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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Before Commissioners: Pat Wood, 111, Chairman;
Nora Mead Brownell, and Joseph T. Kelliher.

Freeport LNG Development, L.P. Docket No. CP03-75-000

ORDER GRANTING AUTHORIZATION
UNDER SECTION 3 OF THE NATURAL GAS ACT

(Issued June 18, 2004)

1. On March 28, 2003, Freeport LNG Development, L.P. (Freeport) filed an
application under section 3 of the Natural Gas Act requesting authority to site, construct,
and operate a liquefied natural gas (LNG) terminal on Quintana Island, southeast of the
City of Freeport, in Brazoria County, Texas, as well as a 9.6-mile long, 36-inch diameter,
send-out pipeline and meter facilities.

2. Freeport states that it will receive, store, and vaporize imported LNG at its
proposed terminal and transport up to 1.5 billion cubic feet (Bcf) of natural gas per day
through its proposed send-out pipeline. Freeport asserts that its proposed project will
serve the intrastate Texas market and will not provide jurisdictional transportation
service, since the project will not interconnect with any interstate pipelines.

3. In this order, we will authorize Freeport’s proposals to construct an LNG terminal
and send-out pipeline under section 3.

l. Background and Proposals

4. Freeport is a limited partnership with one general partner and three limited
partners. Freeport LNG-GP, Inc. (Freeport GP) is the general partner.* Freeport’s
limited partners are: (1) Freeport LNG Investments, LLC, a company wholly owned by
Mr. Michael Smith, with a 60 percent ownership interest; (2) Cheniere LNG, Inc., a

! Michael Smith is the CEO, President, Secretary, and Treasurer of Freeport GP.
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wholly owned subsidiary of Cheniere Energy, Inc., with a 30 percent ownership interest;
and (3) Contango Oil & Gas Company, an oil and gas exploration and production
company, with a 10 percent ownership interest.?

5. Freeport’s proposed terminal will consist of a marine terminal, LNG transfer lines,
and LNG storage and vaporization units.®> The marine terminal includes a maneuvering
area and a protected, single-berth, LNG unloading dock that will have the capability of
unloading 200 ships per year.* The LNG will be transported by double-walled, cryogenic
service pipe to cryogenic storage tanks where the LNG will be stored in a liquefied state
at atmospheric pressure. The LNG will be pressure boosted by pumps and vaporized in
heat exchangers to pipeline-quality natural gas.

6. Specifically, Freeport proposes to construct and operate the following facilities:
e an LNG ship maneuvering area;

e a protected, single-berth unloading dock, equipped with three liquid unloading
arms and one vapor return arm, and mooring and breasting dolphins;

e areconfigured storm protection levee and a permanent access road,

e two 26-inch diameter (32-inch outside diameter) double-walled, stainless steel,
vacuum insulated LNG transfer lines; one 16-inch diameter vapor return line; and
service lines (two-inch diameter instrument air line, three-inch diameter nitrogen
line, three-inch potable water line, and an eight-inch diameter firewater line);

e two double-walled LNG storage tanks, each with a nominal volume of 1,006,000
barrels, which is equivalent to 3.5 Bcf of gas;

2 On December 21, 2003, Freeport and Freeport GP entered into an agreement
with ConocoPhillips Company providing that, upon the satisfaction of certain conditions,
ConocoPhillips will become a 50 percent owner of Freeport GP and will have some
management rights with respect to the development, construction, and operation of the
proposed LNG terminal.

® Freeport will construct most of its facilities on property leased from the Brazos
River Harbor Navigation District, Port of Freeport.

* Freeport states that it will receive LNG tankers from “Africa, Trinidad, and other
locations around the world.”
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e six 3,240 gallon per minute in-tank pumps;
e seven 2,315 gallon per minute high-pressure LNG booster pumps;
e three boil-off gas compressors and a boil-off gas condensing system;

e six high-pressure LNG vaporizers, using a primary closed circuit water/glycol
solution heated with twelve water/glycol boilers during cold weather; a set of
intermediate heat exchangers, using a secondary circulating water system heated
by an air tower during warm weather; and circulating pumps for both systems;

e two natural gas super heaters and two fuel gas heaters; and
e ancillary utilities, buildings, and service facilities at the LNG terminal.

