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APPENDIX M 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

STATEMENT COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Part I



Comment noted.

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA1 – U.S. Department of the Interior

Federal Agency Comments

FA1-1

1



Commonwealth is no longer planning to dispose of dredge spoils 

offshore of Holly Beach as originally described. 

Commonwealth’s newly proposed dredge spoils disposal site is 

inland and would not be regulated under the MPRSA.  

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

FA2-1

Federal Agency Comments

2



The Commission has stated in recent orders that the comparisons 

provide additional context in considering a project’s potential 

impact on climate change.   See Order Issuing Certificates and 

Approving Abandonment, 178 FERC ¶ 61,199 (2022) at P89; 

and Order Issuing Certificate, 178 FERC ¶ 61,198 (2022) at P48.

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

FA2-2

Federal Agency Comments

See revised section 4.13.2.11.FA2-3

3



The potential impacts of natural hazards on the Project are 

discussed in sections 4.1.5  and 4.12.1. 

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

FA2-4

Federal Agency Comments

See revised section 4.13.2.11.FA2-6

See revised section 4.13.2.11, where the Project’s social cost of 

greenhouse gases is calculated .

FA2-5

4



Section 4.11.1.5 has been revised to include additional steps 

Commonwealth would take to minimize fugitive emissions of 

methane and other VOCs. Commonwealth is currently reviewing 

whether to participate in the Natural Gas STAR and Methane 

Challenge programs, which exist for operating facilities. 

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

FA2-8

Federal Agency Comments

Commonwealth states it will perform leak detection within the 

LNG Facility and along the Pipeline, as required by 49 CFR 

192.706, and would include annual leakage surveys, monthly 

volumetric material balances, and 24/7 pressure monitoring. 

Commonwealth will further define the leak-detection 

technology(ies) during final design. 

FA2-7

5



FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Federal Agency Comments

Consistent with Promising Practices and Executive Order 12898, 

we reviewed the Project to determine if its resulting impacts 

would be disproportionately high and adverse on minority and 

low-income populations and also whether impacts would be 

significant. Promising Practices provides a number of options for 

determining whether an action will cause a disproportionately 

high and adverse impact. For this project, staff considers impacts 

that are predominantly borne by an environmental justice 

community including the project location and the project’s 

human health and environmental impacts on EJ communities 

including direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts when 

determining if impacts on an environmental justice community 

are disproportionately high and adverse. See Section 4.9.16.3.  

For this project, staff has determined that impacts would be 

disproportionately high and adverse

FA2-9

See response to comment FA2-9.FA2-10
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FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA2 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Federal Agency Comments

FA2-10

7



FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA3 – National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

Fisheries Service, Southeast Region

Federal Agency Comments

8



Federal Agency Comments

Section 4.6.3 and appendix D provides a revised EFH assessment 

reflecting Commonwealth's most recently proposed Project 

details.

FA3-1

See response to FA3-1. FA3-2

See response to FA3-1. FA3-3

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA3 – National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

Fisheries Service, Southeast Region

9



Federal Agency Comments

FA3-5

See response to FA3-1. FA3-4

See response to FA3-1. FA3-3

See response to FA3-1. 

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA3 – National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

Fisheries Service, Southeast Region

10



Federal Agency Comments

FA3-5

Section 4.4.1.1 has been revised to better describe the structure in 

light of NMFS’ comments; additionally, Commonwealth 

proposes to consult NMFS and other agencies for the design of 

the stormwater culvert that would be constructed to maintain 

hydrological flow from the wetlands west of the Terminal site to 

the Calcasieu River. 

FA3-7

See response to FA3-1. FA3-6

See response to FA3-1. 

See response to FA3-1. FA3-8

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA3 – National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

Fisheries Service, Southeast Region

11



Federal Agency Comments

FA3-9 See response to FA3-1. 

See response to FA3-1. FA3-8

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA3 – National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

Fisheries Service, Southeast Region

12



Federal Agency Comments

FA3-10 Section 4.6.3 and appendix D provide a revised EFH assessment 

reflecting Commonwealth's most recently proposed Project 

details. The revised habitat-type acreages are based on on-the-

ground surveys per NMFS' recommendation. 

See response to FA3-1. FA3-9

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA3 – National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

Fisheries Service, Southeast Region

FA3-11 See response to FA3-1  .

13



Federal Agency Comments

See response to FA3-1. FA3-11

See response to FA3-1. The revised habitat-type acreages are 

based on the noted tidal elevations.  

FA3-12

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA3 – National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

Fisheries Service, Southeast Region

See response to FA3-1. The revised habitat-type acreages include 

the northern EEM areas designated as tidally influenced.  

FA3-13

14



Federal Agency Comments

FA3-14 Commonwealth would implement the measures in its Procedures 

for wetland restoration along the pipeline right-of-way.  Section 

VI.C and VI.D outline requirements related to wetland 

restoration, post construction maintenance, and reporting.

Section 4.4.2.2 provides an expanded description of 

Commonwealth's HDD contingency plan. Notably, 

Commonwealth's proposed HDD contingency methods were 

approved of by NMFS in email communications with FERC after 

the HDD contingency methods were filed by Commonwealth on 

the FERC docket under accession number 20220523-5182. 

Commonwealth has since filed a revised HDD Contingency Plan 

containing these methods under accession number 20220728-

5187.

FA3-16

As noted in section 4.4.2.2, Commonwealth would restore the 

entire construction right-of-way following their Procedures, 

which incorporate the FERC Procedures.  Relocating the exit 

workspace to open water would require a longer HDD route, 

which would require additional drilling fluid pressure, 

exacerbating the potential for drilling fluid surface release. 

Additionally, exiting an HDD in open water increases the 

potential for a release of drilling fluid into the waterbody when 

the drill head reaches the water.

FA3-15

Section 4.3.2 provides a description of how Commonwealth 

would replace the damaged bridge. Updated impacts on EFH are 

provided in section 4.6.3.

FA3-17

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA3 – National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

Fisheries Service, Southeast Region
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Federal Agency Comments

FA3-18 Section 4.4.2 provides an updated assessment of 

Commonwealth's proposed mitigation plan. FERC finds 

Commonwealth's proposal acceptable, which follows the wetland 

restoration measures in Commonwealth's Project-specific 

Procedures, which incorporates FERC’s Procedures, including 

criteria for successful wetland revegetation (e.g., vegetation 

cover is at least 80 percent of the cover in adjacent wetland areas 

not disturbed by construction and invasive species are absent) 

and the requirement to develop and implement (in consultation 

with a professional wetland ecologist) a remedial revegetation 

plan if revegetation is not successful at the end of 3 years after 

construction

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA3 – National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

Fisheries Service, Southeast Region
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Federal Agency Comments

FA3-19 See the response to comment FA3-7.

FA3-20 Section 2.1.1.5 notes the excavated sediment would either be 

trucked offsite to an appropriate upland disposal facility or used 

as fill within the footprint of the Terminal. 

FA3-21 See the response to comment FA3-7. 

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA3 – National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

Fisheries Service, Southeast Region
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Federal Agency Comments

FA3-22 This comment is no longer applicable, as Commonwealth is no 

longer planning to dispose of dredge spoils offshore of Holly 

Beach as originally described. See section 4.4.2.2.

FA3-23 Commonwealth is no longer planning to dispose of dredge spoils 

offshore of Holly Beach as originally described. See section 

4.4.2.2.

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA3 – National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

Fisheries Service, Southeast Region
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Federal Agency Comments

FA3-24 Section 4.2.1.1 discusses the process used by Commonwealth to 

assess the likelihood of contaminants being present in the 

dredged sediments. 

