
Jody McCaffree 
PO Box 1113 
North Bend, OR 97459 

July 20, 2015 

City ofNorth Bend Planning Commission 
835 California 
North Bend, OR 97459 

RE: Jordan Cove Worker Camp North Bend File No. CUP-4-15 

Dear Planning Commission: 

In response to the recent proposal and application before the City of North Bend Planning 
Commission concerning the Jordan Cove "temporary" workforce housing complex under the 
North Bend McCullough Bridge, I would like to submit in writing the following. 

The Jordan Cove Energy Project is proposing a 2,100 person "temporary" workforce house 
complex in the City ofNorth Bend. This would amount to a more than a 20% increase in the 
current total population of the City of North Bend which has approximately 9,695 residents 
according to the April 1, 2010 Census. The "temporary" workforce housing complex is part of a 
much larger project that includes a Natural Gas Liquefaction and Storage facility, a Gas 
Conditioning facility that involves two to three 200 foot high gas processing towers, a 420 
megawatt South Dunes Power Plant, a Barge Berth and Marine Terminal for docking mammoth 
LNG tanker ships, an LNG Access Channel, two Gas Flares, a Utility Corridor and Access Road, 
a Haul Road, a Fire and Safety complex, a Rail Spur Bridge re-location, a Mitigation Site at the 
former Kentuck Golf Course, a Mitigation Site in the Coos Bay and a proposed 231.82 mile, 36 
inch Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline (PCGP) that would transport hydraulic fracked gas from 
mostly Canadian sources to the proposed Jordan Cove facility for export overseas. 

The proposed Jordan Cove "temporary" workforce housing complex is located in North Bend 
zoning districts M-H, 48-CS and 48A-CA (Jordan Cove Application Exhibit 1, Sheet 3) located 
within the Coastal Zone and under the requirements of the Coastal Zone Management Act 
(CZMA). 

The State of Oregon's Coastal management program is currently under review as Federal 
regulators have ruled Oregon's plan for reducing coastal pollution due to runoff from logging, 
agriculture, stormwater runoff and other sources is insu:fficient.1 It is questionable that a land use 
decision made by the City of North Bend on the Jordan Cove LNG Export project would be in 
compliance with the CZMA at this time due to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency not having approved Oregon's 
program. 

1 "Feds reject Oregon's coastal pollution plan, could impose financial sanctions" January 30, 2015- By Kelley 
House http://www.oregonlive.comenvironmentlindex.ssf/20 15/0 1/feds reject oregons coastal po.html 
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In addition, on April 16, 2012 the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission vacated their 

authorization under the Natural Gas Act of the Jordan Cove LNG “Import” facility.  (See Exhibit 

B) This should have promoted State and Local regulators to also do the same with State and 

Local permits that had been or were in the process of being issued for the Jordan Cove “Import” 

Project.  That did not happen. 

 

The City of North Bend should not be processing the Jordan Cove “temporary” workforce 

housing complex application prior to FERC’s completion of the Final EIS and the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process.  This is a clear violation of the NEPA and should 

be stopped immediately.   

 

Despite this clear violation, there have been a minimum of 30 previous Land Use decisions and 

permit processes that have been processed already in order for the single proposed Jordan Cove 

LNG Export Project to be able to proceed.   All these permits required public processes and have 

Conditions of Approval that must be met in order for the Jordan Cove LNG Project as a whole to 

move forward.  Compliance with these permits and their Conditions of Approval should be 

added as a Condition of Approval for this permit. (See Exhibit A for summaries of some of 

the already approved Conditions of Approval for Jordan Cove.) 

 

 

1. Jordan Cove’s “temporary” workforce housing application does not have enough 

required parking and places commercial convenience centers in Industrial zones.  

 
Jordan Cove’s application states that their temporary workforce housing project consists of 1,848 

worker units and would have 100 employees, requiring 1,848 parking spaces for the units and 50 

parking spaces for the employees, for a total of 1,898 parking spaces. This is all that is 

planned for parking, yet the application is also requesting approval to allow up to 2,100 units of 

temporary workforce housing on the property.  North Bend’s ZLDO “18.68.020 Minimum off-

street parking space requirements” for a Hotel or motel is 1 parking space per guest room or 

suite plus 1 per 2 employees.  If the “temporary” workforce housing is truly in the classification 

of a Hotel as indicated by the Staff Report (page 3), there would not be enough parking spaces 

for 2,100 units and it is unclear whether there is room enough on the property to add additional 

parking spaces.  In addition, the application states that the Project consists of “temporary” 

workforce housing, convenience centers, bus shelters and related parking and landscaping.  The 

Power point presentation that was presented to the Commission on July 20
th

 stated that there 

would be an Internet Café, a Fitness Center, a Commercial Laundry, a Commissary, among other 

convenience center facilities.  The proposed "convenience centers" look an awful lot like 

Commercial Uses in an Industrial Zone, which would not be allowed and in any event would 

require additional parking spaces per North Bend ZLDO 18.68.020.  For example:   

 Fitness/exercise club or facility requires 1 parking space per 300 square feet of floor area. 

 Sit-down restaurant/bars/taverns and fast food and convenience food require 1 parking 

space per 66 square feet of seating area plus 1 per 200 square feet of kitchen/storage area.  
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If the proposed prefabricated housing is constructed for movement on the public highways the 

temporary workforce housing may be better classified as a manufactured dwelling park under 

ORS 446.003(23), and subject to the CUP standards for the same. 

 

In addition, it does not appear that the temporary workforce housing parking area may be in line 

with North Bend ZLDO 18.68.060 as the landscaping appears to border the parking area instead 

of being uniformly distributed “throughout” the parking area.  Perhaps the Commission may find 

the proposed parking landscape border to be sufficient, but if not and landscaping needed to be 

added throughout the parking area, it is doubtful that there would be enough room for the 

necessary parking required for 2,100 workforce housing units.  

 

18.68.060 Design requirements for off-street parking. 

…(f) Except for a residential development which has landscaped yards, parking facilities 

shall include landscaping to cover not less than seven percent of the area devoted to 

parking facilities. The landscaping shall be uniformly distributed throughout the 

parking area and may consist of trees, shrubs, ground cover or related material. 
 

It is generally improper for Heavy Industrial areas to border Residential areas.  The City of North 

Bend does not have definitions in this case for what comprises their M-H zone and their M-L 

zoning district.  M-H stands for Heavy Industrial Zone.  The Business Dictionary defines Heavy 

Industry as:   

 

1. Automobile, mining, petroleum, and steel industries which require very large capital 

investment in weighty machinery and huge plants…  …Steel manufacturing and chemical 

manufacturing are two types of heavy industries. 
2
 

 

North Bend’s M-L stands for Light Industry Zone.  The Business Dictionary defines this as:  

 

A section of an economy's secondary industry characterized by less capital-intensive and 

more labor-intensive operations. Products made by an economy's light industry tend to 

be targeted toward end consumers rather than other businesses.   

 

Generally Light Industrial Zones are used as buffers to Heavy Industrial Zones, except in the 

City of North Bend.  HOW IS IT THAT NORTH BEND’S LIGHT INDUSTRIAL ZONE HAS 

STRICTER REGULATIONS THAN THEIR HEAVY INDUSTRIAL ZONE?   

 

Chapter 18.40 

LIGHT INDUSTRIAL ZONE M-L 

18.40.030 Limitations on use. 

In an M-L zone, the following conditions and limitations shall apply: 

 

…(4) Points of access from a public street to properties in an M-L zone shall be so 

located as to minimize traffic congestion and avoid directing traffic onto residential 

streets. 

                                                           
2
 http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/heavy-industry.html  

http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/automobile.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/petroleum.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/steel.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/industry.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/capital-investment.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/capital-investment.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/plant.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/manufacturer.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/type.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/section.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/economy.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/secondary-industry.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/capital-intensive.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/labor-intensive.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/operations.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/product.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/consumer.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/business.html
http://www.businessdictionary.com/definition/heavy-industry.html
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2. Jordan Cove’s “temporary” workforce housing does not line up with North Bend’s 

Code regulations for temporary nonconforming uses.    

 

Jordan Cove’s "temporary" work force housing does not line up with North Bend’s ZLDO  

18.76.080, which includes a provision for a temporary nonconforming use that limits the use to 

120 days.  The proposed “temporary” workforce housing would last for years, and if it does not 

fall into the category of temporary work force housing it cannot be conditionally approved 

because it is an unauthorized residential use of an industrial piece of property. 

 

Jordan Cove’s Exhibit 1, Sheet 3 shows North Bend’s M-H Zoning district to be less than 200 

feet from the R-7 (Single Family) Zoning district.   

 

North Bend’s ZLDO 18.76.080 “Temporary nonconforming uses” states: 

Permits for temporary nonconforming uses of property may be granted by the city 

council under the following procedures, terms, conditions and limitations: 

 

(1) Temporary nonconforming uses shall be subject to the following conditions and 

limitations: 

(a) No temporary nonconforming use shall be permitted for a period in excess 

of 120 days. 

(b) No temporary use permit shall be granted unless it is determined that the 

proposed use will not adversely affect property within the neighborhood. For 

purposes of this section ―neighborhood‖ is defined as property within 300 feet of 

the proposed use. 

(c) Temporary use permits shall be made subject to such conditions and 

limitations as will protect the public health and safety. 

(d) If a temporary nonconforming use cannot be so limited or conditioned as to 

make it safe, or if such use would involve a violation of any safety or building 

code, or other ordinance of the city, or law of the United States or the state of 

Oregon, then a permit for such use shall be denied. 

 

(2) Applications for a temporary nonconforming use permit shall be made to the city 

administrator and shall contain the names and addresses of the applicant and the owners 

and possessors of the property involved, the zone within which such property is situated, 

a description of the use proposed for such property, the dates or times proposed for such 

use, and any proposals for handling traffic, parking, public safety and protection of 

adjoining properties from any adverse affects from such use. 

 

* * * * 

 

(5) After receiving a recommendation from the planning commission, the council may 

grant or deny a permit for a temporary nonconforming use, and may make any permit 

subject to such conditions, limitations and terms as may be necessary or convenient for 

the protection of the public health, safety and welfare. (Ord. 1952 § 1(4), 2006) 
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3. Jordan Cove’s Transportation analysis did not consider all transportation impacts. 
 

Jordan Cove is providing spaces for almost 1,900 private vehicles on-sight but only appears to be 

assessing transportation impacts associated with school bus-type trips to-and-from their 

construction site. 

 

Jordan Cove states in their application that most of the workers would stay at the "temporary" 

work force housing complex while they are in town.  The work force housing is not a prison and 

while the applicant may be able to restrict its employees travels to-and-from the job site during 

business hours, I expect that these limitations would not extend to other periods throughout that 

day, including weekend peak periods of travel, where workers can be expected to put significant 

levels of vehicle travel on the surrounding street system and, particularly, onto the entrances to 

Hwy 101.   

