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Individuals (IND) 

IND1 - John Young 

IND1-1 Section 4.12.1.7 has a recommendation that would require RG LNG to receive a 
FAA determination for LNG carrier operations within the channel.  Section 
4.12.1.3 lists the stakeholders that the Coast Guard consulted during its review.  
As noted by the commentor, under the guidance in NVIC 01-2011, the Coast 
Guard is encouraged to include other stakeholders.  The Coast Guard extended 
invitations to:  RG Developers, Brazos/Santiago Pilots Association, recreational 
boating users, area industry representatives (Citgo Petroleum, Vulcan Materials 
Company), BND, Port Isabel Navigation District, Signet Maritime (Towing) of 
Brownsville, Keppel Amfels, Texas Shrimp Association, Long Island Village, the 
State Office of Emergency Preparedness, and various fishing charter companies.  
Not all invitees attended the stakeholder meeting. 

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

In addition, FERC staff has updated recommendations in section 4.12.1.7 so that 
RG LNG must file procedures to conduct risk based assessments that would 
incorporate FAA's public guidance prior to a rocket launch.  Since the risk 
assessments would incorporate the FAA's public guidance, the risk assessments 
would be based on the most up to date information about areas likely to be 
impacted by falling debris and would allow RG LNG to take any action such as 
reducing or stopping certain plant operations prior to a rocket launch. 
As stated in section 4.12.1.4 of the EIS and in NVIC 01-2011, the Coast Guard 
LOR is a recommendation to FERC as part of the permitting process.  
Furthermore, NVIC 01-2011 indicates that the Transit Management Plan for LNG 
carrier operations is optional, therefore RG LNG would develop this plan if 
required by Coast Guard.  Regardless, RG LNG would develop a Facility Security 
Plan that must be approved by the Coast Guard.   

IND1-2 Section 4.13 has been updated to include applicable aviation projects.    Section 
4.12.1.7 of the EIS contains a recommendation for RG LNG to confirm FAA 
requirements for LNG marine vessels traversing the BSC. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND1 - John Young 

IND1-3 Section 4.13 has been updated to include the proposed Project.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND1 - John Young 

IND1-4 Section 4.13 has been updated to include the proposed Project.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND2 - Michael Smith 

IND2-1 As identified in section 1.2 of the EIS, FERC is the lead federal agency for the Project, 
which entails coordination with multiple other entities that have jurisdiction or special 
expertise with respect to the Project.  In the case of impacts on wildlife, the FWS is 
responsible for ensuring compliance with the ESA (as is the NMFS, as applicable) and 
provides input on Projects as required under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act; 
therefore, coordination with the FWS is appropriate and required as part of the NEPA 
process. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND3 - John E. Keller 

IND3-1 Per our Guidelines for Reporting on Cultural Resources Investigations for Natural Gas 
Projects (available online at 
https://www.ferc.gov/industries/gas/enviro/guidelines/cultural-guidelines-final.pdf) 
and to protect the location, character, and ownership information for sensitive cultural 
resources pursuant to the NHPA, cultural resources survey reports and results are 
maintained as privileged and filed as privileged confidential unclassified information 
(PRIV//CUI).  With certain exceptions, the applicant is not authorized to release 
privileged cultural resources information to the public. 

As described in section 4.10.1 of the EIS, the SHPO concurred with the survey results 
at the LNG Terminal site.  We also concur.  RB Pipeline has not yet completed cultural 
resources surveys along the entire Pipeline System.  We recommend that RG 
Developers file outstanding survey report(s) and any SHPO and NPS comments on the 
reports prior to construction. 

IND3-2 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND4 - Kathryn Thomas 

IND4-1 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND5 - Deborah Lee Duke 

IND5-1 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND6 - Mike Appling 

IND6-1 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND7 - Rita B. Hernandez 

IND7-1 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND8 - Rita B. Hernandez 

IND8-1 The comment is a duplicate of comment IND7.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND9 - Sergio O. Anguiano 

IND9-1 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND10 - Lisa Kay Adam 

IND10-1 Comment noted. 

IND10-2 As stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, the No-Action Alternative could lead to other LNG 
export projects being developed elsewhere, or in the Project area, both resulting in 
environmental impacts. 

IND10-3 Impacts on wildlife habitat, threatened and endangered species, and land uses are 
discussed in sections 4.6, 4.7, and 4.8, respectively. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND11 - Carlos Zamora 

IND11-1 Comment noted. 

IND11-2 Comment noted.   

IND11-3 Comment noted. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND12 - Alfredo Alvarado 

IND12-1 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND13 - Kenneth Teague 

IND13-1 Comment noted.  The comment pertains to the Public Notice associated with the 
proposed Project’s Section 404 permit; therefore, FERC cannot respond to comments 
on a document that we did not prepare.  

See Comment Response IND13-1. 

See Comment Response IND13-1. 

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

IND13-2 

IND13-3 

IND13-4 

IND13-5 See Comment Response IND13-1.  In accordance with sections 5.4.2 and 6.4.2 of RG 
Developers’ Procedures, herbicides would not be used within 100 feet of wetlands or 
waterbodies without state or federal agency permission.  Within wetlands, RB 
Pipeline would permanently maintain only a 10-foot-wide corridor and selectively 
remove trees within 15 feet of the pipeline, in compliance with DOT pipeline 
operation safety regulations.  These maintenance activities would permanently 
convert shrub/forested wetlands to an emergent or scrub-shrub state over the 
designated strip.  Compensatory mitigation could be required for these wetland 
impacts as part of the CWA Section 404 permitting process. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND13 - Kenneth Teague 

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

IND14 - Santiago Guaajrdo 

IND14-1 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND15 - Doris Meinerding 

IND15-1 As described in section 4.4.2 of the EIS, wetland mitigation plans are part of the 
permitting process associated with Section 404 of the CWA.  RG LNG’s final 
wetland mitigation plans would be developed and submitted to the COE, and would 
be implemented in addition to the construction mitigation measures outlined in RG 
LNG’s Procedures and the measures described in the EIS.  Construction of the LNG 
Terminal would not be authorized to commence prior to finalization of the wetland 
mitigation plans and issuance of the COE’s CWA Section 404/Section 10 permit. 