FA3-25 Section 4.3.2.2 discusses dredging methods and related turbidity. 

Section 4.4.2.2 discusses Commonwealth's newly proposed 

BUDM site.

FA3-26 Section 4.4.2.2 discusses Commonwealth's newly proposed 

BUDM site.

FA3-27 See response to comment FA3-1. 

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA3 – National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

Fisheries Service, Southeast Region

19



Federal Agency Comments

FA3-28 See response to comment FA3-1.

FA3-29 See response to comment FA3-1.

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA3 – National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

Fisheries Service, Southeast Region

20



Federal Agency Comments

FA3-29 See response to comment FA3-1.

FEDERAL AGENCIES
FA3 – National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

Fisheries Service, Southeast Region

21



Commonwealth has incorporated the LDWF recommendations 

into its revised Workspace Restoration Plan.   Commonwealth 

has adopted the recommendations made by LDWF. Section 2.1 

of Commonwealth’s Workspace Restoration Plan, Rev 2, 

includes assessment of the contour and elevation of the area 

overlying the backfilled and restored trenchline to determine 

whether additional fill should be imported to ensure that the 

ground surface returns to original grade after settling.  Also, our 

Procedures contain measures that would help prevent conversion 

of wetlands to open waters (including sections VI.B.2.j, VI.B.2.h, 

and V.B.4).

STATE AGENCIES
SA1 – David F. Butler Louisiana Department of Wildlife and 

Fisheries

State Agency Comments

SA1-1

Comment noted. Section 4.4 addresses wetland impacts.SA1-2

Section 1.5 lists the Permits, Approvals, and Regulatory Reviews 

necessary for the Project. Commonwealth's application with the 

LDWF to dredge is expected to be submitted to the LDWF in Q4 

2022.

SA1-3

Threatened and endangered species are addressed in section 4.7.SA1-4

Threatened and endangered species are addressed in section 4.7.SA1-5

Threatened and endangered species are addressed in section 4.7.SA1-6

Threatened and endangered species are addressed in section 4.7.SA1-7

22



State Agency Comments

Threatened and endangered species are addressed in section 4.7; 

migratory birds are addressed in section 4.6.1.3.

SA1-8

STATE AGENCIES
SA1 – David F. Butler Louisiana Department of Wildlife and 

Fisheries

23



On May 4, 2021, FERC provided an independent Biological 

Assessment to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  On September 

16, 2021, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service independently 

issued its Biological Opinion.  Given the independence of the 

Biological Opinion, it is not appropriate for FERC to comment 

on the substance of the Opinion. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO1 National Audubon Society

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO1-1

24



See response to CO1-1.

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO1-3

See response to CO1-1.CO1-2

See response to CO1-1.CO1-4

25

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO1 National Audubon Society



As noted in the introductory text of section 3.3, sites 1, 2, and 3A 

are included in the alternatives assessment because they were 

specific alternative locations requested by commenters (including 

Audubon) during the Project scoping period. 

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO1-6

As noted in section 3.3, the IPaC system was used for reference 

and not as an analysis of project level impacts. Both Alternative 

sites 4 and 7 contain separate portions of land containing pine 

forest and estuarine emergent wetlands. We note, for example, the 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) advised Driftwood LNG, 

which is immediately adjacent to Alternative 7, that potential 

threatened or endangered species that could be impacted at that 

site included both red-cockaded woodpeckers and eastern black 

rails. 

CO1-5

See response to CO1-1.CO1-4
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Non-Governmental Organizations
CO1 National Audubon Society



Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO1-7
Table 3.3-1 and the associated discussion was revised to 

include environmental justice communities. 

CO1-8 Section 3.3.5 has been revised. 

C01-9

Table 3.3-1 has been modified to indicate 0.0 feet of 

United States Geological Survey National Hydrography 

Dataset streams would require filing at Alternative site 5.  

As stated in section 3.0 of the final EIS, an alternative 

must provide a significant environmental advantage 

relative to the proposed undertaking to be recommended.  

While the proposed location would incur impacts on the 

environment, we note that there are other impacts that 

would occur as a result of this alternative (such that we 

cannot make a determination that this alternative 

provides a significant environmental advantage to the 

proposed site.

CO1-10

Section 3.3.7 has been revised.  The dredge material 

could be used beneficially for wetland creation and 

mitigation.  However, this site would require a longer 

pipeline with additional environmental impacts, and

crosses an environmental justice community.

CO1-11

Section 3.3.8 has been revised to indicate that Alternative 

Site 7 has 31.3 acres of wetlands and to expand on the 

impacts of the increased dredging requirements 

associated with maintaining a turning basin at this 

location.  The dredge material could be used beneficially 

for wetland creation and mitigation; however, the 

approximately three-fold increase in dredging volume 

would have a substantial impact on EFH as compared to 

the proposed site.  Furthermore, this site would require a 

substantially longer pipeline and crosses an 

environmental justice community.

CO1-12 Comment noted

CO1-13

Section 3.3 has been revised to include additional 

information.  As stated in section 3.0, each alternative is 

considered to a point where it becomes clear if the 

alternative could or could not meet the three evaluation 

criteria (including providing a significant environmental 

advantage over the proposed location).  Our 

environmental analysis considers quantitative data (e.g., 

acreage or mileage) and uses common comparative 

factors such as total length, amount of collocation, and 

land requirements as shown in table 3.3-1.   The CPRA 

Coastal Master Plan Viewer and the National Fish and 

Wildlife Foundation’s Coastal Resilience Evaluation and 

Siting Tool were consulted but did not provide the extent 

of quantitative comparisons required and as already 

provided in table 3.3.1.
27

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO1 National Audubon Society



Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO1-13

28

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO1 National Audubon Society



Sections 3.3 and 4.7.1.2 of the final EIS have been revised.  The 

noted text on page 3-30 of the draft EIS refers to the Terms and 

Conditions of the FWS Biological Opinion as described in 

section 4.7.1.2.  This restoration plan that would be developed 

between Commonwealth and the FWS is specific to the 

restoration of the 6.3-acre EEM wetland habitat portion of the 

temporary construction and laydown area on the east side of the 

Terminal site (see section 2.1.1.5 and table 4.4.2-1 in the final 

EIS) that Commonwealth would restore by re-planting Gulf 

cordgrass, which is a primary component of eastern black rail 

habitat.  As noted in the BO, the restored wetland vegetation 

would serve as potential prospective habitat. 

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO1-15

Section 3.3 has been revised. CO1-14

Storm surge inundation is discussed in section 4.3.2.2. 

Commonwealth's proposal to maintain hydrological and drainage 

patterns is discussed in section 4.4.2. Air and noise impacts on 

wildlife are discussed in section 4.6.1. We note that it is unlikely 

that the presence of the Terminal would result in fire suppression 

beyond what exists currently. The entirety of the existing eastern 

black rail habitat within the Project area is adjacent to or within 1 

mile of Highway 27/82, within 1 mile of petrochemical tanks, 

and adjacent to a residential camp site within the Project 

boundary and an RV residence. 

CO1-16

29

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO1 National Audubon Society



Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

Comment noted.  See section 4.7.CO1-17

Table 4.6.1-1 has been revised. CO1-19

Comment noted.  See section 4.7.CO1-18
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Non-Governmental Organizations
CO1 National Audubon Society



Text in section 4.7 has been revised. 

