Oregon

Jubn A. Kitzhaber, M.D. Governor

Department of Fish and Wildlife
Charleston District Office

63538 Boat Basin Drive

Box 5430

PO
Charleston, OR 97420

January 29, 2002

(541) 888-5515

FAX (541) 888-6860

Bob Gunther, Project Coordinator

Coos County Natural Gas Pipeline DEIS
Bureau of Land Management

1300 Airport Lanc

North Bend, OR 97459

Dear Mr. Gunther:

lhwﬁnwnvletedarwiNofd:OoosCountmeanasP'peﬁneDHS and offer the
following comments:

1. The Oregon Dept. Fish & Wildlife supports the selection of the Proposed Alternative
(CBW Road), as opposed to the Highway 42 Altemative Route. The Proposed
Alternative minimi imp.ctsto&hnﬂwﬂdlifemmmbyndwinglhemmberof

stream crossings, wetland crossings, and pipeline construction within floodplain.

[

Pngslo-llzltisdiﬂicuhnthis!hmwwmmoninwsﬁomconmmionofd:e
anticipated Lateral Routes and the Coos Bay-North Spit crossing, since these projects are
not evaluated in the DEIS. Perennial and intermittent stream crossings of the Lateral
Rouawﬂlmmﬁesnmhdiﬁgemeinphmﬂngnﬂd&gmnswexpmdedfmﬂ:
current DEIS.

(™

. Page 13: Paving of the gravel sections east of Sitkum and porth of Fairview has the
potential to improve water quality and thus fish/wildlife habitat in the North and East Fork
Coquille subbasins. In doing so, however, consideration must be made for drainage
ditches, culverts, alteration of runoff patter, and increased difficulty of future culvert

T would your ination with Coos County Highway Dept.
and with the Coos and Coquille watershed associations to identify and possibly correct
deficient culverts and drainage problems prior to paving.

4. Table 5, Page 25: Oregon Coast cutthroat trout are widespread in the Coquille Basin.
ﬂgyhﬁwﬁ:pmmhlmh:mmnemdmnwiymryﬁsbbwingmnmbe
crossed by the pipeline corridor. Otherwise, I believe you have fairly captured the major
streams of concern for coho, steelhead, and chinook.

[

. Pageﬂ:hnemmdsomhnpomsomwofbodﬁmﬁshmphiﬁans,mdn-mmls.

o

Page 30—Affected Environment—Recreation: just a heads-up that anglers and other
fish/wildlife-oriented recreationists use the proposed route. A salmon fishery occurs in
Ishmquughhﬁ:ﬁH(luviﬁtinSepwnbermecloba),udwmnion
scheduling should avoid the slough crossing at this time of year.
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS for the Natural Gas Pipeline Project.
Please note that I did not reviewrthe portions of the DEIS pertaining to the Umpqua Basin.
This area is within the administrative jurisdictions of Dave Loomis (District Fish Biologist)
and Terry Farrell (Wildiife Biologist) out of Roseburg. You may receive additional comments
from these ODFW biologists.

Sincerely,

Mike Gray

District Fish Biologist

Umpqua Watershed District, Charleston Field Office

cc: Steve Denney, ODFW SW Region/Roseburg
Dave McAllister, ODFW Habitat Division’HQ
Dave Loomis, ODFW SW Region/Roseburg
Terry Farrell, ODFW SW Region/Roseburg
John Toman, ODFW Charleston

GAS PIPELINE DEIS COMMENTS—Page 2—January 29, 2002

7. Page 38— concur with the “Proposed Action Effects Summation™. On a larger scale (5*
HUC) impacts will be minimal. Site-specific (7% HUC and higher) impacts o fish and
wildlife will occur, but should be relatively short-term and minor. At a few specific sites,
d:puﬁhudtpmmhllowxbng-mninyummhhabﬁmthyuﬂm
(fish passage).

8. Appendix A-7: the geotechnical report indicates some potential for mass soil movement
during the life of the project. This risk may actually be increased by construction of the
pipeline via disturbance of presently stabilized soils. A commitment to petiodic inspection
orwﬂmmnmmmmwummmw‘hm
process.

9. Appendi‘x H-2 and H-3: The second BMP “bullet” is good. The trapped sediments should
be collected, disposed of in an upland site, and seeded or otherwisc stabilized

10.AppqﬂixH4:D|mm“BagmiFlnme”hmHmimaomnnﬂ!mndmm
fish become trapped in de-watered sections of the steam. Upon installation of the
upmmmsuﬂhagdnmpusmmlnmkspectpooledwuubehwt}:dnnﬁrmpped
fish. Suehﬁshslwuﬂhecapﬂneduﬂrelusedhd‘:w&iﬂ‘dseﬁbnbebwd\emmn
outfall.

11. Appendix H-6: good point on wet/green cement, and asphalt. Keep in mind that for “Bag
and Flume” sites, the area will not be de-watered for 21 days, s0 use of cement is not
feasible. Heavy equipment leak inspections should be frequent. Storage and transfer of
fuels should be situated well away from a waterway or ditch, and spill containment
devices should be immediately on “ready™ when fuel or lubricants are present.

12. Appendix J-2: Inwater blasting permits are required by ODFW. The rules for issuance of
mwawbhnmpmnmmhdeapabdofpublicmﬁﬁmbn.nnppﬁmbnmbe
‘made well in advance.

13. Appendix J-5 (Pipeline bedding): where backfill will be imported road base, and excess
native soil will be hauled, the County should have this upland disposal sie arranged in
advume,mdmhdisposdsoﬂsslmuﬂbemdedﬁnnbﬂimbnunﬂmdcdhoda
road operations.

14. Appendix J-11 (Pipeline patrols): such patrols should be made more frequently then
annual in the first two years, since soils will be disturbed in the pipeline construction. At
Jeast one of the patrols should be done after winter-spring heavy runoff (ie. mid- o late
May) to check for soil erosion and earth movement.

15. Appendix K1-VI1: White-tailed deer?
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Leave comments at the registration table or mail them to: Bureau of Land Management; Coos Bay District
Office, 1300 Airport Lane, North Bend, Oregon 97459, Attn. Project Manager; Bob Gunther.
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Open House Meeting for the Coos County Natural Gas Pipeline February 19, 2002

WiLl. & CONNIE BUNNELL
95811 COOS SUMNER LN.
COOS BAY, OR 97420
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PipeLine Questions

1 Comparable Installations

e What other rural roads in Oregon have pipelines
installed in like manner to this proposal?

e When were these installations made?
2 Residential Involvement

e How many residences are located within 30 to 50 feet
of the propqud route?

e How many residences are located within 51 to 100
feet of the proposed route?

e How many residences are located within 101 to 200
feet of the proposed route?

e How many residences are located withim 201 to 500
feet of the proposed route?

e In case of a major leak, how far away must non-
emergency personnel remain?

e What is the estimated damage perimeter in case of a
major pipeline gas leak and fire?

3 Notification to Property Owners

e Has every property owner along this new route been
notified that you are planning to lay this pipeline
through or adjacent to his property?

4 Residential Insurance

e What effect will installation of the pipeline have
on residential insurance rates?

U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management
Coos Bay District Office
Oregon

Leave comments at the registration table or mail them to: Bureau of Land Management; Coos Bay 1
Office, 1300 Airport Lane, North Bend, Oregon 97459, Attn. Project ‘Manager; Bob Gunther.

Please Read Carefully
Comments, including names and street addresses of respondents will be available for public review at the Coos Bay Di~t
dlltilr’“nu re!,ullr| ‘business hours (7:45 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.) Monday through Friday, except holidays. Individual respondent:.
conf ity. wish to wi your name or address fro iew or fi is

Act, you must siate this prominently at the beginning of your comm Soch roquests will be honored to the exten sl ;
A missions from organizations or businesses, and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or oftital -
organizations or busincsses, will be made availabi for public inspection i thei entirety

Would you like to be included on the project mailing list? Yes X No __

Comments: 5}:,:,?7)’45‘//1/%7 /Mé (/Z/Ms)
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5 Cost Considerations

e How is this project to be funded?

e What is the cost differential between the original
route and the proposed route?

e If there is to be money saved by adopting this
proposed route, how much money is involved?

e What are you going to do with this money?

What happened to the plan to sell to the public $20
million worth of bonds on this project?

6 Pipeline Ownership and Liability

e Who is to own the pipeline?

e Who is to be liable in case of damage attributable
to pipeline installation?

e Who is to be liable in case of damage attributable
to pipeline operation?

Who is to be liable in case of damage attributable
to pipeline maintenance?

7 Installation Information

e Where in the Coos Bay Wagon Road right-of-way will
the line be located? .

e How deep will the line be buried?

e What thermal expansion (feet/mile, for example) is
anticipated?

e What expansion due to operating pressure (feet/mile,
for example) will the pipeline undergo?

G-1-4
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What provisions are to be made to control or
compensate forces caused by expansion and
contraction?

How is the pipeline to be shaped to conform to the
road, cold bent, cut/welded, flexed?

What effect does on and ion have on
these shapes and comstruction methods?

How will movement or drift of the line due to
expansion and contraction be controlled?

8 Installation Impacts on Road and Residential Access

Will the road be resurfaced after the pipeline is
laid?

How extensive will the road resurfacing be?

How much of existing gravel surface will be paved as
part of this project?

Will any part of the existing CBWR be improved prior
to pipeline installation?

Will the road be widened at any place?

Will the road be straightened (vertical, horizontal)
at any place?

Are road resurfacing costs to be charged to the
pipeline project or the county?

Who will do the work (county, contractor)?

lation Schedule and A a :

When is the project start date, and end date?

What is the installation schedule, per segment of
Coos Bay Wagon Road (CBWR)?

027/19/02 Pipeline Questions 5/12

11 Pipeline Capacity

How many standard cubic feet of gas are contained in
the line between safety valves?

In case of a major leak, how long will it take to
bleed the gas constrained between safety valves to
atmospheric pressure?

12 Landslides and Erosion

What procedures are to be followed in case of
landslides?

What provision is made for road erosion?
Will a pipeline representative or overseer be

present when road repairs due to landslides or
erosion are being performed?

13 Weather

e How will the pipeline be protected from lightening

strikes? Lightening can strike the ground,
traveling great distances along buried conductors.

14 Geological Questions

e What geologic faults are crossed by this proposed

route?
What is the fault movement history?

Which of these faults is in the vicinity of existing
residences or improvements along the CBWR?

15 Earthquakes

e What is the probable movement of faults near the

pipeline in case of earthquake?

02/19/02 Pipeline Questions 4/12

e What is the schedule for residential access blockage
during installation?

e What is the schedule for access restrictions to
businesses, farms, and logging operations, during
installation?

What is the schedule for route blockage along CBWR
during installation?

e What provision will be made for school bus access
along CBWR during installation?

What provision will be made for emergency services
(fire, ambulance, law enforcement) to all areas
along CBWR during installation?

e What provision will be made for Sumner Rural Fire

Department to draft fire protection water from their
designated areas on Wilson Creek?

10 Safety Valves/Vents

e Where are cutoff safety valves located?
e How are cutoff safety valves operated?

e From what locations are cutoff safety valves
operated?

Where is power to operate safety valves obtained?

Are backups for this safety valve power to be
provided?

e How are signals to safety valves to be conveyed or
routed?

e wWhat procedures are to be followed upon loss of
safety valve signal capability?

e Are safety vents to be provided?

e Where are the safety vents to be located?

02/19/02 Pipeline Questions 6/12

e How will the pipe line be protected in the vicinity
of these faults?

e What provisions are to be built in to protect homes
and other property in the vicinity of ‘fault lines in
case of earthquake?

16 Emergency and Fire Safety

e How will pipeline operations respond to emergencies
along the pipeline, such as wild land fires, MVA,
storm damage and others?

e Where are pipeline emergency crews located? Are
they on duty 24/72

e How will fire fighter crews be trained how to deal
with emergencies in proximity to this line?

e Who will be responsible for fire ground Incident
Command?

e Who is responsible for controlling fires related to
the pipeline?

e What is the role to be played by Rural Fire
Protection District in fires potentially involving
the pipeline?

17 Motor Vehicle Accidents

e What procedures are to be followed by pipeline
project operations when there are vehicle accidents
on this road?

e What procedures are to be followed if a log truck in
a MVA or other vehicle in an accident catches fire?

e wWhat procedures are to be followed by local
emergency services personnel in these cases?
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02/19/02 Pipeline Questions 7/12 02/19/02 Pipeline Questions 8/12

18 Road Traffic 21 Pipeline Operation

e What studies have been made of the impact of

e What is th rating pressure of the line?
constant traffic of heavy log trucks (80,000 1lbs. . ope 9P
GVW) and equipment transporters (105,000 lbs. GVW) Does the 1li! " oise as the gas flows through
traveling over a hilly, winding, gravel road with a * “?5 ® ne; enit 8B 9 9
high-pressure gas pipeline buried in that road?

Where are the operations crews located?
19 Road Maintenance

How will pipeline crews know there is a problem on
the line?

What procedures are to be followed when road

maintenance is required? e What procedures do they follow when problems are
detected?

e How are road crews to be trained to work on this

road? e What procedures do they follow when problems are
reported?
e What procedures are to be followed when road
improvements are desired? Especially if dangerous e Are they on duty 24/72
curves, humps/dips, or blind intersections are to be
improved?
22 Gas Leaks

e Will future road maintenance costs be charged to the
pipeline or the county?

How are gas leaks detected?
* How is financial responsibility to be decided? e wWhat procedures are followed if a leak is detected?

20 Property Protection Does the leaking gas ever travel underground?

Can leaking gas appear in an adjacent residence or
building?

How' are adjacent property owners to have their
property protected in case of evacuation, due to
landslides, fires, accidents, earthquakes?

Does this gas have an odor?
e Will shelter be provided in case of evacuation?

What procedures are followed if there is a leak in

the vicinity of a residence?
e How will farm animals be cared for in case the

owners are evacuated?

What procedures are followed if the house is

unoccupied at the time?
e Who is to be financially liable for losses incurred

due to evacuations?

23 Inspection and Testing

e How is the pipe to be inspected?

02/19/02  Pipeline Questions 9/12 02/19/02 Pipeline Questions 10/12

: l;:.;!ten do inspection crews have to visit the e What are the criteria for deciding if this project
is a "taking"?
* How long do they stay? e Is this proposed route on CBWR a "taking"?
* What procedures do they follow? e How will you compute change in property values along
?
How often will line pressure testing be done? this routes

® How will you adjacent 1 for loss
© What other tests are performed? in property values brought on by this line?

® When are tests performed?

26 Signatures
® How will you inspect for corrosion?
We, the urf igned q! to the above
24 Pipe Line Maintenance
questions.
e How often will pipeline maintenance be required? Name /\ Address Tel

e What procedures will be used?

e Where are maintenance crews located? Are they on
duty 24/72

e How is the pipe coated or covered to protect it?

* How long will this protection last?

e How will the protective coating be inaincud?

e How will the protection be repaired or replaced?

e How will corrosion be guarded against?

25 Legal Questions

e What statements in the road easement give the county - 2 y
the right to place a HPGL in the road? . .

e My deed to the property states that I own all the
property over which the road passes. There is no
mention in the deed whatsoever of a county road
easement.
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Kate Kenyon e
52075 Big Creek Rd -
Myrtle Point OR 97458

Bob Gunther, Project Coordinator

1300 Airport Lane

North Bend OR 97459

February 21, 2002

Dear Mr. Gunther,

After reading the draft EIS, I had a few questions that I would like to have addressed.

Where will the money come from to pay the increase in insurance premiums for the Coos
Cdlnty liability insurance?

Whnwefelhecosvsoﬂhesmdisfofuchr(:u\e,mdwlmwspuidlodoﬂwseﬂudis?
How much did the County pay BLM for the EIS?

The City of Portland requires that each home have an automatic safety shut-off valve

installed. Why? Will the gas provider (NWN) be required to provide automatic safety
shm-oﬁv:lvstodwmidemswhoselmmeswillhnvcwceswmmnlgas'l ‘Why or
?

‘why not
Q%u m@/ g o —

02/19/02 Pipeline Questions 12/12

Name Address TeL

d‘,,mu,

& ., CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF

= ? 2 COOS, LOWER UMPQUA AND SIUSLAW INDIANS
o 2 TRIBAL GOVERNMENT OFFICES o

nIRT TR

1245 Fulion Ave. « Coos Bay, OR 97420 ... .. . c
Telephone: (541)8889577 « 1-888.280-0726 « Fax: (541)8B8.2858 - N9

LY
%, :
“Onay ™

February 20, 2002

Bob Gunther, Project Coordinator
Coos Bay District BLM Project Coord
1300 Airport Lane

North Bend, OR 97459

Dear Mr. Gunther:

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the Coos County Natural Gas Pipeline.

The information put forward indicates that a low impact to cultural resources is likely
because the proposed route largely follows existing road right-of-way. Because this is an
area of shared resources with the Coquille’s we would ask for joint monitoring when
carth moving activities are occurring in those fragile areas.
Sincerely,

.
Cynthia Hovind
Cultural/Historical Coordinator
Ce:  Isaiah Ursprung, Natural Resources

Don Ivy, Director, Cultural Resources
Coquille Nation
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JOE T. BRISCOE e
POST OFFICE BOX 1163 S
BANDON, OREGON 97411
TELEPHONE 541.347.7232
[E-mail jbriscoe(@coosnet.com

February 22, 2002

Mr. Bob Gunther, Project Coordinator
Bureau of Land Management

Coos Bay District Office

1300 Airport Lane

North Bend, Oregon 97459

Re: Natural Gas Pipeline Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Gunther:

After reviewing the issue regarding the routing and the various impacts of the proposed mh
the natural gas pipeline from approximately Drain, Oregon to Coos Bay, Oregon and other points,
1am completely in favor of the project and its proposed route.

Yours very truly,

g_{L. MR

Joe T. Briscoe

7. The DEIS does not adequately explain whether the route considered,
follows, or avoids roads that will later need to be closed to conform to

BLM road i or road density limitations imposed by
resource concerns such as salmon conservation.

