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STAFF REPORT 

Monday, June 03, 2019   

 
Andrew Stamp, Coos County Hearings Officer  

Andrew H. Stamp, P.C.  

4248 Galewood Street 

Lake Oswego, OR 97035 

 

RE: Remand Hearing Scheduled for June 10, 2019 at 1:30 pm. COUNTY REMAND FILE NUMBER:  

REM-19-001 

 

This is a Remand of a County Final Decision (File Number HBCU-15-05/CD-15-152/FP-15-09) by the 

Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA No. 2016-095) for additional findings (addressing seven total 

assignments of error).   The remand request was filed by the applicant, Seth King, Perkins Coie LLP on 

behalf of Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline, LP.  

 

LUBA remanded the matter to the County to address the errors. OSCC, 76 Or LUBA at 387. Deb Evans, 

Ron Schaaf, Rogue Climate, Hannah Sohl, and Jody McCaffree appealed LUBA’s decision to the Oregon 

Court of Appeals in an effort to expand the scope of the remand. The Court of Appeals denied these 

petitioners’ arguments by affirming LUBA’s decision without opinion. Oregon Shores Conservation 

Coalition v. Coos County, 291 Or App 251, 416 P3d 1110 (2018). The Court of Appeals petitioners then 

petitioned the Oregon Supreme Court to review the case, but the Supreme Court denied the petition 

without considering the case on the merits, allowing the Court of Appeals decision to stand. Oregon 

Shores Conservation Coalition v. Coos County, 363 Or 481, 424 P3d 728 (2018). On September 20, 

2018, the Court of Appeals entered an appellate judgment. On September 26, 2018, LUBA entered a 

notice of appellate judgment, finding that the appellate court decisions did not require any change in 

LUBA’s final opinion and order. On March 15, 2019, Applicant submitted a letter pursuant to ORS 

215.435(2)(a) requesting that the County initiate the remand. 

 

Pursuant to ORS 215.435(2)(a), the County has jurisdiction to take action on remand. 

 

SCOPE OF HEARING:  The Board of Commissioners voted on May 7, 2019 to appoint a hearings 

officer to hold a "de novo" evidentiary hearing on remand, as authorized by Coos County Zoning and 

Land Development Ordinance (LDO) 5.8.800(5)(c).  The scope of the hearing will be limited to the issue 

identified by LUBA in its final opinion as follows: 

 

I. REMAND ISSUES RAISED: 

A. ISSUES RAISED BY OREGON SHORES CONSERVATION COALITION  

(i) Second Assignment of Error – Failed to Correctly Interpret and Adopt Adequate 

Findings Supported by Substantial Evidence in Response to Coos Bay Estuary 

Management Plan (“CBEMP”) Policy #5 - The Board erred by: (1) interpreting 

CBEMP Policy #5.I.b to require an evaluation only of the public benefits of the 

dredging itself and not the public benefits of the upland use served by the dredging 

activity; (2) concluding that the “public need” standard is met if the dredging is 

needed to enable construction of a use that is permitted or conditionally allowed on 

adjacent upland or shoreland property; and (3) failing to adopt adequate findings 
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supported by substantial evidence in the whole record that the Project would not 

unreasonably interfere with public trust rights. 

(ii) Third Assignment of Error – Failed to Adopt Findings in Response to CBEMP 

Policies #4 and #4a - The Board erred by failing to adopt findings addressing 

compliance with CBEMP Policies 4and 4a. 

(iii) Fourth Assignment of Error - Failed to Adopt Adequate Findings in Response to 

CBEMP Policy #30 - The Board erred by failing to address whether subsidence due 

to dewatering is an issue under CBEMP Policy #30.I.c, and if so, adopt findings 

resolving that issue. 

(iv) Fifth Assignment of Error – Failed to Adopt Adequate Findings in Response to 

Special Condition 5 of the CBEMP 7-D Management Unit - The Board erred by 

failing to adopt adequate findings in response to Special Condition 5, which applies 

to the placement of fill in the CBEMP 7-D management unit. 

(v) Sixth Assignment of Error - Failed to Adopt Adequate Findings Addressing Denial 

of Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) Permit - The Board erred by 

adopting findings of compliance with local approval standards predicated upon 

Applicant obtaining a FERC permit without addressing whether FERC’s 2016 denial 

of the permit application precluded Applicant, as a matter of law, from obtaining a 

FERC permit for the Project. 

(vi) Seventh Assignment of Error – Improperly Construed Applicable Law in 

Determining that the Southwest Oregon Regional Safety Center (“SORSC”) is a 

Permitted as an “Accessory Use” to a Fire Station in the Industrial Zoning District - 

The Board erred by failing to adopt a reviewable interpretation that the SORSC is 

permitted in the Industrial zone as an “accessory use,” as that term is defined in 

CCZLDO 2.1.200 (2015 addition of CCZLDO).\ 

 

B. ISSUE RAISED BY CONFEDERATED TRIBES OF COOS LOWER UMPQUA 

AND SIUSLAW INDIANS  

(i) First Assignment of Error - Improperly Deferred CBEMP Policy #18 - The Board 

erred by improperly deferring an analysis of compliance with CBEMP Policy #18 

concerning consideration of impacts to historical cultural, and archaeological sites to 

a second stage proceeding. 

 

C. ISSUE RAISED BY JODY MCCAFFREE 

(i) First Assignment of Error - Commissioner Sweet failed to disclose the substance of 

any ex parte communication that occurred at a 2014 community luncheon 

presentation by Applicant about aspects of the Project.  

 

II. APPLICABLE CRITERIA AND RESPONSE  

A. COOS BAY ESTUARY MANAGEMENT PLAN POLICIES  

 

RESPONSE: The applicant has provided findings to policies 4 and 5 that seem to reasonably 

address the issues and provide links to evidence in the existing record.  Staff has listed polices in the 

order LUBA addressed them.  

Policy #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: 

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

does not unreasonably interfere with public trust rights;  
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Policy #4 Resource Capability Consistency and Impact Assessment 

I. Local government concludes that all proposed actions (approved in this Plan) which 

would potentially alter the integrity of the estuarine ecosystem have been based upon a 

full consideration of the impacts of the proposed alteration. Except for the following uses 

and activities: 

   

a. Natural Management Units 

   ~ Aquaculture 

   ~ Log storage 

   ~ Bridge Crossings 

 

  b. Conservation Management Units 

   ~ High-intensity water-dependent recreation 

   ~ Aquaculture 

   ~ New or expanded log storage 

   ~ Log storage dredging 

   ~ Dike maintenance dredging 

   ~ Minor navigational improvements requiring dredging or fill 

   ~ Bulkheading 

   ~ Water intake or withdrawal and effluent discharge 

   ~ Riprap 

 

  c. Development Management Units 

   ~ Aquaculture 

   ~ New or expanded log storage 

   ~ Mining and mineral extraction 

   ~ Water-related and non-dependent, non-related uses not requiring  

fill 

   ~ Dredging 

   ~ Bulkheading (except for Aquatic Units #3DA, #5DA and #6DA) 

   ~ Fill 

   ~ In-water structures 

   ~ Flow-lane disposal of dredged material and other activities which  

could affect the estuary’s physical processes or biological  

resources 

   ~ Application of pesticides 

 

d. Any other uses and activities which require the resource capability consistency 

test as a condition within a particular management unit. 

 

For uses and activities requiring the resource capabilities test, a special condition is noted in the 

applicable management unit uses/activities matrix. A determination of consistency with resource 

capability and the purposes of the management unit shall be based on the following: 

 

  i. A description of resources identified in the plan inventory; 

ii. An evaluation of impacts on those resources by the proposed use (see Impact 

Assessment procedure, below); 

iii. A determination of whether the proposed use or activity is consistent with the 

resource capabilities of the area, or that the resources of the area are able to 
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assimilate the use and activity and their effects and continue to function in a 

manner to protect significant wildlife habitats, natural biological productivity, 

and values for scientific research and education. 

 

Where the impact assessment requirement (of Goal #16 Implementation Requirements #1) has not 

been satisfied in this Plan for certain uses or activities (i.e., those identified above), then such 

uses or activities shall not be permitted until findings demonstrate the public's need and gain 

which would warrant any modification or loss to the estuarine ecosystem, based upon a clear 

presentation of the impacts of the proposed alteration, as implemented in Policy #4a. 

 

III. An impact assessment need not be lengthy or complex, but it should give reviewers an 

overview of the impacts to be expected. It may include information on: 

 

  a. the type and extent of alterations expected; 

  b. the type of resource(s) affected; 

c. the expected extent of impacts of the proposed alteration on water quality and 

other physical characteristics of the estuary, living resources, recreation and 

aesthetic use, navigation and other existing and potential uses of the estuary; and 

d. the methods which could be employed to avoid or minimize adverse impacts. 

 

This policy is based on the recognition that the need for and cumulative effects of estuarine developments 

were fully addressed during the preparation of this Plan and may be mitigated by the imposition, as 

necessary, of conditions through the administrative conditional use process. 

 

#4a  Deferral of (I) Resource Capability Consistency Findings, and (II) Resource Impact Assessments 

 

Local government shall defer, until the time of permit application, findings regarding consistency of the 

uses/activities listed in Policy #4 with the resource capabilities of the particular management unit. 

 

Additionally, the impact assessment requirement for those uses/activities as specified in Policy #4 shall be 

performed concurrently with resource capability findings above at the time of permit application. 

 

I. This strategy shall be implemented through an Administrative Conditional Use process 

that includes local cooperation with the appropriate state agencies: 

 

a. Where aquaculture is proposed as a use, local government shall notify the 

Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife (ODFW) and Department of Agriculture 

in writing of the request, with a map of the proposed site; 

 

b. Where log storage dredging is proposed as an activity local government shall 

notify the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) in writing of the 

request, together with a map of the proposed site. 

 

II. Within twenty (20) days of receipt of the notification, the state agency shall submit in 

writing to the local government a statement as to whether the proposed use/activity will: 

 

  a. Be consistent with the resource capabilities of the management unit or, 

 

b. If determined not to be consistent, whether the proposal can be made consistent 

through imposition of conditions on the permit. 
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III. The appropriate state agency shall also perform the impact assessment required in Policy 

#4. If no statement is received from the state agency by the expiration of the twenty (20) 

day period, local government shall: 

 

a. Presume consistency of the proposal with the resource capabilities of the 

management unit; and 

 

  b. Make findings appropriate to that presumption; and  

 

  c. Perform the assessment of impacts required by Policy #4. 

 

IV. For all other uses/activities specified above, local government shall: 

 

a. Determine through appropriate findings whether the proposed use/activity is 

consistent with the resource capabilities of the management unit, and  

 

  b. Perform the assessment of impacts required by Policy #4. 

 

V. This strategy recognizes: 

 

a. That resource capability consistency findings and impact assessments as 

required by LCDC Goal #16 can only be made for the uses specified above at the 

time of permit application, and 

 

b. That the specified state agencies have expertise appropriate to assist local 

government in making the required finding and assessments. 

 

This strategy is based upon the recognition that the need for and cumulative effects of estuarine 

developments were fully addressed during development of this Plan and that no additional findings are 

required to meet Implementation Requirement #1 of Goal #16. 

 

Policy #30 Restricting Actions in Beach and Dune Areas with "Limited Development Suitability" and 

Special Consideration for Sensitive Beach and Dune Resources (moved from Policy #31)Dune Areas with 

Limited Development Suitability" on the Coos Bay Estuary Special Considerations Map only upon the 

establishment of findings that shall include at least: 

 

a. The type of use proposed and the adverse effects it might have on the site and 

adjacent areas; 

b. Temporary and permanent stabilization programs and the planned maintenance 

of new and existing vegetation; 

c. Methods for protecting the surrounding area from any adverse effects of the 

development; and 

d. Hazards to life, public and private property, and the natural environment which 

may be caused by the proposed use; and 

e. Whether drawdown of groundwater would lead to loss of stabilizing vegetation, 

loss of water quality, or intrusion of saltwater into water supplies. 

 

Implementation shall occur through an administrative conditional use process which shall include 

submission of a site investigation report by the developer that addresses the five considerations above. 

 

II. This policy recognizes that: 
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a. The Special Considerations Map category of "Beach and Dune Areas with 

Limited Development Suitability" includes all dune forms except older stabilized 

dunes, active foredunes, conditionally stabilized foredunes that are subject to 

ocean undercutting or wave overtopping, and interdune areas (deflation plains) 

subject to ocean flooding; 

b. The measures prescribed in this policy are specifically required by LCDC Goal 

#18 for the above-referenced dune forms, and that 

c. It is important to ensure that development in sensitive beach and dune areas is 

compatible with, or can be made compatible with, the fragile and hazardous 

conditions common to beach and dune areas. *** 

 

IV. Local government shall cooperate with state and federal agencies in regulating the 

following actions in beach and dune areas by sending notification of Administrative 

Conditional Use decision: 

 

a. Destruction of desirable vegetation (including inadvertent destruction by 

moisture loss or root damage), 

  b. The exposure of stable and conditionally stable areas to erosion, 

c. Construction of shore structures which modify current or wave patterns leading 

to beach erosion, and 

  d. Any other development actions with potential adverse impacts. 

 

Policy 18 - Local government shall provide protection to historical, cultural and archaeological sites and 

shall continue to refrain from widespread dissemination of site-specific information about identified 

archaeological sites. 

 

RESPONSE: The applicant has offered into evidence an agreement to satisfy policy #18 and 

resolve this matter.    

 

B. CBEMP 7-D MANAGEMENT UNIT SPECIAL CONDITION #5 

 

5. The wetland in the southeast portion of this district can be filled for a development project 

contingent upon satisfaction of the prescribed mitigation described in Shoreland District #5. 
 

Response: In order for the fill to be allowed, the Board must find that a need (ie. a substantial 

public benefit) is demonstrated and the use or alteration does not unreasonably interfere with 

public trust rights, to the extent applicable.  Special development condition number 5 was put into 

place to address any potential mitigation that was reserved to fulfill development described in 

exceptions 18, 22 and 25 (Volume II Part III of the CCCP).  These exceptions explain that the 

county was anticipating the development of North Bay Marine Industrial Park and North Spit 

Access Road and Fill.  Exception 22 that specific Shoreland District 5 was to designate this for 

water dependent industrial use, and to allow appropriate mitigation associated with that 

development in this and adjacent segments.    

 

The Coos County Comprehensive Plan describes Shoreland District 5-WD as a large portion of this 

unit, compared to other areas of the bay, possesses characteristics that make it an exceptional 

future development resource not only for the Bay Area, but for Coos County and the State of 

Oregon as well.  The site's location on the deep-draft channel in the lower bay gives it even greater 

attributes as a water-dependent industrial development site.  Therefore, the Plan reserves this 

portion of the unit for an integrated industrial use that takes advantage of the site's unique 
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characteristics, particularly its attributes for deep-draft development.  Uses need not be limited to 

those specifically mentioned in Exception #22. Utilizing the site for development purposes as 

described will require the filling of 123 acres of freshwater and saltwater wetlands, commonly 

known as Henderson Marsh (Dredged Material Site #4x).   

 

Note the relevant part of this language is that uses need not be limited to those specifically 

mentioned in Exception #22 but utilizing the site for development purpose as described will result 

in filling of 123 acres of freshwater and saltwater wetlands, commonly known as Henderson Mash 

which is an acknowledged Dredge Material Disposal site.    

 

To find out the link between 7-D and shoreland district 5 staff has read through exception 25 that 

was specifically taken for potential development in both 6-WD and 7-D and it states that mitigation 

for the freshwater wetland that is the subject of the exception will be provided pursuant to the 

required Corps of Engineer permit.    The applicant is not proposing a North Spit Access Corridor 

and is not using any of the planned mitigation that is addressed in the exception documents.  The 

plan was very careful to reserve the mitigation for exceptions to be able to balance the cumulative 

impacts.  It is important that if the applicant is planning a project beyond the exceptions that 

appropriate mitigation be completed which should be through the Corps of Engineer.  Therefore, it 

is appropriate for the county to find that any filling will be subject to the Department of State 

Lands and Corps of Engineer permits.   Staff would agree with the applicants suggested finding 

that the Board should find that Shoreland District #5 does not prescribe any mitigation in this 

instance. As a result, Special Condition 5 does not limit the Applicant’s proposed fill in the 7-D 

zone. The Board finds that the filling of Wetland J will still be subject to compliance with other 

applicable requirements of the CBEMP, which were found to be met in the original decision, as well 

as the requirements of the Department of State Lands and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 

including Applicant’s proposed Compensatory Wetland Mitigation Plan. 

  
C. OTHER ISSUES  

(i) ACCESSORY STRUCTURE 

 

The application has chosen not to move forward with these issues.  Therefore, the Applicant 

withdraws the request to include the SORSC in the Applications. Accordingly, the Board should 

find that the SORSC is not proposed to be located in the Industrial zoning district, and the Board is 

not required to make a use interpretation that the SORSC is accessory to the fire station in the 

Industrial zoning district. Therefore, the Board will not be adopting any of the findings LUBA had 

an issue within the original proceedings. The Board should find that these findings address this 

issue consistent with LUBA’s remand. 

 

(ii) FINDINGS TO ADDRESS LOCAL APPROVAL STANDARDS  

 

The applicant has requested the following finding to address this issue: 

 

Board find that Applicant is not precluded as a matter of law from obtaining a FERC permit for 

the Project. As support for this conclusion, the Board should rely upon the fact that FERC’s 2016 

denial was “without prejudice to Jordan Cove and/or Pacific Connector submitting a new 

application to construct and/or operate LNG export facilities or natural gas transportation facilities 

should the companies show a market need for these services in the future.” Rec. 1320. As a result, 

FERC’s decision did not preclude Applicant from applying for another FERC certificate for an 

LNG export terminal and related pipeline on the North Spit. The Board should also rely upon the 

fact that, subsequent to FERC’s denial, Applicant applied for a new FERC permit, and that 

application is currently pending. See FERC Notice of Applications dated October 2017 in Exhibit 3. 
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As explained above, the County is not required to ascertain whether it is feasible for Applicant’s 

new application to satisfy FERC’s approval standards. 

Therefore, a reasonable person would rely upon this evidence to show that a FERC permit is 

“available” and thus not precluded as a matter of law. 

 

Staff finds this an acceptable finding to address the error found by LUBA.  

 

 

(iii) FAILURE OF COMMISSIONER SWEET TO DISCLOSE SUBSTANCE OF 

EX PARTE COMMUNICATION  

 

This issue will be addressed before beginning deliberations on remand.  The Board should call for 

Board members to disclose any conflicts of interest, bias, or ex parte communications. As part of 

these disclosures, Commissioner Sweet should disclose on the record the substance of any ex parte 

communications that occurred at the 2014 luncheon. The Board should then permit parties to rebut 

the substance of any such communication on the record. The Board should then proceed with its 

deliberations and make a decision on the Applications on remand. Upon following these steps, the 

Board should find that it has followed the correct procedures and has complied with LUBA’s 

remand on this issue. 