7. Freeport also proposes to construct and operate a 9.6-mile, 36-inch diameter, send-
out pipeline and appurtenant facilities,” originating at a pig launcher adjacent to the
storage and vaporization facilities on Quintana Island and extending to the Stratton Ridge
meter station (which will be the terminus of the Freeport project).® The proposed
pipeline will have a maximum allowable operating pressure of 1,250 psi and be able to
transport up to 1.5 Bcf per day.” At Stratton Ridge, Freeport states that it is considering
connections with several intrastate pipelines including Dow Pipeline Company (Dow
Pipeline), Kinder Morgan Texas Pipeline Company, L.P., Houston Pipeline Company,
Texas Utilities Pipeline Company, and Enterprise Pipeline, L.P.

8. Freeport contemplates that the proposed terminal, send-out pipeline, and meter
station will be constructed and placed into service for the 2006-2007 winter heating
season.

> The appurtenant facilities consist of a pig launcher, pig receiver, and meter
facilities.

® Freeport proposes to construct the Stratton Ridge meter station near the
intersection of County Road 227 and Farm-to-Market Road 523.

" CenterPoint Energy, Inc. will construct a non-jurisdictional electric transmission
line from an existing substation to the proposed terminal.
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0. Freeport states that it entered into binding agreements for 100 percent of the
capacity of the proposed facilities with ConocoPhillips and Dow Chemical Company
(Dow Chemical). Specifically, on December 21, 2003, Freeport entered into an
agreement with ConocoPhillips, whereby ConocoPhillips agreed to reserve up to 1.0 Bcf
per day of capacity until February 28, 2033, with certain extension rights. In addition, in
February 2004, Freeport entered into an agreement with Dow Chemical, whereby Dow
Chemical agreed to reserve up to 0.5 Bcf of capacity per day for 20 years.

10.  Freeport emphasizes that its proposed project will not be used to provide interstate
transportation service, because the project will not interconnect with any interstate
pipelines. Specifically, Freeport contends that Natural Gas Pipeline Company of
America and Tennessee Gas Pipeline Company, the interstate pipelines closest to the
Stratton Ridge meter station, interconnect with Dow Pipeline Company (Dow Pipeline)
approximately 40 miles north of Stratton Ridge. Freeport states that the LNG will be
pressure boosted by pumps at the vaporization facility in order to transport the gas from
the LNG facility through the proposed send-out pipeline, but that line pressure will
decrease as gas flows to the Stratton Ridge meter station. If its proposed send-out
pipeline interconnects with Dow Pipeline, Freeport estimates that gas will flow from the
send-out pipeline into the Dow Pipeline system at a pressure of 1,000 psi and will
continue to lose pressure as it flows north on the Dow Pipeline system. In order to enter
the Natural and Tennessee systems, Freeport contends that the gas would need to be
pressure boosted from approximately 700 to 1,100 psi — the normal operating pressure of
each pipeline system at the points of interconnection with Dow Pipeline. Since there are
no compression facilities at the point of interconnect between the Natural and Tennessee
systems and the Dow Pipeline system, Freeport contends that gas flowing north from the
Stratton Ridge meter station will not be able to enter the Natural and Tennessee systems.

11.  Freeport contends that projections show that Texas will continue to experience
increased demand for natural gas for the foreseeable future. Freeport contends that its
proposals are in the public interest because they will provide an additional source of
supply for the growing Texas markets and will bolster the LNG trade between the United
States and foreign countries.

1. Interventions

12.  Notice of Freeport’s application was published in the Federal Register on April 14,
2003 (68 Fed. Reg. 17,930). The parties listed in Appendix A to this order filed timely,
unopposed motions to intervene. Timely, unopposed motions to intervene are granted by
operation of Rule 214.

13.  Calpine Corporation, Project Technical Liaison Associates, Inc., and Edwin and
Patricia Tudor filed untimely motions to intervene. Calpine’s, Project Technical
Associates’, and the Tudor’s untimely motions have demonstrated an interest in this
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proceeding and have shown good cause for seeking to intervene out of time. Further, the
untimely motions will not delay, disrupt, or otherwise prejudice this proceeding. Thus,
we will grant the untimely motions to intervene.