 

The only access from the proposed "temporary" workforce housing to the Jordan Cove job 

site North of the McCullough Bridge would be by using Ferry road, which is also 

the main road used by the Simpson Heights neighborhood to access Hwy 101.  The proposed 

workforce housing would require installation of a traffic light at Ferry Road and Hwy 101 and 

cause congestion at the bridge.  The small community of Simpson Heights (230-240 residences) 

would be seriously impacted by the addition of 2,100 workers vehicles and the proposed 20 

buses that would continually commute from the workforce housing property to the Jordan Cove 

job site.   

 
Except for 200 or so supervisory staff 

who would be allowed to travel back and 

forth daily to the construction job site, 

other workers would be required to catch 

one of the proposed 20 buses continually 

commuting from the workforce housing 

complex.  Non-Supervisory workers not 

staying at the "temporary" workforce 

housing would have to drive and park at 

the workforce housing parking lot daily 

to catch one of the buses to the Jordan 

Cove construction job site.  All these 

potential travel impacts have not been 

fully considered by Jordan Cove.   

 

North Bend Article II. Transportation Impact Study Requirements  

10.12.050 Purpose states: 

 

 If a proposed development will generate 500 or more daily trip ends, then a 

transportation impact study (TIS) shall be required. The TIS shall be prepared by a 

qualified transportation engineer to determine access, circulation and other 

transportation requirements. The scope of a TIS shall be established by the city engineer. 

Projects that generate less than 500 daily trip ends may also be required to provide 



McCaffree NPWH Aug 3, 2015 Comments 
Page | 6 
 

traffic analysis when, in the opinion of the city engineer, a capacity problem and/or 

safety concern is caused and/or is adversely impacted by the development. The city 

engineer, at his/her discretion, shall determine the scope of this special analysis. Trip 

ends shall be defined by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation 

Manual, 6th Edition (or subsequent document updates), or trip generation studies of 

comparable uses prepared by an engineer and approved by the city engineer. Trip ends 

are trips that either begin or end at the proposed use. (Ord. 1919 § 5, 2004) 

 
North Bend ZLDO 10.12.130 Minimum right-of-way and roadway widths states: 

Street rights-of-way and improvements shall be according to the widths in Table 1: 

 

Local‖ streets include dead-end streets (cul-desac and hammerhead). Minimum 

dimensions for cul-de-sac are: right-of-way radius 50 feet and minimum roadway surface 

of 40 feet radius. Minimum dimensions for a hammerhead turn-around are: right-of-way 

50 feet by 70 feet and minimum roadway surface 30 feet by 50 feet. 

 

…(10) Marginal Access Streets. Where a development abuts or contains an existing or 

proposed arterial street, the planning commission may require marginal access streets, 

reverse frontage lots with suitable depth, screen planting contained in a nonaccess 

reservation along the rear or side property line, or other treatment necessary for 

adequate protection of residential properties and to afford separation of through and 

local traffic. 

 

North Bend ZLDO 10.12.170 Exceptions in case of large-scale development states:
3
 

 

The planning commission may modify the standards and requirements of this chapter 

if the subdivision plat compromises a complete neighborhood unit, a large-scale 

shopping center, or a planned industrial area. The planning commission shall 

determine that such modifications are not detrimental to the public health, safety and 

welfare, and that adequate provision is made within the development for traffic 

circulation, open space, and other features that may be required in the public interest. 

(Ord. 1919 § 17, 2004) (Emphasis added) 

 

At the hearing on July 20
th

 Jordan Cove’s Attorney and Consultant stated that there would 

be only one shift for construction workers that would commute before the AM peak hour of 

travel on US 101 and end of the workday with the PM peak hour of travel on US 101.  The 

August 19, 2013 Traffic Study provided in with Jordan Cove’s application does not state this 

however.  (See Jordan Cove’s Exhibit 8 filed in with their application)  

 

Jordan Cove’s August 19, 2013 Traffic Study states:  

The project has been developed to a point where the following information has been 

refined and has been incorporated into this analysis: 

• Peak construction activity of 2,I00 workers will occur in July of 2017. 

• The workforce will be split into two shifts staggered by 45 minutes. 

                                                           
3
 http://northbendoregon.us/adds/2014/09/North-Bend-City-Code.pdf   City Code page 10-17 

http://northbendoregon.us/adds/2014/09/North-Bend-City-Code.pdf
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• A standard work week will consist of five days (Monday to Friday) with 10-

hour workdays. The beginning of the workday is assumed to occur before the AM 

peak hour of travel on US 101. The end of the workday is assumed to coincide 

with the PM peak hour of travel on US 101. 

 

Jordan Cove’s Traffic Study is deceiving because it does not give the details about the second 

shift.  Someone I know who has been in the construction trade for over 40 years told me that 

what generally happens is the Construction crew may start out being one shift - 7:00 a.m. to 5:30 

p.m. and then they will add the second shift 5:00 p.m. to 3:30 a.m.   At the height of construction 

it would be 24/7.  This seems to be in line with what is found in Jordan Cove’s FERC Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  

 

If Jordan Cove is only going to have one Construction shift as they stated to be the case at 

the July 20
th 

hearing, that should be added as a Condition of Approval for the workforce 

housing permit.    

 

The following comes from the FERC November 2014 Draft EIS:
4
 

  

CONSTRUCTION - SHIFT SCHEDULE 

 

FERC DRAFT EIS page 4-839: 

• three staggered work shifts with both start and end times that distribute the arriving 

and departing traffic throughout a 24-hour period; 

• manual flagging control at Trans-Pacific Parkway/Horsfall Beach Road during 

weekday p.m. peak hour whenever construction employees are at or above 1,700 people 

per day; 

• construction of a dedicated eastbound right-turn lane at the intersection of Highway 

101at Trans-Pacific Parkway; 

• temporary signalization of Highway 101 at Trans-Pacific Parkway; 

• temporary variable speed reduction on Highway 101 in the vicinity of Trans-Pacific 

Parkway; and 

• use of a variable message sign to notify motorists of peak period traffic conditions or 

traffic control change at Highway 101/Trans-Pacific Parkway. 

 

DRAFT EIS Page 4-901: 

Construction Noise 

Construction of the LNG terminal would occur over a period of about three years. Major 

components would include berth facilities, buildings, LNG storage tanks, and 

mechanical/electrical equipment. Noise associated with construction activities would be 

intermittent because equipment is operated on an as-needed basis and mostly during 

daylight hours. During the site grading and filling operations, the equipment may be 

operated on two 10-hour shifts, 6 days per week, with the potential to increase to a 24/7 

schedule if required. Construction would not result in generation of, or exposure of 

                                                           
4
 http://elibrary.FERC.gov/idmws/file_list.asp?accession_num=20141105-4006 
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persons to, excessive noise or vibration levels. No blasting is anticipated to be required 

for construction as the entire site area consists of sand. 

 

DRAFT EIS Page 4-908 

 [HDD stands for Horizontal Directional Drilling – used to go under waterbodies ]: 

Pacific Connector proposes to use HDD technology to cross under three rivers: the Coos 

River, Rogue River, and the Klamath River. Some portions of HDD operations would 

occur as 12-hour work shifts, while other activities would normally occur as 24-hour-

per-day operations. The overall duration of HDD operations is site-specific and would be 

determined by the drilling contractor… 

 

DRAFT EIS Page 4-538   

[HDD stands for Horizontal Directional Drilling ]: 

Noise could potentially impact wildlife for a short duration during pipeline construction 

activities, including clearing and grading the right-of-way, and HDD operations. The 

average time a given point along the pipeline would be disturbed by construction noise 

is approximately 8 weeks.  This would vary, as the speed at which crew would be able to 

work would be affected by terrain,  construction methods, weather, and environmental 

windows. Some portions of HDD operations would occur as 12-hour work shifts, while 

other activities would normally occur as 24-hour-perday operations. The overall 

duration of HDD operations should last from 2 to 4 weeks at each site. 

 

The constant coming and going of traffic and buses could create a noise issue for the nearby 

neighborhood of Simspon Heights in North Bend.  A Condition of Approval similar to the one 

that Jordan Cove must already comply with as Condition of Approval 7 under Coos 

County Final Decision and Order 07-12-309PL, should also be considered by the North 

Bend Planning Commission to protect the residents in Simpson Heights.  Condition of 

Approval under Order 07-12-309PL states:  

 

7. Noise generated by the construction and operation of the Marine Terminal and its 

tenants shall not exceed applicable state noise standards.  In addition, the applicant shall 

not drive pilings between the hours of 6 p.m. and 6 a.m. for the months November 

through March and between the hours of 9 p.m. and 6 a.m. for the months of April 

through October. 

 

LNG FACILITY – ONCE COMPLETED – SHIFT SCHEDULE 

 

DRAFT EIS Page 2-131: 

The LNG terminal and related facilities would be staffed with about 145 full-time 

employees working three shifts, so there would be coverage 24 hours a day, 365 days a 

year. The terminal’s full-time staff would conduct routine maintenance and minor 

overhauls. 

 

DRAFT EIS Page 4-788: 

Jordan Cove currently anticipates that about 145 permanent staff would be employed to 

operate and maintain the LNG terminal and related facilities, including the South Dunes 
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Power Plant. Of those, about 55 people would be administrative or engineering support 

personnel working a regular weekday shift. Because the operation of the power plant 

would be integrated into the general terminal operations, Jordan Cove indicated that 

only 3 employees per shift would be solely dedicated to operating and maintaining the 

South Dunes Power Plant. The combined facilities would be staffed 24 hours per day all 

year (365 days), using a four-shift system listed on table 4.9.1.1-2. 

 
Jordan Cove anticipates that up to 70 percent of the operations and maintenance 

workforce could be local hires depending on the availability of personnel with the proper 

training and education. The potential impacts of relocating about 45 permanent 

operational employees, and their families to Coos County on housing, local 

infrastructure and services, and the regional economy are discussed below 

 

 

3.1 Cumulative transportation impacts of the proposed workforce housing project 

have not been fully considered in conjunction with other projects in the area that 

are also being proposed and/or have recently been built in the area 

    

This includes but is not be limited to:  

 

1) The Casino on Ocean Blvd that recently was finished and opened by the Confederated 

Tribes of Coos, Lower Umpqua and Siuslaw Indians.  

 

2) The proposed Hotel at the Hollering Place in Coos Bay that is also being developed by 

the Confederated Tribes of Coos, Lower Umpqua and Siuslaw Indians.  

 

3) The Ocean Grove Development Group Project that includes 634 homes off of Ocean 

Blvd in the City of Coos Bay. 

 

4) The Construction and project impacts of the proposed Principal Power Wind Float project 

should that project get final permitting and move forward.  

 

5) Bay Point LLC (RV) Park that is planned for the Sitka Dock area [231 RV spaces] 

which was approved by the Coos County Planning Department with Conditions
5
 under 

Coos County File No HBCU-13-01.  