8. The DEIS should disclose how many intermittent or other streams will
be directionally drilled vs. trenched.

9. Page A-16 concludes that the risks of pipeline failure due to mass
soil movement are small, but the geotech report admits that it is only a
conceptual report and the report simply guesses without any analytical
basis the probable sizes of slides.

10. The geotech report also admits that they lacked information to
analyze the risk that landslides induced by upslope clearcutting or
other forest management that might cause a pipeline failure. This is
unacceptable NEPA analysis.

11. The aquatic analysis is based on only one (watershed) scale of
analysis when the Northwest Forest Plan requires that all scales be
considered. See the 9th Circuit opinion in PCFFA v. NMFS.

12. The DEIS fails to disclose if Port Orford Cedar root disease might
be spread to new areas not currently infected.

13. The EIS must address the indirect effects of the proposed action,
including stimulation of other economic activity that is clearly
contemplated by this proposal. These other economic activities can have
negative impacts on land use, water resources, wildlife, quality of

life, etc. The DEIS does not disclose the effects of future developments
such as the laterals, future industrial development of the North Spit,

etc.

14. Please explain the risks of having a natural gas pipeline in the
vicinity of a powerline right-of-way. Does this proposed route have
clearance from the holders of the electricity rights of way?

15. Will this pipeline be inst If there is a gas leak could it cause a
large fire in the spotted owl critical habitat unit? The DEIS fails to
disclose this very significant risk.

16. A thorough ic analysis of alf ive fuels and alf
energy processes must also be included.

17. A1 Forest Plan i incl

wildlife survey

° U Main Office Western Field Office  Eastern Field Office  Southern Field
o~ 5825 N. Greeley PO. Box 11648 16 NW Kansas Ave. 943 Lakeshore Driv
[T / EC  Fontand, or 97217 Eugene, OR 97440 8end, OR 97701 Kiamath Falls, OR ¢
A 2 45032836343 (V): 541.344.0675 (v): 541.382.2616 (v): 541.885.4886
[~ (9: 503.283.0756 (9: 541.343.0996 (9: 541.385.3370 (9: 541.885.4887
(=] fo®onrc.org dh@onrc.org ti@onrc.org wwe@onrc.org
e
February 25, 2002
=
Sue Richardson, District Manager -
Coos Bay District Bureau of Land Management o T
1300 Airport Rd N P
North Bend OR 97459 ! ~

Subject: ONRC comments on the natural gas pipeline
Dear BLM:

Please accept the following comments from Oregon Natural Resources
Council Fund (ONRC) concerning the Coos County Natural Gas Pipeline
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, dated December 2001.

1. The no action alternative (described on page vi) involves building 63
miles of pipeline at a cost of $36.3 million. This is not “no action.”

2. The DEIS is unclear whether the purpose of the natural gas is for
residential use or industrial use. Will there be local distribution
networks constructed? What are the impacts? If you build it, will dirty
heavy industry come to the North Spit? What are the impacts.

3. The DEIS discussion of scoping is inadequate. How was public input
considered during scoping? How were the issues arrived at? Why was mass
soil risks and fire risks to the CHU not considered important enough to

be discussed at length? All the scoping input seems to be summed up and
dismissed in an appendix and the DEIS itself is just a product of the
“experts” who we are just supposed to trust.

4. The 188 stream crossings are a concern for sediment production and
delivery. You simply can’t get a 12 inch pipe under a stream (or buried
in fill over a stream) without some serious earth moving.

5. The DEIS contains only a very generalized description of mass soil
movement risks. (page A-7).

6. Many of the streams crossings are in the road fill above the stream
in very steep terrain that is susceptible to debris torrents. Road fill

can simply be wiped out and with it the high pressure gas pipeline. The
DEIS does not disclose the consequences of this.

Oregon Natural Council « of Oregon's.

W

100% recycled post-consumer waste * Chlorine free process

and resource protection requirements should be followed.

18. The BLM/County failed to seek out or allow public input during the
scoping process.

Sincerely, .
/
0‘17 )
Doug Heiken
Acting Conservation Director
ONRC Fund

wildlife & Water
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RON SADLER SRR T PO Box 411

North Bend, Oregon 97459
oo Phone: 759-4790

Ronsad@worldnet att net

Bob Gunther, Project Coordinator

Bureau of Land Management

1300 Ai Lane

North Bend, OR 97459

March 1, 2002

SUBJECT: Comments on Draft ES ~Coos County Natural Gas Pipeline

luummny.lMmmss.;murmmmnmmmmmmmuamA

and guideline: even though NEPA clearly requires a discussion of
lbendlvﬂeﬁeﬂloflplmduﬂthrnyuﬁnm(m)ml& (CEQ 1508.8b), the Draft as written
dismisses the concept of indirect environmental effects in a few short sentences, and makes no attempt at
analysis whatsoever. In a similar manner, no attempt is made to address cumulative environmental i
(caolsocmum.ybemdm proposed action. Because of these omissions, the document
fails 10 provide evidence that the necessary environmental analyses have been made (CEQ 1500.2b) and
calls to question whether subsequent decisions will be based on a full understanding of the environmental
consequences (CEQ 1500.1c).

luwwmmemmdmmmamMymwmmumvnm
of the NEPA process. The BLM had the ity to identify the types of ired (CEQ
l”lul)uwdluﬂclevelafduulmnmdmmmthnmmeﬂ' mdv:hmewldbe
properly compared to ions (CEQ 1501.2b).

Additionally, the tone of the document as written is one of justification of a pre-conceived action rather
than objective analysis in direct violation of CEQ 1502.2g.

My specific comments on the Draft ES are as follows:

INTRODUCTION

1. BLM cover letter, up-g 3dpana.: “menmnswbemwoﬁlllhqlhwldmumwﬁc
concem or ‘within the legal of the strange satemen,
mvenlheﬁaﬂmCEQ“ ires that an ES analyze i *M-I.I!e i
capability of an agency if it is reasonable to do so. lnfm the instant ES does exactly that. 'n\n
statement could greatly limit the scope and depth of public comments, and should be removed.

2. Coos County cover letter, 1* page, 1* para.; The statement that the ES has “minimized impacts to
people and habitat”™ and has reduced the estimated cost of the pipeline is wrong and completely out of
place within the context of a draft ES. It puts in question the true level of understanding that the Board
of Commissioners has of the entire ES process, and lends credence to the idea that this document is

development as an indirect effect of the pipeline did not deter the assigning of economic benefits. A
valid ES analysis demands that the potential environmental impacts associated with the assumed
economic benefits be portrayed. The very heart of the NEPA process requires that environmental
effects be handled with an adequate level of detail 5o that they can be compared to economic and
technical considerations (CEQ 1501.2b).

It appears that the nature of future industrial developments that may be triggered by the pipeline are
not as “unknown” as the draft ES would have us believe. The ES itself states that “natural gas may
‘make it possible, or at minimum more practical, to build a metal fabricating plant or ammonia fertilizer
factory in Coos County” (Page 71, 6* para.). Further, the website maintained by Coos

displaying questions and u!mmﬂrdlxg!heplpdlm lists a gypsum manufacturer, two steel mills, a
secondary wood products plant, and a glass manufacturer as examples of industries who might have
located here is natural gas was available (www.c0.c005.0r.us/gasqé&a htm).

Nofmldﬂemfymglh “potential locations™ nfﬁnunmdnnnddevdwbupmbhm The
Port of Coos Bay maintains an inventory of industrial sites in Coos County, and it shows that virtually
all available industrial lands are adjacent to or closely associated with the Coos Bay estuary.

Thus, there can be no excuse for not portraying the environmental impacts of future industrial
development with the same degree of precision as the economic impacts.

‘This section of the ES should be rewritten to embrace a balanced analysis of both the environmental
and economic impacts of future industrial development as an indirect effect of pipeline construction.

ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

9. Page 14, “No Action Altenative™ This contains the confusing discussion of the County’s fallback
position if the BLM easement is not granted. See discussion under Comment #5 and #6 above.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

10, Page 17, “General Setting of the Proposed Action™: This should be rewritten 1o include a
description of the

area where most of the indirect and cumulative impacts of the pipeline will take
place — namely, the Coos Bay Estuary.

. Page 18, “Air Quality”: The statement “no data is available regarding the current levels of norious
gases..." is simply not true. It reflects the pervasive blunwoudmth document against utemfymg
and analyzing indirect and cumulative effects. At a minimum, this section should be
include the most current data from EPA’s Toxics Release Inventory, uwellnthemumofm:nld
from the Beaver Hill municipal waste incinerator.

5

Page 20, “Water Qudlly n is mmmdlru that a duqusm of water qnnllly 2s a function of the
existing, Coos Bay estary. This should
be rewritten to mclndg data fmm EPA’s Toxics Relene lnvmury as well as summarizing existing
reports regarding water quality in the Coos Bay estuary.

13. Page 28, “Public Health™: How is it possible to discuss public health, as a function of the present
situation, and not mention the fact that Coos County has the highest cancer rate among all mid-sized to
large Oregon Counties? (Oregon State Cancer Registry, 1996-1999)

14. Page 29, “Coos County General Economic Data™: The statement “timber production diminished
significantly following the impacts of several forestry-related environmental issues” perpetuates an
incorrect myth. In reality, several studies forecasted a downtum in timber production and timber
related portions of the economy before the spotted owl and other issues came into play. The reasons

primarily intended to justify and promote a decision already made rather than objectively analyze &
situation.

SUMMARY

3. Page v, “Need for Action”: As written, this paragraph completely misses the point. This section
should outline the current socio-economic conditions in the Coos Bay area that indicate a need for
enhanced economic and industrial development.

4. Pagev, Nrpouoflhehvpmdmm The natural gas pipeline is clearly a project designed to
industrial development in the Coos Bay area. Ofthis, there can be litle doubt.

‘publicity
umylybmuwedon'lh:v:nmn‘lp: We know that access to natural gas willbelp create
thousands of jobs. It will attract new businesses....” [Pipeline Committee, 1999). This section should
be rewritten to reflect this reality. merouofmepwpmuimm-mudlyumw“yml
perpetual or renewable right-of-way easement....

5. Page, “No Action”: This section is confusing in the extreme. The first paragraph correatly describes

the No Action scenario ~ the pipeline would not be built, present conditions remain status quo. The
paragraph suddenly jumps all the way 1o the decision process as it relates to the Proposed

Action. Tt states that if the Proposed Action is not selected for implementation, the county will go
ahead and build on a slightly different route that bypasses federal land. If this is true, why hasn't this
option been included as another alternative in the ES, asit should be? As written, this section comes
‘across as trying to send a signal to potential ES reviewers - “if you come down t0o hard on the
environmental impacts, we'll just go ahead and build around the federal lands”. That may be within
the County’s jurisdiction to do, but such nuances are inappropriate in a BLM document.

o

Page vi, Table S-2: the “No Action” column is wrong. It shows numbers for the County's “ the
federal land” option. It should be revised to reflect the correct No Action orientation, i.e., the pipeline
is not

PPURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

7. Page 3, “Purpose and Need”: Comments #3 and #4 above also apply here. This section also makes the
statement “The need of (sic) the proposed action is to meet expectations of the Coos County ballot
‘measure #6-63...). The circular logic here is difficult o grasp. Obviously, there was a set of socio-
economic conditions that prompted Coos County to propose building the pipeline as a means of
fostering economic development. Measure #6-63 was simply the means to fund the pipeline proposal.
‘What is needed here is a brief synopsis of the rationale for proposing the pipeline construction in the
first place. As written, this section is in direct violation of CEQ 1502.13.

8. Page 5, “New Industrial Gas Users™: This section correctly states that it is hoped “the availability of
natural gas will attract new manufacturing and commercial facilities to Coos County”. But then it goes
on to squelch any sort of meaningful analysis by stating “it is not possible to quantify the potential
environmental impacts of unknown future facilities and their potential locations™. This illustrates the
serious pro-development bias and unbalanced analytical methods that permeate the entire ES.

Itis disingemuous to dismiss any sort of portrayal of environmental impacts because of “unknown

Coo:Buynuwmldbemlm;ohhlwunyunmcmr:lplnlmmdmed”(md)
“However, within ten years employment could increase by over 2,900 in the region because of the
avnhbnlnyofmmnlw (Page 74, 1" para.). Obviously, the speculative nature of future industrial

were: harvesting on private lands far in excess of sustainable levels; the export of raw logs for
processing outside of the timber producing regions; and, ehnuumtedmob[ywlnchndwed
‘manpower needs per unit output. This should be rewritt

15. Page 30’ “Recreation”: This should be rewritten to include a description of the significant recreational
use currently being made of the Coos Bay estuary.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

16. Page 39" “Air Quality”: This section well illustrates the inadequacy of the Draft ES. We are told that
the only indirect effect of building the pipeline is that “beneficial and measurable reductions in sulfur
emissions may occur....”. Thus, we are being told that, even though industrial development great
enough 10 provide 2900 new jobs will occur, these new industries will apparently all be zero-emission
facilities and will have no impact whatsoever on existing air quality. Unless the laws of physics have
been repealed, this is simply not possible. This should be rewritten (o include a valid analysis, and the
‘section covering cumulative impacts should be developed.

B

Page 65, “Aquatic Ecosystem ~ Indirect and Cumulative Effects™: This section does not even mention
the existence of the Coos Bay estuary, yet that body of water is the one most directly effected by the
industrial development expected 1o be iriggered by the pipeline. This should be rewritten to include
discussion of the indirect and cumulative effects of new industrial development on the estuary.

Page 71, “Static and Dynamic Efficiency Effects: This tells the reader that a family home in Coos
County would save “$410 in annual utility bills by switching from electric to natural gas heat”. This
does not appear to include the cost of conversion which is significant in Coos County because most
homes are not equipped with ducted heating systems. 1 suggest a valid economic analysis of the true
cost of conversion be included.

s

Page 73, “Summary of Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Economic Effects”: No mention is made of the
significant role that transfer payments, specifically the income of retirees, play in the local economy.
The total economic impact of a single retiree household has been valued as equivalent 10 210 3.7
factory jobs. 1f industrial development cuts off the inflow of new retirees and/or results in an
outmigration of retirees, the impacts could be significant. This possibility should be identified and
discussed.

8
S

Page 74, “ Public Health and Safety”: This section should address, given the existing level of ir and
water poliution and the high cancer rate, the range of possibly detrimental effects that additional inputs
of pollutants from new industries attracted by the availability of natural gas may have.

. . . .

I believe that an adequate discussion of the indirect and cumulative effects, specifically relating to the
enabling and fostering of industrial development in the vicinity of the Coos Bay estuary by the pipeling,
would be one of the most important parts of a viable ES. The Draft ES treats them as non-existent or
insignificant. In reality, they meet several of the CEQ criteria for significance.

‘The Coos Bay estuarine ecosystem is a unique and important area. It has been compromised to some
degree by past actions, u\dremmmpuunrmncpouuumon-mmngbmsprsemly The effects
of adding significant new pollutants ar highly uncertain and involve the unique risk of pushing the
ecosystem to the threshold of llapse, thus meeting the at CEQ 1508.27b5.

Publishing an ES with the limited analysis depicted in the Draft may establish a precedent whereby future
federal actions (for example” the federal permits that will be required to extend the pipeline across the bay
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10 the North Spit) will also find it unnecessary to discuss indirect and cumulative effects. The existence of
this possibility meets the test of significance at CEQ 1508.27b6.

The pipeline has been described in the Draft ES s one of a number of actions that will be needed to

enhance the economy of the Coos Bay area. It can be inferred, given the lack of any attempt to depict o
analyze cumulative effects, the BLM considers them insignificant. However, CEQ 1508.27b7 states that
igni ists if it i ici significant impact on the environment

exists 2 i
and, further, that significance cannot be avoided by breaking down  projectinto small component parts.

T must point out that the i ilability of portions of data pertaining to the
Coos Bay ecosystem is not an excuse in cases such as this. The fact that data are i
ilable, in fact, trig i i that must be included in an ES (CEQ 1502.22).

éﬁé

P.0. Box 206
EIS Comsent p, 2,

The Draft EIS, rage 10, has the transmiession line extending
to the eége of Coos Ray. Early éiscussions placeé the Coos Bay
terminue as being :omewhat south of Coos Bay. As I recall,

the Millington area waes the most comzonly mentioned site.

Now, however, the pipeline will run though Cooe Bey for
severzl miles to & spot near thke CB/NB Water Board Office.
What enviornmental, geographic-~1 or regulatory factors
dictated such a change? What is the additional cost to the tax
payer?

As a result of shifting the terminus point, will any area be
excluded frox gas service? Specifically Bunker Hill
or the East Side areas?

speets Y,

541)-755-32€9

P.C. Box 206
lzkeside, OR 97449
2/2€/02

Eob Guntuer, Project Cooréinator RE: 2800 Draft EIS

BLY Cocs County Natural Gas
1300 Airport lane Pipeline

Borth Bend, OR 97459

Coxzents on Draft EIS:

Given the events of ©/11, what would be the impact on a EPA
tower(s) and lines in:: the event of a pipeline bresk with
subsequent explosion ané fire? In case of such a scenerio, I
believe tke following questione to be germsne:

&, If suck break occurree at 2 ar in section of ripeline
east of Fairview, how long woulg it take to detect the break
ané shut the gas off?

b. What woulé be the impact of an explosion of tkis nagnituce
on the etructursl integrity of the tower(s)?

c. What woule be the ex:. ected temperatures of the flames at
grouné level? At line level? How long would the towers withstand
these temeratures, How long would the overkead lines withstand
these temperaturee? Is it reasonable to assume thet the tower
and lines would eurvive the initisl explosion?

d, In the event of a tower collapse or transmission line feil-
ure, what woulé be the consequences to the electrical service
to tke South Coast?

€. Are trere any historical examples of 2 gae pipeline
explosion in-a highk voltage trensmission right-of-way? If eo,
what happened?

f. If there i: nc scientific evidence to preéict the imvact
of a disasterous break accorpanied by an explosion ané fire, r
wouldn't it be both reasonsble an¢ _rucent to carry out some ¢
tests before bulléing a pipeline in a high voltage trans-
Misgion rifit-of-way?