14.  Jerry Masters, a member of the Freeport City Council, filed a motion to intervene
opposing Freeport’s application. Although not styled as a protest, we will treat Mr.
Masters’ motion as a protest. Freeport filed an answer to Mr. Master’s protest. Answers
to protests are not allowed under our rules.® Nevertheless, we will accept Freeport’s
answer because it has provided information that assisted us in our decision-making
process.

15.  Mr. Masters contends that there are safety issues related to the proposals; that
there will be an adverse impact on the restrictions in the Texas State Implementation Plan
(SIP), which implements Environmental Protection Agency air quality regulations; and
that there will be increased shipping traffic that will accelerate a “severe erosion problem
on and around Quintana Island.”

16.  Inits answer, Freeport asserts that it will construct, operate, and maintain its
proposed terminal in accordance with the United States Department of Transportation’s
(DOT) Federal Safety Standards for Liquefied Natural Gas Facilities in 49 C.F.R.

Part 193 and with the National Fire Protection Association Standards for Production,
Storage, and Handling of LNG. Freeport also asserts that it will construct, operate, and
maintain its proposed pipeline in accordance with the DOT’s Transportation of Natural
and Other Gas by Pipeline: Minimum Safety Standards in 49 C.F.R. Part 192. Freeport
concludes that it will construct its proposed facilities in a manner that meets or exceeds
all applicable safety standards and requirements.

17.  Freeport also contends that it will operate its proposed facilities in a manner that
minimizes any adverse impact on air quality in Brazoria County. Freeport asserts that it
will not fire the warm water/glycol boilers associated with the LNG vaporizers during
“o0zone season” from May through September, but that it will fire the boilers from
October through April when ozone formations are not a concern. Freeport states that it
will adhere strictly to all federal and state air quality restrictions.

18.  Finally, Freeport contends that one LNG tanker will dock at the receiving terminal
every two or three days and that, due to the narrow configuration of the channel, LNG
tankers will necessarily be required to move “slowly and deliberately.” Freeport
contends that tanker and support vessel traffic will have minimal impact on erosion on
and around Quintana Island.

818 C.F.R. § 385.213(a)(2) (2003).
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1. Discussion

19.  Since the proposed LNG terminal facilities will be used to import natural gas from
a foreign country, the construction and operation of the facilities and the location of the
facilities require approval by the Commission under section 3 of the Natural Gas Act.’

20.  Section 3 of the Natural Gas Act provides that the Commission “shall issue such
order on application . . . .” unless it finds that the proposal “will not be consistent with the
public interest.” Here, the record shows that the intrastate market for natural gas
continues to grow in Texas, that Freeport’s proposed project will provide additional
supplies of natural gas to customers in Texas, and that the capacity of the project is fully
subscribed. In addition, Freeport is a new entrant to the LNG business in the United
States. Freeport has no existing customers who might be adversely affected by the costs
or risks of recovery of those costs from the proposed project. Thus, we find that approval
of Freeport’s LNG terminal, send-out pipeline, and meter facilities will be consistent with
the public interest. In addition, we will authorize Freeport’s proposed service for
ConocoPhillips and Dow Chemical at the rates, terms, and conditions agreed to by the
parties.

V. Environmental Review

21. On May 28, 2004, our staff issued a final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the Freeport project.”® Approximately 500 copies of the final EIS were mailed to
agencies, groups, and individuals on the mailing list.

% The regulatory functions of section 3 of the Natural Gas Act were transferred to
the Secretary of Energy in 1977 pursuant to section 301(b) of the Department of Energy
Organization Act (Pub. L. No. 95-91, 42 U.S.C. § 7101 et seq). In reference to regulating
the imports or exports of natural gas, the Secretary subsequently delegated to the
Commission the authority to approve or disapprove the construction and operation of
particular facilities, the site at which such facilities shall be located, and with respect to
natural gas that involves the construction of new domestic facilities, the place of entry for
imports or exit for exports. DOE Delegation Order No. 00-004.00, 67 Fed. Reg. 8,946
(2002).