 

 

I. CONCLUSION:   

At this time there has been no other testimony received.  Staff found the solutions proposed by the 

application in the remand application were reasonable to address the issues found by LU BA.  

 

Jill Rolfe, Planning Director  

Coos County Staff Members 

Jill Rolfe, Planning Director  

Amy Dibble, Planner II 

Crystal Orr, Planning Specialist  

Sierra Brown, Planning Specialist  

 

Applicants Request for Remand   







Page | 1 
59892-0020/142586786.2  

BEFORE THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS  
 

OF COOS COUNTY, OREGON 
 

 
In the Matter of Land Use Requests for 
the Jordan Cove Energy Project on the 
North Spit as Follows: (1) a Conditional 
Use Permit to Authorize a Liquefied 
Natural Gas Export Terminal; (2) a 
Floodplain Certification Application for a 
Portion of the Project Located in the 
Industrial Zoning District; (3) a Driveway 
Confirmation Application for Access 
Connections to the Project Site; (4) 
Compliance Determinations for Various 
Permitted Uses and Activities, Including 
Fire Station, Processing Facility, Land 
Transportation Facility, Utility Facility, 
Excavation to Create New Water 
Surface, Fill, Mitigation, and 
Restoration; and (5) Time Extensions for 
Four Conditional Use Permit Approvals 
Pertaining to the Project. 

 
NARRATIVE IN SUPPORT OF THE 
APPLICATIONS FILED BY JORDAN COVE 
ENERGY PROJECT L.P. 
 
COUNTY FILE NOS. HBCU-15-05/CD-15-
152/FP-15-09 
 
ON REMAND FROM THE LAND USE BOARD 
OF APPEALS IN OREGON SHORES 
CONSERVATION COALITION V. COOS 
COUNTY, 76 OR LUBA 346 (2017) 
 
 

 
I. Introduction. 
 
The Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (“LUBA”) remanded the decision of the Coos 
County (“County”) Board of Commissioners (“Board”) to approve concurrent land use 
applications (“Applications”) filed by Jordan Cove Energy Project L.P. (“Applicant” or 
“JCEP”) to develop a liquefied natural gas (“LNG”) export terminal and related facilities 
(together, “Project”), primarily  on the North Spit, in the County.  Oregon Shores 
Conservation Coalition et al. v. Coos County, 76 Or LUBA 346 (2017) (“OSCC”).  The 
remand identified specific errors committed by the Board in its decision and provided 
instructions to the Board and Applicant for addressing these errors.  See copy of LUBA’s 
final opinion and order in Exhibit 1.  This narrative addresses LUBA’s limited remand.  
For the reasons explained below and based upon the evidence included herewith, the 
Board should find that Applicant has addressed each of the remand issues.  The Board 
should approve the Applications on remand.   
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II. Summary of Applications. 
 
The Applications consist of the following land use requests: 
 

(1) Conditional use permit to authorize an LNG export terminal on the 
North Spit;  
 
(2) Floodplain development permit for a portion of the Project located in 
the Industrial zoning district;  
 
(3) Driveway confirmation permit for access connections to the Project 
site; 
 
(4) Determinations that various permitted uses and activities, including a 
fire station, processing facility, land transportation facility, utility facility, 
excavation to create new water surface, fill, mitigation, and restoration, 
comply with applicable standards; and 
 
(5) Time extensions for four conditional use permits previously approved 
by the County, including County File No. ACU-13-22 (upland LNG terminal), 
County File No. ACU-13-23 (port slip and access waterway), County File 
Nos. ACU-12-12/ABI-12-02 (fill in 6-WD management unit), and County File 
Nos. ACU-12-16/ACU-12/17/ACU-12/18 (fill in Industrial zone and 7-D 
management unit). 

 
A complete summary of the Project components is set forth in the Board’s original 
decision approving the Applications.  Rec. 16-31.1  Except where expressly noted below, 
the Project has not been modified on remand.   
 
III. Original Proceedings, Appeal, and LUBA Decision. 
 
In the original proceedings, the Board approved the Applications on August 30, 2016, by 
adopting Final Decision and Order No. 16-08-071PL.  Opponents appealed the Board’s 
decision to LUBA and raised 16 assignments of error, some of which included sub-
assignments of error.  LUBA sustained eight of these assignments of error, in part, and 
determined that the Board erred in the following ways: 
 

                                                           
1 In this narrative, “Rec. ___” shall refer to the Record the County filed with LUBA 
followed by the page number in the Record where the cited information is located. 
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 Failed to Correctly Interpret and Adopt Adequate Findings Supported by 
Substantial Evidence in Response to Coos Bay Estuary Management Plan 
(“CBEMP”) Policy #5 - The Board erred by: (1) interpreting CBEMP Policy #5.I.b to 
require an evaluation only of the public benefits of the dredging itself and not the 
public benefits of the upland use served by the dredging activity; (2) concluding 
that the “public need” standard is met if the dredging is needed to enable 
construction of a use that is permitted or conditionally allowed on adjacent 
upland or shoreland property; and (3) failing to adopt adequate findings 
supported by substantial evidence in the whole record that the Project would not 
unreasonably interfere with public trust rights.  OSCC, 76 Or LUBA at 352-358 
(OSCC second assignment of error). 

 
 Failed to Adopt Findings in Response to CBEMP Policies #4 and #4a - The Board 

erred by failing to adopt findings addressing compliance with CBEMP Policies 4 
and 4a.  OSCC, 76 Or LUBA at 359-361 (OSCC third assignment of error). 

 
 Failed to Adopt Adequate Findings in Response to CBEMP Policy #30 - The Board 

erred by failing to address whether subsidence due to dewatering is an issue 
under CBEMP Policy #30.I.c, and if so, adopt findings resolving that issue.  OSCC, 
76 Or LUBA at 361-363 (OSCC fourth assignment of error). 
  

 Failed to Adopt Adequate Findings in Response to Special Condition 5 of the 
CBEMP 7-D Management Unit - The Board erred by failing to adopt adequate 
findings in response to Special Condition 5, which applies to the placement of fill 
in the CBEMP 7-D management unit.  OSCC, 76 Or LUBA at 363-364 (OSCC fifth 
assignment of error). 
  

 Failed to Adopt Adequate Findings Addressing Denial of Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) Permit - The Board erred by adopting findings of 
compliance with local approval standards predicated upon Applicant obtaining a 
FERC permit without addressing whether FERC’s 2016 denial of the permit 
application precluded Applicant, as a matter of law, from obtaining a FERC permit 
for the Project.  OSCC, 76 Or LUBA at 364-365 (OSCC sixth assignment of error). 
  

 Improperly Construed Applicable Law in Determining that the Southwest Oregon 
Regional Safety Center (“SORSC”) is a Permitted as an “Accessory Use” to a Fire 
Station in the Industrial Zoning District - The Board erred by failing to adopt a 
reviewable interpretation that the SORSC is permitted in the Industrial zone as an 
“accessory use,” as that term is defined in CCZLDO 2.1.200.  OSCC, 76 Or LUBA at 
365-369 (OSCC seventh assignment of error).  
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 Improperly Deferred CBEMP Policy #18 - The Board erred by improperly deferring 

an analysis of compliance with CBEMP Policy #18 concerning consideration of 
impacts to historical cultural, and archaeological sites to a second stage 
proceeding.  OSCC, 76 Or LUBA at 374-381 (Tribes’ first assignment of error). 
 

 Failure by Commissioner Sweet to Disclose Substance of Ex Parte Communication 
- Commissioner Sweet failed to disclose the substance of any ex parte 
communication that occurred at a 2014 community luncheon presentation by 
Applicant about aspects of the Project.  OSCC, 76 Or LUBA at 371-372 (McCaffree 
first assignment of error).  
 

LUBA remanded the matter to the County to address the errors.  OSCC, 76 Or LUBA at 
387.  Deb Evans, Ron Schaaf, Rogue Climate, Hannah Sohl, and Jody McCaffree appealed 
LUBA’s decision to the Oregon Court of Appeals in an effort to expand the scope of the 
remand.  The Court of Appeals denied these petitioners’ arguments by affirming LUBA’s 
decision without opinion.  Oregon Shores Conservation Coalition v. Coos County, 291 Or 
App 251, 416 P3d 1110 (2018).  The Court of Appeals petitioners then petitioned the 
Oregon Supreme Court to review the case, but the Supreme Court denied the petition 
without considering the case on the merits, allowing the Court of Appeals decision to 
stand.  Oregon Shores Conservation Coalition v. Coos County, 363 Or 481, 424 P3d 728 
(2018).  On September 20, 2018, the Court of Appeals entered an appellate judgment.  
On September 26, 2018, LUBA entered a notice of appellate judgment, finding that the 
appellate court decisions did not require any change in LUBA’s final opinion and order. 
On March 15, 2019, Applicant submitted a letter pursuant to ORS 215.435(2)(a) 
requesting that the County initiate the remand.   
 
Pursuant to ORS 215.435(2)(a), the County has jurisdiction to take action on remand. 
 
IV. Procedural Status on Remand. 
 
The scope of the remand is limited to the specific issues remanded by LUBA and 
summarized in Section III of this narrative (above).  The Board is not permitted on 
remand to reconsider issues that have already been addressed and are resolved: 
 

“The logical corollary is that parties may not raise old, resolved issues 
again.  When the record is reopened at LUBA’s direction on remand, the 
‘new issues’ by definition include the remanded issues, but not the issues 
LUBA affirmed or reversed on the merits, which are old, resolved issues.” 
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Beck v. City of Tillamook, 313 Or 148, 153, 831 P2d 678 (1992).  “Resolved issues” 
include: “(1) [I]ssues presented in the first appeal and rejected by LUBA; and (2) issues 
which could have been, but were not raised in the first appeal.”  Louisiana Pacific v. 
Umatilla County, 28 Or LUBA 32, 35 (1994).   
 
Accordingly, the County notice for the remand proceedings should advise the public that 
testimony regarding “resolved issues” will not be accepted, and the Board should deny 
any “resolved issues” raised on remand.  Where required by the scope of the remand, 
the Board is permitted to accept new evidence in these proceedings.   
 
V. Responses to Remand Issues. 
 
The Board should adopt the findings set forth below in response to LUBA’s remand. 
 
 A. Response to Remand Issue 1 - CBEMP Policy #5 
 
  1. Applicable Law. 
 
In order for the County to approve dredging in the 5-DA and 6-DA CBEMP zones, the 
County must adopt findings that, among other things, the dredging is: (1) “required for 
navigation or other water-dependent use that requires an estuarine location,” and (2) a 
“need (i.e., a substantial public benefit) is demonstrated and the use or alteration does 
not unreasonably interfere with public trust rights.”  CBEMP Policy #5.I. 
 
  2. Board’s Original Decision and LUBA Decision on Appeal. 
 
   a. Public Need. 
 
The Applications propose dredging in the 5-DA and 6-DA zones to develop an access 
channel from the navigation channel to the marine slip associated with the Project.  As a 
result, CBEMP Policy #5.I applies to the Applications.  In the original decision, the Board 
determined that Applicant’s proposed dredging activities were consistent with CBEMP 
Policy #5.I. 
 
In reaching this conclusion, the Board found that the “need (i.e., a substantial public 
benefit)” referenced in CBEMP Policy #5.I was limited to a “need” for the dredging 
activity: 
 

“The Board concludes that the term ‘need (substantial public benefit)’ 
used in Goal 16 and CBEMP Policy #5 refers to a public benefit for the 
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dredging activity, and does not require the applicant to prove that there is 
a public need or benefit for the underlying proposed land use (i.e. a 
marine slip and ship terminal, or more generally, an LNG export facility.).” 

 
Rec. 86.  The Board also found that, in determining whether there was a “need,” the 
Board was not required to balance the benefits with the detriments of the activity: 
 

“Furthermore, the Board specifically rejects the argument that the public 
need/benefit standard requires the County to balance need/benefit with 
(and weigh against) public detriments.  In the previous sentence of Policy 
5, the drafters required that an applicant for a non-water-dependent use 
to demonstrate that dredging and fill ‘is needed for a public use and would 
satisfy a public need that outweighs harm to navigation, fishing and 
recreation.’  That specific language does not come out of Goal 16, but 
rather is taken from ORS 196.825(4).  Had the drafters of the CBEMP 
intended to impose a similar balancing test requirement onto the ‘public 
need/benefit’ standard, they could have easily done so (as they expressly 
did in the prior sentence), but they chose not to do so.” 

 
Rec. 88.  Finally, the Board found that if the dredging was to facilitate development of a 
permitted or conditional use, there was per se a need/benefit associated with the 
dredging: 
 

“The Board believes that the ‘need/substantial benefit’ standard is met if 
the applicant demonstrates that the dredging or fill activity is needed to 
enable [construction of] a permitted or condition[al] use allowed in the 
neighboring coastal shoreland zone and related upland zones.  In other 
words, Coos County has, via its enactment of the CBEMP (aka: Zoning 
Ordinance), set forth the panoply of uses that the County believes would 
serve a need and/or a substantial public benefit in each particular zone 
(i.e., it has established a list of uses that are deemed appropriate in each 
zone in question.).  If the applicant is proposing one of those favored uses, 
and there is a need to conduct fill or dredging activity in order to facilitate 
that favored use, then there is, ipso facto, a substantial benefit to allowing 
the applicant to conduct that fill/removal so that it can construct and 
operate the use.” 

 
Rec. 88 (emphasis in original).  On the basis of these and other findings, the Board 
concluded that, for purposes of CBEMP Policy #5, there was a “public need” for the 
dredging associated with the access channel: 
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“The locational question under CBEMP Policy #5, therefore, is much more 
simple: Goal 16 and Policy #5 ask if there [is] a public need for dredging so 
that this deep water industrial port facility [can] be located in this 
shoreline area. 
 
“The clear answer to the required question is ‘yes.’  The applicant has 
shown that there is a need to perform dredging and filling activities at the 
proposed location in order to make the 5-WD and 6-WD zones usable as a 
deep-water port facility.” 

 
Rec. 89.  On appeal to LUBA, OSCC challenged each of the Board’s three primary findings 
identified above as well as the Board’s ultimate conclusion that the dredging activities 
proposed in the Applications were consistent with CBEMP Policy #5.  LUBA sustained 
OSCC’s challenge, but only in part. 
 
First, LUBA held that the “public need” analysis under CBEMP Policy #5 should be 
focused on the “public need” for the use the dredging serves, not on the need for the 
dredging per se: 
 

“If the ‘substantial public benefit’ analysis is limited to evaluation of the 
public benefits of the dredge or fill activity itself, then the standard would 
never be met, as it is difficult to conceive of any public benefit from 
dredging or filling that it distinct from the use that dredging or filling 
serves. * * * * We conclude that, contrary, to the county’s finding, CBEMP 
Policy 5(I)(b) requires the county to evaluate the substantiality of the 
public benefits provided by the use that the proposed dredging serves, in 
this case the LNG terminal, or at least those components of the terminal 
that are properly viewed as water-dependent uses.” 

 
OSCC, 76 Or LUBA at 354.  However, LUBA denied OSCC’s contention that regardless of 
the language of CBEMP Policy 5, Goal 16 requires a balancing of the benefits and 
detriments of a proposed use before it can be allowed under CBEMP Policy #5.I.b: 
  

“Given the absence of an express or fairly implied requirement to balance 
or weigh benefits against adverse consequences under Goal 16 IR2(b), and 
the fact that adverse consequences expressly addressed under a different 
standard, we decline to read Goal 16 IR(2)(b) to include an implicit 
requirement to balance or weigh public benefits of the proposed use 
against adverse consequences.” 
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OSCC, 76 Or LUBA at 355.  Finally, LUBA concluded that the Board erred in finding that 
dredging associated with a permitted or conditional use necessarily provided a public 
benefit: 
 

“The county’s view that the ‘need/substantial public benefit’ standard in 
CBEMP Policy 5(I)(b) and Goal 16 IR2(b) is met simply by the fact that the 
proposed dredging serves a use allowed under the county’s code, 
conflates CBEMP Policy 5(I)(a) and (b) and gives no independent effect to 
the latter.  Even if the proposed dredging serves a water-dependent use 
allowed under the county’s code, the county can allow the dredging only if 
it also finds that the use provides a substantial public benefit.” 

 
OSCC, 76 Or LUBA at 356. 
 
  b. Public Trust. 
 
In the original decision, the Board concluded that, subject to conditions, the security 
zones placed around LNG vessels in Coos Bay would not unreasonably interfere with the 
public trust: 
 

“The testimony from Amergent Techs provides clarifications regarding the 
limited impacts caused by LNG vessel passage and docking in Coos Bay.  
Importantly, the memo clarifies that the Safety/Security zones are not 
‘exclusion zones.’  Rather, they are regulated navigation areas.  Essentially, 
that means that the Coast Guard will control traffic near the LNG ships but 
will still allow boat pilots [to] transit the zone on a case-by-case basis.  The 
Board’s understanding of this explanation is that the Coast Guard will let 
known vessels pass but can forceably exclude vessels or delay [those] that 
it does not recognize.  As a practical matter, local commercial fisherman 
operating known vessels should experience no significant delays as they 
will receive permission from the COTP to proceed.  Less frequent users of 
the bay, such as recreational boaters, may experience some delay as the 
COTP makes efforts to identify them and conduct a threat assessment.  
Given that clarification, the Board believes that there will be no 
unreasonable interference with public trust rights.” 

 
Rec. 100-101.  On appeal, OSCC contended that the Board’s conclusion on this point was 
erroneous because the Board’s inference from the testimony that “known” vessels 
could proceed without delay was not supported by substantial evidence in the whole 
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record.  OSCC, 76 Or LUBA at 357.  LUBA sustained OSCC’s contention because the 
testimony in the record did not support the inference the Board made in its findings: 
 

“Nothing in the record cited to us explains the distinction between a 
‘known’ and ‘unknown’ boat.  That problem aside, as Oregon Shores 
argues, the county’s understanding that all ‘known’ boats would be able to 
transit the security zone with minimal delay is not supported by the 
Amergent Techs memo, much less by the Coast Guard statements in the 
record.  Neither the Amergent Techs memo nor the Coast Guard 
statements suggest that the Coast Guard’s case-by-case evaluation would 
rely on a distinction between ‘known’ and ‘unknown’ boats, and allow the 
former passage through the security zone without delay, although that 
may well be the case.  The county’s findings rely on its understanding of 
the Amergent Techs testimony as the primary basis for its conclusion that 
the transit of approximately 100 LNG tankers per year through the narrow 
estuary will not unreasonably interfere with navigation or public trust 
access to the estuary. * * * * We agree with Oregon Shores that remand is 
necessary for the county to adopt more adequate findings, supported by 
substantial evidence, on this point.” 

 
OSCC, 76 Or LUBA at 357-358.  LUBA acknowledged that there was additional evidence 
in the record that could potentially support the Board’s conclusion that the expected 
volume of vessel traffic would not unreasonably interfere with public trust rights, but 
the Board did not refer to this evidence in its original decision.  Id. 
 
