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Appendix G – Response to Comments 

 

Forest Service Response to Comments Received on the DEIS 
 
 

Appendix G has been divided into two sections. The first section contains the comments received on the 
DEIS and the Forest Service responses to those comments. The second section contains all responses 
received from Federal and State agencies, local government, and elected officials.  

 
 
Comments and responses have been grouped into the following topics: 

1. Pipeline Safety  
2. Pipeline Corridor  
3. Wetlands, Riparian Areas, and Stream/River Crossings  
4. Wildlife and Fisheries 
5. Heritage Resources 
6. Air Quality 
7. Scenic, Visual, and Recreation Values, including Eligibility for Inclusion in the Wild and Scenic 

Rivers System  
8. Coordination with WYDOT Activities and Requirements, including WYDOT Safety Concerns  
9. Pipeline Size/Capacity and Link to Oil and Gas Development in Northern Sublette County  
10. Other Permits 
11. Reclamation 
12. Water Quality 
13. Gros Ventre Roadless Area 
14. Monitoring 
15. Energy Conservation and Alternative Energy Options 
16. No Action Alternative  
17. Property Owners  
18. Errata 
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Final Environmental Impact Statement G-2 Lower Valley Energy Natural Gas Pipeline Project 
 

 
Each commenter was assigned a number, as shown in Table G-1. Each comment made was also assigned 
a number. For example, in Part 1, comment code 1-1 refers to the first comment in the email from 
Caroline Haines. All commenters (16) are listed below, with their assigned number, to facilitate matching 
comments with the associated commenter. Commenters 6 and 9 did not submit comments requiring a 
response from the Forest Service. All comments submitted are included in the Project File at the Big 
Piney Ranger District Office in Big Piney, Wyoming. 
 
 

TABLE G-1 COMMENTERS ON DEIS  
 
 

Commenter Letter Number Date Submitted 

Individuals 
Caroline Haines 1 August 2, 2006
Jeanette Lostracco 6 August 8, 2006
Richard Robinson 10 August 15, 2006
Lucy Conley 11 August 15, 2006
Linda J. Cooper 13 August 23, 2006

 
Organizations 
Sierra Club 12 August 15, 2006
Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance 14 August 25, 2006
WildLaw 15 September 12, 2006

 
Federal Agencies 
Natural Resource Conservation Service 9 August 11, 2006
Department of Interior 5 August 9, 2006
Environmental Protection Agency 16 September 14, 2006
   
State Agencies 
District Maintenance Engineer, WYDOT 8 August 11, 2006
Environmental Coordinator, WYDOT 3 August 7, 2006
Director, WDEQ 4 August 4, 2006
Deputy Director, WGFD 7 August 11, 2006

 
Local Government 
Teton County Planning and Development 2 August 3, 2006
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1. PIPELINE SAFETY 
Comments: 8-1, 8-3, 10-1, 13-2, 13-4, 13-5, 14-6, 16-10 
Comment Response 
The FEIS should address pipeline safety concerns in greater 
detail and require specific measures to be taken to lessen any 
threats to the public. 

Supporting Statements: 
 
No pipeline safety information is referenced in the DEIS. No 
data is presented regarding the effectiveness of One Call. 

The inherent dangers of third party damage should be 
mitigated wherever possible. The DEIS acknowledges that 
fatal accidents can and do occur when third party damage 
takes place.  

Potential future maintenance issues are corrosion and concern 
that the pipeline would not be properly maintained.   

Truck safety and pipeline safety are not compared, especially 
in areas of highway crossings, landslides, and river crossings. 
Also, no fire analysis is shown to compare LNG trucking and 
pipeline risks.  

The risks associated with a pipeline system should be 
explained with the same depth and analysis that the risks 
associated with LNG delivery by truck are explained. 

LVE has no experience managing pipelines and yet must be 
relied upon to manage the pipeline. The DEIS provides no 
LVE protocol or plan for implementation or managing the 
pipeline, including training employees.  

Pipeline inspection using helicopter flyover and on-the-

Additional information was used to supplement the analysis and discussion related to 
pipeline safety. Chapters 1 and 2 were modified to provide additional background 
information on pipeline safety and clarify the rationale related to pipeline safety that 
applies to the Proposed Action and all alternatives considered. Chapters 3 and 4 were 
modified to clearly present the existing and projected conditions for pipeline safety. 
Appendix D was modified to clarify project design criteria that provide for the safety of 
the public and the pipeline. References used were added to Appendix A. 
 
The following text was added on page 1-6. “Natural gas transmission pipelines are 
acknowledged to be a safer transportation method for natural gas than tanker trucks 
carrying LNG, based on Office of Pipeline Safety and Department of Transportation 
statistics analyzed by the Congressional Research Service (CRS) of the Library of 
Congress. The safety and security of oil and gas pipeline systems in the U.S. have been 
summarized by the CRS (2004, 2007). 
 
Tanker trucks traveling on mountain or canyon highways in the western U.S. are 
frequently involved in crashes that cause injury, death, and damage to property and the 
environment. Some crashes have involved fires, and one crash in Spain in 2002 
involving a tanker truck resulted in a serious boiling liquid expanding vapor explosion 
or BLEVE (CH-IV International 2006). A number of recent crashes of tanker trucks 
carrying LNG are recounted in various sources (Christian Science Monitor 2006, San 
Francisco Chronicle 2007, Boston Globe 2006). A 1980’s test of a pool fire involving 
10,000 gallons of LNG, the amount of LNG transported in one tanker truck, generated 
a cone-shaped fire 60 feet in diameter and 250 feet high (Daily Astorian 2007). 
Continued reliance on transport of LNG along public highways also could leave the 
Jackson area vulnerable to occasional interruptions in supply when rockfalls, slides, or 
avalanches make highways impassable. Protection of scenic, recreational, fisheries or 
wildlife values that make the Hoback River eligible for designation as a Recreation 
River would be enhanced by reducing the need for commercial hauling of LNG along 
public highways. In addition, the potential for sabotage of various LNG transportation 
and storage facilities by terrorists is being increasingly considered (GAO 2007, 
Christian Science Monitor 2006).” 
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ground inspection is not likely to be effective from October 
through May.  

It should be clearly stated that the risk of tanker truck 
accidents, spills, or fires applies to the Proposed Action and 
No Action. The risk of pipeline accidents (spills or 
explosions/fires) applies to the Proposed Action. 

 
The following text was added on page 1-7. “The maximum allowable operating 
pressure (MAOP) of the pipeline would be 1,440 pound-force per square inch gauge 
(psig), a unit of measure to indicate the pressure on a surface. The design of the 
pipeline is based on using higher standard materials to increase the safety factor for the 
pipeline, because it would be installed near a community (Bondurant), two Forest 
Service campgrounds, and a highway. Because of the design materials selected to 
enhance public safety, the pipeline would have the technical capability of operating 
under pressures higher than needed to deliver the anticipated volumes of natural gas to 
Jackson (currently estimated to be up to 3 million standard cubic feet per day).” 
 
The following text was added on pages 3-97 to 3-98. “According to the Transportation 
Research Board (TRB), transportation of energy fuels via transmission pipelines is 
safer than transportation via other modes, but a significant failure can result in loss of 
life, personal injury, property damage, and environmental damage (TRB 2004). In the 
U.S. from 2000 through 2002 natural gas transmission pipeline incidents resulted in an 
annual average of 6 deaths, 10 injuries, and $20 million in property damage (TRB 
2004). Only a small fraction of natural gas operators experienced safety incidents. No 
more than 6.5 percent of operators have had reportable incidents in any year (TRB 
2004). 
 
There are many causes and contributors to pipeline failures, including construction 
errors, material defects, internal and external corrosion, operational errors, 
malfunctions of control systems or relief equipment, and outside force damage, e.g., by 
third parties during excavation (TRB 2004). Vandalism accounts for fewer than 1 
percent of incidents (TRB 2004). Excavation and construction-related damage to 
pipelines remain the leading causes of pipeline failure. Such failures were estimated by 
DOT in 2003 to contribute to 24 percent of natural gas transmission pipeline incidents. 
With the growth in population, urbanization, and land development activity near 
transmission pipelines and the addition of new facilities, the likelihood of pipeline 
damage due to human activity and the exposure of people and property to pipeline 
failures may increase (TRB 2004). 
 
The main risks associated with a natural gas transmission pipeline incident are a 
fireball or flash fire caused by the flow of flammable gas when pipe rupture occurs; and 
an explosion or the delayed ignition of a gas and air cloud in a semi-confined area. The 
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escape of a fire associated with a pipeline incident to start a wildland fire would be an 
additional risk.  
 
The principal pipeline failure mechanisms are external impact with the pipeline, 
corrosion of the pipe wall, a metal defect in the pipe wall, operation of the pipeline 
outside its design limits, and natural events such as floods, landslides, or other earth 
movements. Older natural gas pipelines (installed in 1950 or earlier) have a 
significantly higher rate of incidents compared with pipelines installed since 1950 
(TRB 2004). This may be partially due to a higher frequency of corrosion, which is a 
time-dependent process. Since 1971, pipelines have been required to have external 
protective coating and cathodic protection to reduce corrosion potential (TRB 2004).  
 
External impact with the pipeline is the most likely cause of rupture of most pipelines, 
and is most likely to occur in populated areas where mechanical diggers are used for 
installing drains, services etc. Digging and drilling operations can cause large size 
punctures and ruptures, which can be prevented by frequent surveillance of pipeline 
routes using helicopters and road patrols, and extensive efforts to introduce “one-call” 
systems so that utility companies and landowners can easily check routes of pipelines 
before they start to dig. 
 
Other failure mechanisms include a metal defect in the pipe wall, which includes 
original defects in the metal used to make the pipe and defects introduced during 
construction or pipe-laying operations. Metal defects tend to get worse over time, and 
with pressure cycles, etc. Problems are detected by checks on the pipe wall, and the use 
of “intelligent pigging”. The affected section of pipe will eventually have to be 
replaced. 
 
The DOT has developed minimum pipeline safety regulations that are based upon 
industry best practices. In many cases the design exceeds the regulatory requirements 
when there is an opportunity to enhance public safety. A partial list of the applicable 
best management practices includes: increased pipe wall thickness, higher strength 
material specifications, 100 percent radiographic weld examination, increased pipe 
depth, increased hydrostatic test pressure and an increased number of valves.” 
 
The following text was added on pages 3-99 to 3-100. “The Common Ground Alliance 
(CGA) reporting tool, the Damage Information Reporting Tool (DIRT) serves as a 
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clearinghouse for damage data collection, analysis, and dissemination of information. 
About 51,000 events (damage, near misses, and excavator down time) were reported 
confidentially in DIRT by damage prevention stakeholders in 2005, which was double 
the number of reports for 2004. The DIRT annual report facilitates the understanding 
and characterization of the state of damage prevention and effectiveness of One Call, as 
One Call using the 811 national number is implemented. DIRT also can be used for 
analysis of successes, areas needing improvement, trends, and root causes (CGA 2006). 
In 2005, the following root causes were associated with events reported in DIRT: 
notification practices not sufficient (33.7 percent), which included 31.2 percent of all 
events, where no notification was made to the One Call notification center; locating 
practices not sufficient (11.1 percent); excavating practices not sufficient (22.2 
percent); miscellaneous root causes (6.7 percent); and data not collected (26.3 percent). 
Additionally, industry best practices designed to mitigate third party damage wherever 
possible and enhance the effectiveness of One Call have been compiled and updated by 
CGA (2007).” 
 
The following text was added on pages 3-100 to 3-101. “The safety and security of oil 
and gas pipeline systems in the U.S. have been summarized by the Congressional 
Research Service (CRS) of the Library of Congress (CRS 2004, 2007) and is presented 
below and in the following three paragraphs. According to DOT, there were 124 oil 
pipeline incidents and 172 gas transmission pipeline incidents in the U.S. in 2005.  
 
The U.S. natural gas pipeline network consists of around 210,000 miles of interstate 
transmission, plus approximately 75,000 miles of intrastate transmission. Collectively, 
these gas pipelines transport nearly all of the natural gas in the U.S. Releases from 
pipelines cause relatively few annual fatalities. Taken as a whole, releases from 
pipelines cause few annual fatalities compared to other product transportation modes. 
Oil pipelines reported an average of 1.4 deaths per year from 1997-2004. Gas pipelines 
reported an average of 18.6 deaths per year during 1997-2001 and 17.0 deaths per year 
from 2000-2004. Direct safety comparisons between pipelines and other transportation 
modes are difficult due to data limitations. DOT statistics suggest that pipelines are 
associated with many fewer fatalities per ton-mile than truck, rail or waterborne 
transport. 
 