 

                                                           
5
 Coos County Planning Notice of Decision on HBCU-13-01 http://www.co.coos.or.us/Portals/0/Planning/HBCU-

13-01%20Bay%20Point/notice%20of%20decision.pdf  

http://www.co.coos.or.us/Portals/0/Planning/HBCU-13-01%20Bay%20Point/notice%20of%20decision.pdf
http://www.co.coos.or.us/Portals/0/Planning/HBCU-13-01%20Bay%20Point/notice%20of%20decision.pdf
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The City has an obligation to make sure the current city residents, services and infrastructure are 

not overrun or harmed by private development projects.  No evacuation plan was provided by the 

applicant in with the application.  It was publicly suggested at the prior March 2014 hearing on 

this matter that the applicant consider using the railroad to transport workers to the site instead of 

the twenty bus depots suggested in the current application.  This would be far less impacting to 

Ferry Road and Highway 101, but no consideration for this transportation alternative was 

provided.   

 

The FERC Jordan Cove Draft EIS states on page 4-10:  

 

Within the City of Coos Bay, a private company, Ocean Grove Development LLC, broke 

ground in 2013 on a subdivison on 69 acres south of Ocean Boulevard. Eventually, the 

developer would like to build 676 housing units at the Ocean Grove subdivision.
2
 The 

Coos Tribes are considering construction of a museum and cultural center, and a 30,000-

square-foot hotel and convention center at the Hollering Place in Empire, and a new 

10,000-square-foot casino on Ocean Boulevard in Coos Bay. The City of Coos Bay is 

considering the redevelopment of four buildings and the McAuley Hospital as part of its 

Downtown Revitalization Project. The Hollering Place is about 2 miles south of the 

proposed Jordan Cove terminal, and the Ocean Grove subdivision and downtown Coos 

Bay are situated about 3 miles away. 

 

Footnote Says:  

2: See Thornton, E., 6 August 2013, ―Breaking Ground, Ocean Grove Development 

Group Plans to Build 676 

Houses in Coos Bay,‖ The World. Although the newspaper article website indicated that 

the subdivision could supply housing for Jordan Cove construction workers, in fact there 

is no agreement between Ocean Grove Development and Jordan Cove. 

 

Ocean Grove Development’s Transportation study indicated that their development could house 

up to 2,100 workers temporary workforce housing units that would be removed once the Jordan 

Cove project was completed.  See a summary of this study as Exhibit C.  Even with 696 

proposed single family housing units the Ocean Grove Development was required by the 

Coos Bay Planning Commission to have a second entrance and exit to the development.  

The North Bend Planning Commission should consider the same for the Jordan Cove workforce 

housing.   

 

 

3.2 Jordan Cove did not account for transportation impacts due to additional 

indirect and induced construction impacts.   

 

Not every person migrating here to work would be qualified and/or hired at the facility and not 

all the increased work and travel impacts would be due to just workers going to and from the 

terminal to work.  Secondary jobs in areas such as public service, food service, transportation, 

retail, housing, construction services and supplies, etc, etc, would increase during the 

construction boom cycle until the tidal wave of massive unemployment was to occur after the 

construction phase of both the terminal and the pipeline were over with.  Jordan Cove has not 
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accounted for the impact of all these secondary jobs due to their construction 

activities.  Construction of the pipeline is expected to occur separately from the terminal 

and those cumulative construction impact totals have not been factored into Jordan Cove’s 

total travel impact evaluation.   
 

The Jordan Cove Nov 2014 FERC Draft EIS (page 4-787)
6
 showed the following:  

 

The FERC November 2014 Draft EIS also stated the following on page E-11: 

 

Jordan Cove’s LNG terminal would be constructed over a 42-month period, with an 

average workforce of 922 employees. At the peak of construction, there would be about 

1,800 non-localpeople, including workers and their families, needing housing in Coos 

County. These non-local workers and their families could compete for housing with 

visitors to Coos County, especially during the summer tourist season… …Peak 

construction activities would result in 2,009 inbound and outbound worker vehicle trips 

each day to the LNG terminal, together with 40 material delivery truck trips per day… 

 

…During the two years it would take to construct the pipeline, Pacific Connector would 

employ an average of 1,400 workers. At the peak of pipeline construction, the Project 

would attract about1,106 non-local people, including workers and their families. 

Workers would be distributed over five construction spreads. For the four counties 

crossed by the pipeline route combined, we estimate there are total of about 7,889 hotel 

rooms, 4,460 RV hook-ups, and 21,169 vacant rental houses. If demand for housing 

exceeds the supply in nearby communities, workers would have to locate farther away 

and commute to the job site. 

 

Jordan Cove ECONorthwest March 6, 2012 study, “An Economic Impact Analysis of the 

Construction of an LNG Terminal and Natural Gas Pipeline in Oregon,”
7
  (See Exhibit D) 

states on page 10:  

 

                                                           
6 http://elibrary.FERC.gov/idmws/file_list.asp?accession_num=20141105-4006  
7
 http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?fileID=13264716 

http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/file_list.asp?accession_num=20141105-4006
http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?fileID=13264716
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―Employment peaks in February 2016 at 2,612 workers, but averages 931 over the four-

year period.
8
‖ 

 

On Page 17 of the same report it states: 

―The construction of the Project would employ the full-year equivalent of 1,768 workers 

a year directly. As a result of the construction, there would be another 1,530 and 1,838 

jobs a year, indirect and induced, respectively, throughout the study area….‖  

(Emphasis added) 

 

In a filing that Jordan Cove submitted to FERC on May 1, 2015 they stated the following:
9
   

 

The following table is a breakdown of material and equipment shipments coming to the 

project site by transportation mode. All quantities are a conservative estimate in order to 

cover transportation unknowns as the transport mode of some equipment is still 

undecided. The numbers of shipments are estimated by the year and quarter those 

shipments are likely to be needed at the project site.

 
 

These travel impacts were not included in Jordan Cove’s transportation analysis.  Also in this 

same May 2015 FERC filing Jordan Cove states the following: 

 

Off-Site Parking Satellite Parking areas are proposed for workers not living at the 

NPWH. These two other parking lots will be located at the Mill Casino to the south of the 

project and the old Myrtlewood RV Park property to the north of the project.  These are 

evaluated in response to FERC Data Request #22 filed on 4/23/2015 (Accession No. 

20150423-5124). 

                                                           
8
 The construction estimates provided by JCEP assume 2,080 working hours per year  

9
 http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/file_list.asp?accession_num=20150501-5458 

http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/file_list.asp?accession_num=20150501-5458
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Jordan Cove submitted to FERC on April 23, 2015, Figure 2.1-1 – Project Location Map,
10

 

provided as Attachment 24-1 to their First Supplemental Response to FERC filed on 

April 22, 2015.  The document shows all their off-site parking lots.  (See Exhbit E)  There is no 

indication of the impact to highway 101 from these additional parking areas nor are they 

analyzed in their Transportation study. 

 

 

3.3  Jordan Cove Travel Impacts did not consider the proper baseline impacts, thus 

making the report faulty and not a true representation of what would actually occur 

at the height of the tourist season and on weekends.   

 

The August 19, 2013 David Evans Traffic Study provided in with Jordan Cove’s application 

used baseline traffic counts from June 26, 2013.  June is not the height of our summer tourist 

season here, however.  Page 2 of their August 2013 report states that the height of construction 

with 2,100 workers would occur in July of 2017.   

 

July is a very busy month for tourist activities in our area.  Just this last weekend a three day 

Cape Blanco country music event occurred in Port Orford where they were expecting 18,000, 

and some 20,000 people showed up.
11

  Last year they had around 16,000.
12

  Cape Blanco State 

Park is just North of Port Orford and South of Coos Bay via our one and only Hwy 101.  In 

addition, Dune Fest, another very large event, was also going on this weekend.  4Wheel Dirt 

reported over 10,000 ATV’rs were in registered attendance in the 2010 Dune Fest festival, held 

each year in Winchester Bay (30 miles north of Coos Bay on Hwy 101) in the Dunes National 

Recreation area.
13

 

  

The Oregon 2013 Regional Visitor Report for the Coast 
14

 reported on page 21 that there are 

more Travel Trips taken from July-to-Sept than from April-to-June. 

                                                           
10

 http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/file_list.asp?accession_num=20150423-5124 
11 http://www.kcby.com/news/business/Cape-Blanco-Country-Music-Fest-a-boon-to-local-economy-

320339671.html  
12

 http://theworldlink.com/cape-blanco-going-country-in-a-big-way-this-weekend/article_671675d8-8ef6-5dda-

84e3-e09b68778054.html 
13

 http://www.4wheeldirt.com/dunefest-2010-event-report/  
14

 http://industry.traveloregon.com/content/uploads/2014/11/OR-Coast-Region-2013-Final-Report.pdf  

 

 

http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/file_list.asp?accession_num=20150423-5124
http://www.kcby.com/news/business/Cape-Blanco-Country-Music-Fest-a-boon-to-local-economy-320339671.html
http://www.kcby.com/news/business/Cape-Blanco-Country-Music-Fest-a-boon-to-local-economy-320339671.html
http://theworldlink.com/cape-blanco-going-country-in-a-big-way-this-weekend/article_671675d8-8ef6-5dda-84e3-e09b68778054.html
http://theworldlink.com/cape-blanco-going-country-in-a-big-way-this-weekend/article_671675d8-8ef6-5dda-84e3-e09b68778054.html
http://www.4wheeldirt.com/dunefest-2010-event-report/
http://industry.traveloregon.com/content/uploads/2014/11/OR-Coast-Region-2013-Final-Report.pdf
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Jordan Cove filed a different Traffic analysis with the FERC that analyzed traffic impacts that 

would occur on weekends during Construction (See Exhibit F) but even that Traffic analysis was 

found to be faulty in a review done by an independent engineering expert that was hired to look 

over Jordan Cove’s analysis.  (This analysis will be coming separately from Sandow Engineering 

Firm.) 

 

The Cumulative impacts of all these other projects and the proposed project components and 

construction impacts on increased transportation needs and impacts SHOULD HAVE ALL 

BEEN FULLY CONSIDERED in Jordan Cove’s Transportation analysis.  This clearly has not 

been the case so Jordan Cove’s Transportation Impact study would not be a true reflection of 

what is likely to occur.  The North Bend Planning Commission should demand a completely new 

unbiased and accurateTraffic analysis that is based on correct data before they move forward 

with a decision on the Jordan Cove Workforce Housing application.    

 

 

4. The City of North Bend is not doing their due diligence concerning the cost to the 

City and citizens from Jordan Cove’s “temporary” workforce housing. 

 

The main North Bend Sign coming into North Bend would have to be moved to provide a 

temporary signal at Ferry Road and Hwy 101.  It is not clear but appears this may be done at 

North Bend’s expense?  This is not acceptable.  

 

According to North Bend ZLDO 10.12.150 Improvement standards. 