Based upon the Board’s errors in analyzing the “public need” and “public trust” 
standards, LUBA remanded the issue back to the Board for further proceedings.  Id.  
 
  3. Findings on Remand. 
 
On remand, the Board should adopt the following findings: 
 
   a. Public Need. 
 
The Board should find there is a public need for the water-dependent aspects that are 
dependent upon the dredging of the access channel in the 5-DA and 6-DA CBEMP zones.  
As support for this conclusion, the Board should rely upon the following testimony in 
the record: 
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 The narrative for the Applications dated November 3, 2015, which described 
enhanced commerce, job creation, and ad valorem tax revenues generated by 
the Project (Rec. 9370); 

 
 ECONorthwest’s report entitled “Economic Impact Analysis of the Construction of 

an LNG Terminal and Natural Gas Pipeline in Oregon” and dated March 6, 2012 
(Rec. 11753 - 11770), which made the following conclusions about the economic 
impact of the Project: 
 

 Direct economic output from the Project of approximately $6.641 billion 
in Oregon and Washington, including downstream impacts. 
 

 Overall net value added to the economy of approximately $1.738 billion 
over a three-year period. 
 

 Over 5,000 jobs created per year during Project construction. 
 
 The letter from Robert Braddock describing the following energy-related benefits 

to the Project (Rec. 3753-3755):  
 

 “One public benefit of the Project is it will contribute to reduced air 
emissions by expanding the use of natural gas in areas of the western 
Pacific basin where coal has been the historically dominant fuel used for 
the generation of electric power.  Natural gas results in fewer lifecycle 
greenhouse gas emissions than coal, even when natural gas production, 
transportation, liquefaction, revaporization and leakage are accounted 
for.” 
 
 The reduction in energy consumption associated with a West Coast LNG 

facility, which would result in shorter transit distance to Asian markets 
compared to East Coast facilities and as a result, lower the energy 
consumed to deliver the LNG to the point of consumption. 
 

 The opportunity to accelerate the conversion to cleaner marine fuel by 
having a reliable and cost-effective supply of LNG fuel available. 

 
 U.S. Department of Energy Order No. 3041 FTA Nations December 2011 (Rec. 

4847 - 4862) and U.S. Department of Energy Order No. 3413 Non-FTA Nations 
March 2014 (Rec. 4863 - 5026), which concluded that exporting LNG from the 
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facility to either Free Trade Agreement Nations or Non-Free Trade Agreement 
Nations is not inconsistent with the public interest. 

 
 Oral testimony from several local residents at the public hearing for the 

Applications, which detailed the importance of diversifying and expanding the 
local economy in light of the decline in the fishing and lumber sectors.  

 
 Letter from Richard Whitman, then-Natural Resources Advisor to Governor 

Kitzhaber, dated February 12, 2015 (Rec. 7514), which explained that “the project 
has great potential to support the economy of the central and southern Oregon 
coast, creating jobs and a strong energy infrastructure in one of the areas of 
Oregon that is continuing to suffer from the recession and long-term structural 
changes in the economy.” 

 
A reasonable person would find that this diverse and extensive evidence supports the 
conclusion that there is a public need/benefit associated with the Project.  Therefore, 
dredging to develop an access channel to facilitate use of the Project satisfies CBEMP 
Policy #5.I.b.  The Board should find that these findings address LUBA’s remand on this 
issue. 
 
   b. Public Trust. 
 
The Board should find that the Project will not unreasonably interfere with public trust 
rights.  As support for this conclusion, the Board should rely upon the U.S. Coast Guard 
Waterway Suitability Report, which provides that security zones around LNG vessels 
would not be exclusion zones and, in fact, upon gaining permission from the U.S. Coast 
Guard Captain of the Port’s representative, fishing vessels would be allowed to enter 
the security zone: “The expectation is that the COTP’s Representative will work with the 
Pilots and patrol assets to control traffic, and will allow vessels to transit the 
Safety/Security zone based on a case-by-case assessment conducted on scene.”  Rec. 
3033. 
 
Further, Amergent Techs, a maritime security expert firm, explained that, based upon 
expected transit time for an LNG vessel (approximately 90 minutes each from 
breakwater entrance to dock), maximum delay to fishing caused by an LNG vessel would 
last only 20-30 minutes per vessel trip.  Rec. 3764.  Further, the number of LNG vessels 
would be limited to 100 per year.  Rec. 3763.  At the rate of 100 vessels per year, and a 
20-30 minute delay associated with each trip of each vessel, over the course of a seven-
day period, there would be a maximum of six out of a possible 168 hours when use of 
the Bay would be potentially restricted due to LNG vessel passage.  Rec. 3763.  This is 
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less than one hour per day.  That leaves a total of 162 hours per week of unrestricted 
use of the Bay.  The Board should find that this is not an unreasonable interference with 
public trust rights.  Further, the dates and times that LNG vessels would be in transit in 
the Bay would be announced in advance and would be posted online and on a message 
board, which allows local vessels to make plans to avoid the narrow portions of the 
estuary at those times.  Id.   
 
Based upon these facts, the Board should find that the Project will not unreasonably 
interfere with public trust rights.  Further, in light of the limited time when use of the 
Bay is even potentially restricted, the Board need not concern itself with whether 
vessels are “known” or “unknown” to the Coast Guard.  Stated another way, even if a 
vessel must wait out the passage of an LNG vessel, it is of such a short duration that the 
Board should find that it is not an unreasonable interference.  
 
The Board should find that these findings address LUBA’s remand on this issue. 
 
 B. Response to Remand Issue 2 - CBEMP Policies #4 and #4a 
 
  1. Applicable Law. 
 
In areas subject to CBEMP Policy #5, an applicant must minimize the adverse impacts of 
dredging activities.  CBEMP Policy #5.I.d.  Further, “[i]dentification and minimization of 
adverse impacts” must follow the procedure in CBEMP Policy #4.  In turn, that policy 
requires that dredging in development aquatic units must be supported by findings 
demonstrating “the public’s need and gain which would warrant any modification or 
loss to the estuarine system, based upon a clear presentation of the impacts of the 
proposed alteration, as implemented in Policy #4a.”  CBEMP Policy #4.II.d.  The impact 
assessment is not required to be “lengthy or complex,” but it should provide a summary 
of the expected impacts.  CBEMP Policy #4.III.  The assessment may include information 
on: 
 

“a. the type and extent of alterations expected; 
 
“b. the type of resource(s) affected; 
 
“c. the expected extent of impacts of the proposed alteration on water 

quality and other physical characteristics of the estuary, living 
resources, recreation and aesthetic use, navigation and other 
existing and potential uses of the estuary; and 

 



Page | 13 
59892-0020/142586786.2  

“d. the methods which could be employed to avoid or minimize 
adverse impacts.” 

 
Id.  The impact assessment must follow the procedures and meet the standards outlined 
in CBEMP Policy #4a.     
 
  2. Board’s Original Decision and LUBA Decision on Appeal.   
 
In the original decision, the Board determined that adverse impacts associated with 
dredging for the access channel in the CBEMP 5-DA and 6-DA zones would be minimized 
because Applicant would limit dredging to only that amount and those locations that 
are reasonably needed for dredging and Applicant would use best management 
practices when conducting such dredging.  Rec. 105-106.  In reaching this conclusion, 
the Board stated that it relied upon expert testimony submitted by Applicant.  Id.  The 
Board did not adopt findings directly addressing CBEMP Policies #4 or #4a.    
 
On appeal, in its third assignment of error, OSCC contended that the County “failed to 
adopt any findings addressing CBEMP Policy 4 or 4a, or provide a ‘clear presentation of 
the impacts of the proposed alteration[.]’”  OSCC, 76 Or LUBA at 360.  LUBA sustained 
this contention and remanded “for the county to adopt findings addressing compliance 
with CBEMP Policy 4 and 4a.”  OSCC, 76 Or LUBA at 361. 
 
  3. Findings on Remand. 
 
On remand, the Board’s task is to consider and adopt findings in response to CBEMP 
Policies #4 and #4a.  To complete this task, the Board should adopt the following 
findings: 
 
#4 Resource Capability Consistency and Impact Assessment 
 
I. Local government concludes that all proposed actions (approved in this Plan) which 
would potentially alter the integrity of the estuarine ecosystem have been based upon 
a full consideration of the impacts of the proposed alteration. Except for the following 
uses and activities:  
 
a. Natural Management Units  
~ Aquaculture  
~ Log storage  
~ Bridge Crossings  
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b. Conservation Management Units  
~ High-intensity water-dependent recreation  
~ Aquaculture  
~ New or expanded log storage  
~ Log storage dredging  
~ Dike maintenance dredging  
~ Minor navigational improvements requiring dredging or fill  
~ Bulkheading  
~ Water intake or withdrawal and effluent discharge  
~ Riprap  
 
c. Development Management Units  
~ Aquaculture  
~ New or expanded log storage  
~ Mining and mineral extraction  
~ Water-related and non-dependent, non-related uses not requiring fill  
~ Dredging  
~ Bulkheading (except for Aquatic Units #3DA, #5DA and #6DA)  
~ Fill  
~ In-water structures  
~ Flow-lane disposal of dredged material and other activities which could affect the 
estuary’s physical processes or biological resources  
~ Application of pesticides  
 
d. Any other uses and activities which require the resource capability consistency test 
as a condition within a particular management unit.  
 
For uses and activities requiring the resource capabilities test, a special condition is 
noted in the applicable management unit uses/activities matrix. A determination of 
consistency with resource capability and the purposes of the management unit shall 
be based on the following:  
 
i. A description of resources identified in the plan inventory;  
ii. An evaluation of impacts on those resources by the proposed use (see Impact 
Assessment procedure, below);  
iii. A determination of whether the proposed use or activity is consistent with the 
resource capabilities of the area, or that the resources of the area are able to 
assimilate the use and activity and their effects and continue to function in a manner 
to protect significant wildlife habitats, natural biological productivity, and values for 
scientific research and education. 
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Where the impact assessment requirement (of Goal #16 Implementation 
Requirements #1) has not been satisfied in this Plan for certain uses or activities (i.e., 
those identified above), then such uses or activities shall not be permitted until 
findings demonstrate the public's need and gain which would warrant any 
modification or loss to the estuarine ecosystem, based upon a clear presentation of 
the impacts of the proposed alteration, as implemented in Policy #4a.  
 
III. An impact assessment need not be lengthy or complex, but it should give reviewers 
an overview of the impacts to be expected. It may include information on:  
 
a. the type and extent of alterations expected;  
b. the type of resource(s) affected;  
c. the expected extent of impacts of the proposed alteration on water quality and 
other physical characteristics of the estuary, living resources, recreation and aesthetic 
use, navigation and other existing and potential uses of the estuary; and  
d. the methods which could be employed to avoid or minimize adverse impacts.  
 
This policy is based on the recognition that the need for and cumulative effects of 
estuarine developments were fully addressed during the preparation of this Plan and 
may be mitigated by the imposition, as necessary, of conditions through the 
administrative conditional use process. 
 
RESPONSE: The County should find that JCEP has identified and minimized impacts 
associated with its proposed dredging activities.  As support for this conclusion, the 
Board should rely upon the memorandum from David Evans and Associates, Inc. (“DEA”) 
dated January 26, 2016.  Rec. 1900-1903.  Consistent with the impacts assessment 
methodology under CBEMP Policy #4, DEA’s memo begins with an explanation of the 
type and extent of alterations expected: 
 

“Dredging within Coos Bay will be required for the Jordan Cove LNG 
Project as part of the construction of the LNG terminal’s slip and access 
channel and for construction of a barge berth that will be used to receive 
shipments of large equipment needed for construction of Project facilities 
and maintenance of the facility.” 

 
Rec. 1900.  The record reflects that JCEP is proposing to dredge approximately 1.36 
acres for the access triangle, which will include impacts to areas that are intertidal, 
algae/mudflats/sand, shallow subtidal, deep subtidal, developed below high mean tide, 
and eelgrass.  Rec. 9652.  Dredging in the access channel will affect approximately 30 
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acres below the mean higher high water (“MHHW”) line.  Dredging of the access 
channel would affect about 15.2 acres of deep subtidal below -15.3 feet; about 5.8 acres 
of shallow subtidal to the mean lower low water (“MLLW”) line; and about 8.1 acres of 
intertidal strata between the MHHW and MLLW lines.  Rec. 9304.  DEA’s memo further 
describes the types of resources affected, including coho salmon habitat and benthic 
habitat.  Rec. 1902-1903. 
 
DEA’s memo describes in detail the expected impacts associated with dredging, first 
noting activities and resources that will not be impacted by Project-related dredging: 
 

“Dredging activities associated with the Project are not expected to 
adversely or unreasonably impact navigation, access to waterways for 
commercial fishing and crabbing, oyster harvesting and other resource 
extraction, and public rights to water resources.” 

 
Rec. 1900.  The memo then explains the expected type and extent of impacts, which 
DEA concludes will be small, localized in nature, and will not result in population-level 
impacts: 
 

“While dredging may result in increased in turbidity or removal of aquatic 
habitat, these impacts will be localized to the dredging area and [are] 
short-term in nature.  In addition, the portions of Coos Bay affected by 
dredging are a small fraction of the overall size of the bay; therefore, any 
impacts associated with dredging activities will likewise be relatively small 
geographically and will not result in population-level impacts to aquatic 
species and/or habitat or unreasonably harm navigation, fishing and 
recreation.” 

 
Id.  DEA’s memo then includes separate sections addressing each impact type in detail, 
including sediment transport, deposition, and flow velocity; erosion and sedimentation; 
turbidity; water quality; and aquatic species and habitat.  Rec. 1901-1903. 
 
Finally, JCEP has proposed to comply with many measures to avoid and minimize 
adverse impacts, including the following: 
 
 Limiting dredging to the smallest area possible to accommodate cargo vessels 

(Rec. 9652); 
 
 Limiting work to the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife-approved in-water 

work window, which extends from October 1 through February 15 (Rec. 1902); 
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 Utilizing a turbidity curtain to minimize impacts to water quality (Rec. 9371-

9372); and 
 
 Carrying out dredging in accordance with the requirements of state and federal 

law, including Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (“CWA”); Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act; Section 401 of the CWA, which addresses water quality; 
and Oregon’s Removal-Fill law (Rec. 1900). 

 
Impacts that cannot be avoided or minimized will be mitigated for at the Kentuck, West 
Jordan Cove, West Bridge, and Eelgrass mitigation sites.  Id. 
 
There is no expert testimony to the contrary set forth in the record.  The Board should 
find that JCEP has demonstrated, based upon substantial evidence in the whole record, 
that adverse impacts associated with Project dredging will be minimized. 
 
The Board should find that these findings respond to LUBA’s remand concerning CBEMP 
Policy #4. 
 
#4a  Deferral of (I) Resource Capability Consistency Findings, and (II) Resource 
 Impact Assessments  
 
Local government shall defer, until the time of permit application, findings regarding 
consistency of the uses/activities listed in Policy #4 with the resource capabilities of 
the particular management unit.  
 
Additionally, the impact assessment requirement for those uses/activities as specified 
in Policy #4 shall be performed concurrently with resource capability findings above at 
the time of permit application.  
 
I. This strategy shall be implemented through an Administrative Conditional Use 
process that includes local cooperation with the appropriate state agencies:  
 
a. Where aquaculture is proposed as a use, local government shall notify the Oregon 
Department of Fish & Wildlife (ODFW) and Department of Agriculture in writing of the 
request, with a map of the proposed site;  
b. Where log storage dredging is proposed as an activity local government shall notify 
the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) in writing of the request, 
together with a map of the proposed site.  
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II. Within twenty (20) days of receipt of the notification, the state agency shall submit 
in writing to the local government a statement as to whether the proposed 
use/activity will:  
 
a. Be consistent with the resource capabilities of the management unit or,  
 
b. If determined not to be consistent, whether the proposal can be made consistent 
through imposition of conditions on the permit.  
 
III. The appropriate state agency shall also perform the impact assessment required in 
Policy #4. If no statement is received from the state agency by the expiration of the 
twenty (20) day period, local government shall:  
 
a. Presume consistency of the proposal with the resource capabilities of the 
management unit; and  
 
b. Make findings appropriate to that presumption; and c. Perform the assessment of 
impacts required by Policy #4.  
 
IV. For all other uses/activities specified above, local government shall:  
 
a. Determine through appropriate findings whether the proposed use/activity is 
consistent with the resource capabilities of the management unit, and  
 
b. Perform the assessment of impacts required by Policy #4.  
 
V. This strategy recognizes:  
 
a. That resource capability consistency findings and impact assessments as required by 
LCDC Goal #16 can only be made for the uses specified above at the time of permit 
application, and  
 
b. That the specified state agencies have expertise appropriate to assist local 
government in making the required finding and assessments. This strategy is based 
upon the recognition that the need for and cumulative effects of estuarine 
developments were fully addressed during development of this Plan and that no 
additional findings are required to meet Implementation Requirement #1 of Goal #16. 
 
RESPONSE: As noted above, CBEMP Policy #4 requires findings demonstrating the 
public’s need and gain that would warrant modification or loss to the estuarine 
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ecosystem, based upon a clear presentation of the impacts of the proposed alteration, 
as implemented in CBEMP Policy #4a.  None of the prerequisites to providing notice to 
state agencies under CBEMP Policy #4a are triggered by the Applications.  Therefore, 
this policy requires the County to complete the impacts assessment consistent with 
CBEMP Policy #4.  Upon completion of that assessment, the Board should find that its 
findings address this issue consistent with LUBA’s remand. 
 
 C. Response to Remand Issue 3 - CBEMP Policy #30 
 
  1. Applicable Law. 
 
Among other things, CBEMP Policy #30 requires the County to only permit development 
in areas designated as “Beach and Dune Areas with Limited Development Suitability” on 
the County Special Considerations Map upon adoption of findings that identify 
“[m]ethods for protecting the surrounding area from any adverse effects of the 
development.”  CBEMP Policy #30.I.c.  A separate provision of that policy requires 
findings “[w]hether drawdown of groundwater would lead to loss of stabilizing 
vegetation, loss of water quality, or intrusion of saltwater into water supplies.”  CBEMP 
Policy #30.I.e. 
 
  2. Board’s Original Decision and LUBA Decision on Appeal. 
 
In the original decision, in response to OSCC’s contention that dewatering activities 
during construction of the Project tank/slip facilities in the 6-WD zone would cause 
subsidence, the Board concluded that site stability and subsidence were not regulated 
under CBEMP Policy #30.I.e, the only subsection of the policy that directly regulates 
drawdown of groundwater.  Rec. 135. 
 
On appeal, OSCC contended that subsidence due to dewatering could be a potential 
issue under CBEMP Policy #30.I.c as an “adverse effect” on the “surrounding area.”  
LUBA agreed with OSCC and remanded for adoption of additional findings: 
 

“If there are findings concluding that subsidence from proposed 
dewatering is not a potential issue under CBEMP Policy 30(I)(c), JCEP does 
not cite them.  We conclude that remand is necessary to address whether 
subsidence is a potential issue under CBEMP Policy 30(I)(c) and, if so, 
adopt findings resolving that issue. * * * * 
 
“The fourth assignment of error is sustained in part.” 
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OSCC, 76 Or LUBA at 363. 
 