The environmental safety record of oil pipelines is comparable to other transportation 
modes. According to the oil industry estimates, from 1995-2000 oil pipelines spilled an 
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average of 0.9 gallons per million barrel-miles of oil transported, compared to 1.5 for 
trucks, 0.7 for rail and 0.7 for barges.  Similar direct comparisons for gas pipelines are 
not available. Accidental pipeline releases result from a variety of causes, including 
outside force (e.g., third-party excavation), corrosion, mechanical failure, control 
system failure and operator error. Natural forces, such as floods and earthquakes, can 
also damage pipelines. According to DOT, for 183 gas pipeline accidents reported in 
2002, outside forces were by far the leading cause, accounting for 46 percent of 
reported failures. 
 
Although pipeline releases have caused relatively few fatalities in absolute numbers, a 
single pipeline incident can be catastrophic. For example, a 1999 gasoline pipeline 
explosion in Bellingham, Washington killed two children and an 18-year-old man, and 
caused $45 million in damage to a city water plant and other property. Large incidents 
generate substantial scrutiny of pipeline regulation and increase state and community 
activism related to pipeline safety. Incidents also highlight the danger of pipelines as 
possible terror weapons because of their potential to harm people and damage property 
in their vicinity. Pipelines are vulnerable to vandalism and terrorist attack that could 
disrupt flows and cause a release of pipeline contents. Underground pipelines reduce 
exposure to external threats, but required markings that inform emergency responders 
and homeowners can also highlight pipeline locations to terrorists.  
 
The Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA) of the DOT 
reports a 10-year average from 1997-2006 for significant incidents involving onshore 
gas transmission lines in Wyoming. Significant incidents involve injury, fatality, or 
property damage of $50,000 or more. The annual average in Wyoming over the last 10 
years is 1 incident involving 0 fatalities and 0 injuries, with property damage of 
$319,422 for 6,539 miles of gas transmission lines (PHMSA 2007). This would be 
equivalent to about 1.5 significant incidents per 10,000 miles of gas transmission line.  
 
Restreppo et al. (2006) analyzed OPS records from 2002-2005 and found 2.66 to 3.5 
reportable incidents annually per 10,000 miles of gas transmission pipeline in 
Wyoming. Their analysis of OPS records also showed that Wyoming has the highest 
concentration of gas transmission lines in the U.S. when relative miles of existing 
pipeline and total population for Wyoming are compared with the U.S. as a whole.” 
 
The following text was added on page 3-101. “Analysis of historical OPS incident data 
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for natural gas pipelines suggests that they are operating more safely than in the past. 
The data indicate that the number of incidents per year has increased slightly from 83 
incidents in 1986 to 109 incidents in 2004 (OPS 2005b). However, the fatalities and 
injuries resulting from these incidents have declined significantly over time.” 
 
The text on page 3-102 has been modified to read as follows. …“WYDOT and LVE 
have collaborated on the development of appropriate requirements for a pipeline 
located along the highway corridor of U.S. 189/191, where a formal right-of-way does 
not exist through the Hoback Canyon area on NFS lands. An independent engineering 
design review addressing the location of portions of the pipeline route within the 
highway corridor was conducted for WYDOT by PB Energy Storage Services, Inc. 
(2005). The results of this review are being addressed in the final design of the 
proposed action, in consultation with WYDOT. 
 
In summary, the results of this collaboration are as follows. WYDOT requirements for 
burial of the pipeline 48 inches (4 feet) below the ground surface wherever the pipeline 
would be within 50 feet of the edge of the highway pavement would be met. Where 
there is a likelihood of increased WYDOT maintenance and construction activity with 
the potential to penetrate to the level of the pipe, WYDOT requirements for burial of 
the pipeline 72 inches (6 feet) below the ground surface would be met. Where the 
pipeline crosses beneath the highway, the elevation of the pipe for the crossing will 
match the elevation of the pipe at either end of the crossing. WYDOT construction 
monitoring requirements and specifications for identifying the pipeline location and 
marking the pipeline route will be met. Any deviations from these requirements at 
specific locations would be determined in consultation with WYDOT and the Forest 
Service and documented in the Forest Service authorization for the pipeline.  
 
The following text has been added on page 4-21. “Tanker truck incidents involving a 
fire are more likely to occur than pipeline incidents involving a fire. The use of tanker 
trucks to deliver gas to Jackson under the No Action alternative is more likely to 
involve the risk of a wildland fire escaping from the scene of an incident.  
 
While incident accounts of LNG tanker truck crashes indicate the release of LNG is not 
common (CH-IV International 2006), a 1980’s test of a pool fire involving 10,000 
gallons of LNG, the amount of LNG transported in one tanker truck, generated a cone-
shaped fire 60 feet in diameter and 250 feet high (Daily Astorian 2007).” 
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The text on page 4-24 has been modified to read as follows. “Accidental ignitions by 
construction crews or equipment could result in a wildland fire. A fire prevention 
program would reduce the risk. Requirements included in Appendix D would reduce 
the potential risk of a wildland fire caused by project construction activities.  
 
Although pipeline incidents involving a fire are unlikely to occur, it is possible that a 
pipeline incident involving a fire could occur. A pipeline incident involving a fire could 
involve the risk of a wildland fire escaping from the scene of the incident.”  
 
The following text has been added on page 4-59. “An independent engineering design 
review addressing safety issues associated with the location and design of portions of 
the pipeline route within the highway corridor was conducted for the Wyoming 
Department of Transportation (WYDOT) by PB Energy Storage Services, Inc. (2005). 
The results of this review recognized the adequacy of the proposed design and report 
recommendations were used in the design of the proposed project. Continued 
coordination between WYDOT and LVE since the final report was issued has resulted 
in joint agreement to modify some design criteria related to depth of burial that were 
evaluated in the design review, in an effort to reduce surface disturbance without 
compromising public safety. All applicable federal regulations regarding pipeline burial 
depth would still be met under Alternative B. Pipeline burial depths are described in 
Chapter 2 on pages 2-28 and 2-29.” 
 
The text on page 4-60 to 4-61 has been modified to read as follows. “Pipeline 
installation would avoid suspension or attachment of the pipeline to bridges at water 
crossings, including highway bridges along Hoback Canyon. By not suspending the 
pipeline from highway bridges, vulnerability of the exposed pipeline to traffic accidents 
or flooding would be reduced. Crash statistics for Wyoming indicate that 283 crashes 
were associated with bridges in 2006, including 5 fatal crashes (WYDOT 2007a). A 
large, intense fire from a crash could cause sufficient damage to a bridge to initiate a 
pipeline incident. A fire resulting from the crash of a gasoline tanker truck into a guard 
rail on a bridge overpass in California caused steel bridge supports to melt and the 
bridge to collapse (San Francisco Chronicle 2007).” 
 
… “LVE would prepare and follow a manual of written procedures for the operation 
and maintenance of the proposed facilities and for emergency response. LVE’s 
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application includes information on the utility’s technical and financial ability to 
construct and operate the pipeline.”   
 
The text on page D-1 has been modified to read as follows. “Specific engineering 
design criteria have been evaluated by a qualified independent engineer to ensure that 
the proposed design meets or exceeds all applicable safety codes and regulations. An 
independent engineering design review was conducted for the Wyoming Department of 
Transportation (WYDOT) by PB Energy Storage Services, Inc. (2005). The results of 
this review are being addressed in the final engineering designs for the proposed 
project, in consultation with WYDOT. Engineering specifications for the project will 
be documented in the special use authorization for the project and other permits and 
authorizations, as appropriate.” … “To facilitate safe highway operations along the 
pipeline route and enhance the responsiveness of LVE to One-Call of Wyoming 
procedures, as agreed to between LVE and WYDOT, an inspector representing LVE 
will be onsite when excavation activities associated with WYDOT’s highway 
operations near the pipeline are in progress, provided LVE receives 24 hours advance 
notice during normal business hours.” 

 
2. PIPELINE CORRIDOR 
Comments:  1-1, 8-3, 11-6, 14-5, 15-6 
Comment Response 
The FEIS should evaluate the appropriate alignment and 
burial depth for the pipeline.  

Supporting Statements: 
 
The pipeline should be located close to the highway within the 
corridor that already has been disturbed by the highway.  

Impacts to vegetation and the Hoback River watershed would 
be minimized by moving the pipeline closer to the highway, 
entirely within the 50-foot highway corridor that already has 
been disturbed.  

Other alternatives that take the pipeline farther than 50 feet 

Additional information was used to supplement the analysis and discussion related to 
the pipeline routes and burial depths evaluated. Chapter 2 was modified to provide 
additional background information on pipeline routes and clarify the rationale related to 
feasibility that applies to each alternative considered. Chapters 3 and 4 were modified 
to clearly present the existing and projected conditions associated with the prospective 
pipeline route, including anticipated effects. Appendix D was modified to clarify that 
final project design specifications would be included in the special use authorization for 
the proposed project. 
 
The pipeline is located as close to the highway as feasible, based on consideration of 
topography, existing facilities, resource concerns, and public safety. The rationale for 
not locating the pipeline and the reconstructed highway along the same alignment in 
the Hoback Junction area is provided in Chapter 2 on page 2-6, as follows. “The 
alignment and design considerations for a highway in a landslide area would not be the 
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from the travelway should be considered.  

The pipeline must be close to the highway through a majority 
of the canyon or a great deal of long-term damage will be 
done to the beauty of this irreplaceable scenic byway that 
serves as a tourist corridor to two National Parks.  

Where feasible and safe, the pipeline should be tied to bridge 
crossings. A detailed analysis of why the pipeline could not be 
tied to existing bridges should be included in the FEIS.   

The FEIS should evaluate whether taking the pipeline out of 
the highway corridor may result in costlier construction and 
greater difficulty in patrolling the pipeline corridor without 
gaining any meaningful safety benefits.  

The pipeline should be buried at a depth that meets safety 
standards in all locations.  Proposed burial depths of up to 10 
feet are arbitrary and unnecessary and would require greater 
impacts than needed.  

A decision on the pipeline location should be delayed until a 
decision on the highway route is made for the landslide area 
near Hoback Junction. Locating the pipeline and the 
reconstructed highway along the same alignment could reduce 
impacts and avoid the Gros Ventre roadless area. The 
cumulative impacts of constructing two linear routes through 
this part of the Forest are not considered.  

The FEIS should examine the appropriate alignment and 
burial depth for the pipeline that will provide for public 
safety.  

 

 

same as the considerations for a pipeline through the same landslide area. The 
aboveground installation of the pipeline in a landslide area, which is the design selected 
for the proposed project to minimize the risk of rupture caused by a landslide, would 
not be feasible for a pressurized gas pipeline located in close proximity to a highway.” 
 
The rationale for not attaching the pipeline to highway bridges is provided in Chapter 2 
on page 2-11, as follows. “WYDOT’s requirement limits the volume and pressure of 
additional flammable material (natural gas transported by pipeline attached to a 
highway bridge) that could contribute to the seriousness of the impacts associated with 
a crash involving a bridge. A review of crash statistics for Wyoming indicates that 283 
crashes were associated with bridges in 2006, including 5 fatal crashes (WYDOT 
2007a). A large, intense fire from a crash could cause sufficient damage to a bridge to 
initiate a pipeline incident. A fire resulting from the crash of a gasoline tanker truck 
into a guard rail on a bridge overpass in California caused steel bridge supports to melt 
and the bridge to collapse (San Francisco Chronicle 2007). An incident such as this 
recent California crash illustrates the potential risk associated with a pipeline attached 
to a bridge.” 
 
The proposed location and depth of burial for the proposed pipeline are summarized in 
Chapter 2 on page 2-37, as follows. “The pipeline would encroach on the highway 
corridor in constricted areas along Hoback Canyon and where it must cross the 
highway. Throughout half of Hoback Canyon, the pipeline would be located more than 
28 feet away from the edge of the existing pavement. In the most constricted areas 
within Hoback Canyon (about half of the canyon), the pipeline would be located 12 to 
28 feet away from the edge of the existing pavement. WYDOT requirements for burial 
of the pipeline 48 inches (4 feet) below the ground surface wherever the pipeline would 
be within 50 feet of the edge of the highway pavement would be met. Where there is a 
likelihood of increased WYDOT maintenance and construction activity with the 
potential to penetrate to the level of the pipe, WYDOT requirements for burial of the 
pipeline 72 inches (6 feet) below the ground surface would be met. Where the pipeline 
crosses beneath the highway, the elevation of the pipe for the crossing will match the 
elevation of the pipe at either end of the crossing. Any deviations from these 
requirements at specific locations would be determined in consultation with WYDOT 
and the Forest Service and documented in the Forest Service authorization for the 
pipeline.” 
 