Freeport has not applied for import authorization from the Department of Energy
because it does not intend to use the proposed facilities to import LNG on its own behalf.
ConocoPhillips and Dow Chemical will need to apply for import authorization.

19°0n June 4, 2004, the Environmental Protection Agency published a Notice of
Availability of the final EIS in the Federal Reqister.
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22.  The final EIS addressed the project’s purpose and need, alternatives, geology, soils
and sediments, water resources, wetlands and vegetation, wildlife and aquatic resources,
land use, socioeconomics, cultural resources, air quality and noise, safety, and cumulative
impacts. The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries), the United States Coast Guard, and the United
States Army Corps of Engineers (COE) were cooperating agencies in the preparation of
the final EIS.

23.  The final EIS addressed comments from 22 individuals, organizations, companies,
and local authorities who attended the public meeting held in Lake Jackson, Texas, on
December 9, 2003. The final EIS also addressed letters filed by five federal agencies,
two state agencies, six companies and organizations, and six individuals responding to
the draft EIS."* The commenters’ primary concerns related to erosion, migratory bird
impacts, impacts on residences, the relocation of Xeriscape Park, wetland and dredging
Impacts, air emissions, alternative LNG terminal sites, marine traffic congestion, and
LNG safety.

24.  Asdiscussed in the final EIS, shoreline erosion in the area of the Freeport project
may have an adverse effect on the LNG terminal through the loss of protective shoreline,
and the resulting encroachment by Gulf waters and subsequent storm damage. The
construction of the project, however, will not increase the rate of erosion of the island.
Protection from the potential flooding effects associated with hurricane storm surges has
been factored into the design of the LNG terminal facilities.

25.  Mr. Masters contends that increased ship traffic will accelerate erosion. A report
by the Texas Shoreline Change Project, a regional shoreline-monitoring and shoreline-
change analysis program, indicated that the Town of Quintana will have serious shoreline
erosion problems if the current rate of erosion continues unchecked. The erosion will
occur whether or not the proposed project is constructed. The erosion in this area appears
to be the result of natural causes. Moreover, the erosion discussed in the report is
unlikely to be affected by ship traffic in the channel. We conclude that the project will
not have a significant effect on coastal erosion.

26.  Construction of the Freeport LNG Project will affect a total of 80.9 acres of
wetlands -- 52.0 acres at the terminal site and 28.9 acres along the pipeline route. Of the
52.0 acres of wetlands affected at the LNG terminal site, 47.9 acres will be permanently
affected through dredging or filling. The remaining 4.1 acres will be temporarily affected
and will be allowed to revert to pre-construction conditions. Freeport proposes to

1 \We issued the draft EIS on November 6, 2003.
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mitigate the permanent loss of these wetland areas through compliance with the
mitigation requirements identified by the COE, FWS, and Texas Parks and Wildlife
Department, including preservation of beach and coastal wetland habitat in the project
area. At this time, the agencies are still determining the total compensatory mitigation
required. The final EIS recommended that Freeport file, prior to the start of construction,
a final wetland mitigation plan. We agree with this recommendation.

27.  The primary impact on wildlife will be the cutting, clearing, and/or removal of
existing vegetation within the construction work areas, the permanent loss of habitat, and
the creation of new obstacles to movement associated with the new above-ground
facilities. Disturbance, displacement, and mortality of individuals will occur during
construction, due to the permanent conversion of scrub/shrub habitat to grassland/upland
habitat at the storage and vaporization facility site and the creation of open water habitat
from estuarine marsh at the marine berth site. In addition, the final EIS recommended
that Freeport conduct additional monitoring of bird strikes during and after construction.
The additional information collected during this monitoring can be used to refine
mitigation measures to reduce migratory bird impacts during operation. Overall,
however, project impacts are not expected to substantially affect the local wildlife
population.