The Draft EIS in at least two places (page 11, and Appendix K 3)
refers to kaumging a gas line fror bridges. Wouldn't thie make

a line vulnerable to either deliberatiVe destructive acte or
thougktlese mandalism? Again, how long would one expect it toi
be turned off? What would be the effects of a gas-fed fire on
tke typical bridge in the area?

R

What will be the ciameter of the main transmission line? The
Draft EIS says 12 inch, the NW Natural Ges brief, filed with the
PUC, states 10 inch,

OREGON INTERNATIONAL

Port of Coos Bay

March 6, 2002

U.S. Bureau of Land Management — Coos Bay District

Environmental Impact Statement — Coos County Natural Gas Pipeline
Project Coordinator, Bob Gunther

1300 Airport Lane

North Bend, OR 97459

Statement For The Record In Support of the
Proposed Action Alternative — Coos Bay Wagon Road Route

The Board of Ci issi of the Oregon Port of Coos Bay supports the construction
of a natural gas pipeline from a locatior southwest of Roseburg, Oregon, to the Coos Bay/North Bend
area in Coos County, utilizing the  Proposed Action Alterative — Coos Bay Wagon Road Route.

In reviewing the material supplied in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), it is evident this
route will...
*  produce the least short-term impact on various ecosystems (habitat and wildlife) delineated
through the EIS,
*  prevent unnecessary disruption of traffic flow on a major state highway (Oregon 42),
*  minimize the total amount of public funds required for construction, and consequently the
future rate of pipeline-related property tax it for Coos County residents, and
«  allow for long-t ic benefit and ity for a di

region of Oregon.

We strongly urge adoption of the Proposed Action Alternative through approval of the Draft

i Impact by all ing federal and state agencies and all interested
entities representing the private sector. The availability of natural gas as an energy source for
industrial, commercial and residential uses will have significant positive impacts on the future viability
of the Coos County region of Oregon’s south coast.

Sincerely,

(edeidilley

Board of Commissioners

Pro Gary Gregor, Vice Presi
Ingvar Doessing, Secretary; Cheryl L. Scott, Treasurer;
Jon A. Barton, Commissioner

cc Coos County Board of Commissioners
Coos County Pipeline Project Office
Northwest Natural Gas
City of Coos Bay
City of North Bend

Tokyo, Japan
Phone: 81 35 275-9321 : . 3
Foxx: 81 35 2759325 Fonx: 82 2 753-5154 Fox: 886 2 7232312
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March 13, 2002

T RrFInT

Bob Gunther 0o e5g
Project Coordinator NS 2]
Coos Bay District, BLM .

1300 Airport Lane A
North Bend, OR 97459

Mr. Gunther:

The i P my review and on the Draft E.LS. for The Coos
County Natural Gas Pipeline. Please include my views as part of the public input.

Chapter 2 Alternatives:

CONCERN:
mummdvsmﬁsed.hnﬁnsemndpongnphunderNOACﬂoNonmsv,
and the discussion on page 14 seem to contain an additional alternative. Should it also be
listed?

Chapter 3 Affected Environment

CONCERNS:
Onpngevi!.l\esummryiduniﬁesﬁveulegoriesofpomuhlhwsomhemwmd
built environment used in this E.LS. evaluation. Then it describes the results using a
different category that was not on the list, "negligible short-term™. That is at best
confusing and possibly misleading.

The only impacts listed are icted to the ion and ion of the pipeline.

Nomhnkmﬂcofmdkw(,indkmnﬂcumﬂnive,onhmmyﬁﬁury

whichwiﬂhnbortheindus(riesbroughlhby!heeﬁﬂmmofﬂnpbeh. Those same

induariesmﬂuveryp\npo:eforl}cpbdine.mimplcuofmoseindmriuhv;tobe

addressed for the Draft EIS to be relevant.
-Nomuhnisfoundhlh:ElSorﬁ:polmlhlhdumilunisbmmMngnk
mdwnmqnnﬁly,pubﬁc!udmormﬁondﬁshing,cmbbhumdchm
-‘l'h:re‘ummmbnofpo\auhlixmoncxistingwnmmﬁﬂuriesdmm
P on natural biological p ivity of the Coos Bay Estuary.
-Tha!'umoonsidu-mionoﬁmplmsonboﬂuusponuion.lmminx,indusrhl
water supply and related services. 1 find these omissions to be major
shortcomings of the document.

The EIS, with a voice of authority, gives quantitative direct, indirect and cumulative
enonomicnﬁc!soflhepipeﬁmh(emuofjohs,dnﬂnrsuﬂmnuﬂdollnhmanthe
buy:ruonpngeﬂ.‘!enheDnI\EXSonpageS states that, “It is not possible to quantify
the potential environmental impacts of unknown future facilities and their potential
locations.” This statement is unfounded.

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
PORTLAND DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
POST OFFICE BOX 2946
, PPORTLAND, OREGON 97208-2946 e e

REPLY TO March 15, 2002

ATTENTION OF. gy
Operations Division
Regulatory Branch

Corps No.: 2000-00544

Ms. Sue E. Richardson

Bureau of Land Management
Coos Bay District Manager

1300 Airport Lane

North Bend, Oregon 97459-2000

Dear Ms. Richardson:

The following comments are being provided by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps)
in response to the Coos County Natural Gas Pipeline, Draft Environmental Impact Statement,
dated December 2001.

(Table S-1) The Corps authority is under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act and
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. If approved, the Corps will issue a permit under these
statutory authorities.

In the abstract and the proposed action description, it states that the pipeline would cross 188
streams and one wetland. Itis ing the as follows, “the pipeline
would cross 188 streams and/or wetlands”. A stream could have wetlands adjacent to it or within
the stream’s corridor.

Chapter 1 (Authorizing Actions and Relationship to Statues and Regulations): We
recommend rewording the phrase, “The proposed action is in conformance...” to say, “The
proposed action would comply with...”

Chapter 2 (Alternatives Including Proposed Action): No comment.

Chapter 3 (Affected Environment), Table 5: The Oregon Coast Coho Salmon has been
listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act. We recommend that an additional
appendix be added for National Marine Fisheries Service Endangered Species Consultation on
the coho salmon. Since the Oregon Coast Ihead is a candidate species, ing is not
required; however. it would be prudent to include the steelhead in the request for endangered
species consultation letter.

- The Coos Bay Arcit s alicady wleatifist seei st spnuir o iess apssd 4
prior planning. That is whirc fte isbustiss sl oo sme 3% a4 by o
should be mapped and inchuded in the 115 Moat of fan frovre dia oo g
~The compilers of the EIS could have apphed the sane: strategus ot = g
to quantify data on current emissions by existimg mctal falu i atien seed soeers v
fertilizer plants which are identified on puge 71 as povable futurr uadistr s
Existing plants could have been selected from various focations wn the 17 % ey
could then identify the types and amounts of air and watcr botne <lwink al
particulates, and thermal emissions related to thosc plants o cxnmples ol what 1
expect. This comparitive data would be at least as accuratc, from a scicntiti
viewpoint, as the projected job and economic numbers found on page 73 wnd
and as the i i i lation growth as a function of
available natural gas found on pages 71-72.

The Draft EIS does not cite easily available, and reasonably recent, data on any of the
following:
a) existing economic impacts of commercial crab, salmon, clam, and oyster
harvest in the Coos Bay Estuary.
b) existhgeccmmichpemsofspommbbing,chnﬁn&mdmhthe

estuary.

c) Environmental Protection Agency listing of major environmental problems in
the Coos Bay Estuary, i.e.: toxic chemicals; high rates of juvenile salmon
mortality; high bacteria loading; degraded commercial shellfish beds.

d) Coos County air quality with pollutants listed by weight.

e) Coos Bay Estuary water quality listing existing heavy metals and other toxics

by weight.
f) Studies mapping TBT concentrations in the estuary.
Chapter 4 i l C of Each

CONCERNS:
See concerns listed above.

lnsumm-ry,lheDnﬁEISanlheCoosCoumyNuuanuPipelimdmsmlmw
wnsidermidmifyd:nujorhmmsond:%s&yﬁnmydﬂwﬂldeﬁvedhwﬂy,
hdienlyndcnnudmjvelyﬁomﬁ:pipﬂhumjeﬂWemMypayhgfmnﬁ!akﬂ
of the past. The potential for degradation of the bay requires that those conditions be
iduni&dnndquuﬂiﬁedmpromagainslﬁlmuhm.msdeﬁciemymedswbe
addressed.

Respectfully submitted,

Ang|
North Bend, OR 97459

Chapter 4 (Environmental Consequences), Tables 13 through 22: A review of these tables
indicates that there are 188 pipe crossings, of which 112 of them are above stream, within road

i Just a point of i ion, if a pipe crossing is embedded within a roadway and
above the elevation of a culvert where the stream passes, a separate permit is not required for the
pipe crossing because there would be no additional fill in a water of the United States.

Chapter 5 (Consultation and Coordination): No comment.

Appendix ‘C”, Maps: We recommend adding a map of the preferred pipeline route that
shows the 188 pipeline crossings of streams and/or wetlands. The map should indicate the
crossing sites by numbering them from 1 to 188. In addition, it is recommended that the map in
Appendix C showing the Jocation of the block valves along the pipeline route be amended to
reflect the crossings. Although a number of the 188 crossings may not require Department of the
Army authorization from the Corps, we recommend that all 188 crossings be reflected.

We recommend that the cut and fill volumes for each of the 183 crossings are reflected.
This could be prepared as a table.

Thank your for the opportunity to provide comment on the Draft Environmental Impact
1f additional i i ification is wquimd,pleueconuctkonM.rgndu-.

or
letterhead address or telephone (503) 526-4390.

Sincerely,

Chief, Regulatory Branch
Copies Furnished;

Coos Bay Field Office (Urbanek)
Oregon Division of State Lands (Lobdell)
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77 WILL C. BUNNELL
95811 COOS SUMNER LANE

: S BAY, OREGON 97420
541 269 2138

wilcbnll@att.net

March 18, 2002
Bob Gunther, Project Coordinator
Bureau of Land Management
Coos Bay District
1300 Airport Lane
North Bend, Oregon 97459-2000

Reference: Coos County Natural Gas Pipeline
Draft Envi 1 Impact
Refer to: 2800 of Dec 7, 2001

Subject: Ce on

The material in this letter is in addition to a 12-page set
of questions about the proposed pipeline that I submitted
earlier.

Summary:

1. The Draft EIS does not convey enough information to allow
an informed judgement to be made among the proposed

alternatives. An c and envi 1 baseline,
consisting of no pipeline installation, should be
included.

2. The Draft EIS does not adequately describe, nor does it
adequately analyze, the benefits and detriments of
alternate pipeline routing. It does not analyze the
varied geologic formations the pipeline will encounter on
alternate routes.

3. The Draft EIS does not adequately establish a well-
reasoned and properly weighted set of selection criteria,
nor were such criteria used in evaluating the proposed
pipeline alternatives.

4. The Draft EIS does not adequately address many critical
issues, among them economic factors, environmental
impact, health and public safety, during construction,
operation, and repair or mai of the
pipeline alternatives.
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construction reserves or the cost of construction delays.
No mention is made of funds to be retained for use in
carrying operational costs until enough paying natural
gas customers can be hooked up to make the pipeline
economically viable. Nor does the EIS give any time
frame when breakeven operation of the pipeline can be
expected to occur, nor whether any or all laterals must
be connected to make the project viable. No schedule is
given for installing gas distribution systems within the
planned customer area. Although it is planned that
start-up operational costs for the first year will be
carried by the gas supplier (NW Natural Gas) breakeven
may occur much later than that. Note also that the gas
customers eventually will have to pay all these costs,
however well hidden they may be. The EIS should show in
detail what these costs can be expected to be.

12. The Draft EIS does not adequately address questions of
operation and safety for each pipeline routing
alternative during periods of weather disturbance, in
which access roads may be closed and power and telephone
service may be lost due to wind-toppled trees. Floods
and landslides can be expected to differentially affect
alternate routes as well, but the EIS does not address
these issues.

13. The Draft EIS significantly lacks adequate discussion
of operation and safety for each pipeline routing
alternative during and following earthquakes.

14. There is a significant lack of quantified data in the
Draft EIS. Few of the quantities that do appear are
adequately justified or traced to their origins
Moreover, measurement data are not presented in standard
format (mean, standard deviation, and number in sample).
Nor are estimated data presented with calculations and
estimation bases, nor are data ranges or upper and lower
bounds presented. No graphs are presented showing how
data change over time, with their upper and lower bounds
if estimated, or with measurement deviations if the data
are historical.

15. Data obtained by aid of computers do not show
sufficient relevant factors about computer programs used,
to permit independent evaluation. The EIS should show
factors used, including well-reasoned data and parameters
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5. The Draft EIS makes no mention of industrial production
potential of up to (the cited) 24 billion cubic feet of
natural gas per annum. For example, how many tons of
steel, tons of fertilizer, or kilowatt-hours of
electrical energy per annum, or what by-product
production (type and quantity) might be produced. No
references from potential industries are cited. No
experts from these industries were consulted. Other than
a passing reference of up to 2900 jobs in ten years, no
analysis of the economic impact of this production
potential is presented.

o

The Draft EIS does not adequately present project
organization and assignment of responsibilities for the
major phases of the project: evaluation, design,

constr on on, and mai . These f

will be critically important as they invoke environmental
issues, and they will involve health and public safety,
as well.

~

The Draft EIS does not adequately address how project
supervision and technical responsibility during project
detailed design, design review, and plan approval will be
handled.

The Draft EIS does not adequately describe how oversight
supervision and control of construction will be
maintained, nor how final acceptance/rejection criteria
and final authority will be handled.

©

- The Draft EIS does not adequately discuss the roles to be
played by Douglas County and Coos County governments as
regards cost of construction, on and mai

10. The Draft EIS does not adequately discuss financial
liability during pipeline construction, operation, and
repair or maintenance.

11. The Draft EIS does not adequately present project cost
breakdowns and budget allocations for each implementation
phase, for each alternative considered. Contract
vehicles (fixed price, time and materials, incentive fee,
etc.) and contract award practices are not described in
any way, yet they can have profound impact on project
costs. No mention is made of a subcontracting plan, nor
of subcontract administration. No mention is made of
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as of prog calculation and logic,
collection and formatting of results.

16. 1 realize that in many areas, useable data are
currently unavailable. But this circumstance makes it
imperative that relentless effort be expended to develop
and present credible data. I suggest that rewrites of
this document should vigorously supply properly
presented, quantified data, complete with histories,
calculations, and justifications for the numbers cited.

Specific comments:

1.p. v: "Need for Action" Although a reference,
ECONorthwest, tnd a related computer program, are cited,
the structure of the savings of $6.7 million should be
spelled out in detail, at least in an appendix. The EIS
should show the savings by year, by industry, by consumer
type. The savings should also show costs to taxpayers,
(individual and i ial) of on, operation,
and maintenance of the pipeline. The savings should also
reflect total cost to the consumer of conversion from
existing energy sources to natural gas.

2.p. v: The "No Action Alternative", as described in the
EIS, is merely an alternative pipeline routing, and
should be addressed as such. In contrast, the "No Action
Alternative” should address the consequences of not
installing the pipeline at all; this should be done in
guantitative c and envi 1 terms, over a
suitable time period, say ten years. This will form a
baseline by which to judge the pipeline project.

3.p. vi: Table $-2: It appears that "Estimated Costs" in
this table reflects immediate cost of pipeline
construction only. If this is the case, additional
entries should be made (with full justification in an
appendix) to reflect estimated costs of operation and
maintenance of each alternative (including "No Action",
see above) over periods of, say, 5, 10, 15, and 20 years,
with time cost of money factored in. Finance
amortization (bond pay out and retirement) should be
included, and the numbers should be worked through to
show as a bottom line the actual annual tax cost to
representative Coos County tax payers will be over these
time periods. The "No Action" column should be
completely reworked as described in comment 2 above.
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4.p. 3: Purpose and Need: The purpose of the proposed
action is to install and operate a natural gas pipeline,
laterals, and related terminal equipment, is it not? The
purpose of the EIS, on the other hand, is to present the
environmental and economic implications and tra offs of
various alternative approaches to achieve that end.

Thus, the EIS should contain sufficient information to
permit each alternative to be compared with each other
alternative and with the baseline alternative of not
installing a pipeline at all. This definitely means that
the environmental and economic impact of operating each
pipeline alternative must be fully considered.

@

The only need shown in the EIS for this pipeline is
economic. The EIS seems to take the position that
operation of this pipeline will reduce environmental
pollutants in the Coos Bay area, but if pollutant
reduction is to be taken as a "need", then that position,
and the means by which pipeline operation can serve that
need, should be completely justified in the EIS, in fully
researched, credible, engineering detail.

6.p. 4: Statutes and Regulations: Are all relevant
legislative acts and government regulations cited? For
example, how is "Pipeline safety and Community Protection
Act of 2000" to be addressed?

7.p. 4: Anticipated Future Gas Pipeline Projects: Future
costs, environmental as well as financial, of the
contemplated lateral pipelines to other communities and
industries in the area should likewise be addressed.
These items have not been adequately covered in the Draft
EIS.

8.p. 5: New Industrial Gas Users: "...no industrial
commitments have been made..." The EIS should address by
reference here, and spell out later in the document,
standards for allowable industrial environmental
pollution. This should include allowable pollutant
emission standards, calibrated to the Coos Bay and other
industrial environments (for which see the baseline
environment) for a suitable selection of typical heavy
industries, say, steel fabrication mills, fertilizer
plants, and other such, known to impose vere pollutant
loading on the environment.
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19. I suggest that the planners consider in detail a
number of route and installation alternatives. The impact
of this pipeline will be felt with ever increasing power
for years into the future, when many factors, population,

ic, and envi al, can be P to assume
changing importance. The fact that many of these factors
are currently unknown makes the need for this type of
forward thinking and planning even more compelling.

