jr. 1991; Spies and Franklin 1996), 
including the federally listed NSO and MAMU.  Additionally, the variation would affect 3 fewer 
acres of designated Riparian Reserves on Bureau of Land Management (BLM)-managed lands and 
about 15 acres less of NSO High nesting, roosting, and foraging (NRF) and NRF habitat.  However, 
the variation is longer and would increase the number of perennial waterbodies crossed by 27, and 
increase the number of known and assumed anadromous fish-bearing streams crossed from 4 to 
18, which would also increase the clearing of upland riparian vegetation associated with each 
crossing. 

The primary trade-offs between the proposed route and the variation are between terrestrial (e.g., 
LSOG forest and MAMU stands/habitat) and aquatic resources (e.g., waterbody crossings and 
anadromous fish habitat).  With respect to terrestrial and aquatic resources, the measures that 
would be implemented to avoid or minimize these impacts differ considerably.  Constructing and 
operating the pipeline along the proposed route would result in a permanent loss of LSOG forest 
and would adversely affect MAMU; the applicants have very minimal options available for 
avoidance and minimization measures to address these permanent effects to upland resources (i.e., 
LSOG and MAMU), and have not proposed mitigation to offset these permanent effects.  In 
contrast, some of the impacts on aquatic resources, waterbodies, and anadromous fish are expected 
to be temporary to short-term with implementation of Jordan Cove’s and Pacific Connector’s 
proposed impact minimization and waterbody restoration measures (e.g., Jordan Cove’s Plan, 
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Procedures, and Erosion Control and Revegetation Plan).  The applicant has also proposed some 
mitigation for the effects to waterbodies and anadromous fish as part of the BLM’s right-of-way 
grant application and proposed plan amendments (see appendix O.4 of this BA).  However, some 
permanent unmitigated effects on waterbodies and anadromous fish would occur in the form of 
the permanent loss of mature riparian areas associated with affected waterbodies.  

Our experience from reviewing stream crossings by FERC-regulated pipelines constructed in 
numerous habitats across the United States has confirmed that the short duration of the crossing 
and the prompt restoration of the stream bed and stabilization of the stream banks results in very 
few impacts on waterbodies that extend in time beyond the construction and initial restoration of 
the right-of-way.  This is in part due to implementation of best management practices such as dry 
crossing methods, timing and duration, and restoration methods that are required by the FERC’s 
Plan and Procedures, which are methods that the applicant has incorporated into their proposal.  
By comparison, the removal of LSOG habitat is a permanent impact for the operational right-of-
way and, even in temporary work areas, recovery of the habitat would take at least 80 years. 

As presented above and in table R-1, the Blue Ridge Variation would reduce impacts to some 
Endangered Species Act (ESA)-listed species (e.g., MAMU) while potentially increasing impacts 
to ESA-listed fish species (see table R-1); however, the reduction in impacts to MAMU would not 
be significant and would not result in the effects determination falling below the current “may 
affect, likely to adversely affect” determination.  Similarly, the current determination of effects for 
all ESA-listed fish is “may affect, likely to adversely affect,” and the potential increase in impacts 
resulting from inclusion of the Blue Ridge Variation on these species (related to the increase in 
proposed stream crossings and extent of riparian impacts) would not result in a change to this 
current determination for all listed fish species. 

Survey and Manage Species Variation 

The 0.1-mile-long Survey and Manage Species Variation is located between MPs 111.5 and 111.6 
of the currently proposed Project (see figure R-2).  Under this variation, the construction right-of-
way between MPs 111.5 and 111.6 would be shifted at least 25 feet to the northeast, and the 
uncleared storage areas (UCSAs) on the southwest side of the construction right-of-way would be 
eliminated in order to provide a no-disturbance buffer for Sarcodon fuscoindicus (i.e., a Survey 
and Manage fungi species).  This buffer is necessary to protect this species and to comply with the 
2001 Survey and Manage Record of Decision to maintain the persistence of the affected species 
within the range of the NSO.   

This variation is not expected to have any appreciable or differential effects on ESA-listed species 
compared to the currently proposed action. 