Streets, street lights and sidewalks within or adjacent to a development shall be improved 

in accordance with this chapter. The cost of the improvements shall be the responsibility 

of the developer. 

 

The July 10, 2015 Staff Report recommends as a Condition of Approval item (M) that the 

applicant pay for 42.6 percent of the necessary $350,000 sewer upgrades needed by the 

project.  This means Jordan Cove would pay $150.000 and residents in North Bend would pay 

$200,000.  This is also not acceptable.  Jordan Cove has the financial resources to pay for this 

complete project and it should not be on the backs of North Bend residents.  Towns in Canada 
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that are being subjected to these gas and oil industry worker camps are requesting additional fees 

above and beyond the normal city taxes and fees and this does not seem to be a problem for the 

gas industry to provide.  (See Exhibit G)  Considering the extreme hardship the addition of 2,100 

workers would add to the City this should not be done on the backs and pocketbooks of the City 

of North Bend residents.    

 

Simpson Heights residents are going to be more than impacted by all the increase in traffic.  

Recommended Condition of Approval (Staff Report item J) instructs the Applicant to construct a 

pedestrian side walk along Chappell Parkway connecting the workforce housing site to the 

existing path network in Simpson Park, which of course also would connect to Ferry Road Park. 

These parks and trails are used daily by nearby residents in the Simpson Heights neighborhood 

and many other North Bend residents as well. City activities, such as the annual Police 

Department picnic and the Bay Area Labor Day picnic are traditionally held at Ferry Park.  This 

could cause the Simpson Heights park system to be overrun with people, making it unsafe 

and increasing the occurrence of crime and vagrants in the park.  This is not acceptable.  

 

18.60.060 Standards governing conditional uses. 

…(3) Limitation on Access to Property and on Openings to Buildings. The city may limit 

or prohibit vehicle access from a conditional use to a residential street and it may limit 

or prohibit building openings within 50 feet of residential property in a residential zone if 

the openings will cause glare or excessive noise or will otherwise adversely affect 

adjacent residential property. 

 

The City has made no plans for Jordan Cove to pay for increased Public Service Infrastructure 

needs for police, fire, healthcare services, schools, roads and other transportation networks and 

services.  Coos County is designated a medically underserved area by the federal 

government.  This means that there are not enough medical practitioners, mental health 

works and dentist to meet the needs of the public here now.  The addition of 2,100 workers 

at a “temporary” workforce housing complex would only make this situation worse.  

 

Jordan Cove should be willing to provide the extra personnel needed to provide the extra 

services needed.   

 

For example, the North Bend Police Department team is composed of:     

16   sworn officers,  

  6   telecommunicator s,   

  2   civilian support staff and a large contingency of very dedicated and professional 

reserve officers and volunteers. 
15

  

They are a full service police agency, operating 24/7/365 in order to “go the distance” in 

providing safety and security services and facilitating community problem solving.   

The 2010 census Population of North Bend
16

 = 9,695 / 16 = 606 people/officer. 

If a minimum of 2,100 people were added to North Bend, then the City should consider a 

minimum of adding 3.5 officers just for the workforce housing alone, and perhaps more support 

staff.  The 2015/2016 Police Budget is $2,755,184 
17

   
                                                           
15

 http://northbendoregon.us/police/  
16

 http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=bkmk  

http://northbendoregon.us/police/
http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=bkmk
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The City of North Bend used to have 7 road crew employees and they are now down to only 

2.  They were short staffed when they had 7.  North Bend Streets are in terrible disrepair, so one 

can only imagine what a 20% increase in our population would further do to our Streets.      

 

Even though Jordan Cove is providing a temporary workforce housing complex, housing and 

rent prices in the Coos Bay Area would most definitely go up as they have done in other areas 

where these projects have been proposed.  (See Exhibit H)  Just like in those areas, the local 

Unions here have stated subsistence pay for workers that would be similar to those mentioned in 

the attached news stories that ended up driving up rent and housing prices and driving local 

tenants out.  (See Exhibit I) This would put an extreme hardship on local established citizens.  

 

 

5. Negative impacts on our Coos Bay Area tourism and recreation industries that 

greatly benefit the City of North Bend have not been fully considered.   

 

Jordan Cove is currently leasing the entire Box Car Hill Campground on the North Spit with 

plans to sign a 99 year lease in the near future due to this area being in the noise sensitive area of 

their proposed facility. (See Exhibit J)  This will harm future visitors to our Dunes National 

Recreational area who currently use this camping facility and area and would cause harm to our 

tourism industry.   

 

Dean Runyan has reported the following for Total Direct Travel Spending since 1991 and as you 

can see it has gone up almost every year. 
18

  

 

 
As explained above, the traffic impacts have not been fully considered and just a few traffic jams 

during the summer months when tourism is at its highest could really drive away tourist and 

harm that industry from future growth and travel dollars spent in the area. 

 

  

                                                                                                                                                                                           
17

 http://northbendoregon.us/adds/2014/09/2015.2016-Proposed-Budget.pdf 
18

 http://www.deanrunyan.com/index.php?fuseaction=Main.TravelstatsDetail&page=Oregon  

http://northbendoregon.us/adds/2014/09/2015.2016-Proposed-Budget.pdf
http://www.deanrunyan.com/index.php?fuseaction=Main.TravelstatsDetail&page=Oregon
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6. The City of North Bend should be making Jordan Cove comply with airport 

planning regulations that were recommended by the Oregon Department of 

Aviation. 
 

A July 2
nd

 letter from the Oregon Department of Aviation states that the Worker Camp is not a 

compatible use in the Southwest Oregon Regional Airport transitional surfaces zone per FAR 

Part 77 Surfaces and FAA Safety Areas.  A July 9
th

 letter from Jordan Cove requested the City of 

North Bend just ignore this concern.  The North Bend Planning Commission should ignore 

Jordan Cove’s letter not the Oregon Department of Aviation’s recommendations.     

 

The airport is one of several key economic and transportation infrastructure services vital to our 

area.  Impacts to its operations should be thoroughly analyzed and considered and the City of 

North Bend should be doing everything in their power to protect these services as well as many 

others important to the City and its citizens.        

 

Southwest Oregon Regional Airport North Bend Overlay Zoning is found under North Bend 

Zoning and Land Development Ordinance (ZLDO) Chapter 18.56.  The airport’s Visual 

Approach, and Transitional Surfaces were shown to cross into the workforce housing area on the 

Applicant’s Zoning sheet 3 of their Exhibit 1 North Point Workforce Housing Project Site Plan 

Review (June 2015).   

 

There was no proof in the application except mere statements that lighting, glare, electrical and 

communication interference in the workforce housing area would not affect airport operations in 

any way.  No sound studies were provided to prove noise levels would be appropriate in this area 

for housing units. The application does not provide enough information to make these 

determinations or show that it is in full compliance with North Bend Zoning 18.56.080.  

 

North Bend ZLDO 18.56.080 Land use compatibility requirements states: 

Applications for land use or building permits for properties within the boundaries of this 

overlay zone shall comply with the requirements of this section as provided herein: 

 

(1) Noise. Within airport noise impact boundaries, land uses shall be established 

consistent with the levels identified in OAR 660, Division 13, Exhibit 5. A declaration 

of anticipated noise levels shall be attached to any subdivision or partition approval 

or other land use approval or building permit affecting land within airport noise 

impact boundaries…. 

 

North Bend Zoning 18.56.070 Procedures(2) requires that; “Elevation profiles and a site plan, 

both drawn to scale, including the location and height of all existing and proposed structures, 

measured in feet above mean sea level (reference datum NAVD 88).”  Jordan Cove has provided 

an elevation profile but not one that clearly shows the areas impacted by the airports visual and 

transitional approach surface zones.  The elevations Jordan Cove provided are not in line with 

the planned site elevations that were provided by Black and Veatch for the workforce housing 

property that was filed with the FERC as Attachment 29-1 by Jordan Cove on April 22, 2015.  

(See Exhibit K)  Those site elevations show the workforce housing property being changed from 

the current land height elevations to land height elevations of 32 to 35 feet.    
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North Bend ZLDO 18.56.110 Nonconforming uses states: 

…(3) No land use or limited land use approval or other permit shall be granted that 

would allow a nonconforming use or structure to become a greater hazard to air 

navigation than it was on the effective date of this overlay zone. 

 

North Bend ZLDO 18.56.060 Height limitations on allowed uses in underlying zones states: 

All uses permitted by the underlying zone shall comply with the height limitations in this 

section.  When height limitations of the underlying zone are more restrictive than those of 

this overlay zone, the underlying zone height limitations shall control. 

(1) Except as provided in subsections (2) and (3) of this section, no structure or 

tree, plant or other object of natural growth shall penetrate an airport 

imaginary surface. 

(2) For areas within airport imaginary surfaces but outside the approach and 

transition surfaces, where the terrain is at higher elevations than the airport 

runway surfaces such that existing structures and permitted development 

penetrate or would penetrate the airport imaginary surfaces, a local government 

may authorize structures up to 35 feet in height. 

(3) Other height exceptions or variances may be permitted when supported in 

writing by the airport sponsor, the Department of Aviation and the FAA. 

Applications for height variances shall follow the procedures for other variances 

and shall be subject to such conditions and terms as recommended by the 

Department of Aviation and the FAA. (Ord. 1952 § 1(4), 2006) 

 

In order to determine if a structure penetrates the airport’s imaginary surface or not, 

someone would need to file a FAA form 7460-1. That would identify the specific location 

(lat/long), ground height and height of the structure. A computer program will run this data and 

help determine if a structure penetrates the Part 77 surfaces.   The Oregon Department of 

Aviation’s July 2, 2015 comment letter stated that a 7460-1 be filed to help make this 

determination as a condition of the land use approval. This condition along with the others 

that were recommended by the ODA should be added as Conditions of Approval to the 

workforce housing permit.    

 

OAR 738-070-0060 

Notice of Construction or Alteration states: 

(1) This rule requires each person proposing any kind of construction or alteration 

described in OAR 738-070-0070 to give adequate notice to the Director. It specifies the 

locations and dimensions of the construction or alteration for which notice is required 

and prescribes the form and manner of the notice. It also requires supplemental notices 

48 hours before the start and upon the completion of certain construction or alteration 

that was the subject of a notice under OAR 738-070-0070. 

 

(2) Notices received under this rule provide a basis for: 

(a) Evaluating the effect of the construction or alteration on operational 

procedures and proposed operational procedures; 
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(b) Determinations of the possible hazardous effect of the proposed construction 

or alteration on air navigation; 

(c) Determinations for identifying the construction or alteration to be marked or 

lighted in accordance with the Federal Aviation Administration Advisory Circular 

AC 70/7460-1F entitled Obstruction Marking and Lighting and dated September 

27, 1978; 

(d) Determining other appropriate measures to be applied for continued safety of 

air navigation; and 

(e) Notification to pilots of the construction or alteration. 

[Publications: Publications referenced are available from the agency.] 