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

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

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

IND15-2 

IND15-3 

IND15-4 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND15 - Doris Meinerding 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND16 - Oscar Garcia 

IND16-1 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND17 - Dr. D. Dolezal 

IND17-1 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND18 - James C. Winters 

IND18-1 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND19 - Itohan Agbonkina 

IND19-1 Air quality and noise are addressed in sections 4.11.1 and 4.11.2 of the EIS, 
respectively. 

IND19-2 Comment noted.  Opportunities for the public to learn more about the 
Project and FERC’s process are discussed in section 1.3. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND20 - Black Schroeder 

IND20-1 Comment noted.  

IND20-2 Comment noted. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND21 - Christopher Huron 

IND21-1 As described in section 1.3.1 of the EIS, the development of natural gas in shale plays 
by hydraulic fracturing is not the subject of this EIS nor is the issue directly related to 
the proposed Project.  Further, review of the Project is limited to the economic and 
environmental impacts of the proposal before the Commission; therefore, the effects of 
LNG combustion in end-use/importing markets are outside of the scope of this EIS.  
However, we revised section 4.13.2.9 to acknowledge that the construction and 
operation of the Project, as well as downstream emissions, would contribute 
incrementally to future climate change impacts. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND22 - Monica M. Mark 

IND22-1 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND23 - Cemy Ruiz 

IND23-1 Comment noted.  As described in section 4.11.1 of the EIS, the emission of airborne 
pollutants to the environment from the Project are subject to state and federal 
regulation. 

IND23-2 The proposed pipelines are not likely to result in destruction of the community values, 
rural quality of life, or sense of place.  Once construction is completed, the right-of-
way would be restored and visual effects would be confined to areas where vegetation 
has been removed within the Project route.  The buried pipeline would not otherwise 
visibly intrude on communities.  As described throughout the EIS, the LNG Terminal 
would be on undeveloped land owned by BND, outside of city boundaries, and the 
closest residences are over 2.2 miles from the site.  Further, the LNG Terminal site is 
in an area that is characterized, in part, as industrial with the movement of domestic 
and foreign products within the BSC and associated with the Port of Brownsville.  In 
addition to the public outreach described in sections 1.3 and 4.9.10 of the EIS, RG 
Developers have been coordinating additional outreach focused on job opportunities 
for local workers (see section 4.9.2) and have committed to donations that will fund 
community projects (see section 4.9.5).  We conclude that the Project, as modified by 
our recommendations in section 4 of the EIS, would not destroy community values, 
rural quality of life, or sense of place. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND24 - Christopher Heron 

IND24-1 Comment noted.  Climate change is addressed in section 4.13.2 of the 
EIS. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND25 - Rosalinda Gonzales 

IND25-1 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND26 - Gilbert Gonzalez 

IND26-1 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND27 - Sergio A Salinas 

IND27-1 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND28 - Christopher Basaldu 

IND28-1 Comment noted. 

IND28-2 Impacts on wildlife and water resources are discussed in sections 4.6.1 and 4.3, 
respectively. 

IND28-3 Impacts on cultural resources are addressed in section 4.10 of the EIS. 

IND28-4 Climate change is addressed in section 4.13.2 of the EIS. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND29 - Joan Walker 

IND29-1 As described in section 1.3.1 of the EIS, production and gathering activities, and the 
pipelines and facilities used for these activities, are not regulated by FERC, but are 
overseen by the affected region’s state and local agencies with jurisdiction over the 
management and extraction of the shale gas resource.  Determining the well and 
gathering line locations and their environmental impact is not feasible because the 
market and gas availability at any given time would determine the source of the natural 
gas.  While past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future oil and gas infrastructure 
within the geographic scope of the cumulative impacts assessment are addressed in 
section 4.13, the specific locations for infrastructure associated with induced 
production are not reasonably foreseeable.  F urther, review of the Project is limited to 
the economic and environmental impacts of the proposal before the Commission; 
therefore, the effects of LNG combustion in end-use/importing markets are outside of 
the scope of this EIS. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND30 - Juan B. Mancias 

IND30-1 The Section 106 process to identify, evaluate, assess, and mitigate adverse effects to 
historic properties is ongoing, and would be completed prior to construction of the 
Project, if authorized.  In addition, RG Developers provided a plan addressing the 
unanticipated discovery of cultural resources or human remains during construction 
(see section 4.10.2).  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND31 - Ava Germaine 

IND31-1 Impacts on public services in the Project area and the potential for disproportionately 
high and adverse health or environmental effects of the Project on minority and low- 
income populations are addressed in sections 4.9.7 and 4.9.10, respectively. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND31 - Ava Germaine 

IND31-2 Comment noted.  RG Developers provided a plan addressing the unanticipated 
discovery of cultural resources or human remains during construction (see section 
4.10.2). 

IND31-3 Impacts on wildlife habitat is discussed in section 4.6. The total acreage of land that 
would be affected by the Project, if approved, is presented in table 4.8.1-1.  Although 
the disturbed acreages are similar to that identified in the comment, much of the 
operational impacts would occur within the footprint of the Pipeline System 
permanent right-of-way, which would be revegetated once construction has been 
completed. Most wildlife species or individuals are not adversely impacted by the 
presence of a pipeline right-of-way, although exact species composition may change 
somewhat. 