  3. Findings on Remand. 
 
On remand, the Board should find that subsidence from dewatering associated with the 
Project construction will not have an “adverse effect” upon the “surrounding area” for 
purposes of CBEMP Policy #30.I.c.  The Board should reach this conclusion because it is 
highly unlikely that subsidence resulting from dewatering associated with Project 
construction in the 6-WD and 7-D zones will occur because JCEP’s expected dewatering 
rates during Project construction are well below the high capacity of the aquifer in this 
location.  As support for this conclusion, the Board should rely upon JCEP’s Resource 
Report No. 6 (“Geological Resources”), which explains that modeling indicates that the 
aquifer can withstand pumping of up to 10 million gallons of water per day, a high 
capacity: 
 

“The Coos Bay-North Bend Water Board will supply the LNG Terminal site 
with water during construction and operation.  Additional water will be 
supplied during construction using temporary wells installed at Ingram 
Yard.  Additionally, localized dewatering wells may be used to lower 
groundwater levels to facilitate soil improvement techniques during site 
preparation.  All on-site construction wells will be operated only for the 
period of construction; therefore, any impacts to groundwater levels from 
pumping on-site during construction will be temporary, and water levels 
will recover when the pumping is terminated. 
 
“The Coos Bay-North Bend Water Board uses a portion of the Dune-Sand 
Aquifer for public water supply; the closest well is approximately 3,500 
feet north of the LNG Terminal site (Groundwater Solutions Inc. 2006).  
Model simulations for the Dune-Sand Aquifer indicate that a maximum of 
10 million gallons per day could be pumped with little risk of inducing 
seawater to flow into the wells (Jones 1992). * * * * The low risk of 
inducing seawater from pumping of the Dune-Sand Aquifer at high rates 
indicates that the aquifer has a high capacity.  Therefore, reduction of the 
groundwater level at the LNG Terminal site is considered unlikely; 
therefore, ground subsidence is not anticipated to occur.” 

 
See Resource Report No. 6 at 17 in Exhibit 2.  Further, the record reflects that, during 
Project construction, expected dewatering rates will range from about 2.14 - 5.62 
million gallons per day and construction activities causing dewatering will be limited to 
approximately 165 days total.  See Rec. 4138, 4155 (dewatering analysis prepared by GSI 
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Water Solutions, Inc.).  This figure is well below the daily capacity of the aquifer, and is 
relatively short in duration, which indicates that the risk of dewatering-induced 
subsidence is unlikely.  Based upon this evidence, the Board should find that such 
subsidence is not an “adverse effect” for purposes of CBEMP Policy #30.I.c., and as a 
result, JCEP should not be required to implement any protective measures to ensure 
compliance with this policy on this issue.     
 
The Board should find that these findings address this issue consistent with LUBA’s 
remand.  
 
 D. Response to Remand Issue 4 - Special Condition 5 of CBEMP 7-D Zone 
 
  1. Applicable Law. 
 
In the CBEMP 7-D management unit, the activity of fill is subject to compliance with 
Special Condition 5: 
 

“The wetland in the southeast portion of this district can be filled for a 
development project contingent upon satisfaction of the prescribed 
mitigation described in Shoreland District #5.” 

 
CCZLDO 3.2.286.   
 
  2. Board’s Original Decision and LUBA Decision on Appeal. 
 
In the original decision, the Board determined that Applicant’s proposed fill in the 7-D 
management unit would comply with Special Condition 5: 
 

“The Board finds that the application proposes fill in the southeast portion 
of this district for a development project and will mitigate in accordance 
with prescribed mitigation.  Therefore, the Board finds that the proposed 
fill is consistent with Special Condition 5.” 

 
Rec. 70.  On appeal, in its fourth assignment of error, OSCC contended that the County’s 
finding was inadequate and not supported by substantial evidence.  LUBA agreed with 
OSCC, concluding that “[t]he findings do not identify the proposed mitigation for fill in 
the wetland in the southeast portion of the 7-D district, or relate it in any way to ‘the 
prescribed mitigation described in Shoreland District #5.’” 
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OSCC, 76 Or LUBA at 364.  As a result, LUBA remanded for the County to adopt more 
adequate findings on this point.  Id. 
 
  3. Findings on Remand. 
 
On remand, the Board should find that Applicant is proposing to fill a small area of the 
wetland in the southeast portion of the CBEMP 7-D zone (Wetland J) in conjunction with 
the Project.  Compare Rec. 9408 (depicting Wetland J) and Rec. 9403 (depicting fill areas 
in the 7-D zone).  Therefore, Applicant is proposing to fill the wetland in the southeast 
portion of the district for a development project, and this activity is subject to Special 
Condition 5.   
 
In order for the fill to be allowed, the Board must find that, to the extent applicable 
regulations in Shoreland District #5 prescribe mitigation, they have been satisfied.   
 
The Board should find that Shoreland District #5 is commonly known as the CBEMP 5-
WD zone.  Special Conditions 8, 9a, and 9b of this zone require mitigation in accordance 
with the Henderson Marsh Mitigation Plan (“HMMP”).  See CCZLDO 3.2.261.   
 
Wetland J lies outside of Henderson Marsh and associated HMMP boundaries.  As such, 
there is no prescribed mitigation associated with filling Wetland J in the HMMP.  
Moreover, the HMMP does not provide general guidance for fill or mitigation for 
wetlands not expressly identified in the HMMP area.  While Condition 15 of the HMMP 
addresses specific wetlands outside of the main Henderson Marsh area and prescribes 
specific mitigation components for these additional wetlands as supplements to the 
main mitigation of the HMMP, Wetland J is not included in the list in Condition 15.   
 
For these reasons, the Board should find that Shoreland District #5 does not prescribe 
any mitigation in this instance.  As a result, Special Condition 5 does not limit Applicant’s 
proposed fill in the 7-D zone.  The Board finds that the filling of Wetland J will still be 
subject to compliance with other applicable requirements of the CBEMP, which were 
found to be met in the original decision, as well as the requirements of the Department 
of State Lands and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, including Applicant’s proposed 
Compensatory Wetland Mitigation Plan.  The Board should find that these findings 
address this issue consistent with LUBA’s remand. 
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 E. Response to Remand Issue 5 - Consequences of FERC Denial 
 
  1. Applicable Law. 
 
Where a local government relies upon a land use applicant obtaining permits from 
another agency as a means of demonstrating compliance with applicable approval 
criteria, the local government must find, based upon substantial evidence in the whole 
record, that the applicant is not precluded as a matter of law from obtaining the permits 
from the other agency.  Bouman v. Jackson County, 23 Or LUBA 626, 647 (1992).  This 
standard does not require the local government to determine that “it is feasible to 
comply with all discretionary state agency permit approval standards because the state 
agency, which has expertise and established standards and procedures, will ultimately 
determine whether those standards are met.”  Id.  Instead, the local government need 
only determine that the necessary agency permit is “available.”  Miller v. City of Joseph, 
31 Or LUBA 472, 478 (1996).  
 
  2. Board’s Original Decision and LUBA Decision on Appeal. 
 
In the original decision, the Board imposed a condition requiring Applicant to obtain 
state and federal permits for the Project: 
 

“The applicant shall obtain any and all necessary state and federal permits, 
including required permits from USACE, DSL, and DEQ, among others.” 

 
Rec. 215.  The Board relied upon this condition to find compliance with CBEMP Policies 
#5 and #8.  Rec. 106-107, 108.  The Board also relied upon evidence that, in turn, relied 
upon a FERC permit, to find compliance with CBEMP Policy #30.  Rec. 134-135.    
 
On appeal to LUBA, OSCC contended that because FERC denied Applicant’s application 
for a permit for an LNG terminal on the North Spit, the County erred in relying upon 
FERC permits to demonstrate compliance with applicable approval criteria.  In short, 
OSCC contended that the County’s findings were erroneous because the record did not 
include substantial evidence that Applicant was not precluded as a matter of law from 
obtaining the FERC permit.   
 
LUBA sustained this assignment of error: 
 

“In our view, given that the required FERC permit had, in fact, been denied 
during the proceeding before the county, the county erred in adopting 
findings of compliance with local approval standards that are 
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unconditionally predicated on the applicant obtaining a FERC permit, 
without first addressing whether the denial means that JCEP is precluded, 
as a matter of law, from obtaining the FERC permit.” 

 
OSCC, 76 Or LUBA at 365.  As a result, LUBA remanded the matter to the County to 
consider this issue.  Id.  LUBA expressly noted that the County could consider FERC 
applications and decisions that post-dated the County’s original decision.  Id.   
 
  3. Findings on Remand. 
 
On remand, the Board should find that Applicant is not precluded as a matter of law 
from obtaining a FERC permit for the Project.  As support for this conclusion, the Board 
should rely upon the fact that FERC’s 2016 denial was “without prejudice to Jordan Cove 
and/or Pacific Connector submitting a new application to construct and/or operate LNG 
export facilities or natural gas transportation facilities should the companies show a 
market need for these services in the future.”  Rec. 1320.  As a result, FERC’s decision 
did not preclude Applicant from applying for another FERC certificate for an LNG export 
terminal and related pipeline on the North Spit.  The Board should also rely upon the 
fact that, subsequent to FERC’s denial, Applicant applied for a new FERC permit, and 
that application is currently pending.  See FERC Notice of Applications dated October __, 
2017 in Exhibit 3.  As explained above, the County is not required to ascertain whether it 
is feasible for Applicant’s new application to satisfy FERC’s approval standards.  
Therefore, a reasonable person would rely upon this evidence to show that a FERC 
permit is “available” and thus not precluded as a matter of law.   
 
The Board should find that these findings address this issue consistent with LUBA’s 
remand. 
 
 F. Response to Remand Issue 6 - SORSC 
 
  1. Applicable Law. 
 
Pursuant to the version of the CCZLDO applicable to the Applications, uses that are 
accessory to uses permitted outright in the Industrial zoning district are also permitted 
there.  CCZLDO 4.4.200 (2015).  Under the applicable definition, “accessory uses” are 
uses that: (1) are subordinate to and serve a principal use; (2) subordinate in area or 
purpose to that principal use; (3) contribute to the comfort, convenience, or necessity of 
occupants of the principal use; and (4) are located on the same unit of land as the 
principal use.  CCZLDO 2.1.200 (2015).   
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  2. Board’s Original Decision and LUBA Decision on Appeal. 
 
In the original decision, the Board found that the SORSC was permitted in the Industrial 
zone as an accessory use to the fire station: 
 

“The SORSC is permitted in the IND zone as an accessory use to the Fire 
Station because the SORSC meets the definition of ‘Accessory Use.’  The 
SORSC serves, and is subordinate in purpose to, the Fire Station because 
the SORSC is a training center for firefighters who will work at the Fire 
Station.  The SORSC contributes to the comfort and convenience of the 
firemen who utilize the Fire Station because the SORSC offers training to 
current and future firefighters.  The SORSC is located on the same unit of 
land as the Fire Station.  See Applicant Figures 2, 3, and 9.” 

 
Rec. 144.  The Board denied OSCC’s contentions that the SORSC was not allowed in the 
Industrial zone because it would house government offices and schools, which OSCC 
contended were not allowed in the Industrial zone.  Rec. 144-145. 
 
On appeal, OSCC contended that the County’s finding that the SORSC was “subordinate” 
to the fire station misconstrued applicable law and was not supported by substantial 
evidence: 
 

“According to Oregon Shores, no reasonable person could conclude that 
the various government office and educational components that make up 
the bulk of the SORSC, including a regional training facility for up to 100 
persons, are ‘subordinate’ to a local fire station staffed by four 
firefighters.” 

 
OSCC, 76 Or LUBA at 367.  LUBA sustained OSCC’s assignment of error: 
 

“Because the findings are conclusory and do not address key language and 
considerations in the code definition of ‘accessory use,’ it is hard to say 
whether the county’s conclusion that the SORSC components are 
accessory to the fire station embodies an interpretation of LDO 2.1.200 
that is inadequate for review, or an interpretation that is simply 
implausible, i.e., inconsistent with the express language, purpose and 
policy underlying LDO 2.1.200.  To the extent the county’s decision 
interprets LDO 2.1.200 to the effect that a use is ‘subordinate’ to a primary 
use as long as it provides some support to the primary use, regardless of 
how minimal and tangential that support is compared to the putative 
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accessory use’s purpose and function, we reject the interpretation as 
implausible. 
 
“We do not intend to foreclose the possibility that the board of 
commissioners can adopt an interpretation of LDO 2.1.200 that is 
sustainable under the deferential standard of review we apply under ORS 
197.829(1)(a), supporting a conclusion that some or all of the SORSC 
components are ‘accessory’ to the fire station, as defined at LDO 2.1.200.  
However, the present decision includes no such interpretation.  Further, 
any sustainable interpretation of LDO 2.1.200 must give effect to all of its 
applicable terms.  The findings do not include an interpretation, at least 
one adequate for review, explaining why the proposed SORSC components 
are subordinate to and serve a principal use, and subordinate in area or 
purpose to that principal use.  Or, in the words of the version of LDO 
2.1.200 on the county’s website, whether the SORSC uses are ‘customarily 
incidental and subordinate to the principal use,’ and ‘subordinate in 
extent, area and purpose to the principal use.’  See n 17.” 

 
OSCC, 76 Or LUBA at 368-369.  As a result, LUBA remanded this issue for further Board 
action.  Id. 
 
  3. Findings on Remand. 
 
On remand, Applicant withdraws the request to include the SORSC in the Applications.  
Accordingly, the Board should find that the SORSC is not proposed to be located in the 
Industrial zoning district, and the Board is not required to make a use interpretation that 
the SORSC is accessory to the fire station in the Industrial zoning district.  Therefore, the 
Board will not be adopting any of the findings LUBA had an issue with in the original 
proceedings. 
 
The Board should find that these findings address this issue consistent with LUBA’s 
remand. 
 
 G. Response to Remand Issue 7 - CBEMP Policy #18 
 
  1. Applicable Law. 
 
The County is required to follow the procedures and adopt the findings described in 
CBEMP Policy #18 before approving a development proposal that involves a cultural, 
archaeological, or historical site.  Pursuant to CBEMP Policy #18, the County must 
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provide a copy of the site plan for the proposed development to the Coquille Tribe and 
the Confederated Tribes of the Coos, Siuslaw, and Lower Umpqua, who then have 30 
days to respond whether the project would “protect the cultural, historical, and 
archaeological values of the site, or if not, whether the project could be modified by 
appropriate measures to protect those values.”  CBEMP Policy #18.II.  If no adverse 
impacts have been identified, and the proposal is otherwise consistent with the CBEMP, 
the County must approve the development proposal.  CBEMP Policy #18.III.  If the 
applicant and the Tribes have agreed upon “appropriate measures” to protect the site, 
the County is required to impose these measures on any approval.  Id.  If the applicant 
and the Tribes cannot agree upon “appropriate measures,” the Board must hold a quasi-
judicial hearing to resolve the dispute.  Id.  At the hearing, the Board must “determine 
by preponderance of evidence whether the development project may be allowed to 
proceed, subject to any modifications deemed necessary by the governing body to 
protect the cultural, historical, and archaeological values of the site.”  Id. 
 
  2. Board’s Original Decision and LUBA Decision on Appeal. 
 
All of the proposed uses and activities located within the CBEMP trigger the potential 
application of CBEMP Policy #18.  In the original decision, at Applicant’s request, the 
Board deferred adopting findings addressing CBEMP Policy #18 on the merits, subject to 
the following condition of approval: 
 

“The Board shall hold a quasi-judicial hearing to determine compliance 
with CBEMP Policy 18.  The hearing shall be a public hearing at which the 
governing body shall determine by preponderance of the evidence 
whether the development project may be allowed to proceed, subject to 
any modifications deemed necessary by the governing body to protect the 
cultural, historical, and archaeological values of the site.  For purposes of 
this condition, the public hearing shall be subject to the provisions of 
section 5.7.300 of the CCZLDO with the Board of Commissioners serving as 
the Hearings Body.  The Board’s decision in that matter shall constitute the 
Board’s decision regarding the Applications’ consistency with CBEMP 
Policy 18.” 

 
Rec. 216.  On appeal, the Confederated Tribes made multiple challenges to the Board’s 
findings, primarily that the Board erred in deferring its CBEMP Policy #18 obligations to 
an undetermined future time. 
 
LUBA sustained these challenges, concluding that the County improperly deferred an 
analysis of compliance with CBEMP Policy #18 when there was no second stage 
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application proceeding to which the analysis could be deferred, the County’s proposed 
condition requiring future consideration of CBEMP Policy #18 did not adequately ensure 
that the process would be initiated and completed before development, and the County 
did not determine, as required by applicable case law, that there was insufficient 
evidence in the record to determine compliance or the feasibility of compliance with 
CBEMP Policy #18 at that time.  OSCC, 76 Or LUBA at 378-379. 
 
Additionally, LUBA concluded that the County’s analysis was flawed because it unfairly 
put the Confederated Tribes in a compromised position when CBEMP Policy #18 was 
finally taken up for consideration and because the County did not adequately explain its 
interpretation that CBEMP Policy #18 permits a deferral to a later proceeding: 
 

“Moreover, it is important to note that CBEMP Policy 18 requires 
coordination with and the resolution of disputes raised by a sovereign 
government.  Unlike CBEMP Policy 18, the Tribes are not merely another 
participant in the proceedings.  The Tribes are entitled under CBEMP 
Policy 18 to special notification and consideration of issues raised, as well 
as the power to compel the applicant into negotiations to resolve those 
issues, and to compel county resolution of unsuccessfully negotiated 
issues.  That power is considerably vitiated if the applicant can first obtain 
county approval of the proposed development, and only then sit down 
with the Tribes to negotiate changes to the approved development.  Given 
the inertia of an existing conditional use permit approval, the county is less 
likely in a deferred CBEMP Policy 18 proceeding to force the applicant to 
accept changes to a development proposal that the county has already 
considered and approved.  It is even less likely in such a deferred 
proceeding that the county would take seriously arguments that the 
application cannot comply with CBEMP Policy 18 and must be 
(retroactively) denied. 
 
“The county’s findings include no interpretation of CBEMP Policy 18 
explaining why it believes compliance with the policy can be deferred to a 
second stage proceeding, other than deferral ‘seemed reasonable.’  
Record 126.  It is not clear to us if the question of whether compliance 
with CBEMP Policy 18 can be deferred to a second stage proceeding is a 
matter of local or state law.  Even if it is purely a matter of local law, in the 
absence of an adequate local interpretation, for the reasons set out above 
we conclude under ORS 197.829(2) that the county erred in deferring 
compliance with CBEMP Policy 18 to a second stage proceeding.” 
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OSCC, 76 Or LUBA at 380.  LUBA remanded for the Board to either consider CBEMP 
Policy #18 on the merits or to provide an adequate interpretation why the policy could 
be deferred.  Id. 
 