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO1-22

This text has been revised. CO1-20

Louisiana Revised Statutes Title 56 §1904 states: "In addition to 

the species deemed to be endangered or threatened pursuant to 

the federal Endangered Species Act, the commission may by 

regulation determine whether any species of wildlife or native 

plant occurring within this state is an endangered or threatened 

species because of any of the following factors: [list not 

included]." The LDWF Wildlife Diversity Program provides a 

Rare Species and Natural Communities by Parish list that 

includes State endangered and threatened species listings (see 

https://www.wlf.louisiana.gov/assets/Conservation/Protecting_W

ildlife_Diversity/Files/rare_animals_tracking_list_2022.pdf).

CO1-21

Text in section 4.7 has been revised. CO1-24

Text in section 4.7.2 pertaining to brown pelicans has been 

modified to reflect that the species no longer being listed by the 

State of Louisiana. 

CO1-23

31

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO1 National Audubon Society



Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

Section 4.6.1.3 has been revised.  Commonwealth has committed 

to implementing the conservation measures recommended by 

FWS. 

CO1-25

As noted in section 2.1.1.4, Commonwealth proposes to construct 

2 flare stacks at the Terminal. The liquefaction facility flare stack 

would contain 3 flares and the marine facility would contain 1 

flare. Commonwealth would implement the FWS-recommended 

mitigation measures, as discussed in section 4.6.1.3.

CO1-26

Comment noted.CO1-27

Revised flaring duration is provided in sections 2.1.1.4, 4.6.1.3, 

and 4.11.2.4. Commonwealth would implement the FWS-

recommended mitigation measures discussed in section 4.6.1.3.  

We also note that design of the Calcasieu Pass LNG project is 

substantially different what is proposed by Commonwealth; 

therefore, the expected flaring durations of the two facilities 

cannot be compared directly. 

CO1-28

32

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO1 National Audubon Society



Comment noted.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO2 – Natural Resources Defense Council

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO2-1
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Comment noted.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO2 – Natural Resources Defense Council

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO2-2

34



Comment noted.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO2 – Natural Resources Defense Council

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO2-3

35



Section 7 of the ESA consultation with the FWS and NMFS and 

the FWS BO for the Project are discussed in section 4.7.1.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO2 – Natural Resources Defense Council

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO2-4

Commonwealth stated in its application that the proposed 

Terminal is designed for a 30-year lifespan. Commonwealth has 

not entered into any agreements for service for a duration longer 

than 30 years (the potential length of its lease notwithstanding).  

As noted in the introductory text of section 4.0, the EIS assesses 

impacts in the context of temporary, short-term, long-term, and 

permanent impacts.  Temporary impacts are those that generally 

would not last beyond the duration of construction; short-term 

impacts are those are likely to continue for up to 3 years 

following construction; long-term impacts are those that would 

continue for longer than three years but would return to pre-

existing conditions within the life of the project; and permanent 

impacts are those that would not return to pre-existing conditions 

within the life of the project. Generally, the assessments of these 

impacts would not change with a longer project lifespan.  In fact, 

these assessments of long-term (meaning things would return to 

pre-existing conditions within 30 years) or permanent (meaning 

things would not return to pre-existing conditions within 30 

years) could be considered conservative if the project lifespan 

was to extend beyond 30 years. 

CO2-5

36



See response to comment CO2-5.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO2 – Natural Resources Defense Council

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO2-6

37



See response to comment CO2-5.  Also, we note that none of the 

conclusions in the document hinge on a 30-year versus a 50-year 

lifespan.  Regarding the noted subsidence rate estimate, the 

estimate for the rate over 50 years would still fall within the 

range of subsidence provided in the same section that would not 

be considered hazardous.  Regarding the chenier habitat 

preservation, Commonwealth has stated it would preserve the 

noted area for the lifespan of the project, which is anticipated, to 

be 30 years.  A longer project lifespan would result in continued 

preservation of the chenier habitat area. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO2 – Natural Resources Defense Council

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO2-7

38



Non-Governmental Organizations
CO2 – Natural Resources Defense Council

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

39



This EIS describes the applicant’s stated purpose and need.  The 

need for the Project will be addressed by the Commission in the 

Order and is outside the scope of this document..

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO2 – Natural Resources Defense Council

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO2-8

See response to comment CO2-8.CO2-9
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Non-Governmental Organizations
CO2 – Natural Resources Defense Council

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

41



Comment noted.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO2 – Natural Resources Defense Council

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO2-10

Section 3.1 of the EIS has been revised for clarity. CO2-11

42



Non-Governmental Organizations
CO2 – Natural Resources Defense Council

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

See response to CO2-11.  We also note here that DOE has 

already determined that the Project (i.e., exporting LNG) is 

“needed” (see section 1.2.4); therefore, it is reasonable to assume 

that another company would likely apply to construct an LNG 

facility to take up this “need.” 

CO2-12

43



See response to CO2-11. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO2 – Natural Resources Defense Council

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO2-13

44



See response to CO2-11.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO2 – Natural Resources Defense Council

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO2-14

See response to CO2-11.CO2-15

45



See response to FA2-10.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO2 – Natural Resources Defense Council

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO2-16

See response to CO2-16.CO2-17

46



The cumulative impacts are discussed in section 4.13 of the 

FEIS. Staff closely followed the guidance outlined in the EPA’s 

Promising Practices for EJ Methodologies in NEPA Reviews 

(2016). Using this guidance, staff has assessed direct, indirect, 

and cumulative impacts on environmental justice communities. 

The Commission’s updates to the Certificate Policy Statement 

are currently in draft form and are under further consideration in 

Commission Docket No. PL18-1-000. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO2 – Natural Resources Defense Council

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO2-18

47



Non-Governmental Organizations
CO2 – Natural Resources Defense Council

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

Environmental justice is addressed in section 4.9.12.  Cumulative 

impacts are discussed in section 4.13.  We reviewed the various 

resources based on their geographical and temporal scopes. 

Those results are outlined in the FEIS in table 4.13-1 and section 

4.13. In addition, as stated previously, the Commission closely 

followed the guidance outlined in the EPA’s Promising Practices 

for EJ Methodologies in NEPA Reviews (2016) and used its 

recommendations in this cumulative impacts analysis.  The 

Commission’s updates to the Certificate Policy Statement are 

currently in draft form and are under further consideration in 

Commission Docket No. PL18-1-000.

CO2-19

48



Section 4.9.12 has been revised.  As noted in sections 4.9.12, 

4.11.1.4, and 4.11.1.8, Project construction and operation would 

result in air quality impacts.  The dispersion modeling analysis 

conducted as part of the Project coupled with source culpability 

analyses constitutes an in-depth review of local air quality 

impacts. While modeling predicts potential exceedances of the 

NAAQS, project contributions to potential exceedances are 

negligible. The EPA in conjunction with local air quality 

agencies work to identify and remedy ambient air quality 

concerns through State Implementation Plans. The output of the 

dispersion modeling analysis and the state’s permitting of 

emissions for the Project conclude operational emissions from 

the Project are not significant.  Although the NAAQS are 

designated to protect sensitive populations, we acknowledge that 

NAAQS attainment alone may not assure there is no localized 

harm to such populations due to project emissions of volatile 

organic compounds (VOC), hazardous air pollutants (HAP), as 

well as issues such as the presence of non-Project related 

pollution sources, local health risk factors, disease prevalence, 

and access (or lack thereof) to adequate care. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO2 – Natural Resources Defense Council

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO2-20

49



Section 4.11.1.8 has been revised to specify that based on the 

output of the Project dispersion modeling analysis, we conclude 

operational emissions from the Project are not significant. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO2 – Natural Resources Defense Council

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO2-21

CO2-22 Comment noted. 
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Under the authority of the Clean Air Act, the EPA has set, and 

routinely reviews, the NAAQS. This set of standards has been 

scientifically calculated and chosen to be protective of both 

human health and the environment. Operational emissions from 

the Project have been modeled against the NAAQS in 

conjunction with background concentrations representative of the 

project area, and while exceedances have been modeled, the 

Project’s contribution to these exceedances is negligible. Beyond 

dispersion modeling, the Clean Air Act and EPA grant air permit 

authority to the states to determine which sources and categories 

of emissions are required to obtain permits to ensure air quality is 

protected. Operational emissions are subject to review under the 

Prevention of Significant Deterioration provisions of the, CAA 

and the source is classified as a Title V major source. By meeting 

the permitting obligations under PSD and Title V, the state is 

protecting air quality. Moreover, the dispersion modeling 

analysis conducted as part of the Project coupled with source 

culpability analyses constitutes an in-depth review of local air 

quality impacts. While modeling predicts potential exceedances 

of the NAAQS, it cannot be ignored that project contributions to 

potential exceedances are negligible. The EPA in conjunction 

with local air quality agencies works to identify and remedy 

ambient air quality concerns through State Implementation Plans. 