As described in section 4.11.1 of the EIS, pollution emissions from the LNG 
Terminal site, when considered with background concentrations, would be below the 
NAAQS, which are designated to protect public health including sensitive 
populations such as children, the elderly, and asthmatics. 

IND31-4 

IND31-5 Commented noted. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND32 - Josette A. Cruz 

IND32-1 Comment noted.  RG Developers provided a plan addressing the unanticipated 
discovery of cultural resources or human remains during construction (see section 
4.10.2).  The Project has not been issued all necessary environmental permits (see 
section 1.5 of the EIS) and construction has not begun.  

Comment noted.  Climate change is addressed in section 4.13.2 of the EIS. IND32-2 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND32 - Josette A. Cruz 

IND32-3 A discussion of pipeline safety is provided in section 4.12.2. 

IND32-4 Comment noted. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND33 - Juan B. Mancias 

IND33-1 U.S. Highway 277 terminates in Carrizo Springs, Texas more than 140 miles from the 
Project, and would not be affected by Project construction.  As stated in section 
4.10.1.2 of the EIS, cultural resources surveys would be conducted for the 
approximately 30 miles of the RB Pipeline that crosses the King Ranch National 
Historic Landmark.  The Section 106 process to identify, evaluate, assess, and mitigate 
adverse effects to historic properties is ongoing, and would be completed prior to 
construction of the Project, if authorized.  Completion of the Section 106 process 
would include completion of field surveys, which may not be possible prior to 
issuance of a FERC Certificate due to restricted access to construction workspaces. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND33 - Juan B. Mancias 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND34 - Xandra Leal 

IND34-1 The reported 3,633.2 acres are those that would be temporarily impacted if the 
Pipeline System and LNG Terminal are both built.  As discussed further in section 
4.8.1, a total of 2,495.9 and 1,330.17 acres would be impacted during construction 
and operation of the Pipeline System, respectively.  RB Pipeline has selected a route 
for the Pipeline System that would result in 66.0 percent of the route being within, or 
adjacent to, existing disturbance. 

Comment noted. IND34-2 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND34 - Xandra Leal 

IND34-3 Cumulative impacts of the electric transmission line are addressed in section 4.13.2, 
including the potential for impacts on migratory birds, threatened and endangered 
species, and visual resources. 

IND34-4 A discussion of pipeline safety, including the risk of pipeline leaks, is provided in 
section 4.12.2. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND35 - Individual 

IND35-1 We disagree.  The EIS discloses the potential impacts on environmental resources 
resulting from construction and operation of the Project.  The EIS was prepared in 
accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and other applicable requirements.  The 
draft EIS included sufficient detail to enable the reader to understand and consider 
the issues raised by the Project and addresses a range of alternatives.  The final EIS 
provides substantive updates, where available.  This EIS is consistent with FERC 
style, formatting, and policy regarding NEPA evaluation of alternatives and different 
impact types, including cumulative impacts.  The EIS is comprehensive and 
thorough in its identification and evaluation of feasible mitigation measures to 
reduce those effects whenever possible. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND35 - Individual 

IND35-2 Federal safety standards and applicable regulations are identified in section 4.12 of the 
EIS.  Specifically, section 4.12.1.6 discusses LNG facilities historical records and how 
any lessons learned would be incorporated into the Project.  In addition, section 
4.12.1.3 lists major LNG carrier operation incidents. 

IND35-3 As described in section 4.11.1 of the EIS, the State of Texas requires a State Health 
Effects air quality analysis.  The results of RG LNG’s State Health Effects modeling 
evaluation indicate that the Project emissions are below applicable effects screening 
levels, and therefore adverse health effects are not expected.  The TCEQ is the agency 
responsible for the review of the State Health Effects analysis, and on December 17, 
2018, the TCEQ issued an order granting air quality permits to RG LNG.  Further, 
pollution emissions from the LNG Terminal site, when considered with background 
concentrations, would be below the NAAQS, which are designated to protect public 
health including sensitive populations such as children, the elderly, and asthmatics. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND36 - Josette A. Cruz 

IND36-1 The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and the 
Commission’s regulations and policy.  The EIS is consistent with FERC style, 
formatting, and policy regarding NEPA evaluation of alternatives and different impact 
types.  The EIS is comprehensive and thorough in its identification and evaluation of 
feasible mitigation measures to reduce those effects whenever possible.  While some 
information was still pending at the time of issuance of the draft EIS, the lack of this 
final information does not deprive the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment 
on a substantial adverse environmental effect of the Project or a feasible way to 
mitigate or avoid such effect.  The draft EIS included sufficient detail to enable the 
reader to understand and consider the issues raised by the proposed projects and 
addresses a reasonable range of alternatives.  The final EIS includes additional 
information provided by RG Developers, cooperating agencies, and new or revised 
information based on substantive comments on the draft EIS. 

Impacts on recreation and tourism, including nature-based or eco-tourism, are 
addressed in section 4.9.3. As discussed further in section 4.9.5, the estimated tax 
benefits presented within assume the Project would receive tax abatements comparable 
to those recently granted for other LNG and major refining and petrochemical facilities 
along the Texas Gulf Coast.  Further, RG LNG has committed to annual payments of 
$2.7 million during the first ten years of operation to offset a portion of the forgone 
taxes associated with the abatement. 