Final Environmental Impact Statement G-11     Lower Valley Energy Natural Gas Pipeline Project 
 



Appendix G – Response to Comments 

The collaboration and agreements between LVE and WYDOT are summarized in 
Chapter 3 on page 3-102, where the text has been modified, in part, to read as follows. 
“WYDOT and LVE have collaborated on the development of appropriate requirements 
for a pipeline located along the highway corridor of U.S. 189/191, where a formal 
right-of-way does not exist through the Hoback Canyon area on NFS lands.” 
 
The location of the pipeline route in relation to the highway has been clarified in 
Chapter 4 on page 4-51. “Over most of the proposed pipeline route (about 42 miles), 
disturbance would be confined to areas within about 125 feet of the existing U.S. 
highway.” The remaining 8 miles of the proposed pipeline route divert from the 
highway corridor and passes through the Camp Creek saddle area, as clarified on page 
4-51. “The effects would be concentrated along the U.S.189/191 highway corridor 
through Hoback Canyon and in the Camp Creek saddle area where the pipeline route 
diverts from the highway corridor for about 8 miles.” 

 
3. WETLANDS, RIPARIAN AREAS, AND STREAM/RIVER CROSSINGS 
Comments: 5-7, 5-10, 5-11, 7-8, 7-9, 7-10, 7-16, 7-17, 7-18, 11-7, 12-2, 12-3, 12-4,  14-7, 15-2, 15-3, 16-1, 16-2, 16-3, 16-4, 16-5, 16-6,  
16-7, 16-8 
Comment Response 
All design criteria, monitoring, reclamation, and a mitigation 
plan applicable to wetlands, riparian areas, and stream/river 
crossings should be consolidated in one location within the 
FEIS. All practicable means to minimize or avoid impacts to 
wetlands, riparian areas, and stream/river crossing areas 
must be considered, as required under the Clean Water Act. 
Wetland crossings should be accomplished by the least 
damaging practicable method available, including directional 
drilling (boring) where appropriate.  
 

Supporting Statements: 
 
The installation of the pipeline must be designed and 
monitored to minimize impact within hydrologically and 
ecologically sensitive areas such as wetlands, riparian areas, 

The wetland analysis included the entire pipeline corridor and included all lands. The 
inclusion of maps in the FEIS at a sufficiently detailed scale for analysis of routing 
alternatives for a corridor 50 miles long is not realistic.  
 
All practical efforts were made to avoid impacts to wetlands, however, consideration of 
multiple resource concerns and the desire to avoid long-term impacts that would be the 
most enduring contributed to a complex analysis that considered the following factors 
very carefully:  

 Scenic beauty and outdoor recreation are the foundation of the economy of 
Jackson and surrounding areas.  

 A design based on following the already disturbed highway corridor as much as 
feasible requires the pipeline corridor to pass through Hoback Canyon.  

 A canyon pipeline route following the highway corridor would require multiple 
river crossings, just as the existing highway crosses the river multiple times as it 
passes through Hoback Canyon.  

 The multiple river crossings required to fit the pipeline corridor in the canyon 

Final Environmental Impact Statement G-12     Lower Valley Energy Natural Gas Pipeline Project 
 



Appendix G – Response to Comments 

and stream/river crossings.  

The FEIS should provide a wetlands mitigation plan that 
identifies wetland mitigation sites and a process for wetlands 
restoration, creation, enhancement, or other compensation for 
impacted wetlands. Complete avoidance of any fen wetland 
should be required. 

The FEIS should clarify the rationale for not requiring topsoil 
salvage in saturated or inundated wetlands (page D-7). 

All affected wetlands should be restored to proper 
functioning condition or mitigated so no overall loss of 
wetland habitat results from this project. Since constructed 
wetlands can be less effective than naturally occurring sites, 
mitigation might be considered on a two to one (2:1) basis 
for every acre lost. A descriptive summary and photographic 
record of affected wetlands should be established prior to 
disturbance. Loss of willow wetland habitat, in particular, 
should be documented and mitigated.  

Hydrologic function and aquatic vegetation diversity should 
be maintained in oxbow and open water sloughs in the area 
behind the Elkhorn Lodge and Trading Post in Bondurant.  

An alternative that considers horizontal directional drilling 
for pipeline construction to avoid the open-cutting of the 
river and other sensitive areas should be analyzed. 

Where practicable, and where it would not cause more 
impact to aquatic resources than trenching, the use of 
directional drilling (boring) should be evaluated and 
considered on a case-by-case basis. The universal rejection of 
directional drilling in the DEIS may not apply to many of the 
individual wetlands. 

If crossing of streams is done by trenching, stream banks 

and keep the route close to the highway would affect some wetland areas.  
 Visual quality (scenic beauty) and nearby roadless areas would be greatly 

affected by a route not along the disturbed highway corridor.  
 Outside the highway corridor, impacts would be more visible to the public and 

represent longer-lasing changes to the landscape, which includes roadless areas, 
a scenic byway, and a river corridor afforded protection of its special values 
under Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.  

 River, stream, and wetland crossings generally would be anticipated to recover 
within a year based on published literature of monitoring studies, and represent 
transient, short-term effects that could be repaired and restored to a form, 
function, and appearance close to conditions existing presently.  

 
Hoback Canyon is a very constricted area. The canyon is managed as a Wild and Scenic 
corridor because of its location along a river eligible to be designated as a Recreation 
River. The stringent visual quality standards in the Forest Plan were established to 
preserve the intrinsic scenic beauty and recreation experience along the canyon. 
Watershed and fisheries values are also intrinsic to the recreation values along the 
Hoback River and Hoback Canyon. There will be impacts that cannot be avoided in 
order to install a pipeline through Hoback Canyon, but with careful design, these 
impacts will be minimal and short-term in nature.  
 
Where impacts could not be avoided, consideration was given to limiting impacts to 
short-term disturbance that could be recontoured and revegetated such that existing 
values, functions, and conditions would be restored. It would not be practical or 
environmentally responsible to risk a larger, longer-term impact on scenic beauty and 
the special values of the Hoback River corridor by using design criteria requiring the 
avoidance of all wetlands, when temporary disturbance of wetlands and the river 
channel can be restored more easily than many other potential impacts. Alternatives that 
did not include a pipeline located in Hoback Canyon were evaluated but eliminated from 
detailed consideration because of the magnitude and nature of long-term impacts to 
roadless areas, including high country in the Wyoming Range or Grand Teton National 
Park. 
 
All design criteria, monitoring, reclamation, and mitigation applicable to wetlands, 
riparian areas, and stream/river crossings are consolidated in Appendix D. The 
organization of Appendix D was not changed because, regardless of the change in 
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should be restabilized, as needed, with large angular rock 
greater than 2 feet in one dimension placed from the channel 
bottom to the top of the normal high water line on the bank. 
The top one-foot of stream bottom substrate should be 
separated from deeper soil layers, and layers should be 
replaced in the same order that they are removed from the 
stream. 

Crushing or shearing streamside woody vegetation is 
preferable to complete removal. 

 All chemicals, solvents, and fuels should be kept at least 150 
feet away from streams and riparian areas. 

The construction process must incorporate the required 
measures to ensure the integrity of riparian habitat along the 
route is maintained.  

Object to the proposed open-cutting technique for the river 
crossings and require more information in relation to 
horizontal directional drilling. 

The following design criteria could be added on page D-15. 
To provide bank stability and reduce bank erosion, 
techniques such as pre-seeded rolls can be used to provide 
quick colonization. To prevent detrimental impacts on 
instream ecology, including trout-spawning grounds, 
appropriate pollution prevention measures should be in place 
to ensure that suspended solids, spillages, or other material 
do not enter the watercourse. To reduce the potential for 
pollution, all materials should be kept in secure areas, away 
from sensitive areas.   

Best Management Practices outlined in the EIS should be 
adopted at all river crossings.  

The inclusion of maps would facilitate evaluation of whether 

organization, design criteria for several sections would have to be reviewed to obtain a 
complete understanding of project requirements addressing a specific resource concern 
or operational phase of the project.  
 
Appendix D was modified to clarify how effects on water quality, wetlands, habitats, 
and disturbed areas will be reduced, and improve applicable design criteria, reclamation 
procedures, and mitigation measures/plans for wetlands, riparian areas, and stream/river 
crossings. Relevant changes to Appendix D occurred on pages D-7, D-8, D-13, D-14, D-
16, D-17, D-19, D-23, and D-24. 
 
A requirement in Appendix D under Streams and Watersheds (DEIS, page D-15, #9) 
that vegetation be maintained at 80 percent of its potential natural conditions is in 
accordance with BTNF Forest Plan guidance (Forest Plan Guideline, page 126). No 
change was made to the FEIS. 
 
Additional information was used to supplement the analysis and discussion related to 
wetlands, riparian areas, and stream/river crossings. Chapters 1 and 2 were modified to 
provide additional background information.  Additional information regarding 
responsibilities and authorizations of other agencies was added on page 1-17 and pages 
1-19 to 1-21. Additional clarifications regarding the rationale for not considering in 
detail the boring of wetlands and stream crossings were added to Chapter 2 on pages 2-
2, 2-5, 2-10, 2-13, 2-37, and 2-38. Additional clarifications regarding reclamation were 
added to Chapter 2 on pages 2-29, 2-30, 2-32, and 2-33.  
 
Chapter 4 was modified to clearly describe the existing and projected conditions for 
wetlands, riparian areas, and stream/river crossings and the effects of potential surface 
disturbance associated with river/stream crossings on water quality and sedimentation. 
The following text was added on pages 4-9 to 4-10. “The character of the effects at 
proposed stream crossings under Alternative B would be similar to the effects described 
by Reid and Anderson (1998), based on a review of 27 pipeline water crossing effects 
monitoring studies undertaken by the pipeline industry and resource management 
agencies over 25 years in North America. Conventional or open-cut water crossings 
reviewed in the study are those pipeline installations that occur without any isolation or 
diversion of flow away from the work area. The trench for the pipe is generally 
excavated and backfilled by backhoe within the active (flowing) channel. Conventional 
open-cut crossings are often the only feasible construction method. Reid and Anderson 
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opportunities for impact avoidance may exist. The 
alternatives analyzed should demonstrate that wetland 
disturbance is avoided to the maximum extent practicable.  

Clarification should be provided as to whether the wetland 
analysis includes the entire pipeline corridor and applies to 
all ownerships or is limited to NFS lands. Additional 
information, mitigation, and monitoring regarding wetlands, 
upland vegetation, and riparian resources should be included, 
and additional BMPs that may reduce impacts to wetlands 
should be incorporated. Information on the functions 
provided by affected wetlands should be included. Additional 
information should allow the determination of the amount of 
functional loss expected from the project. 

Effects on non-jurisdictional wetlands are not clear. All 
wetlands should be identified, including number, acreage, 
and a characterization of existing conditions and functions. 

No compensation for the wetlands impacts that are 
unavoidable is included in the DEIS. Some functional loss 
and plant community alteration will likely last for many 
years and perhaps never be recovered. Compensatory two to 
one mitigation should be considered for this project. The 
FEIS should include a wetlands mitigation plan that 
identifies available existing wetland mitigation sites and a 
process for wetlands restoration, creation, enhancement, 
and/or other compensation for impacted wetlands.  

It is critical to establish baseline conditions for proposed 
mitigation sites and to develop quantitative success criteria 
based on local conditions. Follow-up actions should be 
planned for future implementation if criteria are not met. 

In reference to degradation of stream bank stability, any 
percentage loss should be clarified as to whether the loss 

(1998) found that open-cut crossings typically resulted in an elevation of downstream 
sediment loads during and shortly after the period of construction. Most of these studies 
reviewed indicated that sediment released during instream construction caused short-
term changes to downstream aquatic life and their habitats. Identified effects included 
alterations to streambed conditions; reductions in the abundance and diversity of benthic 
invertebrate communities; and reductions in the abundance of fish populations. Effects 
were typically non-residual, and recovery was usually evident within a year. In addition 
to sediment related effects, habitat at the crossing site was affected by the excavation 
and backfilling of the pipeline trench and associated changes to bank conditions and 
riparian vegetation. 
 