20. For one alternate routing example, the main pipeline
could be routed from Fairview to Coquille, where a large
potential customer is currently located. Coquille could
then serve as one hub of gas distribution in Coos County,
with another hub being located in Coos Bay. In this
example, the pipeline could be routed from Coquille to
Coos Bay along Highway 42, or the existing railroad right
of way, with minimal impact. A lateral could be extended
to the Beaver Hill waste treatment facility, along
Highway 101, or as another alternate route, from North
Bank Road, taking the Beaver Hill road from there to
Highway 101, and from Beaver Hill, the lateral could be
extended to Bandon along Highway 101.

21. p. 7: "...the proposed action includes 5 block
valves..." What is the amount (in standard cubic feet) of
gas in the p pipeline the Fairview block
valve and the Isthmus Slough block valve?

22. 1In case of pipeline rupture (various kinds) how long
will it take to bleed this gas to atmospheric pressure,
after the block valves are closed?

23. How are the block valves to be operated?

24. What ic safety are to be provided?

25. Will local volunteer fire protection personnel and
other local emergency personnel be trained to operate
these valves?

26. In case they are, who is to bear the liability burden?
27. Will local volunteer fire protection personnel be

expected to establish valve watch duty hours? Will they
be paid?

Bunnell /1%

9. The EIS should address the indirect and cumulative
effects of industrial pollutants from these classes of
industry on the Coos Bay estuary and other areas to be
served by lateral pipelines.

10. p. 7: Alternatives Including Proposed Action:
is stripped of corrosive elements, excess water,
y +.." What have been established for
allowable quantities of these materials?

11. How are quality control measures implemented to insure
these standards are met?

12. What measures are to be taken if these standards are
not met?

13. How will internal corrosion of the pipe resulting from
these materials be (a)detected, (b)measured, and
(c)repaired? How often will these be done?

14. How will collection of these materials in low points
of the pipeline be controlled?

15. p. 7: "...its only above-ground components are line
markers, test stations, bridge crossings and valve
settings..."” are not stress loops to be provided?

16. How will movement of the pipeline be controlled; for
example, in the deep wet clay forming the roadbed of CBWR
in Sumner Valley?

17. p. 7: "...the proposed action...is the shortest
practical route...” Is the proposed route indeed the
shortest? From examination of the maps included in the
EIS, we conclude that Segment H could be shortened by
about 1.5 miles, by routing the pipeline via PP&L right
of way instead of CBWR. Even if this route is more
difficult of traverse, it should be fully analyzed and
costed as an alternative.

18. For that matter, is “shortest" to be the sole criteria
for route selection? The Draft EIS appears to completely
ignore health and public safety factors in assessment of
routes. For example, by choosing to route the pipeline
in the CBWR through Sumner, the pipeline is made to pass
close by approximately 21 residencies, some in the
vicinity of known geologic faults.
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28. Assume that there is a pipeline rupture and fire, for
example, in front of Sumner Store. What will be the
duties of the local volunteer fire department personnel
(Sumner RFPD)? Who will operate the block valves in
Fairview and Isthmus Slough (both outside Sumner RFPD
boundaries) ?

29. If the block valves are to be operated remotely by
signal lines, where is the control center to be located?

30. If there is to be a control center, how does the
control center monitor the pipeline? Who will operate
it? How do 1 cate with the
control center? What communication backups are to be
provided?

31. Where will the block valve signal lines and
communication lines be located?

32. If d, what hap when wi push trees
over onto the lines?
33. 1If buried, what when an ear not only

ruptures the pipeline in several places, but also breaks
the signal and communication lines?

34. How are these block valves to be tested and
maintained? How often?

35. For that matter, questions about pipeline leaks and
their potential impact on health, public safety, and the
natural envi are not ely d in the
EIS. We were told at an information briefing at Coos Bay
Library on 19 February, that pipeline personnel plan to
walk or drive slowly along the pipeline every year, or
«...more often, if needed...” looking for discolored
vegetation, ground disturbance, odor of gas, etc., to
detect leaks. Since, in the currently "preferred
alternative,” the road will be paved, with the pipeline
buried the p these di
presumably will be found along the shoulders of the road,
or perhaps detected as odors rising in adjacent buildings
or residencies. When leaks are found, "...they fix
them..." This obviously means they have to dig down to
the pipe, in the middle of the road, shore the trench,
where it may be 5 or more feet deep in saturated wet
clay, find by some means the actual leak(s), and "fix
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it (them)" by some undescribed means, possibly
depressurizing the pipeline. This will be a very
interesting exercise after even a minor earthquake in our
area has produced possibly several dozen breaks or leaks
of various sizes. In this connection, a lead pipeline
consulting engineer stated in the cited meeting, "...in
case of an earthquake, the pipeline will break in only
one place..." Perhaps a geologic/engineering analysis and
plan can be included in the EIS that will show those of
us outside the gas pipeline industry how this result is
to be achieved.

36. 11 Schedule, Sizing and Route tion Factors:
"...scheduled for completion into Coos Bay by the end of
2002..." The EIS should furnish this schedule, showing
start and end dates for each construction phase, for each
segment of each alternative route.

37. The schedules governing road blockages should include
provisions to insure that emergency services (fire,
medical, law enforcement) can be furnished at all times
to all residencies and other areas for each alternate
construction route.

38. p. 11: In reference to a potential lateral to the
Bandon area, several alternative usage profiles in the
Bandon area are mentioned in the EIS. Each of these
alternatives (including the "No Action" or baseline
alternative) should be adequately explored as to cost,
environmental impact, direct, indirect, and cumulative,
and economic consequences, for individuals and
businesses.

39. p. 11: In reference to a potential lateral to the
Beaver Hill site, in its role as a waste disposal
facility, and in its potent role as a power generation
site, full development of the environmental impact,
direct, indirect, and cumulative should be shown, as well
as cost, cost recovery, and economic impact.

40. None of these laterals and consequent natural gas
related usage would be possible without the construction
and operation of the main pipeline, and so are a direct
consequence of the pipeline, and should be a lequately
addressed in the EIS.
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maintenance) of conversion of various types of home
systems and businesses in the Planned distribution areas.

52. The EIS should show the results of surveys conducted
to ne how many h s and businesses in the
Planned delivery area are actually willing to convert to
natural gas, and their time frame for doing so.

53. p. 13: "...the maximum potential...is 25 billion cubic
feet per year..." From EIS Appendix J, it appears that
this number was obtained by calculating the maximum flow
in the 12-inch pipeline, at maximum pressure. How much
lateral pipe flow does this include?

54. How many steel mills, fertilizer plants, power
generation plants of what size, etc., will this 25-
billion cf/yr flow sustain?

55. Even more importantly, what is the economic and
environmental impact on each region of this potential
industrial population?

56. p. 15: Highway 42 (continued): "...traffic disruption

would be considerable...for 6 months or more...traffic
would be delayed... he EIS should show, segment by

+ pipeline ion schedules and traffic
routing for the Highway 42 Pipeline alternative.

57. p. 15: Alternatives considered but rejected:

"...straight-line option was rejected...after considering
costs..."™ The EIS should show the relevant cost and
envitoqmentil impact analysis for this alternative.

58. p. 18: Air Quality: "...no data is available regarding

the current levels of noxious gases..." ".. .airborne
particulates are at low levels...minor and temporary
increases in dust particulate levels...a minor amount of
smoke is common...” The EIS should quantify all these
data. These data should be available in current federal
(EPA) and Oregon (DEQ) reports. If relevant data do not
exist, the BLM should take positive steps to measure
these data and establish baselines. These data should be
included in the region environmental baseli They will
most certainly interact with the environmental indirect
and cumulative aspects of this Pipeline.
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41. p. 13: Proposed Action Utility Corridors and CBW Ro
"...the gravel-surfaced road

ctions will be paved after
construction of the pipeline..." What is the reason for
this paving?

42. Is the pipeline project funding the paving?

43. What entity is responsible for maintenance funding of
the paving?

44. What entity is responsible for funding maintenance of
the road and Paving when pipeline maintenance or
emergency repair activities disrupt it? These questions
apply to both Douglas and Coos counties.

45. Do the existing gravel-surfaced sections meet state
and other relevant criteria as to contour, grade, load-
bearing capacity, width, shoulder, guard rail, signage,
and other such requirements for paved roads?

46. What changes (i.e.: which curves, grades, etc., at
what mileposts) must be made before paving? What other
existing road contours (paved and unpaved) will be
changed or improved prior to installation of the
pipeline?

47. If no changes are to be made, then what is the
justification from a public safety standpoint for not
doing so?

48. The EIS should explain in detail what additional
procedures (and their costs) would be imposed on road
improvement efforts by the existence of the pipeline in
that alternative.

49. How are future road mai and imp cost
increments, arising as a result of having to work around
the pipeline, factored into future pipeline costs? Who
will pay these costs?

50. p. 13: "...NW Natural anticipates to initially deliver
2 billion cubic feet..." How many businesses and
households must be converted to natural gas achieve this
number?

51. The EIS should pProvide estimated conversion costs
(plans, permits, material, labor, inspections,
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59. p. 13?: Water Quality: conspicuous by its absence. I

assume that this omission is simply an egregious
oversight, and that a full discussion of water quality,
as impacted -- not just by construction -- but most
importantly by operation of this pipeline and its
consequent industries, on rivers, lakes, streams,
wetlands, floodplains, bays, estuaries, sloughs, and
inlets, and all aquatic life therein, and all

onal » in all a regions,
from Bandon to North Spit to Roseburg, will be included
in the next revision.

60. p. 28: Public Health and Safety: "...accidents are

possible...if pedestrians or vehicles fail to
heed...flaggers...” Indeed. I would suggest that this
paragraph be 'rewritten in its entirety.

61. p. 28: Socio-economics with the Proposed Action:

"...the proposed action...is adjacent to...busine:
entities...is also adjacent to 37 rural residencies..."
Alternate routes should be detailed that avoid these
adjacencies.

62. p. 28: Regional Assessment of the Natural Gas Market:

...60 percent of Oregon's urban area homes use natural
gas, ...40 percent in outlying areas use natural gas..."
The EIS should make clear the limits of distribution of
natural gas into the Coos County non-urban areas. Will
natural gas for home heating be available in the Sumner
or Fairview areas, for example?

63. p. 31: CBW Road: Several segments of CBWR are listed
in general terms as to type and amount of traffic. The
EIS should show what the traffic load actually is on each
of the road segments; that is, how many units per day of
each type of vehicle, segregated by weight: e.g. cars,
trucks and trailers less than 10,000 lbs., delivery
trucks 10,000 to 40,000 1lbs., log trucks 80,000 and up,
equipment trucks 105,000 lbs. and up. .The EIS should
also show how often each segment is used for emergency
services (fire and ambulance). The expected interaction
of this traffic with the proposed CBWR pipeline route
should be shown in detail, with relevant historical data
from comparable installations, together with complete
soil engineering analyses of the CBWR roadbeds. Note
that the clay roadbeds of parts of CBWR, especially in
Sumner Valley but also elsewhere, are subject to complete
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water saturation for much of the year. In this
circumstance, the material has little load bearing
capacity. In addition, it may be subject to profound
liquefaction in case of earthquake. All of these
factors, affecting health and public safety should be
addressed in detail.

64. p. 35: Fiber Optic Line: "...pipeline
construction...would not affect the fiber optic line..."
Actually, the fiber optic line crosses under the CBWR
from side to side in a number of places. The EIS should
describe how the pipeline is to pass through these fiber-
optic crossovers, and especially who is to be responsible
for any costs involved in disruption of the fiber-optic
line.

65. p. 38: Proposed Action Effects Summation: "...the
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts are so small as
to be negligible..." On p. 13, this EIS states that up to
25 billion cubic feet per year of natural gas is to be
brought to the Coos Bay region, there to be burned or
converted to other substances, in a variety of heavy
industrial contexts. These industrial activities will
most certainly have long-term environmental consequences.
They will heavily impact every aspect of life and nature
on this coast. This part of this chapter should be
completely rewritten, to provide a realistic, quantified,
time-based summary of the analysis of these effects.

66. p. 38: Proposed Action Summation: "...the long-term
direct and cumulative effect of the proposed action is a
reduction in sulfurous emissions from fossil and wood
fuels utilized by industries and private residences...as
users switch to natural gas..." Quantitative data of
these effects should be shown. While it is on the
subject, the EIS should also show the amount of
pollutants (including sulfurous emissions) to be added as
a result of pipeline-related industrial activity.

67. p. 38: Proposed Action Summation: "...the short-term
and long-term direct, indirect, and cumulative economic
benefits of the proposed action are the primary reasons
Coos County seeks to construct a natural gas pipeline..."
Indeed. And this EIS should show in quantitative terms
how these benefits would be traded off against
environmental and economic costs. As it stands, the EIS
fails to do this.
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electric heat to gas. The EIS should show what support
for this number exists.

73. p. 71: "...ECONorthwest previously estimated...1500
new jobs after 10 years...ECONorthwest estimates...total
employment...to be over 2900 jobs higher ten years after
natural gas is introduced...” The EIS should detail what
the components of these numbers are. In particular,
reasons for the increase from 1500 to 2900 should be
shown. Upper and lower bounds of employment numbers,
depending on economic conditions and industrial
population (number and size of steel mills, fertilizer
plants, etc.) should be shown as a function of time.
These numbers may well be contained in the ECONorthwest
report or elsewhere; nevertheless, they should be shown
and developed as required here, in credible detail.
After all, this EIS paragraph contains the very heart,
the sole justification for construction of this pipeline."
These numbers should not be presented as if they were
mere idle speculation.

74. p. 73: Summary of Direct, Indirect and Cumulative
Economic Effects for Action Alternatives: This paragraph
addresses in a quantitative way only the direct,
immediate, construction costs of the pipeline. It does
not summarize in a meaningful way any direct, indirect,
or cumulative economic effects for the project outyears
for any alternatives whatever; it only reiterates the
2900 employment figur
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68. p. 67 - 71: Tables 23 through 31: It is encouraging
that thought was given to the immediate economic impact
of constructing and operating one alternative route of
the pipeline. But to be complete, similar analyses for
each alternate should be provided. These analyses should
be extended to show the long-term costs of maintaining
the pipeline in each of the alternative environments.

69. The EIS should present a comprehensive breakeven
analysis of the project. For each alternative route,
this should show how many conversions to natural gas of
each type must be made each year, and how much industrial
usage must be added each year, to achieve breakeven
status, and when that will occur, considering as well the
time value of all pipeline costs. All environmental
impacts resulting from these time-based conversions
should also be shown. The time-valued costs of
conversion to be borne by customers to achieve breakeven
for each alternative should also be shown.

70. 1In this connection, the analysis should include the
effects of projected natural gas cost variation,
particularly detailing the consequences of yearly natural
gas price increases of various percentages (best, most
likely, worst). This analysis should extend over at
least a ten-year period.

71. p. 71: Static and Dynamic Efficiency Effects: "...a
typical single family home would save $410 in annual
utility bills by switching from electric to natural gas
heat..."” For this number to have any real meaning, the
EIS should show the cost of actually switching from
electric (typically un-ducted) heat to gas heat,
including the cost of obtaining plans, permits, labor,
materials, and inspections. Mainte ce costs of gas
heat should be included. Ranged estimates of natural gas
price escalation should be included. Finally, consumers'
indirect costs in the form of increased taxes needed to
retire the pipeline construction debt should also be
included.

72. p. 11: »...ECONorthwest estimates that by the tenth
year, consumers will save over $6.7 million per year..."
Using the $410 figure given above, this means about
16,341 homes in the service area have converted from

Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Center ™' "

POB 102 Ashland OR 7520 (541)488-5789 joseph@kswild.grg _ - - -

Bob Gunther N
Project Coordinator yzsfor i
Coos Bay District
ﬁoo Airport Lane

lorth Bend, OR 97459

RE: Coos County Natural Gas Pipeline Draft EIS

Greetings,

These are Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Center’s (KS Wild) and Umpqu:

k 2
‘Watersheds, Inc. omcygt‘;mmn(s on the Coos Coumycl?hturd Gas Draft EIS
(DEIS). These are updated comments to those that you received in your office on
_Much 22, 2002. You can void those comments, as all issues raised therein are
included in these comments.

Please consider these in the evaluation of the DEIS and the in the formation of
final environmental analysis. The proposed pipeline will cross approximately 6°you
miles of public and private lands in Coos and Douglas counties, &'e;om Long term
Rnf::;e will r:oq\:‘::e 3412 ‘{ect of gm%! be kept clear of Ia;gex brush and trees.

e corrit ipeli i
Ace ":':roads“s o opesations s s tenancr:.swm as needed for pipeline construction

KS Wild and Umpqua Watersheds Inc. support the f i

the increased air quality that would result m Coos“’le!:; a';‘e?ﬂr:le;‘euaf::rd;:yp::ua)y

;Tplenh:r ;‘ré)pose 1 a:c:on. However, wd; do have h“ium concerns about the proposed
i . .

pipeline and mutiom development that would likely occur in the Bay Areaasa

The DEIS is Inadequate

‘We want the Final EIS (FEIS) to explore in more detail the impact that the
proposed action would have on the human environment. NEPA requires an EIA to
consider each alternative in enough detail so “that reviewers may evaluate their
comparative merits.” 40 CFR section 1502.14(b).

NEPA requires d ing C d, Indirect and Cumulative effects.

The FEIS should determine the effects to the environment if the pipeli

subject to rainstorms causing normal and ab I landslid ine‘&pehne ioush
unstable Coastal Mountain range. The 100-year flood event must be considered.
Likewise, The Coast Range is naturally subject to stand replacing forest fires. If
burmnzs trees were to fall over the right-of-way, protruding theﬁimbs into the
ground, what would the effect on the pipeline be? Factors that can cause explosions
must be assessed in for a route that traverses under a road with heavy-log tuck traffic.
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it (them)"™ by some undescribed means, possibly
depressurizing the pipeline. This will be a very
interesting exercise after even a minor earthquake in our
area has produced possibly several dozen breaks or leaks
of various sizes. In this connection, a lead pipeline
consulting engineer stated in the cited meeting, "...in
case of an earthquake, the pipeline will break in only
one place..." Perhaps a geologic/engineering analysis and
Plan can be included in the EIS that will show those of
us outside the gas pipeline industry how this result is
to be achieved.

