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Re: Docket No CP16-454 Rio Grande LNG
Docket No CP16-116 Texas LNG
Docket No CP16-480 Annova LNG

Critique of Coast Guard's Rio Grande LNG, Texas LNG, and Annova LNG Waterway
Suitability Assessments

Note: | consider this an incomplete but substantive comment on the inadequacies of the US
Coast Guard's Waterway Suitability Assessments primarily on the proposed Rio Grande LNG
project but also on the Texas LNG and Annova LNG projects.

| completed this draft in July 2018 but had to set it aside due to other priorities. I'm submitting
it now “as is” because FERC has scheduled Draft Environmental Statements on Rio Grande
LNG and Texas LNG for this month (October 2018) and on Annova LNG for this December
2018.

The one substantive update | would add regards aircraft dangers posed to Rio Grande LNG's
proposed facilities and operations relevant also to Texas LNG's and Annova LNG;s proposed
facilities and operations:

On 07-16-2018 Rin Grande | NG auibmitted a reannnse to FFRC's N6-11-2018 recaliest

IND1-1

IND1-2

IND1-1

IND1-2

Section 4.12.1.7 has a recommendation that would require RG LNG to receive a
FAA determination for LNG carrier operations within the channel. Section
4.12.1.3 lists the stakeholders that the Coast Guard consulted during its review.
As noted by the commentor, under the guidance in NVIC 01-2011, the Coast
Guard is encouraged to include other stakeholders. The Coast Guard extended
invitations to: RG Developers, Brazos/Santiago Pilots Association, recreational
boating users, area industry representatives (Citgo Petroleum, Vulcan Materials
Company), BND, Port Isabel Navigation District, Signet Maritime (Towing) of
Brownsville, Keppel Amfels, Texas Shrimp Association, Long Island Village, the
State Office of Emergency Preparedness, and various fishing charter companies.
Not all invitees attended the stakeholder meeting.

As described in section 4.12.1.6 of the EIS, RG LNG would need to prepare an
ERP and a cost sharing plan through coordination with appropriate state and local
agencies. If authorized, the ERP and cost sharing plan would need to be submitted
for review and approval prior to any construction at the site. RG LNG would
consult with local, state, and federal agencies in developing these plans. This
consultation would determine rather coordination would be needed between the
other LNG projects (as well as other industries) proposed or already located in
Brownsville, TX.

In addition, FERC staff has updated recommendations in section 4.12.1.7 so that
RG LNG must file procedures to conduct risk based assessments that would
incorporate FAA's public guidance prior to a rocket launch. Since the risk
assessments would incorporate the FAA's public guidance, the risk assessments
would be based on the most up to date information about areas likely to be
impacted by falling debris and would allow RG LNG to take any action such as
reducing or stopping certain plant operations prior to a rocket launch.

As stated in section 4.12.1.4 of the EIS and in NVIC 01-2011, the Coast Guard
LOR is a recommendation to FERC as part of the permitting process.
Furthermore, NVIC 01-2011 indicates that the Transit Management Plan for LNG
carrier operations is optional, therefore RG LNG would develop this plan if
required by Coast Guard. Regardless, RG LNG would develop a Facility Security
Plan that must be approved by the Coast Guard.

Section 4.13 has been updated to include applicable aviation projects.Section
4.12.1.7 of the EIS contains a recommendation for RG LNG to confirm FAA
requirements for LNG marine vessels traversing the BSC.
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LNG operation;

4) and unfairly limits the options available to other other important stakeholders to bargain
or litigate for their legitimate and substantive interests.

This is clearly an inadequate analysis that must be challenged.

First I'll list my sources of information.

Then ['ll discuss the inadequacies of the Coast Guard's Waterway Suitability for determining
whether or not the proposed Rio Grande LNG project meets the minimal standards for FERC
approval. I'll also be addressing the timing of the project's Emergency Manual development,
completion, and approval.

I've also added two 2016 Public Comments | made to the Coast Guard regarding the
Waterway Suitability as appendixes to this Public Comment, so my discussion here will be
brief. For a deeper dive into the issues involved, check them out.

IND1-1

SOURCES OF INFORMATION:

All that appears publicly available to those diligent and determined enough to find it are:

1) The Coast Guard's 12-26-2017 cover note and 11-17-2017 ‘“Letter of
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submitted to the US Coast Guard on its “Waterway Suitability Assessment for Liquefied
Natural Gas Facilities, Docket ID USCG-2016-0626" as Attachments 1 and 2

respectively.
DISCUSSION:

Topic 1: We need clarification of the Letter of Recommendation’s parameters.
IND1-1
What is the meaning of the Coast Guard's Letters of Recommendation indicating that our
Ship Channel is “Suitable” for LNG tanker ship traffic?

A cursory reading of the announcements about the Letters of Recommendation and the
Letters themselves give the impression that the Coast Guard has considered and dismissed
the possible problems involved with LNG tanker ships traversing our Brownsville Ship
Channel to load and export LNG from the Rio Grande LNG, Annova LNG, and Texas LNG
operational sites.

On the other hand, some locals say the Coast Guard's concerns end at the water's edge, with
no real consideration of the risks to those on shore related to LNG tanker ship LNG spills etc.

A more detailed reading of the Letters themselves indicate that the Coast Guard undertook a
Waterway Suitability Analysis (WSA) Process that a) included a wide range of stakeholder
input and b) considered a range of issues related to safety, security, environmental,
economics, public outreach and the physical characteristics of the ship channel. This seems
substantial and reassuring. All the important issues seem to have been addressed and
adequately resolved.

But an even deeper reading of a) the Letters of Recommendation and b) the Navigation and
Vessell Inspection Circular (NVIC) No 01-2011 ("Guidance Related to Waterfront Liquefied
Natural Gas [LNG] Facilities”) again raises important questions about 1) the adequacy of the
WSA Process used and 2) the adequacy of the resultant Letters of Recommendation in terms
of important local concerns.

Note: NVIC No 01-2011 provides an invalid link to updates to the Circular. It includes a
discussion of the FERC permitting process and of the Coast Guard's role in that
process. It includes a sample Letter of Recommendation and a sample Analysis
Supporting the Letter of Recommendation, both of which closely match the Coast
Guard's Rio Grande LNG, Annova LNG, and Texas Letters Of Recommendation and
Analyses Supporting the Letters of Recommendation. The public version of the
Circular does not include the “Risk Management Quick-Reference Tool” and other
information considered to be “Sensitive Security Information.”

These questions arise for a number of reasons, including:

1} The list of those actually involved in the WSA Process is a) pretty small and b)
weighted heavily in favor of the LNG projects.

2) The Letters of Recommendation are based on a number of questionable
prospective assumptions including but not limited to the accuracy of the WSA's the
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LNG companies submitted to the Coast Guard.

3) As detailed in NVIC No 01-2011, the companies' Emergency Response Plans and
Cost Sharing Plans are to be developed throughout the permitting process but need
not be completed until after they receive FERC approval for their proposed LNG
projects.

Note: This is not unique to the Rio Grande LNG, Annova LNG, and Texas LNG
Waterway Suitability Analyses. For example, a 05-15-2018 report on the recent
issuance of a Waterway Suitability Letter of Recommendation for the proposed
Jordan Cove LNG project in Oregon states: “If the facility is permitted by FERC,
Jordan Cove LNG will be required to submit an Emergency Response Plan and
Transit Management plans that identify the resources necessary to support the
Waterways Suitability Analysis and facility operation. See “USCG declares
Jordon Cove LNG suitable for marine fraffic,” LNG World News, 05-15-2018,
https://www.Ingworldnews.com/uscg-declares-jordan-cove-Ing-suitable-for-
marine-traffic/

4) The disruptions to the normal operations of the ship channel caused by the LNG
tanker ships is to be resolved as the tanker ship traffic gradually increases “through a
robust working group, similar to a Harbor Safety Committee” with the rosy reassurance
that “this issue can be addressed and logistics can be worked out to all waterway
users' satisfaction.” But Transit Management Plans are “optional,” and come after the
LNG projects become operational.

So the Letters of Recommendation are good news for the LNG companies. But perhaps not
for all the important stakeholders and stakeholder groups using the waterway, local residents
and recreationers put at risk and inconvenienced by LNG tanker ship traffic, and other
business operations such as SpaceX (which wouldn't want its humber and types of rocket
launches limited due the risks of failed launch debris impacting the tanker ships).

We need clarification as to what the Letters of Recommendations actually certify and confirm
and what still needs further negotiation, determination, and certification.

Yes the Emergency Response Plans should already be under development. Yes FERC is
pouring over the details of the proposed LNG projects in terms of spill containment and fire
control measures etc. Yes there are to be annual WSA reviews and the Coast Guard will
continue to have authority over the tanker ships within the ship channel.

But where doe the Coast Sharing Plan fit in? And what about the optional Transit
Management Plan?

Note: Both the Emergency Response Plan and the Cost Sharing Plan include each
LNG project as a whole, including but beyond the Coast Guard's purview. Question:
How are such plans for each company to be integrated and coordinated with each
other and with other existent and emerging plans in the area?

At what point and how are stakeholders so far left out of the WSA process to be included?
During the FERC public comment period and meeting following the publication of the Draft

IND1-1
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Environmental Impact Studies and the comment period following the publication of the Final
Environmental Impact Studies?

What Emergency Response Plan and Cost Sharing Plan information will be public, and what
will be withheld from public view as “Sensitive Security Information” and/or as “Critical Energy
Infrastructure Information”? When will we learn if the optional Transit Management Plans will
be made, and how stakeholders can participate in the making of the plans?

Topic 2: We need more, reliable information

According to the Coast Guard's 08-23-20186 Public Notice, it would be considering two Letters
of Intent (LOI), one submitted on behalf of both Annova LNG and Texas LNG by Rodino Inc
and the other submitted by AcuTech on behalf of Rio Grande LNG by AcuTech. According to
the Letters of Recommendation, the Coast Guard assumes the WSA's submitted by Rodino
and AcuTech are accurate. The Coast Guard also assumes that the conditions at the Port
have not substantially changed during the initial WSA Process on which the its Letters of
Recommendation are based. We needed to see both Letters of Intent and the WSA's
submitted by both Rodino and AcuTech a) at the time of the Coast Guard's 08-23-2016 Public
Notice to make substantive comments by the 09-22-2016 deadline and b) now as well to see
if we with their accuracy and to get a good idea of their possible cumulative impacts.

Note: In using Rodino Inc, Annova LNG and Texas LNG seem to have used a small,
local company with a Coast Guard connection to help them get Waterway Suitability
approval from the Coast Guard. In using AcuTech, Rio Grande seems to have used
the shock and awe of a global corporation that boasts that "75% of our clients are
leaders on the Fortune 500 list in petroleum, chemicals, and petrochemicals." And in
the other corner, we have concerned locals who live and work on the south most tip of
Texas — left pretty much in the dark about what the proposed LNG projects might really
mean for their business interests, jobs, property values, insurance rates, and way of
life.

Note: The AcuTech Waterway Suitability Analysis was submitted to the Coast Guard on
12-17-2015, eight months or so before the Coast Guard issued its 08-23-2016 Public
Notice. The Rodino WSA was submitted to the Coast Guard on 05-24-2016. Did the
conditions at the Port truly remain substantially unchanged between the times Rodino
and AcuTech submitted their WSAs and the Coast Guard's 11-17-2017 Letters of
Recommendation?

Note: There are apparently two versions of Letters pf Recommendation, a public
version and a SSI version (SSI| being Department of Homeland Security speak for
“Sensitive Security Information” which “may be” made available to those with a "need
to know" and who have established appropriate document handling and non-disclosure
protocols).

We needed and still need to see the public comments submitted to the Coast Guard in
compliance with the 08-23-2016 Public Notice in order to a) get a more complete picture of
the possible impacts of the proposed projects and the concerns about these possible impacts,
b) establish working relationships among compatible stakeholders, and c¢) contribute
constructively to planning that better accommodates the interests of all.

IND1-1
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As well as the information indicated in Discussion Topic 1 above.

Topic 3: We needed / need more public input.

The Coast Guard's Letters of Recommendation's claims of adequate public input don't seem
supported by the facts.

In its Rio Grande LNG Letter of Recommendation, it bases these claims on the three public
meetings conducted by Rio Grande LNG in August 2015 and a 10-14-2015 Brownsville
workshop that seems to have included two discussion groups — one regarding the proposed
Rio Grande LNG project and the other one regarding both the Annova LNG and Texas LNG
proposed projects. The Coast Guard staff also “held several in house reviews” of the WSAs
and worked with the LNG companies, their Consulting Groups (Rodino for Annova and Texas,
AcuTech for Rio Grande), and “port partners” (unspecified) “through a series of ad-hoc
meetings.”

The three Rio Grande LNG public meetings were actually drop-in Open Houses with displays
promoting the company's proposed projects and company reps making sales pitches and
infomercials to individual and small groups of visitors. FERC staff had a table where they
answered questions and accepted individual written public comments and handed out forms
for making public comments at a later time -- but the visitors mostly focused the company
displays, reps, and freebies. There seemed to be no Coast Guard representatives at any of
these meetings and ,as per NVIC 01-2011, they would have been observers and not
participants if they had attended. There were no formal panel discussions representing
differing points of view.

The small 10-14-2015 Coast Guard WSA Brownsville workshop was held prior to the Coast
Guard's 10-13-2016 Public Notice requesting public comments on the proposed LNG
projects. Therefore, the comments had not yet been received and sorted into the categories
listed in the Coast Guard's Letters of Concern. Were the public comments submitted at or
subsequent to the Open Houses considered at the Brownsville workshop?

The 10-14-2015 workshop appears to have been a select, by-invitation-only event. The
discussion of Rio Grande LNG's WSA included only 27 individuals; the discussion of Annova
LNG's and Texas LNG's, 25. According to the Analyses Supporting the Letters of
Recommendation, “The workshop included a wide range of participants, including
representatives from; AcuTech [for Rio Grande LNG]/Rodino [for Annova and Texas LNG]; the
USCG, Brazos-Santiago Pilots Association; terminal operators; refinery operators; Port
Authorities; shipping agents and law enforcement agencies.”

It's unclear who the refinery operators might have been, since there seem to be no refineries
at or planned for the Port of Brownsville. It's also unclear who the shipping agents might have
been. Law enforcement participation seemed limited to one Port of Brownsville Police Dept
representative who attended only the Annova/Texas meeting but not the Rio Grande meeting.

Of the 27 attending the Rio Grande meeting, 4 were Coast Guard representatives, 4 were Rio
Grande LNG representatives, and 2 were AcuTech representatives (ie, Rio Grande LNG

IND1-1
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consultants). Seven were Port of Brownsville representatives, strongly suppottive of all three
LNG companies. Two were Brazos-Santiago Pilots Association representatives, presumably
interested in the increased business LNG tanker ships would bring their way. The other
attendees included 2 representing Vulcan Construction Materials, 2 representing Keppel
Amfels, and 1 each representing the Port Isabel Navigation District, Signet Maritime, CITGO,
and a Local Charter Fishing enterprise.

Sixteen of those attending attended both the Rio Grande meeting and the Annova/Texas
meeting. Add together the Rio Grande, AcuTech, Port, and Pilots Association
representatives, and it would seem that at least 15 of the 27 were clear supporters of Rio
Grande LNG's proposed operations at the port.

To adequately include public input, the Coast Guard's 08-23-2016 Public Notice request
public comments should have been posted on FERC's elibrary website under “Docket No
CP16-454 Rio Grande LNG.” Doing so would have spread the announcement to a large
group of individuals and groups that had posted Public Comments there and/or had registered
as Intervenors. In addition, the Brownsville workshop should have been conducted after the
Coast Guard had received and categorized the requested comments and the comments
should have been posted for public review. The Commentors and Intervenors should have
been invited to the Brownsville workshop, a Public Notice should have been posted in the
local Brownsville Herald newspaper.

Whv weren't renresentatives from nther mainr Incal intereat aroling and hilisineases with mainr
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also be opened up to more stakeholders representing the diverse interests at stake here
and/or moving forward with significant projects at the Port. For example, JupiterMLP and Big
River Steel.

Topic 4: We want our public input taken seriously.

The Coast Guard's 11-17-2017 “ANALYSIS SUPPORTING THE LETTER OF
RECOMMENDATION" states that the public comments submitted in response to its 10-13-
2016 Public Notice reflected five major themes: safety, security, environmental, economics,
public outreach and physical characteristics of the ship channel. It devotes a paragraph or
two to each and cites the regulations relevant to each.

Note: The FERC initial public comment period included a requirement for the LNG
companies to provide written responses to the comments submitted, either responding
to individual comments or to groups of shared concerns. Not so our WSA comments.

Was the Letter of Recommendation finalized before the Coast Guard made its 08-23-2016
request for public comments? NVIC 01-2011 discusses a “Follow-on WSA” that's to follow
the WSA's submitted by the LNG companies but to precede their filing of a formal application
with FERC. As part of the process of validating the Follow-on WSA, there is a 30 to 60 day
period for members of the WSA working group to “submit any additional input, comments, or
recommendations they wish the COTP to consider before finalizing and sending a Letter of
Recommendation to FERC. Why weren't those submitting written comments as per the Coast
Guard's 08-23-2016 Public Notice offered a similar second comment period?

Rio Grande LNG filed its request ror entry into the Pre-Filing process on 05-05-2016. The

10
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Pre-Filing process was initiated 04-13-2015. The formal was made 05-05-2016, preceding
which the Coast Guard's Letter of Recommendation was to be finalized (if I'm reading NVIC
01-2011 correctly). So the question arises: Did the Coast Guard's 08-23-2016 request for
public comments follow the finalizing of the Letter of Recommendation?

If our public input were to really be taken seriously, our comments would be posted where we
could all see them and the responses would be more intelligible to the general public.

A number of us locals want a number of issues addressed before the LNG projects are
permitted, not put off until after the projects are permitted.

This is part of wanting our voices and concerns taken seriously, not treated as afterthought of
no real importance.

Perhaps the strong bias towards moving the Rio Grande LNG project forward contributed to
an assumption that any problems created for local residents, tourists, shrimpers, and others
would work themselves out on their own. The “ANALYSIS SUPPORTING THE LETTER OF
RECOMMENDATION" comment on economic concerns including the concerns of shrimpers
is less than reassuring:

There will be a disruption to the normal operations of the ship channel, however
through a robust working group, similar to a Harbor Safety Committee, this issue can
be addressed and logistics can be worked out to all waterway users' satisfaction.

For the most part, the Texas LNG documents present a more sober and respectful appraisal
of the broader socioeconomic impacts LNG operations will have along the ship channel.
However, it's suggestions for minimizing the resulting problems for the shrimpers and others,
though largely appropriate, seem inadequate. For example, from its Resource Report 8:

The impact to commercial boaters departing from the fishing harbor will require
stronger coordination to minimize delays during LNG carrier transits. The proposed
projects along the Brownsyville Ship Channel are working with the various stakeholders
to develop LNG carrier transit plans that minimize disruption while ensuring safety.

And, an exception to its respective appraisal of the impacts, it appears more dismissive
regarding the disruption of “recreational” activities:

In assessing cumulative impacts to recreational boaters, due to the area's extensive
waterways many suitable areas for fishing and boating-related activities are available,
thus reducing any incremental disruption in existing recreational use patterns from the
increased ship traffic. Also the incremental change in recreational use of the
Brownsville Ship Channel may require recreational users to seek other waterways
during the limited vessel transit period.

Beyond such speculative reassurances, a more detailed analysis is needed with input by
those regularly engaging in such activities. For some, it's their best way of putting affordable
food on the family table. Relocating to accommodate large LNG tanker ship traffic takes time
and perhaps gas money while also reducing productivity.

IND1-1
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These are not just inconvenience or nuisance issues but problems that come with industrial
projects targeting greenfield areas where a lot of people live, spend their days, visit. As
Michael Hightower, the Sandia Laboratories guy cited above notes, LNG operations are best
sited in more isolated areas: “as far away from populated areas as possible, like the Cheniere
facility in Sabine Pass, Louisiana.”

An hour or two taken out of a work day to accommodate LNG tanker ship traffic can add up to
more than a nuisance amount of financial loss over a budget year. In South Bay as well as in
the ship channel itself: The size of the LNG carrier and the displacement of water during an
LNG carrier's passage will result in surge and suction effects that will make it unsafe for small
vessels to be in proximity to the LNG carrier” (Texas LNG Draft Resource Report 5).

Also critically important: Realistic Emergency Response Plans must be worked out before
rather than after the LNG operations are permitted. And they must be worked out with the
first responders, communities, and people potentially impacted by adverse events such as
spills and resulting fires etc. Warning systems must be specified (such as a system of sirens,
evacuation plans, HAZMAT training and equipment for first responders, and community
preparedness). The challenge of tourists must be addressed, folks who with no awareness of
the dangers posed by LNG tanker ships passing by a half mile to a mile away and who don't
know their way around the area in order to escape LNG related adverse events.

To date, Rio Grande LNG has done its upmost to downplay any risks or hazards its proposed
operations would pose to any one or any thing in any way. For example, its representatives

IND1-1
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Emergency Response Planning, and the Cost Sharing Plan for the funding of Emergency
Response readiness and enactment etc.

The individual filing of written comments does not constitute the kind of active participation as
the group discussions and other exchanges between the Coast Guard and the limited number
of stakeholders included in these discussions and exchanges.

The "ANALYSIS SUPPORTING THE LETTER OF RECOMMENDATION" comment on
economic concerns including the concerns of shrimpers offers a false, empty, meaningless
reassurance:

There will be a disruption to the normal operations of the ship channel, however
through a robust working group, similar to a Harbor Safety Committee, this issue can
be addressed and logistics can be worked out to all waterway users' satisfaction.

The suggestion seems to be that the concerns of the shrimpers, Big River, JupiterMLP, and
other present and prospective ship channel stakeholders and the interest of other area
stakeholders such as SpaceX (interested in launching more and bigger rockets) can be
adequately met by a “robust working group” that doesn't yet exist. How is such a group to be
created, by what authority, vested with what authority, in what kind of relationship to the Port
Authority etc?

Moving forward, more stakeholders must be provided with the information and opportunity
needed for interactive participation in the process as it moves forward — commiserate with the
interactive participation of the LNG project supporters to date and affording them equal
opportunities to protect their interests in such matters.

14
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“no ruling.”

1) It looks like there's an inadequate basis for making a ruling of safety because the research
on such dangers as LNG pool fires, vapor clouds, and cold explosions has been inadequate
to date.

2) Also, the Port of Brownsville is not a reliable entity in terms of protecting the interests and
safety of the communities most at risk from the proposed LNG projects.

3) Also, there's the question of various pipelines running along and/or passing under the
Port's Ship Channel such the Valley Crossing Pipeline from which Texas LNG plans to get its
feed gas and the one Annova LNG plans to build).

4) Also, there's the question of the ship channel's depth complicated by reported agreements
of some kind between the Port and two of the three LNG companies regarding the proposed
deepening of the channel. Plus questions about the propriety of the process by which the
proposed Brazos Island Harbor Channel Improvement Project has been moved forward.

5) And the issue of the continued expansion of Port based operations that involve hazardous
materials and activities and conflicts regarding waterway usage and right-of-way between
different existent and planned operations. Especially the build up and expansion of oil export
operations.

IND1-1
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Stake in Mexico's Trion Oil Field," Robbie Whelan and Anthony Harrup, 12-05-2016, Wall
Street Journal, http://www.wsj.com/articles/australias-bhp-billiton-wins-bidding-for-stake-in-

mexicos-trion-oil-field-1480957642]. So once it gets its oil docks up and running, the Port can

expect some oil export business from both Shell's Perdido well 135 miles due east of
Brownsville in the gulf but also from this newly leased area 120 miles southeast of
Brownsville. Etc.

In Sum:

Please take these five issues / concerns into account and consider a determination of no
determination or of no determination until the channel is been deepened to a suitable depth
for LNG tanker ships (which are expected to only get bigger and bigger).

Thank you for your consideration of these important matters,

John Young, LPC, LMFT, LCSW
24986 Rice Tract Rd

San Benito, TX 78586
956-371-4401
ForJohnAndBarbara@gamail.com
12-12-2016

IND1-1
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20181022-5000 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 10/20/2018 4:51:04 PM IND2-1 As identified in section 1.2 of the EIS, FERC is the lead federal agency for the Project,
which entails coordination with multiple other entities that have jurisdiction or special
expertise with respect to the Project. In the case of impacts on wildlife, the FWS is
responsible for ensuring compliance with the ESA (as is the NMFS, as applicable) and
provides input on Projects as required under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act;

L ——— therefore, coordination with the FWS is appropriate and required as part of the NEPA

I am writing to oppose this project. I do not believe that mitigation process.
efforts or references to working with agencies such as FWS prior to

implementation, are sufficient to protect wildlife (including ocelots, IND2-1

plovers, etc.) and the remnants of natural habitat that have already been

squeezed into small and sometimes fragmented areas. There is too much

risk of losing species and places that, once lost, we cannot get back.
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John E. Keller, Los Fresnos, TX.
As the only professional archaeologist living within 20 miles of the

proposed LNG facility I have some pertinent comments.
1. It has been extremely difficult to obtain the survey documents on
cultural resources that are noted in the draft EIS. My requests seem to

have been ignored, which would never have happened had the LNG developers
hired local firm.

2. If the LNG facility is 1000 acres a total of 144 shovel tests is
grossly inadequate. It may be that there is a lot of fill on top of the
location but there are still 1likely to be deposits beneath that fill,
which cannot be accessed by shovel testing. The survey should have

utilized mechanical equipment (back hoes, track hoes or the like) to
access those depesits. Without that informaticn the entire premise that
"there are no significant cultural resources™ cannot be demonstrated.

3. The pipeline surveys are similarly inadequate as they alsc relied cn
shovel testing and even attempt to examine deeper subsurface deposits.

4, In short it is impossible to determine if anthreopeogenic deposits exist
or not and without that information a determination of No Adverse Effect

iz invalid.

IND3-1

IND3-2

IND3-1

IND3-2
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Per our Guidelines for Reporting on Cultural Resources Investigations for Natural Gas
Projects (available online at
https://www.ferc.gov/industries/gas/enviro/guidelines/cultural-guidelines-final.pdf)
and to protect the location, character, and ownership information for sensitive cultural
resources pursuant to the NHPA, cultural resources survey reports and results are
maintained as privileged and filed as privileged confidential unclassified information
(PRIV//CUI). With certain exceptions, the applicant is not authorized to release
privileged cultural resources information to the public.

As described in section 4.10.1 of the EIS, the SHPO concurred with the survey results
at the LNG Terminal site. We also concur. RB Pipeline has not yet completed cultural
resources surveys along the entire Pipeline System. We recommend that RG
Developers file outstanding survey report(s) and any SHPO and NPS comments on the
reports prior to construction.
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- Kathryn Thomas
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Kathryn Thomas, Galveston, TX.
I support the proposed Rio Grande LNG project for the following reasons:

Fio Grande LNG and the associated Rio Bravo Pipeline projects have the
thoroughly reviewsed by a dozen federal, state and local agencies. In
addition, the stakeholders and the public have had numerous opportunities
to provide their input. This comprehensive process has resulted in the
draft Environmental Impact Statement, which found that environmental
impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels.

The Rio Grande LNG terminal is located in an area zoned for commercial
and industrial use, along an existing, man-made ship channel, making it a
preferred loccaticn.

During constructicn, the developers will follew project-specific plans to
mitigate any environmental impacts.

The TCEQ and Coast Guard have reviewed and made positive recommendations
regarding the project.

The project will have a huge positive impact for the Rio Grande Valley
and the state of Texas.

IND4-1

IND4-1
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Comment noted.



Individuals (IND)
INDS - Deborah Lee Duke

20181109-5036 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 11/9/2018 11:00:44 AM INDS_I Comment noted

Deborah Lee Duke, Brownsville, TX.

I want to express my complete support for the Rio Grande LNG and the Rio
Bravo Pipeline projects. Both of these projects bring needed industry to
the Rio Grande Valley, where jobs are desperately needed.

This company has come into our community and is already making itself a IND5-1
part of our lives, and we look forward to having them approved to start
construction and to get into production. We see their dedication to this
project and our special environmental concerns and their attention to the
rules and regulations that we expect will follow them into their
activities here in the Port of Brownsville/Port Isabel local.

27



Individuals (IND)

IND6

- Mike Appling

20181113-5007 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 11/11/2018 4:33:08 PM

Mike Appling, Houston, TX.

My name is Mike Appling and I am the CEO of TNT Crane & Rigging, Inc. I
am in favor of the LNG project in Brownsville. Natural gas is one of the
cleanest burning fuels that can be used. Exporting LNG provides gas to
places like India and China and displaces dirty coal consumption. You
could say that as CEO of a crane company of course I am in favor of a
project like this. But we have never worked on a big construction
project like this. Our fleet is more geared to maintenance in
refineries, petrochemical plants and we work on wind mills
source of energy.
forward.

another clean
Please take this letter as support to move the project

INDG-1

IND6-1
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Comment noted.



Individuals (IND)

IND7

- Rita B. Hernandez

20181113-5018 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 11/12/2018 5:19:26 PM

FEita B. Hernandez, Brownsville, TX.

Thriving communities look for "balance™.
I am confident the regulatory agencies will do their best and work with
LNG to eliminate/and or mitigate negative impacts to the area.

I am mostly optimistic that this project will bring with it
opportunities for families in our area to receive career skills training
and enter careers that will pay living wages.

We are the poorest community in the country- we need jobs, skills
develcpment and 1living wages. If this project brings apprenticeship
opportunities that is even BETTER for the families and industry of South
Texas.

The indirect and direct econocmic impact is too great to ignore. The
jobs, business spending, goods and services (hotel, restaurant, real
estate, lumber, etc) as well as the tax revenues (payrocll, sales,

employee) will create a much needed economic boost in our community.

It's about balance...if we are to THRIVE as a community, if our families
are geing te THRIVE--then we must aggressively seek cpportunities such as
these. I applaud our leaders for recruiting this project to South Texas.
I alsco applaud those concerned with the envirconmental impact--- and ask
the regulatory agencies to conduct the studies and ease our concerns.

To me, it's about balance...and the hope that we someday lose the title
of "poorest community in the country.™

IND7-1

IND7-1
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Comment noted.



Individuals (IND)
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- Rita B. Hernandez
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FEita B. Hernandez, Brownsville, TX.
Thriving communities look for "balance™.

I am confident the regulatory agencies will do their best and work with
LNG to eliminate/and or mitigate negative impacts to the area.

I am mostly optimistic that this project will bring with it
opportunities for families in our area to receive career skills training
and enter careers that will pay living wages.

We are the poorest community in the country- we need jobs, skills
development and living wages. If this project brings apprenticeship
opportunities that is even BETTER for the families and industry of South
Texas.

The indirect and direct economic impact is too great to ignore. The
jobs, business spending, goods and services (hotel, restaurant, real
estate, lumber, etc) as well as the tax revenues (payroll, sales,

employee) will create a much needed econcmic boost in our community.

It's about balance...i1f we are to THRIVE as a community, if our families
are going to THRIVE--then we must aggressively seek opportunities such as
these. I applaud our leaders for recruiting this project to South Texas.

To me, it's about balance...and the hope that we scmeday lose the title
of "poorest community in the country.™

IND8-1

IND8-1
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The comment is a duplicate of comment IND7.
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IND9

- Sergio O. Anguiano

20181113-5020 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 11,/12/2018 8:11:21 PM

Sergic O. Anguiano, Rio Hondo, TX.

As a resident and small business owner in the Rio Grande Valley I feel
that the LNG and Ric Bravo Pipeline will benefit our community
economically. This projects will not only produce additional jobs

directly connected to the LNG and pipeline, but also other areas line
housing, restaurants, and others. The Ric Grande Valley is in need of a
great opportunity like this one, so we can prove that our work force is

ready for this challenge. Of course some adjustments will have to be made
by our community, but the benefit outweighs any adjustments. I firmly
believe that our leaders will make sure that this projects will lead us
on a positive direction in the near future. As a Civil Engineer graduate
and natural gas contractor I am ready and willing to do my part to bring
this projects tec the Rio Grande Valley.

INDS-1

IND9-1
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Comment noted.



Individuals (IND)
IND10 - Lisa Kay Adam

20181113-5021 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 11/12/2018 9:59:33 PM INDIO_] Comment l’loted.
IND10-2 As stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, the No-Action Alternative could lead to other LNG
Liss Kay Kdai, EJiHBUEG, T, export projects .belng developed elsewhere, or in the Project area, both resulting in
I am a native South Texan, and a Texas Master Naturalist, but I am environmental 1mpacts.
writing today with comments stemming from an experience with my work at
the Museum of South Texas History. Over the last four vears, I was . . . .
it T L mof = e Eb pxe oo Py - : IND10-3 Impacts on wildlife habitat, threatened and endangered species, and land uses are
privileged to participate in an annual educational program for . . K .
schoolchildren across the Rio Grande Valley, which took place on a discussed in sections 4.6, 4.7, and 4.8, respectively.
pristine coastal ranch in South Texas. I helped develop the historical

part of the program based on the history of that ranch, the people whom
came before us in South Texas, Native Americans and early Spanish
colonists. At the end of our interactive skit, the children shout out
the message they have learned from history, to “Take Care of the Land.”

Our activity, in which kids could ring cowbells, beat on a Native
Bmerican drum, and learn about the legacy of their ancestors—was hugely
popular. But net as popular as Clyde the oceleot, who came down from the
Victoria Zoo to be part of the same event. I saw the way the children
respended te him. They looked at him like he was a miracle, and they were
amazed to think that there were more like him, not in a cage and not in a
movie or net on Youtube, but real animals like him living on the land
right around them.

I agree with those children. I believe every species in a miracle. And
now I read, in the bland jargon of the Rio Grande LNG Project Impact
report, that the project is “llkely to adversely affect” the ocelot, the
aplmado falcon, and the piping plover and its habitat, as well as to IND10-1
affect other threatened species. So, I will say again what I have said
with thousands cof children the last few years, "Take care of the land”™
and the miraculous species that live there, whose value is incalculable.
I say “no” to this project. I read further in the report that if this IND10-2
project is not undertaken, “the need could potentially be met by other
LNG export projects developed elsewhere.” Very well, let each area take
up the fight, one by one. But for my homeland, my South Texas, I say
“NO” to Rio Grande LNG. Destroying habitat, causing harm to threatened |IND10-3
species—that is not taking care of the land, and the land is the most
precicus legacy we have.
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Individuals (IND)

IND11

- Carlos Zamora

20181113-5211 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 11/13/2018 1:56:45 PM

Carlos Zamora, Brownsville, TX.

I Carlos Zamora support both the Ric Bravo Pipeline Company LLC and Rio
Grande LNG, since it’s going to help the RGV community by providing
attracting working opportuniti
LNG development will help with workforce development and environmental
funding for our community.

LNG will al develop relationships with local Universities to create new
technical and Engineering programs for our future workforce. In
addition, MNatural Gas is safe and reliable service that we

can benefit as
a community. This will create US jobs, economic growth and will improve
envircnmental ceonditions by adding extra funding.

IND11-1

IND11-2

IND11-3

INDI1-1

INDI11-2

IND11-3
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Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.



Individuals (IND)
IND12 - Alfredo Alvarado

20181113-5239 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 11/13/2018 2:50:33 PM

Alfredo Alvarado, Brownsville, TX.

In my opinion, I firmly believe that the Rio Grande LNG project is a
great investment that will directly have a very positive impact in our
community at the Rio Grande Valley. This type of investments creates jobs
opportunities and adds a lot of wvalue to the current infrastructure in
the Rio Grande Valley. Moreover, investing in local businesses stimulates
economic growkth in the area. EKnowing that new businesses pay significant
taxes amounts, this fact can help to boost our local economy in so many

ways, like getting more repair roads, more schools and in general,
improve public services.
My hope is that the people in our community realize all the great

benefits that this business’ proposal is offering to us. I invite all of
you to think for a moment about how this type of businesses can help our
families and future generations to stay, invest and live in the Rio
Grande Valley area. So, I invite everybocdy in the community to spend a
little time, share your thoughts and support this great project.

IND12-1

IND12-1
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Comment noted.



Individuals (IND)

IND13

- Kenneth Teague

From: Kenneth Teague

Sent: Monday, November 12, 2018 8:35 AM

To: swg_public_notice@usace.army.mil; 401certs@tceq.texas.gov; Kaspar.Paul@epa.gov;
martinez.maria@epa.gov; david_hoth@fws.gov; Rusty.Swafford @noaa.gov; Rebecca Hensley;
leslie.savage@rrc.texas.gov ; brandtshnfbt@juno.com

Subject: Comments on PN SWG-2015-00114

Dear Sir/Ms: | have reviewed the subject PN and have the following comments:

The PN includes less information than is necessary to properly review such a large and complex
project, with very significant impacts to aquatic resources. No detailed information is provided
regarding alternatives considered, avoidance and minimization of impacts to aquatic habitats,
impacts of the proposed project on aquatic habitats (including seagrasses), suitability of dredged
material for disposal in the aquatic environment, whether water quality criteria would be met at
the point of effluent discharge from upland confined disposal facilities, whether opportunities to
avoid pipeline impacts were actually considered, assumptions regarding pipeline impacts,
pipeline impacts to streams, impacts to threatened or endangered species, or details of
proposed mitigation. Given the size and complexity of the proposed project, and the scale of the
impacts to waters of the U.S., this is unacceptable. Do not issue the permit unless and until the
public is provided the opportunity to review and comment on all of this information, as part of a
Clean Water Act Section 404 public review process.

The applicant must provide a clear statement of the purpose of the project, and must
demonstrate clearly that the 404(b)(1) Guidelines have been met. Currently, the PN clearly does
not demonstrate that the applicant has met the requirements of the Guidelines.

The proposed project will fill a significant area of shallow water habitat, part of the Vadia ancha
system. This represents a significant impact but is not even mentioned in the PN. Detailed
information regarding these impacts, and proposed mitigation, must be provided.

The applicant has not demonstrated that they have properly evaluated whether water quality
criteria would be met at the effluent discharge from proposed upland confined disposal
facilities. The Upland Testing Manual explains how to do this properly.

While the PN provides fewer details than even typical small proposed projects, it is likely that
the applicant has seriously underestimated the impacts of the proposed pipeline on aquatic
habitats. The PN makes the following outrageous assertion: Construction and maintenance of
the gus supply pipeline would result in no permanent loss of waters of the U.S. Typical
assumptions for pipeline impacts significantly underestimate the actual impacts, assuming that
unassisted natural restoration will fully restore complex aquatic ecosystems. In addition, it is
typical to assume that maintaining pipeline rights of way by mowing and herbicides results in no
impact to wetlands in the right of way. This is clearly unsupportable. Temporal loss of aquatic
habitat and their functions is never considered a loss of environmental functions, while it should
be, and it should be mitigated. Finally, it is implausible that the proposed pipeline would have
no impacts to the numerous streams it will cross.

No details are provided regarding proposed mitigation. Preservation is proposed. However, the
Mitigation Rule clearly states that preservation is usually the least desirable form of

mitigation. The PN must provide the public with a detailed discussion regarding why
preservation is appropriate mitigation in this case. There are likely to be a number of
restoration opportunities in the project area, which may result in less net loss of aquatic habitat
function, than would preservation. The proposal to mitigate by preservation should be

IND13-1

IND13-2

IND13-3

IND13-4

IND13-5

IND13-6

IND13-1

IND13-2
IND13-3

IND13-4

IND13-5
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Comment noted. The comment pertains to the Public Notice associated with the
proposed Project’s Section 404 permit; therefore, FERC cannot respond to comments
on a document that we did not prepare.

See Comment Response IND13-1.
See Comment Response IND13-1.

As stated in section 4.3.2.2 of the EIS, RG LNG would be required to comply with
state water quality requirements under Section 401 of the CWA for any return water
from dredged material placement.

See Comment Response IND13-1. In accordance with sections 5.4.2 and 6.4.2 of RG
Developers’ Procedures, herbicides would not be used within 100 feet of wetlands or
waterbodies without state or federal agency permission. Within wetlands, RB
Pipeline would permanently maintain only a 10-foot-wide corridor and selectively
remove trees within 15 feet of the pipeline, in compliance with DOT pipeline
operation safety regulations. These maintenance activities would permanently
convert shrub/forested wetlands to an emergent or scrub-shrub state over the
designated strip. Compensatory mitigation could be required for these wetland
impacts as part of the CWA Section 404 permitting process.



Individuals (IND)
IND13 - Kenneth Teague

IND13-6 See Comment Response IND13-1. RG LNG’s final wetland mitigation plans would
be developed and submitted to the COE, and would be implemented in addition to the
construction mitigation measures outlined in RGLNG’s Procedures and the measures
described in the EIS.
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Individuals (IND)
IND14 - Santiago Guaajrdo

11/13 /2018 4:05:26 PM

20181113-5281 FERC PDF (Unofficial)

Santiago Guaajrdo, San Benito, TX.
I support LNG cause it will create more higher paving jobs to the area.
It will bring more industries to the RGV area

IND14-1

IND14-1

37

Comment noted.



Individuals (IND)

IND15

- Doris Meinerding

20181116-5000 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 11/15/2018 9:54:38 PM

Doris Meinerding, Port Isabel, TX.
To: The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)
Subject: Rio Grande LNG (CPl6-454-000)

The “Gulf of Mexico coastal wetlands make up 37% of the total coastal
wetland bordering the United States. These wetlands provide ecosystem
services that are vital to the health and well-being of our nation. They
serve as buffers, protecting coastal areas from storm damage and sea
level rise. They support commercial and recreational fisheries,
providing essential fish and shellfish habitat. Wetlands serve as
nesting and foraging habitat for birds and other wildlife, improve water
guality by removing pollutants, nutrients, and sediments. Wetlands
minimize ercsion of uplands, protect preoperty and infrastructure and
support tourism, hunting, and fishing.”

“A report, funded in part by EPA entitled ™“Status and Trends of Wetlands
in the Coastal Watersheds of the Conterminous United States 2004 to
2009," tracked wetland loss on the Pacific, Atlantic, and Gulf coasts, as

well as the Great Lakes shorelines. It concludes that more than 80,000
acres of coastal wetlands are being lost on average each year, up from
60,000 acres lost per year during the previcus study.”

This information cited above stresses a hands off policy of Gulf wetlands
and comes from https://www.epa.gov/gulfofmexico/why-habitat-restoration-
near-gulf-mexiceo-essential

Rio Grande LNG has applied tc completely destroy 182 acres of wetlands
along Hwy 48 and impact 105 more acres of wetlands (plus more than 480
acres of forest, shrub & open land). Under the Clean Water Act, a permit
is required to dredge or fill wetlands, and any wetlands destroyed have
to be "mitigated.” There is a policy of “no net loss”™ of wetlands. Ric
Grande LNG says it will mitigate “by preserving wetlands at the Loma
Ecological Preserve.” That is all it says. It does not say where, or how
many acres, or what kind of wetlands, or how this will be "no net loss”
and it doesn’t mention that the Loma Ecclogical Preserve is already under
protection and management by U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service!

The DEIS does state that 3655 acres would be "“disturbed” during

construction. Think of that statement in these terms: 3655 acres is the
slze of South Padre Island and Laguna Vista combined plus about 11.5% of
Fort Isabel. These are the three communities that will be most adversely
affected by the construction of an LNG facility, and all three of these
communities have passed resolutions against the construction of LNG
facilities. Would our government actually allow Rio Grande LNG to destroy
such a large parcel of land, including wetlands, when this company has no

binding contracts to sell their product?

Furthermore, 1f they did receive a binding contract, please consider

this: Natural gas is a relatively clean-burning fuel; however, when it is
fracked, piped, purified, liquefied, transported overseas, and re-
gasified, the emissions picture is starkly different. Recently the U.S.

Department of Energy (DOE) released a preliminary environmental report

IND15-1

IND15-2

IND15-3

IND15-4
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IND15-3

IND15-4
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As described in section 4.4.2 of the EIS, wetland mitigation plans are part of the
permitting process associated with Section 404 of the CWA. RG LNG’s final
wetland mitigation plans would be developed and submitted to the COE, and would
be implemented in addition to the construction mitigation measures outlined in RG
LNG’s Procedures and the measures described in the EIS. Construction of the LNG
Terminal would not be authorized to commence prior to finalization of the wetland
mitigation plans and issuance of the COE’s CWA Section 404/Section 10 permit.

The reported 3,633.2 acres that would be temporarily impacted by the Project would
occur throughout the Project area, which includes Cameron, Willacy, Kenedy,
Kleberg, and Jim Wells Counties. The referenced communities are in Cameron
County, where a total of 35.4 miles of the 135.5-mile-long pipeline and the LNG
Terminal would be constructed. RB Pipeline has selected a route for the Pipeline
System that would result in 66.0 percent of the route being within, or adjacent to,
existing disturbance, while RG LNG selected a site for the LNG Terminal that is 4 or
more miles from these communities.

As described in section 1.1 of the EIS, the DOE granted an authorization to RG LNG
for export to countries having an FTA with the United States that includes national
treatment for trade in natural gas. RB Pipeline executed a precedent agreement for the
total capacity of the Rio Bravo Pipeline for the 20-year life of the Project. FERC
considers the public interest of LNG projects under Section 3 of the NGA and the
public convenience and necessity of pipeline projects under Section 7 of the NGA
prior to making its decision on whether or not to approve it. Assessment of the
proposed Project has included coordination with multiple federal and state agencies
(including the DOE who authorizes the exportation of the commodity) and requires
permits or authorizations from additional entities (see section 1.5).

As described in section 1.3.1 of the EIS, the development of natural gas in shale plays
by hydraulic fracturing is not the subject of this EIS nor is the issue directly related to
the proposed Project. Further, review of the Project is limited to the economic and
environmental impacts of the proposal before the Commission; therefore, the effects of
LNG combustion in end-use/importing markets are outside of the scope of this EIS.
However, we revised section 4.13.2.9 to acknowledge that the construction and
operation of the Project, as well as downstream emissions, would contribute
incrementally to future climate change impacts.