Reid and Anderson (1998) found the most visible result of instream pipeline 
construction to be the generation of a plume of turbid water downstream. Levels of 
suspended sediment increased rapidly at the onset of instream activity but were not 
uniform throughout construction. Discrete peaks of high suspended sediment 
concentration occurred during activities such as blasting, trench excavation, and 
backfilling. During pipeline trench excavation and backfilling, suspended sediment 
concentrations were observed to exceed several thousand mg/L. These peaks declined 
rapidly when the streambed was not disturbed, although some residual increases due to 
scour of the trench, erosion of exposed surfaces at the crossing site, and the resuspension 
of settled material occurred. For properly stabilized crossings at the end of construction, 
sediment loading was found to be restricted to the duration of instream construction. 
Inputs of sediment into the watercourse persisted in some cases if the approach slopes of 
the crossing had been inadequately stabilized or revegetated. Crossings of small 
watercourses (< 10 meters wide) were often completed in less than a day; one to three 
days were generally required for medium sized crossings (10 - 20 meters wide).  
 
Reid and Anderson (1998) also described the deposition and subsequent flushing of 
sediment downstream of the crossing. As the material excavated is larger and in greater 
quantity than that transported under normal flow conditions, substantial deposition of 
released sediments occurs within a short distance downstream. This immediate 
deposition is generally dominated by the coarser fraction of the excavated sediments. 
Deposition of finer sediments such as clays and silts will tend to occur further 
downstream as a light coating on the streambed, or in low energy environments such as 
backwater areas. Sediment (especially silts and clays) deposited downstream of the 
crossing site can filter through the interstitial spaces in the streambed and change its 
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applies to the stream as a whole or only to the disturbed area.

Monitoring of reclaimed areas should include identification 
of any soil transport to wetlands. Under Streams and 
Watersheds (page D-15, #9), a requirement that vegetation be 
maintained at 80 percent of its potential natural conditions 
does not appear to meet BTNF Desired Conditions for 
riparian and wetland associations.  

porosity and composition. Large depositions in slow velocity areas such as shallow side 
pools, behind boulders and instream debris have been observed to require longer periods 
or higher flows for complete removal. Full recovery of affected habitats has been 
suggested to be dependent on high flow conditions associated with storm events, or 
spring meltwater conditions flushing deposited sediments downstream. Complete 
removal of deposited sediments has been reported to occur within 6 weeks to 2 years 
after construction. 
 
Reid and Anderson (1998) also reported that crossings under very low flow conditions 
resulted in minimal dilution and high suspended sediment concentrations. However, 
downstream transport was minimized under these flow conditions. At the other extreme, 
high flows associated with storm events increased background levels and also eroded 
exposed substrates at the crossing location. High flows increased the width of the water 
crossing and generally hampered construction operations.” 

 
4. WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES 
Comments: 3-3, 5-1, 5-2, 5-4, 5-5, 5-6, 5-8, 5-9, 7-1, 7-2, 7-3, 7-4, 7-5, 7-7, 7-9, 7-10, 7-11, 7-12, 7-13, 7-14, 7-17, 11-7, 14-7, 15-5 
Comment Response 
The effects on habitats should be analyzed based on the 
habitat avoided as a result of project activities, not just 
the amount of surface disturbance. Species addressed in 
the analysis should reflect DOI guidance. Operating 
constraints, seasonal timing restrictions, and mitigation 
measures should incorporate WGFD recommendations 
to the extent practicable and maintain coordination and 
consistency with WYDOT’s wildlife and fisheries 
protection measures to the maximum extent possible. 
 
Supporting Statements: 
 

Although the effect on wildlife habitat along the 
pipeline corridor may be only 20 feet wide, the 
effective loss of habitat is likely close to 400 meters. 
Similarly, elk avoid areas adjacent to open, linear 
habitats by up to 0.5 miles. The impacts on habitats of 

The Forest Service expects to work closely with the WGFD during all project phases to ensure 
adequate protection of wildlife and fisheries habitats in concert with management of 
populations by the WGFD. Detailed concerns, such as fencing, raised by the WGFD that are 
applicable to NFS lands would be addressed in Appendix D and the special use authorization 
for the proposed project. Preconstruction surveys have not been required for the proposed 
project. Proposed project disturbance is concentrated within the existing linear disturbance 
area along the highway corridor.  
 
Specific provisions in Appendix D on page D-20 address the protection of migratory birds. 
Compliance with the Food Storage Order is required on page D-1 of Appendix D. These 
requirements were included in the DEIS and have been retained. 
 
DOI’s requested clarifications on species evaluation have been made in Chapters 3 and 4, and 
in Appendix F. The FWS provided a listing of species of interest or concern to the Forest 
Service in an updated Forest-wide listing (ES-61411) for the BTNF in 2007. This information 
was consulted to determine which species might be present in the Project Area.  
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large mammals, including elk and moose, should be 
analyzed with an edge:habitat ratio instead of focusing 
only on the amount of acres disturbed and ignoring the 
edge habitat the pipeline corridor will create. 

Additional resource information on eagle nests is 
provided by the WGFD. There is an additional eagle 
nest/territory in the South Park Wildlife Management 
Area. Also, the eagle nest at Hoback Campground was 
monitored by WYDOT in 2003, when an eagle 
appeared to be incubating early on but was driven out 
by an osprey that nested at the location later in the 
spring. Observations at the Hoback Campground nest 
from 2004 to 2006 indicate no eagle nesting activity at 
this location. 

DOI recommends that the FEIS clearly state what 
measures will be implemented to protect migratory 
birds, especially all known sagebrush obligates, as 
required under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA).

Surveys for nesting migratory birds conducted prior to 
construction activities would reduce the potential for 
take. If nesting birds are identified, construction 
activities should be conducted outside the nesting 
period, which is typically March to June. Mowing of 
vegetation within the pipeline corridor prior to the 
nesting season may serve to discourage some species of 
birds from using the area to nest (page D-19). 

DOI notes that the DEIS does not discuss whether the 
mountain plover occurs in the project area. 

In an August 2004 letter responding to a request for 
scoping comments, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
lists the black-footed ferret as potentially occurring in 
both Sublette and Teton counties. DOI requests that the 

In summary, the effects of the Proposed Action, which is in accordance with the Lynx 
Conservation Assessment Strategy (LCAS), on federally listed species and experimental 
populations would be limited to potential effects on individuals. Adverse effects on 
individuals are unlikely for Canada lynx and gray wolf. Project design criteria in Appendix D 
would mitigate potential effects.  
 
The black-footed ferret is a listed species, but no suitable habitat occurs within the Project 
Area and none of the sites selected for the reintroduction effort in Wyoming have been near 
the BTNF. Endangered Colorado River fishes, Humpback chub, Bonytail, Colorado 
pikeminnow, and Razorback sucker, and their critical habitat downstream of the Project Area 
are not discussed because no water depletions from the Upper Green River Basin are 
anticipated. One Candidate species, the yellow-billed cuckoo, is not discussed because 
riparian habitats containing extensive stands of cottonwoods are limited and the likelihood of 
yellow-billed cuckoos being present is negligible. No impacts to these species are projected.  
 
Forest Service Sensitive species of wildlife and fish selected for analysis based on their habitat 
and known or potential occurrence in the Project Area include: grizzly bear, bald eagle, 
northern goshawk, boreal owl, great gray owl, flammulated owl, peregrine falcon, three-toed 
woodpecker, greater sage grouse, trumpeter swan, Snake River fine-spotted cutthroat trout, 
and Colorado River cutthroat trout. No impact on the trumpeter swan is anticipated. The 
Proposed Action may affect individuals of other Forest Service Sensitive Species, but is not 
likely to result in a loss of viability or cause a trend toward federal listing or a loss of species 
viability range-wide. Effects are not expected to be measurable. Additional eagle nest 
information was added to Figures 2-4 and 3-6.  
 
Greater sage grouse, if present in the area, could be affected; however, there are no known 
occurrences of leks. If leks are identified, appropriate buffers and restrictions would be 
established. No suitable habitat for mountain plover exists within the Project Area. 
 
Appendix D was modified on page D-19 to clarify that the need for site-specific mitigation 
measures for wildlife and fisheries will be addressed in the special use authorization for the 
project.  
 
A restriction on instream construction, applicable to river/stream crossings shown on Figure 2-
4, was added on page 2-34. The following text was added. “No instream construction from 
Mar 15 through Jul 31 to minimize impacts to spawning trout.”The following language was 
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Forest Service clarify whether the black-footed ferret is 
likely to occur in the project area and if any potential 
effects on the ferret may occur. 

DOI requests that the FEIS clarify whether the 
Proposed Action complies with the Lynx Conservation 
Assessment Strategy (LCAS). 

DOI requests that the FEIS clarify whether greater sage 
grouse may be impacted by this project. 

The DEIS does not include guidelines for reducing 
encounters with grizzly bears during construction or 
other associated project activities. DOI strongly 
encourages the enforcement of food storage and 
garbage disposal stipulations (page D-18). 

The WGFD requests that all construction activity 
adhere to seasonal timing stipulations in designated 
crucial big game winter ranges and parturition areas. 
No construction related activity should occur after 
November 15 or before April 30 to avoid disturbing 
wintering big game animals. Construction in designated 
big game parturition areas should not occur between 
May 1 and June 30. 

The WGFD requests that no human activity associated 
with pipeline construction or monitoring occur on or 
near elk feedgrounds or Wildlife Habitat Management 
areas (WHMAs) during the winter seasonal timing 
restriction period (November 15 through April 30). 
LVE personnel should coordinate all on-the-ground 
monitoring activities with the Feedground Supervisor. 

WGFD fences or other facilities affected during 
construction activities should be replaced in-kind, as 
needed, and the State of Wyoming should be 

added to Appendix D on page D-19. “No instream construction is authorized from March 15 
through July 31 to minimize impacts to spawning trout.” 
 
The following text has been added in Chapter 4 on page 4-30 to clarify the effects on wildlife. 
“State of Wyoming wildlife management areas and other wildlife habitats within the BTNF 
are restricted during designated times of the year when wildlife use these areas. Construction 
through wildlife habitats would be conducted during periods when use of these areas is not 
restricted.  
 
Construction activities would be constrained to not affect the following species, habitats, and 
periods of use that are applicable to the Project Area. 

 Crucial big game winter range from Nov 15 through Apr 30 (state feedgrounds)  
 Crucial big game winter range from Dec 1 through Apr 30 (NFS lands) 
 Elk calving areas from May15-Jun 30 (NFS lands) 
 Management zones I or II of active bald eagle nest sites (Feb 1 through Aug 15) 
 Active peregrine falcon eyries (Mar 1 through Jul 31) or hack sites (Jul 1 through Sep 

15) 
 No instream construction from Mar 15 through Jul 31 to protect spawning trout 

 
The following text was also added on page 4-30. “Displacement of big game could be up to 
0.5 mile during construction activities, however, most disturbance would be confined to areas 
within about 125 feet of the existing U.S. highway, in an existing linear disturbance area. 
Therefore, displacement and avoidance of edge effects or cleared areas would not be expected 
to vary from existing conditions.” 
 
The following text was added on pages 4-31 to 4-32 to clarify the effects on fisheries. “Effects 
on fisheries anticipated under the Proposed Action would be localized in extent and short-term 
in duration. Recovery of streambed conditions and fisheries communities to pre-construction 
conditions would be expected within a year based on monitoring studies of similar projects, as 
described below. 
 
As reported by Reid and Anderson (1998) based on their review of 27 pipeline water crossing 
effects monitoring studies undertaken by the pipeline industry and resource management 
agencies over 25 years in North America, few studies have characterized direct effects of 
sediment released during instream pipeline construction activities on fish. The effects of an 
open-cut pipeline crossing were studied by Anderson et al. (1998). The results of their 
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compensated for any wildlife losses associated with 
pipeline activities. 

The WGFD requests that helicopter flight paths be 
adjusted during aerial pipeline patrols to avoid flying 
directly over wintering big game. 

To reduce conflicts between wintering wildlife and 
human activity, no permanent structures or 
aboveground facilities should be constructed on or near 
elk feedgrounds or WHMAs at the request of the 
WGFD. 

The WGFD requests that the integrity of big game 
migration corridors not be compromised. 

Hydrologic function and aquatic vegetation diversity 
should be maintained in oxbow and open water sloughs 
in the area behind the Elkhorn Lodge and Trading Post 
in Bondurant. These areas have been used consistently 
by trumpeter swans in the winter season according to 
the WGFD. 