36. p. 11 Schedule, Sizing and Route Selection Factors:
.. cheduled for completion into Coos Bay by the end of
2002..." The EIS should furnish this schedule, showing

start and end dates for each construction phase, for each
segment of each alternative route.

37. The schedules governing road blockages should include
provisions to insure that emergency services (fire,
medical, law enforcement) can be furnished at all times
to all residencies and other areas for each alternate
construction route.

38. p. 11: In reference to a potential lateral to the
Bandon area, several alternative usage profiles in the
Bandon area are mentioned in the EIS. Each of these
alternatives (including the "No Action" or baseline
alternative) should be adequately explored as to cost,
environmental impact, direct, indirect, and cumulative,
and economic consequences, for individuals and
businesses.

39. p. 11: In reference to a potential lateral to the

Beaver Hill site, in its role as a waste disposal
facility, and in its potential role as a power generation
site, full development of the environmental impact,
direct, indirect, and cumulative should be shown, as well
as cost, cost recovery, and economic impact.

40. None of these laterals and consequent natural gas
related usage would be possible without the construction
and operation of the main pipeline, and so are a direct
consequence of the pipeline, and should be adequately
addressed in the EIS.

Bunnell 11/15

maintenance) of conversion of various types of home-- -
systems and businesses in the planned distribution areas.

52. The EIS should show the results of surveys conducted
to d ne how many h s and businesses in the
planned delivery area are actually willing to convert to
natural gas, and their time frame for doing so.

S3. p. 13: "...the maximum potential...is 25 billion cubic
feet per year..." From EIS Appendix J, it appears that
this number was obtained by calculating the maximum flow
in the 12-inch pipeline, at maximum Pressure. How much
lateral pipe flow does this include?

54. How many steel mills, fertilizer pl;nts, power
generation plants of what size, etc., will this 25-
billion cf/yr flow sustain?

55. Even more importantly, what is the economic and
environmental impact on each region of this potential
industrial population?

56. p. 15: Highway 42 (continued): "...traffic disruption

would be considerable...for 6 months Or more...traffic

would be delayed...” the EIS should show, segment by
gn + pipeline ion schedules and traffic

routing for the Highway 42 pipeline alternative.

57. p. 15: Alternatives considered but rejected:
"...straight-line option was rejected...after considering
costs..." The EIS should show the relevant cost and
enviroqmental impact analysis for this alternative.

58. . 18: Air ality: "...no data is available regarding
the current levels of noxious gases..." ", irBorne
particulates are at low levels. minor and t-npoinry
increases in dust particulate levels...a minor amount of
smoke is common..."” The EIS should quantify all these
data. These data should be available in current federal
(EPA) and Oregon (DEQ) reports. If relevant data do not
exist, the BLM should take pPositive steps to measure
these data and establish baselines. These data should be
included in the region environmental baseline. They will
most certainly interact with the environmental indirect
and cumulative aspects of this pipeline.
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41. p. 13: Proposed Action Utility Corridors and CBW Road:
--.the gravel-surfaced road sections will be paved after
construction of the Pipeline..." What is the reason for
this paving?

42. Is the pipeline Project funding the paving?

43. What entity is ble for maint funding of
the paving?

44. What entity is responsible for funding maintenance of
the road and Paving when pipeline maintenance or
emergency repair activities disrupt it? These questions
apply to both Douglas and Coos counties.

45. Do the existing gravel-surfaced sections meet state
and other relevant criteria as to contour, grade, load-
bearing capacity, width, shoulder, guard rail, signage,
and other such requirements for paved roads?

46. What changes (i.e.: which curves, grades, etc., at
what mileposts) must be made before paving? What other
existing road contours (paved and unpaved) will be
changed or improved prior to installation of the
pipeline?

47. If no changes are to be made, then what is the
justification from a public safety standpoint for not
doing so?

48. The EIS should explain in detail what additional
procedures (and their costs) would be imposed on road
improvement efforts by the existence of the pPipeline in
that alternative.

49. How are future road maint and i cost
increments, arising as a result of having to work around
the pipeline, factored into future pipeline costs? Who
will pay these costs?

50. p. 13: "...NW Natural anticipates to initially deliver
2 billion cubic feet..." How many businesses and
households must be converted to natural gas achieve this
number? ’

51. The EIS should provide estimated conversion costs
(plans, permits, material, labor, inspections,
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59. p. 132: Water Quality: conspicuous by its absence. I

assume that this omission is simply an egregious
oversight, and that a full discussion of water quality,
as impacted -- not just by construction -- but most
importantly by operation of this pipeline and its
consequent industries, on rivers, lakes, streams,
wetlands, floodplains, bays, estuaries, sloughs, and
inlets, and all aquatic life therein, and all

ional » in all d regions,
from Bandon to North Spit to Roseburg, will be included
in the next revision.

60. p. 28: Public Health and Safety: " ccidents are

possible...if pedestrians or vehicles fail to
heed...flaggers...™ Indeed. I would suggest that this
paragraph be rewriften in its entirety.

61. p. 28: Socio-economics with the Proposed Action:

".,.the proposed action...is adjacent to...business
entities...is also-adjacent to 37 rural residencies..."
Alternate routes should be detailed that avoid these
adjacencies.

62. p. 28: Regional Assessment of the Natural Gas Market:
"

--.60 percent of Oregon's urban area homes use natural
gas, ...40 percent in outlying areas use natural gas..."
The EIS should make clear the limits of distribution of
natural gas into the Coos County non-urban areas. Will
natural gas for home heating be available in the Sumner
or Fairview areas, for example?

63. p. 31: CBW Road: Several segments of CBWR are listed
in general terms as to type and amount of traffic. The
EIS should show what the traffic load actually is on each
of the road segments; that is, how many units per day of
each type of vehicle, segregated by weight: e.g. cars,
trucks and trailers less than 10,000 1bs., delivery
trucks 10,000 to 40,000 1lbs., log trucks 80,000 and up,
equipment trucks 105,000 lbs. and up. The EIS should
also show how often each segment is used for emergency
services (fire and ambulance). The expected interaction
of this traffic with the proposed CBWR pipeline route
should be shown in detail, with relevant historical data
from comparable installations, together with complete
soil engineering analyses of the CBWR roadbeds. Note
that the clay roadbeds of parts of CBWR, especially in
Sumner Valley but also elsewhere, are subject to complete
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water saturation for much of the year. In this
circumstance, the material has little load bearing
capacity. In addition, it may be subject to profound
liquefaction in case of earthquake. All of these
factors, affecting health and public safety should be
addressed in detail.

64. p. 35: Fiber Optic Line: »...pipeline
construction...would not affect the fiber optic line..."
Actually, the fiber optic line crosses under the CBWR
from side to side in a number of places. The EIS should
describe how the pipeline is to pass through these fiber-
optic crossovers, and especially who is to be responsible
for any costs involved in disruption of the fiber-optic
line.

65. . 38: Proposed Action Effects Summation: "...the
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts are so small as
to be negligible...” On p. 13, this EIS states that up to
25 billion cubic feet per year of natural gas is to be
brought to the Coos Bay region, there to be burned or
converted to other substances, in a variety of heavy
industrial contexts. These industrial activities will
most certainly have long-term environmental consequences.
They will heavily impact every aspect of life and nature
on this coast. This part of this chapter should be
completely rewritten, to provide a realistic, quantified,
time-based summary of the analysis of these effects.

66. p. 38: Proposed Action Summation: "...the long-term
direct and cumulative effect of the proposed action is a
reduction in sulfurous emissions from fossil and wood
fuels utilized by industries and private residences...as
users switch to natural gas..." Quantitative data of
these effects should be shown. While it is on the
subject, the EIS should also show the amount of
pollutants (including sulfurous emissions) to be added as
a result of pipeline-related industrial activity.

67. . 38: Proposed Action Summation: "...the short-term
and long-term direct, indirect, and cumulative economic
benefits of the proposed action are the primary reasons
Coos County seeks to construct a natural gas pipeline...
Indeed. And this EIS should show in quantitative terms
how these benefits would be traded off against
environmental _and economic cOSts. As it stands, the EIS
fails to do this.
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electric heat to gas. The EIS should show what support
for this number exists.

73. p. 71: . .ECONorthwest previously estimated...1500
new jobs after 10 years...ECONorthwest estimates...total
employment...to be over 2900 jobs higher ten years after
natural gas is introduced...” The EIS should detail what
the s of these are. In particular,
reasons for the increase from 1500 to 2900 should be
shown. Upper and lower bounds of employment numbers,

. depending on economic conditions and industrial

O population (number and size of steel mills, fertilizer
plants, etc.) should be shown as a function of time.
These numbers may well be contained in the ECONorthwest
report or elsewhere; nevertheless, they should be shown
and developed as required here, in credible detail.
After all, this EIS paragraph contains the very heart,
the sole justification for construction of this pipeline.:
These numbers should not be presented as if they were
mere idle speculation.

74. p. 73: Summary of Direct, Indirect and Cumulative
Economic Effects for Action Alternatives: This paragraph
addresses in a quantitative way only the direct,
immediate, construction costs of the pipeline. It does
not -summarize in a meaningful way any direct, indirect,
or cumulative economic effects for the project outyears
for any alternatives ; it only rei the
2900 employment figur

/%

Engineer

weRseil 4

68. p. 67 - 71: Tables 23 through 31: It is shoouEagbiy
that thought was given to the immediate eCONOMIC impact
of constructing and operating one alternative routs !
the pipeline. But to be complete, similar analy for
each alternate should be provided. These analys
be extended to show the long-term costs of maintaining
the pipeline in each of the alternative environments.

69. The EIS should present a comprehensive breakeven
analysis of the project. For each alternative route,
this should show how many conversions to natural gas of
each type must be made each year, and how much industrial
usage must be added each year, to achieve breakeven
status, and when that will occur, considering as well the
time value of all pipeline costs. All environmental
impacts resulting from these time-based conversions
should also be shown. The time-valued costs of
conversion to be borne by customers to achieve breakeven
for each alternative should also be shown.

70. In this connection, the analysis should include the
effects of projected natural gas cost variation,
particularly detailing the consequences of yearly natural
gas price increases of various percentages (best, most
likely, worst). This analysis should extend over at
least a ten-year period.

71. p. 71: Static and Dynamic Efficiency Effects: "...a
typical single family home would save $410 in annual
utility bills by switching from electric to natural gas
heat..."” For this number to have any real meaning, the
EIS should show the cost of actually switching from
electric (typically un-ducted) heat to gas heat,
including the cost of obtaining plans, permits, labor,
materials, and inspections. Maintenance costs of gas
heat should be included. Ranged estimates of natural gas
price escalation should be included. Finally, consumers'
indirect costs in the form of increased taxes needed to
retire the pipeline construction debt should also be
included.

72. p. 71: n. .. ECONorthwest estimates that by the tenth
year, consumers will save over $6.7 million per year..."
Using the $410 figure given above, this means about
16,341 homes in the service area have converted from

Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Center
POB 102 Ashland OR 97520 (541)488-5789 joseph@kswild.grg - - -~
CoeeE ANy

Bob Gunther

Project Coordinator slagiox
Coos Bay District

130¢

0 Airport Lane
laonh Bend, OR 97459

RE: Coos County Natural Gas Pipeline Draft EIS

Greetings,

These are Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Center’s (KS Wil d Umpqua
Watersheds, Inc. official comments on the Coos Cmmg?::fum G Drakt EIS
(DEIS).n”n;eooe n;_ updated r:zémmcns to those that received in your office on
March 02. You can i i i
Ma h X v:: those comments, as all issues raised therein are

Please consider these in the evaluation of the DEIS and the in the formation of
final environ | analysis. The prop d pipeline will cross l:m’:‘:nl;:om
n!ﬂ:s_oqubhcanﬁpmtehndsin()oosmd counties, n. Long term
Kwﬂm‘mglg{eetof%mbebekepldwof brush and trees.
roads corridos rest ipeline constructios
and access for opentionsmdmli-mm. ore s focp b "

KS Wild and Umpqua Watersheds Inc. support the use of natural i
the increased air 't_ydmwauldmﬂt.;:mtiw&osm‘;ueaolz?:ﬁ';dnfype
from the propo: _ncmmHowevex,wedoluv:somzcomemsabwtdmpmposed
plpehmmpusqunwddwdwnmtm:mﬂdl&dymmmenaym”a
result of this action.

The DEIS is Inadequate

‘We want the Final EIS (FEIS) to explore in more detail the impact that the
proposed action would have on the environment. NEP. ‘rcequu-cs an EIA to
consider each alternative in enough detail 5o “that reviewers may evaluate their
comparative merits.” 40 CFR section 1502.14(b).

NEPA requires d ine C 4. Indi dC lative effects.

The FEIS should determine the effects to the environment if the pipelin
subject to rainstorms causing normal and ab ! landslide inrg: prioush
unstable Coastal 'Mountain range. The 100-year flood event must be considered.
Likewise, The Coast Range is naturally subject to stand rephcin%lf:‘r;st fires, If
trees were to fall over the right-of-way, protruding their li s into the
ground, what would the effect on the pipeline be? Factors that can cause explosions
Thust be assessed in for a route that traverses under a road with heavy-log tuck traffic.
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Cor , the potential for the pipeline to create wildfire due to its inheren
i et b o e o creste  age e
Part of the pipeline is proposed to go under (or next to) the at the
{.ho:.' :ms&mﬁfﬁeu}mﬁfﬁh«m? BL‘b!\:hnd
t-0f is planned for. If Rosel ight-of 3 ipeli
&%gquwmmmﬂmuw@h underw:umuhuvee&ctsm:;

‘We are concerned that the DEIS did not discuss the tential for a gas leak. The
puhhcshouldbemformgdabwtdwhkﬁhhoodof an event, with at least
tquudontthEIthmnldcmsiderindepthnmnyimpommm

ocminduprojectuu.Miﬁgadnnmﬂmmtopmtmchmunﬁkelymt
should be proposed and evaluated.

If indeed there are specific business which have interest in moving to the
mm 2

Bay Area and other effected communities if le, these
potential developments must be disciosed in the FES. All actions focescest
d to the proposed must be disclosed in the FEIS,

The BLM should comple document the Need for this project. If the need is to
amactbuinento:hzl}xe the cumulative effects analysis must assess the
i of this project. Coos County website, for instance, gives examples of
mmgﬂdmb@uhmgmmhdoﬂMMnydp'n

t
tive environmental impacts the right-of-way would
wa§MeMﬁ$mhwﬁdhﬁwm'.'F§‘mmm
in¢ e n ittern use sul nt
growth du;nsffem changes pa ° bseque:

Cost Considerations

‘We are opposed to taking short cuts if spending a little more money would afford
i or endanger human lives. The citizens of

voted in enough financial resources that short cuts do not

Im:r.obetakmAuhe?ublicmeedngonNov.zg.itwasannuunced:hntﬂucost

esdmtewmddbei;omiﬂioninstudofi;xmﬂﬁonoﬁjnﬂlypmiecud.Thmbno

reason for any cost cutting measures that would result in less envi

protections.

Public Lands

ﬂmBLMshouldsuncyfurSnrveylndMamgespede&Adhuemthefedenl

nexus.

Fish Habitat

Weare interested in the fish habitat improvement that is a of this project.
Wemp;:z:hcinuusedﬁshy th:(wouldbennﬁnedur:moﬁhe
proposed action. We are skeptical tno:hontermdeg;d.ﬁonwﬁshhbim
through sedimentati

tation would occur. Is there a way that improvement projects

FAIRVIEW RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT
96775 Fairview Sumner Lane
Coquille, Oregon 97423 -~
Phone (541) 396-3473
Fax (541) 396-6223

Bureau of Land
Coos Bay district
1300 Airport Lane
North Bend, Oregon 97459

From: Virgil Williams, Chief :
Fairview Rural Fire Protection District Ins
96775 Fairview Sumner Lane =

Coquille, Oregon 97423

Subject: MWMMMFIMWKF.P‘D-MMWUHW
the fire departments ability to provide fire and life safety for the citizens
. distri

To: U.S. Department of the Interior
Management

Reference:  Coos CoummenalePipeﬁmDnﬁEnviomullw Statement.

A. RefexmeeM:p(Png=7of10)hdienalbbekvdvewillbeiluaﬂed
hdan”mtmnlgupipdinendjwﬂnwFlirviemed.Bom:vme
Poqudmhisunﬁon,MP-ciﬁ:Pm&LiglnTnmnisﬁonﬁne
crossing.

1. Inmost cases with pipeline damage the initial result in a
release of natural gas. The second event would be a massive
natural gas spill that would require the response of a hazardous
material team. Slnuldmmguﬁndmwionmwaﬁnbdl
wouldmlp\unﬁnglmmorlwﬂdhndﬁm,mdposﬂﬂy
both.

3. Should such an incident occur the travel of mutual aid
from Coquille would be limited because Fairview Road would
have to be shut down. ‘This not-only would hamper firefighting
activities, but also would disrupt one of the main evacuation
routes. Water would have to be transported from Steel Creek in

can move forward without the roposed action? Can you describe the fish habitat
impmvemmthnmndenil?}?ewmadconsmncﬁmmrecomﬁmismprdedn
greatest negative hed effect on salmonid habitats, I in sedi i
nducapoolvolumzs,mdmlyaddiﬁomﬂyimpﬂctdeeppooh,whichunumn
temperature refugia for fish.

‘Waterways

The BLM must comply with state water quality standards romulgated under the
Clean Water Act. ad qality ®

Soils

Do not exceed soil comp ds and Guideli not

soil g Past, e ;ndﬁ-

increase soil i i entering wat 3 resent ture

activities mmmmmmm mf conditions.

Noxious Weeds

This project has the potential to serious weeds into areas less infested with these
-p'."ﬁ.nsmﬁ i P

:ﬂ:spmdofnoxiousweeds?mBLMmundkcbud!ecomiuentfnﬂnmnﬁu

critetiatopm:ntt.hesprﬂdofnnxious“edsintthut.

Species Concerns

Please rotectSensiﬁve,'mmmencdandMngFedSpeuu‘ . Do no lead to a trend

tol.istanKp gedes.Mﬁnninvhblcpo;nhﬁonso all native species and do not

degrade habitat for any Management ndicator or other target species.