  3. Findings on Remand. 
 
CBEMP Policy #18 applies to all Project uses and activities on lands subject to the 
CBEMP.  On remand, the Board should consider CBEMP Policy #18 on the merits and 
adopt the following findings: 
 
For two reasons, the County should find that historical, archaeological, and cultural 
resources are protected in the Project area consistent with CBEMP Policy #18.  First, the 
Project will not adversely affect inventoried resources.  There is only one inventoried 
resource from the Shoreland Values Map located within the Project area.  Applicant 
retained the professional archaeologists and researchers at Historical Research 
Associates, Inc. (“HRA”) to survey the area where the resource is mapped to determine 
whether the Project would impact this resource.  After conducting site-specific research, 
reviewing the results of past excavations in the area, and completing a pedestrian 
survey, HRA found no evidence of the resource.  Accordingly, HRA concluded that the 
resource was not located within the Project area and the Project would not have 
adverse impacts to the resource.  HRA also concluded, based upon available 
information, that no modifications were necessary to the Project to protect the cultural, 
historical, and archaeological values of the site or the resource.  Due to the sensitive 
nature of the cultural resources involved, HRA’s full report is confidential and cannot be 
disclosed in this proceeding.  HRA has prepared a summary of its methodology and 
findings, which is included in Exhibit 4.  
 
Second, Applicant has entered a Memorandum of Agreement (“MOA”) with the 
Confederated Tribes to implement CBEMP Policy #18.  A copy of the MOA is included in 
Exhibit 5.  The MOA incorporates a Cultural Resources Protection Agreement entered 
between Applicant and the Confederated Tribes (“CRPA”).  The CRPA provides a process 
for the exchange of Project-related information, confidentiality requirements, 
commitments to mitigation, monitoring agreements, agreements for the treatment of 
unanticipated discovery of cultural resources, site access agreements, and cost recovery 
agreements.  The CRPA, in turn, incorporates an Unanticipated Discovery Plan (“UDP”), 
which provides procedures in the event of an unanticipated discovery of historic 
properties, archaeological objects, archaeological sites or human remains, funerary 
objects, sacred items, and items of cultural patrimony, during the construction and 
operation of the Project.  The CRPA and UDP are included as exhibits to the MOA in 
Exhibit 5.  In the MOA, Applicant and the Confederated Tribes agreed that the CRPA and 
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the UDP constituted appropriate measures under CBEMP Policy #18 that would protect 
the cultural, historical, and archaeological values of the sites in the Project area.  
Applicant is willing to accept a condition of County approval of the Applications 
requiring compliance with the MOA and its attachments.   
 
For these reasons, and subject to the proposed condition, the County should find that 
the Applications are consistent with CBEMP Policy #18.  Further, the Board should find 
that these findings address this remand issue as directed by LUBA. 
 
 H. Response to Remand Issue 8 - Ex Parte Communication 
 
  1. Applicable Law. 
 
Parties to a quasi-judicial land use proceeding are entitled to a tribunal that is impartial 
and has not engaged in ex parte contacts concerning the matter at issue.  Fasano v. 
Board of County Commissioners, 264 Or 574, 588, 507 P2d 23 (1973), overruled on other 
grounds 288 Or 585 (1980).  If a member of the local government decision-making body 
receives communication outside the hearing process regarding the substance of a quasi-
judicial land use application, the decision-maker may cure the issue by disclosing the 
substance of the communication on the record and then allowing an opportunity for 
rebuttal: 
 

“No decision or action of a planning commission or county governing body 
shall be invalid due to ex parte contact or bias resulting from ex parte 
contact with a member of the decision-making body, if the member of the 
decision-making body receiving the contact: 
 
“(a) Places on the record the substance of any written or oral ex parte 
communications concerning the decision or action; and 
 
“(b) Has a public announcement of the content of the communication and 
of the parties’ right to rebut the substance of the communication made at 
the first hearing following the communication where action will be 
considered or taken on the subject to which the communication related.” 

 
ORS 215.422(3). 
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  2. Board’s Original Decision and LUBA Decision on Appeal. 
 
Before making the original decision, at the Board deliberations on August 16, 2016, 
Board members had an opportunity to disclose conflicts of interest, bias, and ex parte 
communications.  During that time, Commissioner Main disclosed his attendance at a 
civic luncheon in 2014 at which Applicant presented information to a broad group of 
attendees about some aspects of the Project now included in the Applications.  
Commissioner Main mentioned that Commissioner Sweet also attended the lunch.  
Commissioner Sweet did not disclose the substance of what occurred at the luncheon. 
 
On appeal, petitioner Jody McCaffree contended that Commissioner Sweet erred by 
failing to disclose that he attended the luncheon.  LUBA questioned whether attendance 
at the luncheon resulted in any ex parte communication that required additional 
disclosure; however, LUBA sustained Ms. McCaffree’s contention and remanded the 
matter for Commissioner Sweet to disclose the substance of any such ex parte 
communication:  
 

“With respect to Chair Sweet’s attendance at a 2014 luncheon 
presentation by JCEP on the LNG project, intervenor does not dispute that 
Sweet failed to disclose the content of the presentation, which the other 
attending commissioner, Main, treated as an ex parte communication.  It 
may be that the presentation does not qualify as an ex parte 
communication, or if so that Main’s disclosures was sufficient for both 
commissioners.  However, because the county’s decision must be 
remanded for other reasons, it is appropriate to remand also to allow 
Chair Sweet to disclose the substance of any ex parte communication that 
occurred at the presentation.” 
 
“The first assignment of error (McCaffree) is sustained, in part.” 

 
OSCC, 76 Or LUBA at 372. 
 
  3. Findings on Remand. 
 
Before beginning deliberations on remand, the Board should call for Board members to 
disclose any conflicts of interest, bias, or ex parte communications.  As part of these 
disclosures, Commissioner Sweet should disclose on the record the substance of any ex 
parte communications that occurred at the 2014 luncheon.  The Board should then 
permit parties to rebut the substance of any such communication on the record.  The 
Board should then proceed with its deliberations and make a decision on the 
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Applications on remand.  Upon following these steps, the Board should find that it has 
followed the correct procedures and has complied with LUBA’s remand on this issue.   
 
VI. Conclusion. 
 
For the reasons stated above, and based upon the evidence submitted herewith, the 
Board should find that Applicant has addressed the remand issues identified by LUBA.  
Therefore, the Board should approve the Applications on remand, subject to the 
conditions of approval identified in the original decision. 
 
Prepared by: 
  
Seth J. King and Steven L. Pfeiffer,  
Perkins Coie LLP 
 
Date of Submittal: April 5, 2019 
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6.4.3.2 Karst Terrain 

Karst terrain describes a distinctive topography that results from the dissolution of soluble 
carbonate and evaporite rocks by slightly acidic surface water or groundwater. Karst terrain is 
characterized by the presence of sinkholes, caverns, and disappearing streams.  
Karst terrain has not been identified within the LNG Terminal site on the National Karst Map 
(Weary and Doctor 2014).  Carbonate or evaporate rocks have not been identified within the 
LNG Terminal site (Beaulieu and Hughes 1975).  The hazards associated with karst terrain are 
not anticipated for the LNG Terminal. 
6.4.3.3 Fluid Extraction 

Ground subsidence due to fluid extraction can occur when large quantities of subsurface fluids 
(such as oil, gas, or groundwater) have been withdrawn from certain types of rocks and 
sediments.  Rock and sediments compress as fluid pressure in the material is reduced by 
pumping activities and effective stress on the rock or sediment increases.  As a result of the 
increased stress, the porosity and volume of porous material is reduced.  The reduction in 
volume decreases the thickness of the unit, which results in subsidence at the ground surface.  
Ground subsidence due to extraction for oil and gas is not likely given the lack of  commercially 
viable oil and gas deposits within the LNG Terminal site.   
The LNG Terminal site is located on the North Spit of Coos Bay at the southern end of the 
Dune-Sand Aquifer.  Groundwater extraction wells are present on the Siuslaw National Forest 
Oregon Dunes Recreation Area north of the LNG Terminal site.  Three of the Roseburg Forest 
Product Company (RFP) wells are within the footprint of a proposed construction laydown area 
on the RFP property. The laydown area will revert back to use by RFP following construction.  
The Coos Bay-North Bend Water Board will supply the LNG Terminal site with water during 
construction and operation.  Additional water will be supplied during construction using 
temporary wells installed at Ingram Yard.  Additionally, localized dewatering wells may be used 
to lower groundwater levels to facilitate soil improvement techniques during site preparation.  All 
on-site construction wells will be operated only for the period of construction; therefore, any 
impacts to groundwater levels from pumping on-site during construction will be temporary, and 
water levels will recover when the pumping is terminated.   
The Coos Bay-North Bend Water Board uses a portion of the Dune-Sand Aquifer for public 
water supply; the closest well is approximately 3,500 feet north of the LNG Terminal site 
(Groundwater Solutions Inc. 2006).  Model simulations for the Dune-Sand Aquifer indicate that a 
maximum of 10 million gallons per day could be pumped with little risk of inducing seawater to 
flow into the wells (Jones 1992).  With no permanent water supply wells planned for the LNG 
Terminal, there will be no reduction in the groundwater level from pumping at the LNG Terminal 
site during plant operations.  The low risk of inducing seawater from pumping of the Dune-Sand 
Aquifer at high rates indicates that the aquifer has a high capacity.  Therefore, reduction of the 
groundwater level at the LNG Terminal site is considered unlikely; therefore, ground subsidence 
is not anticipated to occur. 
6.4.3.4 Underground Mining 

Ground subsidence may occur in areas where abandoned underground mines that could 
collapse are located.  Abandoned underground mines have not been identified in the vicinity, 
and therefore, the LNG Terminal will be unaffected by mine subsidence. The hazards 
associated with underground mines collapse are not anticipated. 
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Jordan Cove Energy Project, L.P.          Docket Nos. CP17-495-000
                PF17-4-000

Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline, LP          CP17-494-000
         PF17-4-000

NOTICE OF APPLICATIONS

(October 5, 2017)

Take notice that on September 21, 2017, Jordan Cove Energy Project, L.P. (Jordan 
Cove), 5615 Kirby Drive, Suite 500, Houston, Texas 77005, filed in Docket No. CP17-
495-000 an application under section 3 of the Natural Gas Act (NGA) and Part 153 of the 
Commission’s regulations, seeking authorization to site, construct and operate a natural 
gas liquefaction and liquefied natural gas (LNG) export facility (LNG Terminal) on the 
bay side of the North Spit of Coos Bay in unincorporated Coos County, Oregon.  The 
LNG Terminal will be capable of receiving up to 1,200,000 dekatherms per day (Dth/d) 
of natural gas via the Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline, liquefying it, storing it in two 
cryogenic storage tanks, and loading the LNG onto ocean going vessels for export, all as 
more fully set forth in the application which is on file with the Commission and open to 
public inspection.  

Also take notice that on September 21, 2017, Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline, LP 
(Pacific Connector), 5615 Kirby Drive, Suite 500, Houston, Texas 77005, filed an 
application in Docket No. CP17-494-000, pursuant to section 7(c) of the NGA, and Parts 
157 and 284 of the Commission’s regulations, for: (1) a certificate of public convenience 
and necessity (i) authorizing Pacific Connector to construct, install, own, and operate a 
new, approximately 229-mile natural gas pipeline under Part 157, Subpart A of the 
Commission’s regulations, (ii) approving the pro forma Tariff and non-conforming 
provisions submitted herewith, and (iii) approving the proposed initial rates for service; 
(2) a blanket certificate authorizing Pacific Connector to engage in certain self-
implementing routine activities under Part 157, Subpart F, of the Commission’s 
regulations; and (3) a blanket certificate authorizing Pacific Connector to transport 
natural gas, on an open access and self-implementing basis, under Part 284, Subpart G of 
the Commission’s regulations, all as more fully set forth in the application which is on 
file with the Commission and open to public inspection.  Copies of this filing are 
available for review at the Commission in the Public Reference Room, or may be viewed 
on the Commission’s website web at http://www.ferc.gov using the “eLibrary” link.  
Enter the docket number excluding the last three digits in the docket number field to 
access the document.  For assistance, contact FERC at FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov or 
call toll-free, (886) 208-3676 or TTY, (202) 502-8659.

20171005-3081 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 10/05/2017
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Questions regarding this application should be directed to Rose Haddon, Director, 
Regulatory Affairs, Jordan Cove Energy Project, L.P., 5615 Kirby Drive, Suite 500, 
Houston, Texas 77005, or by telephone at 866-227-9249, or email at: 
rose.haddon@jordancovelng.com

On February 10, 2017, the Commission staff granted Jordan Cove’s request to 
utilize the Pre-Filing Process and assigned Docket No. PF17-4-000 to staff activities 
involved with Jordan Cove’s LNG Terminal and the Pacific Connector. Now, as of the 
filing of the application on September 21, 2017, the Pre-Filing Process for this project has 
ended. From this time forward, this proceeding will be conducted in Docket No. CP17-
495-000 for the Jordan Cove Energy Project and in Docket No. CP17-494-000 for the 
Pacific Connector, as noted in the caption of this Notice.

Within 90 days after the Commission issues a Notice of Application for the 
applications in the two instant dockets, the Commission staff will issue a Notice of Schedule 
for Environmental Review that will indicate the anticipated date for the Commission’s staff 
issuance of the final EIS analyzing both proposals. The issuance of a Notice of Schedule for 
Environmental Review will also serve to notify federal and state agencies of the timing for 
the completion of all necessary reviews, and the subsequent need to complete all federal 
authorizations within 90 days of the date of issuance of the Commission staff’s final EIS.      

There are two ways to become involved in the Commission's review of this 
project.  First, any person wishing to obtain legal status by becoming a party to the 
proceedings for this project should, before the comment date of this notice, file with the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 888 First Street, NE, Washington, DC 20426, a 
motion to intervene in accordance with the requirements of the Commission's Rules of 
Practice and Procedure (18 CFR 385.214 or 385.211) and the Regulations under the NGA 
(18 CFR 157.10).  A person obtaining party status will be placed on the service list 
maintained by the Secretary of the Commission and will receive copies of all documents 
filed by the applicant and by all other parties.  A party must submit 7 copies of filings 
made with the Commission and must mail a copy to the applicant and to every other party 
in the proceeding.  Only parties to the proceeding can ask for court review of 
Commission orders in the proceeding.

However, a person does not have to intervene in order to have comments 
considered.  The second way to participate is by filing with the Secretary of the 
Commission, as soon as possible, an original and two copies of comments in support of 
or in opposition to this project.  The Commission will consider these comments in 
determining the appropriate action to be taken, but the filing of a comment alone will not 
serve to make the filer a party to the proceeding.  The Commission's rules require that 
persons filing comments in opposition to the project provide copies of their protests only 
to the party or parties directly involved in the protest.

20171005-3081 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 10/05/2017
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The Commission strongly encourages electronic filings of comments, protests, and 
interventions via the internet in lieu of paper.  See 18 CFR 385.2001(a) (1) (iii) and the 
instructions on the Commission's web site (www.ferc.gov) under the “e-Filing” link.  
Persons unable to file electronically should submit an original and 5 copies of the protest 
or intervention to the Federal Energy regulatory Commission, 888 First Street, NE, 
Washington, DC 20426.

Comment Date: 5:00 pm Eastern Time on October 26, 2017

Kimberly D. Bose,
Secretary.
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To:  Natalie Eades, Manager, Environment, Jordan Cove Energy Project, LP and Pacific 
Connector Gas Pipeline, LP 

From: Emily K. Ragsdale, MA, RPA 

Subject:  CS-26 Archaeological Investigations Summary, Jordan Cove Liquefied Natural Gas Terminal 
and Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project  

Date:  November 16, 2018 
 
 
Jordan Cove Energy Project, LP (JCEP) contracted Historical Research Associates, Inc. (HRA) to conduct a 
survey on Jordan Point to determine if archaeological site CS-26 shown on the Coos Bay Shoreland Values 
map is present within the area of potential effects (APE) for the proposed Jordan Cove Liquefied Natural 
Gas Terminal and Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project (Project) and if this reported resource would be 
impacted by project construction. HRA conducted site-specific background research, reviewed the results of 
excavations completed with the mapped site location, and, in September of 2018, completed a pedestrian 
survey.  HRA found no evidence of CS-26 during the survey or in the subsurface investigations. If the site 
exists, it is not within the Project APE. As such, it is not expected that the Project will have any adverse 
impacts to CS-26. Therefore, in our best professional judgment, we conclude, based upon the information 
reviewed to date, that no modifications are necessary to the Project to protect the cultural, historical, and 
archaeological values of archaeological site CS-26. 
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Emily K. Ragsdale 
Senior Archaeologist 

SUMMARY OF EXPERIENCE 

Ms. Ragsdale is the Portland HRA office’s lead archaeologist and is responsible for project 
implementation and supervision. She acts as project manager, principal investigator, and/or 
quality control on a wide variety of projects. Ms. Ragsdale’s experience includes prehistoric 
and historic archaeological research, survey, evaluation, and data recovery; archaeological 
monitoring, monitoring plans, and inadvertent discovery plans; agency and tribal consultation; 
GIS data management; Historic Properties Management Plans (HPMPs); and National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility documentation and recommendations.  Ms. Ragsdale has 
worked for HRA for 12 years and has authored, prepared, and/or edited over one hundred 
technical reports.  

EDUCATION 

MA, Anthropology, 2005, Northern Arizona University 
BA, Anthropology, 2001, University of Nevada 

PROFESSIONAL REGISTRATION AND CERTIFICATIONS 

Register of Professional Archaeologists, since 2006 

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS 

Society for American Archaeology, since 2003 
Association of Oregon Archaeologists, since 2015 
Association of Washington Archaeologists, since 2015 

RELEVANT EXPERIENCE – CULTURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT 

Pacific Connector Natural Gas Pipeline, Southern Oregon   04/2006 – ongoing 
Since 2013, Ms. Ragsdale has acted as the Project Manager for a 232-mile proposed natural gas 
pipeline that crosses Coos, Douglas, Jackson, and Klamath Counties in southwestern Oregon. 
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Ms. Ragsdale manages the budget and provides project oversight and quality control on 
deliverables. Prior to this time she worked on the project in the capacity as Project 
Archaeologist, directing field crews, securing permits, coordinating with tribes and agencies, 
and authoring reports.   

BPA John Day-Big Eddy No. 1 Re-Conductoring Project Cultural Resource Monitoring, Sherman 
and Wasco Counties        09/2017 - ongoing 

Senior Archaeologist for archaeological monitoring of the construction of Bonneville Power 
Administration’s re-reconductoring project. The project involved monitoring and coordination 
of construction crews in order to ensure cultural resources were not impacted during 
construction activities.  