Individuals (IND)
IND1S - Doris Meinerding
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In regards
do nearly

much harm as

11/15/2018 9:54:38 PM

analyzing life-cycle greenhouse gas emissions resulting from LNG exports.
climate change, DOE's results show that LNG exports would IND15-4

coal when ex

cported to Europe, and would have a

carbon footprint much worse than local ccoal when exported to Asia.
my grandchildren and yours, please deny this permit.

Sincerely, Doris Meinerding
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IND16 - Oscar Garcia

20181116-5030 FERC PDF (Unofficial}

Grande LNG being here at

local economy, graduate s
these types of jobs. The whole Rioc Grande Valley will benefit

11/16/2018 9:30:37 AM

Oscar Garcia, Weslaco, TX.
This is great news. Rio Grande LNG will bring much needed jobs

to

tudents will not have to leave the valley

the Port of Brownsville.

from

out
for
Ric

IND16-1
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Comment noted.
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IND17

- Dr. D. Dolezal

20181119-5010 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 11/18/2018 8:06:18 AM

Dr d dolezal dc,fabda, South padre island, TX.

LNG is good for Texans and good for Texas. I support LNG in the rio
grande valley. In the past, there have been too few jobs in the valley to
keep our children near home. After they get thelr college degrees, they
have been forced to move north for jobs. LNG will create good paying jobs
here in the wvalley and that in turn will create even more jobs valley
wide to support the industry. That is good for families, and that is good
for Texans. The valley has room to grow and we as Texans are excited and
grateful to be chosen as a site for LNG.

We have heard from some island residents that they are against LNG. A
good majority of them aren’t even from Texas. They are seasonal retirees
with either primary or second retirement homes in the valley and have no
interest in the future of our area. They are not from south Texas and
don’t care about south Texas. It is my cpinion that there complaints
should be taken with a grain of salt.

I proudly support LNG and am thankful for your time and consideration,

Dr Dolezal de, fabda

IND17-1

INDI17-1
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Comment noted.



Individuals (IND)
IND18 - James C. Winters
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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION COMMENT FORM

R10 GRANDE PROJECT (DOCKET NoOS. CP16-454-000, CP16-455-000)
Comments can be: (1) left with a FERC representative; (2) mailed to the address below or (3) electronically filed".

Please send one copy referenced 1o Docket Nos. CP16-454-000 and CP16-455-000 1o the address
below.
For Official Filing:
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
888 First Street, NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

COMMENTS: (PLEASE PRINT) {attach an additional sheet if necessary)

IND18-1
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1 The Commission strongly encourages electronic filing of any comments or Interventions or
protests to this proceeding. Comments may be filed via the FERC's website, www.ferc.gov, by using
"aFiling” under the link “Documents and Filings.” Befare you can file comments you will need to create an
account by clicking on “eRegister.” The FERC has expert eFiling staff for assistance at 1-866-208-3676
(TTY contact 202-502-8659) or efiling@ferc.gov.
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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION COMMENT FORM

RI10 GRANDE PROJECT (DOCKET Nos. CP16-454-000, CP16-455-000)
Comments can be: (1) left with a FERC representative; (2) mailed to the address below or (3) electronically filed".

Please send one copy referenced to Docket Nos. CP16-454-000 and CP16-455-000 to the address
below.
For Official Filing:
r_)!{\%NAL Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
o Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC_20426

COMMENTS: (PLEASE PRINT) [attach an additional sheet if necessary]
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1 The Commission strongly encourages electronic filing of any eormwnh or Interventions or .
protests to this proceeding. Comments may be filed via the FERC's websita, www.ferc.gov, by using
“eFlling” under the link "Documents and Filings.” Before you can file comments you will need to create an
account by clicking on “eRegister.” The FERC has expert eFiling staff for assistance at 1-866-208-3676
(TTY contact 202-502-8659) or efiling @ferc.gov.

IND19-1

IND19-2
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Air quality and noise are addressed in sections 4.11.1 and 4.11.2 of the EIS,
respectively.

Comment noted. Opportunities for the public to learn more about the
Project and FERC’s process are discussed in section 1.3.
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Comment noted.

Comment noted.



Individuals (IND)
IND21 - Christopher Huron
o - IND21-1 As described in section 1.3.1 of the EIS, the development of natural gas in shale plays
by hydraulic fracturing is not the subject of this EIS nor is the issue directly related to
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION COMMENT FORM the proposed Project. Further, review of the Project is limited to the economic and
environmental impacts of the proposal before the Commission; therefore, the effects of
LNG combustion in end-use/importing markets are outside of the scope of this EIS.

Ri10 GRANDE PROJECT (DOCKET NoS. CP16-454-000, CP16-455-000)
However, we revised section 4.13.2.9 to acknowledge that the construction and

Comments can be: (1) left with a FERC representative; (2) mailed to the address below or (3) electronically filed".
operation of the Project, as well as downstream emissions, would contribute
incrementally to future climate change impacts.
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Comment noted.
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IND24 - Christopher Heron

Comment noted. Climate change is addressed in section 4.13.2 of the
EIS.
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1 The Commission strongly encourages elsctronic flling of any comments or interventions or
protests to this proceeding. Comments may be filed via the FERC's website, www.ferc.gov, by using
“eFiling” under the link “Documents and Filings.” Before you can file comments you will need to create an
account by clicking on “eRegister.” The FERC has expert eFiling staff for assistance at 1-866-208-3676
(TTY contact 202-502-8659) or efiling@ferc.gov.
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IND27 - Sergio A Salinas
IND27-1 Comment noted.
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! The Commission strongly encourages electronic filing of any comments or interventions or
protesta to this proceeding. Comments may be filed via the FERC's website, www.ferc.gov, by using
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- Christopher Basaldu
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Comment noted.

Impacts on wildlife and water resources are discussed in sections 4.6.1 and 4.3,

respectively.

Impacts on cultural resources are addressed in section 4.10 of the EIS.

Climate change is addressed in section 4.13.2 of the EIS.
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As described in section 1.3.1 of the EIS, production and gathering activities, and the
pipelines and facilities used for these activities, are not regulated by FERC, but are
overseen by the affected region’s state and local agencies with jurisdiction over the
management and extraction of the shale gas resource. Determining the well and
gathering line locations and their environmental impact is not feasible because the
market and gas availability at any given time would determine the source of the natural
gas. While past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future oil and gas infrastructure
within the geographic scope of the cumulative impacts assessment are addressed in
section 4.13, the specific locations for infrastructure associated with induced
production are not reasonably foreseeable. Further, review of the Project is limited to
the economic and environmental impacts of the proposal before the Commission;
therefore, the effects of LNG combustion in end-use/importing markets are outside of
the scope of this EIS.



Individuals (IND)

IND30

- Juan B. Mancias

20181120-0041 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 11/20/2018

e l’\gm&[ u_)auu been rbcm to-t rﬂﬂML

& ho c:m‘maa% € o :SPM.QL in ]f_~g [SCO 'S,
ot i ' Yode tny ™\ Wt oye

5 -

and 115

STaTe wiDe eist oty MJ@

Be

b

o dMU\ch\cams‘cML,,

amrc,kmkév.\od -Fv*a'([ﬂanak
Sacy ; 3 ¥ =
W wine a vne_cg;ﬁo wlno MQQP,{-C}\Q_
]
MQ&L&CQ:{AA_\J«& —RC‘I\.}MM

T’P\e poli "l'}’\ﬂ
LANG &xd ;S\op\wws o &QQPVMSWQM&S ovd

i : aund gi 14 tho Loesﬂﬂﬁ

j ad. selcot caceed ITPW\SL\,;‘; Ao oval Hidow en-ployers
C@f@gzg&tms neod Yo doa) hwa/m{.« @smc&s
ot Srao{ r‘o&;b.ng -e-ouxlfl*\ 15Ju5‘fm arwwhm:ﬁ

IND 30-1

L i

v Yand aire o A

MMMA lhovd Cor theeewho stole it

IND30-1

54

The Section 106 process to identify, evaluate, assess, and mitigate adverse effects to
historic properties is ongoing, and would be completed prior to construction of the
Project, if authorized. In addition, RG Developers provided a plan addressing the
unanticipated discovery of cultural resources or human remains during construction
(see section 4.10.2).
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Impacts on public services in the Project area and the potential for disproportionately
high and adverse health or environmental effects of the Project on minority and low-
income populations are addressed in sections 4.9.7 and 4.9.10, respectively.
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IND31 - Ava Germaine
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IND31-4 As described in section 4.11.1 of the EIS, pollution emissions from the LNG
Terminal site, when considered with background concentrations, would be below the
NAAQS, which are designated to protect public health including sensitive
populations such as children, the elderly, and asthmatics.
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Comment noted. RG Developers provided a plan addressing the unanticipated
discovery of cultural resources or human remains during construction (see section
4.10.2). The Project has not been issued all necessary environmental permits (see
section 1.5 of the EIS) and construction has not begun.

Comment noted. Climate change is addressed in section 4.13.2 of the EIS.
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U.S. Highway 277 terminates in Carrizo Springs, Texas more than 140 miles from the
Project, and would not be affected by Project construction. As stated in section
4.10.1.2 of the EIS, cultural resources surveys would be conducted for the
approximately 30 miles of the RB Pipeline that crosses the King Ranch National
Historic Landmark. The Section 106 process to identify, evaluate, assess, and mitigate
adverse effects to historic properties is ongoing, and would be completed prior to
construction of the Project, if authorized. Completion of the Section 106 process
would include completion of field surveys, which may not be possible prior to
issuance of a FERC Certificate due to restricted access to construction workspaces.
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The reported 3,633.2 acres are those that would be temporarily impacted if the
Pipeline System and LNG Terminal are both built. As discussed further in section
4.8.1, a total of 2,495.9 and 1,330.17 acres would be impacted during construction
and operation of the Pipeline System, respectively. RB Pipeline has selected a route
for the Pipeline System that would result in 66.0 percent of the route being within, or

adjacent to, existing disturbance.

Comment noted.
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We disagree. The EIS discloses the potential impacts on environmental resources
resulting from construction and operation of the Project. The EIS was prepared in
accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and other applicable requirements. The
draft EIS included sufficient detail to enable the reader to understand and consider
the issues raised by the Project and addresses a range of alternatives. The final EIS
provides substantive updates, where available. This EIS is consistent with FERC
style, formatting, and policy regarding NEPA evaluation of alternatives and different
impact types, including cumulative impacts. The EIS is comprehensive and
thorough in its identification and evaluation of feasible mitigation measures to
reduce those effects whenever possible.
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Federal safety standards and applicable regulations are identified in section 4.12 of the
EIS. Specifically, section 4.12.1.6 discusses LNG facilities historical records and how
any lessons learned would be incorporated into the Project. In addition, section
4.12.1.3 lists major LNG carrier operation incidents.

As described in section 4.11.1 of the EIS, the State of Texas requires a State Health
Effects air quality analysis. The results of RG LNG’s State Health Effects modeling
evaluation indicate that the Project emissions are below applicable effects screening
levels, and therefore adverse health effects are not expected. The TCEQ is the agency
responsible for the review of the State Health Effects analysis, and on December 17,
2018, the TCEQ issued an order granting air quality permits to RG LNG. Further,
pollution emissions from the LNG Terminal site, when considered with background
concentrations, would be below the NAAQS, which are designated to protect public
health including sensitive populations such as children, the elderly, and asthmatics.
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on a substantial adverse environmental effect of the Project or a feasible way to
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ﬁ Texas LNG Project  Docket No. CP16-116-000 reader to understand and consider the issues raised by the proposed projects and
addresses a reasonable range of alternatives. The final EIS includes additional
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Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary to those recently granted for other LNG and major refining and petrochemical facilities
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While some information was still pending at the time of issuance of the draft EIS, the
lack of this final information does not deprive the public of a meaningful opportunity
to comment on a substantial adverse environmental effect of the Project or a feasible
way to mitigate or avoid such effect. The draft EIS included sufficient detail to enable
the reader to understand and consider the issues raised by the proposed projects and
addresses a reasonable range of alternatives. The final EIS provides substantive
updates, where available. The Section 106 process to identify, evaluate, assess, and
mitigate adverse effects to historic properties is ongoing, and would be complete prior
to construction of the Project, if authorized. Completion of the Section 106 process
would include completion of field surveys, which may not be possible prior to
issuance of a FERC Certificate due to restricted access to construction workspaces.

The Project has not been issued all necessary environmental permits (see section 1.5 of
the EIS) and construction has not begun.

Section 4.12.1.6 of the EIS addresses the potential impact on the Project from
external events, including the VCP.

We received two comments during the scoping period requesting that Project
materials be translated into Spanish. Executive Order No. 12898, which informs the
federal government’s approach to issues of environmental justice, is not binding on
the Commission.

However, it is current Commission practice to address environmental justice in its
NEPA documents when raised as an issue or otherwise warranted. Therefore, we have
included this discussion in the final EIS in section 4.9.10. Further, in an effort to
include Spanish language speakers in the NEPA process, Spanish language Project
materials were made available to the public during the scoping meeting and public
comment meeting held in Port Isabel as described in section 1.3.1 of the final EIS. In
addition, a translator was available to assist Spanish language speakers. During the
public scoping meeting, very few of the Spanish language materials that were made
available were utilized by attendees. As such, we determined that translation of the
draft EIS into Spanish was notnecessary.

As discussed in section 4.6.1, wildlife hazing may occur within the footprint of the
LNG Terminal to encourage wildlife to move out of the operational footprint, such that
they would not be trapped within the facility fenceline. No physical removal of
species by RG Developers’ employees is proposed for general wildlife. Impacts on
threatened and endangered species are discussed in section 4.7; any physical relocation
of these species by personnel would be determined through consultation with the
applicable agency(ies). Further, the Project would not be able to move forward until
FERC has completed consultation with the FWS for species listed under the ESA.

We have updated section 4.13.2.9 to include a discussion regarding climate change.
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Comment noted.

The EIS is not a decision document; rather, it is a tool to ensure that the potential
environmental impacts that would occur as a result of a federal action are fully
analyzed and presented, in compliance with NEPA. Under NEPA, the determination
that an impact is significant necessitates the preparation of an EIS (as opposed to an
EA). In accordance with NEPA, we have prepared this EIS to present the
environmental impacts that would occur as a result of the Project. The decision of
whether to authorize the Project is determined by the FERC Commissioners.

FERC considers the public interest of LNG projects under Section 3 of the NGA and
the public convenience and necessity of pipeline projects under Section 7 of the NGA
prior to making its decision on whether or not to approve it. Assessment of the
proposed Project has included coordination with multiple federal and state agencies
(including the DOE who authorizes the exportation of the commodity) and requires
permits or authorizations from additional entities (see section 1.5).

Facility safety is discussed in section 4.12. Specifically, section 4.12.1.2 details DOT's
siting regulations in 49 CFR 193 as well as its LOD process for 49 CFR 193, Subpart
B. We also clarify that this EIS is for the Rio Grande LNG Project that would be
located to the west of the Texas LNG Project.
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Impacts on aquatic resources are addressed in sections 4.6.2 and 4.6.3 of the EIS.

FERC has determined that the Project is likely to adversely affect the ocelot and
jaguarundi; therefore, the FWS will further assess impacts on these species to
determine if the Project would result in jeopardy of either species. Further, as
discussed in section 4.7.1.4, the FWS and RG Developers are coordinating regarding
mitigation for the loss of potential ocelot habitat. Final mitigation plans would be
determined through completion of the ESA consultation process.

As discussed further in section 4.8.2, while it would be possible to see the LNG
Terminal from some vantage points in Port Isabel, in particular elevated sites, the
distance to the LNG Terminal site limits its visibility and as such it would not be a
prominent feature in the viewshed.

The proposed pipelines are not likely to result in destruction of the community values,
rural quality of life, or sense of place. Once construction is completed, the right-of-
way would be restored and visual effects would be confined to areas where vegetation
has been removed within the Project route. The buried pipeline would not otherwise
visibly intrude on communities. As described throughout the EIS, the LNG Terminal
would be on undeveloped land owned by BND, outside of city boundaries, and the
closest residences are over 2.2 miles from the site. Further, the LNG Terminal site is
in an area that is characterized, in part, as industrial with the movement of domestic
and foreign products within the BSC and associated with the Port of Brownsville. In
addition to the public outreach described in sections 1.3 and 4.9.10 of the EIS, RG
Developers have been coordinating additional outreach focused on job opportunities
for local workers (see section 4.9.2) and have committed to donations that will fund
community projects (see section 4.9.5). We conclude that the Project, as modified by
our recommendations in section 4 of the EIS, would not destroy community values,
rural quality of life, or sense of place.

A discussion of pipeline safety, including the risk of pipeline leaks, is provided in
section 4.12.2. The Project would be an LNG facility with a pipeline system
transporting natural gas.
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FERC has determined that the Project is likely to adversely affect the ocelot and
jaguarundi; therefore, the FWS will further assess impacts on these species to
determine if the Project would result in jeopardy of either species. Further, as
discussed in section 4.7.1.4, the FWS and RG Developers are coordinating regarding
mitigation for the loss of potential ocelot habitat. Final mitigation plans would be
determined through completion of the ESA consultation process.

Impacts on recreation and tourism are addressed in section 4.9.3.

Impacts on wildlife are discussed in section 4.6.
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Upland habitats, including lomas, in the Project area are not protected; therefore,
mitigation of these habitat is not required. However, we acknowledge that lomas are
important habitat for ocelots. Any mitigation for habitat loss for the ocelot would be
determined through completion of the ESA consultation process.

As stated in section 4.6.2 of the EIS, impacts on aquatic resources (including fish eggs
and juveniles and benthic organisms) due to increased turbidity and suspended solid
levels would vary by species; however, the aquatic resources present within the Project
area are likely accustomed to regular fluctuations in noise and turbidity levels from
regular maintenance dredging within the BSC. Therefore, impacts would be short-term
and minor. As stated in section 4.6.2 of the EIS, impacts on seagrasses are not
anticipated.
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A discussion of pipeline safety, including the risk of pipeline leaks, is provided in
section 4.12.2. The Project would be an LNG facility with a pipeline system
transporting natural gas.
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As described in section 4.6.2, South Bay connects to the BSC more than 2.5 miles
from the LNG Terminal site; therefore, impacts of dredging and dredged materials on
seagrass beds and oyster beds in South Bay are not anticipated. Dredging is not
proposed in the Bahia Grande or South Bay; dredging would occur within the BSC and
the LNG Terminal site (see section 4.3.2.2).

Section 6.3 of RG Developers’ Procedures describes wetland restoration
requirements, which includes, but is not limited to, consultation with appropriate
federal or state agencies to develop a project-specific wetland restoration plan, and
ensuring that all disturbed areas successfully revegetate with wetland herbaceous
and/or woody plant species and that the company control the invasion and spread of
invasive species and noxious weeds. Section 6.4.5 of RG Developers’ Procedures
describes the criteria for determining successful wetland restoration, including that
vegetation is at least 80 percent of either the cover documented for the wetland prior
to construction, or at least 80 percent of the cover in adjacent wetland areas that were
not disturbed by construction. If natural rather than active revegetation was used, the
plant species composition must be consistent with early successional wetland plant
communities in the affected ecoregion. The COE may require additional monitoring
parameters during its permitting process.
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Impacts on recreation and tourism are addressed in section 4.9.3. Impacts on air
quality and human health are addressed in section 4.11.1.
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As discussed in section 3.2 of the EIS, existing LNG export facilities do not have the
capacity to export the volume of gas proposed by RG Developers.

Section 6.3 of RG Developers’ Procedures describes wetland restoration
requirements, which includes, but is not limited to, consultation with appropriate
federal or state agencies to develop a project-specific wetland restoration plan, and
ensuring that all disturbed areas successfully revegetate with wetland herbaceous
and/or woody plant species and that the company control the invasion and spread of
invasive species and noxious weeds. Section 6.4.5 of RG Developers’ Procedures
describes the criteria for determining successful wetland restoration, including that
vegetation is at least 80 percent of either the cover documented for the wetland prior
to construction, or at least 80 percent of the cover in adjacent wetland areas that were
not disturbed by construction. If natural rather than active revegetation was used, the
plant species composition must be consistent with early successional wetland plant
communities in the affected ecoregion. The COE may require additional monitoring
parameters during its permitting process. Upland habitats, including lomas, in the
Project area are not protected; therefore, mitigation of these habitat is not required.
However, any mitigation for habitat loss for the ocelot would be determined through
completion of the ESA consultation process (see section 4.7.1). Further, as described
in section 2.4, FERC would continue to monitor construction areas during operations
to verify successful restoration.

Impacts on wildlife and threatened and endangered species from Project lighting are
discussed in sections 4.6.1 and 4.7.1, respectively.

Comment noted. No seagrass beds are present within the Project area nor would any
be affected by the Project. As described in section 4.6.2, South Bay connects to the
BSC more than 2.5 miles from the LNG Terminal site; therefore, impacts of dredging
and dredged materials on seagrass beds and oyster beds in South Bay are not
anticipated.
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As described in section 4.11.1 of the EIS, the State of Texas requires a State Health
Effects air quality analysis. The results of RG LNG’s State Health Effects modeling
evaluation indicate that the Project emissions are below applicable effects screening
levels, and therefore adverse health effects are not expected. The TCEQ is the agency
responsible for the review of the State Health Effects analysis, and on December 17,
2018, the TCEQ issued an order granting air quality permits to RG LNG. Further,
pollution emissions from the LNG Terminal site, when considered with background
concentrations, would be below the NAAQS, which are designated to protect public
health including sensitive populations such as children, the elderly, and asthmatics.
We address the potential for disproportionately high and adverse health or
environmental effects of the Project on minority and low-income populations in
section 4.9.10.

We received two comments during the scoping period requesting that Project
materials be translated into Spanish. Executive Order No. 12898, which informs the
federal government’s approach to issues of environmental justice, is not binding on
the Commission.

However, it is current Commission practice to address environmental justice in its
NEPA documents when raised as an issue or otherwise warranted. Therefore, we
have included this discussion in the final EIS in section 4.9.10. Further, in an effort to
include Spanish language speakers in the NEPA process, Spanish language Project
materials were made available to the public during the scoping meeting and public
comment meeting held in Port Isabel as described in section 1.3.1 of the final EIS. In
addition, a translator was available to assist Spanish language speakers. During the
public scoping meeting, very few of the Spanish language materials that were made
available were utilized by attendees. As such, we determined that translation of the
draft EIS into Spanish was notnecessary.

See Comment Response IND41-2.
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IND43-1

INDA43-2

INDA43-3

Impacts on recreation and tourism, including nature tourism, are addressed in section
4.9.3.

Comment noted. Impacts on wildlife habitat and threatened and endangered species
are addressed in sections 4.6 and 4.7 of the EIS

Impacts on recreation and tourism, including nature tourism, are addressed in section
4.9.3.
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We have updated section 4.13.2.12 to include a discussion regarding climate change.

As described in section 4.11.1 of the EIS, the State of Texas requires a State Health
Effects air quality analysis. The results of RG LNG’s State Health Effects modeling
evaluation indicate that the Project emissions are below applicable effects screening
levels, and therefore adverse health effects are not expected. The TCEQ is the agency
responsible for the review of the State Health Effects analysis, and on December 17,
2018, the TCEQ issued an order granting air quality permits to RG LNG. Further,
pollution emissions from the LNG Terminal site, when considered with background
concentrations, would be below the NAAQS, which are designated to protect public
health including sensitive populations such as children, the elderly, and asthmatics.
We address the potential for disproportionately high and adverse health

or environmental effects of the Project on minority and low-income populations in
section 4.9.10.
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Comment noted. The EIS is not a decision document; rather, it is a tool to ensure that
the potential environmental impacts that would occur as a result of a federal action are
fully analyzed and presented, in compliance with NEPA. Under NEPA, the
determination that an impact is significant necessitates the preparation of an EIS (as
opposed to an EA). In accordance with NEPA, we have prepared this EIS to present
the environmental impacts that would occur as a result of the Project. The decision of
whether to authorize the Project is determined by the FERC Commissioners.
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IND45-1 Comment noted.

IND45-2 Impacts on recreation and tourism are addressed in section 4.9.3 and impacts on
commercial fishing are addressed in section 4.9.4. Impacts on water quality, wildlife,
vegetation, and air quality are assessed in sections 4.3.2, 4.5, 4.6, and 4.11.1,
respectively.
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Impacts on property values are discussed in section 4.9.9.

Under Section 3 of the NGA, oversight for LNG export is divided between the
Commission and the DOE. FERC is responsible for approving the safe and sound
siting and operation of LNG facilities, given that DOE has approved the export of the
commodity. It is the DOE, not the Commission, which retains the exclusive authority
over the export of the natural gas as a commodity, including the responsibility to
consider whether the exportation of that gas is consistent with the public interest. As
described in section 1.1 of the EIS, the DOE granted an authorization to RG LNG for
export to countries having a FTA with the United States that includes national
treatment for trade in natural gas. In accordance with the NGA and Energy Policy Act
of 1992, export to a country with which there is an FTA requiring national treatment
for trade in natural gas, is deemed consistent with the public interest. Further, RB
Pipeline executed a precedent agreement for the total capacity of the Rio Bravo
Pipeline for the 20-year life of the Project, which establishes a basis for a finding by
the Commission that the pipeline will be in the public convenience and necessity under
Section 7.

Comment noted. Impacts on air quality and threatened and endangered species
are addressed in sections 4.11.1 and 4.7 of the EIS.

We disagree. The EIS discloses the potential impacts on environmental resources
resulting from construction and operation of the Project. The EIS was prepared in
accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and other applicable requirements. The
draft EIS included sufficient detail to enable the reader to understand and consider
the issues raised by the Project and addresses a range of alternatives. The final EIS
provides substantive updates, where available. This EIS is consistent with FERC
style, formatting, and policy regarding NEPA evaluation of alternatives and different
impact types, including cumulative impacts. The EIS is comprehensive and
thorough in its identification and evaluation of feasible mitigation measures to
reduce those effects whenever possible.
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The EIS recognizes the Project’s impacts on tourism in section 4.9.3, including an
increase in noise, changes in the visual landscape, and heavier traffic along SH-48.
Recreation and special use areas, including birding trails, that are in proximity to the
Project are also addressed in section 4.8.1.5, while impacts on visual receptors at
recreation and special use areas are addressed in section 4.8.2.

We find that impacts on tourism, including nature-based and eco-tourism, would
generally be greatest during construction of the Project. Following construction, the
LNG Terminal would be the primary source of permanent impacts on tourism, as the
pipelines would be buried and the associated aboveground facilities would be in
remote areas, offering limited visibility and mitigating noise impacts. To mitigate
impacts on visual receptors and operational noise from the LNG Terminal, RG LNG
would use ground flares, grey tank coloring, horticultural plantings, and the
construction of a levee that would obstruct most construction activities and low-to-
ground operational facilities from view. Overall, we anticipate that visitation patterns
may change but the number of visits to the Project area would likely not. We further
conclude that employment in the tourism industry is not likely to be adversely affected
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Comment noted; impacts on the Bahia Grande are addressed in section 4.3.2.2 of the

EIS.
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IND47-1

INDA47-2

IND47-3

Comment noted.

Impacts on recreation and tourism are addressed in section 4.9.3 and impacts on
commercial fishing are addressed in section 4.9.4.

As discussed in section 4.9.2, a total of 290 staff would be required to operate the
Project. RG Developers have been coordinating with local training organizations and
school districts to provide seminars and career talks to discuss future career
opportunities for the Project and anticipate hiring a number of unskilled or semi-skilled

workers that would be trained on the job through the National Center for Construction
Education and Research System.
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Comment noted. The EIS is not a decision document; rather, it is a tool to ensure that
the potential environmental impacts that would occur as a result of a federal action are
fully analyzed and presented, in compliance with NEPA. Under NEPA, the
determination that an impact is significant necessitates the preparation of an EIS (as
opposed to an EA). In accordance with NEPA, we have prepared this EIS to present
the environmental impacts that would occur as a result of the Project. The decision of
whether to authorize the Project is determined by the FERC Commissioners. Noise,

air quality, and water quality are addressed in sections 4.11.2, 4.11.1, and 4.3.2 of the
EIS, respectively.

RG Developers provided a plan addressing the unanticipated discovery of cultural
resources or human remains during construction (see section 4.10.2).
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As described in section 4.11.1 of the EIS, the State of Texas requires a State Health
Effects air quality analysis. The results of RG LNG’s State Health Effects modeling
evaluation indicate that the Project emissions are below applicable effects screening
levels, and therefore adverse health effects are not expected. The TCEQ is the agency
responsible for the review of the State Health Effects analysis, and on December 17,
2018, the TCEQ issued an order granting air quality permits to RG LNG. Further,
pollution emissions from the LNG Terminal site, when considered with background
concentrations, would be below the NAAQS, which are designated to protect public
health including sensitive populations such as children, the elderly, and asthmatics.

Potential impacts on sea turtles and marine mammals are discussed in section 4.7.1.1
(sea turtles), and sections 4.7.1.2 and 4.7.3 (marine mammals). These species are
protected under the ESA and the Marine Mammal Protection Act, and consultation
under these acts are ongoing.
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IND51-1 The Project would not involve gas extraction activities. Section 1.3 of the final EIS
addresses comments that we received recommending that environmental impacts
associated with natural gas production, including the practice of hydraulic fracturing
(“fracking”), be evaluated in our review.

IND51-2 We have updated section 4.13.2.12 to include a discussion regarding climate change.
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Comment noted.

As discussed in section 4.9.2, a total of 290 staff would be required to operate the
Project. RG Developers have been coordinating with local training organizations and
school districts to provide seminars and career talks to discuss future career
opportunities for the Project and anticipate hiring a number of unskilled or semi-skilled
workers that would be trained on the job through the National Center for Construction
Education and Research System. While we find that the Project would result in
temporary, minor impacts on EFH, including for shrimp, (see section 4.6.3), we find in
sections 4.9.4 and 4.95, respectively, that impacts on recreational and commercial
fishing would be associated with navigational delays and exclusion zones, and not
associated with changes in fish populations.

Impacts on local taxes and property values are discussed in sections 4.9.5 and 4.9.9,
respectively.
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The resolutions regarding opposition to the Project are noted.
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As described in section 4.11.1 of the EIS, the State of Texas requires a State Health
Effects air quality analysis. The results of RG LNG’s State Health Effects modeling
evaluation indicate that the Project emissions are below applicable effects screening
levels, and therefore adverse health effects are not expected. The TCEQ is the agency
responsible for the review of the State Health Effects analysis, and on December 17,
2018, the TCEQ issued an order granting air quality permits to RG LNG. Further,
pollution emissions from the LNG Terminal site, when considered with background
concentrations, would be below the NAAQS, which are designated to protect public
health including sensitive populations such as children, the elderly, and asthmatics.

As described in section 4.12.1.6 of the EIS, RG LNG would need to prepare an ERP
that would include provisions for evacuation of the public, including cost sharing
plans and coordination with appropriate state and local agencies. If authorized, the

ERP and cost sharing plan would need to be submitted for review and approval prior
to any construction at the site.
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IND56-1

Comment noted.



Individuals (IND)

INDS7 - Ellen M. Tyma

20181120-0076 FERC PDF

{(Unofficial) 11/20/2018

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION COMMENT FORM

Docket No. CP16-116-000

Please check the box(es) of the project(s) on which you are commenting; G Thdrmdng 2
i< Liii JHL
K Rio Grande Project  Docket Nos, CP16-454-000, CP16-455-000
Texas LNG Project

Comments can be: (1) left with a FERC representative; (2) mailed to the address below or (3) electronically filed"

Please send one copy referenced to the appropriate docket number (as noted above) to the address
below.

For Official Filing:

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE, Room 1A

‘Washington, DC 20426

COMMENTS: (PLEASE PRINT) [attach an additional sheet if necessary]

am?l or’'s Name - and Mailing Address (Please Print)

M TN v

?t,‘ w
E- £ o
& an
\4?%‘1 ol 4] f&r{ ¢ = s
v s M
vill e 2 e
W
© W
© (=
! The Commisslon strongly encourages slectronic filing of any comments or interventions or

Yo or -protests to this
proceeding. Comments may be filed via the FERC's website, www.forc.qov, by using “eFiling" under the link
Documents and Fllings." Before you can file comments you will need to create an account by clicking on "eRegister
The FERC has expert eFiling staff for assistance at 1-866-208-3676 (TTY contact 202-502-8658) or efiling@ferc.gav.

INDS7-1

98

IND57-1

Comment noted.
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Please send one copy referenced to the appropriate docket number (as noted above) to the address
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Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE, Room 1A

Washington, DC 20426
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Comment noted. The EIS is not a decision document; rather, it is a tool to ensure that
the potential environmental impacts that would occur as a result of a federal action are
fully analyzed and presented, in compliance with NEPA. Under NEPA, the
determination that an impact is significant necessitates the preparation of an EIS (as
opposed to an EA). In accordance with NEPA, we have prepared this EIS to present
the environmental impacts that would occur as a result of the Project. The decision of
whether to authorize the Project is determined by the FERC Commissioners.

Comment noted.

Impacts on recreation and tourism, including nature tourism, are addressed in section
4.9.3.
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IND59-1 Comment noted.

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION COMMENT FORM
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Comments can be: (1) left with a FERC representative; (2) mailed to the address below or (3) electronically filed'.

Please send one copy referenced to the appropriate docket number (as noted above) to the address
below.

For Official Filing:

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE, Room 1A

‘Washington, DC 20426
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Comment noted. LNG Facility security is assessed in section 4.12.1.5 of the EIS.



Individuals (IND)
IND61 - Beverly Ray

IND61-1 Comment noted.

IND61-2 Alternative locations along the Texas Gulf Coast, including locations with extensive
petro-chemical developments, were analyzed in section 3.0 of the EIS.
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IND62-1 Comment noted. The EIS is not a decision document; rather, it is a tool to ensure that
the potential environmental impacts that would occur as a result of a federal action are
NIt fully analyzed and presented, in compliance with NEPA. Under NEPA, the
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION COMMENT FORNO I'( i 11 A f‘\ L determination that an impact is significant necessitates the preparation of an EIS (as
opposed to an EA). In accordance with NEPA, we have prepared this EIS to present
the environmental impacts that would occur as a result of the Project. The decision of
Pleass check the box(es) of the project(s} on which you are conmmenting whether to authorize the Project is determined by the FERC Commissioners
m/ Rio Grande Project  Docket Nos. CP16-454-000, CP16-455-000 IND62-2 Comment noted.
E/ Texas LNG Project  Docket No. CP16-116-000
IND62-3 This comment is outside of the scope of the EIS
Comments can be: (1) left with a FERC representative; (2) mailed to the address below or (3) electronically filed"

Please send one copy referenced to the appropriate docket number (as noted above) to the address
below.

For Official Filing:

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE, Room 1A
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IND63-1 Air quality is addressed in section 4.11.1 of the EIS.
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION COMMENT FORM SN A
§ Ri (WITAY ;-ﬁf_ IND63-2
Please check the box(es) of the project(s) on which you are commenting:
O Rio Grande Project

Docket Nos. CP16-454-000, CP16-455-000

Reliability and safety of the proposed LNG Terminal and pipeline facilities are
addressed in section 4.12 of the EIS.
(|

Texas LNG Project  Docket No. CP16-116-000

Comments can be: (1) left with a FERC representative; (2) mailed to the address below or (3) electronically filed"

Please send one copy referenced to the appropriate docket number (as noted above) to the address
below.

For Official Filing:

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
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IND64 - Joyce Hamilton
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concerns regarding Next Decade’s proposed Rio Grande LNG facility:

Channel and highway 48.

Port Isabel who submitted comments to the TCEQ about this issue.

Problems with the DEIS:

with this glaring gap in the communication between FERC and Rio Grande LNG.
already under the care of USFWS seems pointless and absurd.

public for building a project with so many negative impacts to the region.
prehistoric artifacts is great without necessary archeological study.

Grande Valley residents/citizens who are strongly opposed to lslﬁi;fjé'&'gait\g

Joyce Hamilton, Harlingen, Texas

Irreversible damage to the sensitive wetlands ecosystem of the 1,000 acre area where this facility
would be constructed, that ecosystem including many endangered and threatened wildlife species and
rare coastal vegetation. Among threatened and endangered bird species are the Aplomado Falcon, Red IND641
Knot, and Piping Plover. Among mammals, there is the critically endangered Texas Ocelot, and among

endangered and rare plants is the Lily de las Lomas. Another disturbing concern is danger to dolphins
and sea turtles, both of which will see their shrinking habitat threatened by this massive facility and the
expected daily traffic of enormous LNG transport ships through the Brownsville Ship channel.

Health and Safety issues for the communities downwind of the facility, due to reduced air quality. TCEQ
has NOT thoroughly addressed the concerns raised by the people of Laguna Vista, Laguna Heights, and | IND64-4

The mitigation plan is grassly inadequate, most specifically with regard to the upland loma and brush
habitat that will be completely destrayed. To propose mitigation via "preservation” of an area thatis | IND64-6

There is no demonstrated need for this project. There are no buyers for the LNG product, and no
binding contracts. It seems that an unequivocal economic need must be provided to FERCand tothe | IND64-7

Cultural resource surveys have not been done, disallowing any input from local communities such as INDB4-8
the Carrizo Comecrudo indigenous tribe. The potential for destruction of important historic and

Too much has been left unanswered and unaddressed in thigBEIS. Left um}w health,
safety, ecological and even economic integrity concerns. 1am "cgmmunity of Rio IND64-9

ard.
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Comment regarding the Rio Grande LNG Draft Environmental Impact Study

Having followed the Rio Grande LNG permit request pracess since July, 2015, | have the following

Destructive impact on the shrimping industry and recreational fishing spots along the Brownsville Ship | |ND64-2

Damage to ecotourism {dolphin watches, birding, sea turtle releases, etc.) and to beach tourism at INDB4-3
South Padre Island. These industries employ many people and bring in enormous revenue to the area.

Regarding the DEIS, it is incomplete due to a lack of response from Rio Grande LNG to a long list of IND64-5
requests by the FERC. These responses are not present at this time, yet public hearings are being held

IND64-1

IND64-2

IND64-3

IND64-4

IND64-5

IND64-6
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Special status species identified in the Project area are discussed in section 4.7,
including the potential impact of LNG vessels on marine species. The Project would
not result in the loss of aquatic habitat within the BSC.

Impacts on recreational and commercial fishing are addressed in section 4.9.3 and
4.9.4, respectively.

Potential impacts on tourism, including eco-tourism and recreational fishing, are
addressed in section 4.9.3.

The comment pertains to the TCEQ’s review of air quality permits for the Project,
which is not under FERC’s jurisdiction. As described in section 4.11.1 of the EIS,
the State of Texas requires a State Health Effects air quality analysis. The results of
RG LNG’s State Health Effects modeling evaluation indicate that the Project
emissions are below applicable effects screening levels, and therefore adverse health
effects are not expected. The TCEQ is the agency responsible for the review of the
State Health Effects analysis, and on December 17, 2018, the TCEQ issued an order
granting air quality permits to RG LNG. Further, pollution emissions from the LNG
Terminal site, when considered with background concentrations, would be below
the NAAQS, which are designated to protect public health including sensitive
populations such as children, the elderly, and asthmatics.

The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and the
Commission’s regulations and policy. The EIS is consistent with FERC style,
formatting, and policy regarding NEPA evaluation of alternatives and different impact
types. The EIS is comprehensive and thorough in its identification and evaluation of
feasible mitigation measures to reduce those effects whenever possible. While some
information was still pending at the time of issuance of the draft EIS, the lack of this
final information does not deprive the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment
on a substantial adverse environmental effect of the Project or a feasible way to
mitigate or avoid such effect. The draft EIS included sufficient detail to enable the
reader to understand and consider the issues raised by the proposed projects and
addresses a reasonable range of alternatives. The final EIS includes additional
information provided by RG Developers, cooperating agencies, and new or revised
information based on substantive comments on the draft EIS.

As described in section 4.4.2 of the EIS, RG LNG is consulting with the COE, EPA,
and FWS regarding wetland mitigation plans as part of the permitting process
associated with Section 404 of the CWA. RG LNG’s final wetland mitigation plans
would be developed and submitted to the COE, and would be implemented in addition
to the construction mitigation measures outlined in RG LNG’s Procedures and the
measures described in the EIS. Construction of the LNG Terminal would not be
authorized to commence prior to finalization of the wetland mitigation plans and
issuance of the COE’s CWA Section 404/Section 10 permit.
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- Joyce Hamilton

IND64-7

IND64-8

IND64-9
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Under Section 3 of the NGA, oversight for LNG export is divided between the
Commission and the DOE. FERC is responsible for approving the safe and sound
siting and operation of LNG facilities, given that DOE has approved the export of the
commodity. It is the DOE, not the Commission, which retains the exclusive authority
over the export of the natural gas as a commodity, including the responsibility to
consider whether the exportation of that gas is consistent with the public interest. As
described in section 1.1 of the EIS, the DOE granted an authorization to RG LNG for
export to countries having a FTA with the United States that includes national
treatment for trade in natural gas. In accordance with the NGA and Energy Policy Act
of 1992, export to a country with which there is an FTA requiring national treatment
for trade in natural gas, is deemed consistent with the public interest. Further, RB
Pipeline executed a precedent agreement for the total capacity of the Rio Bravo
Pipeline for the 20-year life of the Project, which establishes a basis for a finding by
the Commission that the pipeline will be in the public convenience and necessity
under Section 7.

The status of cultural resources surveys is described in section 4.10.1 of the EIS.
While some information is pending, sufficient information has been provided to enable
the reader to understand and consider the issues, and afford the public a meaningful
opportunity to comment. Surveys have been completed and the SHPO concurred with
the survey results at the LNG Terminal site. We also concur. RB Pipeline has not yet
completed cultural resources surveys along the entire Pipeline System. We
recommend that RG Developers file outstanding survey report(s) and any SHPO and
National Park Service (NPS) comments on those reports prior to construction.

See Comment Response IND64-5. Potential impacts on health, Project safety, and
socioeconomics are addressed in sections 4.11.1, 4.12, and 4.9 of the EIS.
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addresses comments that we received recommending that environmental impacts
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION COMMENT FORM associated with natural gas production, including the practice of hydraulic fracturing

(“fracking”), be evaluated in our review.
Please check the box(es) of the project(s) on which you are commenting: O R [ o /
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[}~ Texas LNG Project Docket No. CP16-116-000

Comments can be: (1) left with a FERC representative; (2) mailed to the address below or (3) electronically filed',

Please send one copy referenced to the appropriate docket number (as noted above) to the address
below.

For Official Filing:

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE, Room 1A

‘Washington, DC 20426
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Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
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! The Commission strongly encourages electronic filing of any comments or interventions or protests to this
proceeding. Comments may be filed via the FERC's website, www.ferc.gov, by using “eFifing” under the fink
“Documents and Filings.” Before you can file comments you will need to create an account by clicking on “eRegister.”
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IND66-1

IND66-2

Comment noted. The EIS is not a decision document; rather, it is a tool to ensure that
the potential environmental impacts that would occur as a result of a federal action are
fully analyzed and presented, in compliance with NEPA. Under NEPA, the
determination that an impact is significant necessitates the preparation of an EIS (as
opposed to an EA). In accordance with NEPA, we have prepared this EIS to present
the environmental impacts that would occur as a result of the Project. The decision of
whether to authorize the Project is determined by the FERC Commissioners.
Comment noted.
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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION COMMENT FORM
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“Documents and Filings.” Before you can file comments you will need to create an account by clicking on “eRegister.”
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Individuals (IND)
IND67 - Mary Voltz
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“Bullet Points” for Comments to FERC on Rio Grande LNG ¥ lex a¢ (NG

Note: In addition to expressing your personal views about the proposed Rio Grande LNG
project, you may want to consider adding any of the following points. You can make oral
comments to FERC at the 11/19/18 Public Meeting and/or send in written comments before
the comment deadline, which is 12/3/18. if you want to view or download the Draft
Environmental impact Statement, go to saveRGViromLNG.com

=  The Draft Environmental Impact Statement is incomplete. There is a long list of
important information that FERC is requesting from Rio Grande “before the end of the | INDG7-1
comment period.” How is the public supposed to comment on information that isn't
there?

* The comment deadline should be extended for at least 2 weeks after all the required INDB7-2
information is submitted and made public.

« The mitigation plan Is grossly inadequate. There is no mitigation plan for the upland
they propose “preserving” an area that is already under Fish & Wildlife Service
protection and management. That is not meaningful mitigation

*  The wetiands mitigation plan as proposed willviolate the “No Net Loss” federal policy. | '\ D0
* The need for this project has not been demonstrated. There are no buyers for the LNG,
no “binding contracts.” For a project with 5o many negative impacts an unequivocal INDG7-5

need for the product must be shown.

e There is no analysis of the impacts to both the bait shrimping industry (which relies on
the BSC) nor on the off-shore shrimping industry, which relies ready accessto thegsc | |ND67-6
to get to & from the Guif.

» The DEIS says that of the 3655 acres that would be “disturbed” during construction,
1507 acres “would return to pre-construction conditions & usas”, including wetlands. INDB7-7
After literally years of construction activity? That is highly unlikely, particularly in the
terminal area. FERC should require uplands mitigation for this loss.

INDE7-8

= Dredging impacts to the Bahia Grande and South Bay need to be examined. Sea grasses

IND67-1

IND67-2

IND67-3

IND67-4
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The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and the
Commission’s regulations and policy. The EIS is consistent with FERC style,
formatting, and policy regarding NEPA evaluation of alternatives and different impact
types. The EIS is comprehensive and thorough in its identification and evaluation of
feasible mitigation measures to reduce those effects whenever possible. While some
information was still pending at the time of issuance of the draft EIS, the lack of this
final information does not deprive the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment
on a substantial adverse environmental effect of the Project or a feasible way to
mitigate or avoid such effect. The draft EIS included sufficient detail to enable the
reader to understand and consider the issues raised by the proposed projects and
addresses a reasonable range of alternatives. The final EIS includes additional
information provided by RG Developers, cooperating agencies, and new or revised
information based on substantive comments on the draft EIS.