Stat. Auth.: ORS 184, ORS 835 & ORS 836 

Stats. Implemented: ORS 836.530 

Hist.: 1AD 2-1983, f. & ef. 2-14-83; AVIA 4-2002, f. 11-27-02, cert. ef. 12-1-02 

738-070-0070 

 

ORS § 836.535¹  

Hazards to air navigation prohibited 

• exceptions 

(1)A person may not construct an object or structure that constitutes a physical hazard 

to air navigation, as determined by the Oregon Department of Aviation in coordination 

with the governing body with land use jurisdiction over the property. 

 

(2)Subsection (1) of this section does not apply: 

(a)To construction of an object or structure that is utilized by a commercial 

mobile radio service provider; or 

(b)If a person received approval or submitted an application for approval from 

the Federal Aviation Administration or the Energy Facility Siting Council 

established under ORS469.450 (Energy Facility Siting Council) to construct an 

object or structure that constitutes a physical hazard to air navigation. [2009 

c.399 §2] 

 

In rebuttal to the request by Jordan Cove’s attorney on July 9th, it should be noted that Jordan 

Cove has never applied for approval of their “temporary” workforce housing project with the 

FAA or with the Energy Facility Siting Council (EFSC).  Jordan Cove has applied to the FAA 

and the EFSC for other components of its facility and (4) of its major components have been 

determined by the FAA to be probable hazards to air navigation.  This means the project has not 

receive approval, nor have they met the exception requirements of ORS § 836.535 (2).  

 

 

6.1 Statewide Planning Goal 12; Oregon Administrative Rules and Oregon Revised 

Statutes governing planning decisions around transportation / airport facilities were 

not considered.  

 

Oregon Statewide Planning Goal 12 is the goal directly applicable to airport planning in the 

context of periodic review.  Goal 12 specifically promotes safe, convenient, and economic 

statewide transportation networks, including passenger and airfreight transportation.  In order to 

http://www.oregonlaws.org/ors/469.450
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comply with Goal 12 and the Airport Planning Rule (APR), city and county comprehensive 

plans must include a transportation element that addresses state requirements for airport 

planning and compatibility with surrounding land uses. 

 

In accordance with Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 660-013-0030(1), (See Exhibit L) the 

Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) has prepared and adopted the 2000 Oregon 

Aviation Plan (OAP) as part of the State Transportation System Plan, in accordance with ORS 

184.618 and the State Agency Coordination Program approved under ORS 197.180. The purpose 

of the state OAP is to provide state policy guidance and a framework for planning and operation 

of a convenient and economic system of airports, and for land use planning to reduce risks to 

aircraft operations and nearby land uses. The OAP encourages and supports the continued 

operation and vitality of Oregon's airports 

 

The Oregon Airport Planning Rule (APR) further refines the provisions for local government 

airport regulation contained in Goal 12 and the Transportation Planning Rule. Specifically, the 

APR establishes a series of local government requirements and rules pertaining to aviation 

facility planning. These rules are intended to promote a convenient and economic system of 

airports in the state and for land use planning to reduce risks to aircraft operations and 

nearby land uses. The APR serves as the state regulatory basis for ensuring that local 

government airport planning conforms to the hierarchy of state plans and statutory requirements 

(i.e., Goal 12, ORS 836.600 et seq., Oregon Transportation Plan, 2000 Oregon Aviation Plan). 

These rules outline the parameters for local governments to follow as a framework for airport 

planning. (See Exhibits L, M and N)   

 

The FAA has ruled that the two LNG storage tanks, the two Amine Gas processing towers 

and the LNG ships are presumed hazards to air navigation.  (See Exhibit O)  The Oregon 

Department of Aviation has determined that the workforce housing use is not compatible 

with the transitional surfaces zone of the Southwest Oregon Regional Airport and has 

suggested Conditions of Approval.  Those recommendations need to be adhered to as 

required by ORS 836.025; 836.530 and 836.535:
19

 

 

 836.025 Establishment of airports and air navigation facilities by department.   
 (1) The Oregon Department of Aviation may, on behalf of and in the name of the 

state, out of moneys made available for such purposes, plan, establish, construct, 

enlarge, improve, maintain, equip, operate, regulate, protect and police airports and air 

navigation facilities, either within or without the state, including the construction, 

installation, equipment, maintenance and operation at such airports of buildings and 

other facilities for the servicing of aircraft or for the comfort and accommodation of air 

travelers. 

 (2) For such purposes the department may, by purchase, gift, devise, lease, 

condemnation or otherwise, acquire property, real or personal, or any interest therein, 

including easements in airport hazards or land outside the boundaries of an airport or 

airport site, as are necessary to permit safe and efficient operation of the airports or to 

permit the removal, elimination, obstruction-marking or obstruction-lighting of airport 

                                                           
19

 Chapter 836 – Airports and Landing Fields 2011 Edition http://www.leg.state.or.us/ors/836.html  

http://www.leg.state.or.us/ors/836.html
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hazards, or to prevent the establishment of airport hazards. In like manner the 

department may acquire existing airports and air navigation facilities; provided it shall 

not acquire or take over any airport or air navigation facility owned or controlled by a 

municipality of this or any other state without the consent of the municipality. [Formerly 

492.050]  (Emphasis added) 
 

836.530 Rules and standards; orders; appeals.  
(1) In addition to any other rulemaking authority, the Director of the Oregon 

Department of Aviation may adopt rules: 

(a) To define physical hazards to air navigation and determine whether specific 

types or classes of objects or structures constitute hazards. Rules defining 

physical hazards and determining whether specific types or classes of objects or 

structures constitute hazards may be adopted only after a fact-finding process and 

must be supported by substantial evidence. 

(b) Establishing standards for lighting or marking objects and structures that 

constitute hazards to air navigation. 

(c) Establishing standards for mitigating physical hazards to air navigation by 

altering the height or location of objects and structures. 

(d) Establishing standards for mitigating hazards to air navigation by altering 

approach surface standards or installing navigational aids. 

 (2) In accordance with the rules adopted under this section, the director shall do 

the following: 

(a) Determine whether specific objects or structures constitute a hazard to air 

navigation. 

(b) Determine responsibility for installation and maintenance of lighting or 

marking and for alteration of the height or location of specific objects or 

structures that constitute hazards to air navigation. 

(c) Issue orders to require that specific objects or structures determined to be 

hazards to air navigation be marked or lighted in accordance with rules adopted 

under this section. 

(d) Make recommendations to the Federal Aviation Administration to require that 

airports alter approach surface standards or install navigational aids for the 

purpose of mitigating hazards to air navigation. 

 (3) Rules and standards adopted under this section are limited to and may not be 

more restrictive than current federal norms, including but not limited to, regulations and 

circulars, pertaining to objects affecting navigable airspace. 
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 (4) Any person or entity required to comply with an order issued under this 

section may contest the order as provided under ORS chapter 183. [Formerly 492.820; 

1999 c.935 §37; 2009 c.399 §3] (Emphasis added) 
 

836.535 Hazards to air navigation prohibited; exceptions. 

  (1) A person may not construct an object or structure that constitutes a physical 

hazard to air navigation, as determined by the Oregon Department of Aviation in 

coordination with the governing body with land use jurisdiction over the property. 

 (2) Subsection (1) of this section does not apply: 

(a) To construction of an object or structure that is utilized by a commercial 

mobile radio service provider; or 

(b) If a person received approval or submitted an application for approval from 

the Federal Aviation Administration or the Energy Facility Siting Council 

established under ORS 469.450 to construct an object or structure that constitutes 

a physical hazard to air navigation. [2009 c.399 §2] (Emphasis added) 
 

North Bend ZLDO 18.56.030 Definitions. 

…(28) ―Water impoundment‖ includes wastewater-treatment-related ponds, surface 

mining ponds, detention and retention ponds, artificial lakes and ponds, and similar 

water features. A new water impoundment includes an expansion of an existing water 

impoundment except where such expansion was previously authorized by land use action 

approved prior to the effective date of the ordinance codified in this chapter. 

 

North Bend ZLDO 18.56.090 Water impoundments within approach surfaces and airport 

direct and secondary impact boundaries. 

(1) Any use or activity that would result in the establishment or expansion of a water 

impoundment shall comply with the requirements of this section. 

 

(2) No new or expanded water impoundments of one-quarter acre in size or larger are 

permitted: 

(a) Within an approach surface and within 5,000 feet from the end of a 

runway;… 

 

North Bend ZLDO 18.56.100 Wetland mitigation, creation, enhancement and restoration 

within approach surfaces and airport direct and secondary impact boundaries. 

…(7) Proposals for new or expanded wetland mitigation, creation, enhancement or 

restoration projects regulated under this section shall be coordinated with the airport 

sponsor, the Department of Aviation, the FAA and FAA’s technical representative, the 

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW), the Oregon Division of State Lands 

(DSL), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers (Corps) as part of the permit application. 
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(8) A decision approving an application under this section shall require, as conditions of 

approval, measures and conditions deemed appropriate and necessary to prevent in 

perpetuity an increase in hazardous bird movements across runways and approach 

surfaces. (Ord. 1952 § 1(4), 2006) 

 
 

It is unclear whether the new water impoundments being proposed on the Workforce housing 

parking lot would pose a hazard to air navigation.  This is something that would need to be 

determined by the Oregon Department of Aviation.   

 

Accidents have occurred in and around the Southwest Oregon Regional Airport in North Bend.  

(See Exhibit P)  There is no way to condition or guarantee that an aircraft would NEVER fly 

into the proposed “temporary” workforce housing being sited directly in the regulated 

transitional surfaces zone and navigational airspace only feet from the end of the airport 

runway.  The City of North Bend has an obligation to the public to error on the side of caution 

and to protect the public health, safety convenience and general welfare as the Comprehensive 

Plan and City Ordinance and Codes requires them to do.  The City of North Bend, Oregon 

Department of Aviation and Southwest Oregon Regional Airport should not proceed in allowing 

this liability, conflict and potential hazard to be sited at the end of the runway.   

 

At a very minimum the Oregon Department of Aviation’s suggested Conditions of Approval 

should be added to the permit criteria.  Jordan Cove is already required per Condition of 

Approval 10 under Coos County Final Decision and Order 07-11-289PL (See Exhibit A-2) to:    

 

10.  Prior to commencement of construction the application shall provide the Planning 

Department with proof of compliance with any applicable requirements of the FAA, 

Oregon Department of Aviation or the Coos County Airport District.  

 

The North Bend Planning Commission should also demand a similar Condition of 

Approval be made a part of the Workforce housing permit. 

 

 

7. Worker Camp resides in the Cascadia subduction zone and Jordan Cove LNG 

Hazardous Burn Zones.  There is no Evacuation Plan and/or Emergency Response 

Plan for the facility. 

 

There is no emergency evacuation plan and/or alternative evacuation plan provided in with the 

application and in particular, in case the bridge connecting the worker camp and parking lot fails.  