 Site Treatment and Monitoring at Frain Ranch    06/2017 – ongoing 
Senior Archaeologist for a project to assist PacifiCorp with the management and resolution of 
damage caused by vandalism to features at a precontact archaeological site. Ms. Ragsdale and 
team conducted background research, secured a permit, completed a field visit to assess the 
damage, produced a list of potential treatment plans for the site, assisted in coordination with 
the State Historic Preservation Office, worked with a subcontractor to completed 3D artifact 
modeling, and conducted monitoring of the site treatment.  

Cultural Resource Investigations for the John Day-Big Eddy Re-Conductoring Project, Wasco 
and Sherman Counties, Oregon.      11/2016 – ongoing 

Senior Archaeologist for cultural resource investigations for Bonneville Power Administration’s 
re-conductoring project. Investigations included background research, field survey, and 
evaluation of historic aboveground structures. The HRA team also conducted archaeological 
testing and evaluation of one site in the area of potential effects and made recommendations 
regarding project effects.  

Cultural Resources Inventory for the Swan Lake North Pumped Storage Project, Klamath 
County, Oregon         01/2015 – ongoing 

Senior Archaeologist for the 2015-2017 cultural resource investigations for the pumped storage 
project in support of a permit application with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. 
During the 2015 studies, Ms. Ragsdale and team completed additional background research, 
conducted a survey of the pumped storage facilities, worked with Dr. Douglas Deur to complete 
ethnographic studies, and produced a report. The report included a recommended area of 
potential effects, a discussion of potential project effects to resources that could be eligible 
for the National Register of Historic Places, and a Historic Properties Management Plan. In 
2017, HRA completed National Register of Historic Places evaluations and/or project effects 
assessments for 22 archaeological and architectural resources. The project required 
coordination with multiple agencies, including the Bureau of Land Management, the Klamath 
Tribes, the Oregon Department of State Lands, and the Bureau of Reclamation.  

Historic Properties Management Plan Implementation for the North Umpqua Hydroelectric 
Project (FERC Project No. P-1927), Douglas County, Oregon  08/2013 – ongoing 

Senior Archaeologist for ongoing support to the PacifiCorp Cultural Resource Coordinator. 
Under Ms. Ragsdale’s supervision, HRA’s work has included conducting background and 
document research; providing desktop archaeological and historic above ground reviews for 
fast-track operations and maintenance activities; developing research designs and studies 
following the guidelines of the National Historic Preservation Act, the State Historic 
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Preservation Office, the United States Forest Service, and the Bureau of Land Management; 
facilitating consultation with the agencies and tribes; conveying and advising on regulatory 
legislation and agency policies; providing PacifiCorp staff training; obtaining survey and 
excavation permits; completing pedestrian and subsurface field surveys to identify cultural 
resources; communicating and working with tribal monitors; conducting archaeological 
excavations to provide determinations of eligibility and determinations of project effects to 
historic properties; developing monitoring plans and completing construction monitoring; 
providing emergency monitoring services; collecting, analyzing, managing, and producing GIS 
data; providing GIS-based maps and GIS support;  collecting, processing, analyzing, and 
curating archaeological samples and artifacts; and writing and producing survey, excavation, 
monitoring, and evaluation reports. Ms. Ragsdale also assisted in developing a revised HPMP for 
the project, which included attending stakeholder meetings, presenting recommendations for 
revisions, negotiating with agencies, revising and developing an Area of Potential Effect, and 
planning strategically for future HPMP implementation in terms of reviewing PacifiCorp 
activities for potential effects to historic properties, executing the annual monitoring program, 
and completing determinations of eligibility.  

Cultural Resource Services for the Access Road Upgrades Project, Multiple Counties, Oregon 
and Washington         02/2016 – 08/2018 

Senior Archaeologist for investigations conducted in nine districts for Bonneville Power 
Administration’s access road project. HRA worked on the North Team and drafted consultation 
letters, reviewed background records, completed field surveys, and produced 14 separate 
reports. Work was closely coordinated with BPA cultural staff and involved two SHPOs and 
multiple public land managers.   

Cultural Resource Investigation for the Olympia-Grand Coulee No. 1 Insulator Replacement 
Project, Phase II and III, Kittitas and King Counties, Washington   12/2016 – 5/2018 

Senior Archaeologist for investigations for a Bonneville Power Administration project to replace 
insulators on 277 structures along a 60-mile stretch of transmission line. Ms. Ragsdale and team 
conducted literature review, secured permits with the United States Forest Service, surveyed 
383 acres, identified 17 resources, and authored a report that included National Register of 
Historic Places evaluations (or preliminary evaluations) and project effects assessments.  

Cultural Resource Investigations for the Kingsley Reservoir Project, Hood River County, 
Oregon          04/2017 – 01/2018 

Senior Archaeologist for a project entailing raising the height of the Upper Green Point dam 
and subsequently expanding the breadth of the reservoir. Ms. Ragsdale oversaw archaeological 
investigations, including permitting, survey, and reporting. She also coordinated with HRA’s 
architectural history staff to evaluate the dam and assess project effects to historic-era 
resources.  

Cultural Resource Investigations for the Fox Creek Mid-Reach 10 Habitat Restoration Project, 
Grant County, Oregon.       07/2017 – 11/2017 

Senior Archaeologist for cultural resource investigations for a project of the Bonneville Power 
Administration and the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation to restore natural 
riverine function and habitat complexity in Fox Creek, a tributary of the North Fork of the John 
Day River. Ms. Ragsdale and team completed background research, field survey, and technical 
reporting. 
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Cultural Resource Inventory for the La Pine to State Park Transmission Line Project, 
Deschutes County, Oregon       03/2016 – 07/2017 

Senior Archaeologist for cultural resource investigations for a new 8.88 mile long transmission 
line proposed by Midstate Electric Cooperative. The project is in central Oregon and runs 
parallel to the Bonneville Power Administration’s Pilot Butte-La Pine No. 1 Transmission Line. 
HRA conducted background research, drafted research designs, obtained permits (from the 
Oregon State Historic Preservation Office, Bureau of Land Management, and United States 
Forest Service), completed survey and Phase II testing field investigations, conducted 
laboratory analysis, and drafted a report of the findings. 

Cultural Resource Investigations for the Pacific Direct Current Intertie (PDCI) Uprate Project, 
Lake, Jefferson, Crook, Deschutes, and Wasco Counties, Oregon   07/2012 – 04/2017 

Senior Archaeologist/Project Manager for cultural resources investigations for the PDCI Project, 
which consisted of upgrades to a 264 mile long segment of the Celilo-Sylmar No. 1 transmission 
line in central Oregon. Work included literature review, permitting, intensive survey, 
identification of high probability areas and subsurface testing, resource recordation, site 
delineation, evaluation testing of 22 sites, laboratory analysis, reporting, site forms 
completion, curation, and archaeological construction monitoring. The goal of the 
investigations was to identify resources eligible for the National Register and to assess 
potential project effects. Throughout the life of the project, HRA coordinated work and the 
subsequent results with the BPA, multiple federal and non-federal land managers, various 
private land owners, the State Historic Preservation Office, and tribal representatives.  

Cultural Resources Monitoring of Trenching near the John Day Substation, Sherman County, 
Oregon          02/2017 – 03/2017 

Senior Archaeologist for archaeological monitoring of Pacific Power’s excavation of 1000 feet of 
trenching in order to relocate electrical transmission lines underground. Ms. Ragsdale 
coordinated the monitoring and provided quality control for a monitoring memo.  

Cultural Resource Investigations for the Kitson Springs Slide Repair at MP 2.6 Project, Lane 
County, Oregon                                                                                        07/2016 – 09/2016 

Senior Archaeologist for cultural resource investigations for a project involving evaluation of a 
slide on Kitson Springs Road (FS Road 023) and determining a solution to dewater, stabilize, 
and repair the slide area. HRA worked with Lane County, the Willamette National Forest, and 
the Western Federal Lands Highway Division of the Federal Highway Administration. The 
investigations involved background research, a pedestrian survey, and technical reporting.   

Cultural Resource Inventory for the Graham Restoration Project, Lane County, Oregon 
          05/2016 – 08/2016 

Senior Archaeologist for cultural resource studies for a U.S. Fish and Wildlife project to restore 
56 acres of oak forest, wetland prairie, and wetland. HRA conducted archival research, 
completed a pedestrian survey, made recommendations for possible future archaeological 
work, and prepared a report with the findings. 

Cultural Resource Inventory for the Little Sheep Creek Fish Ladder Extension Project, 
Wallowa County, Oregon       04/2016 – 06/2016 

Senior archaeologist for a cultural resource inventory for a proposed project to restore fish 
passage a tan acclimation facility. HRA conducted background research, an archaeological 
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pedestrian survey, and excavated shovel probes within the area of potential effects, and 
produced a technical report.  

Cultural Resource Inventory for the Ringold Russian Knapweek Spray, Burn, and Seed Project, 
Franklin County, Washington      12/2015 – 02/2016 

Senior Archaeologist for cultural resource studies for a U.S. Fish and Wildlife project to restore 
291 acres of sagebrush steppe habitat within the Hanford Reach National Monument. Ms. 
Ragsdale and team conducted archival research, completed a pedestrian survey, recorded 
archaeological resources, and prepared a report with the findings. 

Cultural Resource Inventory for the Veneta Prairie Restoration Project, Lane County, Oregon  
          08/2015 – 11/2015 

Senior Archaeologist for cultural resource studies for a U.S. Fish and Wildlife project to restore 
25 acres of habitat and wetland. Ms. Ragsdale and team conducted archival research and a 
pedestrian survey, recommended possible future archaeological work, and prepared a report 
with the findings.  

Cultural Resource Inventory for the Kingzett Restoration Project, Lane County, Oregon  
          05/2015 – 09/2015 

Senior Archaeologist for cultural resource studies for a U.S. Fish and Wildlife project to restore 
150 acres of habitat and wetland. Ms. Ragsdale and team conducted archival research and a 
pedestrian survey, recommended possible future archaeological work, and prepared a report 
with the findings. 

Cultural Resource Inventory for the Bird Haven Restoration Project, Linn County, Oregon  
          05/2015 – 09/2015 

Senior Archaeologist for cultural resource studies for a U.S. Fish and Wildlife project to restore 
150 acres of habitat and wetland. Ms. Ragsdale and team conducted archival research and a 
pedestrian survey, recommended possible future archaeological work, and prepared a report 
with the findings.  

Cultural Resource Inventory for the Kamkaun Springs Restoration Project, Klamath County, 
Oregon          02/2015 – 09/2015 

Senior Archaeologist for cultural resource studies for a U.S. Fish and Wildlife project to restore 
17 acres of habitat and wetland. Ms. Ragsdale and team conducted archival research and a 
pedestrian survey, recorded a previously identified site, recommended possible future 
archaeological work, and prepared a report with the findings.  

Cultural Resource Services for the FY14 Redmond District Wood Pole Replacement Project, 
Oregon and California        03/2014 – 06/2015 

Permit Coordinator for a cultural resource inventory for proposed pole replacement of towers 
along nine separate transmission lines extending from just south of Madras, Oregon, to Alturas, 
California. HRA conducted background research, identified probability areas, performed a field 
survey for archaeological resources, evaluated the transmission lines, and produced 10 
separate reports.  

Cultural Resource Inventory for the Willamette Bluffs Restoration Project, Polk County, 
Oregon          02/2015 – 06/2015 

Senior Archaeologist for a U.S. Fish and Wildlife project to restore 17 acres of habitat and 
wetland. Ms. Ragsdale and team conducted archival research and a pedestrian survey, recorded 
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a several archaeological sites, recommended possible future archaeological work, and prepared 
a report with the findings. 

Lewis River Historic Properties Management Plan Implementation for the Swift No. 1 (FERC 
No, 2111), Yale (FERC No. 2071) and Merwin (FERC No. 935) Hydroelectric Projects, Clark, 
Skamania, and Cowlitz Counties, Washington     11/2006 – 05/2015 

Senior/Project Archaeologist for implementation tasks including PacifiCorp activity review; 
background research; archaeological and historical architectural surveys along project 
transmission lines, reservoir drawdown zones, timber harvest areas, and project facilities; GIS 
data management and mapping; site patrolling and monitoring plans; regulatory legislation and 
agency policies review; a damage assessment and mitigation planning for a vandalized site; 
tribal, State Historic Preservation Office, and United States Forest Service consultation; 
management of specific sites of concern to tribes; and monitoring, survey, and annual 
reporting. 

Cultural Resource Investigations for the Transmission Line 39 Structure 3/24 Pole 
Replacement Project, Douglas County, Oregon     11/2014 – 04/2015 

Senior Archaeologist for background research, field investigations, and reporting for a single 
pole replacement within the North Umpqua Hydroelectric Project boundary. 

Cultural Resources Inventory for the Proposed Alvey-Fairview No. 1 Rebuild Project, Lane, 
Douglas, and Coos Counties, Oregon      01/2012 – 04/2014 

Project Archaeologist for investigation for Bonneville Power Administration’s rebuild project of 
a 97 mile long transmission line. HRA completed background research, produced a review of 
the archaeology and history of the project area, conducted a pedestrian survey of the 
transmission line right-of-way (ROW), completed subsurface investigations at identified High 
Probability Areas, surveyed access roads outside the ROW, and recorded and evaluated the 
transmission line and four substations.  

Cultural Resource Survey for the John Day Powerhouse-John Day No. 1-4 Conductor 
Replacement Project, Sherman County, Oregon     12/2013 – 01/2014 

Project Archaeologist for cultural resource studies for Bonneville Power Administration’s line 
conductor replacement project on four transmission lines. Ms. Ragsdale and team completed 
background research, field survey, and evaluation of the transmission lines. 

Archaeological Monitoring at Site 35MU24, 40 Mile Loop/Blue Lake Trail Project, Multnomah 
County, Oregon         07/2013 – 11/2013 

Project Archaeologist for monitoring at Site 35MU24 during construction or operation of the 
trail extension within Blue Lake Park.  

Cultural Resources Assessment for the Bravo Bentonite Mine Project, Wasco County, Oregon  
          02/2013 – 11/2013 

Project Archaeologist for a cultural resources assessment for the proposed Bravo Bentonite 
Mine. The project occupies 765 acres of land west of the John Day River near Clarno, Oregon. It 
is situated entirely on land owned by the Bureau of Land Management. Working in consultation 
with the BLM, Ms. Ragsdale and team completed background research, conducted a pedestrian 
survey of the project Area of Potential Effects, and drafted a technical report.  
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Phase II Evaluation of Site 35DO1372 Field Investigations, North Umpqua Hydroelectric 
Project, Douglas County, Oregon       03/2013 – 10/2013 

Project Archaeologist for a Phase II evaluation of Site 35DO1372 in the North Umpqua drainage 
for PacifiCorp. The goal of the investigation was to determine the site's NRHP eligibility and 
identify the potential for transmission line pole replacement and future maintenance activities 
to affect the resource. HRA completed field investigations, performed artifact analysis, and 
drafted a technical report. The results were used for appropriate future management of the 
site.  

Cultural Resources Survey of approximately 40 miles of WRAP Route SE-2, Pasco to Clarkston, 
Washington         09/2011 – 08/2013 

Project Archaeologist for archaeological field survey and treatment plans in proposed ground 
disturbance areas where historic properties or sensitive areas are known or anticipated in 
proximity to a proposed fiber optic route.  

Cultural Resource Surveys at Twenty-Eight Locations in Eastern Oregon, Grant and Umatilla 
Counties, Oregon         11/2012 – 07/2013 

Project Archaeologist for an archaeological survey for the Oregon Department of Fish and 
Wildlife for improvements to a series of fish passages in northeastern Oregon. Ms. Ragsdale and 
team completed background research, conducted a pedestrian and subsurface cultural 
resources survey, recorded various archaeological and aboveground resources, and produced a 
report summarizing the work and making recommendations with regards to project effects.  

Phase II Evaluation of Site 35DO606 Field Investigations, North Umpqua Hydroelectric 
Project, Douglas County, Oregon       05/2012 – 06/2013 

Project Archaeologist for field investigations, artifact analysis, and reporting for appropriate 
future management of the site, to determine the site's NRHP eligibility and identify the 
potential for future maintenance activities to affect this resource.  

Cultural Resources Survey Table Rock Road/Swanson Creek Bridge Project, Jackson County, 
Oregon          09/2012 – 05/2013 

Project Archaeologist for cultural resources assessment for a series of road improvement 
projects. Ms. Ragsdale and team conducted background and archival research, completed a 
field survey, and drafted a technical report.  

Literature Review and Cultural Resources Field Survey for the Wallicut-Baker Bay Property, 
Columbia Land Trust Estuarine Habitat Restoration Project, Pacific County, Washington  
          03/2013 – 05/2013 

Project Archaeologist for a cultural resources inventory for the Wallicut-Baker Bay Columbia 
Land Trust Estuarine Habitat Restoration project. The project involved dike and structure 
removal, invasive vegetation clearing, ditch filling, tidal channel restorations, and restoration 
of native plant communities on a 113 acre parcel. Ms. Ragsdale and team completed 
background research, conducted pedestrian and subsurface field investigations, and produced a 
report.  

BPA Albany-Eugene Monitoring, Linn and Lane Counties, Oregon   06/2012 – 02/2013 
Project Archaeologist for construction monitoring of eight segments of the Albany-Eugene No. 1 
Transmission Line. HRA developed a monitoring plan and an unanticipated discovery plan and 
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monitored all ground-disturbing construction activities to look for evidence of cultural 
resources 50 years or older.  

Archaeological Resources Field Survey for the FY13 Pilot Butte-La Pine Wood Pole 
Replacement Project, Deschutes, Klamath, Lake, and Jefferson Counties, Oregon  
          11/2012 – 01/2013 

Project Archaeologist for a cultural resource inventory for proposed pole replacement on 18 
structures along the Pilot Butte-La Pine No. 1 Transmission Line. The inventory was conducted 
for the Bonneville Power Administration to determine if historic properties eligible for inclusion 
in the National Register of Historic Places were present. Ms. Ragsdale and team conducted 
background research, identified probability areas, performed a field survey for archaeological 
resources, and produced a report. 

Cultural Resource Inventory, Burnt Swamp Road Maintenance and Pole Replacement, Douglas 
County, Oregon        08/2012 – 12/2012 

Project Archaeologist for background research, field investigations, and reporting for two 
culvert replacement locations within the North Umpqua Hydroelectric Project boundary.  

Cultural Resource Inventory for the Santiam Substation Transformer Phase Separation 
Project, Linn County, Oregon       10/2012 – 11/2012 

Project Archaeologist for a cultural resource inventory for Bonneville Power Administration’s 
project transformer separation project. HRA conducted background research, identified 
probability areas, performed a field survey for archaeological resources, and assessed project 
impacts to the substation. 

Avoidance Plan for Site 35MU24, 40 Mile Loop Trail Project, Multnomah County, Oregon  
          09/2011 – 11/2012  

Project Archaeologist for plan to avoid adverse effects to Site 35MU24 during construction or 
operation of the trail extension within Blue Lake Park.  