The draft EIS comment period was consistent with the FERC’s typical comment
periodof 45 days. The FERC continued to accept comments on the draft EIS and
other related materials placed into the record well past the end date of the comment
period up, to the extent possible, the point of publication of the final EIS.

Upland habitats, including lomas, in the Project area are not protected; therefore,
mitigation of these habitat is not required. However, we acknowledge that lomas are
important habitat for ocelots. Any mitigation for habitat loss for the ocelot would be
determined through completion of the ESA consultation process. As described in
section 4.4.2 of the EIS, wetland mitigation plans are part of the permitting process
associated with Section 404 of the CWA. RG LNG’s final wetland mitigation plans
would be developed and submitted to the COE, and would be implemented in
addition to the construction mitigation measures outlined in RG LNG’s Procedures
and the measures described in the EIS. Construction of the LNG Terminal would
not be authorized prior to finalization of the wetland mitigation plans and issuance
of the COE’s CWA Section 404/Section 10 permit.

See Comment Response IND67-3.
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Under Section 3 of the NGA, oversight for LNG export is divided between the
Commission and the DOE. FERC is responsible for approving the safe and sound
siting and operation of LNG facilities, given that DOE has approved the export of the
commodity. It is the DOE, not the Commission, which retains the exclusive authority
over the export of the natural gas as a commodity, including the responsibility to
consider whether the exportation of that gas is consistent with the public interest. As
described in section 1.1 of the EIS, the DOE granted an authorization to RG LNG for
export to countries having a FTA with the United States that includes national
treatment for trade in natural gas. In accordance with the NGA and Energy Policy Act
of 1992, export to a country with which there is an FTA requiring national treatment
for trade in natural gas, is deemed consistent with the public interest. Further, RB
Pipeline executed a precedent agreement for the total capacity of the Rio Bravo
Pipeline for the 20-year life of the Project, which establishes a basis for a finding by
the Commission that the pipeline will be in the public convenience and necessity under
Section 7.

Impacts on commercial fishing are addressed in section 4.9.4. While minor,
temporary, and permanent impacts on commercial fishing in the BSC would occur
from construction and operation of the LNG Project, the majority of the commercial
fishing industry is based on offshore shrimping and fishing. As such the Project is
unlikely to result in a measurable effect on commercial landings in the Project area.
Sections 4.9.4 and 4.9.8.2 have been revised to more explicitly address impacts on the
bait shrimping industry.

Section 4.4.2.2 of the EIS acknowledges that, due to the longer disturbance of
wetlands within the same corridor due to proposed sequential installation of Pipelines
1 and 2, and the potential for conversion of wetland cover types within the permanent
right-of-way, compensatory mitigation could be required as part of the CWA Section
404 permit for the Pipeline System. Issuance of the CWA Section 404 permit is not
under FERC’s jurisdiction. Regarding the restoration of wetlands disturbed during
construction, section 6.3 of RG Developers’ Procedures describes wetland restoration
requirements, which includes, but is not limited to, consultation with appropriate
federal or state agencies to develop a project-specific wetland restoration plan, and
ensuring that all disturbed areas successfully revegetate with wetland herbaceous
and/or woody plant species and that the company control the invasion and spread of
invasive species and noxious weeds. Section 6.4.5 of RG Developers’ Procedures
describes the criteria for determining successful wetland restorations. The COE may
require additional monitoring parameters during its permitting process.

As described in section 4.6.2, South Bay connects to the BSC more than 2.5 miles

from the LNG Terminal site; therefore, impacts of dredging and dredged materials
on seagrass beds and oyster beds in South Bay are not anticipated. Dredging is not
proposed in the Bahia Grande or South Bay; dredging would occur within the BSC
and the LNG Terminal site (see section 4.3.2.2).
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and oyster beds.can be affected by even mild dredge spoll deposition.

Using wetlands for “workspace” and roads is unacceptable. The likelihood of thelr
returning to their original state after several years of heavy construction 45 almost ndn-
existent.

The DEIS says that 74 acres of wildlife habitat will be permanently destroyed at the
terminal site. There is no mention of how this loss will be replaced or mitigated. A
“moderate” permanent impact on local wildlife is not acceptable.

The DEIS states that wetlands, the Channel & mudfiats at the terminal site are essential
fish habitat (EFH). Yet it appears no study has been done of the fish & benthic
resources jn the channel at the Project site. Without that data how can you assess the
impacts of the extensive dredging, pile-driving, & operation of the Project.

The DEIS states that the Project “has the potential to result in significant impacts on
ocelot and ocelot recovery.” For an area that has so few ocelots and so little ocelot
habitat, this is reason-ta deny the permit.

The DEIS states there would be “moderate impacts on the Zapata Boat Launch” area.
There would be even greater impacts to fishing at the Restoration Channel, which
nearly abuts the Rio Grande LNG site. This needs to be assessed and included.

The DEIS states there will be $92.9 million in property taxes paid over 22 years which
“would result in a moderate, permanent and positive economic impact.” This averages
to $4.2 million per year, which has to coverinereased school costs, construction &
repair of roads, infrastructure, fire, police, EMS and other services. Taxpayers will lkely
be paying more than $4.2 million per year. And is FERC considering that with every year
of operation the taxable value of the project will be depreciating?

The DEIS says “neither construction nor operation would be expected to significantly
impact tourism...” There is no data to support this statement. Port Isabel, South Padre
Island and Laguna Atascosa NWR are all very nature tourist-dependent. Interview-type
studies need to be done with out-of-area tourists to meaningfully assess this impact.
Petrochemical industrialization drives away nature tourism,
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Section 6.3 of RG Developers’ Procedures describes wetland restoration
requirements, which includes, but is not limited to, consultation with appropriate
federal or state agencies to develop a project-specific wetland restoration plan, and
ensuring that all disturbed areas successfully revegetate with wetland herbaceous
and/or woody plant species and that the company control the invasion and spread of
invasive species and noxious weeds. Section 6.4.5 of RG Developers’ Procedures
describes the criteria for determining successful wetland restoration, including that
vegetation is at least 80 percent of either the cover documented for the wetland prior
to construction, or at least 80 percent of the cover in adjacent wetland areas that were
not disturbed by construction. If natural rather than active revegetation was used, the
plant species composition must be consistent with early successional wetland plant
communities in the affected ecoregion. The COE may require additional monitoring
parameters during its permitting process.

Loss of wildlife habitat would occur at the LNG Terminal site as a result of the
Project. Although loss of upland habitat does not generally require compensatory or
offsite mitigation, as discussed in sections 4.7.1.3 and 4.7.1.4, any mitigation for
habitat loss for the ocelot or northern aplomado falcon would be determined through
completion of the ESA consultation process. As discussed in section 4.4.2.4, all
wetland losses would need to be mitigated in accordance with the CWA Section 404
permit, as applicable.

Appendix M includes a revised EFH assessment for the Project, which includes an
assessment of habitats and managed fish and shellfish species with the potential to
occur at the Project site based on available data and field survey results for habitats
in the Project area. Consultation regarding the EFH assessment is complete, and,
given the temporary, minor impacts on EFH, the NMFS does not have EFH
conservation recommendations for the Project.

Comment noted. FERC has determined that the Project is likely to adversely affect
the ocelot and jaguarundi; therefore, the FWS will further assess impacts on these
species to determine if the Project would result in jeopardy of either species. Further,
as discussed in section 4.7.1.4, the FWS and RG Developers are coordinating
regarding mitigation for the loss of potential ocelot habitat. Final mitigation plans
would be determined through completion of the ESA consultation process.

Potential impacts on recreational fishing, including fishing within the Bahia Grande
Channel, are addressed in section 4.9.3.

As discussed further in section 4.9.5, the estimated tax benefits presented within
assume the Project would receive tax abatements comparable to those recently granted
for other LNG and major refining and petrochemical facilities along the Texas Gulf
Coast. Further, RG LNG has committed to annual payments of $2.7 million during
the first ten years of operation to offset a portion of the forgone taxes associated with
the abatement.

As discussed further in section 4.9.3, the Project would result in temporary to short-
term, visitation patterns may change, but the number of visits to the Project area would
likely not.
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Rio Grande must complete its cultural resources survey and complete necessary

cansultation before the EiS is finalized, NOT “prior to construction.” You are feaving the
public out completely. )

If Rio Grande is built it would be the largest single stationary source of nitrogen oxides,
carbon monoxide, VOC's sulfur dioxide, particulate matter and greenhouse gasses in the
Rio Grande Valley. The DEIS states “...Project emissions are below applicable screening
levels, and therefore adverse health effects are not expected.” We disagree. The
higher the air pollutant levels the more adverse health effects there are, especially to
vulnerable populations. In April & May there are days when the RGV has some of the
highest particulate levels in the state. This project would worsen those levels. And
there is no safe level for VOC's.

The Rio Bravo Pipeline’s horizontal directional drilling “would exceed FERC's noise
criterion” at 7 sites. FERC thus recommends that Rio Bravo Pipeline prepare a noise
mitigation plan. That plan should be a part of this DEIS so that the public can see it and
comment.

Valley Crossing Pipeline already goes under the RG terminal site. We do not think it
safe to build a LNG liquefaction terminal over a large buried high-pressure natural gas
pipeline, even if the risk of rupture is low.

The SpaceX launch site at Boca Chica is 5 miles from the RG terminal site. Where is the
launch failure analysis? Did that analysis include the SpaceX BFR, which will be larger
than any existing rocket, and which SpaceX says it intends to launch from the Boca
Chica site?

The DEIS says “the greatest cumulative impacts” would be on soils, surface water

quality, vegetation, wildlife, aquatic resources, threatened and endangered species,
visual resources, land & water-based transportation, air quality, and noise. These are

more than sufficient reasons to deny this permit.

The DEIS states “We conclude that cumulative impacts of the 3 LNG terminals on visual
resources would be potentially significant.” We agree and urge denial of this permit.

The DEIS concludes that the 3 LNG projects cumulatively “would contribute significantly
3
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While some information was still pending at the time of issuance of the draft EIS, the
lack of this final information does not deprive the public of a meaningful opportunity
to comment on a substantial adverse environmental effect of the Project or a feasible
way to mitigate or avoid such effect. The draft EIS included sufficient detail to enable
the reader to understand and consider the issues raised by the proposed projects and
addresses a reasonable range of alternatives. The Section 106 process to identify,
evaluate, assess, and mitigate adverse effects to historic properties is ongoing, and
would be complete prior to construction of the Project, if authorized. Completion of
the Section 106 process would include completion of field surveys, which may not be
possible prior to issuance of a FERC Certificate due to restricted access to construction
workspaces.

Comment noted. As described in section 4.11.1 of the EIS, the State of Texas requires
a State Health Effects air quality analysis. The results of RG LNG’s State Health
Effects modeling evaluation indicate that the Project emissions are below applicable
effects screening levels, and therefore adverse health effects are not expected. The
final EIS was revised to identify the pollutants assessed, which include benzene (a
VOC). The TCEQ is the agency responsible for the review of the State Health Effects
analysis, and on December 17, 2018, the TCEQ issued an order granting air quality
permits to RG LNG. Further, pollution emissions from the LNG Terminal site, when
considered with background concentrations, would be below the NAAQS, which
include standards for PM, and, which are designated to protect public health including
sensitive populations such as children, the elderly, and asthmatics.

See Comment Response IND67-18.

Section 4.12.1.16 of the EIS addresses the potential impact on the Project from
external events, including the VCP.

RG LNG contracted ACTA to conduct a space launch analysis. Public portions of the
ACTA analysis were submitted to the Project docket on March 21, 2017, and
supplemental data was submitted on August 22, 2017. The public information
provided in these filings shows the debris impact probability contours for varying
debris from both the Falcon 9 and Falcon Heavy rocket launch vehicles. The EIS
provides the FERC staff's conclusions based on this analysis. Section 4.12.1.6 of the
final EIS has been updated to indicate that the analysis is specific to both Falcon 9 and
Falcon Heavy launch vehicles and not for conceptual launch vehicles such as the Big
Falcon Rocket. In addition, FERC staff has updated recommendations in section
4.12.1.7 so that RG LNG must file procedures to conduct risk based assessments that
would incorporate FAA's public guidance prior to a rocket launch. Since the risk
assessments would incorporate the FAA's public guidance, the risk assessments would
be based on the most up to date information about areas likely to be impacted by
falling debris and would allow RG LNG to take any action such as reducing or
stopping certain plant operations prior to a rocket launch.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.
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to air quality impacts, potentially exceed the NAAQS in focal areas, and result in
cumulatively greater air quality impacts.” This is not acceptable and is grounds for
denial of the permit.

Cumulative emissions of greenhouse gases would be massive {(10.7 million tons per
year), with Rio Grande being by far the largest contributor (8.5 million tpy). And this
would continue for 20-30 years or longer, when we need to reduce carbon emissions
drastically much sooner. This project, if approved & built, would move us in the
opposite direction. That Rio Grande’s contribution to cumulative impacts on climate-
change cannot be precisely measured is no reason for FERC to wash its hands of it.
FERC should require carbon capture or dehy the permit.

The DEIS says that Rio Grande “combined with the other projects in the geographic
scope, including the Texas LNG and Annova LNG projects, would result in “significant
cumulative impacts...” Therefore if FERC chooses to permit the Rio Grande project
{which we strongly oppose), it should deny Texas LNG and Annova LNG. By FERC's own
analysis the cumulative impacts would be too great (e.g. significant).

All endangered species consultations with FWS and NMFS should be completed before
the FERC Record of Decision, not “before construction.”

Only if FERC permits Rio Grande and construction proceeds, will AEP bulld a 138kV
overhead powerline along SH48. This high-voltage powerline would cause significant
visual and wildlife impacts, particularly birds, including protected and endangered
species. These impacts need to be evaluated and be part of the DEIS.

“The world has no capacity to absorb new fossil plants, wamns IEA [International Energy
Agency)],” Adam Vaughan. The world has so many existing fossil fuel projects that it
cannot afford to build any more polluting infrastructure without busting international
climate change goals, the global energy watchdog has warned. Unless carbon capture
technology is employed Rio Grande LNG’s permit application should be denied.
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Section 4.13.2.9 of the final EIS was revised to acknowledge that the Project GHG
emissions would incrementally contribute to climate change. Mitigation and emission
reductions are more appropriately handled by the federal and state agencies, in this
case the EPA and TCEQ, with the authority to impose such reductions to meet federal
and state air quality goals. RG Developers have committed to complying with the
GHG BACT requirements included in their PSD permit for the LNG Terminal and
Compressor Station (see section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS).

Each project has been planned in accordance with a specific business plan developed
by the respective applicants. The projects are therefore each being proposed to meet
the demands of different schedules and end points. As identified in section 1.0, FERC
considers the public interest and/or the public convenience and necessity of a project
prior to making its decision on whether or not to approve it. Assessment of the
proposed Project has included coordination with multiple federal and state agencies
and requires permits or authorizations from additional entities (see section 1.5).

The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines and other applicable
requirements. In addition to conducting its own independent analysis of the Project,
FERC also relies on the expertise of federal, state, and local agencies who have
regulatory authority and oversight of the laws, rules, and regulations described in the
EIS. The outreach and agency engagement conducted for the Project is described in
section 1 of the EIS. An applicant must also demonstrate that it has conducted surveys
in accordance with a regulatory agency’s protocols and/or the law, and consulted with
the appropriate agency personnel and applied for applicable permits. If the Project is
authorized, the FERC Order will include conditions that must be met in advance of any
construction. If the applicable conditions cannot be met, construction could not move
forward, even if the Project was authorized. One such condition includes finalization
of ESA consultation with the FWS and NMFS, which will identify any additional
mitigation that must be met. If either agency issues a jeopardy determination, FERC
could adopt a reasonable or prudent alternative, refuse to authorize the commencement
of construction, or request an exemption from the Endangered Species Committee.
Given these regulatory mechanisms, FERC finds that recommending these
consultations to be finalized prior to construction is adequate.

Cumulative impacts of the electric transmission line are addressed in section 4.13.2,
including the potential for impacts on migratory birds, threatened and endangered
species, and visual resources.

Section 4.13.2.9 of the final EIS was revised to acknowledge that the Project GHG
emissions would incrementally contribute to climate change. Mitigation and emission
reductions are more appropriately handled by the federal and state agencies, in this
case the EPA and TCEQ, with the authority to impose such reductions to meet federal
and state air quality goals. RG Developers have committed to complying with the
GHG BACT requirements included in their PSD permit for the LNG Terminal and
Compressor Station (see section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS).
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My name is Ed McBride and I am a retired Captain with the Colorado Fire Dept., US
Veteran, Tax paying citizen, Texas resident and Vice President of the Board of Directors
of Long Island Village. The Board voted unanimously to protest and oppose the Proposed
LNG Plants of the Brownsville Ship Channel.

Long Island Village is an island community of more than 2500 residents located just 1.7
miles south east of the proposed LNG Export Terminal. Our community was created with a
resort like atmosphere with many outdoor activities like golf, fishing, swimming,
shuffleboard, biking, tennis, and basketball. Most home owners here, including myself, are
older retired residents. The upside of being retired is we now have the time to enjoy
these activities. The downside is that many of us should be considered part of the
“sensitive group” because we are elderly and have compromised respiratory systems,
compromised immune systems, and cardio pulmonary problems.

The proposed LNG projects will negatively impact my health, my community’s health and
the health of all who live in LIV and Port Isabel because of the harmful emissions that will
pollute our air and put our already vuinerable population at risk. The prevailing wind here is
south/south east which puts us directly in the path of the pollutants. Many of us would
have to sell and move,

The LNG tanker ships used to transport the gas represent another hazard. We are living
just # mile from where these tanker ships will pass through on the Brownsville Ship
Channel, well within the extreme danger zone.

Should there be an incident at the LNG plant or a tanker ship, our ability to evacuate our
island is severely compromised by the fact that our only escape route is over an old swing
bridge built in the 50's. This bridge is frequently closed to vehicular traffic to aliow
barges, commercial tourist & fishing boats, shrimping boats, and recreational boats to pass
on the Intra Coastal Waterway. Should there be a leak or an explosion, it is possible we
would be trapped and exposed to hazardous conditions on our island.

These proposed LNG Export Plants are miles away from Brownsville but unfortunately
right on top of our beautiful coastal communities. The residents of Long Island Village
came here to get away from the pollutants of big cities and factories. Please consider say
"NO” to building LNG plants here. Do not make us another doomed cogstal community.

r.
.

With respect, .
Ed McBride

LhE o OF Ak i

IND68-1

IND68-2

IND68-3

INDE8-4

IND68-5

IND68-1

IND68-2

IND68-3

IND68-4

IND68-5

115

The resolutions regarding opposition to the Project are noted.

As described in section 4.11.1 of the EIS, the State of Texas requires a State Health
Effects air quality analysis. The results of RG LNG’s State Health Effects modeling
evaluation indicate that the Project emissions are below applicable effects screening
levels, and therefore adverse health effects are not expected. The TCEQ is the agency
responsible for the review of the State Health Effects analysis, and on December 17,
2018, the TCEQ issued an order granting air quality permits to RG LNG. Further,
pollution emissions from the LNG Terminal site, when considered with background
concentrations, would be below the NAAQS, which are designated to protect public
health including sensitive populations such as children, the elderly, and asthmatics.

Section 4.12.1.3 of the EIS indicates that major LNG marine vessel accidents
have not resulted in injury to the public and have resulted in minimal loss of
LNG for incidents involving loading or unloading operations and no loss of LNG
after a grounding or collision event. Section 4.12.1.3 also discusses Coast
Guard's requirements for LNG carrier operations and the potential hazards within
the Zones of Concern in the event of a LNG carrier breach.

As described in section 4.12.1.6 of the EIS, RG LNG would need to prepare an ERP
that would include provisions for evacuation of the public. If authorized, the ERP
and cost sharing plan would need to be submitted for review and approval prior to
any construction at the site. The Project would be over 4.8 miles southeast of Long
Island Village. Based on our analysis of photo simulations for Port Isabel, which is a
similar distance and direction from the LNG Terminal site, it would be possible to
see the LNG Terminal from elevated vantage points within Long Island Village.
Based on a review of aerial imagery, it appears the village is comprised of structures
that are at most two-stories, therefore it is unlikely that the LNG Terminal would be
visibility to residences.

Potential impacts on recreation areas and socioeconomic characteristics such as
transportation infrastructure and public services that may be used by residences of
Long Island Village are addressed in sections 4.8.1.5 and 4.9, respectively.
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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION COMMENT FORM

Please check the box(es) of the project(s) on which you are commenting:

MG}ande Project  Docket Nos. CP16-454-000, CP16-455-000

ORIGINAL

WNG Project  Docket No. CP16-116-000

Comments can be: (1) left with a FERC representative; (2) mailed to the address below or (3) electronically filed".

Please send one copy referenced to the appropriate docket number (as noted above) to the address
below.

For Official Filing:

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE, Room 1A

‘Washington, DC 20426

COMMENTS: (PLEASE PRINT) [attach an additional sheet if necessary]

KOISE

! The Commission strongly encourages electronic filing of any comments or interventions or protests to this
proceeding. Comments may be filed via the FERC's website, www.ferc.gov, by using "eFiling” under the link

“Documents and Filings.” Before you can file comments you will need to create an account by clicking on "eRegister.”
The FERC has expert eFiling staff for assistance at 1-866-208-3676 (TTY contact 202-502-8659) or efiling@ferc.gov.
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As described in section 4.12.1.6 of the EIS, RG LNG would need to prepare an ERP
that would include provisions for evacuation of the public. If authorized, the ERP
and cost sharing plan would need to be submitted for review and approval prior to
any construction at the site. Section 4.12.1.6 also discusses how the proposed site
would be designed for natural hazards including hurricanes.
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“Bullet Points” for Comments to FERC on Rio Grande LNG

Note: In addition to expressing your personal views about the proposed Rio Grande LNG
project, you may want to consider adding any of the following points. You can make oral
comments to FERC at the 11/19/18 Public Meeting and/for send in written comments before
the comment deadline, which is 12/3/18. If you want to view or download the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, go to saveRGVfromLNG.com

= The Draft Environmental Impact Statement is incomplete. There is a long list of
important information that FERC is requesting from Rio Grande “before the end of the
comment period.” How is the public supposed to comment on information that isn’t
there?

e The comment deadline should be extended for at least 2 weeks after all the required
information is submitted and made public.

¢ The mitigation plan is grossly inadequate. There is no mitigation plan for the upland
loma and brush habitat that will be destroyed. For the wetlands that will be filled in
they propose “preserving” an area that is already under Fish & Wildlife Service

protection and management. That is not meaningful mitigation
e The wetlands mitigation plan as proposed will violate the “No Net Loss” federal policy.

e The need for this project has not been demonstrated. There are no buyers for the LNG,
no “binding contracts.” For a project with so many negative impacts an unequivocal
need for the product must be shown.

e There is no analysis of the impacts to both the bait shrimping industry (which relies on
the BSC) nor on the off-shore shrimping industry, which relies ready access to the BSC
to get to & from the Gulf.

® The DEIS says that of the 3655 acres that would be “disturbed” during construction,
1507 acres “would return to pre-construction conditions & uses”, including wetlands.
After literally years of construction activity? That is highly unlikely, particularly in the
terminal area. FERC shouid require uplands mitigation for this loss.

= Dredging impacts to the Bahia Grande and South Bay need to be examined. Sea grasses

INDE9-2
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See our responses to Comment Letter IND67 (Mary
Voltz).
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and oyster beds can be affected by even mild dredge spoil deposition.

Using wetlands for "workspace” and roads is unacceptable. The likelihood of their
returning to their original state after several years of heavy construction is almost non-
existent.

The DEIS says that 74 acres of wildlife habitat will be permanently destroyed at the
terminal site. There is no mention of how this loss will be replaced or mitigated. A
“moderate” permanent impact on local wildlife is not acceptable.

The DEIS states that wetlands, the Channel & mudfiats at the terminal site are essential
fish habitat (EFH). Yet it appears no study has been done of the fish & benthic
resources in the channel at the Project site. Without that data how can you assess the
impacts of the extensive dredging, pile-driving, & operation of the Project.

The DEIS states that the Project “has the potential to result in significant impacts on
ocelot and ocelot recovery.” For an area that has so few ocelots and so little ocelot
habitat, this is reason to deny the permit.

The DEIS states there would be “moderate impacts on the Zapata Boat Launch” area.
There would be even greater impacts to fishing at the Restoration Channel, which
nearly abuts the Rio Grande LNG site. This needs to be assessed and included.

The DEIS states there will be $92.9 million in property taxes paid over 22 years which
“would result in a moderate, permanent and positive economic impact.” This averages
to $4.2 million per year, which has to cover increased school costs, construction &
repair of roads, Infrastructure, fire, police, EMS and other services. Taxpayers will likely
be paying more than $4.2 million per year. And is FERC considering that with every year
of operation the taxable value of the project will be depreciating?

The DEIS says “neither construction nor operation would be expected to significantly
impact tourism...” There is no data to support this statement. Port Isabel, South Padre
island and Laguna Atascosa NWR are all very nature tourist-dependent. Interview-type
studies need to be done with out-of-area tourists to meaningfully assess this impact.
Petrochemical industrialization drives away nature tourism.

INDB9-2
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Rio Grande must complete its cultural resources survey and complete necessary
consuitation before the EiS is finalized, NOT “prior to construction.” You are leaving the
public out completely.

If Rio Grande is built it would be the largest single stationary source of nitrogen oxides,
carbon monoxide, VOC's sulfur dioxide, particulate matter and greenhouse gasses in the
Rio Grande Valley. The DEIS states "...Project emissions are below applicable screening
levels, and therefore adverse health effects are not expected.” We disagree. The
higher the air pollutant levels the more adverse health effects there are, especially to
vulnerable populations. In April & May there are days when the RGV has some of the
highest particulate levels in the state. This project would worsen those levels. And
there is no safe leyel for VOC's.

The Rio Bravo Pipeline’s horizontal directional drilling “would exceed FERC's noise
criterion” at 7 sites. FERC thus recommends that Rio Bravo Pipeline prepare a noise
mitigation plan. That plan should be a part of this DEIS so that the public can see it and
comment.

Valley Crossing Pipeline aiready goes under the RG terminal site. We do not think it
safe to build a LNG liquefaction terminal over a large buried high-pressure natural gas
pipeline, even if the risk of rupture is low.

The SpaceX launch site at Boca Chica is 5 miles from the RG terminal site. Where is the
launch failure analysis? Did that analysis inciude the SpaceX BFR, which will be larger
than any existing rocket, and which SpaceX says it intends te launch from the Boca
Chica site?

The DEIS says “the greatest cumulative impacts” would be on soils, surface water
quality, vegetation, wildlife, aquatic resources, threatened and endangered species,
visual resources, land & water-based transportation, air quality, and noise. These are
more than sufficient reasons to deny this permit.

The DEIS states "We conclude that cumulative impacts of the 3 LNG terminals on visual
resources would be potentially significant.” We agree and urge denial of this permit.

The DEIS concludes that the 3 LNG projects cumulatively “would contribute significantly
3
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to air quality impacts, potentially exceed the NAAQS in local areas, and result in
cumulatively greater air quality impacts.” This is not acceptable and is grounds for
denial of the permit.

Cumulative emissions of greenhouse gases would be massive (10.7 million tons per
year), with Rio Grande being by far the largest contributor (8.5 million tpy). And this
would continue for 20-30 years or longer, when we need to reduce carbpn emissions
drasticalty much sooner. This project, if approved & built, would move us in the
opposite direction. That Rio Grande’s contribution to cumulative impacts on climate
change cannot be precisely measured is no reason for FERC to wash its hands of it.
FERC should require carbon capture or deny the permit.

The DEIS says that Rio Grande “combined with the other projects in the geographic
scope, including the Texas LNG and Annova LNG projects, would result in “significant
cumulative impacts...” Therefore if FERC chooses to permit the Rio Grande project
{which we strongly oppose), it should deny Texas LNG and Annava UNG. 8y FERC's own
analysis the cumulative impacts would be too great (e.g. significant).

Al endangered species consultations with FWS and NMFS should be completed before
the FERC Record of Decision, not "before construction.”

Only if FERC permits Rio Grande and construction proceeds, will AEP build a 138kv
overhead powerline along SH48. This high-voltage powerline would cause significant
visual and wildlife impacts, particularly birds, including protected and endangered
species, These impacts need to be evaluated and be part of the DEIS.

“The world has no capacity to absorb new fossil plants, wamns IEA [International Energy
Agency],” Adam Vaughan, The world has so many existing fossil fuel-projects that it
cannot afford to build any more polluting infrastructure without busting international
climate change goals, the globatenergy watchdog has warned. Unless carbon capture
technology is employed Rio Grande LNG’s permit application should be denied.
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Mellissa Case, Houston, TX.

I come from a community on the North East coast of Queensland in
Rustralia called Gladstone. Gladstone is a small regional community,
with a population of 35,000 people. We had four LNG developments planned
in our community and we got three - all built all at the same time.

In Gladstone we have the highest ownership of tinnys - or small boats in
the state. We love our oceans and harbor we use it recreationally, and
also commercially - our town is renowned throughout the country for our
prawns (shrimps) and fish, and we live export our reef fish live straight
to Japan. Every opportunity we get, we are on the water - crabbing,
fishing or swimming. Our waters are also home to endangered species such
as the Dugocng similar to a manatee and flatbkack and green sea turtles.
Our harbor is part of the Great Barrier Reef Marine park - a world
heritage listed marine treasure werth billions to cur country in tourism
and fishing economy.

When the LNG’'s came to town, our community had many of the same questions
being asked by Ric Grande WValley residents and were worried about what
the development might mean. Those fears were largely unfounded, and for
many, the kest thing that ever happened to our community was LNG. This is
what our community would have missed out on if we didn’t support LNG
develcpment in cur town.

Jobs - I have heard from some oppesiticn groups that there will be no
jobs for locals and only engineers will be employed. This is simply not
true. During censtruction 5,000 local people were employed and $1.5 IND 70-1
billion dollars were paild in wages to them. This money goes directly
into people’s pockets and they spend it doing their shopping, buying a
new car, renovating their house. I and many of my friends were able to
become debt free for the first time and finally own cur own homes. There
are thousands of roles available with various skills sets required from
administration and janitorial through toc electricians, concreters, health
and safety and environmental, as well as engineers.

IND 70-2

In total, more than 10,000 local people worked on the project directly at
some point during construction - almost a third of our community. Whole
families and multiple generations worked on the projects. People who had
been living on a low income could finally break that cycle - buy their
own house, a car, upgrade their toys like boats, send their kids to
university, pay off loans. My friends who had been working two or three
jobs on minimum wage just to get by could now afford to just work one job
and spend more time with their families and treat themselwves to a
holiday.

People who had left town to find work came back to Gladstone, and many
have re-established themselves back into the community. To see my
community, my family and friends so proudlv celebrating first shipment of
LNG, because they were part of something great - something they can tell
their grand kids about is amazing.
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The opportunities after construction with the experience and skills vou
gain are endless. Many of my friends work in operations, have gone on to
own their own business, and many like me are working globally on the
construction and delivery of LNG projects.

Local Economy - More than $900 million was injected into our community
directly through purchase orders and contracts with local businesses.
This income supports employment and families in the community who run
egsential services such as cafes, hardware stores and medical facilities.
In addition, the industry in our community provides a stable income all
year round regardless of the influxes of tourism and business cycles.
Local businesses, parks, playgrounds and facilities including our
wildlife rehabilitation centers were upgraded - none of which would have
been possible without LNG.

Envircnment Our environmental values have remained the same. The sea
grass is healthy and probably even more well understood than ever before
due to the amount of studies conducted. We still catch fish and we still
have dugong, turtles and dolphins. The birds are still there, the
turtles are still nesting on cour keaches and the tourists still come to
enjoy our beautiful Great Barrier Reef.

Community Safety. I have heard concerns in the community about
hurricanes, LNG safety from spills, fire and the potential for the
community to become a terrorism target if the project was built. I heard
the same in my community. The first LNG facility in the US was built in
1967 in Alaska - which is not known for having the best winter weather -
but has continued to operate witheout incident. There are there are
numerous LNG facilities on the Gulf Coast that have withstood the
hurricanes and the extreme weather of the gulf coast, as well as LNG
facilities in cyclone prone areas. These too have continued to operate
without incident.

Projects are years 1n the making, taking into consideraticn every
possible issue that could occur and then applying best management
practices. These projects are technelogically advanced with proven
approaches to make them safe and reliable. The best companies in the
world with over 50 years experience in designing and building LHNG
projects are working on delivering this project to ensure safe
operations, minimized impact to the environment and positive benefits to
the local community and econcmy. I have complete faith in the FERC
process, construction project planning processes and proposed
mitigations, because I am part of those discussions and evervybody working
on this project has the local community, environment, economy, safety and
responsible development at heart.

The leocal community have a great cpportunity ahead of them and I fully
support the approval of Rio Grande LNG so that the community can
experience the benefits that this project will bring now and for future
generations.
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Comment noted. LNG Terminal safety is assessed in section 4.12.1 of the EIS.

Comment noted.
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Jorge A Hernandez, Edinburg, TX.

I've been a resident of the RGV for most of my life, and have working in
the oil and gas production for the last 25 years. This project is not
only of great benefit to the o0il and gas industry, but also for the
economy and the residents of Scouth Texas. The LNG project is a great
opportunity for economic growth and innovation to the community. The
closest thing to an LNG plant is in Corpus and it provides many
employment opportunities, scholarships, and revenue for local business
and surrounding cities. The LNG project is not only a great as
South Texas to grow economically, but also an employment oppo
an advocate for education development for generations to come.

est for
tunity and
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Donald Gonzales, Spring, TX.

I object to Grande LNG/Rio Bravo Pipeline project because they would
cause substantial and unreasconable harm to the environment. These
projects would adversely affect the populations of ocelots and
jaguarondis in the project areas. Furthermore, these projects do not
adequately ensure protection of the sensitive areas in the wetlands that
serve as vital food source for the fauna in these areas. The FERC should

deny these applications.
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FERC has determined that the Project is likely to adversely affect the ocelot and
jaguarundi; therefore, the FWS will further assess impacts on these species to
determine if the Project would result in jeopardy of either species. Further, as
discussed in section 4.7.1.4, the FWS and RG Developers are coordinating regarding
mitigation for the loss of potential ocelot habitat. Final mitigation plans would be
determined through completion of the ESA consultation process.

In section 4.4.2 of the EIS, we recognize that the LNG Terminal would result in the
permanent loss of wetlands. If approved, the Project would be subject to the
requirements for compensatory mitigation for wetland losses under Section 404 of the
CWA, in addition to the construction mitigation measures outlined in RG Developers’
Procedures and the measures described in the EIS.
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November 27, 2018

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

OEP/DG2E/Gas 4

Rio Grande LNG, LLC

Rio Bravo Pipeline

Company, LLC

RG LNG Project

Docket Nos. CP16-454-000 and CP16-455-000

Dear Ms. Bose: Please find my comments on the subject docket, enclosed. To summarize, the DEIS
does not satisfy the requirements of NEPA for several reasons, including:

*  Akey requirement under NEPA, is consideration of alternatives. For the proposed project,
consideration of alternatives to the proposed liquifaction facility i1s a key decision with very
significant environmental effects. Both the sponsor and FERC failed to consider an obvious
alternative location- Port Mansfield, Texas. While there may be valid reasons why it is not a
suitable location, there are sufficient reasons to warrant its consideration and discussion-
proximity to an existing deep draft channel, proximity to the source of natural gas, lack of
threatened and endangered species concerns, ete. The DEIS should discuss why Port
Mansfield, Texas is not a valid alternative to the proposed site, one which may have fewer
environmental impacts.

« Several key potential environmental effects of the proposed project (dredged material disposal,
wetland impacts, water quality impacts to some extent) are not disclosed and made available for
public review and comment. Rather, the DEIS includes a pattern of assertions that the proposed
project will not result in significant environmental impacts because Federal and State regulatory

more egregious by the fact that these regulatory decisions have not yet been made. In at least
one case (pipeline impacts on wetlands), neither FERC nor the sponsor even have completed
data collection to determine the extent of likely impacts of their proposal. This is not consistent
with NEPA. FERC and the sponsor cannot simply avoid disclosing potential environmental
impacts of the proposed project, based on generalized existing regulatory responsibilities of
other agencies, and because required studies are not complete.
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Section 3.3.1 of the final EIS revised to include a description of Port Mansfield and
the limitations to it being considered a viable alternative to the proposed Project.

The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and the
Commission’s regulations and policy. The EIS is consistent with FERC style,
formatting, and policy regarding NEPA evaluation of alternatives and different impact
types. The EIS is comprehensive and thorough in its identification and evaluation of
feasible mitigation measures to reduce those effects whenever possible. While some
information was still pending at the time of issuance of the draft EIS, the lack of this
final information does not deprive the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment
on a substantial adverse environmental effect of the Project or a feasible way to
mitigate or avoid such effect. The draft EIS included sufficient detail to enable the
reader to understand and consider the issues raised by the proposed projects and
addresses a reasonable range of alternatives. Specifically, the status of field surveys
along the pipeline route is described in section 4.4.1.2 of the EIS. Where surveys
were not conducted due to access limitations, an analysis of Geographic Information
System- based data was used to identify likely wetlands and quantify and disclose
potential impacts as part of the NEPA analysis. RB Pipeline would be required to
complete field surveys and obtain necessary permits prior to construction of the
Project. The final EIS includes additional information provided by RG Developers,
cooperating agencies, and new or revised information based on substantive comments
on the draft EIS.
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At least one major action, dredged material disposal, is still undergoing analysis of alternatives.
It is a primary purpose of NEPA, to provide analysis of alternatives by the responsible Federal
agency, for review and comment by the public. So, this DEIS does not fulfill its legal
responsibilities under NEPA, regarding the proposed project's dredged material disposal. Note
that this is not trivial. The sponsor proposes to dispose of on the order of 7 million cu yd of
dredged material. This is a very significant volume of dredged material. The surrounding
environment is also very ecologically sensitive and unique, making the decision where to
dispose of this huge volume of dredged material, of great concern. This of course, is in additior
to the problem discussed below. At least one of the alternatives being considered, disposal at thd
ODMDS, requires a very serious regulatory review, which is not fully under the control of the
USACE. Neither the sponsor, FERC, or USACE should assume that approval to dispose of the
dredged material in the ODMDS is a shoe-in. Once again, the DEIS does not meet the
requirements of NEPA.

The DEIS asserts that the proposed project will not result in dredging or disposal of dredged
material that is contaminated. It bases this assertion not on its own analysis of dredged material
testing data, but on the following report:

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 2014. Brazos Island Harbor, Texas, Channel
Improvement Project, Final Integrated Feasibility Report-Environmental
Assessment

+  Upon reviewing the above report, [ found that the only reference to any dredged materiall
testing data is the following. No dredged material testing data are provided in this report.

Three decades of water and chemistry data from the BIH have documented no concerns
with contaminated sediments in the profect area. Information describing the results of
water, sediment, and elutriate water testing under current conditions are available upon
request.

So, no dredged material testing data have been disclosed as part of this DEIS, nor were any
dredge material testing data disclosed as part of the Environmental Assessment issued by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in 2014, which is the basis for FERC and the sponsor's refusal to
provide dredged material testing data. Therefore, no dredged material testing data has been
disclosed under NEPA (or any other authority) that would provide for public review of the
potential for the proposed project to dredge or dispose of, contaminated dredged material. This

does not meet the requirements of NEPA.
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As discussed in section 4.2.3 of the EIS, RG LNG developed a draft Dredged Material
Management Plan that describes the scope of work and practicable disposal locations
for dredged material placement, both for new dredging related to facility construction,
and for 30 years of future maintenance dredging at the marine berths and turning
basin. . In addition to placement of some dredged material at the LNG Terminal site
(for site stabilization), RG LNG identified 12 potential sites for dredged material
placement, including eight upland placement areas, two Ocean Dredged Material
Disposal Sites, and two existing nearshore beach nourishment sites. RG LNG is also
considering other beneficial uses of dredged material. The final management and
disposition of dredged material will be determined by RG LNG’s consultation with
federal, state, and local resource agencies and applicable stakeholders, including the
BND, COE, EPA, NMFS, FWS, and the TCEQ, as applicable.

We cannot comment on NEPA documents issued by other federal agencies. We
accept the COE’s conclusion that known sediment contamination is not present in the
BSC (COE 2014). However, as stated in section 4.3.2.2, it is possible that
unanticipated contamination would be encountered during construction. Therefore,
RG LNG would conduct any requested dredged material sampling and testing in
accordance with applicable permit conditions and would implement its Unanticipated
Contaminated Sediment and Soils Discovery Plan if contaminated materials were
encountered. The COE is the federal agency responsible for issuance of a permit to
dredge the BSC under Section 10 of the RHA.
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FERC and the project sponsor acknowledge that proposed dredging will result in increased
concentrations of total suspended solids (TSS) in the Brownsville Ship Channel. However, they
assert that this effect will be short-term and localized, without providing any basis for such
claims. Such assertions are repeated in several places in the DEIS. However, the DEIS also
includes a statement that the proposed dredging will last 14 months, and the cumulative impacts
assessment concludes that if several dredging projects occur simultaneously, significant impacts
on TSS could oceur.

Secagrasses, highly valuable components of some coastal marine ecosystems, occur near the
proposed dredging locations, including beds in the Bahia Grande, Mexique Flats, and South
Bay Coastal Preserve. The seagrasses of the Mexique Flats have been identified as important
habitat for the recently dramatically increasing population of juvenile green sea turtles, an
endangered species, in the lower Laguna Madre. Seagrasses are highly sensitive to decreases in
light availability, such as occurs with elevated TSS. If seagrasses are exposed to 14 months of
elevated TSS, they will almost certainly be negatively impacted. And yet, FERC and the
sponsor choose to dismiss this project risk with no analysis and no data. This is unacceptable.
This is not consistent with NEPA.

FERC and the sponsor did not demonsirate that the preferred pipeline alternative is the Least
Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA), as defined in Clean Water Act,
Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. Only the LEDPA can be permitied. FERC and the sponsor did
not consider an alternative that would have crossed ALL waterbodies using HDD methods, or at
least other trenchless methods. Why wasn't such an alternative considered? Clearly, this would
have avoided and minimized impacts of the proposed pipelines on waterbodies, to the
maximum extent possible. In such a case, it would simply be a matter of determining whether it
was practicable or not. FERC and the sponsor should not have simply assumed that it was not
practicable. They should be required to demonstrate whether or not it is. The approach taken is
not consistent with the Guidelines, nor NEPA.

FERC correctly decided not to immediately approve the sponsor's request for a haul road for
transportation of soil to the LNG facility site. that will have significant impacts on wetlands and
other waters of the U.S. However, FERC incorrectly decided to allow the sponsor to continue to
present arguments in support of their preferred alternative. Under the Clean Water Act, Section
404(b)(1) Guidelines, only the LEDPA can be permitted. Based on the information provided in
the DEIS, it is clear that the sponsot's preferred alternative (the haul road) would not avoid or
minimize impacts to aquatic resources. It seems likely that it is not the LEDPA. However, that
conclusion requires a determination of practicability. FERC should disallow the sponsor's
request for the haul road.

FERC and the sponsor assume that most upland and wetland habitat impacts created by the
proposed project can be reversed by restoration via revegetation by seeding. First, seeding is
not the preferred method of revegetation in wetlands. Second, and more importantly, FERC and
the sponsor acknowledge that climatic and other physical factors in the vicinity of the proposed
project, make revegetation risky. This acknowledgement is in complete contradiction to their
assumption of simple restoration by revegetation. FERC and the sponsor must acknowledge
that these facts are contradictory, and therefore their assumption that many of the habitat
impacts (including wetland impacts) can be easily reversed with simple revegetation techniques,
is erroneous. Therefore, proposed mitigation is inadequate. FERC and the sponsor must
propose additional mitigation to compensate for the likely failure of efforts to revegetate.
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As described in section 4.3.2.2 of the EIS, all dredging would be conducted using
equipment designed to meet the Texas state water quality standards and in accordance
with applicable COE permit requirements, which would require that construction
activities be performed in a manner to minimize turbidity in the work area and
otherwise avoid adverse effects on water quality and aquatic life. The conclusions in
the EIS are based on RG LNG’s compliance with necessary permit requirements and
the mitigation measures that would be implemented to comply with those
requirements. In section 4.13.2.2, the EIS concludes that impacts due to

concurrent dredging would be minor to moderate and temporary given that each of the
projects with the potential to contribute to cumulative impacts would be required to
comply with water quality standards.

Sections 4.6.2.1 and 4.7.1.1 of the EIS state that The Laguna Madre (which includes
the Mexiquita Flats area) and South Bay connect to the BSC more than 2.5 miles from
the LNG Terminal site. Section 4.6.2.1 has been updated to indicate that there is no
formal mapping of seagrasses in the Bahia Grande although anecdotal records are
available for seagrasses in the interior of the wetland complex. Dredging would be
conducted in accordance with applicable permit requirements to minimize turbidity
impacts. Therefore, impacts of dredging and dredged materials on seagrass beds and
oyster beds within these waterbodies are not anticipated. Impacts from dredging
activities on surface waters, including the Bahia Grande, are discussed in section
4322,

Review of the Project under Section 404(b)(1) of the CWA would be completed during
the review process for the COE’s CWA Section 404/Section 10 permit. While a HDD
can be a good option for certain waterbody crossings, our experience is that a direct
crossing of a waterbody in 24-48 hours can often be preferable from an environmental
standpoint than setting up an HDD operation with accompanying extra workspace
which could take weeks tocomplete. As discussed in section 4.3.2.2, water quality
impacts would be minor.