IND36-2 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND36 - Josette A. Cruz 

IND36-3 While some information was still pending at the time of issuance of the draft EIS, the 
lack of this final information does not deprive the public of a meaningful opportunity 
to comment on a substantial adverse environmental effect of the Project or a feasible 
way to mitigate or avoid such effect.  The draft EIS included sufficient detail to enable 
the reader to understand and consider the issues raised by the proposed projects and 
addresses a reasonable range of alternatives. The final EIS provides substantive 
updates, where available. The Section 106 process to identify, evaluate, assess, and 
mitigate adverse effects to historic properties is ongoing, and would be complete prior 
to construction of the Project, if authorized.  Completion of the Section 106 process 
would include completion of field surveys, which may not be possible prior to 
issuance of a FERC Certificate due to restricted access to construction workspaces. 

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

IND36-4 

IND36-5 Section 4.12.1.6 of the EIS addresses the potential impact on the Project from 
external events, including the VCP.   

IND36-6 
We received two comments during the scoping period requesting that Project 
materials be translated into Spanish.  Executive Order No. 12898, which informs the 
federal government’s approach to issues of environmental justice, is not binding on 
the Commission. 

 
However, it is current Commission practice to address environmental justice in its 
NEPA documents when raised as an issue or otherwise warranted.  Therefore, we have 
included this discussion in the final EIS in section 4.9.10. Further, in an effort to 
include Spanish language speakers in the NEPA process, Spanish language Project 
materials were made available to the public during the scoping meeting and public 
comment meeting held in Port Isabel as described in section 1.3.1 of the final EIS.  In 
addition, a translator was available to assist Spanish language speakers.  During the 
public scoping meeting, very few of the Spanish language materials that were made 
available were utilized by attendees.  As such, we determined that translation of the 
draft EIS into Spanish was not necessary. 

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

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

IND36-7 

IND36-8 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND37 - Individual 

IND37-1 Comment noted.  

The EIS is not a decision document; rather, it is a tool to ensure that the potential 
environmental impacts that would occur as a result of a federal action are fully 
analyzed and presented, in compliance with NEPA.  Under NEPA, the determination 
that an impact is significant necessitates the preparation of an EIS (as opposed to an 
EA).  In accordance with NEPA, we have prepared this EIS to present the 
environmental impacts that would occur as a result of the Project.  The decision of 
whether to authorize the Project is determined by the FERC Commissioners.   
 
FERC considers the public interest of LNG projects under Section 3 of the NGA and 
the public convenience and necessity of pipeline projects under Section 7 of the NGA 
prior to making its decision on whether or not to approve it.  Assessment of the 
proposed Project has included coordination with multiple federal and state agencies 
(including the DOE who authorizes the exportation of the commodity) and requires 
permits or authorizations from additional entities (see section 1.5). 

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

IND37-2 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND37 - Individual 

IND37-3 Impacts on aquatic resources are addressed in sections 4.6.2 and 4.6.3 of the EIS. 

IND37-4 FERC has determined that the Project is likely to adversely affect the ocelot and 
jaguarundi; therefore, the FWS will further assess impacts on these species to 
determine if the Project would result in jeopardy of either species.  Further, as 
discussed in section 4.7.1.4, the FWS and RG Developers are coordinating regarding 
mitigation for the loss of potential ocelot habitat.  Final mitigation plans would be 
determined through completion of the ESA consultation process.   

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

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

A discussion of pipeline safety, including the risk of pipeline leaks, is provided in 
section 4.12.2. The Project would be an LNG facility with a pipeline system 
transporting natural gas. 

IND37-5 

IND37-6 

IND37-7 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND38 - Rebekah Gomez Herrera 

IND38-1 FERC has determined that the Project is likely to adversely affect the ocelot and 
jaguarundi; therefore, the FWS will further assess impacts on these species to 
determine if the Project would result in jeopardy of either species.  Further, as 
discussed in section 4.7.1.4, the FWS and RG Developers are coordinating regarding 
mitigation for the loss of potential ocelot habitat.  Final mitigation plans would be 
determined through completion of the ESA consultation process.   

Impacts on recreation and tourism are addressed in section 4.9.3. 

 
Impacts on wildlife are discussed in section 4.6.   

IND38-2 

IND38-3 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND38 - Rebekah Gomez Herrera 

IND38-4 A discussion of pipeline safety, including the risk of pipeline leaks, is provided in 
section 4.12.2. RB Pipeline must operate and maintain its facilities in compliance with 
the DOT regulations at 49 CFR 192 to minimize the potential for pipeline damage and 
accidents.  These requirements include specifications for the depth of soil cover over 
the pipeline, which would protect the pipe from damage or exposure during flood 
events. 

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

See Comment Response IND38-5.   

Potential impacts on South Padre Island viewshed and tourism industry are addressed 
in sections 4.8.2 and 4.9.3, respectively. 

IND38-5 

IND38-6 

IND38-7 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND39 - Rich Cruz 

IND39-1 Upland habitats, including lomas, in the Project area are not protected; therefore, 
mitigation of these habitat is not required.  However, we acknowledge that lomas are 
important habitat for ocelots.  Any mitigation for habitat loss for the ocelot would be 
determined through completion of the ESA consultation process.   

As stated in section 4.6.2 of the EIS, impacts on aquatic resources (including fish eggs 
and juveniles and benthic organisms) due to increased turbidity and suspended solid 
levels would vary by species; however, the aquatic resources present within the Project 
area are likely accustomed to regular fluctuations in noise and turbidity levels from 
regular maintenance dredging within the BSC. Therefore, impacts would be short-term 
and minor.  As stated in section 4.6.2 of the EIS, impacts on seagrasses are not 
anticipated. 