The output of the dispersion modeling analysis and the states 

permitting of emissions for the Project concludes operational 

emissions from the Project are not significant.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO2 – Natural Resources Defense Council

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO2-23

CO2-22

51



Non-Governmental Organizations
CO2 – Natural Resources Defense Council

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

52



As stated in section 4.13.2.11, construction and operation of the 

Project would increase the atmospheric concentration of GHGs, 

in combination with past and future emissions from all other 

sources and would contribute incrementally to climate change 

impacts.  To date, Commission staff have not identified a 

methodology to attribute discrete, quantifiable, physical effects 

on the environment to the Project’s incremental contribution to 

GHGs.  Without the ability to determine discrete resource 

impacts, Commission staff are unable to assess the Project’s 

contribution to climate change through any objective analysis of 

physical impact attributable to the Project.  Additionally, 

Commission staff have not been able to find an established 

threshold for determining the Project’s significance when 

compared to established GHG reduction targets at the state or 

federal level.  Ultimately, the EIS does not characterize these 

emissions as significant or insignificant because the Commission 

is conducting a generic proceeding to determine whether and how 

FERC will conduct significance determinations going forward.  

Although we acknowledge that the Commission has previously 

assessed the “significance” of GHGs, see N. Nat. Gas Co., 174 

FERC 61,189 (2021), we do not do so here.  The Commission is 

considering approaches for assessing significance in a pending 

proceeding.  See Order on Draft Policy Statements, 178 FERC ¶ 

61,197 (2022).  Lastly, see revised section 4.13.2.11. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO2 – Natural Resources Defense Council

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO2-24
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See response to Comment CO2-24

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO2 – Natural Resources Defense Council

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO2-26

See response to Comment CO2-24.CO2-25
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See response to Comment CO2-24.  See also revised section 

4.13.2.11.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO2 – Natural Resources Defense Council

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO2-27
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Non-Governmental Organizations
CO2 – Natural Resources Defense Council

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments
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Potential Project impacts on vegetation (including cheniers) and 

threatened and endangered species are addressed in sections 4.5, 

4.6.1, and 4.7.  Section 4.5.2 has been revised to include 

additional information in regard to cheniers.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO2 – Natural Resources Defense Council

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO2-28

Wetland mitigation is an approach for impacts on wetlands that is 

accepted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE). The FWS 

in their BO indicated the impacts on the eastern black rail would 

not be significant and approved of Commonwealth's proposed 

plan to remove feral hogs and preserve the chenier habitat that 

would not be removed during construction. A discussion of the 

impacts of feral hogs on wildlife habitat has been added to 

section 4.6.1.3. Although compensatory mitigation cannot revive 

a black rail should a take occur during the finite construction 

period, removing destructive animals, such as feral hogs and 

humans, from a large swath of habitat would likely promote 

higher productivity of future breeding pairs for decades into the 

future.

CO2-29
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Non-Governmental Organizations
CO2 – Natural Resources Defense Council

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

See the response to comment CO2-11 and CO2-29.  We also note 

that the EIS does state that the Project would result in permanent 

loss of habitat and individuals of some may be lost.  However, as 

noted in sections such as 4.4.2, 4.5.2, 4.6.1, 4.6.2, and 4.7 most 

impacts would be avoided, reduced, and/or mitigated to less than 

significant levels.  Furthermore, none of the mitigation identified 

in the EIS centers on a 30-year Project lifespan.  Commonwealth 

has stated it would preserve chenier habitat as described in 

section 4.5.2 for the duration of the Project lifespan, which is 

anticipated to be 30 years, but nothing about the proposed 

mitigation hinges on the 30-year duration. 

CO2-30
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FERC has prepared this document in compliance with the 

requirements of NEPA; the Council on Environmental Quality’s 

(CEQ) regulations implementing procedural provisions of NEPA 

in 40 CFR 1500−1508; and the FERC’s regulations 

implementing NEPA in 18 CFR 380.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO2 – Natural Resources Defense Council

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO2-31
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Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network
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Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network
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As noted in section 4.11.1.5, the emissions presented in the EIS 

are based on the Terminal operating at full capacity 24 hours per 

day for 365 days per year with an output capacity of 9.5 MPTA. 

Additional text has been added to section 4.11.1.5 to note that the 

air emissions calculations for LNG carriers calling at the 

Terminal are based on Kawasaki Sakaide, Mitsubishi Nagasaki or 

equivalent (NK Class) carriers with capacities equal to or greater 

than 145,000 cubic meters and 156 carrier calls per year, which is 

sufficient to export up to 10.4 MTPA.  Lastly, additional 

information was included in section 4.11.1 to note the source and 

assumptions used in the calculation of operational and 

construction emissions.  We note that the Commission has no 

jurisdiction over the LNG vessels calling on the Terminal.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-1
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Comment noted.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-3

See response to CO2-12.CO3-2
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The purpose and need for the project is to provide 8.4 MTPA of 

LNG export from the Calcasieu Ship Channel, near the Gulf of 

Mexico.  The Commission will evaluate whether the project 

satisfies the public interest standard in its Order.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-4
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FERC recognizes that Commonwealth’s proposed Terminal 

layout would occupy the fewest acres per million tonnes of LNG 

produced per year than any other currently constructed LNG 

facility in the U.S. and Commonwealth’s July 2021 application 

amendment did not require an increase in the proposed footprint 

of the Terminal. Commonwealth states the sixth LNG storage 

tank equates to approximately one day of Terminal operation and 

reducing the volume of LNG storage capacity as suggested by 

Sierra Club et al would negatively affect Commonwealth's 

operational flexibility in responding to inclement weather 

affecting the Calcasieu Ship Channel.  Commonwealth amended 

its application to FERC in July 2021 to maintain this operational 

flexibility.  Removing one LNG storage tank would result in a 

maximum decrease of approximately 2.3 acres.  Given this 

modest change in acreage, we conclude that the possible benefits 

of the increased storage capacity, with no increase in the 

Terminal footprint from the original application, would be 

preferable to the potential adverse air impacts due to increased 

flaring events of Commonwealth having to shut down and restart 

the Terminal at a higher annual frequency than would otherwise 

occur. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-5
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Section 3.5 has been updated to remove the statement about 

efficiency and emissions.  

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-6

Section 3.5 has been updated to discuss the differences in land 

use of the C3MR process and the SMR process.

CO3-7
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Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

Section 3.6.2 has been updated to include discussion on the land 

use for a 120 MW combined cycle power plant.
CO3-8
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See section 4.12.1.5 “Process Design” which discusses the waste 

heat recovery from the Mix Refrigerant gas turbines drive. 