As described in section 3.4 of the EIS, RG LNG originally proposed a new 1.8-mile-
long temporary haul road to transport fill material from the Port Isabel dredge pile to
the LNG Terminal site. We recommended in the draft EIS that RG LNG conduct a
feasibility assessment for transporting fill material from the Port Isabel dredge pile to
the LNG Terminal site via the existing system of roads or via barges. As a result of
these assessments, RG LNG is no longer pursuing use of the temporary haul road.
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As described in section 4.4.2.2 of the EIS, requirements for compensatory mitigation
for impacts of construction of the Pipeline System could be required as part of the
CWA Section 404 permit. Issuance of the CWA Section 404 permit is not under
FERC’s jurisdiction. Wetlands affected by the Project would be either allowed to
revegetate naturally or by using seed mixes in accordance with NRCS
recommendations. Section 6.3 of RG Developers’ Procedures describes wetland
restoration requirements, which includes, but is not limited to, consultation with
appropriate federal or state agencies to develop a project-specific wetland restoration
plan, and ensuring that all disturbed areas successfully revegetate with wetland
herbaceous and/or woody plant species and that the company control the invasion and
spread of invasive species and noxious weeds. Section 6.4.5 of RG Developers’
Procedures describes the criteria for determining successful wetland restoration,
including that vegetation is at least 80 percent of either the cover documented for the
wetland prior to construction, or at least 80 percent of the cover in adjacent wetland
areas that were not disturbed by construction. If natural rather than active revegetation
was used, the plant species composition must be consistent with early successional
wetland plant communities in the affected ecoregion. The COE may require additional
monitoring parameters during its permitting process. Restoration of upland vegetation
impacted by the pipeline facilities would generally occur through active seeding using
NRCS-recommended seed mixes; in addition, following issuance of the draft EIS, RG
Developers consulted with the FWS regarding the use of seed mixes; coordination on
the final seed mixes is ongoing, and RG Developers will coordinate with the Caesar
Kleberg Wildlife Research Institute at the FWS’ recommendation. Certain areas, such
as cultivated cropland, would not be reseeded unless requested by the landowner. RG
Developers are required to follow the measures to ensure successful revegetation of
uplands, including the density and cover of non-nuisance species, as indicated in
section 7.1 of the Project-specific Plan (appendix D of the EIS).
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* Preservation is the least preferred form of wetland mitigation under the Mitigation Rule. Based
on that, I strongly recommend the proposed mitigation for wetland impacts, via preservation, be
rejected. A mitigation option based on restoration or enhancement is desired. If preservation is
considered, an argument consistent with the Mitigation Rule, explaining why it is an acceptable
mitigation alternative, must be provided in a revised DEIS, for public comment. Any area
proposed for preservation as mitigation must be the same types of wetlands that are impacted
(in kind). If preservation is considered, it must only be considered using a very high mitigation
ratio. I recommend a minimum of 20:1. Only wetlands under significant unregulated threat can
be considered for preservation as mitigation. The sponsor must provide a detailed argument in
support of the idea that their proposed preservation tract(s) are under clear unregulated threat.
Preservation must be in perpetuity.

These comments represent an overview of my concems for the DEIS. While FERC and other agencies
may expect reviewers to document specific sections, pages, paragraphs, and sentences, that represent
specific concerns, the effort such a review and comment process would require represents a poor use of
my time. FERC staff’ and their contractors are certainly capable of identifying sections, pages,
paragraphs, and sentences of the DEIS on which my more general comments are based. The fact that I
am not identifying such specific sections, pages, paragraphs, and sentences in the document, should not
detract from the validity of my more general comments.

Sincerely,
Kenneth G. Teague, PWS, Certified Senior Ecologist
Austin, TX
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As described in section 4.4.2 of the EIS, wetland mitigation plans, including the
determination of the mitigation ratio, are part of the permitting process associated with
Section 404 of the CWA. RG LNG’s final wetland mitigation plans would be
developed and submitted to the COE, and would be implemented in addition to the
construction mitigation measures outlined in RG LNG’s Procedures and the measures
described in the EIS. Construction of the LNG Terminal would not be authorized to
commence prior to finalization of the wetland mitigation plans and issuance of the
COE’s CWA Section 404/Section 10 permit.
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Comments
Kenneth G. Teague, PWS, Certified Senior Ecologist
November 1, 2018

Port Arthur LNG Project

Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Port Arthur Liquefaction Project, Texas Connector Project, and Louisiana Connector Project
Docket Nos. CP17-20-000, CP17-21-000, CP17-21-001, CP18-7-000

FERC/DEIS-0285D

September, 2018

* The DEIS does not adequately evaluate all the reasonable alternatives.
e The DEIS did not evaluate an obvious alternative to the proposed LNG facility, located
about 45.2 mi NE of the proposed site, on the eastern side of the lower Calcasieu River in
southwest Louisiana:

The alternative location is the undeveloped upland tract on the N side of the dredged artificial water
body in the image above. It seems highly likely that this alternative would impact fewer wetlands.
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The comments do not pertain to the Project.
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+ Itis not clear if the project sponsor sufficiently considered pipeline route alternatives that
would have avoided and minimized impacts to waters of the U.S, more than the proposed
alternative.

+ The DEIS does not appear to consider pipeline alternatives that are fully compliant with
FERC's Plan and Procedures. Since Driftwood requested many deviations from FERC's
Plan and Procedures, such alternatives clearly should have been considered. They would
almost certainly result in fewer wetland and water body impacts.

*  The DEIS does not reflect that the project sponsor considered, when deciding to cross tidal
water bodies and estuarine wetlands, the possibility that waters of the US might be impacted
less if crossing methods other than were used. HDD is desirable for crossing upland
streams in order to minimize impacts to stream habitat, water quality, and riparian wetlands.
However, considerations are different in tidal waters and coastal wetlands. The coastal water
bodies the proposed pipelines would cross may not contain habitats, other than emergent
marsh, and much less likely, oyster reefs, which would warrant use of HDD. Review of the
pipeline maps suggests that in these areas, impacts to wetlands at the sites of pipeline
insertion and withdrawal, might be greater than the impacts to wetlands using other crossing
methods. This needs to be checked. The crossing method with the least impacts to
wetlands should be selected, when crossing wetlands.

The DEIS does not demonstrate adequate avoidance and minimization of impacts to
aquatic habitats.
= The project sponsor did not consider the LNG site alternative discussed above.
= The project sponsor did not consider alternatives that more fully (or fully) implement
FERC's Plans and Procedures. Such altematives would result in fewer impacts to
wetlands and water bodies.
= The DEIS does not include any dredged material testing data, only assertions that it
doesn't indicate any concerns.
= It is not clear that the sponsor correctly assessed the suitability of dredged material for
disposal in the aquatic environment. No data were provided. Additional data are
proposed, but they will not be made available for public review and comment.

The DEIS does not adequately disclose the likely environmental impacts of the proposed
project.
¢ The DEIS does not include appropriate dredged material testing data and analysis, for
determination of suitability for disposal in the aquatic environment.
= The DEIS mentions that there is some dredged material testing data, and that it indicates
the dredged material is suitable for disposal in the aquatic environment. However, no
data are provided. The public is expected to simply trust FERC and the project sponsor
that this conclusion is correct. This is not consistent with NEPA. It is also my
experience that few people working on the Texas/Louisiana coast understand how to
properly test dredged material, and how to interpret the results. In addition, I have no
reason to believe that FERC staff working on this EIS have such knowledge.
= The DEIS proposes the sponsor will conduct additional dredged material testing in the
future. However, no commitment to provide these data to the public for review and
comment exists in the DEIS. This is not consistent with NEPA.

IND73-11
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This dredged material should not be permitted to be disposed of in the aquatic
environment until it is demonstrably properly tested according to the Inland Testing
Manual, and the results provided to the public for review and comment.

A Final EIS must not be produced until the dredged material is properly tested using
the Inland Testing Manual, and the results are provided to the public for review and
comment.

The DEIS, similar to other assessments of pipeline impacts I have reviewed recently,
does not factually state the real impacts to wetlands.

The DEIS asserts that forested wetlands can be destroyed, and they will simply
restore themselves if allowed to do so. This cannot be assumed. While it is
possible, it is also highly likely that whatever vegetation establishes on these sites
will not be similar to what was there before. In addition, even if forested wetlands
reestablish here, there will be a highly significant temporal loss of function, perhaps
for as long as a century, potentially even more. The sponsor should be required to
mitigate fully for all losses of forested wetlands, even if deemed “temporary”. Any
proposals for restoration of forested wetlands impacted by these pipelines should
require vegetative plantings of the tree species that were destroyed by the proposed
pipeline, assuming they were representative of the pristine ecosystem at these
locations. Plantings should be monitored, and if unsuccessful, they should either be
replanted, or other in kind mitigation should be required.

The DEIS asserts that shrub wetlands can be destroyed, and they will simply restore
themselves if allowed to do so. This cannot be assumed. While it is possible, it is
also highly likely that whatever vegetation establishes on these sites will not be
similar to what was there before. In addition, even if forested wetlands reestablish
here, there will be a significant temporal loss of function, perhaps for as long as
several decades. The sponsor should be required to mitigate fully for all losses of
shrub wetlands, even if deemed “temporary”. Any proposals for restoration of shrub
wetlands impacted by these pipelines should require vegetative plantings of the
shrub species that were destroyed by the proposed pipeline, assuming they were
representative of the pristine ecosystem at these locations. Plantings should be
monitored, and if unsuccessful, they should either be replanted, or other in kind
mitigation should be required.

The DEIS asserts that herbacous wetlands (marshes) can be destroyed, and they will
simply restore themselves if allowed to do so. This cannot be assumed. While it is
possible, it is also possibl that whatever vegetation establishes on these sites will not
be similar to what was there before. In addition, even if herbaceous wetlands
reestablish here, there will be a temporal loss of function, perhaps for as long as a
decade. The sponsor should be required to mitigate fully for all losses of herbaceous
wetlands, even if deemed “temporary”. Any proposals for restoration of herbaceous
wetlands impacted by these pipelines should require vegetative plantings of the
species that were destroyed by the proposed pipeline, assuming they were
representative of the pristine ecosystem at these locations. Plantings should be
monitored, and if unsuccessful, they should either be replanted, or other in kind
mitigation should be required.

The DEIS does not disclose, with any meaningful detail, the impacts of the pipeline
crossings through water bodies.

IND73-11
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* The DEIS does not include any detailed assessment of the impacts of proposed
pipeline crossings of upland stream habitats, water quality, or aquatic communities.
No mitigation for such impacts is proposed. Based on my experience, this appears
to be inconsistent with the policies of the Galveston District, USACE.

The DEIS does not disclose the impacts of fragmentation of forested wetlands, caused

by the proposed pipeline routing,

The DEIS does not disclose the potential impacts of proposed dredging on dissolved

oxygen concentrations in bottom waters. Dredged channels often experience lower DO

concentrations in bottom waters than undredged water bodies. Low DO renders aquatic
habitat unsuitable for aquatic life.

+  The DEIS does not propose adequate environmental mitigation for project impacts
¢ The mitigation proposed for the proposed pipelines, for impacts to wetlands and stream
habitats, is particularly inadequate.

Due to the long time required for forested wetland restoration, the DEIS should have
committed to provide mitigation for temporal impacts, which it does not.

Rather than requiring the environment to absorb the temporal impacts, Driftwood should
be required to expedite restoration of herbaceous wetlands impacted by the proposed
pipeline, by vegetative plantings.

No mitigation is proposed for impacts to water bodies from pipeline crossings.

« The DEIS is unclear regarding whether the full cost of compensatory mitigation is to be
borne by the sponsor, or whether government agencies are planning to bear some of the

cost

¢ The DEIS indicates that the project sponsor will provide dredged material for
creation/restoration of estuarine marshes on property of Texas Parks and Wildlife
Department. However, it is unclear whether the project sponsor will be responsible for all
aspects of the required mitigation, or whether the sponsor's mitigation requirement will be
subsidized by efforts of Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, and possibly other agencies
or government funds (e.g. DU, Restore Act funds). The latter would represent an
unacceptable Federal/State subsidy of mitigation costs that is not compliant with the
Mitigation Rule.

* I recommend the project sponsor consider creating/restoring more estuarine marsh than
is currently proposed, or provide the dredged material for another organization to do so,
provided the dredged material is properly tested and found to be suitable for disposal in
the aquatic environment.
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The DEIS does not adequately disclose the potential impacts of construction and
operation of the liquifaction plant, on nearby water quality.

o

The DEIS implies there is no need to evaluate the potential impacts of construction and
operation of the liquifaction plant on water quality, because the sponsor asserts that because
the facility is an oil and gas production facility, it is exempt from stormwater runoff
regulatory requirements.

While T do not know if this is correct, it is a cynical interpretation of the law if it is.
Nevertheless, regardless of the law on environmental regulation of oil and gas production
facilities, and their interpretation, NEPA law requires disclosure of environmental impacts.
Environmental impacts are not only defined by regulatory requirements. Clearly, during
construction and operation of the facility, stormwater runoff would carry pollutants into
nearby water bodies. In fact, if best management practices to minimize stormwater pollutant
loading are not implemented, because they are not required, then the pollutant loadings from
stormwater would be even greater, and thus the potential for water quality impacts would be
greater. Therefore, 1 assert that FERC should have disclosed the potential impacts of
construction and operation of the liquifaction facility, on water quality, via stormwater
runoff.

These comments represent an overview of my concems for the DEIS. While FERC and other agencies
may expect reviewers to document specific sections, pages, paragraphs, and sentences, that represent
specific concerns, the effort such a review and comment process would require represents a poor use of

my time.

FERC staff and their contractors are certainly capable of identifying sections, pages,

paragraphs, and sentences of the DEIS on which my more general comments are based. The fact that I
am not identifying such specific sections, pages, paragraphs, and sentences in the document, should not
detract from the validity of my more general comments.
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November 27, 2018

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

OEP/DG2E/Gas 4

Rio Grande LNG, LLC

Rio Bravo Pipeline

Company, LLC

RG LNG Project

Docket Nos. CP16-454-000 and CP16-455-000

Dear Ms. Bose: Please find my comments on the subject docket, enclosed. To summarize, the DEIS
does not satisfy the requirements of NEPA for several reasons, including:

*  Akey requirement under NEPA, is consideration of alternatives. For the proposed project,
consideration of alternatives to the proposed liquifaction facility i1s a key decision with very
significant environmental effects. Both the sponsor and FERC failed to consider an obvious
alternative location- Port Mansfield, Texas. While there may be valid reasons why it is not a
suitable location, there are sufficient reasons to warrant its consideration and discussion-
proximity to an existing deep draft channel, proximity to the source of natural gas, lack of
threatened and endangered species concerns, ete. The DEIS should discuss why Port
Mansfield, Texas is not a valid alternative to the proposed site, one which may have fewer
environmental impacts.

« Several key potential environmental effects of the proposed project (dredged material disposal,
wetland impacts, water quality impacts to some extent) are not disclosed and made available for
public review and comment. Rather, the DEIS includes a pattern of assertions that the proposed
project will not result in significant environmental impacts because Federal and State regulatory
agencies will ensure that is the case via their future regulatory processes. This is made even
more egregious by the fact that these regulatory decisions have not yet been made. In at least
one case (pipeline impacts on wetlands), neither FERC nor the sponsor even have completed
data collection to determine the extent of likely impacts of their proposal. This is not consistent
with NEPA. FERC and the sponsor cannot simply avoid disclosing potential environmental
impacts of the proposed project, based on generalized existing regulatory responsibilities of
other agencies, and because required studies are not complete.
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At least one major action, dredged material disposal, is still undergoing analysis of alternatives.
It is a primary purpose of NEPA, to provide analysis of alternatives by the responsible Federal
agency, for review and comment by the public. So, this DEIS does not fulfill its legal
responsibilities under NEPA, regarding the proposed project's dredged material disposal. Note
that this is not trivial. The sponsor proposes to dispose of on the order of 7 million cu yd of
dredged material. This is a very significant volume of dredged material. The surrounding
environment is also very ecologically sensitive and unique, making the decision where to
dispose of this huge volume of dredged material, of great concern. This of course, is in addition
to the problem discussed below. At least one of the alternatives being considered, disposal at the
ODMDS, requires a very serious regulatory review, which is not fully under the control of the
USACE. Neither the sponsor, FERC, or USACE should assume that approval to dispose of the
dredged material in the ODMDS is a shoe-in. Once again, the DEIS does not meet the
requirements of NEPA.

The DEIS asserts that the proposed project will not result in dredging or disposal of dredged
material that is contaminated. It bases this assertion not on its own analysis of dredged material
testing data, but on the following report:

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 2014. Brazos Island Harbor, Texas, Channel
Improvement Project, Final Integrated Feasibility Report-Environmental
Assessment

«  Upon reviewing the above report, [ found that the only reference to any dredged material
testing data is the following. No dredged material testing data are provided in this report.

Three decades of water and chemistry data from the BIH have documented no concerns
with contaminated sediments in the profect area. Information describing the results of
water, sediment, and elutriate water testing under current conditions are available upon
request.

So, no dredged material testing data have been disclosed as part of this DEIS, nor were any
dredge material testing data disclosed as part of the Environmental Assessment issued by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in 2014, which is the basis for FERC and the sponsor's refusal to
provide dredged material testing data. Therefore, no dredged material testing data has been
disclosed under NEPA (or any other authority) that would provide for public review of the
potential for the proposed project to dredge or dispose of, contaminated dredged material. This
does not meet the requirements of NEPA.
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FERC and the project sponsor acknowledge that proposed dredging will result in increased
concentrations of total suspended solids (TSS) in the Brownsville Ship Channel. However, they
assert that this effect will be short-term and localized, without providing any basis for such
claims. Such assertions are repeated in several places in the DEIS. However, the DEIS also
includes a statement that the proposed dredging will last 14 months, and the cumulative impacts
assessment concludes that if several dredging projects occur simultaneously, significant impacts
on TSS could occur.

Secagrasses, highly valuable components of some coastal marine ecosystems, occur near the
proposed dredging locations, including beds in the Bahia Grande, Mexique Flats, and South
Bay Coastal Preserve. The seagrasses of the Mexique Flats have been identified as important
habitat for the recently dramatically increasing population of juvenile green sea turtles, an
endangered species, in the lower Laguna Madre. Seagrasses are highly sensitive to decreases in
light availability, such as occurs with elevated TSS. If seagrasses are exposed to 14 months of
elevated TSS, they will almost certainly be negatively impacted. And yet, FERC and the
sponsor choose to dismiss this project risk with no analysis and no data. This is unacceptable.
This is not consistent with NEPA.

FERC and the sponsor did not demonsirate that the preferred pipeline alternative is the Least
Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA), as defined in Clean Water Act,
Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. Only the LEDPA can be permitied. FERC and the sponsor did
not consider an alternative that would have crossed ALL waterbodies using HDD methods, or at
least other trenchless methods. Why wasn't such an alternative considered? Clearly, this would
have avoided and minimized impacts of the proposed pipelines on waterbodies, to the
maximum extent possible. In such a case, it would simply be a matter of determining whether it
was practicable or not. FERC and the sponsor should not have simply assumed that it was not
practicable. They should be required to demonstrate whether or not it is. The approach taken is
not consistent with the Guidelines, nor NEPA.

FERC correctly decided not to immediately approve the sponsor's request for a haul road for
transportation of soil to the LNG facility site. that will have significant impacts on wetlands and
other waters of the U.S. However, FERC incorrectly decided to allow the sponsor to continue to
present arguments in support of their preferred alternative. Under the Clean Water Act, Section
404(b)(1) Guidelines, only the LEDPA can be permitted. Based on the information provided in
the DEIS, it is clear that the sponsot's preferred alternative (the haul road) would not avoid or
minimize impacts to aquatic resources. It seems likely that it is not the LEDPA. However, that
conclusion requires a determination of practicability. FERC should disallow the sponsor's
request for the haul road.

FERC and the sponsor assume that most upland and wetland habitat impacts created by the
proposed project can be reversed by restoration via revegetation by seeding. First, seeding is
not the preferred method of revegetation in wetlands. Second, and more importantly, FERC and
the sponsor acknowledge that climatic and other physical factors in the vicinity of the proposed
project, make revegetation risky. This acknowledgement is in complete contradiction to their
assumption of simple restoration by revegetation. FERC and the sponsor must acknowledge
that these facts are contradictory, and therefore their assumption that many of the habitat
impacts (including wetland impacts) can be casily reversed with simple revegetation techniques,
is erroneous. Therefore, proposed mitigation is inadequate. FERC and the sponsor must
propose additional mitigation to compensate for the likely failure of efforts to revegetate.
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* Preservation is the least preferred form of wetland mitigation under the Mitigation Rule. Based
on that, I strongly recommend the proposed mitigation for wetland impacts, via preservation, be
rejected. A mitigation option based on restoration or enhancement is desired. If preservation is
considered, an argument consistent with the Mitigation Rule, explaining why it is an acceptable
mitigation alternative, must be provided in a revised DEIS, for public comment. Any area
proposed for preservation as mitigation must be the same types of wetlands that are impacted
(in kind). If preservation is considered, it must only be considered using a very high mitigation
ratio. I recommend a minimum of 20:1. Only wetlands under significant unregulated threat can
be considered for preservation as mitigation. The sponsor must provide a detailed argument in
support of the idea that their proposed preservation tract(s) are under clear unregulated threat.
Preservation must be in perpetuity.

These comments represent an overview of my concems for the DEIS. While FERC and other agencies
may expect reviewers to document specific sections, pages, paragraphs, and sentences, that represent
specific concerns, the effort such a review and comment process would require represents a poor use of
my time. FERC staff’ and their contractors are certainly capable of identifying sections, pages,
paragraphs, and sentences of the DEIS on which my more general comments are based. The fact that I
am not identifying such specific sections, pages, paragraphs, and sentences in the document, should not
detract from the validity of my more general comments.

Sincerely,
Kenneth G. Teague, PWS, Certified Senior Ecologist
Austin, TX
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Comments
Kenneth G. Teague, PWS, Certified Senior Ecologist
November 1, 2018

Port Arthur LNG Project

Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Port Arthur Liquefaction Project, Texas Connector Project, and Louisiana Connector Project
Docket Nos. CP17-20-000, CP17-21-000, CP17-21-001, CP18-7-000

FERC/DEIS-0285D

September, 2018

*  The DEIS does not adequately evaluate all the reasonable alternatives.
s The DEIS did not evaluate an obvious alternative to the proposed LNG facility, located
about 45.2 mi NE of the proposed site, on the eastern side of the lower Calcasieu River in
southwest Louisiana:

The alternative location is the undeveloped upland tract on the N side of the dredged artificial water
body in the image above. It seems highly likely that this alternative would impact fewer wetlands.
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» It is not clear if the project sponsor sufficiently considered pipeline route alternatives that
would have avoided and minimized impacts to waters of the U.S, more than the proposed
alternative.

* The DEIS does not appear to consider pipeline alternatives that are fully compliant with
FERC's Plan and Procedures. Since Driftwood requested many deviations from FERC's
Plan and Procedures, such alternatives clearly should have been considered. They would
almost certainly result in fewer wetland and water body impacts.

+ The DEIS does not reflect that the project sponsor considered, when deciding to cross tidal
water bodies and estuarine wetlands, the possibility that waters of the US might be impacted
less if crossing methods other than were used. HDD is desirable for crossing upland
streams in order to minimize impacts to stream habitat, water quality, and riparian wetlands.
However, considerations are different in tidal waters and coastal wetlands. The coastal water
bodies the proposed pipelines would cross may not contain habitats, other than emergent
marsh, and much less likely, oyster reefs, which would warrant use of HDD. Review of the
pipeline maps suggests that in these areas, impacts to wetlands at the sites of pipeline
insertion and withdrawal, might be greater than the impacts to wetlands using other crossing
methods. This needs to be checked. The crossing method with the least impacts to
wetlands should be selected, when crossing wetlands.

The DEIS does not demonstrate adequate avoidance and minimization of impacts to
aquatic habitats.
= The project sponsor did not consider the LNG site alternative discussed above.
= The project sponsor did not consider alternatives that more fully (or fully) implement
FERC's Plans and Procedures. Such altematives would result in fewer impacts to
wetlands and water bodies.
= The DEIS does not include any dredged material testing data, only assertions that it
doesn't indicate any concerns.
= It is not clear that the sponsor correctly assessed the suitability of dredged material for
disposal in the aquatic environment. No data were provided. Additional data are
proposed. but they will not be made available for public review and comment.

The DEIS does not adequately disclose the likely environmental impacts of the proposed
project.
The DEIS does not include appropriate dredged material testing data and analysis, for
determination of suitability for disposal in the aquatic environment.
= The DEIS mentions that there is some dredged material testing data. and that it indicates
the dredged material is suitable for disposal in the aquatic environment. However, no
data are provided. The public is expected to simply trust FERC and the project sponsor
that this conclusion is correct. This is not consistent with NEPA. It is also my
experience that few people working on the Texas/Louisiana coast understand how to
properly test dredged material, and how to interpret the results. In addition, I have no
reason to believe that FERC staff working on this EIS have such knowledge.
= The DEIS proposes the sponsor will conduct additional dredged material testing in the
future. However, no commitment to provide these data to the public for review and
comment exists in the DEIS. This is not consistent with NEPA.
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This dredged material should not be permitted to be disposed of in the aquatic
environment until it is demonstrably properly tested according to the Inland Testing
Manual, and the results provided to the public for review and comment.

A Tinal EIS must not be produced until the dredged material is properly tested using
the Inland Testing Manual, and the results are provided to the public for review and
comment.

The DEIS, similar to other assessments of pipeline impacts [ have reviewed recently,
does not factually state the real impacts to wetlands.

The DEIS asserts that forested wetlands can be destroyed, and they will simply
restore themselves if allowed to do so. This cannot be assumed. While it is
possible, it is also highly likely that whatever vegetation establishes on these sites
will not be similar to what was there before. In addition, even if forested wetlands
reestablish here, there will be a highly significant temporal loss of function, perhaps
for as long as a century, potentially even more. The sponsor should be required to
mitigate fully for all losses of forested wetlands, even if deemed “temporary”™. Any
proposals for restoration of forested wetlands impacted by these pipelines should
require vegetative plantings of the tree species that were destroyed by the proposed
pipeline, assuming they were representative of the pristine ecosystem at these
locations. Plantings should be monitored, and if unsuccessful, they should either be
replanted, or other in kind mitigation should be required.

The DEIS asserts that shrub wetlands can be destroyed, and they will simply restore
themselves if allowed to do so. This cannot be assumed. While it is possible, it is
also highly likely that whatever vegetation establishes on these sites will not be
similar to what was there before. In addition, even if forested wetlands reestablish
here, there will be a significant temporal loss of function, perhaps for as long as
several decades. The sponsor should be required to mitigate fully for all losses of
shrub wetlands, even if deemed “temporary”. Any proposals for restoration of shrub
wetlands impacted by these pipelines should require vegetative plantings of the
shrub species that were destroyed by the proposed pipeline, assuming they were
representative of the pristine ecosystem at these locations. Plantings should be
monitored, and if unsuccessful, they should either be replanted. or other in kind
mitigation should be required.

The DEIS asserts that herbacous wetlands (marshes) can be destroyed. and they will
simply restore themselves if allowed to do so. This cannot be assumed. While it is
possible, it is also possibl that whatever vegetation establishes on these sites will not
be similar to what was there before. In addition, even if herbaceous wetlands
reestablish here, there will be a temporal loss of function, perhaps for as long as a
decade. The sponsor should be required to mitigate fully for all losses of herbaceous
wetlands, even if deemed “temporary”. Any proposals for restoration of herbaceous
wetlands impacted by these pipelines should require vegetative plantings of the
species that were destroyed by the proposed pipeline, assuming they were
representative of the pristine ecosystem at these locations. Plantings should be
monitored, and if unsuccessful, they should either be replanted, or other in kind
mitigation should be required.

The DEIS does not disclose, with any meaningful detail, the impacts of the pipeline
crossings through water bodies.
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» The DEIS does not include any detailed assessment of the impacts of proposed
pipeline crossings of upland stream habitats, water quality, or aquatic communities.
No mitigation for such impacts is proposed. Based on my experience, this appears
to be inconsistent with the policies of the Galveston District, USACE.
= The DEIS does not disclose the impacts of fragmentation of forested wetlands, caused
by the proposed pipeline routing.
= The DEIS does not disclose the potential impacts of proposed dredging on dissolved
oxygen concentrations in bottom waters. Dredged channels often experience lower DO
concentrations in bottom waters than undredged water bodies. Low DO renders aquatic
habitat unsuitable for aquatic life.

The DEIS does not propose adequate environmental mitigation for project impacts
@ The mitigation proposed for the proposed pipelines, for impacts to wetlands and stream
habitats, 1s particularly inadequate.
*  Due to the long time required for forested wetland restoration, the DEIS should have
committed to provide mitigation for temporal impacts, which it does not.
= Rather than requiring the environment to absorb the temporal impacts, Driftwood should
be required to expedite restoration of herbaceous wetlands impacted by the proposed
pipeline, by vegetative plantings.
= No mutigation is proposed for impacts to water bodies from pipeline crossings.

The DEIS is unclear regarding whether the full cost of compensatory mitigation is to be
borne by the sponsor, or whether government agencies are planning to bear some of the
cost
e The DEIS indicates that the project sponsor will provide dredged material for
creation/restoration of estuarine marshes on property of Texas Parks and Wildlife
Department. However, it is unclear whether the project sponsor will be responsible for all
aspects of the required mitigation, or whether the sponsor's mitigation requirement will be
subsidized by efforts of Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, and possibly other agencies
or government funds (e.g. DU, Restore Act funds). The latter would represent an
unacceptable Federal/State subsidy of mitigation costs that is not compliant with the
Mitigation Rule.

I recommend the project sponsor consider creating/restoring more estuarine marsh than
is currently proposed, or provide the dredged material for another organization to do so,
provided the dredged material is properly tested and found to be suitable for disposal in
the aquatic environment.
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The DEIS does not adequately disclose the potential impacts of construction and
operation of the liquifaction plant, on nearby water quality.

The DEIS implies there is no need to evaluate the potential impacts of construction and
operation of the liquifaction plant on water quality, because the sponsor asserts that because

the facility is an oil and gas production facility, it is exempt from stormwater runoff

regulatory requirements.

While I do not know if this is correct, it is a cynical interpretation of the law if it is.
Nevertheless, regardless of the law on environmental regulation of oil and gas production
facilities, and their interpretation, NEPA law requires disclosure of environmental impacts.
Environmental impacts are not only defined by regulatory requirements. Clearly, during
construction and operation of the facility, stormwater runoff would carry pollutants into
nearby water bodies. In fact, if best management practices to minimize stormwater pollutant
loading are not implemented, because they are not required, then the pollutant loadings from
stormwater would be even greater, and thus the potential for water quality impacts would be
greater. Therefore, I assert that FERC should have disclosed the potential impacts of
construction and operation of the liquifaction facility, on water quality, via stormwater
runoff.

These comments represent an overview of my concems for the DEIS. While FERC and other agencies
may expect reviewers to document specific sections, pages, paragraphs, and sentences, that represent
specific concerns, the effort such a review and comment process would require represents a poor use of
my time.
paragraphs, and sentences of the DEIS on which my more general comments are based. The fact that [
am not identifying such specific sections, pages, paragraphs, and sentences in the document, should not
detract from the validity of my more general comments.

FERC stafl’ and their contractors are certainly capable of identifying sections, pages,
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account by clicking on “eRegister.” The FERC has expert eFiling staff for assistance at 1-866-208-3676

(TTY contact 202-502-8659) or efiling @ferc.gov.
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Comment noted.
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! The Commission strongly encourages electronic filing of any comments or interventions or
protests to this proceeding. Comments may be filed via the FERC's website, www.ferc.gov, by using
“eFiling” under the link “Documents and Filings.” Before you can file comments you will need to create an
account by clicking on “eRegister.” The FERC has expert eFiling staff for assistance at 1-866-208-3676
(TTY contact 202-502-8659) or efiling@ferc.gov.
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account by clicking on “eRegister.” The FERC has expert eFiling staff for assistance at 1-866-208-3676

(TTY contact 202-502-8868) or efiling @ferc.gov.
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Comment noted. Prior to construction of the Project, if approved, RG Developers
would be required to complete and adhere to all conditions of the Order, which
includes finalizing all necessary permits and necessary mitigation measures.
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Comment noted.

Wildlife and wildlife preservation are discussed in sections 4.6.1 and 4.7.
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Comment noted.
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! The Commission strongly encourages electronic filing of any comments or interventions or
protests to this proceeding. Comments may be filed via the FERC’s website, www.ferc.gov, by using
“eFiling” under the link “Documents and Filings.” Before you can file comments you will need to create an
account by clicking on “eRegister.” The FERC has expert eFiling staff for assistance at 1-866-208-3676
(TTY contact 202-502-86568) or efiling@ferc.gov.
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Comment noted.
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Comment noted.
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Comment noted.
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Comment noted.
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1 The Commission strongly encourages electronic filing of any comments or Interventions or
protests to this proceeding. Comments may be filed via the FERC's website, www.ferc.gov, by using
“eFiling” under the link “Documents and Filings.” Before you can file comments you will need to create an
account by clicking on “eRegister.” The FERC has expert eFiling staff for assistance at 1-866-208-3676
(TTY contact 202-502-8659) or efiling @ferc.gov.
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“eFlling” under the link “Documents and Fllings.” Before you can file comments you will need to create an
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Comment noted.
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Comment noted.



Individuals (IND)

IND90

- Kenneth Teague

20181128-5130 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 11/28/2018 2:45:04 PM

From: Kenneth Teague

Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 5:46 PM

To: denise.l.sloan @usace.army.mil; swg_public_notice@usace.army.mil

Cc: mecormick.karen@epa.gov; martinez.maria @epa.gov; Kaspar.Paul@epa.gov;
houston.robert@epa.gov; 401certs@tceq.texas.gov; leslie.savage@rrc.texas.gov ; david_hoth@fws.gov;
Rusty.Swafford@noaa.gov; Rebecca Hensley; brandtshnfbt@juno.com; blackbur @rice.edu;
gertrude.fernandez. johnson @ferc.gov

Subject: RE: SWG-2015-00114; Rio Grande LNG Draft EIS

Ms. Sloan- | previously submitted comments on SWG-2015-00114, and now | am trying to review the
DEIS associated with the project that PN was associated with. However, there is a gaping hole in the
critical information required to determine whether important information is being properly disclosed
under NEPA,

As you know from my previous comments, one of my concerns is that no dredged material testing data
has been made available for public review either through the CWA Section 404 process, or through any
of the voluminous information provided by FERC. All documents simply include dismissive conclusions
to the effect that there are no sediment contamination problems in the BSC. Reference is made
repeatedly in the DEIS and in various other supporting documents to the USACE Report: Brazos Island
Harbor, Texas, Channel improvement Project, Final Integrated Feasibility Report— as the final authority

IND90-1
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We cannot comment on NEPA documents issued by other federal agencies. We
accept the COE’s conclusion that known sediment contamination is not present in the
BSC (COE 2014). However, as stated in section 4.3.2.2, it is possible that
unanticipated contamination would be encountered during construction. Therefore,
RG LNG would conduct any requested dredged material sampling and testing in
accordance with applicable permit conditions and would implement its Unanticipated
Contaminated Sediment and Soils Discovery Plan if contaminated materials were
encountered. The COE is the federal agency responsible for issuance of a permit to
dredge the BSC under Section 10 of the RHA.



Individuals (IND)
IND90 - Kenneth Teague

160



Individuals (IND)

IND90

- Kenneth Teague

20181128-5130 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 11/28/2018 2:45:04 PM

Ms. Sloan- | previously submitted comments on SWG-2015-00114, and now | am trying to review the
DEIS associated with the project that PN was associated with. However, there is a gaping hole in the
critical information required to determine whether important information is being properly disclosed
under NEPA.

As you know from my previous comments, one of my concerns is that no dredged material testing data
has been made available for public review either through the CWA Section 404 process, or through any
of the voluminous information provided by FERC. All documents simply include dismissive conclusions
to the effect that there are no sediment contamination problems in the BSC. Reference is made
repeatedly in the DEIS and in various other supporting documents to the USACE Report: Brazos Island
Harbor, Texas, Channel Improvement Project, Final Integrated Feasibility Report— as the final authority
on the subject, and the source for all conclusions that dredged material is not contaminated. Note that
document is only an Environmental Assessment. For some strange reason, USACE got away with simply
issuing an EA for this major project. The subject of dredged material testing is very briefly alluded to on

Three decades of water and chemistry data from the BIH have documented no concerns with
contaminated sediments in the project area. Information describing the results of water, sediment, and
elutriate water testing under current conditions are available upon request.

That is all there is. All three proposed LNGs refer back to this conclusion in all of their supporting
documents and in their draft EIS’s. Tens of millions of cubic yards of dredged material are proposed to
be dredged and disposed without any testing, based on the above 2 sentences. No data are provided
anywhere for public review.

| hereby request the data on which the above, and many other major conclusions are based, that the
tens of millions of cubic yards of dredged material proposed to be dredged and disposed, is not
contaminated, and does not require further testing. This situation is completely outrageous. The
requirements of neither NEPA nor the Clean Water Act are being met. The public has had their rights to
review and comment completely undermined over several major projects in the BSC. Our government
should be ashamed of such deliberate efforts to avoid public scrutiny, Again, | request the exact
dredged material testing data described in the USACE EA, as soon as possible.

Sincerely,
Kenneth G. Teague, PWS, Certified Senior Ecologist

Austin, TX
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Sent from Mail <Blockedhttps://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?Linkld=550986> for Windows 10

CLASSIFICATION: UNCLASSIFIED
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From: Kenneth Teague

Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2018 1:36 PM

To: mccormick.karen@epa.gov; martinez.maria @epa.gov; Kaspar.Paul@epa.gov;
houston.robert@epa.gov; pat_clements@fws.gov; jackie.robinson @tpwd.texas.gov;
Rusty.Swafford@noaa.gov; gertrude.fernandez.johnson@ferc.gov; brandtshnfbt@juno.com;
blackbur@rice.edu

Cc: denise.l.sloan@usace.army.mil

Subject: FW: SWG-2015-00114; Rio Grande LNG Draft EIS (UNCLASSIFIED)

All: Please note that the USACE response to my request for dredged material testing data for the
Brownsville Ship Channel was to direct me to make a FOIA request for the data, in spite of the fact that
the EA that referenced the data clearly stated that the data was available upon request. Again, the
reason for the timing of this request is that at least two Draft EISs issued by FERC recently, for LNG
export facilities to be constructed on the Brownsville Ship Channel, who are proposing to dredge and
dispose of tens of millions of cubic yards of dredged material, reference that EA, as the source of the
dredged material testing data that they assert indicates there is no reason to be concerned about the
proposed dredging of this huge volume of dredged material.

Let me reiterate this: Three LNG export facilities are proposing to dredge and dispose tens of millions of
cubic yards of dredged material from the Brownsville Ship Channel, and the only mention of dredged

IND9S0-2

IND90-2
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We cannot comment on NEPA documents issued by other federal agencies or the
COE’s information request process.
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Denise Sloan

Regulatory Project Manager

Policy Analysis Branch, Regulatory Division
Galveston District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
P.0. Box 1229

Galveston, TX 77553-1229

409-766-3962 phone

—----Original Message-----
From: swg_public_notice
Sent: Wednesday, November 28, 2018 10:49 AM

Subject: FW: [Non-DoD Source] RE: SWG-2015-00114; Rio Grande LNG Draft EIS (UNCLASSIFIED)
CLASSIFICATION: UNCLASSIFIED
From PN Inbox.

-----Original Message-----

From: Kenneth Teague [mailto:kgteague @shcglobal.net]

Sent: Monday, November 26, 2018 5:46 PM

To: Sloan, Denise L CIV USARMY CESWG (US) <denise.l.sloan@usace.army.mil>; swg_public_notice
<swg_public_notice @usace.army.mil>

Cc: McCormick, Karen <mccormick.karen@epa.gov>; Martinez, Maria <Martinez. Maria @epa.gov>;

leslie.savage @rrc.fexas.gov <leslie.savage @rrc.texas.gov>; Hoth, David <david_hoth@fws.gov>;
Swafford, Rusty <rusty.swafford @noaa.gov>; Rebecca Hensley <rebecca.hensley @tpwd.texas.gov>;
brandtshnfbt@juno.com; blackbur @rice.edu; gertrude.fernandez. johnson@ferc.gov

Subject: [Non-DaD Source] RE: SWG-2015-00114; Rio Grande LNG Draft EIS

Ms. Sloan- | previously submitted comments on SWG-2015-00114, and now | am trying to review the
DEIS associated with the project that PN was associated with. However, there is a gaping hole in the
critical information required to determine whether important information is being properly disclosed
under NEPA.

As you know from my previous comments, one of my concerns is that no dredged material testing data
has been made available for public review either through the CWA Section 404 process, or through any
of the voluminous information provided by FERC. All documents simply include dismissive conclusions
to the effect that there are no sediment contamination problems in the BSC. Reference is made
repeatedly in the DEIS and in various other supporting documents to the USACE Report: Brazos Island
Harbor, Texas, Channel Improvement Project, Final Integrated Feasibility Report— as the final authority
on the subject, and the source for all conclusions that dredged material is not contaminated. Note that

document is only an Environmental Assessment. For some strange reason, USACE got away with simply
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Julia Jorgensen, McAllen, TX.
RE Rio Grande LNG CP16-454
I strongly oppose the construction of the Rio Grande LNG plant. | INDS1-1

The DEIS has not convincingly addressed any of the following issues,
which lead me to oppose 1t:

It will destroy threatened or endangered animals and plants habitat overl IND91-2
a wide area;

it will threaten the health of persons living near the plant via air l IND91-3
poellution, light, and noise;

it will contribute to climate change (emitting 8.5 million tons/year of l IND91-4
GHGs, over 20-30 years);

it will adversely affect soil and water guality; it will blight the |

beauty of an important part cof our neighborhood; IND91-5
it will discourage ecotourism; it may have negative economic effects

overall; | IND91-6
there are many reasons to be concerned about its safety to locals, ‘ IND91-7

including the nearby SpaceX launches.

It is apparent freom the posted plans that wildlife areas will be

extensively disturbed if not outright destroyed, including especially IND91-8
wetlands and other fish, bird, and ccelct habitat. ({Twenty-four
endangered or threatened species will be affected, as I understand it

from expert comments.)

There is noc evidence that so-called "mitigatien” can in any way replace IND91-9
what is destroyed, and the plans to “mitigate® are underdeveloped. Even
after the plants have been constructed, there will be noise, light, and
air pollution—these will harm animals in the Laguna Atascosa Refuge and IND91-10

along the wildlife corridor, as well as affecting the health and quality
of human life.

The natural area here is very special, as acknowledged by birding

organizations and by its attractiveness to retirees. It is, honestly,

one of the only reasons anyone from another place would visit the RGV or IND91-11
choose to live here, and there is actually very little of it left. The

cumulative impact of replacing natural areas with industrial plants will

be to deprive RGV citizens of the remnants of nature we have now and will
discourage tourism. The DEIS may dispute this, but it provides no

realistic data to back up this idea.

It is very depressing to me that any area would welcome the construction
of even one of these plants, let alone three, as we are doing now. These
will harm us in the long run, and I believe that our local, federal, and
state officials should take care of us and our environmment by denving
them permits.

INDI91-1

IND91-2

IND91-3
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IND91-7

INDI1-8

165

Comment noted.

Sections 4.5, 4.6, and 4.7 identify the impacts on plants, general wildlife, and
special status wildlife.

We disagree. Section 4.11.1 of the EIS addresses health effects of the Project; noise

impacts are addressed in section 4.11.2; and visual impacts are addressed in section
4.8.2.

Section 4.13.2.9 of the final EIS was revised to include a detailed analysis of the
anticipated climate change impacts on the Project region.

We disagree. The analysis presented in section 4.8.2 is based on several sources of
information, including RG LNG’s visual simulations, our evaluation of other sources
as cited within the analysis, and review of maps of the Project area. As described
throughout the EIS, the LNG Terminal would be on undeveloped land owned by BND,
outside of city boundaries, and the closest residences are over 2.2 miles from the site.
Further, the LNG Terminal site is in an area that is characterized, in part, as industrial
with the movement of domestic and foreign products within the BSC and associated
with the Port of Brownsville.

The EIS recognizes the Project’s impacts on eco-tourism in section 4.9.3, including
an increase in noise, changes in the visual landscape, and heavier traffic along SH-
48. Recreation and special use areas, including birding trails, that are in proximity to
the Project are also addressed in section 4.8.1.5, while impacts on visual receptors at
recreation and special use areas are addressed in section 4.8.2. We find that impacts
on tourism, including nature-based and eco-tourism, would generally be greatest
during construction of the Project. Following construction, the LNG Terminal would
be the primary source of permanent impacts on tourism, as the pipelines would be
buried and the associated aboveground facilities would be in remote areas, offering
limited visibility and mitigating noise impacts. To mitigate impacts on visual
receptors and operational noise from the LNG Terminal, RG LNG would use ground
flares, grey tank coloring, horticultural plantings, and the construction of a levee that
would obstruct most construction activities and low-to- ground operational facilities
from view.

Section 4.12.1.6 of the EIS addresses external impacts to and from nearby roadways,
aircraft operations, railroads, pipelines, and other industrial facilities. This discussion
includes launch failures from the SpaceX launch site.

We disagree. Impacts on wildlife, aquatic resources, and threatened and endangered
species and their habitats are addressed in sections 4.6.1, 4.6.3, and 4.7 of the EIS
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We disagree. As described in section 4.4.2 of the EIS, wetland mitigation plans are
part of the permitting process associated with Section 404 of the CWA. RG LNG’s
final wetland mitigation plans would be developed and submitted to the COE, and
would be implemented in addition to the construction mitigation measures outlined in
RG LNG’s Procedures and the measures described in the EIS. Construction of the
LNG Terminal would not be authorized to commence prior to finalization of the
wetland mitigation plans and issuance of the COE’s CWA Section 404/Section 10
permit.