IND39-2 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND39 - Rich Cruz 

IND39-3 A discussion of pipeline safety, including the risk of pipeline leaks, is provided in 
section 4.12.2. The Project would be an LNG facility with a pipeline system 
transporting natural gas. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND40 - Michael Baguio 

IND40-1 As described in section 4.6.2, South Bay connects to the BSC more than 2.5 miles 
from the LNG Terminal site; therefore, impacts of dredging and dredged materials on 
seagrass beds and oyster beds in South Bay are not anticipated.  Dredging is not 
proposed in the Bahia Grande or South Bay; dredging would occur within the BSC and 
the LNG Terminal site (see section 4.3.2.2). 

Section 6.3 of RG Developers’ Procedures describes wetland restoration 
requirements, which includes, but is not limited to, consultation with appropriate 
federal or state agencies to develop a project-specific wetland restoration plan, and 
ensuring that all disturbed areas successfully revegetate with wetland herbaceous 
and/or woody plant species and that the company control the invasion and spread of 
invasive species and noxious weeds.  Section 6.4.5 of RG Developers’ Procedures 
describes the criteria for determining successful wetland restoration, including that 
vegetation is at least 80 percent of either the cover documented for the wetland prior 
to construction, or at least 80 percent of the cover in adjacent wetland areas that were 
not disturbed by construction.  If natural rather than active revegetation was used, the 
plant species composition must be consistent with early successional wetland plant 
communities in the affected ecoregion.  The COE may require additional monitoring 
parameters during its permitting process. 

IND40-2 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND40 - Michael Baguio 

IND40-3 Impacts on recreation and tourism are addressed in section 4.9.3. Impacts on air 
quality and human health are addressed in section 4.11.1. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND41 - Laura Baguio 

IND41-1 As discussed in section 3.2 of the EIS, existing LNG export facilities do not have the 
capacity to export the volume of gas proposed by RG Developers. 

IND41-2 Section 6.3 of RG Developers’ Procedures describes wetland restoration 
requirements, which includes, but is not limited to, consultation with appropriate 
federal or state agencies to develop a project-specific wetland restoration plan, and 
ensuring that all disturbed areas successfully revegetate with wetland herbaceous 
and/or woody plant species and that the company control the invasion and spread of 
invasive species and noxious weeds.  Section 6.4.5 of RG Developers’ Procedures 
describes the criteria for determining successful wetland restoration, including that 
vegetation is at least 80 percent of either the cover documented for the wetland prior 
to construction, or at least 80 percent of the cover in adjacent wetland areas that were 
not disturbed by construction.  If natural rather than active revegetation was used, the 
plant species composition must be consistent with early successional wetland plant 
communities in the affected ecoregion.  The COE may require additional monitoring 
parameters during its permitting process.  Upland habitats, including lomas, in the 
Project area are not protected; therefore, mitigation of these habitat is not required.  
However, any mitigation for habitat loss for the ocelot would be determined through 
completion of the ESA consultation process (see section 4.7.1).  Further, as described 
in section 2.4, FERC would continue to monitor construction areas during operations 
to verify successful restoration.   

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

IND41-3 

IND41-4 Comment noted.  No seagrass beds are present within the Project area nor would any 
be affected by the Project.  As described in section 4.6.2, South Bay connects to the 
BSC more than 2.5 miles from the LNG Terminal site; therefore, impacts of dredging 
and dredged materials on seagrass beds and oyster beds in South Bay are not 
anticipated. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND41 - Laura Baguio 

IND41-5 As described in section 4.11.1 of the EIS, the State of Texas requires a State Health 
Effects air quality analysis.  The results of RG LNG’s State Health Effects modeling 
evaluation indicate that the Project emissions are below applicable effects screening 
levels, and therefore adverse health effects are not expected.  The TCEQ is the agency 
responsible for the review of the State Health Effects analysis, and on December 17, 
2018, the TCEQ issued an order granting air quality permits to RG LNG.  Further, 
pollution emissions from the LNG Terminal site, when considered with background 
concentrations, would be below the NAAQS, which are designated to protect public 
health including sensitive populations such as children, the elderly, and asthmatics.  
We address the potential for disproportionately high and adverse health or 
environmental effects of the Project on minority and low-income populations in 
section 4.9.10. 

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

 
However, it is current Commission practice to address environmental justice in its 
NEPA documents when raised as an issue or otherwise warranted.  Therefore, we 
have included this discussion in the final EIS in section 4.9.10. Further, in an effort to 
include Spanish language speakers in the NEPA process, Spanish language Project 
materials were made available to the public during the scoping meeting and public 
comment meeting held in Port Isabel as described in section 1.3.1 of the final EIS.  In 
addition, a translator was available to assist Spanish language speakers.  During the 
public scoping meeting, very few of the Spanish language materials that were made 
available were utilized by attendees.  As such, we determined that translation of the 
draft EIS into Spanish was not necessary. 
 
See Comment Response IND41-2.   

IND41-6 

IND41-7 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND42 - Christopher Huron 

IND42-1 The Project would not involve gas extraction activities.  Section 1.3 of the final EIS 
addresses comments that we received recommending that environmental impacts 
associated with natural gas production, including the practice of hydraulic fracturing 
(“fracking”), be evaluated in our review. 

Comment noted.  Climate change is addressed in section 4.13.2 of the EIS.  The 
purpose of the final EIS is to evaluate and disclose the potential impacts of the 
proposed Project.  Therefore, this topic is outside the scope of the EIS. 

IND42-2 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND42 - Christopher Haron 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND43 - Javier Gonzalez 

IND43-1 Impacts on recreation and tourism, including nature tourism, are addressed in section 
4.9.3. 

IND43-2 Comment noted.  Impacts on wildlife habitat and threatened and endangered species 
are addressed in sections 4.6 and 4.7 of the EIS. 