Additional waste heat recovery from the mixed refrigerant 

compressor gas turbines is largely similar to a full combined 

cycle option in terms of land use and emissions. Furthermore, 

steam generation heat recovery introduces equipment and land 

requirements beyond just the steam turbine. Air cooled 

condensers require considerably more area than the steam 

turbines, water treatment facilities are also required for steam 

systems. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-9
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The alternative analysis weighs a range of environmental impacts 

to determine an overall assessment of whether an alternative 

provides a significant environmental advantage. As noted in 

section 3.3, the IPaC system was used for reference and not as an 

analysis of project level impacts. Black rails require dense 

vegetative cover that allows movement underneath the canopy.  

Because birds are found in a variety of salt, brackish, and 

freshwater marsh habitats that can be tidally or non-tidally 

influenced, plant structure is considered more important than 

plant species composition in predicting habitat suitability.  While 

surveys have been conducted at the proposed location, and no 

surveys have been conducted at each of the alternative locations, 

we used the best available data (i.e., habitat) to determine if 

species may be present at each of the alternative locations.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-10
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The alternative analysis weighs a range of environmental impacts 

to determine an overall assessment of whether an alternative 

provides a significant environmental advantage. Section 3.3 

includes an impacts analysis of the site alternatives on a variety 

of resources.  In addition, the Commonwealth LNG Project 

Biological Opinion stated the impacts of the project on eastern 

black rails would not cause jeopardy to the species.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-11

Co-location of the Pipeline would not share the previously 

existing right-of-way.  It would simply abut the previously 

existing right-of-way and would therefore still require new right-

of-way.  However, as noted in section 3.8.5, the proposed route 

contains only herbaceous vegetation, and therefore would cause 

mainly temporary impacts.  In addition, Commonwealth would 

restore the full construction right-of-way to pre-construction 

conditions.  Furthermore, because this would be a Section 3 

pipeline, there is no eminent domain process; therefore, the 

proposed route would depend on the willingness of the 

landowners whose land the pipeline would cross.  

Commonwealth has obtained all easements for the pipeline right-

of-way.

CO3-15

As stated in response to CO3-10, the alternative analysis weighs 

a range of environmental impacts to determine an overall 

assessment of whether an alternative provides a significant 

environmental advantage.  If the alternative does not provide a 

clear significant advantage, it is not recommended.

CO3-14

Section 4.8.3.1 notes the proximity of Holly Beach to the 

Terminal site. Alternative site 5 was eliminated from further 

consideration for many reasons, including but not limited to its 

proximity to the community center and local park.

CO3-13

Alternative site 5 is addressed in section 3.3.6.  The alternative 

analysis weighs a range of environmental impacts to determine 

an overall assessment of whether an alternative provides a 

significant environmental advantage.  Although alternative site 5 

seems to have an advantage for one resource (e.g., cheniers) it 

has other disadvantages (e.g., proximity to residences and a 

community center and potential for impacts on wetlands and EFH 

due to the requirement for a much longer feed gas pipeline that 

would pass entirely through wetlands and open water) that 

ultimately indicate the site does not provide an overall significant 

environmental advantage. 

CO3-12
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As noted in section 3.9, the locations of the aboveground 

facilities would, by necessity, be constructed at the intersections 

of the proposed Pipeline and the Kinetica and Bridgeline

pipelines, which would occur in wetlands habitat for all of the 

proposed alternatives. The impacts of the aboveground facilities 

were included in the assessments of acreages potentially 

impacted by the pipelines. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-17

See response to comment CO3-15.CO3-16

Comments in this introductory text are addressed individually below. 
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Comment noted. Also, see revised section 4.13.2.11.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-19

Comment noted.CO3-18
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Comment noted.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-20
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Comment noted.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-22

Comment noted.CO3-21
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Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

Comment noted.CO3-23
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Comment noted.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-24

CO3-23
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See revised section 4.13.2.11.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-25

Construction and operational greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 

were calculated as CO2e in section 4.11.1 of the EIS.  The CO2e 

takes into account the global warming potential (GWP) of each 

GHG.  CO2 has a GWP of 1, methane has a GWP of 25, and 

nitrous oxide has a GWP of 298.  These GWPs are based on a 

100-year time period.  We have selected their use over other 

published GWPs for other timeframes because these are the 

GWPs the EPA has established for reporting of GHG emissions 

and air permitting requirements.  This allows for a consistent 

comparison with these regulatory requirements.

CO3-26

CO3-24
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See response to comment CO3-25. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-27
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The Commission has stated in recent orders that the comparisons 

provide additional context in considering a project’s potential 

impact on climate change.   See Order Issuing Certificates and 

Approving Abandonment, 178 FERC ¶ 61,199 (2022) at P89; 

and Order Issuing Certificate, 178 FERC ¶ 61,198 (2022) at P48.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-29

See response to comment CO3-27.CO3-28

See response to comment CO2-25.CO3-30
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See response to comment CO3-25. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-31

See response to comment CO3-25. CO3-32
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See response to comment CO3-25. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-34

See response to comment CO3-25.CO3-33
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See response to comment CO3-25.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-36

See response to comment CO3-25.CO3-35

See response to comment CO3-26.CO3-37
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Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

Comment noted. See response to comment CO3-26.CO3-38
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Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments
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The Best Available Control Technology Analysis is reviewed and 

approved through the air quality permitting process with the 

LDEQ. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-42

Emissions limits established by applicable air permits (such as 

the Title V permit) are federally enforceable and have been 

demonstrated to be protective of ambient air quality.

CO3-39

The Clean Air Act, as amended, regulates air emissions from 

stationary and mobile sources, and defines the EPA’s 

responsibilities for protecting and improving the nation’s air 

quality and the stratospheric ozone (O3) layer.  Among other 

things, the law authorizes the EPA to establish National Ambient 

Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) to protect public health and 

welfare, sets limits on certain air pollutants, and limits emissions 

of air pollutants coming from sources, such as industrial 

facilities.  The EPA has delegated the authority to implement 

these regulations to the LDEQ, Air Permits Division in 

Louisiana. LDEQ is responsible for issuing Title V operating 

permits in accordance with 40 CFR 70 and as incorporated into 

Louisiana Administrative Code (LAC) 33:III.507 and ensuring 

compliance with the Clean Air Act, including the need for 

additional monitoring. 

CO3-40

Dispersion modeling provides conservative estimates of pollutant 

concentrations and, as noted in the response to comment CO3-39, 

emissions limits established by the permit are federally 

enforceable and have been demonstrated to be protective of 

ambient air quality.  See response to CO3-40. 

CO3-41

85



Section 4.13.2.2 discusses cumulative impacts on wetlands.  

Section 4.4.2 discusses the Project’s potential impacts on 

wetlands, including its proposed wetland mitigation plan.  

Wetland mitigation is a method to counter wetland loss that is 

accepted by the COE. As described in expanded text in section 

4.4.2, the wetland mitigation proposed by Commonwealth would 

preserve wetlands consistent with the wetland types at the Project 

site and at a greater ratio than what would be lost through 

construction of the Project.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-43
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The potential for indirect effects of construction and operation of 

the Terminal on the chenier habitat that would not be directly 

affected by construction are noted in section 4.6.1.2.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-44
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The project would be required to follow the parameters of 

LDNR-OCM's coastal use permit. FERC staff have included a 

recommendation in the EIS, which, if adopted, will become a 

condition to any authorization issued by the Commission, that 

requires Commonwealth to obtain a coastal use permit from 

LDNR-OCM prior to construction.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-46

As noted in expanded text in section 4.4.1 and Appendix D, 

Commonwealth conducted hydrological surveys to characterize 

the hydrological flow of waters through the wetlands west of the 

Terminal site and designed the stormwater culvert accordingly to 

ensure surface water connections between the wetlands and the 

Calcasieu River would be maintained. Geotechnical surveys of 

the site indicate groundwater flow through the wetlands west of 

the Terminal site is negligible due to the high clay content of the 

soils.  Commonwealth would consult with state and federal 

agencies, including the Louisiana Department of Natural 

Resources Office of Coastal Management (OCM), NMFS, and 

the COE, to confirm the final design of the structure would be 

appropriate to maintain the existing drainage patterns of the 

wetlands west of the Terminal and ingress and egress of aquatic 

fauna.