Archeological Sites and Significant Native American Sites

Prevent potentialil_lﬁ:amanymdidonNm'veAmmn' uses of the area and

any ical sites. proper p dure for identifying of

traditional islocat:dinonpageloftheNlﬁonahegimrBuﬂeﬁn#gx.

ﬂunkwaor:hisoppommitymwmmmtsmdplmkeepminfomdnthis
project progresses.

Govc g

ForkS Wi and

U Wb, 1
ate: nc.

886 Raven Lanc

Roseburg, OR 97470

the winter months, and from Lee Valley in the summer on the
south side of the block valve location, and from Evans Creek to the
north.

4. The time it takes to get a pipeline operator to close the block
valve at the town of Dora would range from 30 minutes to over an
hour. Closing block valves is the safest, and most effective
method of extinguishing a pipeline fire. With this type of incident
ﬁredepmmqmunnﬂyeoncam-‘nethﬁraaiviﬁuwmmaing
exposures. The amount of water required for this action would be
approximately 2500 gallons per minute. This fire flow is beyond
the capacity of the existing fire department equipment.

B. Reference EIS Draft (Chapter 3, Page 28, Second Paragraph “Public
Health and Safety”)

* 1. The last sentence in this reads “ after ion is
completed, the primary issue for public safety and pipeline
operation would be damage from someone digging without
permission and heavy equipment (such as a backhoe) or
unauthorized use of explosives in the near vicinity of the

N

. Reference EIS Draft (Page J-7, and Page J-8)

‘With the block valve footprint surrounded with a chain link
fence with a locked gate, and depending on location, traffic
volume, the fence will be protected with concrete or pipe
barricades. Page J-8 indicated that the block valve controls
extend 5°8” above grade. Will the fence, and barricades
prevent fuel trucks, log trucks, or a lowboy truck with a shovel
from damaging this block valve assembly?

Lo

In my opinion the block valve at Fairview needs to be relocated
away from the main route of travel, and at a distance that
would prevent flame and smoke impingement on the
Bonneville Sub Station, Pacific Power & Light, and Bonneville
Power Administration 230 and 115 KV transmission lines.

Sincerely,
Virgil Williams, Chief
Fairview R. F.P. D.
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OR 97459
3/22/2002

Dear Mr Gunther

Re: Coos County Gas Pipeline, Draft Eavi I Impact Statement.

Fn!ly.dnkynumBLMﬁxinh’minsmdwbl‘uhingthisdocmm.

‘We request that our names and address are withheld from public review and
disclosure.

llhchimdmmmofdﬁpipeﬁmwﬂmmmwphﬁr
theOooququWSofdmlm *because no indu 3
wnnimnﬂ!hwyaowmediianﬂpouikmm_th‘pmnﬂmwvmﬂ
Mofuﬁl\ﬂwnﬁmﬁcﬂhiﬁuddﬁpomwm.

lflq)edﬁmmbaofjohmhqmﬂeddmmmmm}-wbempde
mehnpomnilmmbyu!ue,wlﬁchwthﬁthepomﬁnlmmﬂnw
can be

if it is not possible to mliﬁmmba!ofnewjobnhuemeauintypﬂyf 5
m:owhmthewﬁqhﬁ&yofmmﬂwwuubemmwmhm
wnhwofmuﬂmbwm&ﬂmﬁednﬂ-mmmmw
can still be assessed.

Psmﬁalmdm‘ﬁnmnewﬁnﬂﬁsﬂizim.m}wdmvfﬂlbenq?ﬁ'edw
mmiowmmmwmmwmmw

P for new ion.” We e .
mbnmwmhumun&mwwmmmmmmmm
hwmofmﬁdomﬁomdshburham

Avaihlﬂityofixﬂusu’illmnedhﬂ, ion and i
hdiututhnmynewhﬂmywwhbwzhmdmmcws.nly.mm
W\htpomilbwhmofﬁmnﬁcﬂiﬁuismumﬁmdei

24 %52 Director’s Fax (503) 378-5518
‘Main Fax (503)

Rural/Coastal Fax (503) 378-5518
TGM/Urban Fax (503) 378-2687
‘Web Address: http:/ /www.lcd state.or.us

Mr. Bob Gunther, Project Coordinator Ceetellilot
Bureau of Land Management

Coos Bay District Office

1300 Airport

Coos Bay, OR 97459

Dear Mr. Gunther,

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement — Coos County Natural Gas Pipeline

The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) has reviewed the draft
environmental impact statement (DEIS) for the above referenced project. The Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) is the lead federal agency for the National Environmental Policy Act review
addressing construction of a natural gas pipeline from southwest of Roseburg, Douglas County to
Coos Bay, Coos County. The preferred route for the pipeline runs through Reston, Douglas
County and then roughly parallel to the Coos Bay Wagon Road to Coos Bay, Coos County. The
pipeline would be buried within existing rights-of-way of Pacific Corps, Bonneville Power
Administration, and the Wagon road. The pipeline would deliver natural gas to distribution
facilities in Coos Bay and North Bend, with smaller laterals built to serve Coquille, Myrtle Point,
and perhaps Bandon.

In a letter dated April 27, 2001, the Department provided detailed comments to BLM in response
to the scoping notice for the proposed project. ‘We are re-submitting those comments as an
attachment to this letter since our review of the DEIS indicates that those comments have largely
not been addressed. As we stated in our previous letter, the proposed federal action is subject to
the ination and i qui of the federal Coastal Zone Management Act
(CZMA, 16 US.C. § 1451 - 1464). Yet, the DEIS does not even list the federal CZMA as an
applicable law (see Chapter 1, p. 4.). While BLM may be intending to address coastal zone

consistency at the final EIS luge.wemm:pﬁnedwﬁndmdilcustiononlhilmlmwilhinme
DEIS.

In closing, feel free to contact the Department should you have any questions about this letter,
the attached April 27, 2001 letter, or the OCMP. Information about the OCMP can also be found

on-linc at http: . The primary coastal program contact for
this project continues to be Ms. Christine Valentine of my staff, and she can be reached at 503-
373-0050 X250 or by e-mail at christine. valentine@state.or.us-

Sincerely,

/(h,szw’

Nan Evans, Manager .
Oregon Coastal Management Program

fao Bob Gunther
Project Coordinator
Coos Bay District
BLM

1300 Airport Lane
North Bend

OR 97459

3/22/2002

surrounding area has considerable natural charm and resources, which are
Coos Bay and yunding has and. o k
capitalized upon in terms of attracting all types of tourists, and ‘clean’ lnd
:zetfnﬂy Iy friendly i ies such as aquacultu How will the introdu

of gas bumning industry affect this scenario?

W meﬂﬁlﬂyoﬁauwmon'ﬁsmﬂsw_hd?smlmdﬂ
indhuﬁlndaumhﬁveaﬁﬂof!hchuﬂlhbﬂofﬂ:wpmehtoncomhynd
surrounding area.

Sincerely

Mr. Bob Gunther, BLM -2- March 21, 2002

cc. Coos County
Douglas County
City of North Bend
City of Coos Bay
City of Coquille
City of Myrtle Point
City of Bandon

L

DS!
ODFW-Portland

DEQ-Portland

Conf. Tribes Coquille Indians

Conf. Tribes Coos, Lower Umpqua, Siuslaw Indians
Corps of Engineers

Bonneville Power Administration

Biological Information Specialists Inc.
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Dep of Land C and Develop
635 Capitol St. NE, Suite 150
Salem,

Rural/Coastal Fax
Ms. Sue E. Richardson, District Manager TGM /Urban Fax
Bureau of Land Management Web Address: http:/ /www.
Coos Bay District Office
1300 Airport Lane
Coos Bay, OR 97459
Dear Ms. Richardson,

Subject: Scoping - Coos County Natural Gas Pipeline

The Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) has reviewed the March 29,
2001 scoping letter and associated website materials describing the Bureau of Land
Management's (BLM) proposal to direct the preparation of an environmental impact statement
(EIS) addressing construction of a natural gas pipeline from southwest of Roseburg, Douglas
County to Coos Bay, Coos County. 'lhElSiueq\lindbemeLMuninunri;h!mf—wayfor
the project to cross federal lands. Aprefmedmuufonhgpipelinehudmdybemidmﬁﬁed
based on a 1999 feasibility study. mmposedmmewo\lldl\mthm\lghkmon,Dngu
County and then roughly paralle! the Coos Bay Wagon Road to Coos Bay, Coos County. The
pipeline would be buried within existing rights-of-way of Pacific Corps, Bonneville Power

facilities in Coos Bay and North Bend, with smaller laterals built to serve Coquille, Myrtle Point,
and perhaps Bandon. The location of the laterals has not yet been determined.

The above-described federal proposal is subject to the dination and i i

of the federal Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA, 16 US.C. § 1451 - 1464). The project
area crosses through and terminates within Oregon’s “coastal zone”, desij under the
federally approved Oregon Coastal Management Program (OCMP). Construction of the pipeline
isrusomblylikelymaﬁemhMMwnumlnanmomofO:em’xwm.
As such, the federal development Pproject and any associated facilities or actions must be
designed, planned, and implemented in a manner consistent with the OCMP. DLCD, as the
state's desi coastal zone agency, will ultis be ible for

that BLM's proposed action will be consistent with OCMP requirements.

Aspmorfedmlevlluaﬁonprooas,BLMwillmdmptepmaeousulmmw i
determination addressing how the proposed project, including associated facilities or actions,
would comply with OCMP i Your i dq ination will need to include a
brief statement indicating whether BLM believes the project complies with the OCMP and must
be supported by an evaluation of the proposed actions vs. the relevant coastal program policies.
A detailed project description, infc i ing any iated facilities and sufficient
information to explain coastal zone effects must also be provided in support of BLM's
determination.

Ms. Sue E. Richardson, BLM -3- April 27, 2001

see below for more on this topic. Alternatively, the more detailed analysis and justification
could ultimately be provided in a separate coastal zone consistency determination.

A goal “exception” is required when a proposed action is specifically not allowed by the
requirements of an applicable goal. If the selected alterative would involve actions that do not
oomplywi'hlhzlocllhndueprwm.nddwmuwidcphnninggods.ﬂmlheElSm
consistency determination must contain adequate information to support an exception. The
exceptions process and standards are described at OAR 660 Division 004. At this time, we
cannot determine absolutely whether any goal exceptions might be required because information
is very limited, but we are available to work with the county and BLM with the goal of guiding
the various alternatives and actions to not trigger the need for goal exceptions.

© The Statewide Planning Goals (OAR 660-15), as applicable.

The statewide planning goals are state regulations that are generally implemented through the
licable local penei "

plan(s) and ord The goals and i rules can be
accessed via DLCD’s website [www.lcd state.or.us . Local plans are acknowledged by the Land
C ion and Devel C ission to meet the i of the goals. However,

P
dmgodsapplydirecllyincuuwlmelnlcﬁonispnposedlhnisimminmlﬁdulocdllnd
useprosnmlndapllnnnuldnumorgodexeepﬁonispmsed.Agodpmvisionmydso
npplydirecdyiflh:goalhsbemupdnedmdlhzlomllmdusepmgnmhum(yﬁbeen
bnug,htintocomplimeewimdueu.pdmdtewimm Goal 19 for ocean resources is also
applied directly by state agencies vs. local governments, but goal 19 does not apply to this
project.

We recommend that BLM review the statewide planning goals as a way to begin to understand
lhetypesofpoliciesandslmdud;mnuinedinloedhnduxprommsthnwouldlikzlybe
applicable to a proposed project. Specifically, BLM should look at Goal 2 (Land Use Planning),
Gon.lZ(AgximlmmLands),Godl(Foreanda),Godi(NMRmums,Soqﬁcmd
Histm'icArus,lndOpenSpwu),GonN(Air.WllcnndLdemwQudity)God7
(Areas Subject to Natural Disasters and Hazards), Goal 9 (Economic Development), Goal 11
(Public Facilities and Services), Goal 13 (Energy Ci ion), Goal 16 (E: i

and Goal 17 (Coastal shorelands).

© The standards of selected state environmental laws (e.g. Removal/ Fill Law, state
air/water quality standards, general fish and wildlife protections, Beach Bill, etc.).

Ni state laws addressing the of specific natural resources and land and
Wwater uses of the coastal zone have been incorporated into the OCMP. Based on our knowledge
of the proposed project to date, we believe that the following laws incorporated into the OCMP
could be applicable to the project. In order to fully determine how these laws might apply to the
project, BLM will need to identify project elements such as stream crossings, wetland/riparian
impacts, i hniques including rehabili after pipeline installation, as well as
steps that will be taken to avoid and minimize resource impacts or compensate for unavoidable

Ms. Sue E. Richardson, BLM -2- April 27, 2001
DLCDgencnllyreviewspmjemnquiﬁngmElSatlheﬁmlElSmgemengmﬂhauecond
review to address project modifications is not necessary and to allow the consistency
determination and the state’s review to concentrate on a selected preferred alternative vs. :
multiple alternatives. We would hope to address all federal actions associated with the project
comprehensively but are not yet certain of whether BLM, as the lead agency, would be

ddressing coastal zone i for other federal agencies. We also ask BLM to explain
when and how local, state, and federal permit requirements will be addressed. For example, a
local project sponsor might be responsible for obtaining permits.

We anticipate that there will be considerable overlap in the issues tl\ll mlm_be lddtessed inthe
EIS and to support BLM’s it ination. BLM’s ,Iutoprml_mbe
addressed includes: socio-economic impacts, soil erosion, water quality, fish and wildlife,
traditional tribal uses of the area, archacological sites, and noxious weeds. We concur that these
mpicsnaedwbeuddrusedin'hcﬁlsmdmﬁndmamwaymmdweﬂmds,

and threatened species, and land use must be addressed in the EIS. With those
inclusions, we belicve the BLM list and coastal zone management list of topics that must be
addressed will be comparable.

BLM can choose to include the consi daﬂ-mimﬁonupmoﬂhepr?jeaﬂs_or_cfn
prepare a separate document with the EIS provided as supporting information. While it is
BLM’s ibility to prepare the i inati 0CMPﬂa§isavnil-blem i
discuumyqlusﬁonsyoumyh-veabmncowlmnenuuge.mmneqmmm. BLM will
need to specifically address project i with the following enft clements of the
OCMP:

© The comprehensive land use plans and implementing regulations of affected local
jurisdictions.

For this project, BLM will need to consider multiple local wmptehcns.ive plans and 2
implementing land use regulations since the project will occur in multiple counties and cities.
BLMMHneedwcomdimmwimmDouglnComnylMComComyphmyngdemuw
determine how the county land use programs apply to the proposed actions. Smthcpm;eﬂ
will terminate in the City of Coos Bay and will also affect the Cities of North Bend, Coquille,
Myrtle Point, and Bandon, BLM also would need to coordinate with the planning departments of
these communities.

BLM should identify all land use policies and standards applicable to the vnnous allzm-nvel -
and specific actions d under those alf ives — which are de b _mtheElS‘ We
wmxldexpecltlwlmduumﬂysiswbcmnﬂwmghforlhepnfmeddwnmveb\uforhnd
use requis tobea i ion in all al ives under review in the EIS. For at least the
preferred altemnative, any needed land use approvals should be identified, and the EIS :hnukl also
contain an analysis of how the applicable land use policies and standards will be meet, ie.to the
extent practicable provide the justification for needed local decisions. This would also My

include justification for any needed local ive plan d or goal
Ms. Sue E. Richardson, BLM -4- April 27, 2001
impacts. BLM also needs to consult Wwith the state agencies identified below to determine the
icability of these authorities and how to d li with these laws:
State Authorities State Agency
Removal-Fill Law

Oregon Division of State Lands
State Submerged and Submersible Lands » 5
General Protective Regulations Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
Air, Land & Water Quality Oregon Department of Environmental Quality

ThetbovelinismtinmﬂedwmggmlhnBLMslmddnoleoordimtewhhoﬂmmle
agencies; the above list is only intended to highlight the key statutory requirements that DLCD
would likely need to consider when revi ing BLM's i ! ination. As part of the
coastal zone review process, DLCD would consult with these state agencies to determine
whether the proposed project would be in i with these state authoriti

lnclosing,feelﬁeeweonmﬂchcpmentshmddywhxvcmyquuﬁmlbomthislmqor
the GCCMP. The OCMP is described at http: may

¥ . Or you
also contact Christine Valentine, coastal agency coordinator, at 503-373-0050 X250 or by e-mail
at christine. valenti us for more information. Task that you also please address future
correspondence regarding the project to Ms. Valentine.

Sincerely,

J/z/?;

Nan Evans, Interim Manager
OrtgonCoumlMlnagmﬂanmm

cc.  Coos County
Douglas County
City of North Bend
City of Coos Bay
City of Coquille
City of Myrtle Point
City of Bandon
DSL
ODFW-Portland
DEQ-Portland
Conf. Tribes Coquille Indians

Conf. Tribes Coos, Lower Umpqua, Siuslaw Indians
Corps of Engineers
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§ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
& REGION 10
1200 Sixth Avenue e
Seattle, Washington 98101 T ST ATET
March 19, 2002 Liwlut bS53 [},M s - Ym m.ﬁ,q( £
RepiyTo o A e Conalenlion z Us
Aun Of: ECO-088 Ref: 01-013-BLM * % § <
PA’,‘L e - VO tiirasdl

Bob Gunther, Project Coordinator faw why Thavs an T Coonly
Bureau of Land Management b d L
Coos Bay District wiho Wtk Lave Mo tteees B
1300 Airport Lane -
North Bend, Oregon 97459 “ldes i 2l - eer Lo Taget
Dear Mr. Guather: /44» & -

The Environmental Protection Agency has received the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the proposed Coos County Natural Gas Pipeline (CEQ No. 020024) for /} |aacen /h"“‘"'"
review in accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act and o
Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. TN U Lt =

EPA Region 10 has used a screening tool to conduct a limited review of the draft EIS ' (/.i it eles floeny Lhoe
and, based upon the screen, we do not foresee having any environmental objections to the e n‘...l’ 2
proposed project. Therefore, we will not be conducting a detailed review of the draft EIS. fl # %

Should you have any questions, please contact Bill Ryan of my staff at (206) 553-8561.