Pre-construction surveys should be conducted early in 
the nesting season by qualified biologists to identify 
any new bald eagle, peregrine falcon, or other raptor 
sites in the project corridor. WGFD staff should be 
consulted for additional locations of nest sites. 

The FEIS should address restricting helicopter flights 
within management zones I and II of known bald eagle 
nest sites along the Hoback River or its tributaries 
according to the WGFD. 

The WGFD recommends that osprey platforms/raptor 
perch poles be constructed in areas of the Hoback 
Canyon close to the river where a large number of 

monitoring study are summarized below and judged to be representative of the character of 
fisheries effects that would be anticipated under Alternative B. Design criteria in Appendix D 
would reduce the effects on fisheries by delaying the initiation of instream construction 
activities until August 1. 
 
Anderson et al. studied the effects of a stream crossing involving a 42-inch pipeline on a small 
coldwater stream, about 6 miles long and draining 6,000 acres in a sensitive area in northern 
Ontario, beginning in 1992. The stream studied had abundant woody debris, a resident 
population of brook trout, and several beaver dams. Pipeline activities at the crossing studied 
also included the removal of a beaver dam and the construction of temporary road access, 
activities which are not included in Alternative B. Results of the study by Anderson et al. 
(1998) indicated that the suspended sediment loads of up to 3,000 mg/L caused by pipeline 
construction were sufficient to cause changes to channel morphology and fish and invertebrate 
communities; however, impacts were localized in extent and short-term in duration.  
 
The results of the study by Anderson et al. found that one week after pipeline installation, 
brook trout abundance within 1,500 feet of the crossing had decreased from twenty to six 
trout. Within 12 weeks following construction, partial recovery was apparent. Within a year, 
full recovery of the brook trout population was evident. The recovery of the fish communities 
was in concert with the recovery of streambed conditions and benthic invertebrate populations 
to pre-construction levels. The results of this study are consistent with other research 
investigating the impacts of pipeline construction (Reid and Anderson 1998), which also 
found that impacts were localized in extent and short-term in duration. 
 
According to Reid and Anderson (1998), potential direct effects on fish from suspended 
sediment exposure during instream construction include changes to fish behavior (habitat 
selection), abundance of food sources, survival or development of eggs, and survival of 
individuals due to increased stress. Sediment deposition can modify the suitability of 
downstream fish habitats. Adherence to instream construction timing restrictions (to avoid 
periods of spawning or egg incubation) during water crossing construction, avoided the risk of 
some of the above mentioned potential effects from occurring.  
 
As reported by Reid and Anderson (1998) in the same study, changes in observed benthic 
invertebrate communities tended not to be long-term. Full recovery of benthic invertebrate 
communities was identified within six months to a year after construction. The rapid recovery 
of these invertebrate communities has been attributed to the flushing and downstream 
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mature trees are removed permanently from the 
river/pipeline corridor. 

The WGFD requests that wildlife protection and 
mitigation measures for the pipeline be consistent with 
those being developed for WYDOT’s highway project 
and coordinated to avoid duplication or overlap. 

WGFD biologists should be included as partners with 
the Forest Service and LVE in minimizing impacts to 
river hydrology, aquatic habitat, and fisheries. 

Pre-disturbance monitoring should be conducted to 
document the occurrence of amphibians and identify 
important breeding, resting, and potential hibernation 
sites. Concentration areas should be monitored and 
managed during and after construction to prevent 
habitat loss and direct mortality. 

Instream construction should be restricted from March 
15 to July 31 to minimize impacts on spawning trout.  

The Hoback River will not recover to become an 
adequate fishery again, given all the past and upcoming 
highway projects and this pipeline project. 

transport of deposited sediment during both normal and high flow conditions and invertebrate 
recolonization from upstream sites.”  

 
5. HERITAGE RESOURCES 
Comment: 3-2 
Comment Response 
WYDOT is concerned about the potential disturbance 
of cultural site 48TE1573 in the vicinity of Game Creek. 
Undisturbed deposits north of the creek may hold a 
high potential for buried cultural remains. 

Monitoring requirements for heritage resources were clarified on page D-24 of Appendix D. 
The following language was added. “An archaeologist will monitor all construction activities 
on Holocene and Pleistocene terrace settings near creeks, and in the vicinity of all recorded 
historic properties. 
 
Additional information was used in the heritage resource sections in Chapters 3 and 4. The 
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first paragraph on page 3-71 of the DEIS was replaced with the following text. “Section 106 
of the NHPA and its implementing regulations require inventory and consideration of 
potential effects of any federal undertaking on historic properties or heritage resources that are 
listed on or eligible for the NRHP. Pipeline construction can be designed and implemented to 
avoid direct or indirect impacts to known eligible sites. The entire Area of Potential Effects 
(APE) for the proposed pipeline has been surveyed at a Class III level. The alignment for the 
proposed pipeline will avoid all known eligible sites within the APE.  
 
Known sites along portions of the pipeline corridor that have been previously surveyed to 
current standards were not revisited. Approximately 12.0 miles of the pipeline corridor are 
completely within previous cultural resource survey areas. These areas were not resurveyed. 
Wildlife Habitat Management Areas (WHMAs), which have been tilled and seeded, were 
surveyed as well as conditions allowed.  
 
Potential exists for a small number of unknown heritage resources in buried contexts or in 
areas of poor surface visibility along some portions of the APE. The potential for buried sites 
is low along most of the APE. Holocene and Pleistocene terrace settings near creeks, where 
unanticipated discoveries may occur, should be monitored during surface clearing and 
trenching activities (Appendix D). If potential heritage resources are identified during project 
implementation, the Forest Service will immediately evaluate those resources, notify the State 
Historic Preservation Office, and propose actions to resolve adverse effects. These actions 
may include avoidance and/or data recovery. 
 
The second and third paragraphs in Chapter 4 on page 4-47 of the DEIS were replaced with 
the following text on pages 4-44 and 4-45 of the FEIS. “The Proposed Action would have no 
direct adverse impacts on known eligible or potentially eligible sites (prehistoric and historic 
components). The setting and feeling of three eligible or unevaluated historic sites located 
close to the proposed construction corridor may be affected indirectly over the short term, 
however, the proposed project is unlikely to have a permanent impact on these sites. Project 
design criteria in Appendix D would mitigate potential impacts. 
 
Potential exists for a small number of unknown heritage resources in buried contexts or in 
areas of poor surface visibility along some portions of the APE, which could be affected by 
project activities. The potential for buried sites is low along most of the APE. Holocene and 
Pleistocene terrace settings near creeks, where unanticipated discoveries may occur, should be 
monitored during surface clearing and trenching activities (Appendix D). Other areas that 
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should be monitored include a site located on a Pleistocene alluvial flat south of Fisherman 
Creek that yielded a Paleoindian point base, and sites located in the vicinity of Game Creek 
that have yielded buried cultural resources, including a Late Archaic point fragment. If 
potential heritage resources are identified during project implementation, the Forest Service 
would immediately implement practices to avoid and protect them.” 

 

6. AIR QUALITY 
Comments: 12-1, 16-9 
Comment Response 
To lessen the impact, additional controls should be 
required on the air compressor engine at the proposed 
gas processing facility. 
 

Supporting Statements: 

As highways in the United States become more 
congested and air quality concerns increase, using 
pipelines instead of trucks to transport essential 
products may be beneficial. 

Projected NOx and CO emissions are higher for the 
Proposed Action than under No Action, primarily due 
to air compressor emissions associated with the new 
gas processing facility. To lessen the impact, the air 
compressor engine should at least meet BACT criteria 
or the use of an electric motor for the compressor 
should be considered. 

The air compressor engine would meet BACT criteria, as specified in Chapter 2.  The text in 
Chapter 2 was modified to read as follows. “A small gas processing facility (Rim Station) 
would be constructed on private lands in the vicinity of U.S. 189/191 near the southern end of 
the pipeline route in Section 24, T. 36 N., R. 112 W. This facility would occupy a small site, 
less than 1 acre in size. It would be designed using best available control technology (BACT) 
and would include a glycol dehydration unit and a small natural gas-fired air compressor to 
inject air into the gas stream.” No change was made to Appendix D.  
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7. SCENIC, VISUAL, AND RECREATION VALUES, INCLUDING ELIGIBILITY FOR INCLUSION IN THE 
WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS SYSTEM 
Comments: 3-4, 8-3, 8-6, 11-6, 11-8, 12-2, 15-3, 15-4 
Comment Response 
The recreational and scenic integrity of the Hoback and 
Snake Rivers must be retained to ensure their eligibility 
for designation under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 
Unless the pipeline is close to the highway through a 
majority of the canyon, the impact on the scenic byway 
will be considerable. The impacts associated with open-
cutting stream/river crossings and maintenance of a 
linear pipeline corridor, in places within ¼ mile of the 
Hoback River, will certainly impact the river’s 
outstanding scenery values. The statement in the DEIS 
that outstanding scenery values would not be affected 
by the proposed project is not adequately supported. A 
more detailed restoration plan must be developed 
before making a decision as to whether the proposed 
project will impact outstanding scenery values. 
 

Supporting Statements: 
 
The impacts associated with open-cutting the Hoback 
River, including the effects on all river segments found 
to be eligible for inclusion in the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System, will jeopardize their potential inclusion 
in this system. 

Additional information on planned highway 
reconstruction in the Hoback Junction area is provided. 
WYDOT has considered the continued eligibility of the 
Hoback River under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
with the potential build alternatives in the landslide 
prone Hoback Junction area that include bridging the 

Additional information was used to supplement the analysis and discussion of scenic values 
and recreation resources in Chapters 3 and 4 and clarify how effects on river corridors, scenic 
values and recreation resources would be reduced and meet retention standards for visual 
quality. Appendix D, as revised for the FEIS, clarifies how effects on river corridors will be 
reduced, and improves applicable design criteria for reclamation procedures and mitigation 
measures/plans. Appendix D contains detailed requirements for restoration of areas disturbed 
during pipeline installation, and specifies the monitoring activities that will be associated with 
reclamation. 
 
The retention of the scenic integrity of the Hoback River corridor is explained on page 2-14, 
as follows. “The Forest Plan for the BTNF contains visual quality standards that protect scenic 
views within the Wild and Scenic Rivers System corridor (W&S corridor) for the Hoback 
River, which is an eligible Recreation River, and along the Wyoming Centennial Scenic 
Byway (scenic byway), which includes U.S. 189/191. Foreground viewing areas within ¼ to 
½ mile of the viewer must meet a visual quality objective (VQO) of retention along the W&S 
corridor and the scenic byway. Under a retention VQO, activities may only repeat form, line, 
color, and texture that are frequently found in the characteristic landscape. Changes should not 
be visually evident. Within the highway corridor, near the highway, the existing landscape 
incorporates linear disturbance areas that include the highway surface, shoulder, pullouts, 
ditches, signage and mile markers, and guard rails. The disturbance associated with the 
pipeline corridor would repeat existing visual elements (form, line, color, texture) in the 
highway corridor. If placed in this characteristic landscape, the pipeline corridor would meet a 
visual standard of retention.” 
 
The proposed location for the proposed pipeline is summarized in Chapter 2 on page 2-37, as 
follows. “The pipeline would encroach on the highway corridor in constricted areas along 
Hoback Canyon and where it must cross the highway. Throughout half of Hoback Canyon, the 
pipeline would be located more than 28 feet away from the edge of the existing pavement. In 
the most constricted areas within Hoback Canyon (about half of the canyon), the pipeline 
would be located 12 to 28 feet away from the edge of the existing pavement.” 
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river at two locations or a channel change allowing a 
toe berm to stabilize the landslide that would be 
avoided with the pipeline project. 

Some of the denials of potential reroutes had a 
legitimate rationale, but most were based on visual 
impacts. It appears that visual retention has a higher 
priority than human safety. Other alternatives that take 
the pipeline farther than 50 feet from the travelway 
should be considered. 

Pipeline route markers should be placed where they 
would not interfere with existing land uses or detract 
from the scenic value of the Hoback Canyon. 

The pipeline must be close to the road through a 
majority of the canyon or a great deal of long term 
damage will be done to the beauty of this irreplaceable 
scenic byway.  

The number of projects under review that have the 
potential of forever changing this beautiful area provide 
cause to be concerned about the BTNF, the Hoback 
River, and the beautiful Hoback basin and canyon.  

The ecological and recreational integrity of the Hoback 
and Snake Rivers must be retained to ensure their 
eligibility for designation under the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act. Object to the proposed open-cutting 
technique for the river crossings and require more 
information in relation to horizontal directional drilling. 