Impacts on the Laguna Atascosa NWR, wildlife corridor, and wildlife using these
habitats are addressed in sections 4.6 and 4.7, including impacts from noise and
lighting. Air quality impacts are addressed in section 4.11.1. The Project would
comply with the NAAQS, which include secondary standards set to protect from
damage to vegetation and animals.

Cumulative impacts on recreation and special use areas, including cumulative impacts
on visual receptors at these sites, are addressed in section 4.13.2.6. As described
throughout the EIS, the LNG Terminal would be on undeveloped land owned by BND,
outside of city boundaries, and in an area that is characterized, in part, as industrial
with the movement of domestic and foreign products within the BSC and associated
with the Port of Brownsville. As described in the EIS, the RG Developers have been
and continue to consult with federal and state agencies on mitigation measures for
Project impacts on wildlife habitat and special status species. RG Developers have
also committed to several conservation/perseveration actions, including RG LNG’s
commitment to maintain 223.3 acres of the LNG Terminal site as a natural buffer and
its proposal to acquire and preserve a portion of the Loma Ecological Preserve in
perpetuity to offset impacts on wetland and open water habitat. Collectively these acts
could aid in fostering community cohesion.
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1250 Roemer Lane
Floresville, Texas 78114
830-391-7991 s
www.caarrizocomecrudonation.com G .
wosanieenendabete= - ORIGINAL - § 2 =2
= = 9
To: £ = 20
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary = il __:Err-l
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission : AN
888 First Street, NE, Room 1A : ;3 9 2%
Washington, DC 20426 A =
Date: October 2, 2018 RE N

™
From: Juan B. Mancias, Tribal Chair, Carrizo/Comecrudo Nation of Texa

Subject: Comment on the proposed Port of Brownsville LNG export terminal Rio
Grande LNG (CP16-454-000) and the Rio Bravo Pipeline (CP16-455-000).

As long as the threat remains to the Carrizo/Comecrudo Ancestral Lands by the Fossil Fuel
Industry, the Tribal nation will remain on watch of descration of Tribal Cultural Identity.

The Winnemun-Wintu vs. the Department of Interior case sets precedent on our continual
request to disallow the above mentioned LNG and pipeline permits to operate on our sacred
sites, burial sites, and ancestral tribal villages. Just because the linear mindset does not
understand a cyclic or circular lifestyle does not mean that our villages and sacred sites
have not remained constant. The Federal Registered Historic Garcia Pasture is surrounded IND92-1
by burial sites and mitton sites that will be violated by the Fossil Fuel Bullies mentioned
above. If the unearthing of any remains take place our very Tribal Identity is being
attacked. To continue to unearth remains without respecting the Tribal presence today is a
method of extermination by Corporations and Government Agencies. Extermination of
Tribal Native Original Nations has been the practice of ‘Ethnic Cleansing’. ETHNIC
CLEANSING is defined as a mass killing. After being laid to rest the ancestors are resting
from the indignations and injustices they received at the hands of a Forced Racist
Colonization in Texas. For historical purposes, Texas wanted to get rid of all ‘Indians’. The
original racist terminology of “the only good Indian is dead Indian orginated in Texas.

Carrizo/Comecrudo ancestors were laid to rest all along the Rio Grande on both sides of the
River. But every time remains are unearthed and repatriated somewhere else those
Ancestors are murdered again. Continuing the practices of descration of sacred sites is
ethnic cleansing. It threatens the mental, emotinal, spiritual, and physical well being of
todays linear descendants of the Native Original People of Texas. Our Oral history can not
be denied just to accommodate the greedy and bullying Fossil Fuel Industry for fossil Fuel
that is only going to be exported and not targeted for domestic use.

This extreme and well practice Nationalistic behavior of exterminating Tribal Identityis a
just reason to deny permits to destroying Tribal historic Sites. To further add more reason

to deny the unreasonable request to the permit is the Fossil Fuel Industry’s lack of Due IND92-2

Page 1 0of 2
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Based on the results of RG LNG’s cultural resources survey of the LNG Terminal
site described in section 4.10.1 of the EIS, no intact deposits of the Garcia Pasture
site were encountered. The SHPO concurred with the survey results.

As described in section 4.10.3 of the EIS, RG Developers and FERC have consulted
with federally recognized Native American tribes with interest in the Project area. In
addition, section 1.3 describes FERC’s public review and comment process to
identify environmental issues. The Section 106 process to identify, evaluate, assess,
and mitigate adverse effects on historic properties is ongoing, and would be
completed prior to construction of the Project, if authorized.
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Dilegence on historical and archeological research. If the LNG's and pipeline had coordinate
and consulted the people of the Area, they would have known that the area has been
inhabitated for Centures. The area was not just a hunting ground, but fishing grounds as
well. Much of the year the Esto’k Gna or Carrizo/Comecrudo spent their time fishing a the
mouth of the Ahmatau Mete’l or Rio Grande. So many villages were laid along the Rio
Grande on both sides of the River. None of these LNG and pipeline souless corporations
have consulted with the actual people of the Rio Grande Valley or Tribal people whose
history is threatened.

The next point toward the continuing decimation of the Esto’k Gna through ethnic cleansing
is the destruction of the creation that gives it identity. As was done with the plains Tribal
Cultures by attacking and killing off the Bison. Ethnic Cleansing to a Tribal Nation whose
group morphelgy is based on Bands and Clans. By denying the Tribal Nation the capability
to identify itself according to their teachings and language is structural and systemic
division and promotes Ethnic Cleansing. Bands of the Tribal Nation indicated a form of
governmental representation based on certain aspects of their natural environment. For
instance, Bands were accountable and responible for duties that maintained and protected
the Whole group or Tribal Nation. Those Bands were made up of several familial clans that
provided focused duties and responsibilities to everyday life. The clans were made up of
teachings that pertained to an animal, plant, fish, amphibian, bird, insect, etc. Now these
animals are threatening the future of the existance of many of the clans. The Esto’k Gna
have been attacked enough with unreasonable reason of profits. Ethnic Cleansing is an
unexceptable behavior abroad. Texas has a Commission Against the Holocaust and
Genocide. Yet in itself does not the Recognize the Great American Holocaust that actually
killed more Native Original People Than the last 5 wars. Innocently, as my ancestors would
say, "I do not want die anymore’. But with every permit that is granted to these ruthless,
unethical, immoral, and spiritless corporations promotes ethnic cleansings.

The questions lie within your thouroughness in due dilengence, equal representation by
those that lay claim to the History of the area, and those that refuse to disappear from the
pages of History without sound. Consulting with those that do know the history would
certainly help in acquiring a better perspective not to grant the permits.

Sincerely,

Juan Mancias

Page 2 of 2
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IND92-3 National Register of Historic Places-eligible cultural resources sites would be avoided
or mitigated. Impacts on tourism, including eco-tourism, and recreational and
commercial fishing are addressed in sections 4.9.3 and 4.9.4.

To:

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary IND92-4 The resolutions regarding opposition to the Project are noted.
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE, Room 1A
Washi DC 20426 . . . . .
e IND92-5 As described in section 1.3.1 of the EIS, the environmental and economic
Subject: Comment on the proposed Port of Brownsville LNG export terminal Rio Grande LNG (CP16-454-000) and the Rio Bravo Pipeline consequences of any induced natural gas production are outside the scope of this EIS.
1CP1-RE- 000 Production and gathering activities, and the pipelines and facilities used for these
1am opposed to the proposed Rio Grande LNG and Rio Bravo Pipeline projects because they would endanger communities across Texas, damage | |\po2-3 activities, are not regulated by FERC, but are overseen by the affected region’s state
the local environment of South Texas, destroy Indigenous cultural sites, and harm local industries like shrimping, fishing and eco-tourism. and local agencies with jurisdiction over the management and extraction of the shale
The South Texan communities of South Padre island, Port Isabel, Long Island Village, and Laguna Vista, which could be forced to live next to IND92-4 gas resource. Determlpmg the wpll and gathering line locations and 'thel.r '
three proposed LNG export terminals, have all passed anti-LNG resolutions. They understand the risks these LNG projects pose and demand the environmental impact is not feasible because the market and gas availability at any
permits be rejected. given time would determine the source of the natural gas. While past, present, and
Finally, the construction of the three LNG terminals would increase fracking in the Eagle Ford shale and Permian Basin regions of Texas and fuel | IND92-5 reasonably foreseeable future oil and gas infrastructure within the geographic scope of
climate change. The terminals would also demand a massive pipeline network, and threaten families living along the pipeline route with leaks, the Cumulative impacts assessment are addressed in section 4. 13’ the Specific locations
ills, and pipeline losions. . . . . .
* PP for infrastructure associated with induced production are not reasonably
These projects would force Texas to become a sacrifice zone for fossil fuel exports to countries like Ireland who have banned fracking from their | |\ o foreseeable.Pipeline safety is addressed in section 4.12.2 of the EIS.
countries. France and Ireland understand the harmful impact of fracking yet are willing to sacrifice my community and the rest of Texas for
cheap fossil fuels. IND92-6 Comment noted.

For these reasons and many others, | am opposed to these projects.

Sincerely,
“BillHolt billholt@netzero.net 777407 Scenic Brook Dr CTT T Austin ™ 78736
William Tarbox billtarbox@gmail.com " 33215Colette St " Magnolia X 77355
" Ann Loera annandernest@yahoo.com 2170 Tree Ln " Kingwood T™X 77339
Pagelof31
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"Phillip Ceballos flipflopflip12321@gmail.com 11310 Royal Forest Dr " “Conroe ™ 77303
Jessica Taylor jit2120@gmail.com 12609 Dessau Rd Lot 360 Austn ™ 78754
" Jeff Shook shaken1up@gmail.com 1518 AldrichSt Houston ™ 77085
James Trammell jamestrammell14@gmail.com 7038 Copper Mountain Dr "~ """ Corpus Christi ™ 78413
"EvelynAdams  evie.adams@gmail.com " 4920 Pecan Place Dr ""McKinney ™ 75071
Laila Sabet laila.sabet@gmail.com 1902 29th St Lubbock ™ 79411
“Sharon Alexander  sharown58@gmail.com 701 E Labadie Ave Deleon  TX 76444
“Kat Gualy " kgualy@stedwards.edu " S0DEStassneyln T Austin U™ T7sas
Edward Grigassy  egrigass@houstonisd.org 6405 Sharpview Dr. 7 Houston ™ 77074
Stephen Maynard  stephen.maynard.2015@gmail.com 100 Mary D Ave T "“AamoHelghts  TX 78209
‘Steve Lininger  slininger49er@gmail.com " 4959 Shady Oak Trl “Grand Prairie T™X 75052
Dalia Hernandez daliakaul:im@yahuo.mm.m: 3121 Dante Loop o laredo  TX 78041
Stefanle Martinez _ stefcboon@gmail.com 6713 Dream Dust Dr " “North Richland Hills TX 76180
me Mccrary- montez.mecrary@gmail.com 6966 Raintree Path T San‘Antonin ™ W
Holland
Carly Gilpin cglipin@packagingcorp.com 1304 Stormbr Bedford ™X 76022
Marla Gostisha marla.gostisha@gmail.com 5009 Trail West Dr " Austin ™ 78735
“Jennifer Holburn  jholburn@hotmail.com 8871 Uptonshire Dr Dallas ™ 75238
“Caleb Rudolph caleb.r.rudolph@gmail.com 228 Chimney Rock Drive Waxahachie ~ TX 76065
Jessica Garcla jessicagarciatx@gmail.com 1333 Eldridge Pkwy  Houston  TX 77077
Thomas Blackwell tblackwell@dscommunity.com o "“ﬁﬁéﬁ&éﬁ& in Austin ™ 78740
“Tanya Nevarov tnevarov@gmail.com " "5201CountyRoad 707 Alvarado ™ 76009
Page 20f 31
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Dillon Olsen dillon0813@gmail.com 1217 W Mary St " Austin TX 78666
‘Kyle Hawkins texashawk65@yahoo.com 10208 Noel Dr Frisco ™ 75035
Ann Magana " annmagana55@gmail.com 2703E3rdSt Austin “Tx 78702
“Margaret Zoch margaret.zoch@arlaw.com 26419 Cypresswood Dr | Spring ™ 77373
Sandra Montesinos  smontesinos78@gmail.com 2526 Lamar Ave, Apt 132 Paris ™ 75460
"Leah Mackay lelliott316@att.net ST 13918 Kensington Pl " Houston TX 77034
Terri Tristan territristan@gmail.com "122001d GinRd San Marcos X 78666
Linda Carr cicarr3d@sw.rr.com 83 Edgewater Dr WichitaFalls ~~ TX 76308
Paula Fontaine paulafhaake@gmail.com 8312 Foxhound Austin ™ 78729
Shonna Davis chesterrat@yahoo.com 177 Jupiter Trl Weatherford TX 76088
Anthony Whiting anthonywhitingl7 @gmail.com 2617 Oakwood Glen Dr Cedar Park ™ 78613
‘Richard Lago rilijean@aol.com ' " 72333 Horseback Trail Fort Worth ™ 76177
Maryrose Cimino  ciminm@yahoo.com 4304 Cobbiers Ln Dallas UTX T 75287
Katle Neinast katieneinast@sbcglobal.net 4432 FremontLn " Plane ™ 75003
"Joan Johnson jimjoanj@aol.com 4100 Jackson Ave. Apt 232 Austin ™ 78731
JF Margos jffotini@att.net "1702 Hickory Dr T Cedar Park ™ 78613
Norma Vela velnormO1@gmail.com 1311 Hampton " “sanjuan TX 78589
l.n_n;miud leroycemead @yahoo.com I 8110Wolflawtv T Tausting T ™ 78729
‘Nisar Ahmed  nisar.ahmed2@gmail.com " 4521 Pyrenees Pass Bee Cave "™ 78738
“Gerald Gallegos gerald.gallegos@sbcglobal.net 11108 Vista Lago Pl Apt A £l Paso "™ 79936
Ryan W. """ rywash23.trlal233@startmail.com 8602 Cinnamon Creek Dr “’san Antonio T™X 78240
“Suzanne Batchelor  juniper.green@yahoo.com 721E27thst Bryan T™X 77803
Page 30f31
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Meagan Cohen measancoheh@gmail.cnm 4104 Micki Lynn Ave Fort Worth ™ 76107
Tania Smith indiacruz65@gmail.com 4409 lanelle Drive Killeen ™ 76549
Emelia Fulgencio  efulgencio29@gmail.com "520Sara Ln Lytle ™ 78052
“Connle Curtls sea.note.connie@gmail.com 11803 Knollpark Dr Austin ™ 78758
N. Woodward bamba0918@yahoo.com 710177 W 26thst Odessa T™X 79763
Jim Anderson jimline@mindspring.com N 7502 Spring Meadow Ln - Garlan ™ 75044
Dennis Lanning dlianning1@gmail.com 4404 Travis Country Cir Apt A1 Austin ™ 78735
Eva Tinajero eva24fit@gmail.com 7612 BrutonRd. Dallas "™ 75217
Dawn Manning dawnrevoir@gmail.com 232 County Road 318 Alvarado X 76009
Paula Sigler paulals1118@att.net 2514 High Pointe Bivd McKinney T™X 75071
“Lydia Grottl Ihgrotti@netzero.net 2602 Mayfield Rd #229 Grand Prairie ™ 75211
Maureen Saval maureensaval@gmail.com 3603 Lajitas " Leander TX 78641
"Richard  Gstringman@att.net " 1221 Silver River Rd * Midlothian TX 76065
Aulenbacher
Ramadedi  sakthi7@att.net 2512 EIm Hollow St Pearland ™ 77581
Sundaresan
Edali Hernandez-  edalint17@yahoo.com 13747 CORINTH, 13747 Corinth UNIVERSALCITY  TX 78148
Toca
Marie Bernache marie.bernache@yahoo.com ' "ii'igo Wunderlich Dr Houston ™ _ﬁﬁﬁT
Daniel D dd1137@txstate.edu 14500 Blanco Rd - SanAntonlo  TX 78216
Noeile Melsser noellemeisser@gmail.com 460 N Walnut Dr Trinity "X 75862
T Young tyoung182@yahoo.com 9307 Tanager Way Austin ™ 78748
Page 4 of 31
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“RamiroCuevas  ramchrgrB1@aol.com 28377 Nelson Rd “San Benito TX 78586
Patricla Okruhlik pokruhlikz@comcast.net 5964 Whispering Lakes Dr Katy ™ 77493
Lavinia Morales laviniamoralez@gmail.com 15059 Caseta Dr " Houston ™ 77082

"Deborah Krueger  debbie@kruegers.org 10500 Laurel Hill v Austin Tx 78730
Carrie Weatherly  jmwctw®msn.com 1635 Salvia Springs Allen T™X 75002
Monlica Kasparek _ monica686@hotmail.com 3708 Jubilee Trl Dallas ™ 75229
Carrie Lewis seedvlewls@gm'all.mm 9228 Partridge Cir Austin ™ 78758
Chris Stubbs chrisvee210@gmail.com 614 Whiting Ave " san Antonio X 78210
Eileen Hartman ehartman@rocketmailcom 5700 Rain Creek Pkwy Austin TX 78759
RickPearson  dolfinguy53@yahoo.com 221 CountyRoad3082 Rick ™ 76550
Andrea Gonzalez gonzalez.andreaa@yahoo.com 2884 Greenhaven o Brownsville ™ 78521
Benito Chavez Jr bdchavezjr@yahoo.com 1506 E Austin Ave Harlingen ™ 78550
Stephan Laurent-  slfaesi@icloud.com ) 402 Sharon Dr " Corpus Christi ™ 78412
Faesl
Brenda Loveless uno_singer@yahoo.com 2314 Parker Rd Apt 230 " Carroliton X 75010
Sandra Burson humblepie247@yahoo.com 10906 Thorncliff Dr Humble = 1X 7739

"BeverlyKnox  knoxbeverlyl@gmail.com " 32005135 EApt 1114 Denton  TX 76210

"Don & Karen " "donhamlin@sbcglobal.net 7HydeParkCt . Wichita Falls ™ 76309
Hamlin
Sarah Boban " sarahx159@gmail.com 2601 Del Rio Dr " Austin ™ 78733
Chad Dunlap chad.a.dunlap@gmail.com 225 OakbluffDr Murphy ™ 75004
Charles Tu " charlestu@hcplnet 5114 Autumn Forest Dr Houston ™ 77091
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Nathan Gilbert nathan.sgtpepper@gmail.com 15417 Jersey Dr Jersey Village ™ 77040
"Evita Cortez m.evita.coter@gmaihcom 212 S Walton St Dallas ™ 75126
Maria Ortegon ~ angie_ow@hotmail.com 1071 lake Carolyn Parkway, Apt 1065 Irving T™X 75039
“Christina luckyme207521@gmail.com 2212 Shady Pines Rd Texarkana ~ TX 75501
Williamson
Pamela Miller pamz@winstonproperties.net 6230 ThomasCt Tolar ™ 76476
“Joan & Shane Goetz _shane@goetzlawtx.com 3705 N Shadycreek Dr Arfington ™ 76013
Gabe Kirkpatrick  g_kirkpatrick@yahoo.com 2620 Coffey Dr " Denton ™ 76207
William Amm "ﬁomwa@gmall.mm POEOI 94 FOI‘-t Da‘;'l; T
Keith Godwin sisterkeith@hotmail.com 436 Corona Ave SanAntonio
Julia Landress ugetwell@gmail.com “7" 777215 N Loop 1604 E, 15202 San Antonio X 78232
Carrol Spears carrolspears2384@gmail.com “103PortOCallDr Amarillo ™ 79118
Melissa Morgan mfmorgan@gmail.com 410 W 7th St Apt 1503 FortWorth  TX 76102
‘Dave Cortez dave.cortez@sierracluborg 4705 Everglade Dr "Austin ™ 78745
“patriciaEllls ~ patsille7777@gmail.com " 22 Buttercup Loop Belton ™ 76513
Lori Peniche lori.peniche @outlook.com 12660 Hillcrest Rd Apt 4101 Dallas T 75230
Cynthia Taylor cynthia.taylor@hospiceelpaso.org 721 Lakeway Dr " “ElPaso 7™ T 79932
Karen Lang-Ferrell _kiffwtx54@gmail.com 3905 Collinwood Ave Fort Warth T™X 76107
“Mary Young mcburian@hotmail.com 8009 Levata Dr Austin U™ 78739
“James Corbin corbinjim271@gmail.com 2202 Lilac Cir, McKinney ™ 75071
“Nicholaus Salinas nsalinas410@gmail.com 2927 BURGESS HILL CTa PEARLAND TX 77584
Maryam Khaledi  maryam.khaledi@sbcglobal.net " 1602 Enclave Pkwy Apt 2420 Houston ™ 77077
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"EricBray  bannaniksdaddy@yahoo.com 808 Magnalia St Arlington U™ 76012
James Rice “jamesrice1119@gmail.com 1807 Kansas """ Baytown ™ 77520
“Victoria Mathew  riamathew@aol.com 431Calm Spgs SanAntonio  TX 78260
-Benjnmln Zink zink.benjamin@grﬁail.wm 908 Gene Johnson St " Austin ™ 78751
“VanessaSternick  vanessa.sternick@gmail.com 4900 E Oltorf St Apt 235 TAwstin ™ 787M1
Abdulmalik Nathanl _anathani@att.net " 9303 Haderia Ct. o Spring ™ 77379
FredMebane  fmebane@satx.rr.com 130 Kontiki Pi " san Antonio ™ 78242
Elizabeth eleatherman001@gmail.com 3427 Rolling Terrace Dr Spring ™ 77388
Leatherman
Ashley Castilio ashncat@gmailcom 11915 Stonehollow Dr APT 721 AUSTIN ™ 78758
Mark Kluglewicz _ tmklugs@sbcglobal.net 25366 Fawn Forest Rd " Montgomery ™ 7735
Wanda Kirkpatrick  wrkirkpatrick@satrr.com 3326 Litchfield Dr San Antonio ™ 78230
GeorgiaCouch ggcouch13@yahoo.com 3809 County Road 1116 Greenville TX 75401
Jacque G. dragonluckfarm@earthlink.net 3003Fm20 " Red Rock ™ 78662
Mirlam Espino mirlamespino26.me@gmail.com 23642 Daffodil Ln, Porter Texas 77365 Porter T™X 77365
"Martha Doty hockleylady@gmail.com 1402 So Cherry St #37 T Tomball, ™ 77484
‘Marilyn Endres mendres36@gmail.com B 351 Cowpoke Cyn " Driftwood ™ 78619
‘Judy Greenwood _ thejude99@gmail.com "'7029 Brentdale Ln Plane  TX 75025
“Willls Gravelle bill.gravelle@yahoo.com T 14839 NW Military Hwy, Ste 108-138 ShavanoPark ~ TX 78231
JiliMooney  jilmoond655@gmail.com 4655 FM 3117 T Temple © T™X 76501
‘RafaelaMoreno  fela032005@gmail.com 1441 15th §t “CorpusChrisi  TX 78404
‘sallyMccoy ~ sally.mccoy@gmail.com 3528 SuffolkDr Fort Worth ™ 76100
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" Crystal Mitchell crystal-mitcheli@hotmail.com 309 MistyWood Bertram T
JohnAtlas jaatlas@yahoo.com 1101 Eider St Apt 104 """Houston ™ 77007
Betty Orwan bettyorwan@aol.com 4500 Birchman Ave Fort Worth T™X 76107
Dave Mills lockhartrealty@sbcglobal.net 916 N Commerce 5t lockhart TX 78644

"Frances Weller francesdweller@yahoo.com "19012 Double Canyon Dr Jonestown ™ 78645
Ellzabeth Duval duvalbeth@yahoo.com 3206 Bluebell Bend Cv “Round Rock X 78665
Muhammad Jawad muhammadj227@gmail.com 1901 Peari 5t ’ Austin X 78705
Dr Terrance " tarobinson44@gmail.com 5210 Churubusco Dr San Antonio “TX 78239
Robinson

“Gabriela Cruz © gabcruz2013@gmail.com 2275 NANTUCKET VILLAGE CIR. ‘pauas X 75227
Susan Beever susan.beever@gmail.com 807 Devonport Ln o Seabrook ™ 77586

" Bruce Counley hwunley@pmidpi.cnm 1008 LehmannRd "’San Marcos TX 78666

“Rita Everist new4rlr50@gmail.com 14152 Black Gold Trl ‘Haslet "I 76052
Antonio Bayona bayona5@yahoo.com 12286 Amstater Cir El Paso ™ 79936
Geoffroy Laumet  geoffroylaumet@yahoo.fr 6614 sivieyst Houston ™ 77055
Marcos Kauffman  marcos.kauffman12@gmail.com 2000 W Summit Ave San Antonio ™ 78201
Marisa Jennings marisa.jennings@gmail.com 7342 Oak Manor Dr Apt 7302 San Antonio ™ 78229
AmandaHollis  amandahollis82@gmail.com 2009 Cedar Grove Ln " Bedford I 78021

“Matthew Andrade catalinaaurora7@gmail.com 2404 5 Calaveras San Antonio ™ 78207
Patricia Seftz pkseitz@hotmail.com 9226 Westfork Tl ’ Fort Worth ™ 76179
Lindsey Simmer o lindsprov@gmail.com o 5602 Woodrow Ave " Austin ™ 78756
Mary Kurtnick _ mkurtnick@icloud.com 750 Deawville Circle W “Fort Worth X 76108
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Gloria Crenshaw

1380 Havelock Dr

Lisa Johnson lisaj@satx.rr.com 6786 Pembroke Rd San Antonio X 78240
AnnettaGower  annettareed@hotmail.com 843 Meadowglen Cir Coppell TX 75019
Candice Moutte choups2@yahoo.com 6 Laurel PI SanAntonio  TX 78209
Cindy Trimm cindy_trimm@yahoo.com 5701 Village Glen Trl Arlington T™X 76016
Donna Read dread1501@aol.com POBox9345 Austin_ TX 78766
Ann Loera " annandernest@yahoo.com 2170 Tree Ln " Kingwood ™ 77339
Christina Mann christinalmann@gmail.com 7005 Twin Crest Dr " Austin 0 TX 78752
Brad Hall abmshall2@gmail.com 2971 Bluebird Ln Huntsville X 77320
Heidi Hampton heidilhampton@mac.com 1916 Moore Dr Plano ™ 75074
Clare Freeman claresfree@mac.com 414 Limpia Canyon Trl Fort Davis ™ 79734
Steven I!oy_ _______ stevenroyl@me.com 800 W 38th St Apt 10303 Austin ™ 78705
Nadla Prado " pradonadia26@yahoo.com 2339 English 5t " “Brownsvile  TX 78521
Benard Colvin Ibcolvin@yahoo.com 2445Joeln Orange  TX 77632
Rizwana Ashraf rizwana.ashraf01@gmail.com 5734 White Clover Dr Richmond TX 77469
“Peggy Cope peggycope@gmail.com "'10306 Morado Cv Apt 265 “Austin ™ 78759
‘Barbara Methvin  barbaramethvin@yahoo.com 7222FisherRd Dallas ™ 75214
Lauren Fleming laurenbode08@gmail.com 22610 Allegro Crk San Antonio ™ 78261
Judith Lauter Phd  jlautersd@gmail.com 4310 Friar Tuck Dr Nacogdoches TX 75965
Gladys Patterson  geplkd@swbell.net 2922 Norfolk Dr Austin  TX 78745
"Sophia Vassilakidis  manglebaby@hotmail.com 407 AvondaleSt ~ Houston  TX 77006
Prasanna Nirgudkar pnirgudkar@gmail.com 1507 Ralston Branch Way Sugar Land T™X 77479
ornurse9@gmail.com o B Spring ™ 77386
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Emily Bustos emilyb311@gmail.com 300 € Sonterra Bivd " san Antonio T 78258
brazosit@gmail.com 214 Forest Ridge Lane Zavalla TX 75980
'Merideth Henkel- meridethhg@icloud.com 119 Schleicher St Boerne ™ 78006
Green
Mary Grimes magrimes65@gmail.com 123 E Saturn La-_r;e, unit 3 South Padre Island TX 78738
Willilam Michael bilimichael065@gmail.com 150 Cherry Ridge San Antonio ™ 78213
Nancy Palazzolo nipalazzolo@gmail.com 1055 Harbor Springs Dr " Frisco ™ 75034
Tanya Finney hands497 @gmail.com 497 NResler DrSteD El Paso X T 79912
Hillery Earl hilleryearl680@gmall.com 1004 County Road 705 " Joshua TX 76058
“LalieBurns  dhylensgreen@hotmail.com 6834 Burnley SanAntonio  TX 78239
Kristin Anthony kanthonyl@hotmail.com 71331 Mossridge Dr i Missouri City ™ 77489
Judi Hayes judidec@yahoo.com 13802 Lakeview Meadow Dr. Richmond X 77469
RichardPena  marypenaalfaro@gmail.com 6334 Spring Time St SanAntonio  TX 78249
Angelika Potempa  asphilus5@yahoo.com " ""3005 Old Alice Brownsville  TX 78521
‘Barry Clar avksom@email.com P.0.Box1405 “Bryan T™X 77806
George Hunt  landscape185@gmail.com 341Birchwood Dr Garland X 75043
Kenneth Walter tobysdad@sbcglobal.net 8523 Thackery St Dallas T™X 75225
Abby Findley abby.miller.2@gmail.com 2610 Alcott Ln - Austin  TX 78748
Victorla Ricks torilove1980@gmail.com 11507 SpyglassHIs “SanAntonlo  TX 78253
Marie Travis speedymri@yahoo.com """ 4925 Ashbrook Rd Dallas X 75227
Jim Crosby jcrosby@sstx.org " '65065aintStephensDr  Austin T™X 78746
Cameron Pride cpride155@gmail.com 6411 Silvery Moon Dr "Dallas T™X 75241
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“Serina Cartagena _ serina.cartagena@yahoo.com 2706 emerald Lake dr " Harlingen TX 79838
MelanleBaldi  melanie.baldi@yahoo.com " Te11 Elliott Dr Melanie X 75108
Jose Garcla garcjj@gmail.com T 688 Marlys Ave Canyon Lake T™X 78133
James Andrew sprangchldten@a"t_t_._r{et 6824 Amposta Dr "~ ElPaso ™ 79912
Laura Aranda laarand@hotmail.com 1215 Townsend Ave " “san Antonio ™ 78200
Yung Marc williams3763@gmail.com 1236 Aspermont Ave " pallas T 75216

"Gall Porter " gailporter06@gmail.com 8349 FM 1303 " Floresville T TX 78114
Janis Martinez evil.lyn138@gmail.com 11420 James Grant Dr " ElPaso T™X 79936
Wil Sage will.sage@gmail.com 5720 Frisco Square Bivd Apt 1053 Frisco T™X 75034

“Michelle Hospod  mhospod@gmail.com 7701 Rialto Bivd, Unit1427  Austin " 78735
Chris Clodfelter clcoceansports@gmail.com " "722Pine Rd Clear Lake Shores TX 77565

‘MelTemplet  mtemplet@cableone.net 58 Cripple Minnow Bend " Pottsboro  TX 75076
Jesenla Zurita jess_zuritag15@Iive.com 680 W Sam Houston Pkwy S, Apt 2918 Houston ™ 77042
Harvella Jones harvellajones1234@gmail.com 1414 Stevens Court oo Rosenberg ™ 77471
Barbara Mojica mojica823@yahoo.com 8601 Anderson Mill Rd Apt 1117 " Austin ™ 78729
Michael Murphy ~ murphylandarch@gmall.com PO Box444 ‘Mason X 76856
ClaireBush  vychumspg@hotmail.com 1214 Norwood Rd - Austin T 78122

“Terrie Williams  yarddawg_1@att.net 850 Laura Ln Vidor T 77662

“Veronica Rosales  vrosales177@gmail.com 5230NTrosperRd Mission ™ 78573
Lorraine Moore lorraine@lorraineshirkus.com 138 Crofton Ave San Antonio X 78210
‘Tessa Mccloud tmeclou263@gmail.com "9211 Autumn Storm " "San Antonio T 78251

" Matt Tolentino mattaccordion@gmail.com 5212 Junius St 77 7 Dallas ™ 75214
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“Chandan Talukdar  chandan.talukdar@gmail.com 421 W 3rd StApt 1713 Austin ™ 78701
“Ashiey Nelson ashmnel16@gmail.com 735 rolling ridge Dr Allen ™ 75002
"Dale & Mary daleerdmann@sbcglobal.net 9503 Ramblewood Dr Austin ™ 78748
Erdmann
First_texas test+texas@slerraclub.org ""1202'San Antonio St “Austin ™ 78701
Last_texas
lulie Bush bushjulie92@yahoo.com 6210 Cornell Dr - Corpus Christi X 78414
Zach Myones zmyones@yahoo.com 2119 Plantation Bend Dr "Sugartand  TX 77478
Katherine White  katwhite1027@gmail.com ""'3917 Dry Creek Dr Austin ™ 78731
Randy Thomas randyté8@acl.com 304 Dover Dr Richardson ™ 75080
“Joanne Drummond _ haliforest@hotmail.co.uk 6415 Holden Mills Dr Spring ™ 77389
“Eric Borja ericeborja@gmail.com 1411 Gracy Farms Ln Unit80 Austin TX 78758
Ava Blanskenshlp  adynetteb@gmail.com 1815 Main St 7 " Bastrop ™ 78602
George Staff george.staff@g.austincc.edu 806 S Walnut St Georgetown ™ 78626
Kaltiyn Cravens kaitlyn_cravens@yahoo.com 615 E Wonsley Dr Apt 114 "Austin ™ 78753
Alex Chau " alexchau@gmailcom 6 Southside Cir Houston ™ 77025
Evelyn Heyde evelyn.heyde@motorolasolutions.com 9088 Lazy Ln Montgomery ~ TX 77316
Daniel McKeen ~ luckydanmckeen@gmail.com ""120 Gulfwind Dr Lot 309 Port Aransas X 78373
lulle Sears Jjesears@gmail.com 320 Canyon Ridge Dr “"Richardson X 75080
“Ryanw. rywash23.trial233 @startmail.com 8602 Cinnamon Creek Dr San Antonio ™ 78240
“Shella Gil shellabean.gil@gmail.com 19611 Forest Fern Dr Humble "™ 77346
"Kurt Steinman krs21356@yahoo.com 1221 Oak Tree Dr Denton ™X 76209
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Patricia Schon langpro@swbell.net " 4906 Holly St Bellaire ™ 77401
Ellabeth Marshall  marshall660@gmail.com 14100 Horseshoe Bnd Conroe - ™ 77384
MariaTobin ~ matob@aol.com T 8715 Starcrest Dr Apt 27 " 'San Antonio ™ 78217
Jennifer jennopp8@gmall.com 355 Private Road 6374 aba T Tx 75410
Oppenheim

Lauren Fenenbock shainablue@gmall.é;rr'\mm T 519 Mississippi Ave El Paso ™ 79902
JacquelineRomo jackiearomo@yahoo.com 5412 Wedgmont Cir N Fort Worth ™ 76133
‘Kelll Reld kelli.reid@yahoo.com 6745 Spanish MossDr Plano ™

‘Joan Bonnington _ pjbonnington@comcast.net 7725 S Hunters Creekway Dr Houston ™

Misti 0'Quinn misti.oquinn@sierraclub.org 1900 Preston Rd Ste 267 "7 "Plano” W

un Dancak kdancakelsmail.eoﬁ'i' T 4801 Pawnee Pathw-av T Austin ’ Tx_

Heather Graeber _ higraeber@gmail.com 3Hermann Museum Circle Dr ~ Houston ™

Nancy Fortner nfortner64@yahoo.com “436 ForestDr LakeJackson  TX

er; Moore mjeanniehelge@aol.com o 146 County Road 318 Jonesboro B

Scott Day " daysailor08@sbcglobal.net 9529 Fair Haven 5t " "Fort Worth ™

Andrew Lyall alyall1102@gmail.com 3873 Bentwood Ln Corpus Christi ™
“Briana Schroeder  briana.b.schroeder@gmall.com 11915 Stonehollow Dr Apt 1418 Austin T

Joseph Vanblargan  jvb451@mac.com " 6534 Kenwood Ave T T pallas ™

Phillip Shelp pshelp@dcced.edu 2101 Fm 2181 Corinth i

Richard Ahlers rahler@hotmail.com 9902 Cedardale Dr Houston TX 77055
Kalla Montgomery  oldmoon1020@yahoo.com 6300 FM 2673 Lot 27 "~ Canyon Lake ™ 78133
‘SumeetBatra  sbatral@gmall.com h 1100 W 10th St Apt 512 " Fort Worth X 76102
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" Ann Lange aklange61@gmail.com 2832 Evening MistDr Little Eim T™X 75068
“Paul Bae pbae77@hotmail.com 28811 Mayes Biuff Dr T T ey ™ 77494
Peggy Lamb peggy.lamb@sbcglobal.net 8400 Jamestown Dr Apt 118 Austin TX 78758
Susan Marone  smarone@aol.com o 7 Halford Dr 777 Heath ™ 75032
“lames Hollls moondoggie1964@hotmail.com 4706 Broadmoor Dr " "league City ™ 77573
Charles Franck cjfranck@gmail.com ' 911 0ld Stonehedge St "7 West Lake Hills ™X 78746
SandraChapman  humblepie247@yahoo.com 10906 Thorncliff Dr Humble X 77396
Burson
Michael Buescher  michaelbuescher97 @gmail.com 1329 Pelham Ln T Lewisville ™ 75077
Brant Kotch " bkotch@craincaton.com 12302 Cobblestone Dr "~ """ "Houston ™ 77024
“JamesTalbot talbot@talbotworld.com " 7305 W Milton 5t "7 "Austin T™X 78704
DanaYarger  dcyarger@msn.com 4300 Cromwell Dr Apt 6303 Kyle TX 78640
“Bruce Ross " brucetwin62@yahoo.com """ ""3707 Landon Park Dr ' Katy ™ 7789 _
Brenda Gutierres _ brenda5155@gmail.com 7418 BelleGlenDr " "Houston ™ 77072 :
Almee Legrand aimeelegrand@yahoo.com 2029 Brightwood Dr Bedford ™ 76021 :
“KatraTejeda  kairat_11@hotmail.com 6201 Chapel Hill Bivd 77 Plano T™X 75093
Maria Willlamson _bluehorseskye@hotmail.com "17107 Cutter Way " Crosby T™X 77532
‘luisSora siegfried99999 @yahoo.com.mx 227DukeRd San Antonio X 78264
"'Scott Walker walkermed@aol.com 3952 Blue Pond Cir 7 Fortworth T TX 76123
Luce Crim lucecrim@yahoo.com " "4040 San Felipe St Apt 258 " Houston U™ 7027
"Analisa Crandall analisa_duran@yahoo.com 815 Shady Grove Ln Adkins ™ 78101
JonGross  jbgross85@hotmail.com 560 Vera CruzSt Weslaco ™ 7859
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Casey Pittman “pittman.casey@gmail.com 501 Edinburgh Ln " Coppell ™ 75019
Michael Earney themichaelearney@yahoo.com PO Box 627 Utopia ‘TX 78884
Debra Nugent worldswalker@yahoo.com 419 Linda St "“Keller T™X 76248
M. Hoard mhoard@austin.utexas.edu 1112 W 11th St Apt 207 Austin TX 78703
"Adriana Garcla abg0174@yahoo.com 9813 Sandhill Dr. Laredo TX 78045
JamesL Mccall  revjamesmccall@yahoo.com 4835 W Lawther Dr Apt 301 Dallas ™ 75214
“Jennifer Jones jennﬁenpuﬂlw}onesaﬁnll.mm 5904 Upvalley Run ' Austin ™ 78731
Ksusha Pachurova  yogasmir@gmail.com 4411 Spicewd Spgs Rd Apt 2002 “Austin ™X 78759
Clive O'Donoghue  cliveodonoghue@gmail.com 5HuntingtonCir Longview X 75601
" Michael Dubrick mmdubrick@hushmail.com 113 Monday Haus Ln Lewisville ™ 75077
"Hank Hammett chammett@smu.edu " "616 Blaylack Dr 7 U pallas ™ 75203
Kelly Epstein kepsteinl@earthlink.net 18319 Champion Forest Dr Spring X 77379
“John Hirschi jmhirs@sbeglobal.net 3305 Buchanan St """ " Wichita Falls TX 76308
Holly Newman duskiuna@gmail.com 7119 CountyRoad3 Sweeny ™ 77480
Pamela Saez annpamelasaez@gmail.com PO Box 5030 B Austin ™ 78763
“Kevin Hammeke khammeke@att.net 432 Fox Trl T Allen T 75002
AlexaAlison  adallison@gmail.com 7847 Hill Ridge St SanAntonlo  TX 78250
Milton Hickman milton.robbie@gmail.com 4970 Grand ViewDr Athens X 75782
"AngelaWilkinson  dogiluvrl909@yahoo.com 7327 Rubens T San Antonio T™X 78239
Joyce Alvarado joyazua62@yahoo.com 407 Fannin Ave " "Round Rock T™X 78664
Wanda Wintin wjwintin@yahoo.com "7 1221 Wentwood Dr Iving ™ 75061
Lisa Stone lestone@aya.yale.edu 8902 Birdwood Ct o Houston ™ 77096
Page 15 of 31

183



Individuals (IND)

- Juan B. Macias
“Sylvia Duncan sduncan1949@gmail.com " 7" 1117 Orlando Dr Plana ™ 75075
Nathaniel Watkins _ natejwatkins@gmail.com 14605 Cambridge Ct Addison X 75001
Alice Nicholson alicen3i@att.net 3481 Fm 779 R Mineola ™ 75773
“Myrthala Gonzalez  mgonzalez@cbjlawfirm.com 7800 N Mopac Expy Ste 215 Austin X 78759
Darren Huff efficientfrontier@hotmail.com 1513 Lantern Light Dr " Round Rock TX 78681
“Kathryn Johnson _ est_cainsi@hotmail.com 8704 Scott Cir Frisco ' X 75034
lerl Porter jeripster@gmail.com 432 Brady Ln - West Lake Hills ™ 78746
Richard Bachman  rjsbach@aol.com 1332 Banks St Houston  TX 77006
Sam Stamport " sam.stamport@gmail.com ' "'4911 W Airport Bivd Apt 6206 Houston T™X 77085
Courtney Grigoryev _ pinkladyx183@yahoo.com 9550 Ella Lee Ln Apt 3501 "Houston ™ 77063
“Alexander Grant alexgrant61@gmail.com 10204 Sunset Lane Conroe ™ 77385
" Juan Rodriguez juro57@hotmail.com '11953 Banner Crest Dr El Paso “TX 79936
Brad Watson bradcwatson@yahoo.com 2137 Emma Long St Austin ™ 78723
KellyBesecke  kelly.besecke@gmail.com 3204 Larry Ln Austin ™X 78722
Kambra Allen " kallenpe@yahoo.com 5113 Jacobs Creek Ct Austin ™X 78749
Marce Walsh marcewalsh@yahoo.com 5326 Foresthaven Dr Houston ™ 77066
“Christina Hennigan _ ccoloura@hotmail.com 908 Turning Stone Cibolo TX 78108
Victorla Hart katurakat98@gmail.com POBox1138 La Grange ™ 78945
Carolyn Hassls lynn.hassis@gmail.com 1401 Haddington Ln Keller TX 76248
John Madrid madtrekker@verizon.net 1309 Balleywood Rd irving T 75060
Rebecca Hall “rihincense7 @aol.com 909 Sally Cir Wichita Falls ™ 76301
William Forbes ‘bforbesO4@gmail.com 607 Burk St - Nacogdoches ™ 75964
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Niki Lee itsnikilee@gmail.com 3203 Lausanne Ave Pasadena

“Kathy Spera ydmawj@mac.com 9393 County Road 4136 Tyler

" Pamelle Wallis wallisp@att.net """ 4202 Hudson Bend Rd Apt A Austin
Mary Parke " 'mmparke@gmail.com 2516 Grayson Way San Antonio  TX 78232
LM marshallteam@yahoo.com 18823 Cove Mill Ln Cypress ™ 77433
Cathy Matusoff cmatusoff@gmail.com 11903 Caraway Cv SanAntonio  TX 78213
Lauren Manginl playsfair@gmail.com """ 74715 Red River St UnitA “Austin X 78751
“Stephanie Kaplan ~ skaplan677@acl.com " 9218 Balcones Club Dr Apt 824 Austn T TX 78750
Renae Delucia rdelucia335@comcast.net 2001 Westheimer Rd Apt 552 Houston T 77008
Thinh Ngo thinhngo80@gmail.com ' 7702 Velvet Antler Trl Arlington T™X 76002
DenisseMeza  meza.denisse@gmail.com 3108 E 51st St Unit 1603 " TAustin ™ 78723
Suzanne Murray suzmurr@yahoo.com 139 Rainbow Dr """ Livingston ™ 77399
Colleen Mchatton  co4260@yahoo.com " 3901 Titanic Ave ElPaso X 79904
Cralg Tatum craigtatum7@mac.com 1011 Richmond Dr Rockwall ™ 75087
Jan Casner jancasner@sbcglobal.net " T15611Overmead Cir Dallas X 75248
Kaitiin Collins littlemunchkin1@att.net 317 Hudson Ave Crowley ™ 76036

.Genieve Guevara- "umragrimes@whoo.con:l“ 602 S Sycamore St " Palestine X 75801
Grimes