CO3-45
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See section 4.13.2.3 for a discussion of cumulative impacts on 

wetlands.  Section 4.8.5 addresses the Project’s consistency with 

Louisiana’s Coastal Use Guidelines.  The Healthy Gulf’s 

comments regarding the Project’s destruction of a coastal 

restoration project refer to a component of the Project that is no 

longer being proposed and is therefore not discussed in the EIS.  

Coastal erosion in the vicinity of the Project is discussed in 

section 4.1.5.4. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-47
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The 2022 NOAA report is considered in section 4.3.2.2.  The sea 

level rise viewer associated with the noted report indicates the 

risk of sea level rise of 1 foot at the Terminal site would consist 

of coastal high tide flooding near the west side of the Terminal 

through the existing low-lying areas comprising the wetlands to 

the west of the Terminal site.  The risk of flooding from sea level 

rise of 1 foot would not appear to originate from the shoreline 

due south of the Terminal or from the Calcasieu River to the east. 

The design of the Project relative to the impacts of sea level rise 

and tropical storms is also discussed in section 4.12.1.5. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-49

Comment noted.CO3-48
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As noted in section 4.4.2.1 of the draft EIS, the calculations to 

determine the appropriate amounts of wetland mitigation bank 

credits that Commonwealth would propose were still under 

review by the COE when the draft EIS was issued. 

Commonwealth's currently proposed mitigation is provided in 

section 4.4.2.1 of the final EIS. However, we note this 

information could change within the COE permit.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-50
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Commonwealth previously proposed beneficial use of dredged 

material (BUDM) for wetland mitigation but changed its 

proposed approach to mitigation in 2021. However, as noted in 

section 4.4.2.1 of the draft EIS, the accounting of 

Commonwealth's proposed mitigation bank credits was not 

available at the time of the issuance of the draft EIS. 

Commonwealth's currently proposed mitigation is provided in 

section 4.4.2.1 of the final EIS. As noted previously, the COE has 

not yet issued a permit; therefore, the mitigation at this time is 

just proposed.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-52

See response to comment CO3-50.CO3-51
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The Commission closely followed the guidance outlined in the 

EPA’s Promising Practices for EJ Methodologies in NEPA 

Reviews (2016) and used its recommendations to identify an 

appropriate reference and comparison group. Staff used the 

Parish as the reference community to determine the presence of 

environmental justice communities within the study area.  Staff 

used all block groups within the geographic scope of each 

resource analyzed as the comparison group to which 

environmental justice block groups were compared to determine 

if impacts were disproportionately high and adverse. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-53
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The DEIS describes impacts on environmental justice 

communities and the increased susceptibility of environmental 

justice communities related to air quality and GHG impacts.  

Outreach conducted for the project is discussed in section 

4.9.12.1  in the FEIS.  Alternative impacts are outlined in section 

3.3. Additional mitigation measures have been added to the 

environmental justice section 4.1.1.14.  See response to 

Comment FA2-10.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-54

CO3-53
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Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-55

Commonwealth conducted air dispersion modeling to assess air 

quality impacts and show compliance with applicable NAAQS 

and Class II Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) 

Increments for the pollutants subject to PSD review.  

Additionally, FERC modeled the impacts of mobile sources 

(LNG carriers and tugs) in addition to the PSD and NAAQS 

modeling required by the state.  The cumulative modeling 

indicated that operation of the Project (including LNG Terminal 

stationary sources and mobile sources) would contribute to a 

potential cumulative nitrogen dioxide (NO2) 1-hour NAAQS 

exceedance, however the Project's contribution (including LNG 

stationary and mobile sources) would be less than the significant 

impact level at each exceedance location.  A majority of these 

potential exceedances within the modeled area would be within 

an environmental justice community (Census Tract 9702.01, 

Block Group 1) (see Appendix E).  Commonwealth’s 

contribution to all exceedances is estimated to be less than the 

significant impact level at all exceedance locations.  Therefore, 

we conclude that the Project would not cause or significantly 

contribute to a potential exceedance of the NAAQS and would 

not result in significant impacts on air quality in the region. 

NAAQS are designated to protect sensitive populations, we 

acknowledge that NAAQS attainment alone may not assure there 

is no localized harm to such populations due to project emissions 

of volatile organic compounds (VOC), hazardous air pollutants 

(HAP), as well as issues such as the presence of non-Project 

related pollution sources, local health risk factors, disease 

prevalence, and access (or lack thereof) to adequate care. The 

dispersion modeling analysis conducted as part of the Project 

coupled with source culpability analyses constitutes an in-depth 

review of local air quality impacts. While modeling predicts 

potential exceedances of the NAAQS, project contributions to 

potential exceedances are negligible. The EPA in conjunction 

with local air quality agencies work to identify and remedy 

ambient air quality concerns through State Implementation Plans. 

The output of the dispersion modeling analysis and the state’s 

permitting of emissions for the Project conclude operational 

emissions from the Project are not significant.   Although the Air 

Quality and environmental justice impacts are more fully 

addressed in sections 4.11.1 and 4.9.12.
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Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

See response to comment CO3-55.CO3-56
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See response to comment CO3-55. Table 4.13.1 defines 

cumulative impacts for air quality from construction within 0.25 

mile of the proposed pipeline facilities and within 1.0 mile of the 

Terminal, as well as air quality from operations within 50 

kilometers (31.1 miles) of the proposed Terminal. The distance 

for operations is used by the EPA for cumulative modeling of 

large PSD sources during permitting (40 CFR 51, appendix W).   

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-57
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Potential cumulative impacts on the eastern black rail are 

discussed in section 4.13.2.5. FERC follows the definition of 

cumulative impacts under NEPA for this assessment. This 

assessment acknowledges the findings of the BO in the context of 

the potential direct impacts on eastern black rails of the proposed 

Project.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-58
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Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-59

See response to CO1-1.CO3-60

See response to CO1-1.
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See response to CO1-1.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-61
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See response to CO1-1.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-62

CO3-61
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See response to CO1-1.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-63

CO3-62
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Dredging efforts would not affect eastern black rail habitat 

habitat; dredging would deepen the Calcasieu Ship Channel, 

which has no impact on high marsh habitat adjacent to the ship 

channel. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-65

CO3-63

CO3-64 Section 4.3.2.2 has been revised.  The habitat buffer area is on 

the west side of the terminal site from where the marine facility 

would be constructed (an area that already contains bulkhead and 

riprap to the north and south) and would therefore not be 

vulnerable to scouring. As described in sections 2.1.1.5 and 

4.4.2.1, Commonwealth proposes to construct an external 

stormwater culvert, based on hydrological modeling, that would 

maintain hydrological flow from the wetlands west of the 

Terminal site to the Calcasieu River. Commonwealth would 

consult with NMFS and other agencies for the design of the 

stormwater culvert to ensure it would be constructed 

appropriately. As noted in the response to comment CO3-49, 

storm surge inundation of the habitat buffer area is likely to 

originate from the low lying wetlands west of the habitat buffer 

area, independent of the Terminal's presence. 
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See response to CO1-1.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-66

See response to CO1-1.CO3-67
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See response to CO1-1.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-68
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See response to CO1-1.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-69
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See response to CO1-1.