28.  Freeport indicates that one residence will be relocated or demolished due to the
construction of the marine berth on Quintana Island. Freeport proposes to purchase this
residence to mitigate the impact but, at this time, Freeport has not reached an agreement
with the homeowner. If an agreement is not reached, the Brazos River Harbor
Navigation District of Brazoria County has the authority under Texas law to condemn the
property. In any case, the landowner will be compensated for the property. Freeport also
identifies 13 residences that will be located within 50 feet of the construction work areas
for the proposed pipeline. Seven of these residences are on the opposite side of the road
from the construction work area. The final EIS concluded that sufficient distance exists
between the residences and the construction work area to mitigate any potential effects on
these residences. The remaining six residences are in the Turtle Cove area of Brazoria
County where Freeport proposes to install the pipeline using the HDD technique, thereby
avoiding any surface construction activities and avoiding impacts to these residences.

29.  Freeport proposes to relocate a county boat ramp and the Xeriscape Park on
Quintana Island. Consultation with the Brazoria County Parks Department indicates that
the preferred location for the relocated boat ramp would be within a new county park
proposed for a location on the north side of the Intracoastal Waterway at the site of the
former swing bridge. Freeport agreed to fund the construction of the boat ramp in the
new county park. Freeport modified its proposal for the replacement of Xeriscape Park
to include the purchase and development of properties directly across the street from the
existing park. In addition, Freeport proposes to develop and landscape the property along
Lamar Street in front of the proposed storage and vaporization facility. However, since
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the park plans are very general at this time, the final EIS recommended that Freeport
continue its consultation with the town and bird groups to develop final plans and a
schedule of the construction of these two proposed replacement park areas, prior to the
start of construction. We agree with this recommendation.

30. Inits comments on the draft EIS, the United States Environmental Protection
Agency stated that because the LNG terminal would be within a nonattainment zone for
ozone, the Commission would be required to conduct a General Conformity
Determination for the Freeport project. On April 6, 2004, we issued a Draft General
Conformity Determination for public comment, which examined direct and indirect
emissions to determine the Freeport project’s general conformity with Texas” SIP for air
quality. The initial analysis indicated that the project would be in general conformity
with the SIP. The comment period for the Draft General Conformity Determination
expired on May 12, 2004 and only one comment was received. The Texas Council on
Environmental Quality (TCEQ) submitted a Conditional General Conformity
Certification that concurred with the findings of the Draft General Conformity
Determination, if Freeport agrees to implement specific mitigation and the Commission
completes the Final General Conformity Determination. The final EIS recommended that
Freeport not be allowed to begin construction until we have issued a Final General
Conformity Determination indicating that the project will be in conformity with the SIP
and Freeport agrees to TCEQ’s mitigation measures.*® This should alleviate Mr.
Masters’ concerns.

31.  The final EIS evaluated potential ship traffic congestion impacts. The additional
LNG vessel traffic should have only a minimal impact on other vessel traffic in the
Freeport Harbor Channel. Freeport has committed to provide three tugs of sufficient
design to adequately handle the LNG ships, to make the tugs available to other port users
when there are no LNG ships at the terminal, and to schedule the LNG ships last in line
when the queuing of ships is necessary to facilitate port entry after a long closure.

32.  The final EIS included an analysis of public safety issues associated with the
Freeport project. The analysis identified the principal properties and hazards associated
with LNG, presented a summary of the design and technical review of the cryogenic
aspects of the LNG terminal, discussed the types of storage and retention systems,
analyzed the thermal radiation and flammable vapor cloud hazards resulting from
credible land-based LNG spills, analyzed the safety aspects of LNG transportation by
ship, and reviewed issues related to security and terrorism.

12 0On June 10, 2004, we issued a Final General Conformity Determination.
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33.  Inaddition, we revised the final EIS to include the ABSG Consulting Inc. study,
Consequence Assessment Methods for Incidents Involving Releases From Liquefied
Natural Gas Carriers, in order to prepare site specific calculations of the thermal
radiation and flammable vapor dispersion distances for hypothetical one meter and

2 Y-meter diameter holes in the LNG tankers.”®* Using this methodology, we estimated,
for these size holes respectively, distances to range from 2,870 to 5,930 feet for a thermal
radiation of 1,600 Btu per square foot per hour, the level which is hazardous for
unprotected persons located outdoors; from 2,230 to 4,550 feet for a thermal radiation of
3,000 Btu per square foot per hour, an acceptable level for wooden structures; and from
1,370 to 2,730 feet for a thermal radiation of 10,000 Btu per square foot per hour, a level
sufficient to damage process equipment at the terminal.