€ prcsedcn racyeioa pacer

B ‘ e e . é é:' J . el [ 2
Con fQ«ﬁ«l%ﬂa&“ﬁs 69-\-\7”} ﬁM Aillnnin of plnden

Shid: ConCy Nt 7. Tl Mioy' e A bl gon (o Nelll o

Fm»\: .@oujotw:dg Eldrs Ayunc«//ﬂ« Bw-./.'

7ua‘»r

i it )t Lo il - potar—
; il (o Mydooen LLZ
Corliie - Gonpe Bk S Cpe rgs Ky Gor B, T it ZaZ , i O

Y . s < £y, 2[;7}{& 4 2l i
e I#MV :,/w‘.; oA :j::merv('&J“ te- We fave The F,':/; - i
2. prigid e gy Gyt We Lok " At o
d&/[&ﬁ«?@?-/ AP W/A/uzz,.wfz“m

"\'31 oo “TJ 4—% e Goe ATl Guge C. 2-”4/\.
)-f?oxrw Mﬂ_/'u/ ‘&*\4 o ‘///>f Go'q,d.r +HL4-(

o (QC Eders A calture
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W st gra 7 g

59/ -S58- 3576
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“Pat & John To: “Bob Gunther* <bob_gunther@or.bim.gov>
Simpson* cc: "Ron Sadler” <ronsad@worldnet.att.net>, *Bobbie Stewart"
net>, "Vickie Crowley"
com> <vec@woridnetatt.net>, "Carol Doty"
<cnrdoty@earthlink.net>
C3/230201:57AM  supject: Draft 1S Comment
Bob Gunther,
The pipeline EIS must have a map showing the BLM land being crossed by the pipeline.
The allows 0 of jobs d itions about
‘pollution to the estuary and other sites will not

‘Therefore, there should be an accounting in the d
this i - "

recreation,
air & water, of views being blocked by smoke stacks, etc.

Our ing for will lesy clean places for

for retirement. Such shortsightedness.

1do NOT want the pipeline built.  resent the additional taxes, pollution and congesti

T would like the EIS to totally stop the pipeline. .
Ifit cannot, then 1 do NOT want the EIS to simply make the pipeline go around the BLM territory (which isn't even
shown in the draft), because that would add unnecessarily to the cost of the pipeline and solve NO real problems
created by the pipeline!

1had such hopes for an EIS. 1 have since decided that it is a very expensive farce, at least the way I see it being.
implemented here! Let me quote from Ron Sadlers letter to the County Planning department:

“The public comment period on the Draft EIS is open until March 25,2002. In spite of this fact, your March 8 memo
to the ing Ce announces will be di l of “the only feasible
route”. 1s this not prima facie evidence that the choice of reasonable altematives has, in fact, been limited? Could
any action b dis " i ublic discussi

pn is foster?

"Your action makes a mockery of the EIS process. It )
already been made, and Coos County and the BLM view the EIS 2 pro forma exercise any real
utilty. This is a direct insult o the citizens of Coos County, and a violation of federal regulations. It adds to the
Vulnerability of a process that is already on shaky ground legally.”

decision as to "the only has

Pat Simpson 541-347-2597 patiohns@ucinet.com
435 Michigan NE
Bandon, OR 97411

Box 783 + 3050 Tremont * North Bend, OR 97459
- T%ﬂl#fbm * FAX 541-756-0847

Airport
North Bend, OR 97459
Re:  Coos County Natural Gas Pipeline Draft EIS
Dear Mr. Gunther:
‘The Coquille Tribe has reviewed the County Natural Gas Pipeline Draft EIS
document and submits the following specific to archeological and cultural
resource concerns:
Although the of laterals to the of Coquille, Myrtle Point, and

Blndﬂnhﬂenmben‘ﬁnﬂind,”ﬁhwmnheyminmded.mﬂswd
mﬂymhnudfw&omu;hmﬂnnﬂmmmmdmgeﬂofﬂn
plopmedhuﬂmu,plrﬁnuldyinﬂmhiwiewm(uewmmmuemming
Appendix B below).

40
Project as il term “tribal members”
sbwldbechngedh“duimﬂednibﬂmnﬁvuof&ceﬂ‘eﬂedfedu‘lly
recognized tribes.” 2) Language should be amended to include the possibility of

[ discovery of arch i liwsandlorisollm;lndthnmiﬁuﬁmofsuch
di ies should occur i i and in ion with the iate tribal
representatives. 3) Language should strongly emphasize that cultural resources surveys
waelimimdtoexpoledmrﬁcesorﬂy(seeAppmdixB—lz);mdlhntmonimringnnybe
teq\dmdinlm:of“potmﬁd"or“pmhbilily"-apecillly: 1) those areas in the project
wnidurﬂnlwmnotmeyedbecmukwp-swunmmnwd;mdz)ﬂmmm
surveyed because brush and vegetation cover did not allow it.

mB.LS.mMWHﬁnmmmimmmmmn&d
for extensive pre-project probing and project monitoring in the Fairview area. Although
ﬂsueisonlymsmmrdedsite.mmldmoflneedmmmﬁmnlml

Ga,uxhu.

Steve & Wesa Liles March 23, 2002

96955 Lone Pine Lane
Coquille, Ore 97423

Bureau of Land Mangement
1300 Airport Lane
North Bend, Ore

These are our for not ng the Gas Pipe Line

Onsopr property we have a total of 300 feet of BPA right
of was, you have not tried to survey the route where gou wish
to go, as we have a water supply in this right of way that wil
be drained by the drilling under the river.

Other are Envi 1l impact on the watershed
at the Bay.

Bofhing was brought up about the envirnometall impact in
the study.

Sincerely
Stems, Liles

Wesa Liles

lasr L.

AP TR

e
-2
~

inlbmunm,ommhdwilhthemﬂhimﬁesormlomlm'bs,muﬁlﬂnvuymmg
potmﬁuformhofﬂuhirvingdkymbemvuylnvmdexmuivenchedojnl
sitc.Tth.LS.rq)onllsodounouddtmthepipdmhmmdﬂiuhuﬁukmit
incmuidﬂingﬂnwopeormoffnauforwhnrﬂmﬂweynhngnynfm
proposed routes. -

hch:ing&:mmmnhmminundﬁmlywmmwmmm.
Oﬂm'ismsﬂmlheCoq\niueTn'bemigmhveulgovmuu-uu-m:jw

Cumtyeemmy-wwldbenhmprumedbyeiﬂuztbe

Coquille Tribal Council or the Coquille Economic Development Corporation (CEDCO).
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,
.
Donald B. Ivy
Cultural Resources Program Coordinator
C:  Tribal Council
Culture Committee
Confederated Coos Tribes
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TI0S Pay ST oFFIos
March 25, 2002 )

54628 Geiger Crock Rd.
Bandon, OR 97411
Ph: 347-4305

BT A p 03

Bob Gunther, Project Coordinator

Bureau of Land Management

1300 Airport Lane

North Bend, OR 97459

SUBJ: Comments on Coos County Natural Gas Pipeline Draft EIS

1 make no pretense of being an expert on LIS documents. However, even a cursory look at
MWMMBMMM:WMMM

CLQ 1502.2g requires an objective analysis, not a justification of the action already
decided upon.

NEPA (CEQ 1502.16b and CEQ 1508.8b) requires a study of the indirect effects.

There is no altempt made to discuss cumulative environmental impacts as required
in CEQ 1508.7.

p. 05 New Industrial Gas Users

*Because no industrial commitments have yet occurred, it is not possible to quantify the

pmmth!envhmmﬂhpmscfu&mwnﬁnmﬁcﬂihmdthipomhlhaﬁom.’

Still,inscvenlnrus(e.&-mﬁ.ﬂ,étmﬂ)umhnsmpmbkmqmmﬂying

pountilleeonomicinpnﬂsbyttmenmewn—e:dﬂaﬁndm’nluum

P 18 AIR QUALITY

The statement is made ". . .no data is available regarding the current levels of noxious gases. .

® ‘This is false. Data is available from the 1iPA's Toxics Release Loventory and [ know that a

rewrdofunhhnmhﬁhmthehvnﬂﬂlmmﬁpdwmitmklmof

record. lnnddhinn.thecannlyhumeeulyuppmvedthhmincommnmm}ﬁﬂ

mxmmwmmmuwmmmw

p. 34 Utility Corridors

'lhemncemwnsnhedinmyptevhueomﬁsnbon(dzsﬁngohgapipeﬁmwﬁhinm
i lntheBPApuwuﬁnu.inunu:huBPAhddechedlmﬂorhmnnthn

practice because of safety concerns. Unless I have missed it, this issue has not been addressed
in the FIS.

17

March 22, 2002

Bill and Pam Nelson
58511 Fairview Rd

Coquille Or. 97423

To Whom It May Concern:

We don’t know as much as we should concerning this pipeline that is about to be
pulin.bmsnlongtimrsidemoﬁheF;irviewnluwemalinleoomemedlhomme
s-fetyissuﬁbeingnisedﬁomdwﬁmdmmnemsmndpoinm We are volunteer
ﬁmﬁghmsnswellumidmlsoﬁhmmdﬁomwimweunseeﬁundluwmps
mmﬁsﬁmmtheiswwemwrywm\edmbdnglhhwpmﬂndﬁms
omveuuandpom'bleuupmmifﬂmewmwbunytypeoﬂukuﬁm

1 think llllnhellyo\nmedslobemﬂwughusmwhentheblnck valves are
Minmhﬁmmwﬂeduwwﬂmthemidﬂmofdcmsmmm

Thank you for your time and please consider all of the possibilities involved in

this project.

Sincerely

Bill and Pam Nelson

SUMMARY

mmmmmmmmmmnmsw
m‘"mWM‘"mm'“mwmwﬂM“oluhﬂw
speculative. Yathismﬂygoamgull:ngthﬂoimhdﬂhelim}lonhwmsudyw
mupnhmmmmmmﬁsofhpipﬁuwmhmﬂymmm
meage:othwmnicleMy:

'lhinpmskmﬂinthknpondepenﬂonwuhﬁumumhnsnbomhﬁnm
pmvidedtoECONonhwmbyNonhw&NnmﬂmdFmeﬁvawmm ECONorthwest
nndepmdiﬁbnsnboﬂﬁnmmkﬂwndkhm.uwhihwebeﬁevedtymwmbk,ﬂa

ions and predictions used in the jc impact analysis are nonetheless
speculative.” [my emphasis added]
'lhnnkyonﬁmﬂ:upponmkyﬁ:toﬂhﬁgmmwmkzgﬂdhnofﬂ:dmm
under the No Action ive on page v of the significant revisions must be
‘made to this document for it to meet the requirements of NEPA.

Roberta Stewart

| have deep concerns about the northwest natural gas line running through the town of
Fairview, OR.

1,Trnp|aeenmtdamockvamonmaedqeoﬁmminmadnunyverﬁnlum
bonneville power main transmission lines.

Thiswouldem-lln12ind|pipewi1hnppmximtafy900|bl.pmssm,a:womm
onanenﬂhquakah\mlineandwimuraneeoompmymumusmmnhmunwb\n
uwhona:izaablemkavvlllhilusl\ﬁnobreaklr\deprsionwuldmm-mhbbw
totd\.ﬂarmslosooll.hlghandmeﬁmnlltmmlubﬂhu'mnmohwmwb
station leading to all of southwest Oregon.

Z.anﬁnsseouldbbckanympemuﬁafmpaopbnppsd.plusprovmanyhdp
from reaching us from town.

S.TherearuIndlangrwesm&mmpingamuwheremgashishmmm.
ammmmmnmmmbm"mln.lammmmmmofm
mmmmmmmmmmycmm

4.Ihmmﬁeedmaag:eemeoenNommﬂNmmlGol‘ndoutewmy
oomnmiomrsstammmowmywwldbawniﬂe for any breaks , explosions,
Ieaksusedbyquake.slide,ﬁood.nranyomumm.nmbmnnmdbm
muube:voﬁodbyslmwmﬁwmp!pdkwnndbbdwam.
mennsphnnedonE.l.s.neou‘dmmouﬂhatFolMewandeeoplewouidboﬂn
sacrificial lambs for our commissioner egotistical whim for glory. IT'S JUST NOT RIGHTHI

sincerely,
Jim Metcalf

G-1-



Mardh, 93'j 2002 &
Hello , Hello, T ey e
I'm wriﬁngmsxpmsmymncemonﬂnpropom natural gas pipeline . My " i i il e other: -
original understanding was it would be routed down highway 42. That would have made mulemmw:fh'r;?:;bner With concem as to the safety of my family and trie G
the line easily ible in an Yy ;earthquake, fire, ect.| have many doubts :
abomduangmgmmmmoidwagonmdbutsafe!yisbyfer!hebiggemissueAMy . : peli . . iddle of- .
Questions regarding a break in the line , fire , explosion, natural disaster ,ect. , have not Fa:vhzwm;rFTm é?‘m;:p’:sed e project that will spit down the of
been add What is the envir impadinﬁlesosihlaﬁon!?lminksivwem ' )
newroutewull'akenmroughmyfmmyardmy deserve to be add g I'm the owner of Double C Disk and U.S.A Jet Door co.We are a tire recycling plant tha
B provides ground gear for trawl fisheries in the U.S. ,Canada , Mexico + Russia , Japan ,
Thlspurpmduev'/.romelsnotwvgatlvmdon.Haelmecopswunlycommlssbnen and Iceland. Our b is located adj fo the power substati in Fairview . It is
have changed the original plan to suit their needs and wants without consulting the my understanding that the proposed Pipeline route will run between 30 .. up to 1,500 ft..
:lxpaysfs muh:‘vs ignored the fairview residents concems about safety and from our main building,
. . I'm very concemed that the pipeline will be routed through our area. Let me tell youa
. lnheoncluwn | only have this to say ,| will not allow this on my land nor will my situation that occurred not long ago . Being a 10 yr.. member of the Fairview Fire
nieghbors. Dspanmemlwaslrwoivedlnarescuoafewyearslgovmanourdoptwaaallcdouton
si a man with serious health complications. Heavy rains had caused landslides on Hungry
ncerely, ° Mountain, flooding had closed Summner rd. and Lee Valley. All access to Fairview was
‘W ()I)‘ ! closed. Coquille ambulance responded but could only travel as far as the top of Hungry
Mountain. Our department had no choice but to carry this patient across a dangerous
slide to the waiting ambulance A complicated rescue due only to rainfall... Now imagine
what it would be like in event of an earthquake out in our area. How will aid reach our
residents ? What if its in the middleofuummrwithnﬁreorlsakhggmllnetobooﬂwm
will come to our aid then?
| feel our business, our lives, and our future are in jeopardy with the pipeline going
through the middle of our community. The pipeline representatives that have visited our
small valley have not been honest or forth coming with answers to our concems.
There has been no guarantee as 1o our safety with an open ground valve adjacent to
our property . Who is ible for i impact i
pfepamdhm?SafelyoMxemsidenls?Safetmeyemploym?
' Pleaserespondtomylelbrandaddrasmyconcems.lleeimyfamﬂiuiumrehat
. stake.
4 Thank You,
§ Jody Clawson
Dana Gank
Bex 99| . y
i N North Bo..vd,@t‘- 97459 HC 83 Box 4101
1 Ficrs g March 35, e Coquille, Oregon 97423
1o 541 1ST% G303 i
i : Peb Guwther, project coondinator Ot Gar Rielss BLM
4 : ! ‘pelne 1300 Airport Lane
2 : 1206 Airport Lawe North Bend, Oregon
Nority Band, or 17451 Re: Coos County Pipeline EIS
Dcar Sue Richardson:
) * . ;.
Aated Hha S cument will "analyize tion t » and to the entirc Bureau of Land Management, is this: Why on
AS = At £ Aocumer y y xiu? ‘::l:ﬁln y:ny io:vnlve yourself and our lan;]s in wha; pro!:i:|ses to be an ongoing
. . N b doggle when the county commissioners have openly said on numerous i
He prepos ed ashen as compared to  4we "‘“‘“‘"‘"‘“’gs ql’f:,ii’ﬁ in public meetings that if they had any trouble with you then they’d

simply change the route?

;m\kd'mg 10 a.:Hen.

I recommend that you find against going across BLM-managed lands. As noted in

- € county has at least two alternative routes that don’t involve you. Let
.C_e.\s-‘d\“_.m% tha_ Cow\'\\ Plu\\fw\ﬁ DQP‘\FM recavt :,t:::litt‘};um ty bas at least two alternati tes that 't involve yo
. Meme Yo the County Plawning Commissien 3<eking agprual Sincerel
Jo allew tha prpeline «lonq the Ceos Bay Wagen Redd -as

Ronnie Herne

“Pa enly feasible rowte. T fid +Hha countys Getions cc: State, Fed
ot odds with ta \Wiided process.  Spmafieally CE]
resplation |Sdb.lad .
As a chiven ot Coos Cov.n\-‘ T demanmd ﬂe_ e
BLM sdlwre do  all applicalle waulations  aund amplhi'c. )
a full od objechve £1(5. »
T furtter vpe tho BIM | find the ho-a.:r.“‘fon
oftrndie. do be T Ho best \Wareste  of Hao

crhieans of Coos ch\"t\],
D’V\ﬂu—édﬂt%
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Robert W. & Carol N. Doty
P. 0. Box 511
Bandon, OR 97411 )
March 25, 2002 -

Bob Gunther, Project Coordinator
Coos County Natural Gas Pipeline
Coos Bay District, BLM

1300 Airport Lane

North Bend, OR 97459

Dear Mr. Gunther:

Today we are e-mailing these comments to you, and will also have them
postmarked by 5 pm in order to comply with the close of the 60-day
comment period. Please place these comments in the record concerning
the Pipeline 1 Impact

Our expertise is in land use planning and Oregon’s land use laws. The EIS
provides limited discussion to land uses (forestry, grazing, recreation, and
transportation) and the affects of the pipelines on land uses. We draw
your attention to the County’s adopted and state-acknowledged Coos Bay
Estuary Management Plan, and we were disappointed to see that no
mention has been made of this plan which is part of the Coos County
Zoning and Land Development Ordinance. In fact, no consideration has
been given in Chapter 3 or Chapter 4 to the effects pipeline construction
and the hoped-for resulting industrial development will have on the Coos
Bay Estuary. This was very disappointing when we consider that much of
the economic and environmental health of the county is dependent upon
the health of the Estuary.