Concerned that the impacts associated with open-
cutting the Hoback River, including the effects on all 
river segments found to be eligible for inclusion in the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers System, will jeopardize their 

 
The location of the pipeline route in relation to the highway has also been clarified in Chapter 
4 on page 4-51. “Over most of the proposed pipeline route (about 42 miles), disturbance 
would be confined to areas within about 125 feet of the existing U.S. highway.” The 
remaining 8 miles of the proposed pipeline route divert from the highway corridor and passes 
through the Camp Creek saddle area, as clarified on page 4-51. “The effects would be 
concentrated along the U.S.189/191 highway corridor through Hoback Canyon and in the 
Camp Creek saddle area where the pipeline route diverts from the highway corridor for about 
8 miles.” 
 
Visual retention was not given a higher priority than human safety in the EIS analysis.  
Continued collaboration between LVE and WYDOT, which occurred after the release of the 
DEIS and the submission of WYDOT’s comments on the DEIS, resulted in agreements that 
were acknowledged in Chapter 2 on page 2-2., as follows. “An independent engineering 
design review addressing the location and design of portions of the pipeline route within the 
highway corridor was conducted for the Wyoming Department of Transportation (WYDOT) 
by PB Energy Storage Services, Inc. (2005). The results of this review were used in the design 
of the proposed action; however, continued coordination between WYDOT and LVE since the 
final report was issued has resulted in joint agreement to modify some design criteria in an 
effort to reduce surface disturbance without compromising public safety.” 
 
Chapter 4 was modified on pages 4-9 to 4-10 to clearly describe the effects associated with 
river/stream crossings, as noted above under Issue 3.Wetlands, Riparian Areas, and 
Stream/River Crossings. 
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potential inclusion in this system. 

The maintenance of a linear corridor, which will be 
grassy in areas with vegetation, within ¼ mile of the 
Hoback River will certainly impact the river’s 
outstanding scenery values. 

 

8. COORDINATION WITH WYDOT ACTIVITIES AND REQUIREMENTS, INCLUDING WYDOT SAFETY 
CONCERNS 
Comments: 1-1, 3-4, 3-5, 8-2, 8-3, 8-4, 8-5, 8-6, 8-7, 10-1, 11-3, 11-4, 11-5, 14-5, 15-6  
Comment Response 
WYDOT should be consulted regarding final design 
plans for the pipeline. A pipeline within 50 feet of the 
edge of the travelway does increase the potential hazard 
to the public and highway workers, and does represent 
a noticeable effect on the transportation system during 
operations and maintenance of the pipeline. The 
potential for third party damage should be mitigated 
wherever possible. 
 

Supporting Statements: 
 
The pipeline should be buried to meet safety standards 
in all locations. 

WYDOT needs to be consulted regarding final design 
plans for the pipeline in the area from Game Creek 
Road to South Park Loop Road, because five lanes, a 
wildlife underpass, a pathway shift, and use of a 
retaining wall to avoid new construction at the “Old 
West Cabins” are being considered for this road 
segment. 

The placement of the pipeline within 50 feet of the 

Continued collaboration between LVE and WYDOT, which occurred after the release of the 
DEIS and the submission of WYDOT’s comments on the DEIS, resulted in agreements that 
were acknowledged in Chapter 2 on page 2-2., as follows. “An independent engineering 
design review addressing the location and design of portions of the pipeline route within the 
highway corridor was conducted for the Wyoming Department of Transportation (WYDOT) 
by PB Energy Storage Services, Inc. (2005). The results of this review were used in the design 
of the proposed action; however, continued coordination between WYDOT and LVE since the 
final report was issued has resulted in joint agreement to modify some design criteria in an 
effort to reduce surface disturbance without compromising public safety.” 
 
Chapters 1, 2, 3, and 4, and Appendix D have been modified to reflect the results of 
coordination that has occurred among the Forest Service, WYDOT, and LVE, and agreements 
on alignments and specifications that have been reached. Principal changes were changes to 
the depth of burial of the pipeline. The collaboration and agreements between LVE and 
WYDOT are summarized in Chapter 3 on page 3-102. “WYDOT and LVE have collaborated 
on the development of appropriate requirements for a pipeline located along the highway 
corridor of U.S. 189/191, where a formal right-of-way does not exist through the Hoback 
Canyon area on NFS lands.  … WYDOT requirements for burial of the pipeline 48 inches (4 
feet) below the ground surface wherever the pipeline would be within 50 feet of the edge of 
the highway pavement would be met. Where there is a likelihood of increased WYDOT 
maintenance and construction activity with the potential to penetrate to the level of the pipe, 
WYDOT requirements for burial of the pipeline 72 inches (6 feet) below the ground surface 
would be met. Where the pipeline crosses beneath the highway, the elevation of the pipe for 

Final Environmental Impact Statement G-25     Lower Valley Energy Natural Gas Pipeline Project 
 



Appendix G – Response to Comments 

edge of the travelway does impair the full use and 
safety of the highway. Ditch cleaning and the majority 
of the excavation and drilling associated with 
delineator post installation, guardrail posts, slide repair, 
sign posts, reconstruction, etc. by WYDOT occur 
within 50 feet of the edge of the travelway.  

Denials of most potential reroutes were based on visual 
impacts. It appears that visual retention has a higher 
priority than human safety. The DEIS acknowledges 
that fatal accidents can and do occur when third party 
damage takes place. WYDOT has found that you don’t 
hit what isn’t there. Other alternatives that take the 
pipeline farther than 50 feet from the travelway should 
be considered. 

Where difficult conditions are encountered at road and 
highway crossings, open cutting of the highway is not 
assumed, unless the planned bore cannot be relocated 
to a viable crossing location. 

Pipeline route markers should be spaced a minimum of 
1,000 feet apart, or along a line of sight, whichever is 
less, and also where the alignment changes direction 
within the highway easement, in addition to road 
crossings, water crossings, property boundaries, and 
other locations where markers would not interfere with 
existing lands uses or detract from the scenic values in 
Hoback Canyon. 

WYDOT intends to request that LVE relocate the 
pipeline if the pipeline corridor is needed for highway 
maintenance or reconstruction work. This request 
would conflict with the statement on page 4-60, where 
the DEIS states that the permanent pipeline corridor 
would be unavailable for uses or highway maintenance 

the crossing will match the elevation of the pipe at either end of the crossing. WYDOT 
construction monitoring requirements and specifications for identifying the pipeline location 
and marking the pipeline route will be met. Any deviations from these requirements at specific 
locations would be determined in consultation with WYDOT and the Forest Service and 
documented in the Forest Service authorization for the pipeline.” 
 
Chapter 4 was modified on page 4-59 to include the following language at the end of the 
Transportation section, “unless the pipeline could be avoided or moved.” 
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that would require excavation or vegetation with deep 
root structures unless the pipeline could be avoided. 

Pipeline and highway construction efforts should 
coincide to minimize disruption. 

The requirement for a 75-foot work corridor and 80 
temporary work areas for a 6-inch pipeline appears to 
be more disturbance than necessary. 

It seems confusing and contradictory that WYDOT 
insists the pipeline be 50 feet from the road, but allows 
the road to be crossed 21 times by the pipeline. 

A decision on the pipeline should be delayed until a 
decision on the highway route is made for Hoback 
Junction. Locating the pipeline and the reconstructed 
highway along the same alignment could reduce 
impacts and avoid the Gros Ventre roadless area. The 
cumulative impacts of constructing two linear routes 
through this part of the Forest are not considered. 

 
9. PIPELINE SIZE/CAPACITY AND LINK TO OIL AND GAS DEVELOPMENT IN NORTHERN SUBLETTE 
COUNTY 
Comments: 11-2, 13-6, 14-1, 14-2, 14-3 
Comment Response 
The proposed pipeline should not facilitate additional 
development of natural gas in northern Sublette County 
or growth in the Jackson area. A 6-inch pipeline could 
at most handle the gas produced from 1 or 2 wells, or a 
fraction of just one good producing well. The LVE 
pipeline will have little impact on creating an outlet for 
additional wells to come online. Odorization of the gas 
before it enters the pipeline will partially alleviate the 

Additional information from the independent engineering design review was used in the 
analysis and discussion related to pipeline size and capacity. The following text was added in 
Chapter 4 on page 4-75. “The proposed pipeline providing gas to LVE’s customers in the 
Jackson area would not affect or facilitate oil and gas development in northwestern Wyoming 
due to the limited capacity of the proposed six-inch pipe with an outside diameter of 6.625 
inches and no larger, and its design to provide processed and odorized gas to LVE’s 
customers. The anticipated operational pressure of the proposed pipeline would range between 
60 and 300 pounds per square inch (psi), with an average system pressure of around 200 psi. 
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concern that raw gas from a potential well along the 
route could be added to the pipeline. Given the low 
carrying capacity of the 6-inch pipeline, there is not 
much room for new wells to tap into the line.  
 

Supporting Statements: 
 
Nothing in the DEIS backs up the statement that this 
pipeline and processing facility will not facilitate the 
development of gas wells in northern Sublette County. 

The pipeline will create a permanent demand for fossil 
fuel (natural gas) to supply Jackson, and the associated 
environmental effects resulting from gas production, 
over the long term. As a result of this pipeline, the 
northern Sublette County area would be committed to 
oil and gas development and its associated 
environmental impacts over the long term in order to 
provide an uninterrupted supply of natural gas. 

Each day Jackson residents use about 1/15 of the daily 
production of one decent producing well in the Upper 
Green River area. A 6 inch pipeline pressurized at 400 
psi can at most handle the gas produced from 1 or 2 
wells, or a fraction of just one good producing well. 
Keeping the pipeline at 6 inches alleviates the concern 
that this proposal will encourage or facilitate more 
development in the Upper Green River area.  

It is important to have a pipeline that is big enough to 
allow some room for increased demand, but not so big 
that it really becomes a facilitator of new natural gas 
fields or growth in the Jackson area.  A six inch 
diameter pipeline seems to properly balance these 
concerns. The wells in the Jonah and Pinedale 
Anticline fields are connected to the national grid via 

However, the pipeline would be capable of operating under considerable pressures, with the 
maximum allowable operating pressure (MAOP) of the pipeline at 1,440 pound-force per 
square inch gauge (psig), a unit of measure to indicate the pressure on a surface. The design of 
pipeline materials to meet higher standards was selected for public safety. The use of pipeline 
materials of higher standards than would be required for the anticipated conditions provides a 
higher safety factor for a pipeline that will be installed near a highway.”  
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major pipelines 20 inches or more in diameter.  

The LVE pipeline will have little impact on creating an 
outlet for additional wells to come online. Odorization 
of the gas before it enters the pipeline will partially 
alleviate the concern that raw gas from a potential well 
along the route could be added to the pipeline. The low 
carrying capacity of the 6 inch pipeline will not allow 
much room for new wells to tap into the line.  

A new EIS should be done if there is any effort to 
connect new wells to the pipeline and a supplemental 
EIS should be prepared if there is any change above 
400 psi of pressurization, in light of the increased 
carrying capacity of the pipeline at these higher 
pressure levels. The carrying capacity of the pipeline at 
400 psi should be clarified in the FEIS. 

 
10. OTHER PERMITS 
Comments: 2-1, 2-2, 2-3, 4-1, 4-2, 4-3, 7-15, 8-4 
Comment Response 
Other permits, in addition to a special use permit 
authorization from the Forest Service, would be 
required for the proposed project. 
 

Supporting Statements: 
 
A Grading and Erosion Control permit will be required 
for this project to ensure that work done on private 
lands minimizes potential impacts and complies with 
applicable standards in the Teton County Land 
Development Regulations. 

Teton County planning regulations must be followed to 
ensure compatibility of the proposed use at affected 

Regulatory information referenced in comments was reviewed. Additional information was 
used to supplement the analysis and discussion of regulatory requirements in Chapter 1. 
Appendix D was modified to clearly present the requirements associated with the proposed 
project. 
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locations on private lands and adequate conditioning or 
mitigation of environmental impacts and the effects on 
public facilities. 

An Environmental Analysis will be required in 
accordance with existing Teton County regulations to 
assess the impacts and planned mitigation of the 
proposed development on private lands and protected 
resources designated on the Teton County Natural 
Resources Overlay and the Scenic Resource Overlay, 
as well as protected creeks and wetlands.  