The workforce housing complex would be located on what is effectively an island, and in the 

event of a serious emergency, emergency vehicles would be attempting to access the site from 

the sole route of egress (across the bridge).  There should be a backup plan for access should the 

bridge fail.  There is no proof that the workforce housing complex units would be able to 

withstand a Cascadia Subduction earthquake.  The workforce housing would be constructed on 

what was once dredging spoils so its foundation would be on weak foundation soils that are 

likely to liquefy in the event of an earthquake subduction event occurring off our coast here.  I 

have been told that the property where the workforce housing would occur is actually owned by 
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the state as it was state waters that were filled in by dredging spoils and the true owner remains 

the State of Oregon, not APCO Coos Properties, LLC.   

 

A 13 year study completed by researchers in 2012 at Oregon State University, and published by 

the U.S. Geological Survey, concluded that there is a 40 percent chance of a major 

earthquake in the Coos Bay, Ore., region during the next 50 years. And that earthquake 

could approach the intensity of the Tohoku quake that devastated Japan in March of 2011.
20

 

North Bend codes for building in seismic areas, CBEMP zoning and polices, along with 

Statewide Planning Goal #7 need to be fully adhered to by the City.  (See Exhibit Q) 

 

The Jordan Cove workforce housing complex would also be located in the Hazardous Burn Zone 

area of the Jordan Cove LNG Facility.
21

 (See Exhibit R)  There are no plans on how the City 

would handle this increased population and LNG hazard.  There are no plans for Jordan Cove to 

hire extra emergency response personnel for the City and in fact the City of North Bend has 

indemnified Jordan Cove from any hazard liability.  This is unacceptable and places North Bend 

residents at extreme risk.   

NB Buildings and Construction Code states:
22

 

 

15.04.020 Structural specialty code and fire and life safety code – Adopted. There is 

hereby adopted by reference and made a part of this chapter the administrative 

provisions contained in Chapters 1, 2 and 3 of the ―State of Oregon Structural Specialty 

Code and Fire and Life Safety Code,‖ which shall be used in the administration and 

enforcement of the provisions of this chapter. (Ord. 1623 § 1, 1980; Ord. 1554 § 1, 1978; 

Ord. 1511 § 1, 1975) 

 

Just because something is under construction does not mean it is not without hazards as the 

following article explains concerning an accident that occurred at a Power Plant under 

construction. (See Exhibit S) 

   

Liquefied Natural Gas Accidents 

Accidents involving LNG can and do happen.  In January 2004 an explosion at an LNG 

liquefaction plant in Algeria resulted when a “large amount of liquid gas escaped from a pipe and 

formed a cloud of highly flammable and explosive vapor that hovered over the facility.  The 

cloud exploded after coming into contact with a flame source.”  The explosion broke windows 

                                                           
20

 13-Year Cascadia Study Complete – And Earthquake Risk Looms Large 

http://oregonstate.edu/ua/ncs/archives/2012/jul/13-year-cascadia-study-complete-%E2%80%93-and-earthquake-

risk-looms-large    

Study Link: Turbidite Event History—Methods and Implications for Holocene Paleoseismicity of the Cascadia 

Subduction Zone - By Chris Goldfinger, C. Hans Nelson, Ann E. Morey, Joel E. Johnson, Jason R. Patton, Eugene 

Karabanov, Julia Gutiérrez-Pastor, Andrew T. Eriksson, Eulàlia Gràcia, Gita Dunhill, Randolph J. Enkin, Audrey 

Dallimore, and Tracy Vallier - http://pubs.usgs.gov/pp/pp1661f/    
21

 http://citizensagainstlng.com/wp/wp-content/uploads/2014/06/Jordan-Cove-LNG-Tanker-Hazard-Zones-of-

Concern.pdf  - and – http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?fileID=13264720  
22

 http://northbendoregon.us/adds/2014/09/Northbend151.pdf  

http://oregonstate.edu/ua/ncs/archives/2012/jul/13-year-cascadia-study-complete-%E2%80%93-and-earthquake-risk-looms-large
http://oregonstate.edu/ua/ncs/archives/2012/jul/13-year-cascadia-study-complete-%E2%80%93-and-earthquake-risk-looms-large
http://pubs.usgs.gov/pp/pp1661f/
http://citizensagainstlng.com/wp/wp-content/uploads/2014/06/Jordan-Cove-LNG-Tanker-Hazard-Zones-of-Concern.pdf
http://citizensagainstlng.com/wp/wp-content/uploads/2014/06/Jordan-Cove-LNG-Tanker-Hazard-Zones-of-Concern.pdf
http://elibrary.ferc.gov/idmws/common/OpenNat.asp?fileID=13264720
http://northbendoregon.us/adds/2014/09/Northbend151.pdf


McCaffree NPWH Aug 3, 2015 Comments 
Page | 25 
 

as far away as 6 miles from the accident. According to LNG Safety experts the accident in 

Algeria could occur at plants like the one being proposed by JCEP. 
23

    

 

In August, 2005, a 28-inch LNG underground pipeline exploded at Kalakama. The explosion 

caused a “wild inferno” that “engulfed an estimated 27 square kilometers of the once rich 

Kalakama mangrove, killing sea foods and cash crops.” Eleven people were missing after the 

fire, which was caused by a leak in the line. It took 48 hours to put out the fire.
24

  

 

In September, 2005, a tanker truck carrying LNG caught fire, likely as a result of static 

electricity. At the time, a HazMat team was attempting to shut off a leaking valve when the gas 

ignited. The flames from the fire reached 40 feet in the area, and burned for over 24 hours.
25

  

 

In 2005 leaks were found in LNG tankers in Britain. These were new ships, supposedly built 

with up-to-date safety features. To compound the matter, “…The problem is worrying the 

industry because no one has yet discovered what the exact causes of the problems are and there 

are fears of a design problem that could affect up to 20 vessels. The ships are needed to service a 

massive increase in demand for LNG in Britain, the United States and elsewhere as the 

indigenous supplies of natural gas from the North Sea run out.” 
26

  

 

On August 29, 1987, at the U. S. Liquefied Gaseous Spills Test Facility (LGSTF) in Nevada, 

during the fifth test (in the Falcon Test series), involving a large volume (50 cubic meters or 

13,000 gallons) spill of liquefied natural gas (LNG), large and violent rapid phase transitions 

(RPTs - liquid phase transforming to vapor phase) occurred and were followed by the self 

ignition of the natural gas vapor.  The tests were done for the purpose of studying vapor 

dispersion and were therefore deliberately designed to avoid accidental fires.  The Rapid Phase 

Transitions (RPTs) that occurred when the LNG contacted the water are believed to have thrown 

concrete blocks with such force as to (indirectly) cause a spark that ignited the vapor cloud.  The 

fire that ensued burned very rapidly and dramatically.  The 5th test was necessarily the last in the 

Falcon Series as the fire destroyed the testing facility.
27

  

 

Finally, onshore natural gas pipelines can leak or rupture, causing significant harm. In May 2005, 

a natural gas pipeline near Hallsville, Texas exploded, sending a fireball 500 feet in the air.
28

 In 

2007 natural gas pipelines were sabotaged in Mexico. Flames from the fires could be seen for six 

miles and explosions could be felt up to 12 miles away.
29

 A September 9, 2010, blast of a Pacific 

Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) natural gas pipeline that exploded underneath a suburb south 

of San Francisco left eight people dead, injured more than 50 and destroyed or damaged more 

than 100 homes.  Internal PG&E memos, which have come to light in connection with legal 

proceedings resulting from the San Bruno explosion, reveal that PG&E engineers told company 

executives years before the blast that major cuts in pipeline safety spending could endanger the 
                                                           
23

 Raines, Ben, Report Sheds New Light on LNG Blast in Algeria, Mobile Register, April 14, 2004 
24

 The Tide News, NLNG pipeline explosion: 11 feared missing, August 31, 2005. 
25

 Reno Gazette-Journal, Static electricity cause of tanker truck fire, September 20, 2005 
26

 The Guardian, Safety fears for fleet of new LNG tankers after leaks are found, December 21, 2005. 
27

 “Report of the Investigation Board for the Unplanned Fire at the Liquefied Gaseous Fuels Spill Testing Facility 

on August 29, 1987‖, U.S. Dept of Energy- Nevada Operations Office; NVO-319 
28

 Associated Press, “Explosion reported in Northeast Texas‖, May 13, 2005   
29

 Associated Press, “Explosions strike Mexico Gas Pipelines‖, September 10, 2007   
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public safety.  A division of the California Public Utilities Commission recommended on May 6, 

2013, that the agency levy a $2.25-billion penalty against Pacific Gas and Electric Company for 

the deadly 2010 explosion.
30

 .                

 

Williams and Pipeline Safety - Not wanted in anyone's backyard  

 

• On April 1, 2014, the Oregonian reported 
31

 about a gas explosion incident that 

occurred at a Williams LNG facility in Plymouth, Washington.  The blast seriously burned one 

worker and injured four others. It forced an evacuation of 400 residents and agricultural workers 

within a two-mile radius of the facility.  

 

 • On Thursday, June 13, 2013, an explosion at the Williams Companies Inc. plant in the 

Ascension Parish town of Geismar La., killed two workers and injured dozens of others.  More 

than 300 people were evacuated from the site.  The fire broke out in the morning hours of June 

13
th

 at the plant, which the company's website says puts out about 1.3 billion pounds of ethylene 

and 90 million pounds of polymer grade propylene a year. The cause of the blast wasn't 

immediately known, but the FBI had ruled out terrorism.
32

 

 

 • On May 14, 2013, an explosion touched off a fire at a natural gas compressor facility 

owned by the Williams Co in New Milford, Pennsylvania, sending flames shooting high into the 

night sky. No one was injured in the explosion and subsequent fire.  Williams has a lengthy 

history of pipeline safety violations according to documents obtained by Natural Gas Watch and 

this incident represents the second explosion at a Williams-owned facility in Pennsylvania’s 

Susquehanna County in 14 months.
33

 

 

 • On March 23, 2013, a major natural gas gathering pipeline owned and operated by the 

Williams Companies ruptured in West Virginia, according to media reports, the accident 

occurred just days after the company rejected safety recommendations from the U.S. Army 

Corps of Engineers in connection with controversial new natural gas pipeline of similar diameter 

proposed for New York City.  Natural gas gathering pipelines move methane from the wells in 

the gas fields to processing facilities, where it is then moved downstream via natural gas 

transmission lines. Natural gas gathering lines operate essentially unregulated by federal 

agencies.
34

 

 

The Pipeline Safety Trust from 1986 through 2008 showed 11 non-public injuries and $43 

million in damages along the entire length of a William’s Transco pipeline. Most of the failures 

                                                           
30

 Los Angeles Times, “Record $2.25-billion fine recommended in San Bruno explosion” May 6, 2013, by Kate 

Mather : http://articles.latimes.com/2013/may/06/local/la-me-ln-san-bruno-explosion-20130506    
31

 “Gas explosion at LNG facility in Washington prompts concerns about proposed export terminals in Oregon‖ 

April 1, 2014 by Ted Sickinger , The Oregonian 

http://www.oregonlive.com/business/index.ssf/2014/04/gas_explosion_at_lng_facility.html  
32

 ―2nd victim dies after blast at La. chemical plant‖(AP) By Littice Bacon-Blood – Jun 14, 2013: 

http://bigstory.ap.org/article/2nd-victim-dies-after-blast-la-chemical-plant 
33

 This Week In Natural Gas Leaks and Explosions – May 27, 2013: http://www.naturalgaswatch.org/?p=2046  
34

 ―Williams Natural Gas Line Ruptures in West Virginia‖ March 23, 2013: 

http://www.naturalgaswatch.org/?p=1833 

http://articles.latimes.com/2013/may/06/local/la-me-ln-san-bruno-explosion-20130506
http://www.oregonlive.com/business/index.ssf/2014/04/gas_explosion_at_lng_facility.html
http://bigstory.ap.org/article/2nd-victim-dies-after-blast-la-chemical-plant
http://www.naturalgaswatch.org/?p=2046
http://www.naturalgaswatch.org/?p=1833
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were caused by material defects, corrosion or outside forces. 
22   

The list of accidents goes on 

and on.   