Cultural Resources Inventory of 5,200 Acres and Archaeology Site Evaluation for Fort Carson 
at Pinon Canyon Maneuver Site in Training Area 7 and 10, Colorado  09/2011 – 10/2012 

Project Manager for cultural resource investigations on behalf of the United States Army’s 
Installation Management Command. The Army contracted HRA and their subcontractor Alpine 
Archaeological Consultants to complete work at Fort Carson’s Pinon Canyon Maneuver Site in 
Training Areas 7 and 10. HRA and Alpine surveyed 5,200 acres, completed archaeological site 
evaluations, and produced a report.  

Cultural Resource Inventory for the Bonneville-Hood River No. 1 Pole Replacement Project, 
Washington County, Oregon       07/2012 – 08/2012 

Project Archaeologist for investigations for Bonneville Power Administration’s project to 
replace three transmission line structures. HRA completed background research, identified 
probability areas, conducted a field survey for archaeological resources, and evaluated the 
transmission line. 

Archaeological Survey of the Cow Creek Grade Control Project, Douglas County, Oregon     
          05/2012 – 08/2012 

Project Archaeologist for background research, archaeological survey, reporting, and consulting 
with the Cow Creek Band of Umpqua Tribe of Indians on the project, who requested that a 
tribal monitor be allowed to observe the studies. 
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Archaeological Survey Canyonville Hydrotest Project, Douglas County, Oregon  
          05/2012 – 08/2012 

Project Archaeologist for archival research and field studies in order to determine whether 
archaeological resources were present.  

2012 Cultural Resources Services for the Swan Lake Pumped Storage Project, Klamath County, 
Oregon and Modoc County, California      04/2012 – 08/2012 

Project Archaeologist for a field survey to identify cultural resources along a proposed 
transmission line route for a pumped storage project. 

Albany Eugene Transmission Line Rebuild Supplemental Cultural Resources Survey, Linn and 
Lane County, Oregon        03/2012 – 08/2012 

Project Archaeologist for supplementary cultural resource investigations for the Bonneville 
Power Administration's (BPA) Albany-Eugene Transmission Line Rebuild Project. The 
investigations were conducted determine if historic properties eligible for inclusion in the 
National Register of Historic Places will be affected by access roads and ford crossings designed 
after the initial cultural resource inventory was conducted in 2010. HRA conducted a field 
survey for archaeological resources and produced an addendum report.  

Archaeological Data Recovery at the Medhold Site (45PI728), Old Madigan Hospital, Joint 
Base Lewis-McChord, Washington       08/2011 – 08/2012 

Project Archaeologist for data recovery investigations at the Medhold Site to mitigate adverse 
effects associated with destruction of a National Register eligible prehistoric/historic site 
located at the Old Madigan Hospital, including public outreach tours.  

Archaeological Investigations for the Lewis River 2012 Timber Harvest Surveys (Unit 10, 15, 
and 25)          05/2012 – 06/2012 

Project Archaeologist for archaeological investigations for PacifiCorp's 2012 Lewis River timber 
harvest projects, located in units 10, 15, and 25. HRA completed three cultural review 
checklists, conducted field investigations, and produced a report.  

Cultural Resources Assessment of Routes SW-2, SW-3, and SC-1 of Round One of the 
Washington Rural Access Project, Cowlitz and Clark Counties, Washington   
          03/2011 – 06/2012 

Project Archaeologist for archaeological field survey and treatment plans in proposed ground 
disturbance areas where historic properties or sensitive areas are known or anticipated in 
proximity to three proposed fiber optic routes.  

Cultural Resource Inventory for the FY12 Redmond District Wood Pole Replacement Project, 
Deschutes County, Oregon       01/2012 – 06/2012 

Project Archaeologist for an inventory for Bonneville Power Administration’s project to replace 
12 structures along two transmission lines. Ms. Ragsdale conducted background research, 
produced a general review of the archaeology and history of the project area, and conducted a 
cultural resources survey.  

Cultural Resource Inventory for the Keeler-Forest Grove No. 1 14-Pole Replacement Project, 
Washington County, Oregon       05/2012 – 05/2012 

Project Archaeologist for an inventory for Bonneville Power Administration’s project to replace 
14 transmission line structures. HRA conducted background research, produced a review of the 
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archaeology and history of the project area, completed a field survey, and recorded and 
evaluated the transmission line.  

Fort Lewis Archaeological Site Monitoring Joint Base Lewis-McChord Task 3, Washington  
          08/2011 – 04/2012 

Project Archaeologist for archaeological monitoring of 39 historic and prehistoric sites to assess 
current conditions and record any changes to the sites since the last time the site was visited 
(especially changes due to vandalism, military training or natural erosion). 

Willamette Greenway Trail: Chimney Park - Pier Park Pedestrian Bridge Cultural Resources 
Investigations         04/2011 – 03/2012  

Project Archaeologist for cultural resources assessment including obtaining a permit from the 
Oregon SHPO, archaeological field investigations, technical reporting, and Historical Resources 
(Section 106) Documentation.  

Archaeological Survey for the Swift FSC Project at Swift Camp, Skamania County, Washington  
          12/2010 – 03/2012 

Project Archaeologist for presence/absence testing for archaeological resources and assisting 
PacifiCorp with agency and tribal consultation to fulfill requirements of the Lewis River Historic 
Properties Management Plan as part of efforts to improve fish passage in the river.  

Cultural Resource Inventory for the Pearl-Marion No. 1 Line Structure 6/2 Relocation Project, 
Clackamas County, Oregon       11/2011 – 02/2012 

Project Archaeologist for investigations for Bonneville Power Administration’s project to 
relocate a transmission line structure. Ms. Ragsdale and team completed background research, 
conducted a field survey, and evaluated the transmission line. 

Historic Trolley Line Investigations, City of Astoria, Clatsop County, Oregon    
          09/2011 – 01/2012 

Project Archaeologist for research and recording portions of two historic trolley lines 
inadvertently discovered during excavations for a water pipe installation on Marine Drive and 
Bond Street. 

Valsetz Water Storage Project Desktop Analysis, Polk County, Oregon  09/2011 – 01/2012 
Project Archaeologist for SHPO records review, historic map review, and a summary report on 
cultural resources for a potential water storage site near the coastal mountain divide in the 
Valsetz basin on the Siletz River.  

Baseline Wind Energy Project Environmental Impacts Assessment, Gilliam County, Oregon  
          10/2010 – 01/2012 

Project Archaeologist for cultural resources investigations in support of project environmental 
review by the Oregon Energy Facility Siting Council for a 200-500 MW wind energy project. 
Work included archival and historic map research and archaeological survey of approximately 
20,000 acres of project facilities. 

Archaeological Site Verification for Fiscal Year 2010 on Prehistoric and Historic Sites Located 
On Joint Base Lewis-McChord, Washington     10/2010 – 01/2012 

Project Archaeologist for examination of 55 sites in 13 training areas, including detailed 
historic research to determine the site histories of the resources followed by field 
investigations to determine the extent of archaeological deposits and site integrity. 
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Cultural Resources Field Survey for the Tri-Cities Maintenance Headquarters Project, Franklin 
County, Washington        11/2011 – 12/2011 

Project Archaeologist for an inventory for Bonneville Power Administration’s maintenance 
headquarters facility and storage yard development project. Ms. Ragsdale and team conducted 
background research, produced a general review of the archaeology and history of the project 
area, conducted a cultural resources survey, and documented one transmission line.   

Archaeological Investigation of the Spokane Line Replacement Project, Spokane County, 
Washington         03/2011 – 09/2011 

Project Archaeologist for research, tribal and agency consultation, field investigations, 
development of FERC Resource Report 4, and a technical report that meet DAHP and FERC 
guidelines for cultural resources surveys.  

Supplemental Cultural Resources Survey for the McAllister Area Project, City of Olympia, 
Thurston County, WA        06/2011 – 08/2011 

Project Archaeologist for cultural resources assessment for improvements to the McAllister 
Wellfield, including supplemental background research, field investigations, and reporting.  

Cultural Resource Inventory for the FY11 Redmond District Critical Wood Pole Replacement 
Project, Wasco and Deschutes Counties, Oregon     04/2011 – 08/2011 

Project Archaeologist for an inventory for Bonneville Power Administration’s project to replace 
four structures along two transmission lines. Ms. Ragsdale and team completed background 
research, probability area identification, field survey, and recordation of the two lines to 
determine if historic properties were present that could be affected by the project.  

Abernathy Creek Restoration Project, Cultural Resources Assessment, Cowlitz County, 
Washington         03/2011 – 07/2011 

Project Archaeologist for historical map research and identifying an APE for archaeological 
resources, and survey and shovel probe testing to identify archaeological deposits in a stream 
restoration area.  

Joint Base Lewis-McChord Probability Model Archaeological Survey, Pierce and Thurston 
Counties, Washington        07/2009 – 07/2011 

Project Archaeologist for archaeological survey conducted to test a probability model 
developed to predict probable locations of prehistoric sites.  

Cultural Resources Assessment of Route SW-1 of Round One of the Washington Rural Access 
Project, Pacific County, Washington      02/2011 – 06/2011 

Project Archaeologist for archaeological field survey and treatment plans in proposed ground 
disturbance areas where historic properties or sensitive areas are known or anticipated in 
proximity to a proposed fiber optic route. 

Archaeological Inventory Survey on Joint Base Lewis-McChord, Washington 
          10/2010 – 06/2011 

Project Archaeologist for archaeological survey of 150 acres to identify cultural resources 
within remaining undeveloped portions of the Cantonment area and adjacent training areas.  

Data Recovery Plan for Site 35DO58, Douglas County, Oregon   12/2010 – 03/2011 
Project Archaeologist for data recovery plan to mitigate for adverse effects within the North 
Umpqua Hydroelectric Project associated with pole replacement and road improvements.  
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Supplemental Archaeological Survey for the Port of Tillamook Bay Alternate Projects, City of 
Tillamook, Tillamook County, Oregon      09/2010 – 11/2010 

Project Archaeologist for background research, SHPO and Tribal consultation, field 
investigation, and a technical report to aid in the development of a series of industrial projects 
on port property. 

Cultural Resources Investigation of the Commercial Street Bridge, City of Salem, Marion 
County, Oregon         07/2010 – 11/2010 

Project Archaeologist for background research and field investigations to determine whether 
archaeological resources are located in the Area of Potential Effect for replacement of a bridge 
built in 1928 over Pringle Creek.   

Cultural Resource Inventory Proposed Albany-Eugene Transmission Line Rebuild Project, Linn 
and Lane Counties, Oregon       04/2010 – 11/2010 

Project Archaeologist for cultural resource investigations for Bonneville Power Administration's 
proposed rebuild project. HRA conducted background research, produced a general review of 
the archaeology and history of the project area, conducted a cultural resources survey, and 
recorded and evaluated the transmission line, two substations, and a railroad. 

Archaeological Investigations, Barkley Springs Habitat Enhancement Project, Klamath County, 
Oregon          05/2010 – 10/2010 

Project Archaeologist for background research to identify the land use history of the project 
area, limited field investigations to document the presence or absence of archaeological sites, 
and working closely with the Klamath Tribe to ensure that their concerns were met throughout 
the project.  

Cultural Resource Inventory Satsop-Aberdeen No. 2 Critical Tower Replacement Project, 
Grays Harbor County, Washington      06/2010 – 08/2010 

Project Archaeologist for an archaeological survey for Bonneville Power Administration’s 
project to replace on 20 transmission line structures. Ms. Ragsdale and team conducted 
background research, completed a field survey, and evaluated the transmission line.  

Archaeological Investigation of the Wenatchee Facilities Modifications Project, Spokane 
Replacement, Spokane County, Washington     05/2010 – 08/2010 

Project Archaeologist for cultural resource investigations for a pipe replacement project. The 
project involved replacement of approximately 1000 meters of pipeline and use of associated 
work areas. HRA performed background research and conducted archaeological survey to 
determine whether any archaeological resources were present within theproject area. 

Archaeological Investigation of the Wenatchee Facilities Modifications Project, Plymouth to 
Zillah and Yakima to Wenatchee, Yakima, Benton, Kittitas, and Chelan Counties, Washington  
          02/2010 – 08/2010 

Project Archaeologist for cultural resource investigations for a series of pipeline improvements 
involving smart pigging and valve replacement.  

Archaeological Site Verification on Prehistoric and Historic Sites Located on Fort Lewis, 
Washington         07/2009 – 08/2010 

Project Archaeologist for fiscal year 2009 site verification studies including examination of 55 
sites in 15 training areas to determine the extent of archaeological deposits and site integrity.  
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Cultural Resource Inventory near Gray Army Airfield at Fort Lewis, Pierce County, Washington  
          10/2007 – 08/2010 

Research Archaeologist for six cultural resource inventory tasks near Gray Army Airfield. 
Principal Investigator for Task 2 site verification investigations at 55 prehistoric and historic 
sites to relocate, verify, record and perform limited subsurface testing on previously identified 
archaeological sites not currently on file with the Washington Department of Archaeology and 
Historic Preservation. When possible, National Register Places recommendations for the sites 
were verified. 

Archaeological Inventory Survey at Fort Lewis, Washington   07/2009 – 05/2010 
Project Archaeologist for identification of cultural resources within remaining undeveloped 
portions of the Cantonment area in association with anticipated growth of the base under the 
Army's "Grow the Army" program. 

Archaeological Testing for National Register Eligibility on Twelve Site Locations, Fort Lewis, 
Washington         07/2009 – 04/2010 

Project Archaeologist for Phase II evaluation of 12 historic and prehistoric archaeological sites 
to determine whether these resources are eligible for the National Register of Historic Places, 
in order to protect them from future disturbances associated with military training.  

Cultural Resources Assessment for the Blue Lake Park Nature and Golf Learning Center for 
Metro, City of Portland, Oregon       02/2009 – 08/2009 

Project Archaeologist for cultural resources assessment to determine whether archaeological 
resources were present in the proposed development area. 

Fort Lewis Site Verification, Pierce County, Washington    07/2008 – 06/2009 
Project Archaeologist for verification activities at 41 previously identified sites to re-identify 
resources, establish whether archaeological remains were present, and make recommendations 
concerning the eligibility of those resources for the National Register of Historic Places.  

Second Phase of Bradwood Landing Pipeline Survey, Northwestern Oregon/Southwestern 
Washington         05/2006 – 05/2009 

Field Archaeologist for Phase II cultural resources studies. The project included a critical issues 
assessment, a sensitivity study for designing a sampling strategy, and all cultural resources 
studies associated with completion of Section 106 and FERC requirements for the project.  

Phase I Archaeological Survey for a 1-mile Looping Project on the Olympia Gas Line, Thurston 
County, Washington        03/2008 – 03/2009 

Research Archaeologist for an archaeological survey for a 1-mile looping project along the 
Olympia Gas pipeline. The project involved coordination with three tribes and Fort Lewis, on 
which a portion of the project was located. HRA produced a report which including an 
abbreviated cultural background for the area, results of the project, and recommendations for 
additional studies. 

KXL Pipeline Project, Eastern Texas      06/2008 – 12/2008 
Project Archaeologist for cultural resources investigations in 13 counties for a proposed 36-inch 
crude oil pipe running through eastern Texas.  
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Christophe Harbour Archaeological Investigations at Sites 1, 2, and 3, St. Kitts, West Indies  
           11/2008 

Project Archaeologist for archaeological investigations at Sites 1 and 2, slave villages with 
associated industrial complexes, and Site 3, a prehistoric scatter and 18th century occupation, 
involving excavated test units and backhoe stripping of larger areas for identification of 
structures and features.  

Yakima County Solid Waste Programs Cheyne Landfill Expansion Project Cultural Resources 
Assessment, Yakima County, Washington      08/2007 – 08/2008 

Research Archaeologist for development of a sensitivity map for the potential occurrence of 
archaeological resources, followed by field survey and shovel probes to determine whether any 
archaeological resources were present. 

Archaeological Survey for the Hawks Prairie Project, Pierce County, Washington  
          10/2007 – 05/2008 

Research Archaeologist for pedestrian survey of 43 acres slated for a housing development.  

Beaverton CarMax Cultural Resources Study, Oregon    02/2008 – 04/2008 
Research Archaeologist for a cultural resources study for a CarMax automobile dealership 
involving pedestrian survey and background research. 

Jackson Prairie FERC Permit Variance Survey Lewis County, Washington 08/2007 – 01/2008 
Research Archaeologist for archaeological survey of a 20-acre Storage Facility work site for 
meeting Section 106 compliance requirements of a FERC Permit Variance Survey.  

Kelso Airport survey and assessment, Cowlitz County, Washington  09/2006 – 06/2007 
Research Archaeologist for reconnaissance-level cultural resource assessment to determine 
whether proposed airport improvements have the potential to affect cultural resources that 
could be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.  

Plymouth to Goldendale Smart Pigging Project along the 1400 Ignacio/Sumas Line, Benton and 
Klickitat County, Oregon        02/2007 – 05/2007 

Research Archaeologist for field investigations regarding a series of improvements at existing 
meter stations as well as individual block valves along the line between Goldendale and 
Plymouth, Washington. 

Glendale Meter Station Phase I Archaeological Survey, Douglas County, Oregon    
          01/2007 – 03/2007 

Research Archaeologist for survey of 1-acre meter station site on Williams Northwest Pipeline’s 
Eugene/Grant’s Pass Lateral pipeline.  

TECHNICAL REPORTS 

Ahlman, Todd M., Brian Herbel, Eric Carlson, Michael Falkner, Cathy Bialas, Lindsay Ponte, Jen 
Olander, Emily Ragsdale, Weber Greiser, Sam Willis, Chris Knutson, Matt Sneddon, Lynette 
Scriver-Colburn, and Glenn Stelter 
2014 Literature Review and Cultural Resource Survey for the Pacific Direct Current Intertie 

(PDCI) Uprate Project, Lake, Jefferson, Crook, Deschutes, and Wasco Counties, Oregon. 
Report by Historical Research Associates submitted to the Bonneville Power Administration, 
Portland, Oregon.  
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Anderson, Frederick C., Emily K. Ragsdale, Jennifer Hushour, and Barbara Montgomery 
2011 Draft Historic Properties Treatment Plan for Route SW-2 of the Washington Rural Access 

Project. Prepared by Historical Research Associates and Tierra Right of Way for Broadband 
Technology Grant Program, Washington, D.C.  

Becker, Anisa Q. and Emily K. Ragsdale 
2010 Results of Archaeological Investigations of the Wenatchee Facilities Modification 

Project – Plymouth to Zillah and Yakima to Wenatchee, Yakima, Benton, Kittitas, and 
Chelan Counties, Washington. Prepared by Historical Research Associates for Williams Gas 
Pipeline, Battleground, Washington.  