Two Water Quality Division permits may apply to the 
project. Any discharges to waters of the state, including 
hydrostatic pipeline testing, must be permitted under 
the Wyoming Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(WYPDES) program. Some sampling will be required 
and effluent limits will be set for any constituents of 
concern. A general Notice of Intent (NOI) permit is 
required for surface disturbances of one or more acres 
associated with construction activities to provide for 
the sound management of storm water.  

The administrator of the Water Quality Division may 
authorize temporary increases in turbidity above the 
numeric criteria in Section 23 (a) of the Standards in 
response to an individual application for a specific 
activity. This project has the potential to exceed the 10 
NTU limit on the Hoback River and a variance is 
recommended. 

This project may require a Section 404 permit from the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for work occurring 
within the waters of the U.S.  

A right-of-way easement application will need to be 
filed with the Lands Branch Supervisor regarding 
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permission for construction easements on WHMAs.  

Access to the pipeline across state highways or through 
state-maintained fences will require approach permits 
and/or fence modification agreements. 

 
11.  RECLAMATION 
Comments: 2-1, 3-1, 5-7, 7-2, 7-6, 12-3, 15-4 
Comment Response 
All lands disturbed by the proposed project should be 
reclaimed. The pipeline corridor should be reclaimed 
with native vegetation and contoured to the original 
slope. The prevention of noxious weed establishment 
along the pipeline corridor must be a priority in all 
reclamation efforts.  
 

Supporting Statements: 
 
All lands disturbed should be reclaimed and seeded 
with Forest Service-recommended native species or 
species that would not prevent the eventual 
establishment of native vegetation, including the use of 
tree and shrub species where appropriate, according to 
the language in the summary instead of the language in 
the first paragraph on page 4-16.  

A reclamation management and monitoring plan 
(pre/during/post construction) should be implemented 
to ensure the integrity of habitats and should identify 
clear and concise objectives.  

Reclamation of disturbed areas will be required for this 
project to ensure that work done on private lands 
minimizes potential impacts and complies with 
applicable standards in the Teton County Land 

Where clarifications or additional project design criteria were needed or inconsistencies 
existed, Chapter 2 and/or Appendix D were modified to address reclamation concerns. 
Additional clarifications regarding reclamation were added to Chapter 2 on pages 2-29, 2-30, 
2-32, and 2-33. 
 
The following text has been added in Chapter 2 on page 2-32. “The overall reclamation 
objective is to restore the area to the general appearance, including vegetative and hydrologic 
conditions, existing prior to the installation of the pipeline. However, a 20-foot-wide 
permanent pipeline corridor would be maintained in an herbaceous state, without shrubs or 
trees. Roots of trees or shrubs could potentially damage the protective coating of the steel 
pipe. Best management practices (BMPs) and Forest Plan standards and guidelines provide the 
basis for the reclamation plan for the project. Extensive project design criteria in Appendix D 
have been developed to meet reclamation objectives, including recontouring, drainage and 
erosion control, revegetation, restoration of river and stream channels and banks at crossings, 
and restoration of wetland function in affected areas.”  
 
The text in Chapter 2 was also modified on pages 2-32 to 2-33 to read as follows. “In areas of 
unstable slopes, steep cuts would be restored to a stable position and protected by applying 
appropriate sediment and erosion control measures. Protective measures may include 
installation of waterbars or diversion terraces across the construction corridor to stabilize 
slopes, prevent channeling along the trench line, and divert surface runoff away from the 
backfilled trench into stabilized areas.  
 
Revegetation would provide long-term sediment and erosion control by establishing a 
permanent vegetative cover as soon as practicable over disturbed areas. Re-establishment of 
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Development Regulations. 

WGFD fences or other facilities affected during 
construction activities should be replaced in-kind, as 
needed 

The following design criteria could be added on page 
D-15. To provide bank stability and reduce bank 
erosion, techniques such as pre-seeded rolls can be 
used to provide quick colonization.  

The maintenance of a linear corridor, which will be 
grassy in areas with vegetation, within ¼ mile of the 
Hoback River will certainly impact the river’s 
outstanding scenery values. A more detailed restoration 
plan must be developed before making a decision as to 
whether the proposed project will impact outstanding 
scenery values. 

vegetation would also reduce the visual impacts of the pipeline corridor. All disturbed areas 
would be revegetated in accordance with federal and state specifications or as directed by the 
landowner. The initiation of revegetation activities would depend on seasonal constraints 
established by the Forest Service or landowners.  
 
Revegetation would be initiated within one month after completion of ground disturbing 
activities, unless otherwise directed by the Forest Service. Design criteria for revegetation are 
contained in Appendix D and summarized here. Following recontouring and seedbed 
preparation in accordance with the design criteria, disturbed areas would be seeded using 
short-term sediment and erosion control measures, as needed. Where the re-establishment of 
desired species of native vegetation is likely to occur without seeding, this revegetation 
process is preferred over seeding. Generally, all areas would be mulched with certified weed-
free hay at a rate of 2 tons per acre. Hay would be crimped into the soil surface on slopes 
greater than 20 percent. Woody nursery stock would be used as directed by the Forest Service 
or landowners, typically where revegetation limitations are severe or the predisturbance 
community is composed of woody vegetation. Soil erosion would be minimized by surface 
roughening, mulching, use of erosion control fabric, and installation of surface drainage 
systems. Sediment barriers and controls such as silt fencing, rock, and straw bale check dams, 
would be used as needed to keep sediment from entering surface waters. 
 
Short-term sediment and erosion control would be provided by surface mulch, with and 
without tackifying agents and soil binders, and other erosion control materials. Mulch would 
aid in soil moisture retention and minimize topsoil erosion by wind and water. Mulching or 
tackifying may be employed in areas exposed to wind, on unstable slopes, or in sensitive soils. 
Mulch would be anchored to the ground using a crimper or disc. In some cases, an erosion 
control blanket may be utilized on unstable slopes, along restored streambanks, and in areas 
where application of mulch and tackifiers would be impractical.”  
 
Appendix D, modified for the FEIS, contains detailed requirements for restoration of areas 
disturbed during pipeline installation, and specifies the monitoring activities that will be 
associated with reclamation.. 

 

Final Environmental Impact Statement G-32     Lower Valley Energy Natural Gas Pipeline Project 
 



Appendix G – Response to Comments 

 
12. WATER QUALITY 
Comments: 4-4, 7-18, 12-3 
Comment Response 
Any potential effects on water quality associated with 
the proposed pipeline should be mitigated in accordance 
with other applicable permits for the project. 
 

Supporting Statements: 
 
Any potential effects on surface water quality 
associated with the proposed project should be 
addressed and every effort should be made to prevent 
erosion, because sediment created by the project can 
affect the water quality of the receiving water.  

All chemicals, solvents, and fuels should be kept at 
least 150 feet away from streams and riparian areas. 

To prevent detrimental instream impacts, including 
trout-spawning grounds, appropriate pollution 
prevention measures should be in place to ensure that 
suspended solids, spillages, or other materials do not 
enter the watercourse. To reduce the likelihood of 
pollution, all materials should be kept off-site within 
secure areas, away from sensitive areas. 

 

Additional information was used to supplement the discussion related to water quality in 
Chapter 1. Additional information regarding responsibilities and authorizations of other 
agencies was added on page 1-17 and pages 1-19 to 1-21.  
 
Chapter 4 was modified to clearly present the effects of the proposed project on water 
resources and the effects of potential surface disturbance associated with river/stream 
crossings on water quality and sedimentation. The following text was added on pages 4-9 to 4-
10. “The character of the effects at proposed stream crossings under Alternative B would be 
similar to the effects described by Reid and Anderson (1998), based on a review of 27 pipeline 
water crossing effects monitoring studies undertaken by the pipeline industry and resource 
management agencies over 25 years in North America. Conventional or open-cut water 
crossings reviewed in the study are those pipeline installations that occur without any isolation 
or diversion of flow away from the work area. The trench for the pipe is generally excavated 
and backfilled by backhoe within the active (flowing) channel. Conventional open-cut 
crossings are often the only feasible construction method. Reid and Anderson (1998) found 
that open-cut crossings typically resulted in an elevation of downstream sediment loads during 
and shortly after the period of construction. Most of these studies reviewed indicated that 
sediment released during instream construction caused short-term changes to downstream 
aquatic life and their habitats. Identified effects included alterations to streambed conditions; 
reductions in the abundance and diversity of benthic invertebrate communities; and reductions 
in the abundance of fish populations. Effects were typically non-residual, and recovery was 
usually evident within a year. In addition to sediment related effects, habitat at the crossing 
site was affected by the excavation and backfilling of the pipeline trench and associated 
changes to bank conditions and riparian vegetation. 
 
Reid and Anderson (1998) found the most visible result of instream pipeline construction to 
be the generation of a plume of turbid water downstream. Levels of suspended sediment 
increased rapidly at the onset of instream activity but were not uniform throughout 
construction. Discrete peaks of high suspended sediment concentration occurred during 
activities such as blasting, trench excavation, and backfilling. During pipeline trench 
excavation and backfilling, suspended sediment concentrations were observed to exceed 
several thousand mg/L. These peaks declined rapidly when the streambed was not disturbed, 
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although some residual increases due to scour of the trench, erosion of exposed surfaces at the 
crossing site, and the resuspension of settled material occurred. For properly stabilized 
crossings at the end of construction, sediment loading was found to be restricted to the 
duration of instream construction. Inputs of sediment into the watercourse persisted in some 
cases if the approach slopes of the crossing had been inadequately stabilized or revegetated. 
Crossings of small watercourses (< 10 meters wide) were often completed in less than a day; 
one to three days were generally required for medium sized crossings (10 - 20 meters wide).  
 
Reid and Anderson (1998) also described the deposition and subsequent flushing of sediment 
downstream of the crossing. As the material excavated is larger and in greater quantity than 
that transported under normal flow conditions, substantial deposition of released sediments 
occurs within a short distance downstream. This immediate deposition is generally dominated 
by the coarser fraction of the excavated sediments. Deposition of finer sediments such as clays 
and silts will tend to occur further downstream as a light coating on the streambed, or in low 
energy environments such as backwater areas. Sediment (especially silts and clays) deposited 
downstream of the crossing site can filter through the interstitial spaces in the streambed and 
change its porosity and composition. Large depositions in slow velocity areas such as shallow 
side pools, behind boulders and instream debris have been observed to require longer periods 
or higher flows for complete removal. Full recovery of affected habitats has been suggested to 
be dependent on high flow conditions associated with storm events, or spring meltwater 
conditions flushing deposited sediments downstream. Complete removal of deposited 
sediments has been reported to occur within 6 weeks to 2 years after construction. 
 
Reid and Anderson (1998) also reported that crossings under very low flow conditions 
resulted in minimal dilution and high suspended sediment concentrations. However, 
downstream transport was minimized under these flow conditions. At the other extreme, high 
flows associated with storm events increased background levels and also eroded exposed 
substrates at the crossing location. High flows increased the width of the water crossing and 
generally hampered construction operations.” 
 
Appendix D was modified on pages D-7, D-8, D-13, D-14, D-16, D-17, D-19, D-23, and D-24 
to clarify how effects on water quality, wetlands, and disturbed areas will be reduced. 
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13. GROS VENTRE ROADLESS AREA 
Comment: 15-6 
Comment Response 
Locating the pipeline and the reconstructed highway 
along the same alignment near Hoback Junction could 
reduce impacts and avoid the Gros Ventre roadless 
area.  

The discussion of alternatives in Chapter 2 has been modified on page 2-6 to clarify the 
rationale for not locating the pipeline and the reconstructed highway along the same alignment 
in the Hoback Junction area, as follows. “The alignment and design considerations for a 
highway in a landslide area would not be the same as the considerations for a pipeline through 
the same landslide area. The aboveground installation of the pipeline in a landslide area, 
which is the design selected for the proposed project to minimize the risk of rupture caused by 
a landslide, would not be feasible for a pressurized gas pipeline located in close proximity to a 
highway.” 

 
14.  MONITORING 
Comments: 5-10, 5-11, 7-2, 7-9, 12-4, 13-5, 16-2, 16-8 
Comment Response 
The FEIS should clarify the monitoring requirements 
for the proposed project. Monitoring of wetlands, 
upland vegetation, and riparian resources should be 
included. Monitoring of reclaimed areas should include 
identification of any soil transport to wetlands. 
 

Supporting Statements: 
 
A reclamation management and monitoring plan 
(pre/during/post construction) should be implemented 
to ensure the integrity of habitats and should identify 
clear and concise objectives.  