East Fork Cow Creek Variation 

The 0.4-mile-long East Fork Cow Creek Variation is located between MPs 109.7 and 109.8 of the 
currently proposed Project (see figure R-3).  This variation consists of a modified crossing of the 
East Fork Cow Creek (EFCC) to avoid the parallel pipeline alignment between the upper reaches of 
the perennial streams in this area.  Under this variation, the pipeline from MP 109.6 would proceed 
southeasterly, crossing a reach of the EFCC, and then continue east, crossing an upper reach of the 
EFCC.  The variation then follows a gentle ridgeline to the south rejoining the proposed route at MP 
109.9.  This variation would negate the need for amendment UNF-2 on the Umpqua National Forest.   
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The primary advantage of the variation is that it would reduce the amount of pipeline (about 535 
feet) that would parallel tributaries to EFCC.  In this area between the tributaries, the proposed 
route alignment also traverses a narrow ridgeline that supports old-growth forest/high NRF habitat 
within Riparian Reserves.  Avoidance of this area would reduce the potential for long-term 
restoration and monitoring of hydrologic features affected during construction.  The route variation 
incorporates crossings that are perpendicular to the hydrologic features, reducing the risk of site 
destabilization and increasing the likelihood of successful stream channel restoration (thereby 
reducing impacts to ESA-listed fish species).  The EFCC Variation is the same length as the 
proposed route and would result in less disturbance (0.12 acre) than the proposed route because of 
neck-downs along the construction right-of-way at the crossings of EFCC.  The EFCC Variation 
would also affect slightly less old growth and NSO-suitable habitat than the proposed route.   

Although this variation would have slightly reduced impacts to habitats that are used by ESA-
listed species, the reduction in impacts would not be significant enough for the current 
determination of “may affect, likely to adversely affect” for ESA-listed fish and the NSO to be 
reduced to a “not likely to adversely affect” determination.  Therefore, this variation would not 
significantly alter the analysis presented in the BA if it were to be included in the proposed action. 

Pacific Crest Trail Variation 

The 1.8-mile-long Pacific Crest Trail Variation is located between MPs 166.4 and 168.1 of the 
currently proposed Project (see figure R-4).  This variation uses an alternative crossing location of 
the Pacific Crest Trail (PCT) compared to the proposed action.  The variation would co-locate the 
pipeline with an existing Forest Service Road (3720-700) north of MP 167.8, and would minimize 
potential impacts on trail users by realigning the pipeline to an area of the trail that is adjacent to 
existing disturbance/intrusion from Forest Service Road 3720-700. 

The variation would avoid crossing the PCT in an old-growth forest stand and a corresponding 
recreation corridor that lies between Peterson Snow Park and the Brown Mountain Shelter, thereby 
reducing visual impact from pipeline clearing on trail users.  This would also alleviate the need for 
a multiple-year revegetating/screening plan at the proposed crossing location, which was expected 
to require ongoing monitoring to ensure new vegetation is successfully established post 
construction.  The PCT Variation would also cross approximately 0.5 mile less of NSO nest patch 
and core areas, and would impact less old-growth habitat (175+ years old) than the proposed route.   

Although this variation would have slightly fewer impacts to habitats that are used by ESA-listed 
species, the reduction in impacts would not be significant enough for the current determination of 
“may affect, likely to adversely affect” for the NSO to be reduced to a “not likely to adversely 
affect” determination.  Therefore, this variation would not significantly alter the analysis presented 
in the BA if it were to be included in the proposed action. 
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TABLE R-1 
 

Comparison of Potential Effects on Federally-Listed Species Between Four Pipeline Route Variations 
and the Corresponding Segments of Proposed Route 

Environmental or Habitat Factor a/ 

Pipeline Variation 
Blue 

Ridge 
Variation 

Corresponding 
Proposed Route 

(MPs 11.2R–25.2BR) 

East Fork 
Cow Creek 
Variation 

Corresponding 
Proposed Route 

(MPs 109.7–109.8) 

Survey and 
Manage Spec. 

Variation 

Corresponding 
Proposed Route 

(MPs 111.5–111.6) 

Pacific 
Crest Trail 
Variation 

Corresponding 
Proposed Route 

(MPs 166.4-168.1) 
GENERAL         

Pipeline length (miles) 15.2 14.0 0.4 0.4 0.1 0.1 1.8 1.7 

Pipeline length parallel or adjacent to 
existing rights-of-way (miles) 7.1 8.3 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 1.4 0.2 

Construction area, including TEWAS 
(acres) 232.5 198.4 5.6 5.7 1.8 1.8 22.0 20.0 

Uncleared Storage Areas (acres) 1.5 45.4 1.3 0.0 0.9 1.1 10.7 8.5 

Permanent easement (acres) 92.1 85.0 2.6 2.6 0.9 0.9 10.7 10.0 

Perennial waterbodies crossed 
(number) 30 3 2 2 0 0 1 0 

Intermittent waterbodies crossed 
(number) 29 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Anadromous fish-bearing streams 
crossed – known (number) 9 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Anadromous fish-bearing streams 
crossed – assumed (number) 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