34. A number of comments on the ABSG Consulting Inc. report suggest the use of
different values or modifications to the modeling to more accurately reflect “real world”
LNG spill behavior. Upon review of these comments, ABSG Consulting Inc. refined
various components of its consequence assessment methodologies. These changes are
discussed in detail in the “Staff’s Responses to Comments on the Consequence
Assessment Methods for Incidents Involving Releases From Liquefied Natural Gas
Carriers” issued in Docket No. AD04-6-000. However, in brief, the orifice discharge
coefficient to calculate spill rates has been changed from 1.0 to 0.65; the approximate
pool shape of an uncontained LNG spill on water is now represented as a semicircle
instead of a circle; the estimated effects of friction between the LNG pool and the water
surface on pool spread has been reduced; the relationship between decreasing spill rate
and pool size has been refined; the rate of heat influx from water has changed from 37 to
85 kW per square meter; and the solid flame model has been modified to represent a

3 On May 14, 2004, we issued a notice of availability of the ABSG Consulting
Inc. report, with comments due on May 28, 2004. The report recommended methods for
estimating spill rates, pool spread and vapor generation for unconfined LNG spills on
water, thermal radiation from pool fires on water, and dispersion of flammable vapors so
that our staff could calculate site specific hazards for LNG import terminal applications
filed with the Commission. Comments on the report were filed by 49 parties, including
22 individuals, nine industry groups, three local governments, three environmental
organizations, and 12 from the scientific community. Some of the comments point to the
need for additional large scale testing and research, the development of new models, the
need to consider LNG vessel design characteristics, and the need to proceed with a
rulemaking process. While some commenters contend that the report should not be used
for any realistic evaluation of existing or proposed LNG projects until further developed,
other commenters assert that the report supports their claim that LNG projects should be
denied in their area. We have posted our staff’s responses to the comments on the
Commission’s website in Docket No. AD04-6-000.
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two-zone pool fire. Using this revised methodology for one and 2 ¥2-meter diameter
holes respectively, ABSG Consulting Inc. estimated distances to range from 2,200 to
4,340 feet for a thermal radiation of 1,600 Btu per square foot per hour; from 1,680 to
3,260 feet for 3,000 Btu per square foot per hour; and from 1,010 to 1,910 feet for 10,000
Btu per square foot per hour.

35.  These estimates of credible “worst case” scenarios provide guidance in developing
the operating restrictions for LNG vessel movements in the Freeport Harbor Channel, as
well as in establishing potential impact areas for emergency response and evacuation
planning.** The 5.5-mile transit through the Freeport Harbor Channel to the LNG berth is
primarily in offshore waters, with the exception of the final mile through the barrier
island. On the barrier island, within 2,200 to 4,340 feet of the Freeport Harbor Channel
are approximately 120 to 300 low density permanent and vacation residences in the
communities of Surfside Beach and Quintana. Outdoor public use areas within 2,200 to
4,340 feet include Jetty Park, Quintana Beach County Park, Xeriscape Park, and the
Neotropical Bird Sanctuary, as well as the county beaches along the Gulf. Assuming an
LNG vessel transit through the channel at three knots while under tug assist, these areas
will be exposed to a potential transient hazard of less than 20 minutes. In addition, a
temporary hazard will exist around the slip during part of the 10 to 12-hour period that an
LNG vessel is at the dock and unloading cargo.