 

Citizens have a right to have their lives and property protected and not subjected to harm 

or even death due to improper planning.  If one component of this facility was to have a 

problem or fail it could essentially affect the other components and the entire surrounding area.  

The cumulative safety and security impacts of the project as a whole should be fully considered 

before City of North Bend gives the “temporary” workforce housing project their stamp of 

approval.  No experts were brought in by the City in this case to analyze the proposed project.  

The City has taken the applicant’s word for everything and that is not in line with the 

requirements of the Coos Bay Estuary Management Plan and the City’s Comprehensive Plan and 

Zoning Ordinance.  This piecemeal approach to planning and processing Jordan Cove’s 

many permits is unacceptable as it places thousands of North Bend and Coos Bay Area 

citizens at extreme risk.   
 

 

8. The bridge structure has not met the requirements of the CBEMP provisions for the 

surrounding area. 

 

The Staff report states that the bridge structure has met the requirements of the CBEMP 

provisions for the surrounding area, and while the workforce house appears to be outside of the 

50-foot natural corridor, I think that it can still be argued that the residential workforce housing 

use is inconsistent with the protections and intended purpose of this area.   

 

Building Structures on Weak Foundation Soils  

 

“The Niigata earthquake of June 16, 1964 had a magnitude of 7.5 and caused severe damage to 

many structures in Niigata. The destruction was observed to be largely limited to buildings 

that were founded on top of loose, saturated soil deposits.   A tsunami, triggered by 

movement of the sea floor associated with the fault rupture, totally destroyed the port of 

Niigata.” 
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The Niigata earthquake, together with the Alaska earthquake also of 1964, brought liquefaction 

phenomena and their devastating effects to the attention of engineers and seismologists.  A 

remarkable ground failure occurred near the Shinano riverbank where the Kawagishi-cho 

apartment buildings suffered bearing capacity failures and tilted severely. (Photo above.)
35

 

Obviously floating objects, barges, vessels, etc, can also be a significant issue in a tsunami  

 

 
Photo Above: Fourth Avenue, Anchorage, looking East after the 1964 Earthquake.

36
 

 

On July 19, 2013, I requested notification for any applications or chances to comment for 

permits or planning decisions going through that involved the Jordan Cove Energy Project 

including those under SHN Consulting.  (See Exhibit T) In spite of this I was never notified 

concerning the Estuarine and Coastal Shoreline Permit (ECS-3-13) until I read about it in the 

staff report for this CUP application process.   I question the validity of the ECS-3-13 permit 

approval for several reasons, the first being that the ECS-3-13 permit application has a Dec16, 

2013 date (See Exhibit U) and the bridge would not have been an accepted use in 2013 under the 

Coos Bay Estuary Management Plan (CBEMP) Zoning District 48- CS.    

  

 
http://www.coastalatlas.net/estuarymaps/  

                                                           
35

 http://www.ce.washington.edu   - http://www.ce.washington.edu/~liquefaction/html/quakes/niigata/niigata.html  
36

 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:AlaskaQuake-FourthAve.jpg  

http://www.coastalatlas.net/estuarymaps/
http://www.ce.washington.edu/
http://www.ce.washington.edu/~liquefaction/html/quakes/niigata/niigata.html
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:AlaskaQuake-FourthAve.jpg
http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/4/4e/AlaskaQuake-FourthAve.jpg
http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/4/4e/AlaskaQuake-FourthAve.jpg
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At their March 25, 2014 North Bend City Council meeting last year, the City Council made some 

Planning Amendments to the Coos Bay Estuary Management Plan for the zoning district where 

the bridge would be built.  Those changes would have taken effect after the application had been 

applied for, so the new rules would not have applied to the 2013 application.   

 

On July 7, 2014, Jan Dilley and myself filed a Notice of Intent to Appeal with the Land Use 

Board of Appeals on the North Bend Planning and City Council decision of File No. CUP-1-14 

and VAR-1-14.  That decision involved the planning approval of the very same bridge.  We 

obviously would have been aggrieved but were never notified that another application involving 

the very same bridge was being processed by the Planning Dept.  This violates North Bend’s 

regulations concerning notification. 

 

In addition, if you look at the Shoreland Segment 48- CS that was presented at that March 25, 

2014 meeting
37

  (See Exhibit V) the 48-CS CBEMP zoning states the following: 

 

GENERAL CONDITIONS 

The following conditions apply to all permitted uses and activities: 

1. Inventoried resources requiring mandatory protection in this segment shall be 

protected, as required by Policies #17 and# 18. 

2. All permitted uses and activities shall be consistent with Policy #23 requiring 

protection of riparian vegetation. 

3. All permitted uses in dune areas shall be consistent with the requirements of Policies 

#30 and #31. 

(Emphasis added) 

 

These CBEMP Policies and regulations have not been met yet along with additional CBEMP 

policies when the Estuary is involved.  The endangered Point Reyes Birds-Beak has not been 

protected per Jordan Cove’s application.  CBEMP Policies #2, #3, #4, #4a, #5, #6, #11, #16, #48 

along with #17, #18, #27 #30 among possibly others, have also not been satisfied.  (See Exhibit 

W)  

To give a few examples: 

 

CBEMP #5 Estuarine Fill and Removal 

 

I. Local government shall support dredge and/or fill only if such activities are allowed in 

the respective management unit, and: 

a. The activity is required for navigation or other water-dependent use that require 

an estuarine location or in the case of fills for non-water-dependent uses, is needed 

for a public use and would satisfy a public need that outweighs harm to navigation, 

fishing and recreation, as per ORS 541.625(4) and an exception has been taken in 

this Plan to allow such fill; 

b. A need (ie., a substantial public benefit) is demonstrated and the use or 

alteration does not unreasonably interfere with public trust rights; 

                                                           
37

 http://northbendoregon.us/adds/docs/2014Mar25agendapacket.pdf 

http://northbendoregon.us/adds/docs/2014Mar25agendapacket.pdf
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c. No feasible alternative upland locations exist; and 

d. Adverse impacts are minimized. 

e. Effects may be mitigated by creation, restoration or enhancement of another area 

to ensure that the integrity of the estuarine ecosystem is maintained; 

f. The activity is consistent with the objectives of the Estuarine Resources 

Goal and with other requirements of state and federal law, specifically the conditions 

in ORS 541.615 and Section 404 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (P.L.92-

500). 

(Emphasis added) 

 

II. Other uses and activities which could alter the estuary shall only be allowed if the 

requirements in (b), (c), and (d) are met. 

 

Identification and minimization of adverse impacts as required in "d" above shall 

follow the procedure set forth in Policy #4. (Emphasis added) 

* * * * 

…Identification and minimization of adverse impacts as required in "e" above shall 

follow the procedure set forth in Policy #4a. The findings shall be developed in response 

to a "request for comment" by the Division of State Lands (DSL), which  shall seek local 

government's determination regarding the appropriateness of a permit to allow the 

proposed action. 

 

"Significant" as used in "other significant reduction or degradation of natural estuarine 

values", shall be determined by: a) the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers through its 

Section 10.404 permit processes; or b) the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) 

for approvals of new aquatic log storage areas only; or c) the Department of Fish and 

Wildlife (ODFW) for new aquaculture proposals only. (Emphasis added) 

 

This strategy recognizes that Goal #16 limits dredging, fill and other estuarine 

degradation in order to protect the integrity of the estuary. (Emphasis added) 

 

 

CBEMP #48 Weak Foundation Soils  

 

The State Department of Commerce, Building Codes Division (pursuant to the authority 

vested in it by Section 2905 of the State Structural Specialty Code) shall require an 

engineered foundation or other appropriate safeguard deemed necessary to protect life 

and property in areas of weak foundation soils. This strategy recognizes it is the 

responsibility of the State of Oregon Department of Commerce, Building Codes 

Division to determine, based on field investigations, whether safeguards are necessary 

to minimize potential risks. The general level of detail used in mapping areas known as 

weak foundation soils is not of sufficient scale to mandate specific safeguards prior to a 

field investigation by the Building Codes Division. (Emphasis added) 

 

Portions of the Workforce Housing and proposed Workforce Housing Bridge would be 

located in 100 year floodplain, and would require a removal fill permit from Army Corp, 
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DEQ and DSL.  There is no evidence in the Workforce Housing permit that a permit has 

been applied for and/or has been given any approval by these agencies. 

 
The flood map for the selected area is number41011C0186E, effective on03/17/2014

38
 

  

 
http://webgis.metroplanning.com/nbweb/  
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 https://msc.fema.gov/portal/search?AddressQuery=North%20Bend%2C%20Oregon  

http://webgis.metroplanning.com/nbweb/
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http://webgis.metroplanning.com/nbweb/  
 

Obviously the Flood Plain impacts a portion of the Jordan Cove workforce housing units and the 

applicable North Bend zoning requirements for impacts in the floodplain need to be adhered to. 

 

 

 
http://www.oregongeology.org/hazvu/  
 

Earthquake liqufaction and seismic hazards should be considered fully. 

http://webgis.metroplanning.com/nbweb/
http://www.oregongeology.org/hazvu/
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http://www.oregongeology.org/hazvu/  

 

 

9. Other Inconsistencies In the Application 

 

There appears to be an internal inconsistency in the application concerning the provision of 

utilities at the site.  On page 3 of the application, the applicant notes that it will provide an 

electrical substation on-site.  However, at page 14, the applicant asserts that its application is 

exempt from provisions relating to substations because it does not include one.  It looks like it 

has not assessed the applicable criteria related to what it is including in its proposal. 