IND43-3 Impacts on recreation and tourism, including nature tourism, are addressed in section 
4.9.3. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND43 - Javier Gonzalez 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND44 - Doug Faircloth 

IND44-1 We have updated section 4.13.2.12 to include a discussion regarding climate change. 

IND44-2 As described in section 4.11.1 of the EIS, the State of Texas requires a State Health 
Effects air quality analysis.  The results of RG LNG’s State Health Effects modeling 
evaluation indicate that the Project emissions are below applicable effects screening 
levels, and therefore adverse health effects are not expected.  The TCEQ is the agency 
responsible for the review of the State Health Effects analysis, and on December 17, 
2018, the TCEQ issued an order granting air quality permits to RG LNG.  Further, 
pollution emissions from the LNG Terminal site, when considered with background 
concentrations, would be below the NAAQS, which are designated to protect public 
health including sensitive populations such as children, the elderly, and asthmatics.  
We address the potential for disproportionately high and adverse health 
or environmental effects of the Project on minority and low-income populations in 
section 4.9.10. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND44 - Doug Faircloth 

IND44-3 Comment noted.  The EIS is not a decision document; rather, it is a tool to ensure that 
the potential environmental impacts that would occur as a result of a federal action are 
fully analyzed and presented, in compliance with NEPA.  Under NEPA, the 
determination that an impact is significant necessitates the preparation of an EIS (as 
opposed to an EA).  In accordance with NEPA, we have prepared this EIS to present 
the environmental impacts that would occur as a result of the Project.  The decision of 
whether to authorize the Project is determined by the FERC Commissioners. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND45 - Mary Helen Flores 

IND45-1 Comment noted. 

IND45-2 Impacts on recreation and tourism are addressed in section 4.9.3 and impacts on 
commercial fishing are addressed in section 4.9.4. Impacts on water quality, wildlife, 
vegetation, and air quality are assessed in sections 4.3.2, 4.5, 4.6, and 4.11.1, 
respectively. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND45 - Mary Helen Flores 

IND45-3 Impacts on property values are discussed in section 4.9.9. 

IND45-4 Under Section 3 of the NGA, oversight for LNG export is divided between the 
Commission and the DOE.  FERC is responsible for approving the safe and sound 
siting and operation of LNG facilities, given that DOE has approved the export of the 
commodity.  It is the DOE, not the Commission, which retains the exclusive authority 
over the export of the natural gas as a commodity, including the responsibility to 
consider whether the exportation of that gas is consistent with the public interest.  As 
described in section 1.1 of the EIS, the DOE granted an authorization to RG LNG for 
export to countries having a FTA with the United States that includes national 
treatment for trade in natural gas. In accordance with the NGA and Energy Policy Act 
of 1992, export to a country with which there is an FTA requiring national treatment 
for trade in natural gas, is deemed consistent with the public interest.  Further, RB 
Pipeline executed a precedent agreement for the total capacity of the Rio Bravo 
Pipeline for the 20-year life of the Project, which establishes a basis for a finding by 
the Commission that the pipeline will be in the public convenience and necessity under 
Section 7.   

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

IND45-5 

IND45-6 We disagree.  The EIS discloses the potential impacts on environmental resources 
resulting from construction and operation of the Project.  The EIS was prepared in 
accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and other applicable requirements.  The 
draft EIS included sufficient detail to enable the reader to understand and consider 
the issues raised by the Project and addresses a range of alternatives.  The final EIS 
provides substantive updates, where available.  This EIS is consistent with FERC 
style, formatting, and policy regarding NEPA evaluation of alternatives and different 
impact types, including cumulative impacts.  The EIS is comprehensive and 
thorough in its identification and evaluation of feasible mitigation measures to 
reduce those effects whenever possible. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND46 - Brittney Marutan 

IND46-1 The EIS recognizes the Project’s impacts on tourism in section 4.9.3, including an 
increase in noise, changes in the visual landscape, and heavier traffic along SH-48.  
Recreation and special use areas, including birding trails, that are in proximity to the 
Project are also addressed in section 4.8.1.5, while impacts on visual receptors at 
recreation and special use areas are addressed in section 4.8.2.   
 
We find that impacts on tourism, including nature-based and eco-tourism, would 
generally be greatest during construction of the Project.  Following construction, the 
LNG Terminal would be the primary source of permanent impacts on tourism, as the 
pipelines would be buried and the associated aboveground facilities would be in 
remote areas, offering limited visibility and mitigating noise impacts. To mitigate 
impacts on visual receptors and operational noise from the LNG Terminal, RG LNG 
would use ground flares, grey tank coloring, horticultural plantings, and the 
construction of a levee that would obstruct most construction activities and low-to- 
ground operational facilities from view.  Overall, we anticipate that visitation patterns 
may change but the number of visits to the Project area would likely not.  We further 
conclude that employment in the tourism industry is not likely to be adversely affected. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND46 - Brittney Marutan 

IND46-2 Comment noted; impacts on the Bahia Grande are addressed in section 4.3.2.2 of the 
EIS. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND47 - Ivy Hinson 

IND47-1 Comment noted. 

IND47-2 Impacts on recreation and tourism are addressed in section 4.9.3 and impacts on 
commercial fishing are addressed in section 4.9.4. 