To clarify, a temporary construction area, east of the Terminal, 

would be replanted with wetland vegetation that could serve as 

eastern black rail habitat. The remedial plan referenced in the 

comment is required by our Procedures for wetland vegetation 

restoration.  The "otherwise" referenced in the comment refers to 

the fact that the wetland areas of the construction laydown area 

would be restored; otherwise, the areas impacted by construction 

(i.e., those not including the laydown area) would be permanently 

converted to industrial land.  See also the response to CO1-15.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-70

As noted in the BO and section 4.7.1.2, if vegetation clearing 

occurs outside of the December–February window, 

Commonwealth would immediately notify the FWS and 

coordinate with the FWS how best to proceed.

CO3-72

See response to CO1-1.CO3-73

See response to CO1-1.CO3-71
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See response to CO1-1.

The habitat buffer area would be left untouched and would 

therefore progress through successional stages in the same 

manner as it would if the Terminal was not constructed. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-75

See response to CO1-1.CO3-73

See response to CO1-1.CO3-74
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See response to CO1-1. The terms and conditions of the BO are 

required and have been agreed to by Commonwealth (as noted in 

section 4.7.1.2). Complying with the terms and conditions will in 

part factor in the Project not having a significant impact on 

Eastern Black Rails, as stated by the FWS, a cooperating agency 

in this NEPA process.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-76

See response to CO1-1.CO3-77
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See response to CO1-1.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-78
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See response to CO1-1.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-79
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See response to CO1-1.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-80
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NMFS is a cooperating agency in the NEPA review of the 

Commonwealth Project and FERC consulted appropriately with 

NMFS regarding potential impacts on these whale species in 

accordance with ESA Section 7 procedures. Text has been 

updated to provide greater detail regarding MMPA requirements.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-81

CO3-80

CO3-80
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Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-80
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Section 4.7.1.1 has been expanded to included additional 

information pertaining to the risk of vessel strikes on whales 

during LNG vessel transits in the Gulf of Mexico. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-82
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Sections 4.7.1.1 and 4.13.2.5 discuss the potential vulnerability 

of whales to vessel strikes and further note that the Project would 

account for a less than 0.5 percent increase in annual vessel 

traffic within the Gulf of Mexico and therefore the risk to whales 

due to vessel strikes or vessel noise would not increase 

significantly due to the Project. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-83
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See response to CO3-83.  Also, we note that because LNG 

carriers and other vessels follow well-traveled shipping lanes that 

do not overlap with the biologically important area, the 

likelihood of a vessel striking a Rice’s whale is greatly decreased. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-84

117



As noted in the response to comment CO3-83, the Project would 

account for a less than 0.5 percent increase in annual vessel 

traffic within the Gulf of Mexico. This percentage would be even 

smaller with an increased number of total annual vessel transits 

in the Gulf of Mexico. Consequently, the increase in vessel 

traffic in the Gulf of Mexico resulting from operation of the 

Project would not pose a significant threat to whales or contribute 

significantly to cumulative impacts on whales in the Gulf of 

Mexico.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-86

Section 4.7.1.1 has been expanded to include discussion of the 

noted occurrences within the 100-meter to 500-meter isobaths 

and the "core distribution area.", which encompasses the 

biologically important area.  We note that MMPA consultation is 

not yet complete, as noted in section 4.6.2.1.  However, neither 

the occurrences within the 100-meter to 500-meter isobaths nor 

the core distribution area overlap with the shipping lanes that 

would be used by the Project vessels and the Project would 

account for a less than 0.5 percent increase in annual vessel 

traffic and would therefore not pose a significant threat to whales 

in the Gulf of Mexico.

CO3-85

CO3-84
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FERC recognizes that the measures included in NMFS’ Vessel 

Strike Avoidance Measures and Reporting for Mariners are 

voluntary.  We also note that FERC has no jurisdiction over LNG 

vessels.  However, the assessment of potential impacts on whales 

discussed in section 4.7.1.1 does not rely solely on vessels 

following these measures. The very small increase in vessel 

traffic that would occur due to Project operations and that traffic 

using well-established shipping lanes indicate the Project would 

not pose a significant threat to whales in the Gulf of Mexico. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-87
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Section 4.7.1.1 has been revised to discuss potential noise 

impacts on whales resulting from operation of the Project. .

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-89

As described in section 4.7, consultation with NMFS regarding 

the potential impacts of the Project on endangered marine 

mammals was conducted in accordance with Section 7 of the 

ESA and is complete. 

CO3-88
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See responses to comments CO3-85, 86, and 88.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-91

See response to comment CO3-81.CO3-90
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Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-92 As noted in section 4.6.2.1 in the discussion of the MMPA, 

Commonwealth will apply for an Incidental Harassment 

Authorization (IHA) from NMFS 9 months prior to the start of 

construction (as directed by NMFS), which in part will address 

incidental take in the context of marine mammals that are not 

listed under the ESA. 

CO3-92
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Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments
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Section 4.6.2 has been updated using the most recent NMFS Pile 

Driving Calculator tool.  See response to comment CO3-92. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-93
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See response to comment CO3-92.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-94
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See response to comment CO3-92.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-95
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See response to comment CO3-92.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-96
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See responses to comments CO3-92 and CO3-93.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-97
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See response to comment CO3-93.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-98

See response to comment CO3-92.CO3-99
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See response to comment CO3-92.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-100

See response to comment CO3-92.CO3-99
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See response to comment CO3-92.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-102

See response to comment CO3-92.CO3-101
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See response to comment CO3-92.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-103
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The Project’s contributions to cumulative impacts on aquatic life, 

in conjunction with the CP2 LNG project, are discussed in 

section 4.13.2.2.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-105

See response to comment CO3-92. Additionally, the Project’s 

contributions to cumulative impacts on aquatic life are discussed 

in section 4.13.2.2.

CO3-104
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See response to comment CO3-106. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-107

Section 4.6.3 describes the revised EFH assessment reflecting 

Commonwealth's most recently proposed Project details. The 

EFH Assessment is included as appendix D.

CO3-106

134



Security zones are addressed in sections 4.9.7, 4.9.11.2, and 

4.13.2.6. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-108
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The petrochemical industry is already highly present in the Lake 

Charles and Calcasieu Ship Channel region.  Commonwealth's 

presence or absence in this region would not make a difference 

from this perspective. Louisiana as a whole has a large 

petrochemical industry presence but is still well known as a 

seafood destination. Further, FERC has received no comments 

from commercial fishers, shrimp industry representatives, or 

local fishing guides indicating that their industries would be 

affected by this project.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO3 – Sierra Club, Audubon Society, Center for Biological Diversity, Louisiana 

Bucket Brigade, Micah 6:8, RESTORE, and Turtle Island Restoration Network

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO3-110

Vessel traffic impacts on commercial fisheries are addressed in 

section 4.9.7 and section 4.6.3 describes a revised EFH 

assessment reflecting Commonwealth's most recently proposed 

Project details. 

CO3-109
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Comment noted.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO4 – Healthy Gulf

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO4-1
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Non-Governmental Organizations
CO4 – Healthy Gulf

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments
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CO5-1

CO5-2

Safety of the Terminal is discussed in section 4.12. The project 

would not be allowed to be constructed without the PHMSA 

Letter of Determination, which was issued by PHMSA on August 

2, 2022. 