 

 

Conclusion 

 

The Cumulative impacts of all proposed project’s components and construction impacts on 

increased transportation needs and impacts, pollution and environmental impacts, sewer and 

water supply and treatments, storm water discharge impacts, wetland and shoreland impacts, and 

basic infrastructure impacts in general on our police, fire departments, power grids, schools, 

health departments, medical facilities, road departments, airport and safety SHOULD ALL BE 

CONSIDERED FULLY in the final analysis.  

 

The following suggested additional Conditions of Approval should be considered by the 

North Bend Planning Commission in with their final decision on the Jordan Cove 

workforce housing permit application:  
 

http://www.oregongeology.org/hazvu/
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1) Jordan Cove must meet all the requirements of North Bend CBEMP zoning districts 48- 

CS and 48A-CA and the Coos Bay Estuary Management Plan.  Jordan Cove must obtain 

all necessary state and federal permits for any work on or near wetlands and shorelands. 

 

2) Jordan Cove must consider all cumulative impacts on necessary sewer needs and sewage 

permits under local Sanitation Districts and under DEQ, and pay the full costs for 

necessary sewer hook-ups.   

 

3) Jordan Cove must obtain all necessary DEQ permits needed for storm water discharges 

before construction of workforce housing units can begin. 

 

4) Jordan Cove must obtain proof that all their necessary water needs and resources, 

including those required from the Coos Bay-North Bend Water Board, have been 

approved prior to their workforce housing construction. 

 

5) Jordan Cove workforce housing must show complete compliance with all cumulative 

transportation infrastructure needs and impacts, including those required for parking as 

determined by independent review and the Oregon Department of Transportation 

(ODOT). 

 

6) Jordan Cove must show that Archeological and Cultural Resource surveys have been 

completed by an independent archeologist in conjunction with the Tribes and the State 

Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), with a clear plan to protect even unknown Cultural 

Resources that may be discovered. 

 

7) Prior to commencement of construction the applicant shall provide the Planning 

Department with proof that their workforce housing construction plans are in compliance 

with the requirements of the Federal Aviation Association (FAA), the Oregon 

Department of Aviation (ODA), the Coos County Airport District, the Oregon 

Department of Transportation (ODOT), the Oregon Department of State Lands (DSL), 

the Army Corps of Engineers, the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), the 

Department of Geology and Mineral Industries (DOGAMI), the Federal Emergency 

Management Agency (FEMA), the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), 

and/or any other state or federal agencies that may be required under local, state and 

federal regulation. 

 

8) Jordan Cove must show proof that their building standards will meet seismic 

requirements of the projected Cascadia Subduction earthquake and also tsunami and 

floodplain requirements. 

 

9) Jordan Cove must have a viable State and Federal approved Safety and Security Plan and 

Emergency Response /Evacuation Plan should a natural hazard, fire or other event occur 

that would require evacuation of their workforce housing facility. 

 

10) Jordan Cove must provide sufficient financial resources to the City to cover the 

cumulative cost of their workforce housing project on local police, fire departments, 



power grids, schools, health departments, medical facilities, road departments, etc, as 
determined by the City and an independent citizens review board. 

11) Noise generated by the construction and operation of the Workforce Housing and its 
tenants shall not exceed applicable state noise standards. In addition, the applicant shall 
not make excessive noise between the hours of 6 p.m. and 6 a.m. for the months 
November through March and between the hours of9 p.m. and 6 a.m. for the months of 
April through October. 

12) In order to insure that the cumulative impacts of the project on surrounding properties 
including those of residents and other businesses are fully being considered, Jordan Cove 
must provide an Ombudsman resource for citizens and surrounding residents in case 
project impacts become destructive and/or out of compliance. 

13) Jordan Cove must provide insurance and/or a bond to insure that properties are 
maintained and/or decommissioned properly when needed. The bond should be 
sufficient enough to cover the full cost to decommission the site after Construction is 
over with. 

For the above listed reasons the Jordan Cove temporary workforce housing complex has not met 
the requirements necessary for approval even with the addition of Conditions of Approval and 
should currently be denied. 

Sincerely, 

Jody McCaffree 
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McCaffree  

Index for Exhibits  

for Aug 3, 2015 Testimony on Jordan Cove Workforce Housing 

North Bend CUP-4-15 

 

Exhibit A:  

Exhibit A-1: (HBCU-07-03) Coos County Land Use Approval for the Marine Facilities 

of the LNG Terminal – Final Decision - Conditions of Approval 

Exhibit A-2:(HBCU-07-04) Coos County Land Use Approval for the Upland Facilities 

of the LNG Terminal – Final Decision - Conditions of Approval 

Exhibit A-3:(REM-09-02 of HBCU-07-04) Coos County Land Use Approval for the 

Upland Facilities of the LNG Terminal Remand – Final Decision - Conditions of 

Approval 

Exhibit A-4: (ZON2007-00034) Mitigation Site Approval by the City of Coos Bay. 

Exhibit A-5: (ACU-08-10/CL-08-01) Coos County Land Use Approval for stockpiling 

and sorting of sand final decision. 

Exhibit A-6: (AM-09-03/RZ-09-02/HBCU-09-01) Coos County Rezoning for mitigation 

site final decision. 

Exhibit A-7:(R-09-02) Revision of Coos County Inventory Map.  

Exhibit A-8: (HBCU-10-01) Coos County Land Use Approval for Pacific Connector Gas 

Pipeline – Conditions of Approval 

Exhibit A-9: (09445) Douglas County Land Use Approval for Pacific Connector Gas 

Pipeline – Conditions of Approval. 

Exhibit A-10: (ABI-12-01) Coos County Boundary Interpretation for the Coos Bay 

Estuary Management Plan.  

Exhibit A-11: (ACU-12-12/ABI-12-02) Coos County Boundary Interpretation for the 

Coos Bay Estuary Management Plan. 

Exhibit A-12: (ACU-12-16/ACU-12-17/ACU-12-18) Coos County Permit Decision for 

fill in beach and dune areas. 

 

Exhibit B: News Release – FERC Vacates Order Authorizing Jordan Cove LNG Project - April 

16, 2012. 

 

Exhibit C: June 25, 2013 Ocean Grove Traffic Study Report prepared by H. Lee & Associates - 

Section 1 Study Summary –and- Summary of Findings. 

 

Exhibit D: ECONorthwest report, “An Economic Analysis of the Construction of an LNG 

Terminal and Natural Gas Pipeline in Oregon.” March 6, 2012 

 

Exhibit E: Jordan Cove Energy Project Workers Camp Alternative Site Locations prepared by 

David Evans and Associates.  FERC Accession No. 20150422-5332  

 

Exhibit F: April 26, 2015 Traffic Analysis for Friday evening and Saturday mid-day during 

Jordan Cove project peak construction (Summer 2018) by David Evans and Associates.  FERC 

Accession No. 20150501-5458  
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Exhibit G: “B.C. LNG work camps concern for northern towns, say mayors” 

Two northern B.C. mayors share their city's struggle with the impending influx of temporary 

workers; By Radio West, CBC News Posted: Feb 02, 2015  

http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/british-columbia/b-c-lng-work-camps-concern-for-northern-

towns-say-mayors-1.2938393  
 

Exhibit H: “Northwest B.C.’s LNG boom is already a bust for some” (with video) Heated 

economy drives up prices and drives out tenants; By Gordon Hoekstra, Vancouver Sun 

November 5, 2014 

http://www.vancouversun.com/business/energy/Northwest+boom+already+bust+some/10326811

/story.html?__lsa=0882-6c5e  

 

Exhibit I: November 12, 2014 notice from the Brotherhood of Electrical Workers 932 that 

covers proposed Jordan Cove subsistence fees for workers. 

 

Exhibit J: June 24, 2015 letter from Jeremy G. Tolchin concerning Boxcar Hill Campground 

located on the North Spit of Coos Bay in the Dunes National Recreation area. 

 

Exhibit K: Existing and proposed New Site Elevations for Jordan Cove Workforce Housing and 

other LNG Project components.  By Black and Veatch.  FERC Accession No. 20150422-5332.   

 

Exhibit L: Appendix A - OAR 660-013 - Airport Planning – Airport Land Use Compatibility 

Guidebook – January 2003 – Pages 1 - 9 

 

Exhibit M: Copy of Oregon’s Statewide Planning Goal 12 – Transportation   

 

Exhibit N: Copy of pages from Oregon Land Use Compatibility Guidebook (January 2003) for 

Airport Planning – The Oregon Model  

 

Exhibit O:  

1: Jordan Cove LNG Tanks (two), FAA Aeronautical Study No. 2013-ANM-1747-OE. 

2: Jordan Cove LNG Tank – North, FAA Aeronautical Study No. 2013-ANM-1907-OE. 

3: Jordan Cove Amine Tower 2-E, FAA Aeronautical Study No. 2013-ANM-1767-OE. 

4: Jordan Cove Amine Tower 1-W, FAA Aeronautical Study No. 2013-ANM-1766-OE. 

 

Exhibit P: A list of National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) Level Airplane Accidents that 

have occurred near the North Bend Airport.    

 

Exhibit Q: Copy of Oregon’s Statewide Planning Goal 7 - Areas Subject to Natural Hazards  

 

Exhibit R: Jordan Cove LNG Hazard “Zones of Concern” from Jordan Cove 2009 FERC EIS 

(Page 4.7-3).  

 

Exhibit S: “Five killed in Connecticut Power Plant Blast” Feb 7, 2010; CNN; 

http://www.cnn.com/2010/US/02/07/connecticut.explosion/  

 

http://www.cbc.ca/news/cbc-news-online-news-staff-list-1.1294364
http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/british-columbia/b-c-lng-work-camps-concern-for-northern-towns-say-mayors-1.2938393
http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/british-columbia/b-c-lng-work-camps-concern-for-northern-towns-say-mayors-1.2938393
http://www.vancouversun.com/business/energy/Northwest+boom+already+bust+some/10326811/story.html?__lsa=0882-6c5e
http://www.vancouversun.com/business/energy/Northwest+boom+already+bust+some/10326811/story.html?__lsa=0882-6c5e
http://www.cnn.com/2010/US/02/07/connecticut.explosion/
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Exhibit T: July 19, 2013 Notification Request Letter sent from Jody McCaffree to the North 

Bend Planning Dept. 

 

Exhibit U: December 6, 2013 - Coos Bay Estuary Management Plan (CBEMP) Amendment 

Application for Shoreland Unit 48-CS.  (ECS-3-13 was approved administratively on September 

3, 2014.) 

 

Exhibit V: March 25, 2014 Ordinance No. 1985 Adopting Text Amendments to Management 

Units 48-CS. 

 

Exhibit W: Coos Bay Estuary Management Plan Policies 

 

Exhibit X: August 3, 2015 Sandow Engineering Transportation Analysis of Jordan Cove’s 

Transportation Studies. 

 

Exhibit Y: Southwest Regional Airport Overlay from Chapter 6 of Airport Master Plan.  
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