IND47-3 As discussed in section 4.9.2, a total of 290 staff would be required to operate the 
Project.  RG Developers have been coordinating with local training organizations and 
school districts to provide seminars and career talks to discuss future career 
opportunities for the Project and anticipate hiring a number of unskilled or semi-skilled 
workers that would be trained on the job through the National Center for Construction 
Education and Research System. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND47 - Ivy Hinson 

IND47-4 As described in section 4.4.2 of the EIS, wetland mitigation plans are part of the 
permitting process associated with Section 404 of the CWA.  RG LNG’s final 
wetland mitigation plans would be developed and submitted to the COE, and would 
be implemented in addition to the construction mitigation measures outlined in RG 
LNG’s Procedures and the measures described in the EIS.  Construction of the LNG 
Terminal would not be authorized to commence prior to finalization of the wetland 
mitigation plans and issuance of the COE’s CWA Section 404/Section 10 permit. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND48 - Ava Leal 

IND48-1 Comment noted.  The EIS is not a decision document; rather, it is a tool to ensure that 
the potential environmental impacts that would occur as a result of a federal action are 
fully analyzed and presented, in compliance with NEPA.  Under NEPA, the 
determination that an impact is significant necessitates the preparation of an EIS (as 
opposed to an EA).  In accordance with NEPA, we have prepared this EIS to present 
the environmental impacts that would occur as a result of the Project.  The decision of 
whether to authorize the Project is determined by the FERC Commissioners.  Noise, 
air quality, and water quality are addressed in sections 4.11.2, 4.11.1, and 4.3.2 of the 
EIS, respectively. 

RG Developers provided a plan addressing the unanticipated discovery of cultural 
resources or human remains during construction (see section 4.10.2). 

IND48-2 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND49 - Individual 

IND49-1 As described in section 4.11.1 of the EIS, the State of Texas requires a State Health 
Effects air quality analysis.  The results of RG LNG’s State Health Effects modeling 
evaluation indicate that the Project emissions are below applicable effects screening 
levels, and therefore adverse health effects are not expected.  The TCEQ is the agency 
responsible for the review of the State Health Effects analysis, and on December 17, 
2018, the TCEQ issued an order granting air quality permits to RG LNG.  Further, 
pollution emissions from the LNG Terminal site, when considered with background 
concentrations, would be below the NAAQS, which are designated to protect public 
health including sensitive populations such as children, the elderly, and asthmatics. 

Potential impacts on sea turtles and marine mammals are discussed in section 4.7.1.1 
(sea turtles), and sections 4.7.1.2 and 4.7.3 (marine mammals).  These species are 
protected under the ESA and the Marine Mammal Protection Act, and consultation 
under these acts are ongoing. 

IND49-2 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND50 - Donna Mehaffey 

IND50-1 Comment noted.   
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Individuals (IND) 

IND51 - Peter Owen 

IND51-1 The Project would not involve gas extraction activities.  Section 1.3 of the final EIS 
addresses comments that we received recommending that environmental impacts 
associated with natural gas production, including the practice of hydraulic fracturing 
(“fracking”), be evaluated in our review. 

We have updated section 4.13.2.12 to include a discussion regarding climate change. IND51-2 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND52 - Otilia Castro 

IND52-1 Comment noted. 

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

Impacts on local taxes and property values are discussed in sections 4.9.5 and 4.9.9, 
respectively. 

IND52-2 

IND52-3 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND53 - Jared Haclama 

IND53-1 The resolutions regarding opposition to the Project are noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND54 - Mary K. Bruner 

IND54-1 As described in section 4.11.1 of the EIS, the State of Texas requires a State Health 
Effects air quality analysis.  The results of RG LNG’s State Health Effects modeling 
evaluation indicate that the Project emissions are below applicable effects screening 
levels, and therefore adverse health effects are not expected.  The TCEQ is the agency 
responsible for the review of the State Health Effects analysis, and on December 17, 
2018, the TCEQ issued an order granting air quality permits to RG LNG.  Further, 
pollution emissions from the LNG Terminal site, when considered with background 
concentrations, would be below the NAAQS, which are designated to protect public 
health including sensitive populations such as children, the elderly, and asthmatics. 

As described in section 4.12.1.6 of the EIS, RG LNG would need to prepare an ERP 
that would include provisions for evacuation of the public, including cost sharing 
plans and coordination with appropriate state and local agencies.  If authorized, the 
ERP and cost sharing plan would need to be submitted for review and approval prior 
to any construction at the site.   

IND54-2 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND55 - Tommy J. Saenz 

IND55-1 Comment noted.  Impacts on land use, vegetation, and surface water are addressed in 
sections 4.8.1, 4.5.2, and 4.3.2.2 of the EIS. 

IND55-2 Impacts on the Port of Brownsville are addressed in section 4.9.4.2. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND56 - Daniel S. Griffen 

IND56-1 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND57 - Ellen M. Tyma 

IND57-1 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND58 - Marcos Munoz 

IND58-1 Comment noted.  The EIS is not a decision document; rather, it is a tool to ensure that 
the potential environmental impacts that would occur as a result of a federal action are 
fully analyzed and presented, in compliance with NEPA.  Under NEPA, the 
determination that an impact is significant necessitates the preparation of an EIS (as 
opposed to an EA).  In accordance with NEPA, we have prepared this EIS to present 
the environmental impacts that would occur as a result of the Project.  The decision of 
whether to authorize the Project is determined by the FERC Commissioners. 

Comment noted.  

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

IND58-2 

IND58-3 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND59 - Deborah Curtin 

IND59-1 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND60 - Rafael Salazar, III 

IND60-1 Comment noted.  LNG Facility security is assessed in section 4.12.1.5 of the EIS. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND61 - Beverly Ray 

IND61-1 Comment noted. 

IND61-2 Alternative locations along the Texas Gulf Coast, including locations with extensive 
petro-chemical developments, were analyzed in section 3.0 of the EIS. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND62 - Ken Orgera 

IND62-1 Comment noted.  The EIS is not a decision document; rather, it is a tool to ensure that 
the potential environmental impacts that would occur as a result of a federal action are 
fully analyzed and presented, in compliance with NEPA.  Under NEPA, the 
determination that an impact is significant necessitates the preparation of an EIS (as 
opposed to an EA).  In accordance with NEPA, we have prepared this EIS to present 
the environmental impacts that would occur as a result of the Project.  The decision of 
whether to authorize the Project is determined by the FERC Commissioners. 