36.  The operational restrictions that the Brazos River Pilots Association (Brazos
Pilots) will impose on LNG vessel movements through this area, the requirements that
the Coast Guard will institute in its operating plan, as well as the design features of the
LNG vessels will minimize the possibility of a hazardous event occurring in this portion
of the Freeport Harbor Channel. Specifically, the LNG tankers used to import LNG to
Freeport must be constructed and operated in accordance with the International Maritime
Organization’s (IMO) Code for the Construction and Equipment of Ships Carrying
Liquefied Gases in Bulk, the International Convention for Safety of Life at Sea, and

46 C.F.R. Part 154, which contains this country’s safety standards for vessels carrying
bulk liquefied natural gas. The IMO Code requires extensive use of combustible gas

 The orifice model does not account for the double-hull structure of an LNG
vessel and the pool spread models do not account for wave action and current. As a
result, the size of a pool on the water in our analysis is overestimated.
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detection in cargo tank and inter-barrier spaces, as well as temperature and pressure
alarms. Fire protection must include water deluge systems, a firewater system with
monitors throughout the deck, a dry chemical fire extinguishing system for hydrocarbon
fires, and carbon dioxide systems for machinery areas. The United States requires
foreign flag LNG tankers to possess a valid IMO Certificate of Fitness and a Coast Guard
Certificate of Compliance.®

37.  All large ships entering the Freeport Harbor Channel are boarded by a pilot from
the Brazos Pilots. The Brazos Pilots restrict large vessels to daylight transit and one-way
traffic in the Freeport Harbor Channel. They also impose a moving safety zone for all
large crude oil tankers that restrict other traffic two miles ahead, two miles astern, and
200 yards to the sides.*

38.  In addition to the Brazos Pilots, the Coast Guard may control the transit of the
LNG vessel through the harbor and while unloading cargo. Typical Coast Guard
requirements include 96-, 48-, and 24-hour advance notification of the vessel arrival.
Upon arrival at the sea buoy, Coast Guard personnel may board the LNG vessel for an
inspection of the ship’s safety systems and a review of the manifest. Other requirements
may include: a Coast Guard escort through the channel and to the dock, establishment of
a moving safety and/or security zone around the vessel while enroute and during
unloading operations, an inspection of the dock’s safety systems prior to commencing
cargo transfer, monitoring of all operations until the vessel departs, and maintaining
security of the dock and vessel."

39.  We believe that the operational controls by the Coast Guard and the Brazos Pilots,
as well as the characteristics of the Freeport Channel, minimize the possibility of an LNG
cargo spill from a grounding, collision, or allision. The generally even and soft sea
bottom (without rocky protrusions) of the Freeport Harbor Channel makes an LNG spill
from cargo tanks highly unlikely in a grounding incident. Further, the moving safety
zone imposed by the Brazos Pilots and the moving safety and/or security zone that the
Coast Guard may enforce will clear the harbor of the vessels with the tonnage and speed
required to cause an LNG spill in a collision.*® With respect to a vessel alliding with an
LNG ship moored at the terminal, a simulation study was performed to examine its

15 5ee section 4.12.5 in the final EIS.
16 See section 4.12.5.1 in the final EIS.
17 See section 4.12.5.2 in the final EIS.

18 See section 4.12.5.3 in the final EIS.
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vulnerability from a disabled vessel and recommendations were made to prevent an
allision.™ As a result, we believe that the risk of an LNG cargo release and subsequent
formation of a flammable vapor cloud or fire from a LNG vessel casualty is minimal.

40.  The final EIS considered the possibility of a deliberate attack on an LNG ship by a
terrorist group. Protection of the LNG vessel and the import terminal will involve
personnel from the Coast Guard, Freeport’s security staff, and state and local law
enforcement. The Coast Guard may establish a safety and/or security zone around the
LNG vessels in transit and while docked. Only personnel or vessels authorized by the
Coast Guard’s Captain of the Port or the District Commander will be permitted in the
safety/security zone.

41.  Freeport will provide security for the terminal according to a Facility Security Plan
prepared under 33 C.F.R. Part 105 and approved by the Captain of the Port.?’ Security at
the facility will be provided by both active and passive systems.

42.  The Coast Guard provided additional comments on the revised Marine Safety
section in the final EIS. These comments were received after the final EIS was sent to
the printer, so we will address them as comments on the final EIS. The Coast Guard
recommends deleting the following two sentences:

We believe that the responsibilities of this security staff should be
expanded to enhance overall security. Therefore, we recommend that:

 Freeport . . . should coordinate with the Coast Guard to define the
responsibilities of Freeport[’s] . . . security staff in suppl