"'Susan Muzny jsmuny@gmall.com 238 Jack Spratt Rd Livingston ™ 77351

“Shonna Davis chesterrat@yahoo.com T 177 Jupiter Trl " Weatherford ™ 76088

“Clare Mccollam ~ jemiclewis23@gmail.com " 3014 W William Cannon Dr Apt 932 Austin TX 78745
Charles Ochoa clochoa@hotmail.com "7 4sandyLn - Taylor ™™ 76574
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Christopher Mazza  cjmazza@yahoo.com 514 Meadow Bend Dr Friendswood TX 77546
Bonnie Lynn " bmackinnonwitherspoon@yahoo.com  1603SEmSt Georgetown X 78626
Mackinnon
Willlam Oscar billsmax@protonmail.com 3800 Locknhill Selma Rd San Antonio ™ 78230
Ken Box B kbox7@austin.rr.com 1117 W 9th St " Austin X 78703
Aleah Hellman aleahheilman@yahoo.com 2206 Wickiup Trl Harker Heights TX 76548
“Krystal Ybarra krystalyhudson@gmail.com 908 E 3rd St Apt D “lIrving T T 75060
David Zambie dzambie @sbcglobal.net 4801 Craigdr Austin ™ 78727
Linda Rudolph lindag.h.rud@gmail.com 2527 Pine Viliage Dr " "Housten T™X 77080
Catherine Bass  cathybass@gmail.com T4sTEMmIllsSt " RisingStar T 76471
Alison Fletcher alisonSjean@gmail.com 3031 Low Oak St San Antonio ™ 78232
Linda Jones ""lindajones52@hotmail.com 3400 Saint Johns Dr " Dallas TX 75205
“Willlam Oscar cryptola@protonmail.com 3800 LockhillSelmaRd ~~ San Antonio ™ 78230
Kevin Rosa rosakevinl4@gmail.com 10611 Archer Pt T San Antonio ™ 78254
RickDolphin  kristal.meracle@gmail.com 2304 1st St " “Brownwood T 76801
Carol Grimm ‘caroligrimm@gmail.com "612 Dale St " San Marcos TX 78666
Adam Zablelski adamza1@windstream.net 1407 N. Medio Riv. Cir Sugar Land ™ 77478
Zabielski
Carly Impoco carlyimpoco@yahoo.com 7709 Jennifer Ln Frisco X 75034
Sarah Svadlenka sarahwarner83@yahoo.com 208 Brook Cir Krum "TX 76249
Robert Romero bobromero@gmail.com 9910 Emneraln Houston 77080
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Ray C. Telfair Ii, retelfair@gmail.com 117805 Hillcreek Rd Whitehouse ™ 75791
Ph.D.
"Jack Mac Phail palestinejack@yahoo.com 213 HarcrowRd Palestine ™ 75801
Roland Creswell rcreswell1947@netzero.net 3663 Brookland Ave FortWorth ~ TX 76116
'Hamp Holcomb fhhdds@aol.com T 77402 Covewood Dr Garland T™X 75044
"Dallas Windham  medic4059@yahoo.com 4222 W Pioneer Dr Apt 1068 irving X 75061
Marie Sophia manslebaby@lntmall.mrﬁ 407 Avondale St Houston ™ 77006
Vassilakidis
Sarah Desousa salerbo@gvtc.com " "351 Whispering Oaks Spring Branch ™ 78070
Linda Diaz marieathena99@gmail.com 14721 Little Anne Dr Little Elm ™ 75068
Kevin Hartley khartley@windstream.net 322 Hoofbeat Trl T Kernvile T T T 78028
‘henry Jackson milj1959@gmail.com T 2407 haverhill T Houston ™ 77008
‘Michael Amaka  michaelamaka@ymail.com 7008 Lake Whitney Dr Arlington ™ 76002
Arthur Payne arthur.payne@ymail.com 1814 Cottonwood St Arlington T™X 76014
Nicole Portillo nsportillo0792@gmail.com 2842 Spring Dusk Ln " spring ™ 77373
loy Clark clarkconnected @att.net 1400 Kilgore Ln Waco ™ 76705
Jerry Perez jperezS46@satx.rr.com 13142 Regency Bnd San Antonio ™ 78249
'Kathleen Hackett  tomandkathy@grandecom.net 7004 Fred Morse Dr  Austin ™ 78723
‘Christopher ~ chris_broker@yahoo.com 696 Pinelach Dr Apt 1514 Webster  TX 77598
Semtner
Edward Kern amazinggrace3@sbcglobal.net 1310 Crumpet "'San Antonio ™ 78253
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Patrick De La Garza  patrick_delagarzaundsenkel@msn.com 1901 N Col Rowe Blvd Apt 411 McAllen ™ 78501
Und Senkel
StruanMcardle  struanmcardie@gmailcom 2612 Ripplewood Dr " Dallas ™ 75228
“Oralia Rodriguez oralia@consolidated.net 911 Arrow Lake Dr Katy T™@ 77450
“KTaylor metamorph2012@yahoo.com POBox272 Jewett X 75846
Kylara Hunter kylarahunher@yahon‘.-mm 427 Pine St h Donna ™ 78537
Jacqulyne Romero _jacqulyne.romero95@gmail.com 5202 Auburn St Apt 2327 “Lubbock T™X 79416
Pam Evans " 'gardenqueen@gmail.com PO Box 644 - Kemp T™X 75143
Robert Branson robertkbranson@gmail.com 5802 Bob Bullock Loop Ste C1 ” Laredo " Tx 78041
W Wright wixpainter@yahoo.com 6913 Orizaba Ave ) El Paso ™ 79912
'Margaret Walden  catslave3m@netscape.net 7700 Cody Ln Apt 3026 Sachse ™ 75048
“Garland Stevenson  gsteve@protonmail.ch 5265 County Road 2295 " Telephone "X 75488
Sandra Stevenson _ sjsteve@protonmail.ch " 75265 County Road 2295 Telephone X 75488
SandraRaef  smraefsandy@aol.com 5100 Redwater Dr Arlington TX 76018
WillamMaina  tallbilm@hotmail.com 8600 Skyline Dr Apt 1203 " Dallas T 75243
Kathy Watt kathy@wattfamily.com o622 KilameyDr Dallas ™ 75218
Christopher Lujan _ kristauff@gmail.com 3316 Caldera Bivd - Midland ™ 79707
John Boyd jboyd63@icloud.com 2202 Lawndale Dr “pallas 1 ™ 75211
Catherine cathy@whitesidenet.com "'22103 Laurel Terrace Ct Katy ™ 77450
Whiteside
Dave Byrne dbyrne7220@gmail.com 7 " PoBox288 Terlingua ™ 79852
MichaelHart ~ mykyli@hotmail.com " "2316Stone CreekDr Plano T 75075
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Matthew Johnson  matt.johnson@sierraclub.org ""6002 Open Range Trail Austin T 78749
Jany Maneiro janymaneiro@hotmail.com 5850 Belt Line Rd Apt 1501 Dallas TX 75254
Melanle Gibson mmcgarra@shcglobal.net "~ " '802 N Windomere Ave Dallas T™X 75208
Bhavin Sanghavi  sanghavi.bhavin@gmail.com 2611 Grants Lake Bivd Apt 242 Sugar Land X 77479
Glna Quinn gidgetgiriz@att.net 2620 Uinville Ridge Ln | Pfiugerville ™ 78660
“Pat Bliss pbliss6704@gmail.com 6704 Rustling Oaks Trl Austin X 78759
Duncan Brown dbrown1414@gmail.com 28 Summit Dr " ‘Canyon ™ 79015
“AlyssaMelton ~ alyssaann_2000@yahoo.com """ "903 Briarcliff Ct T adington T T 76012
Fred Hinkle fhinkie@phillipsmay.com 9246 County Road 626 "~ Blue Ridge X 75424
Ana Lois-Borzi loisborzi@gmail.com 9418 ElReyBivd “Austin ™ 78737
“James Rice cleotisieeroy1@gmail.com 1807 Kansas T T T TBaytown | Tx 77520
Eleanor Mason bic_houston@yahoo.com 200 Dominion Park Dr Apt 1706 Houston ™ 77090
Robin Brownell rbrownell26@aol.com 1404 Spinnaker Way " "Wylie ™ 75098
“Matt Cearley "texdiver@aol.com 1505 W Garza St slaton X 79364
Laura Snider lauraandnigel78@yahoo.com 16722 Summer DewLn Houston ™ 77095
James Hickey jmvjvphickey@mindspring.com 415 English Ct Springtown T™X 76082
‘Patricia Matthews patmat47@swbell.net 1106 Adams Pt Glen Rose “Tx 76043
"Louis Cumings elliepc@hotmail.com 1438 Finney Vallet Rd """ Rosenberg ™ 77471
Charlotte Schmidt  charlotteschmidt@sbeglobalnet  6990WallingLn Dallas ™ 75231
“udyWilliams judyleanna5@gmail.com """ "9815 Shady Lane FortWorth ~ TX 76126
‘DiedraLiepelt  diedraliepelt@me.com 769 Rocky Creek Rd "Fredericksburg ~ TX 78624
James Ofiaherty  emajim@hotmail.com 3011 Sweet Briar St Grapevine TX 76051
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" Matt Heiton mihelton22@gmail.com 152 Lindenwood Ln N Hewitt T™@ 76643
Diego Fernandez elduques980@hotmail.com 9719 Park Heath Ln Houston TX 77088
“ida Perez aidaperez@satx.rr.com 13142 RegencyBnd  San Antonio ™ 78249
Gary Shephard shephard@prodigy.net PO Box 48608 Watauga TX 76148
“Karen Kawszan kkawszan@comcast.net " "19206 Holly Shade Ct T Spring ™ 77379
TriggWrightlii  golf-nut24@comcast.net 19206 Holly Shade Ct Klein T™X 77379
Greg Romero gregoryromero@yahoo.com 4902 Duval St Apt B T T Austin ™ 78751
Phillip Shephard philshephard@live.com 4004 Wyman Cv Round Rock ~ TX 78681
Joel Perkins fauvegem@earthlink.net " '1921 W Hickory St Apt 11 Denton "™ 76201
JoYork cody1227@bellsouth.net " 25723 Muirfield Bend Ct " “spring ™ 77389
Percy Dadabhoy ~ percyl7@gmail.com 8405 Bent Tree Rd Apt 3423 Austin X 78759
" Thomas Page thomaspage34@gmail.com "2150VZCountyRoad3414  Wills Point TX 77553
Joy Morgan joylinnea@hotmail.com 11407 Ja r'{uary Dr T Austin ™ 78753
Charles & Claudla  skiscat@att.net 518 Frankiin Or Arington X 76011
Foreman
Debbie Mcbride debbmc2000@yahoo.com 1826 South Bivd Houston X 77008
Jillian Brooks Jbrooksmeister@gmailcom 1512 Commerce St Apt 712 Dallas ™ 75201
‘Tania Smith indiacruz65@gmail.com " 2409 Janelle Dr Killeen TX 76549
BarbaraSargent  bobby1699@hotmail.com 11007 Rockdale St#11 El Paso T 79934
A Patterson akpatt2003@yahoo.com PO Box 180982 T T Tallas ™ 75218
Pat Perry mooselover100@hotmail.com 923 Haden St Tyler  TX 75701
Deanna Pena dmpena61971@sbcglobal.net 9027 Concho St Houston X 77036
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Pamela Miller pamz@pamelazmiller.com 6230 Thomas Ct ' Tolar T™X 76476
Pattl Ves Wynnpatti@hotmail.com 302 tagle lookowt Dr Austin ™ 7873
Sabrina Eckles biner@swbell.net 507 N Elkhart Ave T T Lubbock W 79416
“BibiLafleur  bibllafleur@gmail.com ‘9222 ChurchRdApt121 Dalias T™X 75231
Laurie Marshall laurinne@live.com 241 Palm Aire Dr Friendswood ~ TX 77546
"Carrie Watson hillcountrycarrie@gmail.com 151522ndSt " "Huntsville X 77340
“Charles Arlington _ Iytlec@sbcglobal.net 2301 Bradwood Ct Arlington ™ 76011
Andrews widetrackd10@yahoo.com 3729 EdgemontDr " Garland | TX 75082
Fortenberry
Anil Prabhakar apakus@yahoo.com 2501 Gristln T T Cedar Park "X 78613
‘SharonDaly  sjdpiso@sbcglobal.net ~ 1509 EltonLn Austin X 78703
Carrie Weatherly  jmwctw@msn.com 1635 Salvia Springs Dr o Allen T 75002
Charles Hobbs chuckredawg@yahoo.com 42ledapr 7 Dallas ™ 75218
“Marty Jones jones.marty65@gmail.com 140 Monticello Ct o San Antonio ™ 78223
M Delgado mdelgado5455@gmail.com 4548 Hachar Ln 7 " laredo ™ 78046
AnnSadtler ~ czechmate71@sbcglobal.net " "3112 Founders Green Cir “Pearland  TX 77581
Daphne Endress dendress10@gmail.com 22003 Erincrest Ct - Katy T 77450
Hilda Gutlerrez hig92@yahoo.com 1210 Noble 5t " Houston ™ 77009
"Carmen Cc tiadivina@hotmail.com 2026 WagonTrdl Heartland ™ 75126
Gabriel Kirkpatrick _gkirkpat@Iive.com "2620 CoffeyDr o Denton  TX 76207
“James Hanon james.w.hanon@sbcglobal.net 11508 Phantom Valley Cir 77" san Antonio ™ 78232
“Suchita Toshniwal _ suchitatoshniwal20@gmail.com 3005 Lamar Bivd Apt 424 " Austin ™ 78704
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Judy Amstutz jlamstutz@verizon.net “"POBox 191 Lake Dallas ™ 75065
Ralph Ward rowtx@msn.com PO Box 863684 "“Plano ™ 75086
‘PatriclaBocanegra  trishasax@icloud.com 13535 Voelcker Ranch Dr San Antonio ™ 78231
‘KimAllen klmberiv@kaflnterlordesign.mrﬁu 9614 Baseline Dr " pallas ™ 75243
‘MarthaGorak _ martha2503@gmail.com 22502 Downdale Cir Katy TTTIX 77450
Bonny Gatchel b@bonnytexas.com T T poBox909 Grandview T™X 76050
"Ricardo Rojas pintochillan@outlook.com 501 Oakwood Dr " sanAntonio  TX 78228
Patricia Murdock _ barnicalz@hotmail.com 2323 Wells Branch Pkwy Austin ™ 78728
Julie Burclaga ' Julieburci@aol.com ~"" 4313 Wonderland Dr Plano T 75008
Robert Lyons riyons3@sbcglobal.net 5534 Bonita Ave o Dallas ‘™ 75206
Gerald St Germaine  gerald1951@sbcglobal.net 1221 E San Antonio Ave Apt 73 "El Paso ™ 79901
John-Paul Bujnoch _ jpbujnoch@hotmail.com 1011 GardeniaDr Houston T™X 77018
‘Alexis Burt lexy.aburt@gmail.com 5000 Gold Ranch Ave " ElPaso T 79934
Patricla Spencer joy@veganspirit.com 404SwahaDr " Tioga ™ 76271
Therese Davis " davis5003695@sbcglobal.net " 1508 Church St Apt 1 Galveston ™ 77550
Patrick Vacek patrickvacek@gmail.com 630 S Walnut Creek Dr Mansfield TTX 76063
Nell Angelo celebrateoften@gmail.com """4471 County Road 2211 Odem X 78370
“Tim Duda timduda@aol.com 340 Queen Anne Ct " "san Antonio T 78209
Elizabeth Hart elizabethdovehart@yahoo.com 2030 Winrock Bivd Apt 777 " "Houston ™ 77057
Mark Blandford ~ oblomov237@gmail.com " """2800 Randy St #2 T Amarlle ™ 79124
Ciaudia Richner claudia.richner@yahoo.com 2864 Rock Barn Dr " Kerrville T 78028
Margaret Fung margaret.fung@gmail.com 709 Reinerman Street Houston ™ 77007
Page 24 of 31

192



Individuals (IND)
IND92

- Juan B. Macias

Johnnle Prosperie  jopa9@live.com 1877 County Road 182 Garrison ™ 75946
Melanie Baldi “melanie.baldi@yahoo.con 911 Elliott Dr Cedar Hill ™ 75104
Lou Woo wd595666@gmail.com PO Box 315 - Killeen TX 76540
Deborah dgoodykoontz28@gmail.com 11631 Noblewood CrestLn Houston  TX 77082
Goodykoontz
Sandra Lynn cresorchid@gmail.com 100 CommonsRd Dripping Springs ~ TX 78620
Mary Adam mary.ladam@gmail.com 7520 Planters Loop " Bryan T 77808
“Leslle Butterworth _Ibrmt@aol.com 125 Odell St SanAntonic  TX 78212
Shannon Sullivan  ss49311@hotmail.com 400 Bryce Ln "7 Arlington ™ 76013
Thor Quick thorquick@hotmail.com 1016 Camino La Costa Apt 1902 Austin ™ 78752
“TXWillllams jkwnorth@msn.com 23423 Bay Side Drive Bullard T 75757
Gregory Joel joelgl21@yahoo.com B 7804 Whitney Dr ““Fort Worth TX 76108
“TerrieWilllams  yarddawg_1@att.net 850 Laura Ln vidor ™ 77662
“Janenelindholm  jcouvillionl@sbcglobal.net 1903 Palm Vista Dr Plugerville TX 78660
Kristi Michener kristimi@yahoo.com """ 3608 Shady Valley Dr B Austin ™ 78739
Sharron Stewart sharronlstewart@gmail.com POBox701 Lake Jackson TX 77566
Melanie Sinclair minsncir@gmail.com 12320 Split Rail Pkwy Austin T™X 78750
"Gary Boerner gary_boerner@hotmail.com 27614 Esteban Point Ln " Spring ™ 77386
“Marilyn Patton  txmpatton@prodigy.net 10755 E Northwest Hwy Apt 109 Dallas ™ 75238
Michael Herzog mnr497 @yahoo.com 21027 KennaCove Ln Klein ™ 77379
‘Mary Kurtnick mkurtnick@icloud.com 750 Deauville Cir W " Fort Worth ™ 76108
“linda Chenault ixchenaultl@gmailcom 402 W Sanderson St ““Apine TX 79830
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Amber Manske ambular781@yahoo.com 12701 West Ave San Antonio ™™ 78216
Richard Harvey rxharvey@hotmail.com T 629 Kirk Dr Fort Worth ™ 76116
Mitcheo! Mead meadearman@yahoo.com 115N WillowSt Tomball ™ 77375
“Anne Caton 'r'a'-lnan'lamu@g'nail.mm o 2841 Jasmine St """ ‘Brenham ™ 77833
Claire Morris wchumspg@ﬁafmall.wm 1214 Norwood Rd Austin TV 78122
lackie Demarais  jackiedemarais@charter.net 2704 Casas Del Sur Ct " Granbury ™ 76049
Iohn Haller jhalleri@yahoo.com 1224 Cottonwood Dr Brownsville T™@ 78520
‘EficCasey  recaseyl0l@yahoo.com 3316 Dartmouth Dr """ Plano T™X 75075
Lance Kirkpatrick _ elkirkpatrick@outlook.com 5938 JohnCurryRd Christoval ™ 76935
DouglasRives  brives@windstream.net 503 Hefley St " Wheeler TX 79096
Lizeth Romero mmem.llzethmgyahoo.cu-r; T 15000 Park Row " Houston X 77084
Rita Knlery rvkniery@hotmail.com 9375 ViscountBvd “'H Paso ™ 79925
lennHfer Yacio jennifer@sensoryworld.com 3132 Waterside Dr I “A.riingmn ™ 76012
Jordan Arendas  jordanarendas@gmail.com 3206 King St Apt 108 Austin T T™X 78705
Alice Wood alli4303@me.com 5802 Windy KnollLn Rosharon ™ 77583
Gertrude Carter gacarter@sbcglobal.net T 6006 Lonesome Pine St San Antonio ™ 78247 :
Alex Herrera mraherrera@hotmail.com 9420 Bradner Dr Austin T 78748
John Joseph guyin78209@gmail.com 206 Joliet Ave © 7 7777777 san Antonio T™X 78209
‘DaveMills  lockhartrealty@sbcglobal.net 916 N Commerce St T lockhart X 78644
MonicaDrake  infinitymax@sbcglobal.net ~ 77 ""1201 Wilshire Bivd Arington ~ TX 76012
Elizabeth imardo  elishal1@hotmail.com 2708 Gabriel Dr. T 7T Mckinney ™ 75071
Sandra Breakfield  breakfie_charles@att.net 5610 CIiff Haven Dr Dallas X 75236
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Nick Kiger kigernick@charter.net 1977 Live Oak Cir Azle X 76020
“Kelll lay kellijay08@gmail.com 80GEBernardSt  West Columbia ™ 77486
Adam Hudson  ajayh3009@gmail.com 8408 Lanners Dr 7 McKinney ™ 75072
Judy Bryce judy22481@gmail.com 4807 GrayFoxDr Austin ™ 78759
Jennifer Bendlo jenniferbendio@yahoo.com 2105 Ridgmar Bivd Apt 214 FortWorth ~ TX 76116
Janis Martinez evil.cupcake138@gmail.com 11420 James Grant Dr El Paso TX 79936
“Leslle Smith tangelt@iive.com 503 Centre St " SanMarcos  TX 78666
“Gena Sadler "g_enlenaeogmall.com 912 Wﬂé;ﬁta Ave SanAntonio  TX 78201
“Courtney Stollon _ courtneystolion@yahoo.com 11201 Applewood Dr Austin ™ 78758
" Greg Sells gsells@austin.rrcom 73300 Parker Ln Apt 258 T austin ™ 78741
Jerry Christiansen o Jjechris@peoplepc.com 330 Heaﬁkﬁﬂn—#_ Rd Dripping Springs "™ 78620
" Anthea Wray awray@awray.net 12439 Stafford Springs Dr "Houston ™ 77077
D.Garcla  dgarcia@calfarley.org 175 Callihan Rd Lockhart T 79110
Ellen Buchanan ellenbuchanan@sbcglobal.net PO Box 1489 Kountze ™ 77625
Loulse Larsen louiselarsen@att.net 427 Parkview Dr Duncanville ™ 75137
“Catherine Olekslw  coleksiw@gmail.com 4701 Preston Park Bivd Plano ™ 75093
Russell Barros russell.k.barros@gmail.com 116 1/2 Barilla PI T 'san Antonio X 78209
"Danielle Cole daniellesweetpea79@gmail.com 161 Pioneer Dr Lot 22 Abilene ~ TX 79605
FredBell  fjrena2000@juno.com po box173 riviera ™ 78379
‘RichardCook  cookrichard64830@gmail.com 2620 Ruidosa Ave Apt 100 " Dallas ™ 75228
Neal Howerton nealhd7@att.net 8912 Circle Dr Unit C "Austin ™ 78736
Lisa Goetz Jillya15@yahoo.com T azwarthst Houston ™ 77008
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John Helms jmhelms2@gmail.com 2418 Robinhood St " Houston TX 77005
‘Eileen Duppstadt  eileenduppstadt.2@gmail.com 9912 RobinSt ; La Porte ™ 77571
BarbaraBurton  bjburton@ktc.com 232 Guadalupe St Kerrville I 78028
Lauren Bohart licoolwilson@hotmail.com 5715 Meletio Ln Dallas ™ 75230
Mark Mckim markilous07@gmail.com 2906 E MARTIN LUTHER KING JR BLVD,  AUSTIN ™ 78702
Apt 2405
JUDY WHETZEL judywhetzel9301@charter.net 1007 E Wintergreen Rd Duncanville ™ 75137
“Heidi Bollock hbollock@gmail.com 12304 Willow Bend Dr " Austin ™ 78758
S E Williams " shashannah@yahoo.com 12707 MurphyRd Trir70 _ Stafford  TX 77477
Daniel Diaz dd1137@txstate.edu 14500 Blanco Rd o " san Antonio ™ 78216
Geoffroy Laumet  geoffroylaumet@yahoo.fr 6614 Siviey St "~ "Houston ™ 77055
Patricia Berzon  llac49@msn.com 2103 PlumbrookDr Austin X 78746
Weldon Lewis weldonbrau@hotmail.com 2856 Thousand Oaks Dr San Antonio T 78232
‘Wendy Hauptmann _ wendy.hauptmann64@gmail.com " 8722 Welles Hbr " 'san Antonio T™X 78240
Therese Baldado 'theresepandaoyahw.cnm 1810 Audrey Dr Mission ™ 78572
Sandra Woodall Iswoodall@gmail.com 118 Hermine Bivd """ "san Antonio ™ 78212
Laylee Farajoliahl  ifarajol@hotmall.com 18 Beacons Light PI_ The Woodlands ~~ TX 77375
Jennifer Mundine jsmundine@gmail.com 196 RAINBOW Dr Livingston ™ 77399
‘Michaela Dunaway _ kat.hollifield13@gmail.com T POBox 32551 Waco ™ 76703
Emilyte  alfisonemilyle@gmail.com 18040 Midway Rd Dallas ™ 75287
Guadalupe Torres  gtdbz32@aol.com 445 Manzano St " Brownsville ™ 78521
Ron Marshall marshall.ron@tx.rr.com """ "2318 Glenbrook Meadows Dr "“Garland U™ 75040
Page 28 of 31

196



Individuals (IND)

IND92

- Juan B. Macias

Rebecca Pollinzi polinzi@bte.rr.com 1113 Red River Ct Carroliton  TX 75007
‘Larise Boughner lariseboughner@yahoo.com 816 Russet Valley Dr Cedar Park ™ 78613
Joe Mihm T T mihm@att.net B PO Box 3643 Amarillo T™X 79116
“Pamela Woods pamelabrettwoods@gmail.com 3208 Churchill Dr Austin ™ 78703
Roy Hill royhilj@msn.com 4504 Meadowbrook Dr FortWorth  TX 76103
Steve Chelewski chelewski6@gmail.com 2702 Lake Louise Dr San Antonio ™ 78228
Wayne Harrison texasboxing@usa.net 3470 Cimmaron Trail Fort Worth T 76116
“JanetDelaney  jld215@sbcglobal.net 5406 Western Hills Dr " Austin ™ 78731
lessica Martinez 22plus2equals5z@yahoo.com 701 Center Ridge Dr Austin T™X 78753
Darlene Aksoy msaksoy@yahoo.com o 116 Woodcrest Ln Coppell B S 75019
"Rock Mortls rmorris@rackmorris.com " 1110 Guildford St "~ Garland ™ 75040
Raul Rodriguez _ roy_rodriguez_tx@yahoo.com 18811 Cherrytree Grove Dr _ Houston T 77088
“PaulBrown  pauliob@att.net ’ 1137 Hurstview Dr " “Hurst TT™X 76053
Dana Spottswood  dmspottswood@gmail.com 223 Pershing Ave ~san Antonio ™ 78209
Patrick Boot psi-wines@wanadoo.fr 4130 Beaver BrookLn Dallas ™ 75229
"Stephanie Betts stephaniedianebetts@gmail.com 2955 Watermark Dr Apt 1412 Fort Worth ™ 76135
“Taylor Surratt tsurratt1965vw@gmail.com 11314 Brook Meadow Cir Houston TX 77089
"Merideth Green  meridethhg@icloud.com 119Schleicherst Boerne T 78006
Lanl and Dale " dalelani@att.net 10535 Lake Gardens Dr Dallas T™X 75218
Crawford
Rick Provencio " rickproquo@gmail.com 6213 Cadiz St " ElPaso ™ 79912
Jenee Whitener jcwhitener@aol.com 1124 Winding Brook Dr Garland TX 75044
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“Peggy Brod peggybrod@gmail.com 22400 Westhelmer Pkwy Apt 314 Katy X 77450
Bill Schuler bill.schuler@posteo.net 1321 Upland Dr Houston ~ TX 77043
"Carol Tate finds@artisanaworks.com 529 LiveOakRdg Bandera ™ 78003
David Muicihy dmulcihy@comcast.net 18506 Capetown Dr Houston ™ 77058
SonoraHudson  sonorahud@earthlink.net 1743 Esperanza St Houston ™ 77023
Neil Mcgueen svranquilo@hotmail.com AN3Estate OF Corpus Christi ™ 78an2
" Juliana Mujica bibininita@yahoo.com 1420 Marlin Sargent ™ 77808
Cindy Spoon cfspoon@yahoo.com 2228 LookoutLn ‘Denton ™ 76207
' Lisa Siiguero " Isilguero2001@gmail.com PO Box 40636 Austin TX 78704
Kimber Kaushik kimber.kaushik@gmail.com 3219 E Cedar Hollow Dr Pearland ™ 77584
H Simrin uvw@sbcglobal.net 9901 IvyLeafln  FortWorth ~ TX 76108
' Cortni Welg hipsypixie@gmail.com ' 5823ChurchilAve  Dallas ™ 75227
Nell Quarles nellquarles@utexas.edu 1912 Lightsey Rd Austin T™X 78704
“loisvan- " ivetrotter@sbcglobal.net 20226 Sapphire Cir Magnolia ~ TX 77355
Englehoven
Barbara Fletcher  bf8542@att.com 5227 Parkland Ave T pales 0 ™ 75235
Keely Gilllland keely.giilland@hpafortworth.com 3009 Yoakum St " FortWorth ™ 76108
Elizabeth Salazar _ elizabeth.salazar87 @yahoo.com 912 Emerald Wood Dr “Austin’ X 78785
Hira Mughal twilightfan-7@hotmail.com 5144 N Colony Bvd The Colony ™ 75056
Sergio Trevino “sergiot@lupenetorg 3418 La Chuparosa Street Mercedes ™ 78570
‘Rick Pearson dolfinguy53@yahoo.com 221 County Road 3082 Lampasas TX 76550
“OlkaForster ~olkaforster@gmail.com 6908 RufusDrive Austin ™ 78752
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Lisa Silguero

P.O. Box 40636

Jacky Kusterer jkusterer@tx.rr.com 2729 Laurel Oak Dr McKinney ™
“RayRose " rayrose67@yahoo.com """ 6911 State Highway 161 Apt 334 Iving X
Karl Johnson kdjohnson44@gmail.com 3224 SilkgrassBnd  Austin ™
Scarlett Bacon scarlett.bacon@gmail.com 3618 Dorchester Dr Rowlett ™
Tim Speece timspeece?giﬁi;l‘awli.mm 1844 Dulcinea Circle T Brownsville ™
Trevor Robinson trevor@scurrilous.com N ' 1201 Bentwood Rd Austin Ry
Kim Sanders George kim.sanders.george@Ilive.com 330 Spinner Rd Desoto ™
EdPerry  edpgsa@earthlink.net " 1532 Rosewood Ter New Braunfels X
Andre Hernandez  andrehdz0B@gmail.com 3121 Dante Loop, Laredo Texas 78041 Laredo ™
Joshua Wallis joshuawallis@gmail.com o 813 Emerald Wood Dr Austin ™
Kaylah Hilllard khilliard7@yahoo.com 2703 Ssweeneyln Austin ™
En_'lrl_l;ﬁn:lp_hell emmgcampbe II@gmaII.mm‘ o 1328 Wellington drive - Denton X

"MaxAnderson  mandersonfim@gmail.com """ 409 E William Cannon Dr Austin T
Bryan Hilton wheresbryan83@gmail.com 2506 Princeton dr ) Austin ™
"Doris Valdes dorvalo09@gmail.com """ 2600 Thunderbird Ave McAllen X
Chris Watenpool  watenpooic@gmail.com 21571TovarRd " Harlingen ™
AngelaPardo  cattleheart@gmail.com " "815 Avant Ave SANANTONIO  TX

‘RimaAnabtawi  rima.anabtawi@gmail.com 4201 Taft Ave Groves ™
Wesley Monroe protm335@cox.net 649 W Calle Garcia __ Tucson AZ
" lsilguero2001 @gmail.com Austin ™
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Madeleine Sandefur, LAGUNA VISTA, TX.

As residents of the Town of Laguna Vista, T¥, which is situated about 7
miles downwind from the proposed plant, our number one concern is the air
pollution that this project will generate. My husband and I are Senior
Citizens and moved to this community 14 years ago because of its clean
alr and the nearby preserved lands, many under stewardship of the US
Fish & Wildlife Service. At the very least, air quality monitors need
to be installed at the proposed project area, to obtain baseline data
before the project is approved for construction, and for continuocus
monitoring afterwards. At present, air monitors are many miles removed
from the proposed location, and data relied on them cannot possibly be
used to give an accurate picture.

As a naturalist and birder, I am deeply concerned about the damage this
project will do to the 24 species that are federally listed as threatened
or endangered, which have been identified in the Draft Environmental
Impact statement as being present in the project area, three of which
would be adversely affected by the project due to loss of habitat and/or
degradation and fragmentation of habitat. Of particular concern is the
damage this will do to the critically endangered, small population of
Texas ocelots. I have personally worked on ocelot conservation issues
and have raised funds for land acquisition and other related activities.
A third area of concern is the socioc-economic impact of this project on
this area. While propcnents cof the project are lauding the jobs it would
bring, they fail to mention the potentially huge job losses in the
fishing, shrimping, and eco-touriam / hospitality industry. The DEIS
states that “neither construction nor operation would be expected to

significantly impact teourism.” - my guestion is, con what study, if any,
was this “expectation” based?

I understand FERC looks at whether a preoject has cocmmunity support.

With resolutions AGAINST this project from City and Town Councils
representing residents most immediately affected by this project (South
Fadre Island, Port Isabel, Laguna Vista, and Long Island Village), how

can the Commissicn possibly deduce that there is support from the
community?

Lastly, I will nocte that many years and efforts towards conservation and
preservation of native land and habitat have occurred in the region where
the project is proposed. This demonstrates strong social and cultural
values for conservation and preservation of native habitat in a county
where already 91% of such lands have been destroyved by industrialization,
agriculture, and urban development. These efforts have included citizens
and organizations at all levels, from municipal to federal; a prime
example being the Bahia Grande Restoraticon Project, where millions of
private and taxpayer funds were used to preserve and restore lands. I'm
sure the Commission is aware of the proximity of the proposed LHNG
terminals to this project.

Permits for LNG projects that pose direct and indirect negative impacts
to the local populace, which negate decades of conservation efforts, and
are in direct conflict with social and cultural values of the region
should be DENIED.

Thank vou for the opportunity to comment.
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The comment pertains to the TCEQ’s review and enforcement of air quality permits
for the Project, which is not under FERC’s jurisdiction. As described in section 4.11.1
of the EIS, ambient air quality monitors used to identify background concentrations are
based on those monitors that were nearest or most representative of the proposed
Project facilities. Ambient air quality monitor locations were identified by RG
Developers in coordination with the TCEQ.

Comment noted. Section 4.7 has been revised to incorporate recommendations and
comments from the FWS and TPWD, as applicable.

Sources for our analysis are included in text by reference and in appendix S.

Comment noted. As identified in section 1.0, FERC considers the public interest
and/or the public convenience and necessity of a project prior to making its decision
on whether or not to approve it. Assessment of the proposed Project has included
coordination with multiple federal and state agencies and requires permits or
authorizations from additional entities (see section 1.5).

As described in the EIS, the RG Developers continues to consult with federal and
state agencies on mitigation measures for Project impacts on wildlife habitat and
special status species, and FERC staff has included recommendations for additional
and/or specific consultations and actions to occur prior to construction, if the Project
is approved, that relate to mitigation for impacts on species and the native
environment.
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Joanna Ward, Laguna Vista, TX.

Fe: Rio Grande LNG Export Filing for a Permit on the Pristine Scuthern
Most Tip of Texas and Mellissa Case’s Filing on 11/20/2018 with FERC for
CP16-454-000 with Reasons for Denial

Flease know that Mellissa Case living in Houston works for Bechtel 0il,
Gas, and Chemicals. The positive statements about an Australian fishing
village with LNG exports made by her on 11/20/2018 should not be taken as
true facts. I know for a fact that residents in Australia strongly
opposed the unhealthy polluting done to thelr land, water, and
populations with fracking as do the residents in Texas. I doubt that the
residents in the Australian fishing village have all of the LNG jobs that
Ms. Case states based on my experience in search of the truth regarding
the jobs promised for the LRGV nor do I believe that the people are happy
about breathing the carcinogenic air produced by the dirty fracked
methane while it is being frozen for export and its toxins are released
into the community which, if the same as in the LRGVY, include tons of
nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide, volatile organic compounds, particulate
matter, and sulfur dioxide. It should ke of concern that these
pollutants that are known to mostly affect the unborn, young, and retired
elderly residents with asthma, harm pregnant women and fetuses causing
anomalies, and increases cancer rates will also affect the water and the
fish that are ingested by the villagers and by those to whom their fish
are sold. The same would be the case with the fish becoming contaminated
in the "best fishing in Texas at Laguna Madre” where five species of
seagrass in the area account for 80% of remaining seagrass in Texas
according to Texas.gov should FERC grant such permissicon! Our Laguna
Madre is the only hyper saline bay in the United States, and one of only
5ix on our planet! Our saltwater estuaries are one of the most valuable
tvpes of landforms that exist on the planet. ©Our Laguna Madre in the
Lower Rio Grande Valley now cffers popular spert fishing cpportunities
for sea trout, redfish, flounder, as well as, snook, gray snapper,
Florida pomp, and barracuda. Furthermore, these LNG Export companies
taking our natural resources while harming and destroying our natural
lands, even without a plan for mitigaticon which had not yet been made as
required for all the public to see in order to be informed and able to
make their comments known, while threatening local businesses, our
health, and wildlife including the endangered species here will also
cause our gas prices to rise as they have in Rustralia due to supply!
There are more than encugh LNG export facilities along our Eastern shores
that have already been approved and not yet bullt to accommodate the
needs of the “clean LNG” other countries will receive from abroad to burn
at the cost of the health and well being of the American residents for
cne group living near the chemical fracking fields, ugly polluting export
facilities and gas pipelines that are known to have exploded harming and
killing pecple and damaging properties. The people are the ones who
report pipeline issues, not the companies who built them! What’s more,
we already have safety concerns along the souther tip of Texas living at
sea level which continues to rise as do the tides. We recently learned
through the required Federal report about manfs carbon pollution and know
that methane, an extremely powerful climate disrupting gas more than 20
times more potent than carbon dioxide, is causing the drastic climate
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As described in section 4.11.1 of the EIS, the State of Texas requires a State Health
Effects air quality analysis. The results of RG LNG’s State Health Effects modeling
evaluation indicate that the Project emissions are below applicable effects screening
levels, and therefore adverse health effects are not expected. The TCEQ is the agency
responsible for the review of the State Health Effects analysis, and on December 17,
2018, the TCEQ issued an order granting air quality permits to RG LNG. Further,
pollution emissions from the LNG Terminal site, when considered with background
concentrations, would be below the NAAQS, which are designated to protect public
health including sensitive populations such as children, the elderly, and asthmatics.
Impacts on water quality and aquatic resources, including fish, are addressed in
sections 4.3.2.2 and 4.6.2, respectively. To minimize the potential for contamination
of surface water, RG LNG would implement its SPCC plan during construction and
operation of the LNG Terminal. As stated in section 4.6.2 of the EIS, impacts on
seagrasses are not anticipated.

Potential impacts on fisheries and recreational fishing are addressed in sections 4.6.2
and 4.9.3, respectively.

The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and the
Commission’s regulations and policy. The EIS is consistent with FERC style,
formatting, and policy regarding NEPA evaluation of alternatives and different impact
types. The EIS is comprehensive and thorough in its identification and evaluation of
feasible mitigation measures to reduce those effects whenever possible. While some
information was still pending at the time of issuance of the draft EIS, the lack of this
final information does not deprive the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment
on a substantial adverse environmental effect of the Project or a feasible way to
mitigate or avoid such effect. The draft EIS included sufficient detail to enable the
reader to understand and consider the issues raised by the proposed projects and
addresses a reasonable range of alternatives. The final EIS includes additional
information provided by RG Developers, cooperating agencies, and new or revised
information based on substantive comments on the draft EIS. As described in section
4.4.2 of the EIS, wetland mitigation plans are part of the permitting process associated
with Section 404 of the CWA. RG LNG’s final wetland mitigation plans would be
developed and submitted to the COE, and would be implemented in addition to the
construction mitigation measures outlined in RG LNG’s Procedures and the measures
described in the EIS. Construction of the LNG Terminal would not be authorized to
commence prior to finalization of the wetland mitigation plans and issuance of the
COE’s CWA Section 404/Section 10 permit. Impacts on air quality, wildlife, and
endangered species are addressed in sections 4.11.1, 4.6, and 4.7, respectively.

Under Section 3 of the NGA, oversight for LNG export is divided between the
Commission and the DOE. FERC is responsible for approving the safe and sound
siting and operation of LNG facilities, given that DOE has approved the export of the
commodity. It is the DOE, not the Commission, which retains the exclusive authority
over the export of the natural gas as a commodity, including the responsibility to
consider whether the exportation of that gas is consistent with the public interest. As
described in section 1.1 of the EIS, the DOE granted an authorization to RG LNG for
export to countries having an FTA with the United States that includes national
treatment for trade in natural gas. In accordance with the NGA and Energy Policy Act
of 1992, export to a country with which there is an FTA requiring national treatment
for trade in natural gas, is deemed consistent with the public interest. Further, RB
Pipeline executed a precedent agreement for the total capacity of the Rio Bravo
Pipeline for the 20-year life of the Project, which establishes a basis for a finding by
the Commission that the pipeline will be in the public convenience and necessity
under Section 7.



IND94-5

IND94-6

202

As described in section 4.12.2, The DOT Pipeline Safety Regulations require operators
to develop and follow a written integrity management program that contain all the
elements described in 49 CFR 192.911 and address the risks on each transmission
pipeline segment and minimize the potential for an accident. The final EIS was
revised to clarify that the integrity management program includes requirements for
pipeline inspections, record keeping, and a communication plan with procedures to
address safety concerns raised by the DOT and other pipeline authorities.

The final EIS was revised to describe the anticipated climate change impacts on the
Project region in section 4.13.2.9. LNG Terminal safety, including a structural and
natural hazard evaluation, are included in section 4.12.1.6 of the EIS. As described in
section 1.3.1 of the EIS, the development of natural gas in shale plays by hydraulic
fracturing is not the subject of this EIS nor is the issue directly related to the proposed
Project. Further, review of the Project is limited to the economic and environmental
impacts of the proposal before the Commission; therefore, the effects of LNG
combustion in end-use/importing markets are outside of the scope of this EIS.
However, we revised section 4.13.2.9 to acknowledge that the construction and
operation of the Project, as well as downstream emissions, would contribute
incrementally to future climate change impacts.
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changes we already have started to see. Texas 1s the third most
industrial polluted state in the country next to Louisiana as the second
greatest polluter of its citizens. I'd get their cancer rates, if FERC
allowed me a decent amount of time to research and submit my comments!!!
The fracking with undeisclosed chemicals and freezing the dirty methane
significantly contributes to the climate change that we have already
witnessed. The problem with the now known methane leaks that do occur
also questions how clean LNG truly is and there is so much of it, while
all other countries in the world are looking for cleaner fuels for their
energy and China is going to win in that business if we stay on this
poorly thought through dirty business in the USA! We have already seen
the extreme changes in temperatures, sea level and tides rising, the most
catastrophic fires, and more catastrophic and deadly hurricanes and
storms which are part of several important factors within the safety
concerns of our communities that must be addressed. Leaks from storage
tanks have also occurred carrying odorless gas that could be ignited as
the strong winds here carry it through ocur communities. Do you have
updated standards for allowing such a business since they now have bigger
ships and storage tanks this close, just two miles, to our communities
and businesses with international customers? We also live in a salty air
environment that is highly corrosive. Pipeline problems and explosions
have been found by the public and not the companies who should be held
respensible for monitoring and maintaining their pipes to avoid these
accidents. TCEQ won’t monitor companies in Texas according to their
histeory! I feel sorry for theose children in communities during Eagle
Ford Shale’s fracking where the children went to school with burning
noses and many citizens could not go outdoors without their asthma
inhalers while the TCEQ did nothing to protect them. When I made my
public comments te TCEQ in Breownsville, I made it known that they do neot
even monitor the air as it would blow in from this enormous Rio Grande
export facility which would pellute us with thelr toxins from their
methane while shrinking it for export and our strong southerly winds
would be taking these toxins into Port Isabel High School and the SPI
Golf Course Community in Laguna Vista, the Gate Way to the Laguna Madre,
where our multimillion deollar eco teourism building is in the planning
stages to educate and attract our international eco tourism visitors. I
do believe that bullding will not reach any where near itfs full
potential with our growing Texas, country, and international visitors
supporting our businesses that we already have here. If you approve any
LNG export company to destroy the last and cleanest Gulf Coast shoreline
in our state and country, I will immediately sell my property at the SPI
Golf Course, that has tripled in size since I bought the property in 2003
along the now Laguna Atascosa National Wildlife Refuge and find a
healthier place and maybe country to retire, unlike too many of the
people here who have lived for generations and may not have the same
means as I do. It will be a sad day for our country and our planet
should this permit be granted. This area can not be mitigated or
recovered cnce FERC permits its destruction for once and for all.

Regarding jobs in the LRGV, I tried to get the facts from Jesus Canas, a

business economist from the Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas who spoke
about the large numbers of jobs that would be created by LNG exporters in
the LRGV at the Binational Innovation Conference at South Texas College

September 24, 2014. When I asked him for the facts to support that
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Section 4.12.1.2 of the EIS describes DOT PHMSA's LOD process per the August
2018 Memorandum of Understanding between DOT PHMSA and FERC. DOT
PHMSA issued its LOD after reviewing RG LNG's hazard analysis and modeling
results. Section 4.12.1.3 of the EIS discusses Coast Guard's WSA review as well as
the zones of concern for LNG shipping operations. The Coast Guard has issued its
LOR after reviewing RG LNG's WSA. Each review (as appropriate) considered the
size of the LNG storage tanks and the LNG marine vessels. In addition, FERC staff
reviewed RG LNG’s preliminary engineering design. This analysis contained various
design reviews with a focus on the layers of protection or safeguards to reduce the risk
of a potentially hazardous scenario from developing into an event that could impact the
offsite public. If operational control of the facilities were lost and operational controls
ESD systems failed to maintain the Project within the design limits of the piping,
containers, and safety relief valves, a release could potentially occur. To mitigate this
scenario, RG LNG’s design would include mitigation, such as spill containment and
spacing, hazard detection, ESD and depressurization systems, hazard control, firewater
coverage, structural protection, and emergency response. FERC staff has
recommended further final design details be provided in section 4.12.1.7 to ensure
adequate mitigation is in the final design of the proposed facility. As described in
section 4.12.2.1 of the EIS, RB Pipeline would install cathodic protection systems to
prevent external pipeline corrosion.