As noted in section 1.2.3, the USCG conducted an extensive 

review of Commonwealth's WSA and issued an LOR for the 

Project on March 7, 2019. The WSA report contains Sensitive 

Security Information (SSI) that is controlled under 49 Code of 

Federal Regulations (CFR) parts 15 and 1520. No part of the 

WSA report or record may be disclosed to persons without a 

“need to know,” as defined in 49 CFR parts 15 and 1520, except 

with the written permission of the Administrator of the 

Transportation Security Administration or the Secretary of 

Transportation.  On April 19, 2022, Commonwealth provided a 

Waterway Suitability Assessment Update to the USCG, as 

requested in the LOR to be conducted once the Venture Global 

Calcasieu Pass Project was operational. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO5 – RESTORE

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO5-1

CO5-2
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CO5-3

CO5-4 Comment noted. 

Safety of the Terminal and LNG vessels is discussed in section 

4.12.1.  As discussed in section 1.2.3, the U.S. Coast Guard 

(USCG), conducted an extensive review of Commonwealth's 

Waterway Suitability Analysis (WSA) and issued a Letter of 

Recommendation for the Project on March 7, 2019 noting the 

suitability of the Calcasieu Ship Channel to safely handle vessel 

traffic related to the Project in addition to the vessel traffic of 

other companies present on the Calcasieu Ship Channel. On April 

19, 2022, Commonwealth provided a Waterway Suitability 

Assessment Update to the USCG, as requested in the LOR to be 

conducted once the Venture Global Calcasieu Pass Project was 

operational.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO5 – RESTORE

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO5-3

CO5-4

CO5-2
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CO5-5

CO5-6

CO5-7

CO5-8

Section 4.12.1.2 explains that 49 CFR 193 requirements prevail 

over NFPA 59 if there is a conflict. NFPA 59A is required by 

federal code to be followed.  USDOT PHSMA is responsible for 

enforcing 49 CFR 193 and the incorporation of NFPA 59A. 

FERC staff has an interagency agreement for coordinating 

inspections and findings, including any possible violations of 

federal regulations or other unsafe practices. 

Safety of the Terminal is discussed in section 4.12. The notice to 

proceed with construction would be pending all appropriate 

permits and approvals of design being obtained by 

Commonwealth. 

Per section 4.12.1.5, 49 CFR 193 requires the impoundment 

capacity to be 110  percent of the liquid capacity which FERC 

staff verified. Vapor formed from a spill of the inner tank into the 

outer tank would vent through the tank relief valves, which 

FERC staff also verified. 

Emergency response, including public sheltering in place and 

evacuation are discussed in section 4.12. Commonwealth’s 

Emergency Response Plans will discuss communication methods 

with the public, including how local emergency planners will 

contact community members. Nearly all persons living nearby 

the proposed Commonwealth facility live on the opposite side of 

the Calcasieu river; therefore, any evacuation by Commonwealth 

facility personnel are unlikely to interfere with any evacuations 

of persons in the town of Cameron

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO5 – RESTORE

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO5-5

CO5-6

CO5-7

CO5-8

CO5-4

141



CO5-9 The comment refers to text that describes the current operations 

of the Calcasieu Ship Channel. The situations discussed (i.e., 

security zones and vessel convoys) would not be caused by the 

Commonwealth project; rather vessels calling on the 

Commonwealth facility would be a part of the current standard 

operating procedures of the Calcasieu Ship Channel.

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO5 – RESTORE

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO5-9

CO5-8
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CO6-1

CO6-2

CO6-3

CO6-4

The impacts of noise on aquatic species are discussed in secition 

4.6.2.

As detailed in section 4.11.2.4, noise impacts related to dredging 

would be confined to receptors at NSA 1 only.  Commonwealth’s 

proposed dredging sound mitigation plans have been 

incorporated into the FEIS. 

Section 4.11.2.4 includes our recommendation that 

Commonwealth modify operation or implement noise controls to 

ensure noise levels are below the 55 dBA threshold.  FERC can 

only assess predicted noise levels based on modeling prior to 

operation of the Terminal.  Assessment of actual noise levels 

requires the Terminal to be in operation. 

The 6,000 pile number on page 62 refers only to the Terminal 

foundations; whereas, the 7,000 pile number on page 100 refers 

to the Terminal foundations and stormwater protection wall. 

Section 4.11.2.4 has been revised to reflect that pile driving 

would be expected to require approximately 6 months to 

complete. In-water pile driving would require approximately 37 

days to complete. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO6 – RESTORE

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO6-1

CO6-2

CO6-3

CO6-4
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CO6-5 Comment noted. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO6 – RESTORE

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO6-5

CO6-4
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CO6-6 The final EIS for the Venture Global Calcasieu Pass Project 

states the noted impacts are theoretical, worst-case estimates for 

pile driving conducted without noise attenuation devices (e.g., 

bubble curtains or cushion blocks) and without accounting for the 

closely surrounding shorelines and stone jetties at the mouth of 

the Calcasieu River that would absorb much of the sound energy 

radiating from the pile driving. As noted in section 4.6.2.2 of the 

final EIS for the Commonwealth Project, Commonwealth would 

implement NMFS-recommended noise attenuation method, 

which would substantially reduce the impacts radii of noise 

related to pile driving. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO6 – RESTORE

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO6-5

CO6-6

CO6-5 Comment noted. 
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CO6-7

CO6-8

Section 4.11.2.4 has been updated to reflect that all (i.e., land 

based and in-water) pile driving is expected to require 

approximately 6 months to complete. As shown in table 4.6.2-4, 

in-water pile driving is expected to require a maximum of 37 

days to complete.

Comment noted. 

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO6 – RESTORE

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO6-6

CO6-7

CO6-8

CO6-9 CO6-9 The safety of the Terminal is discussed in section 4.12.1. The 

article cited in the comment refers to the mechanics and dangers 

of soil liquefaction resulting from earthquakes. Soil liquefaction 

potential is discussed in section 4.12.1.5.
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Non-Governmental Organizations
CO6 – RESTORE

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO6-9

CO6-10 CO6-10 Safety of the Terminal is discussed in section 4.12.1. The 

floodwall would be designed to withstand at a minimum a 500-

year return storm, rain, and associated storm surge event, with 

overtopping limited to ensure that internal flooding is of no 

consequence. The floodwall design would incorporate FEMA 

National Flood Hazard Layer elevations and the Storm Surge 

Exclusion Wall Design, which incorporate data from the 

February 2022 NOAA Global and Regional Sea Level Rise 

Scenarios for the United States.
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CO7-1

CO7-2

CO7-3

Visual impacts from the Commonwealth LNG terminal 

are addressed in section 4.8.4..  Impacts of lighting and 

flaring on wildlife are discussed in sections 4.6.1.2 and 

4.6.1.3. 

The potential impacts of artificial lighting on wildlife 

are discussed in section 4.6.

The potential impacts of artificial lighting on wildlife 

are discussed in section 4.6

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO7 – RESTORE

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

CO7-1

CO7-2

CO7-3
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CO7-4 The potential impacts of artificial lighting on wildlife 

are discussed in section 4.6.

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO7 – RESTORE

CO7-4
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CO7-5

CO7-6

Commonwealth no longer proposes to use the DMPA 

south of Holly Beach.  See section 4.4.2.2 for a 

discussion of Commonwealth’s newly proposed 

BUDM site. 

Comment noted. 

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO7 – RESTORE

CO7-5

CO7-6
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CO8-1 Filing noted. 

Non-Governmental Organizations Comments

Non-Governmental Organizations
CO8 – RESTORE
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