Bialas, Cathy, and Emily K. Ragsdale 
2011 Cultural Resource Investigations for the Chimney Park to Pier Park Pedestrian Bridge 

Project, Multnomah County, Oregon. Report prepared for David Evans and Associates, Inc. 
and the Oregon Department of Transportation by Historical Research Associates, Portland, 
Oregon.  

Bialas, Catherin, Emily K. Ragsdale, and Natalie Perrin 
2011 Cultural Resource Investigations for the Tri-Cities Maintenance Headquarters Franklin 

County, Washington. Report submitted by Historical Research Associates to the Bonneville 
Power Administration, Portland, Oregon.  

Bowden, Bradley, Fred Anderson, Thomas Becker, Michael Falkner, Katie Johnson, Erica 
McCormick, Robert McCurdy, Kendal McDonald, Lindsay Ponte, Emily K. Ragsdale, Bill R. 
Roulette, and Mark Tveskov 
2010 Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Cultural Resource Investigations, Coos, Douglas, 

Jackson, and Klamath Counties: Final Phase II Evaluations. Prepared by Historical Research 
Associates, Applied Archaeological Investigations, and Southern Oregon University 
Laboratory of Anthropology for Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline, March 2010. 

Bowden, Bradley, Scott Byram, Kelly Derr, Emily K. Ragsdale, Paul Solimano, and Mark Tveskov 
2009 Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project, Cultural Resources Survey, Coos, Douglas, 

Jackson, and Klamath Counties, Oregon (Final Report). Prepared by Historical Research 
Associates for Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline, July 2009. 

Bowden, Bradley, and Emily K. Ragsdale 
2007 Archaeological and Historical Investigation for the Glendale Meter Station Project, 

Douglas County, Oregon. Prepared by Historical Research Associates for Williams Gas 
Pipeline, Battleground, Washington.  

2012 Cultural Resources Inventory for the Santiam Substation Transformer Phase Separation 
Project, Linn County, Oregon. Report submitted by Historical Research Associates to the 
Bonneville Power Administration, Portland, Oregon.  

Dampf, Steven, Emily K. Ragsdale, and Sylvia Tarman 
2011 Cultural Resources Inventory of the Spokane Replacement Project. Report submitted to 

Williams Northwest Pipeline GP by Historical Research Associates, Inc., Spokane, 
Washington.  

Davis, Sara J., Stephen Hamilton, Michele Punke, Alexander Stevenson, Natalie Perrin, Emily K. 
Ragsdale, and Kelly Derr 
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2017 Cultural Resources Evaluations and Assessment of Effects for the Swan Lake North 
Pumped Storage Project, Klamath County, Oregon. Report prepared by Historical Research 
Associates for Rye Development and National Grid. 

Davis, Sara J., Michele Punke, Emily K. Ragsdale, Stephen Hamilton, Bradley Bowden, Jennifer 
Gilpin, Jennifer Olander, Joshua Dinwiddie, and Catherin Bialas 
2016 Phase II Evaluation of 21 Sites for the Pacific Direct Current Intertie (PDCI) Uprate 

Project, Crook, Jefferson, and Lake Counties, Oregon. Prepared by Historical Research 
Associates for Bonneville Power Administration, Portland, Oregon.  

Davis, Sara J., Janna Tuck, and Emily K. Ragsdale 
2018 Swan Lake North Pumped Storage Project, Klamath County, Oregon: 2018 BLM Cultural 

Resource Investigations in the Direct Effects APE. Report prepared by Historical Research 
Associates for Rye Development and National Grid. 

Derr, Kelly, Sara Davis, Steve Hamilton, Dustin Kennedy, Natalie Perrin, Michele Punke, and Emily 
K. Ragsdale 
2017 Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Cultural Resources Survey, 

Coos, Douglas, Jackson, and Klamath Counties, Oregon: 2017 Cultural Resources Addendum. 
Prepared by Historical Research Associates for Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline. 

Derr, Kelly M., Dustin Kennedy, Michele Punke, and Emily K. Ragsdale 
2015 Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project, Cultural Resources Survey, Coos, Douglas, 

Jackson, and Klamath Counties, Oregon: 2014-2015 Cultural Resources Addendum. Prepared 
by Historical Research Associates for Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline.  

Derr, Kelly M., Emily K. Ragsdale, and Libby Provost 
2018 Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project, Cultural Resources Survey, Coos County, 

Oregon: 2018 Cultural Resource Addendum 1. Prepared by Historical Research Associates 
for Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline.  

Dinwiddie, Joshua, and Emily Ragsdale 
2015 Cultural Resource Investigations for the Transmission Line 39 Structure 3/24 Pole 

Replacement Project, Douglas County, Oregon. Prepared by Historical Research Associates 
for PacifiCorp Energy, Portland, Oregon.  

Falkner, Michael, Jennifer Olander, and Emily K. Ragsdale 
2008 Archaeological and Historical Investigation for the Olympia Looping Project, Thurston 

County, Washington. Prepared by Historical Research Associates for Williams Gas Pipeline, 
Battleground, Washington. 

Gilpin, Jennifer, Jennifer Olander, Emily K. Ragsdale, Jennifer Hushour, and Barbara Montgomery 
2011 Draft Cultural Resources Survey for a Portion of Route SE-2 of the Washington Rural 

Access Project. Prepared by Historical Research Associates and Tierra Right of Way for 
Broadband Technology Grant Program, Washington, D.C.  

Hamilton, Stephen, Jennifer Olander, and Emily K. Ragsdale 
2017 Cultural Resource Investigations at the Low Poole Site (35DO1476), Douglas County. 

Report prepared by Historical Research Associates for PacifiCorp Energy.  

Knutson, Christopher, Lindsay Ponte, Catherin Bialas, Jennifer Olander, Michel Punke, Emily 
Ragsdale, and Bradley Bowden 
2015 Literature Review and Cultural Resource Survey for the Pacific Direct Current Intertie 

(PDCI) Uprate Project, Lake, Jefferson, Crook, Deschutes, and Wasco Counties, Oregon: 
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Addendum 1: Delineation of Bureau of Land Management Sites. Report by Historical 
Research Associates submitted to the Bonneville Power Administration, Portland, Oregon.  

Olander, Jennifer, Cathy Bialas, and Emily K. Ragsdale 
2011 Cultural Resource Investigations for the McAllister Wellfield and Transmission Line 

Projects, City of Olympia, Washington. Report submitted to the City of Olympia by 
Historical Research Associates, Inc., Portland, Oregon. 

Olander, Jennifer, Natalie Perrin, and Emily K. Ragsdale 
2009 Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project, Cultural Resources Survey, Coos, Douglas, 

Jackson, and Klamath Counties, Oregon: Survey Report Addendum, DEIS Alternatives and 
Reclamation Resources. Prepared by Historical Research Associates for Pacific Connector 
Gas Pipeline, March 19, 2009. 

Olander, Jennifer, and Emily K. Ragsdale 
2013 Archaeological Monitoring at Site 35MU24, 40-Mile Loop/Blue Lake Trail Project, 

Multnomah County, Oregon. Report submitted by Historical Research Associates, Inc., to 
Harper Houf Peterson Righellis and Oregon Department of Transportation, Portland, Oregon. 

Ponte, Lindsay, and Emily K. Ragsdale 
2011 Valsetz Water Storage Project Cultural Resources Desktop Analysis.  Prepared for 

ENVIRON by Historical Research Associates, Inc., Portland, Oregon. 

Punke, Michele, Stephen Hamilton, Sara J. Davis, Emily K. Ragsdale, and Jennifer Olander 
2016 Cultural Resource Investigations at Site 35WS27/28 for the Pacific Direct Current 

Intertie (PDCI) Uprate Project, Wasco County, Oregon. Prepared by Historical Research 
Associates for Bonneville Power Administration, Portland, Oregon. 

Ragsdale, Emily K. 
2011a Investigations for Historic Streetcar Tracks Inadvertently Discovered during the Bond 

Street Waterline Relocation Project, Clatsop County, Oregon. Report submitted to the City 
of Astoria by Historical Research Associates, Portland, Oregon.  

2011b Site 35MU24 Avoidance Plan, 40-Mile Loop/Blue Lake Park Trail Project, Multnomah 
County, Oregon. Report prepared for Harper Houf Peterson Righellis and Oregon Department 
of Transportation by Historical Research Associates, Portland, Oregon.  

2012a Addendum to Cultural Resource Investigations of the Albany-Eugene Transmission Line 
Rebuild Project, Linn and Lane Counties, Oregon. Prepared by Historical Research 
Associates for Bonneville Power Administration, Portland, Oregon. 

2012b Archaeological Survey for the 2012 Timber Harvest Surveys (Units 10, 15, and 25), 
Lewis River, Washington. Report submitted by Historical Research Associates to PacifiCorp, 
Portland, Oregon. 

2012c Supplemental Archaeological Survey for the Swift Camp FSC Project, Lewis River, 
Washington. Report submitted by Historical Research Associates to PacifiCorp, Portland, 
Oregon. 

2013 Archaeological Monitoring for the Albany-Eugene Transmission Line Rebuild Project, 
Linn and Lane Counties, Oregon. Prepared by Historical Research Associates for Bonneville 
Power Administration, Portland, Oregon. 

Ragsdale, Emily K., and Frederick C. Anderson 
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2011a Cultural Resource Investigations for the 2011 Redmond District Critical Wood Pole 
Replacement Project, Wasco and Deschutes Counties, Oregon. Report prepared for 
Bonneville Power Administration by Historical Research Associates for, Portland, Oregon. 

2011b Addendum to the Cultural Resource Investigations for the 2011 Redmond District 
Critical Wood Pole Replacement Project, Wasco and Deschutes Counties, Oregon. Report 
prepared for Bonneville Power Administration by Historical Research Associates for, 
Portland, Oregon. 

2012a Cultural Resource Investigations for the 2012 Redmond District Wood Pole Replacement 
Project, Pilot Butte-La Pine No. 1 Transmission Line, Deschutes County, Oregon. Prepared 
by Historical Research Associates for Bonneville Power Administration, Portland, Oregon. 

2012b Cultural Resource Investigations for the 2012 Redmond District Wood Pole Replacement 
Project, Redmond-Pilot Butte No. 1 Transmission Line, Deschutes County, Oregon. Prepared 
by Historical Research Associates for Bonneville Power Administration, Portland, Oregon. 

Ragsdale, Emily K., Frederick Anderson, Catherin Bialas, Natalie Perrin, and James Grant 
2012 Cultural Resource Investigations of the Alvey-Fairview Transmission Line Rebuild 

Project, Lane, Douglas, and Coos Counties, Oregon. Prepared by Historical Research 
Associates for Bonneville Power Administration, Portland, Oregon. 

Ragsdale, Emily K., Frederick C. Anderson, and Natalie K. Perrin 
2010 Archaeological Investigations for the Port of Tillamook Bay FEMA Alternate Projects, 

Tillamook County, Oregon. Prepared by Historical Research Associates for AECOM and FEMA 
Region 10, Bothel, Washington. 

2011 Cultural Resource Investigations for the Pearl-Marion No 1 Tower 6/2 Replacement 
Project, Clackamas County, Oregon. Report submitted by Historical Research Associates to 
the Bonneville Power Administration, Portland, Oregon.  

Ragsdale, Emily K. and Anisa Q. Becker 
2010 Cultural Resource Investigations of the Satsop-Aberdeen No. 2 Critical Tower 

Replacement Project Grays Harbor County, Washington. Prepared by Historical Research 
Associates for Bonneville Power Administration, Portland, Oregon.  

Ragsdale, Emily K., Anisa Q. Becker, Natalie Perrin, and Chris Knutson 
2010 Cultural Resource Investigations of the Albany-Eugene Transmission Line Rebuild 

Project, Linn and Lane Counties, Oregon. Prepared by Historical Research Associates for 
Bonneville Power Administration, Portland, Oregon. 

Ragsdale, Emily, and Catherin Bialas 
2012 Archaeological Investigations for the Canyonville Hydrotest Project, Douglas County, 

Oregon. Report submitted to Williams by Historical Research Associates, Portland, Oregon. 

Ragsdale, Emily, Catherin Bialas, and Lynette Scriver-Colburn 
2012 Archaeological Investigations for the Cow Creek Grade Control Project, Douglas County, 

Oregon. Report submitted to Williams by Historical Research Associates, Portland, Oregon.  

Ragsdale, Emily K., Lacey Culpepper, Jennifer Gilpin, Jennifer Olander, and Bradley Bowden 
2008 Archaeological Site Verification of 55 Sites and Isolates on Fort Lewis, Pierce County, 

Washington. Prepared by Historical Research Associates for ENSR, Edmond, Washington.  

Ragsdale, Emily K., Steven Dampf, and Anisa Becker 
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2010 Cultural Resources Investigation of the Spokane Replacement Project, Spokane County, 
Washington Prepared by Historical Research Associates for Williams Gas Pipeline, 
Battleground, Washington.  

Ragsdale, Emily K. and Denise DeJoseph 
2008 Cultural Resources Survey for the CarMax Store Project, Washington County, Oregon. 

Prepared by Historical Research Associates for Golder Associates, Redmond, Washington. 

Ragsdale, Emily K., Michael Falkner, Jennifer Olander, and Bradley Bowden 
2009 Archaeological Survey for the Blue Lake Park Nature and Golf Learning Center and 40-

Mile Loop Improvements, Multnomah County, Oregon. Prepared by Historical Research 
Associates for Metro, Portland, Oregon.  

2011 Archaeological Survey for the 40-Mile Loop Blue Lake Park Trail Project, Multnomah 
County, Oregon. Report prepared for Harper Houf Peterson Righellis and Oregon Department 
of Transportation by Historical Research Associates, Portland, Oregon.  

Ragsdale, Emily K., and Chuck Hoffman 
2007 Cultural Resources Assessment for the Cheyne Landfill Expansion Project, Yakima 

County, Washington. Prepared by Historical Research Associates for R.W. Beck, Inc. 

Ragsdale, Emily K., and Jennifer Olander 
2013 Cultural Resource Investigations for the Burnt Swamp Improvements Project, Douglas 

County, Oregon. Report submitted by Historical Research Associates to PacifiCorp, Portland, 
Oregon. 

Ragsdale, Emily K., Jennifer Olander, and Catherin Bialas 
2013 Addendum No. 2 to Cultural Resource Investigations of the Albany-Eugene Transmission 

Line Rebuild Project, Linn and Lane Counties, Oregon. Prepared by Historical Research 
Associates for Bonneville Power Administration, Portland, Oregon. 

Ragsdale, Emily K., Jennifer Olander, and Bradley Bowden 
2007 Archaeological and Historical Investigation for the Plymouth to Goldendale Pigging 

Project, Benton and Klickitat Counties, Washington. Prepared by Historical Research 
Associates for Williams Gas Pipeline, Battleground, Washington.  

Ragsdale, Emily K., Jennifer Olander, Frederick Anderson, and James Grant 
2011 Cultural Resource Investigations for the Baseline Wind Energy Project, Gilliam County, 

Oregon. Prepared by Historical Research Associates for HDR Engineering, Portland, Oregon. 

Ragsdale, Emily K., Jennifer Olander, Jennifer Hushour, and Barbara Montgomery 
2011 Draft Historic Properties Treatment Plan for Route SW-1 of the Washington Rural Access 

Project. Prepared by Historical Research Associates and Tierra Right of Way for Broadband 
Technology Grant Program, Washington, D.C.  

Ragsdale, Emily K., Jennifer Olander, Lindsay Ponte, and Bradley Bowden 
2009 Archaeological Site Verification of 41 Sites and Isolates on Fort Lewis, Pierce County, 

Washington. Prepared by Historical Research Associates for ENSR, Edmond, Washington. 

2011 Archaeological Site Verification of 55 Sites and Isolates on Joint Base Lewis-McChord, 
Pierce and Thurston Counties, Washington. Report prepared by Historical Research 
Associates, Inc., Portland, Oregon and AECOM, Redmond, Washington for United States 
Army, JBLM, Washington.  
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Ragsdale, Emily K., Lindsay Ponte, Natalie Perrin, Jennifer Hushour, and Barbara Montgomery 
2012 Addendum to Cultural Resources Survey Report for a Portion of Route SE-2 of the 

Washington Rural Access Project. Prepared by Historical Research Associates and Tierra 
Right of Way for Broadband Technology Grant Program, Washington, D.C. 

Ragsdale, Emily K., Lynette Scriver-Colburn, and Natalie Perrin 
2012 Cultural Resource Investigations for the Bonneville-Hood River No. 1 Pole Replacement 

Project, Hood River County, Oregon. Report submitted by Historical Research Associates to 
the Bonneville Power Administration, Portland, Oregon.  

Ragsdale, Emily K., and Samuel Willis 
2013 Phase II Evaluation of Site 35DO606, North Umpqua Hydroelectric Project, Douglas 

County, Oregon. Report submitted by Historical Research Associates to PacifiCorp, Portland, 
Oregon. 

2013 Cultural Resource Investigations for the FY13 Pilot Butte-La Pine Wood Pole 
Replacement Project, Deschutes County, Oregon. Report submitted by Historical Research 
Associates to the Bonneville Power Administration, Portland, Oregon.  

Ragsdale, Emily K., Samuel Willis, and Lindsay Ponte 
2013 Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project, Cultural Resources Survey, Coos, Douglas, 

Jackson, and Klamath Counties, Oregon: 2013 Cultural Resources Addendum #2. Prepared by 
Historical Research Associates for Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline, December 2013. 

Tarman, Sylvia, Emily K. Ragsdale, Jennifer Hushour, and Barbara Montgomery 
2013 Archaeological Monitoring of Route SE-2 of the Washington Rural Access Project. 

Prepared by Historical Research Associates and Tierra Right of Way for Broadband 
Technology Grant Program, Washington, D.C.  

Windler, Zach, and Emily Ragsdale 
2015a Cultural Resources Inventory for the Bird Haven Restoration Project, Linn County, 

Oregon. Report prepared by Historical Research Associates for U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Region 1. 

2015b Cultural Resources Inventory for the Kamkaun Springs Restoration Project, Klamath 
County, Oregon. Report prepared by Historical Research Associates for U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Region 1. 

2015c Cultural Resources Inventory for the Kingzett Restoration Project, Lane County, 
Oregon. Report prepared by Historical Research Associates for U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Region 1. 

2015d Cultural Resources Inventory for the Proposed Willamette Bluffs (Rust) Restoration 
Project, Polk County, Oregon. Report prepared by Historical Research Associates for U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 1. 

2017 Cultural Resources Inventory for the Fox Creek Mid-Reach 10 Habitat Restoration 
Project, Phase I, Grant County, Oregon. Report prepared by Historical Research Associates 
for Tetra Tech and Confederate Tribes of Warm Springs.  
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TRAINING 

NEPA Compliance and Cultural Resources, National Preservation Institute. March 5-6, 2013. 

Project Management Bootcamp, PSMJ Resources. March 11-12, 2010. 

Section 106: A Review for Advanced Practitioners, National Preservation Institute. February 18-19, 
2009. 

Historic Artifact Identification Workshop, Association of Oregon Archaeologists. April 14, 2007. 
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