SPECIES-SPECIFIC         

Pipeline length within Gray Wolf 
Analysis Area (OR-7’s previous 
AKWA) (miles) 

NA NA NA NA NA NA 1.8 1.7 

Forest clearing within fisher Analysis 
Area (acres) 169.4 159.4 5.4 5.2 1.8 1.8 17.8 19.7 

LSOG forest clearing within fisher 
Analysis Area (acres) 8.8 40.5 2.7 2.7 0.0 0.0 3.5 2.8 

Pipeline length within MAMU terrestrial 
nesting analysis area (miles) 15.2 14.0 NA NA NA NA NA NA 

MAMU known occupied stands 
crossed (number) b/ 0 3 NA NA NA NA NA NA 

MAMU presumed occupied stands 
crossed (number) b/ 4 18 NA NA NA NA NA NA 
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TABLE R-1 
 

Comparison of Potential Effects on Federally-Listed Species Between Four Pipeline Route Variations 
and the Corresponding Segments of Proposed Route 

Environmental or Habitat Factor a/ 

Pipeline Variation 
Blue 

Ridge 
Variation 

Corresponding 
Proposed Route 

(MPs 11.2R–25.2BR) 

East Fork 
Cow Creek 
Variation 

Corresponding 
Proposed Route 

(MPs 109.7–109.8) 

Survey and 
Manage Spec. 

Variation 

Corresponding 
Proposed Route 

(MPs 111.5–111.6) 

Pacific 
Crest Trail 
Variation 

Corresponding 
Proposed Route 

(MPs 166.4-168.1) 
MAMU suitable habitat removed 
(acres) 3.0 32.2 NA NA NA NA NA NA 

NSO suitable habitat (high NRF and 
NRF) affected (acres) 8.8 23.8 2.7 2.7 1.8 c/ 1.8 c/ 4.9 2.8 

NSO nest patches and core areas 
affected (acres) d/ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

NSO critical habitat affected (acres) 0.0 0.0 5.6 5.7 1.8 c/ 1.8 c/ 22.0 20.0 

Waterbodies crossed within green 
sturgeon Riverine Analysis Area 
(number)  

2 1 NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Green sturgeon critical habitat 
waterbodies crossed 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Waterbodies crossed within coho 
salmon SONCC ESU Riverine 
Analysis Area (number) 

NA NA NA NA 0 0 0 0 

Construction area within coho salmon 
SONCC ESU Riverine Analysis Area 
(acres) 

NA NA NA NA 1.8 1.8 22.0 20.0 

Perennial and intermittent waterbodies 
crossed within coho salmon Oregon 
Coast ESU Riverine Analysis Area 
(number) 

59 8 2 2 NA NA NA NA 

Coho salmon Oregon Coast ESU 
critical habitat waterbodies crossed 
(number) 

7 4 0 0 NA NA NA NA 

Construction area within coho salmon 
Oregon Coast ESU Riverine Analysis 
Area (acres) 

232.5 198.4 5.6 5.7 NA NA NA NA 

   
NA = Not Applicable because the variation and corresponding segment of proposed route are outside of the species Analysis Area. 

a/ Includes factors evaluated for listed species for which the species Analysis Area in this BA overlaps the four variations considered, or generally for species that could occur between MP 11 and 
MP 168 of the Pacific Connector Pipeline.  Does not include factors for species that would occur in marine or estuarine waters (whales, short-tailed albatross, sea turtles, and Pacific eulachon, 
as well as the marine and/or estuarine analysis areas for MAMU, green sturgeon, and coho salmon (SONCC and Oregon Coast ESUs)), species that would only be affected by the LNG 
terminal facilities (Pacific marten and western snowy plover), and species with Analysis Areas in specific locations that do not overlap the variations (Oregon spotted frog, vernal pool fairy 
shrimp, Lost River sucker, shortnose sucker, and the six plants included in this BA). 

b/ Known occupied stands are confirmed occupied based on surveys completed following species-specific protocol (Mack et al. 2003). Presumed occupied stands have not been surveyed. 
c/ Estimated from figure 3.3.4-1 of this BA. 
d/ See table 3.3.4.1-15 of this BA.  For the Pacific Crest Trail Variation this is updated data from that presented in the EIS. 
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