Monitoring requirements to ensure achievement of 70 
percent cover in reclaimed areas, including the 
frequency and duration of monitoring efforts, and 
length of time given to determine whether an area 
needs to be reseeded should be clarified (page D-21). 

Appendix D was modified to clarify how effects on water quality, wetlands, habitats, and 
disturbed areas will be reduced, and improve applicable design criteria, reclamation 
procedures, and mitigation measures/plans for wetlands, riparian areas, and stream/river 
crossings. Relevant changes to Appendix D occurred on pages D-7, D-8, D-13, D-14, D-16, 
D-17, D-19, D-23, and D-24.  
 
Appendix D was modified on pages D-23 to D-24 to address monitoring requirements. 
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The FEIS should clarify the monitoring requirements 
for stream health in drainages crossed by the project, 
including the methods, frequency, and duration of 
monitoring, and the length of time given to determine 
whether stream health is acceptable or identify actions 
to be taken to restore the stream (page D-21).  

No human activity associated with monitoring should 
occur on or near elk feedgrounds or wildlife habitat 
management areas (WHMAs) during the winter 
seasonal timing restriction period (November 15 
through April 30). LVE personnel should coordinate all 
on-the-ground monitoring activities in WHMAs with 
the feedground supervisor.  

Pre-disturbance monitoring of affected wetlands should 
be conducted to document the occurrence of 
amphibians throughout the project zone and identify 
important breeding, resting, and potential hibernation 
sites. Concentration areas should be monitored and 
managed during and after construction to prevent 
habitat loss and direct mortality.  

A reclamation management and monitoring plan 
(pre/during/post construction) should be implemented 
to ensure reclamation success, including the integrity of 
habitats, and identify clear and concise objectives. 
Monitoring of reclaimed areas for sedimentation and 
noxious weeds or invasive species should continue for 
at least five years, as specified by the Forest Service. 

Monitoring of the success of trench breakers and 
bottom seals should be incorporated in Appendix D. A 
specific remedy and responsibility for implementation 
for any hydrologic alteration should be identified. 
Disturbed areas should achieve 90 percent cover within 
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a specified timeframe.  

Recent performance of the BP pipeline in Alaska is a 
testament to the inadequacy of the process for 
overseeing and maintaining pipelines. LVE has no 
experience managing pipelines and yet must be relied 
upon to manage this pipeline project. The DEIS 
provides no LVE protocol or plan for managing the 
pipeline, including training employees. Pipeline 
inspection using helicopter flyover and on-the-ground 
inspection is not likely to be effective from October 
through May. There is no indication of how buzzing of 
wildlife and people’s homes will be avoided.  

 
15.  ENERGY CONSERVATION AND ALTERNATIVE ENERGY OPTIONS 
Comments: 1-2, 13-7, 13-8, 14-1, 14-4 
Comment Response 
The FEIS should provide analysis of other reasonable 
alternatives to the gas pipeline, such as other energy 
options, to meet future demand. 
 

Supporting Statements: 
 
Please demonstrate leadership regarding energy 
conservation and a decrease in energy consumption and 
invest in more renewable sources.  

Moving away from not toward increased use of fossil 
fuels is the prudent energy strategy. 

The DEIS provides no complete analysis of other 
reasonable alternatives to the gas pipeline option, 
specifically other energy options to meet future demand 
to offset the projected LNG truck transport to meet 
future demand. The alternative of trucks vs. pipeline is 

The public’s interest in the BTNF and the conservation of energy is appreciated. Public 
involvement is the foundation of NEPA process. No additional alternatives were developed in 
response to these opinions expressed by the commenters.  
 
Energy conservation and alternative energy sources are addressed in the discussion of the 
purpose and need for the proposed project on page 1-5, where the text has been modified to 
read as follows. “In addition to LNG, residences and businesses in the Jackson area also rely 
on a variety of energy resources. The principal energy source for the Jackson area is 
hydropower from the Pacific northwest (AllJacksonHole 2007, Jackson Hole News & Guide 
2005). Other energy sources include coal-burning power plants near Rock Springs and 
elsewhere, wind power from the Foote Creek Wind Project between Laramie and Rawlins, 
hydropower from the Strawberry Creek Reservoir in the Star Valley, liquid propane (LP), fuel 
oil, wood burning, and solar power. LP and fuel oil are also trucked into the Jackson area from 
other areas in Wyoming.”  
 
Chapter 2 was modified on page 2-2 to make it clear that alternatives based on energy 
conservation and alternative energy sources are outside the scope of this EIS analysis, which 
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less than compelling in the DEIS when compared with 
the disruption that the pipeline would cause during and 
after construction.  

Under either system of gas delivery to Jackson (trucks 
or pipeline), residents are causing a portion of the 
problems and environmental impacts they are 
concerned about in the Upper Green River Valley.  

Even with increased focus on renewable energy 
providing a part of the energy portfolio for LVE and its 
customers and increased conservation efforts, there will 
still be a need for energy supplied by electricity, 
propane, and natural gas. The current LNG system is 
not in the best long-term interests of the community 
given the safety and environmental impacts. Given that 
Jackson will continue to use natural gas, a natural gas 
pipeline seems a better delivery system than LNG.  

responds to a special use application submitted by LVE, and were not considered further.  

 
16.  NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
Comments:  10-1, 11-1, 13-1, 15-1 
Comment Response 
No Action is the preferred alternative. The extent of 
disruption and risk to construct, maintain, and inspect 
the pipeline are disproportionate to the benefits, and the 
demand/need is not justified.  
 

Supporting Statements: 
 
The No Action alternative will ultimately prove to have 
the least amount of impacts on the BTNF’s natural 
resources.  

It’s hard to believe that a project of this magnitude is 
warranted or cost justified solely for the purpose of 

The public’s interest in the BTNF and the conservation of the Forest’s resources is 
appreciated. Public involvement is the foundation of NEPA process. No change was made to 
the DEIS in response to these opinions expressed by the commenters.  
 
The following clarifications were made in the FEIS to improve the understanding to the reader 
of the purpose of and need for the project, the selection of a preferred alternative, and the 
environmental effects of the No Action alternative. 
 
Additional information was used to supplement the analysis and discussion of the purpose and 
need for the proposed project in Chapter 1. The following text was added on page 1-5. 
“National Energy Policy to support a 21st century quality of life involves ensuring reliable 
energy and a clean environment by modernizing conservation and infrastructure, increasing 
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eliminating 2 to 3 truck trips per day.  

No Action is the only reasonable choice. The Forest 
Service responsible officials should deny issuing a 
special use permit to Lower Valley Energy for the 
proposed pipeline because of safety concerns, a 
questionable need for the pipeline, the lack of room in 
the canyon for the pipeline, potential future 
maintenance issues such as corrosion, and concern that 
the pipeline would not be properly maintained.  

 
 

energy supplies, including renewables, accelerating the protection and improvement of the 
environment, and increasing energy security (National Energy Policy Development Group 
2001). According to the Transportation Research Board (TRB), transportation of energy fuels 
via transmission pipelines is safer than transportation via other modes, but a significant failure 
can result in loss of life, personal injury, property damage, and environmental damage (TRB 
2004). 

The importance of fuel diversity in supplying the nation’s long term energy needs has been 
explained by the Edison Electric Institute, the association of electric companies owned by 
shareholders. No single fuel is capable of providing enough energy for all of the U.S. needs. 
Using a variety of fuels, including coal, nuclear energy, hydropower, natural gas, and 
renewable energy resources, while enhancing efficiency and conservation, helps protect 
consumers and national security from fuel shortages or disruptions, price fluctuations, and 
changes in regulatory practices. A diverse fuel mix also takes advantage of regional 
differences in fuel availability and capitalizes on abundant natural resources in the U.S. By 
addressing challenges that limit the development and viability of fuel sources, the U.S. can 
enjoy an affordable and reliable supply of energy in the future (Edison Electric Institute 2005).

The purpose of and need for the Lower Valley Energy Natural Gas Pipeline Project is sixfold:  
1) enhance the diversity of fuels available in Jackson by providing a steady supply of natural 
gas to the Jackson area; 2) use an economical supply of natural gas that has been developed 
nearby, in northern Sublette County, to meet the needs of LVE’s customers in the Jackson 
area; 3) modernize the energy supply infrastructure in western Wyoming by installing a 
natural gas pipeline which would eliminate 500 or more round trips per year by tanker trucks 
along public highways; 4) improve the environment by reducing the effects on air quality 
from tanker truck emissions; 5) improve the protection of the environment, including scenic, 
recreational, fisheries, and wildlife values in Hoback Canyon, by using a pipeline which is less 
likely than a tanker truck to have an incident occur that could cause environmental damage; 
and 6) potentially reduce the risk of a wildland fire start associated with an incident related to 
the delivery of natural gas to Jackson.” 
 
Chapter 2 was modified to emphasize that all alternatives considered in detail could 
potentially be identified as the preferred alternative. The following text was added on page 2-
41. “The Forest Service has identified the Proposed Action, which fully achieves the purpose 
and need for the proposed project, as the preferred alternative. All alternatives considered in 
detail could potentially be identified as the preferred alternative. The No Action alternative 
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was considered in detail for selection as the preferred alternative, but was not identified as the 
preferred alternative because it would not achieve the purpose and need for the proposed 
project, which encompasses multiple objectives. The No Action alternative would achieve 
only one of the project objectives, continue to provide LNG to the Jackson area as needed. 
Both the No Action alternative and the Proposed Action would meet all Forest Plan 
guidance.” 
 
The environmental effects of the No Action alternative were modified as follows in Chapter 4. 
 
The following text was added on page 4-3. “Continued use of tanker trucks carrying LNG 
would contribute to the risk of a wildland fire escaping from a highway crash involving a 
large, intense fire. Emissions from a wildland fire associated with LNG transportation by 
tanker truck would contribute to air quality impacts. Smoke from wildland fires could 
potentially produce gases and particulate emissions during the combustion of forest fuels. The 
emission rates (the amount of emissions produced per unit of time) can vary significantly 
depending on a variety of factors, including fuel type and amount, condition, and combustion 
characteristics. Smoke from wildland fires can contain high concentrations of fine particulate 
matter. (USFS 2003a).”  
 
The following text was added on page 4-21. “Tanker truck incidents involving a fire are more 
likely to occur than pipeline incidents involving a fire. The use of tanker trucks to deliver gas 
to Jackson under the No Action alternative is more likely to involve the risk of a wildland fire 
escaping from the scene of an incident.  
 
While incident accounts of LNG tanker truck crashes indicate the release of LNG is not 
common (CH-IV International 2006), a 1980’s test of a pool fire involving 10,000 gallons of 
LNG, the amount of LNG transported in one tanker truck, generated a cone-shaped fire 60 feet 
in diameter and 250 feet high (Daily Astorian 2007).” 
 
The text on page 4-75 was modified to read as follows. “An increased risk of tanker truck 
accidents would potentially increase the need for fire and emergency services. Providing fire 
and emergency services would require expenditures for specialized training and equipment, 
based on the specialized needs for dealing with LNG (National Association of State Fire 
Marshals 2005).” 
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17.  PROPERTY OWNERS 
Comment:  13-2 
Comment Response 
Property owners have been ignored for the most part. 
Property owners who reach their property through 
access roads that cross the pipeline corridor have not 
been contacted. There is no analysis of how to protect 
the area if a fire or explosion occurred and a fire spread 
to 200 properties in Hoback Ranches.  
 
 

The analysis and discussion of effects in Chapter 4 was modified on page 4-46 to include local 
access roads in the analysis of effects on land uses. The analysis of the effects of pipeline 
construction on access roads is contained on page 4-56, and was not changed. Project design 
criteria in Appendix D have been developed to reduce potential effects on roads that access 
private property, therefore, no modification of Appendix D was made under Roads and 
Highways on page D-8. Project design criteria in Appendix D also have been developed to 
provide a requirement for a project fire prevention and suppression plan to minimize the risk 
of fire danger and provide for immediate response in case of fire caused by project operations. 
Appendix D language under Fire and Fuels on pages D-18 and D-19 was clarified to 
emphasize project requirements. 

 
18.  ERRATA 
Comment: 5-3 
Comment Response 
A correction is offered for data presented on page 3-16 
of the DEIS, where flows listed for Flat Creek below the 
Snake River are actually flows for the Snake River 
below Flat Creek. 

The suggested correction was made in the FEIS on page 3-18.  
 
The length of the pipeline segment that will be installed aboveground also was reduced from 
3,000 feet to 1,500 feet wherever it was referenced in the FEIS to reflect updated project 
designs. 
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