The comment pertains to the TCEQ’s review and enforcement of air quality permits
for the Project, which is not under FERC’s jurisdiction. As described in section 4.11.1
of the EIS, the State of Texas requires a State Health Effects air quality analysis. The
results of RG LNG’s State Health Effects modeling evaluation indicate that the Project
emissions are below applicable effects screening levels, and therefore adverse health
effects are not expected. The TCEQ is the agency responsible for the review of the
State Health Effects analysis, and on December 17, 2018, the TCEQ issued an order
granting air quality permits to RG LNG. Further, pollution emissions from the LNG
Terminal site, when considered with background concentrations, would be below the
NAAQS, which are designated to protect public health including sensitive populations
such as children, the elderly, and asthmatics. The potential for disproportionately high
and adverse health or environmental effects of the Project on minority and low-income
populations are addressed in section 4.9.10.

Potential impacts on the economy and employment in the Project area are addressed in
section 4.9.2. This analysis is based on Project details provided by RG Developers and
a reported prepared by the Perryman Group, which characterizes the net economic
impacts of the Project, including direct and indirect employment.
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promise, he stated that he did not have that information with him but,
would send it to me. He gave me his contact information after his
presentation and never responded back to dozens of phone calls, messages,
and emails. Yet some people in the LRGV Brownsville area believe what
they are told without evidence. My guess is that there would be one
experienced LNG engineer hired from out of state and other menial local
maintenance jobs after the construction that in itself would be a
polluting process. This business would take away from our near 7,000 eco
tourism jobs reported in 2011 besides making people sick where health

care 1s already not well enough provided!

I do know for a fact that our informed surrounding towns of Laguna Vista,
Port Isabel, South Padre Island, and Long Island Village who would most

be affected by the enormous Rio Grande LNG project just 2.2 miles from
the teourist beach town of Port Isakel all strengly oppose it and have
intervened to stop it. Our way of life in this last pristine most

beautiful and inviting TX Gulf Coast area where cur populaticons continue
to grow and triple during the winters and spring and fall birding
migrations would ke forever changed for the worse and destroyved. Our eco
tourism businesses have continued to grow here bringing seven years ago
almost half a billion dollars to the area in one season with national and
international eco tourism and beach visitors. Those near 7,000 jobs as
reported in 201lwoculd ke negatively affected by the Ric Grande LHNG

project. There is a multimillion dollar building project already in the
planning stages in Laguna Vista, the gateway te ocur unigue hypersaline
Laguna Madre bay, to promote our ecotourism business with the Bahia

Grande, the largest restoraticn preoject in North America! Owver five
hundred bird species have been migrating between our two continents
through these areas on our planet for theousands of years here with our
rare hyper saline estuaries/wetlands and Laguna Madre bay. Our families
of delphins live and play and entertain cur nature teourists in cur Laguna
Madre. ©Our Isla Blanca public beach ends at the ship channel. We don't
want the impact that the Rio Grande LNG Export business would bring on
this remaining untouched paradise on the tip of South Texas with its
endangered turtles, ocelots, birds, along with its important wild Gulf
Shrimping businesses here and where the elegant shorebirds are a heavenly
site now at sunset in the Bahia Grande along Highway 48 teo the
Brownsville Airport! This land now attracts nature photographers and
birders from all over the world. We look forward to kavaking and paddle
boarding in the Bahia Grande riding our bikes on trails there from the
new Ecotourism building coming to Laguna Vista! We don’t want the take
over of s0 much of our land and environment here with bright lights 24/7
surrounding a chained fence protecting storage tanks as tall as our
Historiec Light House in Port Isabel seen from our Causeway to our South
Padre Island beaches and businesses or around our Bahia Grande with
flares unakle to burn away the toxins with our strong winds before they
escape into the air all living creatures inhale as the dirty natural
methane freezes and shrinks all of their carcinogenic toxins into our
environment and schoolyards that our coalition of pediatricians from
Brownsville have stated would cause fetal anomalies and increased asthma.
We know the unborn, young, and old living and choosing to retire here
would be most harmed by these proposed toxins being put into our
environment. Regarding the unigue territory, how can our hypersaline
wetlands possibly be successfully mitigated????2?!!!! Furthermore, the
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The EIS recognizes the Project’s impacts on eco-tourism in section 4.9.3, including
an increase in noise, changes in the visual landscape, and heavier traffic along SH-
48. Recreation and special use areas, including birding trails, that are in proximity to
the Project are also addressed in section 4.8.2, while impacts on visual receptors at
recreation and special use areas are addressed in section 4.8.2. We find that impacts
on tourism, including nature-based and eco-tourism, would generally be greatest
during construction of the Project. Following construction, the LNG Terminal would
be the primary source of permanent impacts on tourism, as the pipelines would be
buried and the associated aboveground facilities would be in remote areas, offering
limited visibility and mitigating noise impacts. To mitigate impacts on visual
receptors and operational noise from the LNG Terminal, RG LNG would use ground
flares, grey tank coloring, horticultural plantings, and the construction of a levee that
would obstruct most construction activities and low-to-ground operational facilities
from view. Finally, we find that no visual or noise impacts on South Padre Island
beaches and associated tourism would occur, given that the beaches face the ocean
and are 5 miles away. Similarly, Laguna Madre would be at lower elevations and/or
far enough away such that the nearby shoreline areas would obscure the LNG
Terminal site. Impacts on migratory birds are discussed in section 4.6.1.3.
Reasonably foreseeable projects are assessed in section 4.13.

Comment noted. Impacts on birds, the eco-tourism industry, and water resources
are discussed in sections 4.6.1, 4.9.3, and 4.3.2, respectively.

Potential impacts on visual resources are addressed in section 4.8.2. Impacts on
birds and threatened and endangered species are discussed in sections 4.6 and 4.7,
respectively.

Impacts on eco-tourism are discussed in section 4.9.3.

Section 4.12.1.2 of the EIS describes DOT’s LOD process. The DOT issued its LOD
after reviewing RG LNG's hazard analysis and modeling results. Section 4.12.1.3 of
the EIS discusses Coast Guard's WSA review as well as the zones of concern for
LNG shipping operations. The Coast Guard has issued its LOR after reviewing RG
LNG's WSA. Each review (as appropriate) considered the size of the LNG storage
tanks and the LNG marine vessels. We also note that the proposed LNG storage tank
design is similar to LNG storage tanks at existing LNG facilities in the United States.
In addition, FERC staff reviewed RG LNG’s preliminary engineering design. This
analysis contained various design reviews with a focus on the layers of protection or
safeguards to reduce the risk of a potentially hazardous scenario from developing
into an event that could impact the offsite public. If operational control of the
facilities were lost and operational controls and ESD systems failed to maintain the
Project within the design limits of the piping, containers, and safety relief valves, a
release could potentially occur. To mitigate this scenario, RG LNG’s design would
include mitigation, such as spill containment and spacing, hazard detection, ESD and
depressurization systems, hazard control, firewater coverage, structural protection,
and emergency response. FERC staff has recommended further final design details
be provided in section 4.12.1.7 to ensure adequate mitigation is in the final design of
the proposed facility. In addition, Section 4.12.1.6 of the EIS discusses the structural
design of the Project site in consideration of storms (including hurricanes), flooding,
and sea level rise.
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Safety Standards have not vyvet been updated for the larger storage tanks
and ships to protect our affected communities, as well as, with the
federally reported severe weather changes and more catastrophic, deadly
storms with climate change! This unacceptable permit must be denied in
the Lower Rio Grande Valley!

Cheniere LNG recognized the value of our unigue pristine nature preserves
here and went to an already polluted area in Louisiana and left this last
clean coastal area in our state and country still preserved for all the
people on this planet and birds migrating between our two continents.

We the people here demand our pristine land remain preserved for all who
live here, visit from around the planet, and all the children and future
grandchildren who will need a place like this forever as well as all of
our endangered species who live here with us. On turtle patrols visitors
from Corpus Christl and San Antonic have told me they were appalled that
LNG exports could take away their last clean beaches in their state where
they could escape the polluticn from the fossil fuel industry already
damaging their areas where they live in this state! I for one with the
means will not stay to breathe the toxins directly coming into my
backyard should you make an unchangeable major mistake for posterity and
grant such a permit.

Thanking vou in advance for respecting cur lives and the facts and
denying this permit that would forever harm the populations, the South
tip of Texas, our endangered species in this unigque area, and ecc tourism
businesses and double our carbon footprint in Cameron County.

Most sincerely,
Joanna Ward, MSN, BSN, PNP, RN
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As identified in section 1.0, FERC considers the public interest and/or the public
convenience and necessity of a project prior to making its decision on whether or not
to approve it. Impacts on recreation and tourism, including nature-based or eco-
tourism, are addressed in section 4.9.3. Section 4.7 of the EIS addresses impacts on
threatened and endangered species. Section 4.11.1 of the EIS quantifies the Project
GHG emissions.
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Steve Wilder, Harlingen, TX.

Dear FERC,

This is to express my family's opposition to the Rio Grande LNG, LLC
project. The many reasons why this application should be denied would
fill not just pages but books.

The cobjections that stand out in our mind include the following:

. Damage to the environment., effects on climate change

Setting aside what some may see as marginal issues of threatened and
endangered species, consider the global picture. From what I
understand, cumulative emissions of greenhouse gases would be massive at
10.7 million tons per year (for the combined emissions of these two
projects. Aren't we working on reducing greenhouse gases and the
increasingly dangerous effects of climate change? Didn't the climate
study commissioned by the federal government and released the day after
Thanksgiving sound a sufficient alarm about the need for drastic
measures to avert major disruptions to the climate and the economy?

. Alr guality.

The DEIS concludes that if all three LNG projects were built, there would
be significant air quality impacts. Who will suffer but the pecple who
live in the immediate area of the plant or upwind in a swath of south
Texas and Mexico?

. Although the first objection above "set aside™ the issue of
threatened and endangered species, let us now consider that issue.
Twenty-four species that are federally listed as threatened or endangered
will be affected. According to the Endangered Species Act (Section 7, as
amended), any project authorized, funded, or conducted by any federal
agencies, should not "..jeopardize the continued existence of any

"

endangered species or threatened species or result in the destruction or
adverse modification of habitat of such species which is determined.to be
critical..™ This regulation is alone is a solid argument for denying

permits to Ric Grande LNG and Rio Bravo Pipeline.
Thank vou for your consideration.
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Comment noted.

Section 4.13.2.9 of the final EIS was revised to include a detailed analysis of the
anticipated climate change impacts on the Project region, based on the 2018 report
released by the U.S. Global Change Research Program and referenced in the comment.
The construction and operation of the Project would increase the atmospheric
concentration of GHGs and contribute incrementally to future climate change impacts;
however, we cannot determine a project’s incremental physical impacts on the
environment caused by GHG emissions.

Comment noted. Cumulative air quality impacts are addressed in section 4.13.2.9 of
the EIS.

As discussed in section 4.7, a determination of “likely to adversely affect” from the
lead agency (in this case, FERC), begins the process of formal consultation with the
FWS under Section 7 of the ESA. Once this determination is made, and the FWS
determines that the BA is complete, the FWS will further assess the species to
determine whether the adverse impact would jeopardize the continued existence of the
species. The FWS has not yet developed its Biological Opinion and as such has not
yet determined the effect of the Project on ocelots and jaguarundis. Section 4.7.1.3
has been revised to reflect our current determinations on the northern aplomado falcon
and piping plover, which have been changed to “not likely to adversely affect” based
on FWS correspondence.
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Mary Volz
Laguna Vista, TX 78578

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

| oppose the proposed LNG projects for the Port of Brownsville, Rio Grande LNG docket
CP16-454-000, Rio Bravo Pipeline docket CP16-455-000, and Texas LNG docket
CP16-116-000, hereinafter referred to as the Applicants. These projects, as indicated in
the DEISs, would have adverse impacts, thus permits should be denied. The following
comments are those specific to the DEISs and apply to the dockets aforementioned.

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

Not all requests and consultations are finished, and some have not even been started.
How is the public supposed to comment on information that isn’t there? Commenting
periods should be extended until all such requests and consultations are finished.

The FERC comment deadline should be extended for reasons that each project has 45
days for public commenting, however FERC combined two projects into one public
hearing and an overlapping commenting deadline. This resulted in cutting the time in
half for review of the DEIS and commenting.

The FERC DEIS is not available in Spanish, the predominant language spoken in the Rio
Grande Valley. The DEIS should be translated and commenting period extended for the

Spanish speaking community to adequately review and comment.
Socioeconomics

The need for the projects have not been demonstrated in the DEIS. For a project with so
many negative impacts, an unequivocal need for the product must be shown.

The socioeconomic analysis detailed in the DEISs are narrow in view and incomplete.

The analysis does not include costs to the taxpayer at every level of government (e.g.
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Comment noted. The EIS is not a decision document; rather, it is a tool to ensure that
the potential environmental impacts that would occur as a result of a federal action are
fully analyzed and presented, in compliance with NEPA. Under NEPA, the
determination that an impact is significant necessitates the preparation of an EIS (as
opposed to an EA). In accordance with NEPA, we have prepared this EIS to present
the environmental impacts that would occur as a result of the Project. The decision of
whether to authorize the Project is determined by the FERC Commissioners.

The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and the
Commission’s regulations and policy. The EIS is consistent with FERC style,
formatting, and policy regarding NEPA evaluation of alternatives and different impact
types. The EIS is comprehensive and thorough in its identification and evaluation of
feasible mitigation measures to reduce those effects whenever possible. While some
information was still pending at the time of issuance of the draft EIS, the lack of this
final information does not deprive the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment
on a substantial adverse environmental effect of the Project or a feasible way to
mitigate or avoid such effect. The draft EIS included sufficient detail to enable the
reader to understand and consider the issues raised by the proposed Project and
addresses a reasonable range of alternatives. The FERC continued to accept
comments on the draft EIS and other related materials placed into the record well past
the end date of the comment period up, to the extent possible, until the point of
publication of the final EIS. The final EIS includes additional information provided
by RG Developers, cooperating agencies, and new or revised information based on
substantive comments on the draft EIS.

The draft EIS comment period was consistent with the FERC’s typical comment
periodof 45 days. While some information was pending at the issuance of the draft
EIS, the public was not deprived of a meaningful opportunity to comment on
substantial adverse environmental effects of the Project or a feasible way to mitigate
or avoid such effects. The draft EIS included sufficient detail to enable the reader to
understand and consider the issues raised by the Project, and addresses a reasonable
range of alternatives. The final EIS provides substantive updates, where available.

We received two comments during the scoping period requesting that Project
materials be translated into Spanish. Executive Order No. 12898, which informs the
federal government’s approach to issues of environmental justice, is not binding on
the Commission.

However, it is current Commission practice to address environmental justice in its
NEPA documents when raised as an issue or otherwise warranted. Therefore, we
have included this discussion in the final EIS in section 4.9.10. Further, in an effort to
include Spanish language speakers in the NEPA process, Spanish language Project
materials were made available to the public during the scoping meeting and public
comment meeting held in Port Isabel as described in section 1.3.1 of the final EIS. In
addition, a translator was available to assist Spanish language speakers. During the
public scoping meeting, very few of the Spanish language materials that were made
available were utilized by attendees. As such, we determined that translation of the
draft EIS into Spanish was not necessary.
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Under Section 3 of the NGA, oversight for LNG export is divided between the
Commission and the DOE. FERC is responsible for approving the safe and sound
siting and operation of LNG facilities, given that DOE has approved the export of the
commodity. It is the DOE, not the Commission, which retains the exclusive authority
over the export of the natural gas as a commodity, including the responsibility to
consider whether the exportation of that gas is consistent with the public interest. As
described in section 1.1 of the EIS, the DOE granted an authorization to RG LNG for
export to countries having a FTA with the United States that includes national
treatment for trade in natural gas. In accordance with the NGA and Energy Policy Act
of 1992, export to a country with which there is an FTA requiring national treatment
for trade in natural gas, is deemed consistent with the public interest. Further, RB
Pipeline executed a precedent agreement for the total capacity of the Rio Bravo
Pipeline for the 20-year life of the Project, which establishes a basis for a finding by
the Commission that the pipeline will be in the public convenience and necessity under
Section 7.

As discussed further in section 4.9.7, the influx of temporary and permanent workers
to the Project are would result in nominal increases in the total population requiring
public services such as school, police, fire, and medical. Under the worst -case
scenario, the Project would increase school enrollment by less than 5 percent and the
student-to-teacher ratio would increase by less than 1 percent. Increased need for
emergency services such as police, fire, and medical was also found to be minor and
would be offset by RG LNG’s commitments to train a portion of the construction and
operation workforces as emergency responders and to hire onsite security. Section
4.13.2.9 of the final EIS was revised to assess the appropriateness of the SCC analysis
to determine the significance of Project GHG emissions. We recognize the
availability of the SCC tool, but conclude that it is not appropriate for use in project
analyses. See response COS8-1 for additional information.
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police, fire, infrastructure, coast guard, etc.) to support LNG costs in response to micro
and macro consequences (e.g. accidents, climate change, social costs to carbon, etc.)
of LNG development that negate claimed benefits.

There is no analysis of the impacts to both the bait shrimping industry (which relies on
the BSC) nor on the off-shore shrimping industry, which relies ready access to the BSC
to get to & from the Gulf.

The economic analysis did not include the nine recreational use areas identified in
Texas LNG DEIS that are within the project site, increased ship traffic adversely affect
recreational boaters and eco tours on the water such as dolphin watching, and the
significant impact on visual resources. These are dollars that would be negated from
claimed benefits.

The DEIS for Rio Grande says “neither construction nor operation would be expected to
significantly impact tourism..” There is no data to support this statement. Port Isabel,
South Padre Island and Laguna Atascosa NWR are all very nature tourist-dependent.
Interview-type studies need to be done with out-of-area tourists to meaningfully assess
this impact.

Air Pollution

Cumulative emissions of greenhouse gases would be massive (10.7 million tons per
year), with Rio Grande being by far the largest contributor (8.5 million tpy). And this
would continue for 20-30 years or longer, when we need to reduce carbon emissions
drastically much sooner. Rio Grande LNG and Texas LNG, if approved & built, would
move us in the opposite direction. The fact that contribution to cumulative impacts on
climate change cannot be precisely measured is no reason for FERC to wash its hands
of it. FERC should require carbon capture or deny the permit.

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

Identified species by the Applicants that are federally listed as threatened or
endangered will be affected. The DEISs states that the Applicants will likely adversely
affect the endangered Northern aplomado falcon, the threatened piping plover and its
critical habitat, and the endangered ocelot. Many other rare and important species will
be impacted as well. Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, as amended, states that
any project authorized, funded, or conducted by any federal agencies should not
“...jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species
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Sections 4.9.4 and 4.9.8.2 have been revised to more explicitly address impacts on the
bait shrimping industry.

The referenced nine recreational areas identified in the Texas LNG draft EIS were
selected based on proximity to that proposed LNG terminal, specifically within 5 miles.
The corresponding analysis in section 4.8.1.5 of this EIS, is based on recreation and
special use areas identified to be within a 0.25 mile of the Rio Grande Project.
However, in section 4.8.2, we address potential impacts on visual resources for key
observation points from various areas, including as far as 12 miles from the LNG
Terminal site. Thus in total, five of the nine sites identified in the Texas LNG draft
EIS are evaluated in this EIS.

The EIS recognizes the Project’s impacts on eco-tourism in section 4.9.3, including
an increase in noise, changes in the visual landscape, and heavier traffic along SH-
48. Recreation and special use areas, including birding trails, that are in proximity to
the Project are also addressed in section 4.8.1.5, while impacts on visual receptors at
recreation and special use areas are addressed in section 4.8.2. We find that impacts
on tourism, including nature-based and eco-tourism, would generally be greatest
during construction of the Project. Following construction, the LNG Terminal would
be the primary source of permanent impacts on tourism, as the pipelines would be
buried and the associated aboveground facilities would be in remote areas, offering
limited visibility and mitigating noise impacts. To mitigate impacts on visual
receptors and operational noise from the LNG Terminal, RG LNG would use ground
flares, grey tank coloring, horticultural plantings, and the construction of a levee that
would obstruct most construction activities and low-to- ground operational facilities
from view. We find that no visual or noise impacts on South Padre Island beaches
and associated tourism would occur, given that the beaches face the ocean and are 5
miles away. However, we do recognize impacts on recreational fishing boats for
trips that begin from Port Isabel or South Padre Island, in the form of delays at
Brazos Santiago Pass if they arrive during LNG carrier transit.

As further described in section 4.9.3.1, most current nature tourism facilities at the
Laguna Atascosa NWR, including Boca Chica Beach, are far enough away from

the LNG Terminal site that they would not be impacted by construction.

Section 4.13.2.9 of the final EIS was revised to acknowledge that the Project GHG
emissions would incrementally contribute to climate change. Mitigation and emission
reductions are more appropriately handled by the federal and state agencies, in this
case the EPA and TCEQ, with the authority to impose such reductions to meet federal
and state air quality goals. RG Developers have committed to complying with the
GHG BACT requirements included in their PSD permit for the LNG Terminal and
Compressor Station (see section 4.11.1.3 of theEIS).
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or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which is
determined...to be critical...”. The permit should be denied according to Section 7 of the
ESA.

The conservation and preservation efforts of the public has resulted in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley NWR, the Laguna Atascosa NWR, Loma Ecological Preserve, Wildlife
Corridor, Bahia Grande Restoration Project, the Federal Ocelot Recovery Plan, and
recent conservation of 3,200 acres on South Padre Island and several hundred acres
along Bahia Grande near Port Isabel. Conservation efforts demonstrates strong social
and cultural values. Permitting LNG projects that continue the trend of impacting
(indirectly or directly) or destroying the last remaining ecosystems conflicts with
regional social and cultural values. As such, permits should be denied.

Reliability and Safety

Valley Crossing Pipeline already goes under the RG terminal site. We do not think it safe
to build a LNG liquefaction terminal over a large buried high-pressure natural gas
pipeline, even if the risk of rupture is low. Effects to pile driving, construction,
operations, etc. on the Valley Crossing pipeline is not adequately addressed in the DEIS.

The SpaceX launch site are near the terminal sites for the Applicants. Where is the
launch failure analysis? Did that analysis include the SpaceX BFR, which will be larger
than any existing rocket, and which SpaceX says it intends to launch from the Boca
Chica site?

Cumulative Impacts

The DEIS says “the greatest cumulative impacts” would be on soils, surface water
quality, vegetation, wildlife, aquatic resources, threatened and endangered species,
visual resources, land & water-based transportation, air quality, and noise. These are
more than sufficient reasons to deny LNG permits.

The DEIS states “We conclude that cumulative impacts of the 3 LNG terminals on visual
resources would be potentially significant.” We agree and urge denial of LNG permits.

The DEIS concludes that the 3 LNG projects cumulatively "would contribute significantly
to air quality impacts, potentially exceed the NAAQS in local areas, and result in
cumulatively greater air quality impacts.” This is not acceptable and is grounds for
denial of LNG permits.
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The BA provided in section 4.7 of the final EIS has been revised in accordance with
FWS correspondence and concludes that the Project is not likely to adversely affect the
northern aplomado falcon and piping plover and would not result in the adverse
modification of critical habitat. Our determination of effect for the ocelot remains, and
our current determination for the jaguarundi, is “likely to adversely affect.”
Nevertheless, a “likely to adversely affect” determination is not reason to deny a permit
under Section 7 of the ESA. Rather, the ESA requires that, if a project is likely to
adversely affect a threatened or endangered species, the federal action agency (in this
case, FERC) must conduct formal consultations with the FWS. This process requires
the FWS to prepare a Biological Opinion for the Project.

Comment noted.

Section 4.12.1.6 of the EIS addresses the potential impact on the Project from
external events, including the VCP, including impacts during construction and
operation. As noted in the EIS, the VCP would be routed through a 75-foot-wide
utility easement and would not be located directly under critical onsite facilities and
therefore would not be subjected to pile driving near vicinity of the pipeline.

Section 4.12.1.6 of the EIS addresses the potential impact on the Project from
external events.

Comment noted. The EIS is not a decision document; rather, it is a tool to ensure that
the potential environmental impacts that would occur as a result of a federal action are
fully analyzed and presented, in compliance with NEPA. Under NEPA, the
determination that an impact is significant necessitates the preparation of an EIS (as
opposed to an EA). In accordance with NEPA, we have prepared this EIS to present
the environmental impacts that would occur as a result of the Project. The decision of
whether to authorize the Project is determined by the FERC Commissioners.

See Comment Response IND96-14.
See Comment Response IND96-14.
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The DEIS says that Rio Grande “combined with the other projects in the geographic
scope, including the Texas LNG and Annova LNG projects, would result in “significant
cumulative impacts...” Therefore if FERC chooses to permit any one of the LNG
projects, it should deny permits to all others. By FERC’s own analysis the cumulative
impacts would be too great (e.g. significant).
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Each project has been planned in accordance with a specific business plan developed
by the respective applicants. The projects are therefore each being proposed to meet
the demands of different schedules and end points. As identified in section 1.0, FERC
considers the public interest and/or the public convenience and necessity of a project
prior to making its decision on whether or not to approve each individual project.
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Lessie Spindle
Waco, TX 76707

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

| beg that citizens of today and the future should be considered before the financial
gains. We the people are the most important part of any land. The well-being of that
land is vital. We cannot continue to risk our homeland. Our mountains, valleys, rivers,
our wetlands are an integral part of a living land and a healthy people. Do not build this
on this virgin part of Texas. Do not condemn our state and our people to this lose of
habitat and homes for the people, land, and animals. Our loss will be incalculable.

| oppose the proposed LNG projects for the Port of Brownsville, Rio Grande LNG docket
CP16-454-000, Rio Bravo Pipeline docket CP16-455-000, and Texas LNG docket
CP16-116-000, hereinafter referred to as the Applicants. These projects, as indicated in
the DEISs, would have adverse impacts, thus permits should be denied. The following
comments are those specific to the DEISs and apply to the dockets aforementioned.

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

Not all requests and consultations are finished, and some have not even been started.
How is the public supposed to comment on information that isn't there? Commenting
periods should be extended until all such requests and consultations are finished.

The FERC comment deadline should be extended for reasons that each project has 45
days for public commenting, however FERC combined two projects into one public
hearing and an overlapping commenting deadline. This resulted in cutting the time in
half for review of the DEIS and commenting.

The FERC DEIS is not available in Spanish, the predominant language spoken in the Rio
Grande Valley. The DEIS should be translated and commenting period extended for the

Spanish speaking community to adequately review and comment.

Socioeconomics
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Comment noted.

See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).
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The need for the projects have not been demonstrated in the DEIS. For a project with so
many negative impacts, an unequivocal need for the product must be shown.

The socioeconomic analysis detailed in the DEISs are narrow in view and incomplete.
The analysis does not include costs to the taxpayer at every level of government (e.qg.
police, fire, infrastructure, coast guard, etc.) to support LNG costs in response to micro
and macro consequences (e.g. accidents, climate change, social costs to carbon, etc.)
of LNG development that negate claimed benefits.

There is no analysis of the impacts to both the bait shrimping industry (which relies on
the BSC) nor on the off-shore shrimping industry, which relies ready access to the BSC
to get to & from the Gulf.

The economic analysis did not include the nine recreational use areas identified in
Texas LNG DEIS that are within the project site, increased ship traffic adversely affect
recreational boaters and eco tours on the water such as dolphin watching, and the
significant impact on visual resources. These are dollars that would be negated from
claimed benefits.

The DEIS for Rio Grande says “neither construction nor operation would be expected to
significantly impact tourism...” There is no data to support this statement. Port Isabel,
South Padre Island and Laguna Atascosa NWR are all very nature tourist-dependent.
Interview-type studies need to be done with out-of-area tourists to meaningfully assess
this impact.

Air Pollution

Cumulative emissions of greenhouse gases would be massive (10.7 million tons per
year), with Rio Grande being by far the largest contributor (8.5 million tpy). And this
would continue for 20-30 years or longer, when we need to reduce carbon emissions
drastically much sooner. Rio Grande LNG and Texas LNG, if approved & built, would
move us in the opposite direction. The fact that contribution to cumulative impacts on
climate change cannot be precisely measured is no reason for FERC to wash its hands
of it. FERC should require carbon capture or deny the permit.

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

Identified species by the Applicants that are federally listed as threatened or
endangered will be affected. The DEISs states that the Applicants will likely adversely
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affect the endangered Northern aplomado falcon, the threatened piping plover and its
critical habitat, and the endangered ocelot. Many other rare and important species will
be impacted as well. Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, as amended, states that
any project authorized, funded, or conducted by any federal agencies should not
“...jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species
or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which is
determined...to be critical...”. The permit should be denied according to Section 7 of the
ESA.

The conservation and preservation efforts of the public has resulted in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley NWR, the Laguna Atascosa NWR, Loma Ecological Preserve, Wildlife
Corridor, Bahia Grande Restoration Project, the Federal Ocelot Recovery Plan, and
recent conservation of 3,200 acres on South Padre Island and several hundred acres
along Bahia Grande near Port Isabel. Conservation efforts demonstrates strong social
and cultural values. Permitting LNG projects that continue the trend of impacting
(indirectly or directly) or destroying the last remaining ecosystems conflicts with
regional social and cultural values. As such, permits should be denied.

Reliability and Safety

Valley Crossing Pipeline already goes under the RG terminal site. We do not think it safe
to build a LNG liquefaction terminal over a large buried high-pressure natural gas
pipeline, even if the risk of rupture is low. Effects to pile driving, construction,
operations, etc. on the Valley Crossing pipeline is not adequately addressed in the DEIS.

The SpaceX launch site are near the terminal sites for the Applicants. Where is the
launch failure analysis? Did that analysis include the SpaceX BFR, which will be larger
than any existing rocket, and which SpaceX says it intends to launch from the Boca
Chica site?

Cumulative Impacts

The DEIS says “the greatest cumulative impacts” would be on soils, surface water
quality, vegetation, wildlife, aquatic resources, threatened and endangered species,
visual resources, land & water-based transportation, air quality, and noise. These are
more than sufficient reasons to deny LNG permits.

The DEIS states “We conclude that cumulative impacts of the 3 LNG terminals on visual
resources would be potentially significant.” We agree and urge denial of LNG permits.
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The DEIS concludes that the 3 LNG projects cumulatively “would contribute significantly
to air quality impacts, potentially exceed the NAAQS in local areas, and result in
cumulatively greater air quality impacts.” This is not acceptable and is grounds for
denial of LNG permits.

The DEIS says that Rio Grande “combined with the other projects in the geographic
scope, including the Texas LNG and Annova LNG projects, would result in “significant
cumulative impacts...” Therefore if FERC chooses to permit any one of the LNG
projects, it should deny permits to all others. By FERC'’s own analysis the cumulative
impacts would be too great (e.g. significant).
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Monica Escobedo
Harlingen, TX 78552

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

| oppose the proposed LNG projects for the Port of Brownsville, Rio Grande LNG docket
CP16-454-000, Rio Bravo Pipeline docket CP16-455-000, and Texas LNG docket
CP16-116-000, hereinafter referred to as the Applicants. These projects, as indicated in
the DEISs, would have adverse impacts, thus permits should be denied. The following
comments are those specific to the DEISs and apply to the dockets aforementioned.

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

Not all requests and consultations are finished, and some have not even been started.
How is the public supposed to comment on information that isn't there? Commenting
periods should be extended until all such requests and consultations are finished.

The FERC comment deadline should be extended for reasons that each project has 45
days for public commenting, however FERC combined two projects into one public
hearing and an overlapping commenting deadline. This resulted in cutting the time in
half for review of the DEIS and commenting.

The FERC DEIS is not available in Spanish, the predominant language spoken in the Rio
Grande Valley. The DEIS should be translated and commenting period extended for the
Spanish speaking community to adequately review and comment.

Socioeconomics

The need for the projects have not been demonstrated in the DEIS. For a project with so
many negative impacts, an unequivocal need for the product must be shown.

The socioeconomic analysis detailed in the DEISs are narrow in view and incomplete.
The analysis does not include costs to the taxpayer at every level of government (e.g.
police, fire, infrastructure, coast guard, etc.) to support LNG costs in response to micro
and macro consequences (e.g. accidents, climate change, social costs to carbon, etc.)
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See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).
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of LNG development that negate claimed benefits.

There is no analysis of the impacts to both the bait shrimping industry (which relies on
the BSC) nor on the off-shore shrimping industry, which relies ready access to the BSC
to get to & from the Gulf.

The economic analysis did not include the nine recreational use areas identified in
Texas LNG DEIS that are within the project site, increased ship traffic adversely affect
recreational boaters and eco tours on the water such as dolphin watching, and the
significant impact on visual resources. These are dollars that would be negated from
claimed benefits.

The DEIS for Rio Grande says “neither construction nor operation would be expected to
significantly impact tourism...” There is no data to support this statement. Port Isabel,
South Padre Island and Laguna Atascosa NWR are all very nature tourist-dependent.
Interview-type studies need to be done with out-of-area tourists to meaningfully assess
this impact.

Air Pollution

Cumulative emissions of greenhouse gases would be massive (10.7 million tons per
year), with Rio Grande being by far the largest contributor (8.5 million tpy). And this
would continue for 20-30 years or longer, when we need to reduce carbon emissions
drastically much sooner. Rio Grande LNG and Texas LNG, if approved & built, would
move us in the opposite direction. The fact that contribution to cumulative impacts on
climate change cannot be precisely measured is no reason for FERC to wash its hands
of it. FERC should require carbon capture or deny the permit.

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

Identified species by the Applicants that are federally listed as threatened or
endangered will be affected. The DEISs states that the Applicants will likely adversely
affect the endangered Northern aplomado falcon, the threatened piping plover and its
critical habitat, and the endangered ocelot. Many other rare and important species will
be impacted as well. Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, as amended, states that
any project authorized, funded, or conducted by any federal agencies should not
“...jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species
or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which is
determined...to be critical...”. The permit should be denied according to Section 7 of the
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ESA.

The conservation and preservation efforts of the public has resulted in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley NWR, the Laguna Atascosa NWR, Loma Ecological Preserve, Wildlife
Corridor, Bahia Grande Restoration Project, the Federal Ocelot Recovery Plan, and
recent conservation of 3,200 acres on South Padre Island and several hundred acres
along Bahia Grande near Port Isabel. Conservation efforts demonstrates strong social
and cultural values. Permitting LNG projects that continue the trend of impacting
(indirectly or directly) or destroying the last remaining ecosystems conflicts with
regional social and cultural values. As such, permits should be denied.

Reliability and Safety

Valley Crossing Pipeline already goes under the RG terminal site. We do not think it safe
to build a LNG liguefaction terminal over a large buried high-pressure natural gas
pipeling, even if the risk of rupture is low. Effects to pile driving, construction,
operations, etc. on the Valley Crossing pipeline is not adequately addressed in the DEIS.

The SpaceX launch site are near the terminal sites for the Applicants. Where is the
launch failure analysis? Did that analysis include the SpaceX BFR, which will be larger
than any existing rocket, and which SpaceX says it intends to launch from the Boca
Chica site?

Cumulative Impacts

The DEIS says “the greatest cumulative impacts” would be on soils, surface water
quality, vegetation, wildlife, aguatic resources, threatened and endangered species,
visual resources, land & water-based transportation, air quality, and noise. These are
more than sufficient reasons to deny LNG permits.

The DEIS states “We conclude that cumulative impacts of the 3 LNG terminals on visual
resources would be potentially significant.” We agree and urge denial of LNG permits.

The DEIS concludes that the 3 LNG projects cumulatively “would contribute significantly
to air quality impacts, potentially exceed the NAAQS in local areas, and result in
cumulatively greater air quality impacts.” This is not acceptable and is grounds for
denial of LNG permits.

The DEIS says that Rio Grande “combined with the other projects in the geographic

IND98-1
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scope, including the Texas LNG and Annova LNG projects, would result in “significant
cumulative impacts...” Therefore if FERC chooses to permit any one of the LNG
projects, it should deny permits to all others. By FERC's own analysis the cumulative
impacts would be too great (e.g. significant).

IND98-1
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Joyce Hamilton
Harlingen, TX 78552

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

| oppose the proposed LNG projects for the Port of Brownsville, Rio Grande LNG docket
CP16-454-000, Rio Bravo Pipeline docket CP16-455-000, and Texas LNG docket
CP16-116-000, hereinafter referred to as the Applicants. These projects, as indicated in
the DEISs, would have adverse impacts, thus permits should be denied. The following
comments are those specific to the DEISs and apply to the dockets aforementioned.

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

Not all requests and consultations are finished, and some have not even been started.
How is the public supposed to comment on information that isn't there? Commenting
periods should be extended until all such requests and consultations are finished.

The FERC comment deadline should be extended for reasons that each project has 45
days for public commenting, however FERC combined two projects into one public
hearing and an overlapping commenting deadline. This resulted in cutting the time in
half for review of the DEIS and commenting.

The FERC DEIS is not available in Spanish, the predominant language spoken in the Rio
Grande Valley. The DEIS should be translated and commenting period extended for the
Spanish speaking community to adequately review and comment.

Socioeconomics

The need for the projects have not been demonstrated in the DEIS. For a project with so
many negative impacts, an unequivocal need for the product must be shown.

The socioeconomic analysis detailed in the DEISs are narrow in view and incomplete.
The analysis does not include costs to the taxpayer at every level of government (e.qg.
police, fire, infrastructure, coast guard, etc.) to support LNG costs in response to micro
and macro consequences (e.g. accidents, climate change, social costs to carbon, etc.)
of LNG development that negate claimed benefits.

IND99-1

IND99-1
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There is no analysis of the impacts to both the bait shrimping industry (which relies on
the BSC) nor on the off-shore shrimping industry, which relies ready access to the BSC
to get to & from the Gulf.

The economic analysis did not include the nine recreational use areas identified in
Texas LNG DEIS that are within the project site, increased ship traffic adversely affect
recreational boaters and eco tours on the water such as dolphin watching, and the
significant impact on visual resources. These are dollars that would be negated from
claimed benefits.

The DEIS for Rio Grande says “neither construction nor operation would be expected to
significantly impact tourism...” There is no data to support this statement. Port Isabel,
South Padre Island and Laguna Atascosa NWR are all very nature tourist-dependent.
Interview-type studies need to be done with out-of-area tourists to meaningfully assess
this impact.

Air Pollution

Cumulative emissions of greenhouse gases would be massive (10.7 million tons per
year), with Rio Grande being by far the largest contributor (8.5 million tpy). And this
would continue for 20-30 years or longer, when we need to reduce carbon emissions
drastically much sooner. Rio Grande LNG and Texas LNG, if approved & built, would
move us in the opposite direction. The fact that contribution to cumulative impacts on
climate change cannot be precisely measured is no reason for FERC to wash its hands
of it. FERC should require carbon capture or deny the permit.

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

Identified species by the Applicants that are federally listed as threatened or
endangered will be affected. The DEISs states that the Applicants will likely adversely
affect the endangered Northern aplomado falcon, the threatened piping plover and its
critical habitat, and the endangered ocelot. Many other rare and important species will
be impacted as well. Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, as amended, states that
any project authorized, funded, or conducted by any federal agencies should not
“...jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species
or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which is
determined...to be critical...”. The permit should be denied according to Section 7 of the
ESA.

INDS9-1
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The conservation and preservation efforts of the public has resulted in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley NWR, the Laguna Atascosa NWR, Loma Ecological Preserve, Wildlife
Corridor, Bahia Grande Restoration Project, the Federal Ocelot Recovery Plan, and
recent conservation of 3,200 acres on South Padre Island and several hundred acres
along Bahia Grande near Port Isabel. Conservation efforts demonstrates strong social
and cultural values. Permitting LNG projects that continue the trend of impacting
(indirectly or directly) or destroying the last remaining ecosystems conflicts with
regional social and cultural values. As such, permits should be denied.

Reliability and Safety

Valley Crossing Pipeline already goes under the RG terminal site. We do not think it safe
to build a LNG liquefaction terminal over a large buried high-pressure natural gas
pipeline, even if the risk of rupture is low. Effects to pile driving, construction,
operations, etc. on the Valley Crossing pipeline is not adequately addressed in the DEIS.

The SpaceX launch site are near the terminal sites for the Applicants. Where is the
launch failure analysis? Did that analysis include the SpaceX BFR, which will be larger
than any existing rocket, and which SpaceX says it intends to launch from the Boca
Chica site?

Cumulative Impacts

The DEIS says “the greatest cumulative impacts” would be on soils, surface water
quality, vegetation, wildlife, aquatic resources, threatened and endangered species,
visual resources, land & water-based transportation, air quality, and noise. These are
more than sufficient reasons to deny LNG permits.

The DEIS states “We conclude that cumulative impacts of the 3 LNG terminals on visual
resources would be potentially significant.” We agree and urge denial of LNG permits.

The DEIS concludes that the 3 LNG projects cumulatively "would contribute significantly
to air quality impacts, potentially exceed the NAAQS in local areas, and result in
cumulatively greater air quality impacts.” This is not acceptable and is grounds for
denial of LNG permits.

The DEIS says that Rio Grande “combined with the other projects in the geographic
scope, including the Texas LNG and Annova LNG projects, would result in “significant

IND99-1
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cumulative impacts..” Therefore if FERC chooses to permit any one of the LNG
projects, it should deny permits to all others. By FERC's own analysis the cumulative IND99-1
impacts would be too great (e.g. significant).
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IND100-1 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).

Patricia Crunk
Harlingen, TX 78552

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

| oppose the proposed LNG projects for the Port of Brownsville, Rio Grande LNG docket
CP16-454-000, Rio Bravo Pipeline docket CP16-455-000, and Texas LNG docket
CP16-116-000, hereinafter referred to as the Applicants. These projects, as indicated in
the DEISs, would have adverse impacts, thus permits should be denied. The following
comments are those specific to the DEISs and apply to the dockets aforementioned.

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

Not all requests and consultations are finished, and some have not even been started.
How is the public supposed to comment on information that isn't there? Commenting
periods should be extended until all such requests and consultations are finished.

The FERC comment deadline should be extended for reasons that each project has 45
days for public commenting, however FERC combined two projects into one public IND100-1
hearing and an overlapping commenting deadline. This resulted in cutting the time in
half for review of the DEIS and commenting.

The FERC DEIS is not available in Spanish, the predominant language spoken in the Rio
Grande Valley. The DEIS should be translated and commenting period extended for the
Spanish speaking community to adequately review and comment.

Socioeconomics

The need for the projects have not been demonstrated in the DEIS. For a project with so
many negative impacts, an unequivocal need for the product must be shown.

The socioeconomic analysis detailed in the DEISs are narrow in view and incomplete.
The analysis does not include costs to the taxpayer at every level of government (e.g.
police, fire, infrastructure, coast guard, etc.) to support LNG costs in response to micro
and macro consequences (e.g. accidents, climate change, social costs to carbon, etc.)
of LNG development that negate claimed benefits.

224



Individuals (IND)
IND100 - Patricia Crunk

There is no analysis of the impacts to both the bait shrimping industry (which relies on
the BSC) nor on the off-shore shrimping industry, which relies ready access to the BSC
to get to & from the Gulf.

The economic analysis did not include the nine recreational use areas identified in
Texas LNG DEIS that are within the project site, increased ship traffic adversely affect
recreational boaters and eco tours on the water such as dolphin watching, and the
significant impact on visual resources. These are dollars that would be negated from
claimed benefits.

The DEIS for Rio Grande says “neither construction nor operation would be expected to
significantly impact tourism...” There is no data to support this statement. Port Isabel,
South Padre Island and Laguna Atascosa NWR are all very nature tourist-dependent.

Interview-type studies need to be done with out-of-area tourists to meaningfully assess
this impact. IND100-1

Air Pollution

Cumulative emissions of greenhouse gases would be massive (10.7 million tons per
year), with Rio Grande being by far the largest contributor (8.5 million tpy). And this
would continue for 20-30 years or longer, when we need to reduce carbon emissions
drastically much sooner. Rio Grande LNG and Texas LNG, if approved & built, would
move us in the opposite direction. The fact that contribution to cumulative impacts on
climate change cannot be precisely measured is no reason for FERC to wash its hands
of it. FERC should require carbon capture or deny the permit.

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

Identified species by the Applicants that are federally listed as threatened or
endangered will be affected. The DEISs states that the Applicants will likely adversely
affect the endangered Northern aplomado falcon, the threatened piping plover and its
critical habitat, and the endangered ocelot. Many other rare and important species will
be impacted as well. Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, as amended, states that
any project authorized, funded, or conducted by any federal agencies should not
“...jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species
or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which is
determined...to be critical...”. The permit should be denied according to Section 7 of the
ESA.
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The conservation and preservation efforts of the public has resulted in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley NWR, the Laguna Atascosa NWR, Loma Ecological Preserve, Wildlife
Corridor, Bahia Grande Restoration Project, the Federal Ocelot Recovery Plan, and
recent conservation of 3,200 acres on South Padre Island and several hundred acres
along Bahia Grande near Port Isabel. Conservation efforts demonstrates strong social
and cultural values. Permitting LNG projects that continue the trend of impacting
(indirectly or directly) or destroying the last remaining ecosystems conflicts with
regional social and cultural values. As such, permits should be denied.

Reliability and Safety

Valley Crossing Pipeline already goes under the RG terminal site. We do not think it safe
to build a LNG liquefaction terminal over a large buried high-pressure natural gas
pipeline, even if the risk of rupture is low. Effects to pile driving, construction,
operations, etc. on the Valley Crossing pipeline is not adequately addressed in the DEIS.

The SpaceX launch site are near the terminal sites for the Applicants. Where is the
launch failure analysis? Did that analysis include the SpaceX BFR, which will be larger IND100-1
than any existing rocket, and which SpaceX says it intends to launch from the Boca
Chica site?