The county’s Estuary Management Plan devotes 376 pages to the Uses,
Activities, Management Objectives, and Land Development Standards to
be addressed in the Upper and Lower Bays, the Isthmus Slough, the North
Spit and other portions of the Estuary which may be affected by land uses
and activities. The construction of a pipeline is a land use, and
anticipated and potential development should also be a part of the

Envirc 1 Impact

March 25, 2002
90421 Lampa Lane
o Myrtle Point, OR
DIl AT 97458

Bob Gunther, Project Coordinator
Coos Bay District, BLM

me‘éﬁ"éms (Kollow-ve e el of s/ >

Re: Comment on Coos County Natural Gas Pipeline Draft Environmental Impact Statement

1. When the bond vote was put before the people of Coos County to finance the pipeline, the
Highway 42 alternative was the most likely route for laying the pipeline. The route being given
favor now, the Coos Bay Wagon Road along the East Fork Coquille River, travels through some
of the largest remaining intact forest habitat and related salmon spawning habitat in the Coquille
Watershed, and in the state of Oregon. 1believe the healthy ecosystem represented here is of the
utmost value to the present and future health and well-being of all creatures, including humans,
of course. | believe that any inconvenience to travelers or financial cost mentioned in the EIS as
reasons for rejecting the Hiway 42 alternative ignores the value of retaining healthy ecosystem,
and the wisdom upon which current watershed restoration and protection is founded: “Protect
the best, restore the rest.” For this reason, 1 reject the route now being given most favor, the
Coos Bay Wagon Road.

2. The EIS fails to give adequate consideration to the Indirect and Cumulative Impacts of the
gas pipeline on the healthy ioning of the natural envi of the Coos Bay area. Since
Coos County bears an extremely high cancer rate, there is reason to believe that pollution of the
air and water is of grave concern. No baseline assessment of the current health of our natural
environment is referred to in this EIS, (such as might be found in the State of Oregon’s
Environment published by the Oregon Progress Board). On page 18 in the EIS there isa
statement that “no data is available regarding the current levels of noxious gases”. This is false
(data on the air quality is available through the EPA), and is an example of how the health of the
environment is brushed aside and discounted. Possible future impacts of the new industries the
pipeline is meant to attract to our area are not addressed: the reason given is that since the exact
industries are not now known, such consideration would be purely speculative. Yet, when
predicting future ic benefit, the is magi no longer in, but very
specific in predicting 2,900 new jobs within ten years (page 71). 1 believe that the
environmental impact , which is the mandated purpose of this document under the National
Environmental Policy Act, is not d. Anenvi l impact is
NOT supposed to be a justification for a decision that has already been made, it is supposed to
be an honest evaluation of impacts, to the best of our present knowledge. The EIS needs to be
rewritten with current data on the health of the waterways and airshed of the Coos Bay area, with
special attention to the spawning areas of the uplands, the Coos Bay, the wetlands, and the Coos
and Coquille estuaries, and some educated estimations as to the direct, indirect, and cumulative

effects that the gas pipeline will have on our environment.
Yours, & 2r2f | 0
Bonnie Joyce

Both Chapters 3 and 4 require serious attention to the Estuary
Management Plan, and at a minimum, how negative impacts will be
mitigated in order to comply with county and state law.

To be specific and to provide an example: p. 20 of the EIS lists the
Isthmus Slough as an estuary which will be crossed if the proposed plan is
approved. Pages 129-130, and pages 354- 417 of the County’s Estuary
Management Plan describe the uses, activities management objectives,
and special conditions which must be applied when the Slough is affected.

In order for the county to construct the pipeline, it will be necessary for it
to make application for and prove that pipeline construction will comply
with those applicable portions of the Coos Bay Estuary Management Plan.
Any future use, activity or development in the Estuary must bear the
burden of proof that it complies with the Plan.

While we are not fully knowledgeable about the routes being considered
for the pipeline, we believe each route plans to cross sloughs and bays
which must be addressed by the EIS in light of relevant portions of the
Estuary Management Plan. We request that this be done prior to
completion of the final draft.

Finally, two general concerns about the project:

(1) We live in an area, the City of Bandon, which may never receive
service through the proposed project. We believe we are helping to pay
for part of the construction through the state’s $20 million contribution,
and that perhaps it is not fair for us to bear additional costs. That has not
been addressed in the economic analysis portion of the EIS.

(2) The project appears to have been ill-conceived in that decision makers
did not conduct a serious evaluation of how realistic the projections are
for job creation in Coos County, yet the major reason given for building
the pipeline is to provide an economic boost to the people of the county.

e e Aty

DHop2880@aol.com To: Bob_Gunther@or.bim.gov

cc
2 03/26/0209:31 AM  gpject: Fwd: enviromental impact statement

— Message from DHop2880@aol.com on Tue, 26 Mar 2002 11:44:05 EST —
To: coosbay@or.blm.gov
Subject Fwd: enviromental impact
: statement

— Message from DHop2880@aol.com on Tue, 26 Mar 2002 01:56:50 EST —
To: BobGunther@or.bim.gov
Subject enviromental impact
+ statement
Mr. Gunthex,

Wouldn't the recent halt of timber sales due to the white cedar,root fugus
problem warrent the need for further study of the pipeline constuction and
Phe impact of equipment moving in and out Of waterways, streams,rivers and
marshlands which could transfer this fungus?

David Hopkins

58344 Fairview Rd
Coquille, Or.97423
541-396-4128

G-1- 2
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pipeline below the stream bed. Boring, which has more soil erosion, is
recommended for the larger streams and Isthmus Slough. Pipeline construction,
with the type of equipment used, requires a working area of 30' to 60' along the
entire length of the pipeline. (The 60° width requirement occurs in steep slope
areas.) This increases soil erosion. There is also evidence of landslides and
geologic movement due to previous earthquakes (Cascadia fault line). Despite the
geologic report, the effects to streams from erosion were found to be negligible and
limited to the construction period!

7. The study does not address the above ground features of the pipeline.

8. Indirect and cumulative effects: The draft EIS ignores the indirect and cumuiative
effects by ignoring the heavy industry Coos Bay and North Bend hope to attract with
the natural gas pipeline. A metal fabricating plant and ammonia fertilizer factory
is mentioned on page 71 of the draft EIS. These two industries would have a
tremendous negative affect on the environment, directly and cumulatively,
particulary to the air and water. Coos County has a higher incidence of cancer than
Multnomah County - the introduction of heavy industry would not improve this
statistic. This ive health and envi cost should be included in the
natural gas pipeline EIS.

As a property owner and a source of funding for the EIS and the natural gas pipeline, |
would prefer to get the most for my property tax dollars and not harm the environment and
the in that envil including myself.

Sincerely,

o
s sy
Lynne Leisy

88643 Weiss Estate Ln
Bandon, Or 97411
phone: (541) 347-2641

Bob Gunther i
BLM, Coos Bay District
1300 Airport Lane
North Bend, Or 97459

March 26, 2002

RE: Coos County Natural Gas Pipeline Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Dear Mr. Gunther:

Following are comments on the Draft EIS for the Coos County Natural Gas Pipeline

1. Lack of EIS for the laterals to Coquille, Myrtle Point, North Spit, and Bandon. The
lateral to Bandon appears to be in doubt as to whether it will be constructed or not.
However, the draft EIS should, but does not, include the laterals to the other three
areas.

2. Right of way issues: Of the various public and private property owners, including the
37 residents (page 28), how many have agreed to right of way easements? The
study does not address pipeline effects to the residential property owners or their
willingness to sign easement agreements. | know one of the residential property
owners is concerned with their well water being adversely affected by the pipeline
construction, and the value of their property being decreased due to the pipeline
right of way easement.

3. The U. S. Army Corps of Engir is listed as a ing agency, but | did not
find their input anywhere, especially in regards to stream and wetland crossings.

4. Appendix F, the letter from the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service Endangered Species
C ion Letter of C: could not upon since it was not
received for ication. Will the ity be given to on the EIS when
itincludes this letter?

5. Lack of substantiation: Statements as to effect are given, more as an opinion than
fact, since there are no studies or substantive backing. For example, plant and
animal (includes insects, reptiles, amphibians, birds, mammals) species are listed
and described as to their habitat and foraging. From this description, which could
be derived from any encyclopedia or nature book, the study then draws the
conclusion that there will be no adverse effect during construction. This may well
be, but the study does not address long term or cumulative effects to the flora and
fauna of the area.

6. Contradictory findings: In Appendix A, the Geotechnical Engineering Report
discusses erosion around stream il and the p for i
excavation to minimize long term erosion around smaller streams to bury the

March 25, 2002

Peter Ryan and Christina Alexander
500 Dean Mountain Rd.
North Bend, OR 97459

Response to the Coos County Natural Gas Pipeline Draft Environmental Impact
Statement

Chapter 4, p.38, Proposed Action Effects Summation

h 6 sums it vuyneuly:“flnshon—kmnnnndhmd:en,nﬂmaﬂ
Pcunnmmgve ecomnﬁc“pbemﬁs of the proposed action are the primary reasons Coos
County seeks to construct a natural gas pipeline.” It is abundantly clear from the EIS
Duﬂ,medhmmu,mnm«ﬂemsbyp\lbﬁcoﬁchhth&np.emﬂbmgﬁuwuw
come from the heavy industrial manufacturing that natural gas availability will enable. It
is also quite clear from media accounts, public officials’statements and matters of public
record that this desired economic activity will be steered to the County urban renewal
area on the North Spit and the North Bend Airport lands managed by the Port of Coos
Bay.

. . R 2
The Council on Environmental Quality guidelines (CEQ 1508.8) Mcn'bethe“eﬁ'ec\s
that must be considered hmElSMlhBLM#m\o_hvewn?h:dwnh_m

idelines in the sections that address the geok ,
g;easofmmlhewmmbnmmﬂowmthemﬂwmpmlyﬁlbwwhm
it comes to the effects of activities the pipeline will enable.

TheBLM:e:mstchnveukenlhcponmnthnns:mpom‘blemmﬂyx negn"
hmMmingnwwm“shnamhngmmdf:mﬂnwem of the
mbhdmmhsbemusikmlknownwhkhwmp;l;ﬂm“ﬂ-;t;‘nﬂybc;um
ific guidelines for areas of lysis where there is -
qEle?z-n::mmw‘ e ”. The BLM seems to have ignored this section

entirely.

f credil
‘There are many consultants and non-profits that could supply the “summary o re

mkmiﬁcwidemeukvamwev&hmhmmblyb!mbhmw ’
mandated by CEQ1502.22b3. The cost of this information would not be “exorbitant™.

erhaps a scientist in the loy of the National Associali?n of Mlmlfacmms mlg‘ht
:istyee, but most peopl:\::uld concur that heavy mdustm!wtmtyctuls ?nlhnm of
onekindornmther,beilmxbusgml,;irbmmwp-&.pws,hqmdmdsobdemm
nsweﬂnpossibkdeﬁntnﬂlhedtheﬂ'ecu,mbl!ghz.mAmmnbkp:m
migmﬂwmmurthtumeﬂ'ecumigh(hvecumnlnfve}mpmmqlhnth:c ser
dmehﬂusu'hlmivhiammpowhﬁmmmmdslgn!ﬁunbodmofm,ﬁc
greater the possible impacts. And that reasonable person might also wonder how much
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ability our lands and water have to absorb these pollutants. CEQ1502b states “impacts
shall be discussed in proportion to their significance”. In not discussing what might be
grave environmental, economic, and social effects of the enabled activities in the EIS, is
the BLM saying these possibilities are of no significance?

There is compelling evidence that negative economic impacts of the very generous tax
breaks offered in Enterprise Zones such as the North Spit/Airport lands might erode the
tax base and strain the budgets of our poor communities when industries and their
‘workers place heavy demands on infrastructure and public services. This is not discussed.
There is no discussion in the Draft of whether new jobs created by the enabled activities
would actually be filled by local residents or experienced workers from outside the area.

If local leaders realize their dream of attracting manufacturing industries to the North Spit
and Airport lands in close physical, visual, and auditory proximity to residential areas and
tourist destinations there is a strong possibility of serious negative impacts to quality of
life, health, real estate values and to the viability of economic activities that rely on
“natural beauty” or esthetic values. In short, the very perception of the greater Coos Bay
area could change from that of an attractive place to visit or live to one of an ugly
smokestack-industry town. The CEQ1502 instructions require this be discussed.

Should the BLM, in preparing its final version of the EIS, decide to comply with the CEQ
guidelines which regulate its work as a federal agency and require a theoretical
assessment of possible negative impacts of enabled activities, it could start by assessing
the possible impacts of any and all of the past industries that have shown an interest in
this area were it to have natural gas. The local leaders have made it clear these were
desirable candidates and it is the best indication of what could be expected in the future.

In the Pipeline Draft EIS the BLM has returned to the public a seriously flawed and
deficient document. There is the appearance of a double standard in play. The projections
of Coos County and ECONorthwest that the availability of natural gas will stimulate
bmeﬁmaleoommcmwny(evm!huughtheyanmtnywhchmdlmﬂoom)
are treated as of the ling public that
mhmymﬂn-boMemgalmenmmmmemdsoculmm
since it is not known which industries will

locate here.

In Appendix G, Questions and Concerns from the Public, are BLM answers to two
comments which are most telling:

Comment 2 p.G14: “We strongly support construction of the pipeline. Please do all you
can to further this project.” The person registering the comment clearly regards the BLM
role in the EIS as one to further and enable, not objectively evaluate, the Pipeline project.
To which, the BLM says “Thank you for your support.”

Comment 11 p.G16: “My family and I strongly support construction of the natural gas
pipeline. The few noisy people. ..want nothing that will cost any taxes regardless of the

James Gomez <4 +et muam -March 25% 2002
160 North Folsom St. :
Coquille, OR 97423 .’

North Bend, OR 97459

Re: Comment in response to draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for proposed
natural gas pipeline from Roseburg to Coos Bay, reference # 2800.

It is my understanding that while preparing an EIS it is necessary to address the
Direct, the Indirect as well as the Cumulative effects of the proposed project. It is my
belief that these items were not sufficiently addressed in this draft EIS.

Item: Chapter 1, Purpose of and Need For Action; Page 5, paragraph 2.
« Points out the fact that a natural gas pipeline would not necessarily bring
new manufacturing facilities to the area, questioning the projects purpose.

o It avoids the most pertinent issue of the whole project, that being the
impact of bringing new industry to the North Spit area and its effects on
the Bay as well as the Estuary and surrounding areas.

« The potential effects on these areas cannot be separated from the direct
impact of the pipelines construction itself. They would undoubtedly fall
under indirect as well as cumulative impact due to the pipelines
construction. An EIS prepared without taking these issues into
consideration is without merit and therefore invalid.

Item: Chapter 3, Affected Environment; Page 18, Air Quality, paragraph 2.
Effects to final destination of pipeline not consid

o Coos Bay as well as the adjoining estuary and surrounding land areas,
particularly those down wind of any new industrial facilities, would be
impacted both indirectly as well as cumulatively as a result of the
construction of the proposed pipeline.

long-term benefits of any project. Please do all you can to further this project.” Again, the
commenting parties regard the BLM as an agency to advance the project. And to this the
BLM again says “Thank you for your support.”

One has to surmise that this is, indeed, how the BLM sees it role. It is the only reasonable
explanation for a draft EIS that is rife with serious omissions, misrepresentations, and
failures to perform according to federal regulations.

ol

o Although it is not possible to evaluate precise impacts for unknown future
industry, it is possible to obtain current air quality levels for this finial
destination area and to prepare projected impact levels for potential new
industry to the area. Without this further inquiry into impacts created by
the pipelines construction, the EIS is incomplete.

Jtem: Chapter 3, Affected Environment; Page 20, Water Quality.

Effects to final destination of pipeline not idered.

. OoosBlymdtheld)mnguuurywmldbeunpmedbathmlyu
as a result of the ion of the proposed
ipeine

o Although it is not possible to evaluate precise impacts for unknown future
industry, it is possible to obtain current water quality levels for this final
destination area and to prepare projected impact levels for potential new
industry to the area. Without this further inquiry into impacts created by
the pipelines construction, the EIS is incomplete.

Page 28, Public Health and Safety

Effects to final destination of pipeline not consid

o Coos Bay as well as the adjoining estuary and surrounding land areas,
particularly those down wind of any new industrial facilities, would be
impacted both indirectly as well as cumulatively as a result of the
construction of the proposed pipeline. This matter has no other foreseeable
conclusion except that of becoming a threat to both public health and
safety.

o This issue has not been properly addressed. With the inevitable increase in
levels of pollution created by proposed industrial activity in the finial
destination area. The end point habitat and its inhabitant’s ability to absorb
dusewasedtmatylcvdsneedswbemuud.wwfmmyﬁmha
consideration of a gas pipeline project, whose primary purpose is
industrial development in an area already at risk.

Coos County has one of the highest cancer rates in the sate of Oregon. We
need to examine why that is, before we undertake projects that will
knowingly increase probable polluting elements responsible for such
public health and safety issues.

(2)




Page 30, Land Uses, Recreation along the Proposed Action.
Effects to final destination of pipeline not

* Coos Bay as well as the adjoining estuary and surrounding land areas,
particularly those down wind of any new industrial facilities, would be
impacted both indirectly as well as cumulatively as a resuit of the
construction of the proposed pipeline.

®  Again the extent of any study concerning the construction of the proposed
gas pipeline cannot warrant validity without the inclusion of the results
thnwlllheuumdudleﬁn-!dmnmnm

In summary I would propose that an EIS that truly undertook the entire scope of
Cumulative) be required.

james 1. gomez

N
33 Pavo
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