Cumulative Impacts

The DEIS says “the greatest cumulative impacts” would be on soils, surface water
quality, vegetation, wildlife, aquatic resources, threatened and endangered species,
visual resources, land & water-based transportation, air quality, and noise. These are
more than sufficient reasons to deny LNG permits.

The DEIS states “We conclude that cumulative impacts of the 3 LNG terminals on visual
resources would be potentially significant.” We agree and urge denial of LNG permits.

The DEIS concludes that the 3 LNG projects cumulatively "would contribute significantly
to air quality impacts, potentially exceed the NAAQS in local areas, and result in
cumulatively greater air quality impacts.” This is not acceptable and is grounds for
denial of LNG permits.

The DEIS says that Rio Grande “combined with the other projects in the geographic
scope, including the Texas LNG and Annova LNG projects, would result in “significant
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cumulative impacts..” Therefore if FERC chooses to permit any one of the LNG
projects, it should deny permits to all others. By FERC's own analysis the cumulative
impacts would be too great (e.g. significant).

IND100-1
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Barry Zavah
Alpine, TX 79830

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

| oppose the proposed LNG projects for the Port of Brownsville, Rio Grande LNG docket
CP16-454-000, Rio Bravo Pipeline docket CP16-455-000, and Texas LNG docket
CP16-116-000, hereinafter referred to as the Applicants.

Why? If you don't understand "why not?”, you haven't been doing your job nor paying
attention! If you are offended by that renark; wtmriuten by someone who has paid
attention and followed your inattention and pro-petrochemical policy decisions ... then
you have just proven my point! And you are part of the problem notwithstanding
ignoring the recent study released counting down the scant years left if continuing your
ways.

But back to the specifics: These projects, as indicated in the DEISs, would have adverse
impacts, thus permits should be denied. The following comments are those specific to
the DEISs and apply to the dockets aforementioned.

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

Not all requests and consultations are finished, and some have not even been started.
How is the public supposed to comment on information that isn't there? Commenting
periods should be extended until all such requests and consultations are finished.

The FERC comment deadline should be extended for reasons that each project has 45
days for public commenting, however FERC combined two projects into one public
hearing and an overlapping commenting deadline. This resulted in cutting the time in
half for review of the DEIS and commenting.

The FERC DEIS is not available in Spanish, the predominant language spoken in the Rio
Grande Valley. The DEIS should be translated and commenting period extended for the
Spanish speaking community to adequately review and comment.

IND101-1

IND101-1

IND101-1
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Socioeconomics

The need for the projects have not been demonstrated in the DEIS. For a project with so
many negative impacts, an unequivocal need for the product must be shown.

The socioeconomic analysis detailed in the DEISs are narrow in view and incomplete.
The analysis does not include costs to the taxpayer at every level of government {(e.g.
police, fire, infrastructure, coast guard, etc.) to support LNG costs in response to micro
and macro consequences (e.g. accidents, climate change, social costs to carbon, etc.)
of LNG development that negate claimed benefits.

There is no analysis of the impacts to both the bait shrimping industry (which relies on IND101-1
the BSC) nor on the off-shore shrimping industry, which relies ready access to the BSC
to get to & from the Gulf.

The economic analysis did not include the nine recreational use areas identified in
Texas LNG DEIS that are within the project site, increased ship traffic adversely affect
recreational boaters and eco tours on the water such as dolphin watching, and the
significant impact on visual resources. These are dollars that would be negated from
claimed benefits.

The DEIS for Rio Grande says “neither construction nor operation would be expected to
significantly impact tourism...” There is no data to support this statement. Port Isabel,
South Padre Island and Laguna Atascosa NWR are all very nature tourist-dependent.
Interview-type studies need to be done with out-of-area tourists to meaningfully assess
this impact.

Air Pollution

Cumulative emissions of greenhouse gases would be massive (10.7 million tons per
year), with Rio Grande being by far the largest contributor (8.5 million tpy). And this
would continue for 20-30 years or longer, when we need to reduce carbon emissions
drastically much sooner. Rio Grande LNG and Texas LNG, if approved & built, would
move us in the opposite direction. The fact that contribution to cumulative impacts on
climate change cannot be precisely measured is no reason for FERC to wash its hands
of it. FERC should require carbon capture or deny the permit.

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife
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Identified species by the Applicants that are federally listed as threatened or
endangered will be affected. The DEISs states that the Applicants will likely adversely
affect the endangered Northern aplomado falcon, the threatened piping plover and its
critical habitat, and the endangered ocelot. Many other rare and important species will
be impacted as well. Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, as amended, states that
any project authorized, funded, or conducted by any federal agencies should not
“...jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species
or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which is
determined...to be critical...”. The permit should be denied according to Section 7 of the IND101-1
ESA.

The conservation and preservation efforts of the public has resulted in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley NWR, the Laguna Atascosa NWR, Loma Ecological Preserve, Wildlife
Corridor, Bahia Grande Restoration Project, the Federal Ocelot Recovery Plan, and
recent conservation of 3,200 acres on South Padre Island and several hundred acres
along Bahia Grande near Port Isabel. Conservation efforts demonstrates strong social
and cultural values. Permitting LNG projects that continue the trend of impacting
(indirectly or directly) or destroying the last remaining ecosystems conflicts with
regional social and cultural values. As such, permits should be denied.

Reliability and Safety

Valley Crossing Pipeline already goes under the RG terminal site. We do not think it safe
to build a LNG liquefaction terminal over a large buried high-pressure natural gas
pipeline, even if the risk of rupture is low. Effects to pile driving, construction,
operations, etc. on the Valley Crossing pipeline is not adequately addressed in the DEIS.

The SpaceX launch site are near the terminal sites for the Applicants. Where is the
launch failure analysis? Did that analysis include the SpaceX BFR, which will be larger
than any existing rocket, and which SpaceX says it intends to launch from the Boca
Chica site?

Cumulative Impacts

The DEIS says “the greatest cumulative impacts” would be on soils, surface water
quality, vegetation, wildlife, aquatic resources, threatened and endangered species,
visual resources, land & water-based transportation, air quality, and noise. These are
more than sufficient reasons to deny LNG permits.
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The DEIS states “We conclude that cumulative impacts of the 3 LNG terminals on visual
resources would be potentially significant.” We agree and urge denial of LNG permits.

The DEIS concludes that the 3 LNG projects cumulatively “would contribute significantly
to air quality impacts, potentially exceed the NAAQS in local areas, and result in
cumulatively greater air quality impacts.” This is not acceptable and is grounds for
denial of LNG permits.

The DEIS says that Rio Grande “combined with the other projects in the geographic
scope, including the Texas LNG and Annova LNG projects, would result in “significant
cumulative impacts...” Therefore if FERC chooses to permit any one of the LNG
projects, it should deny permits to all others. By FERC's own analysis the cumulative
impacts would be too great (e.g. significant).

IND101-1
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IND102-1 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).

Sandra Ayala
Harlingen, TX 78552

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

| oppose the proposed LNG projects for the Port of Brownsville, Rio Grande LNG docket
CP16-454-000, Rio Bravo Pipeline docket CP16-455-000, and Texas LNG docket
CP16-116-000, hereinafter referred to as the Applicants. These projects, as indicated in
the DEISs, would have adverse impacts, thus permits should be denied. The following
comments are those specific to the DEISs and apply to the dockets aforementioned.

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

Not all requests and consultations are finished, and some have not even been started.
How is the public supposed to comment on information that isn't there? Commenting IND102-1
periods should be extended until all such requests and consultations are finished.

The FERC comment deadline should be extended for reasons that each project has 45
days for public commenting, however FERC combined two projects into one public
hearing and an overlapping commenting deadline. This resulted in cutting the time in
half for review of the DEIS and commenting.

The FERC DEIS is not available in Spanish, the predominant language spoken in the Rio
Grande Valley. The DEIS should be translated and commenting period extended for the
Spanish speaking community to adequately review and comment.

Socioeconomics

The need for the projects have not been demonstrated in the DEIS. For a project with so
many negative impacts, an unequivocal need for the product must be shown.

The socioeconomic analysis detailed in the DEISs are narrow in view and incomplete.
The analysis does not include costs to the taxpayer at every level of government (e.qg.
police, fire, infrastructure, coast guard, etc.) to support LNG costs in response to micro
and macro consequences (e.g. accidents, climate change, social costs to carbon, etc.)
of LNG development that negate claimed benefits.
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There is no analysis of the impacts to both the bait shrimping industry (which relies on
the BSC) nor on the off-shore shrimping industry, which relies ready access to the BSC
to get to & from the Gulf.

The economic analysis did not include the nine recreational use areas identified in
Texas LNG DEIS that are within the project site, increased ship traffic adversely affect
recreational boaters and eco tours on the water such as dolphin watching, and the
significant impact on visual resources. These are dollars that would be negated from
claimed benefits.

IND102-1
The DEIS for Rio Grande says “neither construction nor operation would be expected to
significantly impact tourism...” There is no data to support this statement. Port Isabel,
South Padre Island and Laguna Atascosa NWR are all very nature tourist-dependent.
Interview-type studies need to be done with out-of-area tourists to meaningfully assess
this impact.

Air Pollution

Cumulative emissions of greenhouse gases would be massive (10.7 million tons per
year), with Rio Grande being by far the largest contributor (8.5 million tpy). And this
would continue for 20-30 years or longer, when we need to reduce carbon emissions
drastically much sooner. Rio Grande LNG and Texas LNG, if approved & built, would
move us in the opposite direction. The fact that contribution to cumulative impacts on
climate change cannot be precisely measured is no reason for FERC to wash its hands
of it. FERC should require carbon capture or deny the permit.

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

Identified species by the Applicants that are federally listed as threatened or
endangered will be affected. The DEISs states that the Applicants will likely adversely
affect the endangered Northern aplomado falcon, the threatened piping plover and its
critical habitat, and the endangered ocelot. Many other rare and important species will
be impacted as well. Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, as amended, states that
any project authorized, funded, or conducted by any federal agencies should not
“...jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species
or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which is
determined...to be critical...”. The permit should be denied according to Section 7 of the
ESA.
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The conservation and preservation efforts of the public has resulted in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley NWR, the Laguna Atascosa NWR, Loma Ecological Preserve, Wildlife
Corridor, Bahia Grande Restoration Project, the Federal Ocelot Recovery Plan, and
recent conservation of 3,200 acres on South Padre Island and several hundred acres
along Bahia Grande near Port Isabel. Conservation efforts demonstrates strong social
and cultural values. Permitting LNG projects that continue the trend of impacting
(indirectly or directly) or destroying the last remaining ecosystems conflicts with
regional social and cultural values. As such, permits should be denied.

IND102-1

Reliability and Safety

Valley Crossing Pipeline already goes under the RG terminal site. We do not think it safe
to build a LNG liquefaction terminal over a large buried high-pressure natural gas
pipeline, even if the risk of rupture is low. Effects to pile driving, construction,
operations, etc. on the Valley Crossing pipeline is not adequately addressed in the DEIS.

The SpaceX launch site are near the terminal sites for the Applicants. Where is the
launch failure analysis? Did that analysis include the SpaceX BFR, which will be larger
than any existing rocket, and which SpaceX says it intends to launch from the Boca
Chica site?

Cumulative Impacts

The DEIS says “the greatest cumulative impacts” would be on soils, surface water
quality, vegetation, wildlife, aquatic resources, threatened and endangered species,
visual resources, land & water-based transportation, air quality, and noise. These are
more than sufficient reasons to deny LNG permits.

The DEIS states “We conclude that cumulative impacts of the 3 LNG terminals on visual
resources would be potentially significant.” We agree and urge denial of LNG permits.

The DEIS concludes that the 3 LNG projects cumulatively "would contribute significantly
to air quality impacts, potentially exceed the NAAQS in local areas, and result in
cumulatively greater air quality impacts.” This is not acceptable and is grounds for
denial of LNG permits.

The DEIS says that Rio Grande “combined with the other projects in the geographic
scope, including the Texas LNG and Annova LNG projects, would result in “significant
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cumulative impacts..” Therefore if FERC chooses to permit any one of the LNG
projects, it should deny permits to all others. By FERC's own analysis the cumulative
impacts would be too great (e.g. significant).

IND102-1
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IND103-1 Comment noted.

Josette Cruz IND103-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).
Brownsville, TX 78520

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

This project is an insult to the time and effort that this community has put towards the | IND103-1
preservation of this area.

| oppose the proposed LNG projects for the Port of Brownsville, Rio Grande LNG docket
CP16-454-000, Rio Bravo Pipeline docket CP16-455-000, and Texas LNG docket
CP16-116-000, hereinafter referred to as the Applicants. These projects, as indicated in
the DEISs, would have adverse impacts, thus permits should be denied. The following
comments are those specific to the DEISs and apply to the dockets aforementioned.

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

Not all requests and consultations are finished, and some have not even been started. [ IND103-2
How is the public supposed to comment on information that isn't there? Commenting
periods should be extended until all such requests and consultations are finished.

The FERC comment deadline should be extended for reasons that each project has 45
days for public commenting, however FERC combined two projects into one public
hearing and an overlapping commenting deadline. This resulted in cutting the time in
half for review of the DEIS and commenting.

The FERC DEIS is not available in Spanish, the predominant language spoken in the Rio
Grande Valley. The DEIS should be translated and commenting period extended for the
Spanish speaking community to adequately review and comment.

Socioeconomics

The need for the projects have not been demonstrated in the DEIS. For a project with so
many negative impacts, an unequivocal need for the product must be shown.

The socioeconomic analysis detailed in the DEISs are narrow in view and incomplete.
The analysis does not include costs to the taxpayer at every level of government (e.qg.
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police, fire, infrastructure, coast guard, etc.) to support LNG costs in response to micro
and macro consequences (e.g. accidents, climate change, social costs to carbon, etc.)
of LNG development that negate claimed benefits.

There is no analysis of the impacts to both the bait shrimping industry (which relies on
the BSC) nor on the off-shore shrimping industry, which relies ready access to the BSC
to get to & from the Gulf.

The economic analysis did not include the nine recreational use areas identified in
Texas LNG DEIS that are within the project site, increased ship traffic adversely affect
recreational boaters and eco tours on the water such as dolphin watching, and the
significant impact on visual resources. These are dollars that would be negated from
claimed benefits.

The DEIS for Rio Grande says “neither construction nor operation would be expected to
significantly impact tourism..” There is no data to support this statement. Port Isabel,
South Padre Island and Laguna Atascosa NWR are all very nature tourist-dependent.

Interview-type studies need to be done with out-of-area tourists to meaningfully assess
this impact. IND103-2

Air Pollution

Cumulative emissions of greenhouse gases would be massive (10.7 million tons per
year), with Rio Grande being by far the largest contributor (8.5 million tpy). And this
would continue for 20-30 years or longer, when we need to reduce carbon emissions
drastically much sooner. Rio Grande LNG and Texas LNG, if approved & built, would
move us in the opposite direction. The fact that contribution to cumulative impacts on
climate change cannot be precisely measured is no reason for FERC to wash its hands
of it. FERC should require carbon capture or deny the permit.

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

Identified species by the Applicants that are federally listed as threatened or
endangered will be affected. The DEISs states that the Applicants will likely adversely
affect the endangered Northern aplomado falcon, the threatened piping plover and its
critical habitat, and the endangered ocelot. Many other rare and important species will
be impacted as well. Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, as amended, states that
any project authorized, funded, or conducted by any federal agencies should not
“...jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species
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or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which is
determined...to be critical...”. The permit should be denied according to Section 7 of the
ESA.

The conservation and preservation efforts of the public has resulted in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley NWR, the Laguna Atascosa NWR, Loma Ecological Preserve, Wildlife
Corridor, Bahia Grande Restoration Project, the Federal Ocelot Recovery Plan, and
recent conservation of 3,200 acres on South Padre Island and several hundred acres
along Bahia Grande near Port Isabel. Conservation efforts demonstrates strong social
and cultural values. Permitting LNG projects that continue the trend of impacting
(indirectly or directly) or destroying the last remaining ecosystems conflicts with
regional social and cultural values. As such, permits should be denied.

Reliability and Safety IND103-2

Valley Crossing Pipeline already goes under the RG terminal site. We do not think it safe
to build a LNG liquefaction terminal over a large buried high-pressure natural gas
pipeline, even if the risk of rupture is low. Effects to pile driving, construction,
operations, etc. on the Valley Crossing pipeline is not adequately addressed in the DEIS.

The SpaceX launch site are near the terminal sites for the Applicants. Where is the
launch failure analysis? Did that analysis include the SpaceX BFR, which will be larger
than any existing rocket, and which SpaceX says it intends to launch from the Boca
Chica site?

Cumulative Impacts

The DEIS says “the greatest cumulative impacts” would be on soils, surface water
quality, vegetation, wildlife, aquatic resources, threatened and endangered species,
visual resources, land & water-based transportation, air quality, and noise. These are
more than sufficient reasons to deny LNG permits.

The DEIS states “We conclude that cumulative impacts of the 3 LNG terminals on visual
resources would be potentially significant.” We agree and urge denial of LNG permits.

The DEIS concludes that the 3 LNG projects cumulatively "would contribute significantly
to air quality impacts, potentially exceed the NAAQS in local areas, and result in
cumulatively greater air quality impacts.” This is not acceptable and is grounds for
denial of LNG permits.
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The DEIS says that Rio Grande “combined with the other projects in the geographic
scope, including the Texas LNG and Annova LNG projects, would result in “significant
cumulative impacts...” Therefore if FERC chooses to permit any one of the LNG
projects, it should deny permits to all others. By FERC's own analysis the cumulative
impacts would be too great (e.g. significant).

IND103-2
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IND104-1 Comment noted. The EIS is not a decision document; rather, it is a tool to ensure that
the potential environmental impacts that would occur as a result of a federal action are
fully analyzed and presented, in compliance with NEPA. Under NEPA, the
determination that an impact is significant necessitates the preparation of an EIS (as

Bonnie Clements opposed to an EA). In accordance with NEPA, we have prepared this EIS to present

Houston, TX 77092 the environmental impacts that would occur as a result of the Project. The decision of

whether to authorize the Project is determined by the FERC Commissioners.

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

888 First Street NE Room 1A

Washington, DC 20426

IND104-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).

PLEASE DO NOT ALLOW THIS LNG PROJECT IN THE PORT ISABEL/ BROWNSVILLE
AREA! IT IS BEYOND ABSURD THAT ANY COMPANY WOULD MAKE SUCH AN
DISGRACEFUL PROPOSAL TO BUILD THIS AND FOREVER DESTROY THE NATURAL IND104-1
BEAUTY OF THE PORT ISABEL/SCUTH PADRE ISLAND AREA. TEXAS NEEDS THIS
BEAUTIFUL AREA TO **STAY** BEAUTIFUL.

| oppose the proposed LNG projects for the Port of Brownsville, Rio Grande LNG docket
CP16-454-000, Rio Bravo Pipeline docket CP16-455-000, and Texas LNG docket
CP16-116-000, hereinafter referred to as the Applicants. These projects, as indicated in
the DEISs, would have adverse impacts, thus permits should be denied. The following
comments are those specific to the DEISs and apply to the dockets aforementioned.

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input IND104-2

Not all requests and consultations are finished, and some have not even been started.
How is the public supposed to comment on information that isn't there? Commenting
periods should be extended until all such requests and consultations are finished.

The FERC comment deadline should be extended for reasons that each project has 45
days for public commenting, however FERC combined two projects into one public
hearing and an overlapping commenting deadline. This resulted in cutting the time in
half for review of the DEIS and commenting.

The FERC DEIS is not available in Spanish, the predominant language spoken in the Rio
Grande Valley. The DEIS should be translated and commenting period extended for the
Spanish speaking community to adequately review and comment.

Socioeconomics

The need for the projects have not been demonstrated in the DEIS. For a project with so
many negative impacts, an unequivocal need for the product must be shown.
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The socioeconomic analysis detailed in the DEISs are narrow in view and incomplete.
The analysis does not include costs to the taxpayer at every level of government (e.g.
police, fire, infrastructure, coast guard, etc.) to support LNG costs in response to micro
and macro consequences (e.g. accidents, climate change, social costs to carbon, etc.)
of LNG development that negate claimed benefits.

There is no analysis of the impacts to both the bait shrimping industry (which relies on
the BSC) nor on the off-shore shrimping industry, which relies ready access to the BSC
to get to & from the Gulf.

The economic analysis did not include the nine recreational use areas identified in
Texas LNG DEIS that are within the project site, increased ship traffic adversely affect
recreational boaters and eco tours on the water such as dolphin watching, and the
significant impact on visual resources. These are dollars that would be negated from IND104-2
claimed benefits.

The DEIS for Rio Grande says “neither construction nor operation would be expected to
significantly impact tourism..." There is no data to support this statement. Port Isabel,
South Padre Island and Laguna Atascosa NWR are all very nature tourist-dependent.
Interview-type studies need to be done with out-of-area tourists to meaningfully assess
this impact.

Air Pollution

Cumulative emissions of greenhouse gases would be massive (10.7 million tons per
year), with Rio Grande being by far the largest contributor (8.5 million tpy). And this
would continue for 20-30 years or longer, when we need to reduce carbon emissions
drastically much sooner. Rio Grande LNG and Texas LNG, if approved & built, would
move us in the opposite direction. The fact that contribution to cumulative impacts on
climate change cannot be precisely measured is no reason for FERC to wash its hands
of it. FERC should require carbon capture or deny the permit.

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

Identified species by the Applicants that are federally listed as threatened or
endangered will be affected. The DEISs states that the Applicants will likely adversely
affect the endangered Northern aplomado falcon, the threatened piping plover and its
critical habitat, and the endangered ocelot. Many other rare and important species will
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be impacted as well. Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, as amended, states that
any project authorized, funded, or conducted by any federal agencies should not
“...jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species
or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which is
determined...to be critical...”. The permit should be denied according to Section 7 of the
ESA.

The conservation and preservation efforts of the public has resulted in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley NWR, the Laguna Atascosa NWR, Loma Ecological Preserve, Wildlife
Corridor, Bahia Grande Restoration Project, the Federal Ocelot Recovery Plan, and
recent conservation of 3,200 acres on South Padre Island and several hundred acres
along Bahia Grande near Port Isabel. Conservation efforts demonstrates strong social
and cultural values. Permitting LNG projects that continue the trend of impacting
(indirectly or directly) or destroying the last remaining ecosystems conflicts with
regional social and cultural values. As such, permits should be denied. IND104-2

Reliability and Safety

Valley Crossing Pipeline already goes under the RG terminal site. We do not think it safe
to build a LNG liquefaction terminal over a large buried high-pressure natural gas
pipeline, even if the risk of rupture is low. Effects to pile driving, construction,
operations, etc. on the Valley Crossing pipeline is not adequately addressed in the DEIS.

The SpaceX launch site are near the terminal sites for the Applicants. Where is the
launch failure analysis? Did that analysis include the SpaceX BFR, which will be larger
than any existing rocket, and which SpaceX says it intends to launch from the Boca
Chica site?

Cumulative Impacts

The DEIS says “the greatest cumulative impacts” would be on soils, surface water
quality, vegetation, wildlife, aquatic resources, threatened and endangered species,
visual resources, land & water-based transportation, air quality, and noise. These are
more than sufficient reasons to deny LNG permits.

The DEIS states “We conclude that cumulative impacts of the 3 LNG terminals on visual
resources would be potentially significant.” We agree and urge denial of LNG permits.

The DEIS concludes that the 3 LNG projects cumulatively “would contribute significantly

242



Individuals (IND)
IND104 - Bonnie Clements

to air quality impacts, potentially exceed the NAAQS in local areas, and result in

cumulatively greater air quality impacts.” This is not acceptable and is grounds for
denial of LNG permits.

The DEIS says that Rio Grande "combined with the other projects in the geographic
scope, including the Texas LNG and Annova LNG projects, would result in “significant
cumulative impacts...” Therefore if FERC chooses to permit any one of the LNG
projects, it should deny permits to all others. By FERC's own analysis the cumulative
impacts would be too great (e.g. significant).

IND104-2
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IND105-1 Comment noted. The Project has not been issued all necessary environmental permits
(see section 1.5 of the EIS) and construction has not begun. The RB Pipeline would
transport natural gas in its gaseous state, which would be liquefied at the LNG
Terminal site. A discussion of pipeline safety is provided in section 4.12.2.

Nora Solis
Los Fresnos. TX 78566 IND105-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

| opposed the LNG. Pipes have been installed already on my backyard. We were never
notified of this worked was going to be done.l leave exactly we're the pipes will running.
In an emergency situation we will be evacuated from our homes for being so closed to
us. | am strongly opposed to this LNG running on our side it town.

IND105-1

| oppose the proposed LNG projects for the Port of Brownsville, Rio Grande LNG docket
CP16-454-000, Rio Bravo Pipeline docket CP16-455-000, and Texas LNG docket
CP16-116-000, hereinafter referred to as the Applicants. These projects, as indicated in
the DEISs, would have adverse impacts, thus permits should be denied. The following
comments are those specific to the DEISs and apply to the dockets aforementioned.

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

Not all requests and consultations are finished, and some have not even been started.
How is the public supposed to comment on information that isn't there? Commenting
periods should be extended until all such requests and consultations are finished. IND105-2

The FERC comment deadline should be extended for reasons that each project has 45
days for public commenting, however FERC combined two projects into one public
hearing and an overlapping commenting deadline. This resulted in cutting the time in
half for review of the DEIS and commenting.

The FERC DEIS is not available in Spanish, the predominant language spoken in the Rio
Grande Valley. The DEIS should be translated and commenting period extended for the
Spanish speaking community to adequately review and comment.

Socioeconomics

The need for the projects have not been demonstrated in the DEIS. For a project with so
many negative impacts, an unequivocal need for the product must be shown.

244



Individuals (IND)
IND105 - Nora Solis

The socioeconomic analysis detailed in the DEISs are narrow in view and incomplete.
The analysis does not include costs to the taxpayer at every level of government (e.g.
police, fire, infrastructure, coast guard, etc.) to support LNG costs in response to micro
and macro consequences (e.g. accidents, climate change, social costs to carbon, etc.)
of LNG development that negate claimed benefits.

There is no analysis of the impacts to both the bait shrimping industry (which relies on
the BSC) nor on the off-shore shrimping industry, which relies ready access to the BSC
to get to & from the Gulf.

The economic analysis did not include the nine recreational use areas identified in
Texas LNG DEIS that are within the project site, increased ship traffic adversely affect
recreational boaters and eco tours on the water such as dolphin watching, and the
significant impact on visual resources. These are dollars that would be negated from
claimed benefits.

The DEIS for Rio Grande says “neither construction nor operation would be expected to
significantly impact tourism...” There is no data to support this statement. Port Isabel,
South Padre Island and Laguna Atascosa NWR are all very nature tourist-dependent. IND105-2
Interview-type studies need to be done with out-of-area tourists to meaningfully assess
this impact.

Air Pollution

Cumulative emissions of greenhouse gases would be massive (10.7 million tons per
year), with Rio Grande being by far the largest contributor (8.5 million tpy). And this
would continue for 20-30 years or longer, when we need to reduce carbon emissions
drastically much sooner. Rio Grande LNG and Texas LNG, if approved & built, would
move us in the opposite direction. The fact that contribution to cumulative impacts on
climate change cannot be precisely measured is no reason for FERC to wash its hands
of it. FERC should require carbon capture or deny the permit.

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

Identified species by the Applicants that are federally listed as threatened or
endangered will be affected. The DEISs states that the Applicants will likely adversely
affect the endangered Northern aplomado falcon, the threatened piping plover and its
critical habitat, and the endangered ocelot. Many other rare and important species will
be impacted as well. Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, as amended, states that
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any project authorized, funded, or conducted by any federal agencies should not
“...jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species
or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which is
determined...to be critical...”. The permit should be denied according to Section 7 of the
ESA.

The conservation and preservation efforts of the public has resulted in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley NWR, the Laguna Atascosa NWR, Loma Ecological Preserve, Wildlife
Corridor, Bahia Grande Restoration Project, the Federal Ocelot Recovery Plan, and
recent conservation of 3,200 acres on South Padre Island and several hundred acres
along Bahia Grande near Port Isabel. Conservation efforts demonstrates strong social
and cultural values. Permitting LNG projects that continue the trend of impacting
(indirectly or directly) or destroying the last remaining ecosystems conflicts with
regional social and cultural values. As such, permits should be denied.

Reliability and Safety

Valley Crossing Pipeline already goes under the RG terminal site. We do not think it safe
to build a LNG liquefaction terminal over a large buried high-pressure natural gas

pipeline, even if the risk of rupture is low. Effects to pile driving, construction, IND105-2
operations, etc. on the Valley Crossing pipeline is not adequately addressed in the DEIS.

The SpaceX launch site are near the terminal sites for the Applicants. Where is the
launch failure analysis? Did that analysis include the SpaceX BFR, which will be larger
than any existing rocket, and which SpaceX says it intends to launch from the Boca
Chica site?

Cumulative Impacts

The DEIS says “the greatest cumulative impacts” would be on soils, surface water
quality, vegetation, wildlife, aquatic resources, threatened and endangered species,
visual resources, land & water-based transportation, air quality, and noise. These are
more than sufficient reasons to deny LNG permits.

The DEIS states “We conclude that cumulative impacts of the 3 LNG terminals on visual
resources would be potentially significant.” We agree and urge denial of LNG permits.

The DEIS concludes that the 3 LNG projects cumulatively “would contribute significantly
to air quality impacts, potentially exceed the NAAQS in local areas, and result in
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cumulatively greater air quality impacts.” This is not acceptable and is grounds for
denial of LNG permits.

The DEIS says that Rio Grande “combined with the other projects in the geographic
scope, including the Texas LNG and Annova LNG projects, would result in "significant
cumulative impacts...” Therefore if FERC chooses to permit any one of the LNG
projects, it should deny permits to all others. By FERC's own analysis the cumulative
impacts would be too great (e.g. significant).

IND105-2
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IND106-1 Comment noted. Impacts on tourism are addressed in section 4.9.3.

Victoria Scharen IND106-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).
Port Isabel, TX 78578

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

| am opposed to any and all LNG plants being built in the port of Brownsville because
we have clean energies in this new century available that would provide ample jobs. We | Np106-1
no longer have to build dirty last century fossil fuel plants that spoil the environment.
This is a tourism area and needs to be protected as such for the good of the people.

| oppose the proposed LNG projects for the Port of Brownsville, Rio Grande LNG docket
CP16-454-000, Rio Bravo Pipeline docket CP16-455-000, and Texas LNG docket
CP16-116-000, hereinafter referred to as the Applicants. These projects, as indicated in
the DEISs, would have adverse impacts, thus permits should be denied. The following
comments are those specific to the DEISs and apply to the dockets aforementioned.

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

Not all requests and consultations are finished, and some have not even been started.
How is the public supposed to comment on information that isn't there? Commenting IND1086-2
periods should be extended until all such requests and consultations are finished.

The FERC comment deadline should be extended for reasons that each project has 45
days for public commenting, however FERC combined two projects into one public
hearing and an overlapping commenting deadline. This resulted in cutting the time in
half for review of the DEIS and commenting.

The FERC DEIS is not available in Spanish, the predominant language spoken in the Rio
Grande Valley. The DEIS should be translated and commenting period extended for the
Spanish speaking community to adequately review and comment.

Socioeconomics

The need for the projects have not been demonstrated in the DEIS. For a project with so
many negative impacts, an unequivocal need for the product must be shown.
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The socioeconomic analysis detailed in the DEISs are narrow in view and incomplete.
The analysis does not include costs to the taxpayer at every level of government (e.g.
police, fire, infrastructure, coast guard, etc.) to support LNG costs in response to micro
and macro consequences (e.g. accidents, climate change, social costs to carbon, etc.)
of LNG development that negate claimed benefits.

There is no analysis of the impacts to both the bait shrimping industry (which relies on
the BSC) nor on the off-shore shrimping industry, which relies ready access to the BSC
to get to & from the Gulf. IND106-2

The economic analysis did not include the nine recreational use areas identified in
Texas LNG DEIS that are within the project site, increased ship traffic adversely affect
recreational boaters and eco tours on the water such as dolphin watching, and the
significant impact on visual resources. These are dollars that would be negated from
claimed benefits.

The DEIS for Rio Grande says “neither construction nor operation would be expected to
significantly impact tourism.." There is no data to support this statement. Port Isabel,
South Padre Island and Laguna Atascosa NWR are all very nature tourist-dependent.
Interview-type studies need to be done with out-of-area tourists to meaningfully assess
this impact.

Air Pollution

Cumulative emissions of greenhouse gases would be massive (10.7 million tons per
year), with Rio Grande being by far the largest contributor (8.5 million tpy). And this
would continue for 20-30 years or longer, when we need to reduce carbon emissions
drastically much sooner. Rio Grande LNG and Texas LNG, if approved & built, would
move us in the opposite direction. The fact that contribution to cumulative impacts on
climate change cannot be precisely measured is no reason for FERC to wash its hands
of it. FERC should require carbon capture or deny the permit.

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

Identified species by the Applicants that are federally listed as threatened or
endangered will be affected. The DEISs states that the Applicants will likely adversely
affect the endangered Northern aplomado falcon, the threatened piping plover and its
critical habitat, and the endangered ocelot. Many other rare and important species will
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be impacted as well. Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, as amended, states that
any project authorized, funded, or conducted by any federal agencies should not
“...jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species
or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which is
determined...to be critical...”. The permit should be denied according to Section 7 of the
ESA.

The conservation and preservation efforts of the public has resulted in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley NWR, the Laguna Atascosa NWR, Loma Ecological Preserve, Wildlife
Corridor, Bahia Grande Restoration Project, the Federal Ocelot Recovery Plan, and
recent conservation of 3,200 acres on South Padre Island and several hundred acres
along Bahia Grande near Port Isabel. Conservation efforts demonstrates strong social
and cultural values. Permitting LNG projects that continue the trend of impacting
(indirectly or directly) or destroying the last remaining ecosystems conflicts with

. . . . IND106-2
regional social and cultural values. As such, permits should be denied.

Reliability and Safety

Valley Crossing Pipeline already goes under the RG terminal site. We do not think it safe
to build a LNG liquefaction terminal over a large buried high-pressure natural gas
pipeline, even if the risk of rupture is low. Effects to pile driving, construction,
operations, etc. on the Valley Crossing pipeline is not adequately addressed in the DEIS.

The SpaceX launch site are near the terminal sites for the Applicants. Where is the
launch failure analysis? Did that analysis include the SpaceX BFR, which will be larger
than any existing rocket, and which SpaceX says it intends to launch from the Boca
Chica site?

Cumulative Impacts

The DEIS says “the greatest cumulative impacts” would be on soils, surface water
quality, vegetation, wildlife, aquatic resources, threatened and endangered species,
visual resources, land & water-based transportation, air quality, and noise. These are
more than sufficient reasons to deny LNG permits.

The DEIS states “We conclude that cumulative impacts of the 3 LNG terminals on visual
resources would be potentially significant.” We agree and urge denial of LNG permits.

The DEIS concludes that the 3 LNG projects cumulatively “would contribute significantly
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to air quality impacts, potentially exceed the NAAQS in local areas, and result in

cumulatively greater air quality impacts.” This is not acceptable and is grounds for
denial of LNG permits.

The DEIS says that Rio Grande "combined with the other projects in the geographic
scope, including the Texas LNG and Annova LNG projects, would result in “significant
cumulative impacts...” Therefore if FERC chooses to permit any one of the LNG
projects, it should deny permits to all others. By FERC's own analysis the cumulative
impacts would be too great (e.g. significant).

IND106-2
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20181203-5089 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 12/3/2018 11:18:50 AM IND107_1 Comment noted'

IND107-2 Comment noted.

Sergio Contreras, Weslaco, TX.

I am writing in support of the proposed Rlo Grande LNG project.
I have been a long-time supporter of the project because it aligns with IND107-1

our region’s vision of having a diverse workforce and additional IND107-3 Comment noted.
investment in our communities.

When the project was first proposed, I learned about the LNG industry,
its safety record and the thorough review processes conducted by local,
state and federal agencies. I have watched as the project has progressed
with favorable reports from the Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S5. Coast Guard
and, most recently, the draft Envircnmental Impact Statement.

IND107-2
These reports ceonfirm that the Ric Grande LNG export terminal and
associated pipeline will be safe and environmentally compliant. I also
believe that this project will bring tremendous eccncmic growth and life-
changing opportunities to our region. This is great news for the Valley,
which has a young and growing workforce.

Rio Grande LNG weould create thousands of well-paying jobs for residents
from all kinds of educational and work backgrounds, including both
skilled tradesmen and college graduates. I greatly appreciate Ric Grande
LNG's pledge to hire and buy locally as much as possible during

construction and operations. IND107-3

Since the Rio Grande LNG project team first came toc the Valley in 2015,
they have been involved in the community, making presentations to local
groups, participating in community events and supporting educaticmnal,
environmental and economic development organizations.

For all of these reasons, we support bringing Rio Grande LNG to the
Valley.

Sincerely,

Sergio Contreras
2017 E. 28th St.
Mission, TX 78574
956-355-0011 (cell)
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SHEREAbASSHTS FERG EDE gieiienecl] Al RS Lamis 6 e IND108-1 The comment is a duplicate of comment IND107.

Sergio Contreras, Weslaco, TX.
I am writing in support of the proposed Rlo Grande LNG project.

I have been a long-time supporter of the project because it aligns with
our region’s vision of having a diverse workforce and additional
investment in our communities.

When the project was first proposed, I learned about the LNG industry,
its safety record and the thorough review processes conducted by local,
state and federal agencies. I have watched as the project has progressed
with favorable reports from the Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S5. Coast Guard
and, most recently, the draft Envircnmental Impact Statement.

These reports ceonfirm that the Ric Grande LNG export terminal and
associated pipeline will be safe and environmentally compliant. I also
believe that this project will bring tremendous eccnomic growth and life-o
changing opportunities to our region. This is great news for the Valley,
which has a young and growing workforce.

IND108-1

Rio Grande LNG would create thousands of well-paying jobs for residents
from all kinds of educational and work backgrounds, including both
skilled tradesmen and college graduates. I greatly appreciate Ric Grande
LNG's pledge to hire and buy locally as much as possible during
construction and operations.

Since the Rio Grande LNG project team first came toc the Valley in 2015,
they have been involved in the community, making presentations to local
groups, participating in community events and supporting educaticmnal,
environmental and economic development organizations.

For all of these reasons, we support bringing Rio Grande LNG to the
Valley.

Sincerely,

Sergio Contreras
2017 E. 28th St.
Mission, TX 78574
956-355-0011 (cell)
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20181203-5113 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 12/3/2018 12:04:19 PM IND109_1 Comment noted'

IND109-2 Comment noted.

Sergio Contreras, Weslaco, TX.

I am writing as president/chief executive officer of the RGV Partnership
in support of the proposed Rio Grande LNG project. We are a non-profit
organization dedicated to unifying stakeholders to advocate for progress IND109-3
in the Texas Rio Grande Valley.

Comment noted.

Qur organization has been a long-time supporter of the project because it IND109-1
aligns with our vision to ™be a catalyst for prosperity in the Rio Grande
Valley.”

When the project was first proposed, we learned about the LNG industry,
its safety record and the thorough review processes conducted by local,
state and federal agencies. We have watched as the project has progressed
with favorable reports from the Texas Commission on Environmental
Cuality, the U.S. Environmental Protecticon Agency, the U.S5. Coast Guard
and, most recently, the draft Environmental Impact Statement. IND108-2
We believe that these reports confirm that the Rio Grande LNG export
terminal and asscclated pipeline will be safe and environmentally
compliant. We also believe that this project will bring tremendous
econcmic growth and life-changing cpportunities to our region. This is
great news for the Valley, which has a young and growing workforce.

Fio Grande LNG would create thousands of well-paying jobs for residents
from all kinds of educational and work backgrounds, including both
skilled tradesmen and college graduates. We greatly appreciate Rio Grande
LNG’ s pledge to hire and buy locally as much as possible during IND109-3
construction and operations.

Since the Rio Grande LNG project team first came to the Valley in 2015,
they have been inveolved in the community, making presentations teo local
groups, participating in community events and supporting educational,
envircnmental and econcmic development crganizations.

For all of these reasons, we support bringing Rio Grande LNG to the
Valley.

Sincerely,

Sergio Contreras
President/CEO

RGV Partnership

322 S, Missouri Ave.
Weslaco, TX 78596
956-355-0011 (cell)
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INDI10-1 As described in section 3.5.1.2 of the EIS, alternative pipeline routes were evaluated;
however, none of the alternatives were determined to provide an environmental
advantage compared to the proposed Project.

Saundra Thomas INDI110-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).
Harlingen, TX 78552

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

| strongly oppose the building of the pipeline so close to our wildlife habitat. Please find
another route if you have to have the line.

IND110-1

| oppose the proposed LNG projects for the Port of Brownsville, Rio Grande LNG docket
CP16-454-000, Rio Bravo Pipeline docket CP16-455-000, and Texas LNG docket
CP16-116-000, hereinafter referred to as the Applicants. These projects, as indicated in
the DEISs, would have adverse impacts, thus permits should be denied. The following
comments are those specific to the DEISs and apply to the dockets aforementioned.

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

Not all requests and consultations are finished, and some have not even been started.
How is the public supposed to comment on information that isn't there? Commenting IND110-2
periods should be extended until all such requests and consultations are finished.

The FERC comment deadline should be extended for reasons that each project has 45
days for public commenting, however FERC combined two projects into one public
hearing and an overlapping commenting deadline. This resulted in cutting the time in
half for review of the DEIS and commenting.

The FERC DEIS is not available in Spanish, the predominant language spoken in the Rio
Grande Valley. The DEIS should be translated and commenting period extended for the
Spanish speaking community to adequately review and comment.

Socioeconomics

The need for the projects have not been demonstrated in the DEIS. For a project with so
many negative impacts, an unequivocal need for the product must be shown.

The socioeconomic analysis detailed in the DEISs are narrow in view and incomplete.
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The analysis does not include costs to the taxpayer at every level of government (e.g.
police, fire, infrastructure, coast guard, etc.) to support LNG costs in response to micro
and macro consequences (e.g. accidents, climate change, social costs to carbon, etc.)
of LNG development that negate claimed benefits.

There is no analysis of the impacts to both the bait shrimping industry (which relies on
the BSC) nor on the off-shore shrimping industry, which relies ready access to the BSC
to get to & from the Gulf.

The economic analysis did not include the nine recreational use areas identified in
Texas LNG DEIS that are within the project site, increased ship traffic adversely affect
recreational boaters and eco tours on the water such as dolphin watching, and the
significant impact on visual resources. These are dollars that would be negated from IND110-2
claimed benefits.

The DEIS for Rio Grande says “neither construction nor operation would be expected to
significantly impact tourism...” There is no data to support this statement. Port Isabel,
South Padre Island and Laguna Atascosa NWR are all very nature tourist-dependent.
Interview-type studies need to be done with out-of-area tourists to meaningfully assess
this impact.

Air Pollution

Cumulative emissions of greenhouse gases would be massive (10.7 million tons per
year), with Rio Grande being by far the largest contributor (8.5 million tpy). And this
would continue for 20-30 years or longer, when we need to reduce carbon emissions
drastically much sooner. Rio Grande LNG and Texas LNG, if approved & built, would
move us in the opposite direction. The fact that contribution to cumulative impacts on
climate change cannot be precisely measured is no reason for FERC to wash its hands
of it. FERC should require carbon capture or deny the permit.

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

Identified species by the Applicants that are federally listed as threatened or
endangered will be affected. The DEISs states that the Applicants will likely adversely
affect the endangered Northern aplomado falcon, the threatened piping plover and its
critical habitat, and the endangered ocelot. Many other rare and important species will
be impacted as well. Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, as amended, states that
any project authorized, funded, or conducted by any federal agencies should not
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“...jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species
or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which is
determined...to be critical...”. The permit should be denied according to Section 7 of the
ESA.

The conservation and preservation efforts of the public has resulted in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley NWR, the Laguna Atascosa NWR, Loma Ecological Preserve, Wildlife
Corridor, Bahia Grande Restoration Project, the Federal Ocelot Recovery Plan, and
recent conservation of 3,200 acres on South Padre Island and several hundred acres
along Bahia Grande near Port Isabel. Conservation efforts demonstrates strong social
and cultural values. Permitting LNG projects that continue the trend of impacting
(indirectly or directly) or destroying the last remaining ecosystems conflicts with
regional social and cultural values. As such, permits should be denied.

IND110-2

Reliability and Safety

Valley Crossing Pipeline already goes under the RG terminal site. We do not think it safe
to build a LNG liquefaction terminal over a large buried high-pressure natural gas
pipeling, even if the risk of rupture is low. Effects to pile driving, construction,
operations, etc. on the Valley Crossing pipeline is not adequately addressed in the DEIS.

The SpaceX launch site are near the terminal sites for the Applicants. Where is the
launch failure analysis? Did that analysis include the SpaceX BFR, which will be larger
than any existing rocket, and which SpaceX says it intends to launch from the Boca
Chica site?

Cumulative Impacts

The DEIS says “the greatest cumulative impacts” would be on soils, surface water
quality, vegetation, wildlife, aquatic resources, threatened and endangered species,
visual resources, land & water-based transportation, air quality, and noise. These are
more than sufficient reasons to deny LNG permits.

The DEIS states “We conclude that cumulative impacts of the 3 LNG terminals on visual
resources would be potentially significant.” We agree and urge denial of LNG permits.

The DEIS concludes that the 3 LNG projects cumulatively “would contribute significantly
to air quality impacts, potentially exceed the NAAQS in local areas, and result in
cumulatively greater air quality impacts.” This is not acceptable and is grounds for
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denial of LNG permits.

The DEIS says that Rio Grande “combined with the other projects in the geographic
scope, including the Texas LNG and Annova LNG projects, would result in “significant
cumulative impacts...” Therefore if FERC chooses to permit any one of the LNG
projects, it should deny permits to all others. By FERC's own analysis the cumulative
impacts would be too great (e.g. significant).

IND110-2
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