Comment noted. IND62-2 

IND62-3 This comment is outside of the scope of the EIS.   
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Individuals (IND) 

IND63 - Javier Ibarea 

IND63-1 Air quality is addressed in section 4.11.1 of the EIS. 

IND63-2 Reliability and safety of the proposed LNG Terminal and pipeline facilities are 
addressed in section 4.12 of the EIS.   
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Individuals (IND) 

IND64 - Joyce Hamilton 

IND64-1 Special status species identified in the Project area are discussed in section 4.7, 
including the potential impact of LNG vessels on marine species.  The Project would 
not result in the loss of aquatic habitat within the BSC. 

IND64-2 Impacts on recreational and commercial fishing are addressed in section 4.9.3 and 
4.9.4, respectively. 

IND64-3 Potential impacts on tourism, including eco-tourism and recreational fishing, are 
addressed in section 4.9.3. 

IND64-4 The comment pertains to the TCEQ’s review of air quality permits for the Project, 
which is not under FERC’s jurisdiction.  As described in section 4.11.1 of the EIS, 
the State of Texas requires a State Health Effects air quality analysis.  The results of 
RG LNG’s State Health Effects modeling evaluation indicate that the Project 
emissions are below applicable effects screening levels, and therefore adverse health 
effects are not expected.  The TCEQ is the agency responsible for the review of the 
State Health Effects analysis, and on December 17, 2018, the TCEQ issued an order 
granting air quality permits to RG LNG.  Further, pollution emissions from the LNG 
Terminal site, when considered with background concentrations, would be below 
the NAAQS, which are designated to protect public health including sensitive 
populations such as children, the elderly, and asthmatics. 

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

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

IND64-5 

IND64-6 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND64 - Joyce Hamilton 

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

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

See Comment Response IND64-5.  Potential impacts on health, Project safety, and 
socioeconomics are addressed in sections 4.11.1, 4.12, and 4.9 of the EIS. 

IND64-8 

IND64-9 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND65 - Lydia E. Caballero 

IND65-1 The Project would not involve gas extraction activities.  Section 1.3 of the final EIS 
addresses comments that we received recommending that environmental impacts 
associated with natural gas production, including the practice of hydraulic fracturing 
(“fracking”), be evaluated in our review. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND66 - Jesse Maniaz 

IND66-1 Comment noted.  The EIS is not a decision document; rather, it is a tool to ensure that 
the potential environmental impacts that would occur as a result of a federal action are 
fully analyzed and presented, in compliance with NEPA.  Under NEPA, the 
determination that an impact is significant necessitates the preparation of an EIS (as 
opposed to an EA).  In accordance with NEPA, we have prepared this EIS to present 
the environmental impacts that would occur as a result of the Project.  The decision of 
whether to authorize the Project is determined by the FERC Commissioners. 

Comment noted.  IND66-2 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND67 - Mary Voltz 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND67 - Mary Voltz 

IND67-1 The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and the 
Commission’s regulations and policy.  The EIS is consistent with FERC style, 
formatting, and policy regarding NEPA evaluation of alternatives and different impact 
types.  The EIS is comprehensive and thorough in its identification and evaluation of 
feasible mitigation measures to reduce those effects whenever possible.  While some 
information was still pending at the time of issuance of the draft EIS, the lack of this 
final information does not deprive the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment 
on a substantial adverse environmental effect of the Project or a feasible way to 
mitigate or avoid such effect.  The draft EIS included sufficient detail to enable the 
reader to understand and consider the issues raised by the proposed projects and 
addresses a reasonable range of alternatives.  The final EIS includes additional 
information provided by RG Developers, cooperating agencies, and new or revised 
information based on substantive comments on the draft EIS. 
 
The draft EIS comment period was consistent with the FERC’s typical comment 
period of 45 days.  The FERC continued to accept comments on the draft EIS and 
other related materials placed into the record well past the end date of the comment 
period up, to the extent possible, the point of publication of the final EIS. 
 
Upland habitats, including lomas, in the Project area are not protected; therefore, 
mitigation of these habitat is not required.  However, we acknowledge that lomas are 
important habitat for ocelots.  Any mitigation for habitat loss for the ocelot would be 
determined through completion of the ESA consultation process.  As described in 
section 4.4.2 of the EIS, wetland mitigation plans are part of the permitting process 
associated with Section 404 of the CWA.  RG LNG’s final wetland mitigation plans 
would be developed and submitted to the COE, and would be implemented in 
addition to the construction mitigation measures outlined in RG LNG’s Procedures 
and the measures described in the EIS.  Construction of the LNG Terminal would 
not be authorized prior to finalization of the wetland mitigation plans and issuance 
of the COE’s CWA Section 404/Section 10 permit.  

See Comment Response IND67-3. 

IND67-2 

IND67-3 

IND67-4 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND67 - Mary Voltz 

IND67-5 Under Section 3 of the NGA, oversight for LNG export is divided between the 
Commission and the DOE.  FERC is responsible for approving the safe and sound 
siting and operation of LNG facilities, given that DOE has approved the export of the 
commodity.  It is the DOE, not the Commission, which retains the exclusive authority 
over the export of the natural gas as a commodity, including the responsibility to 
consider whether the exportation of that gas is consistent with the public interest.  As 
described in section 1.1 of the EIS, the DOE granted an authorization to RG LNG for 
export to countries having a FTA with the United States that includes national 
treatment for trade in natural gas. In accordance with the NGA and Energy Policy Act 
of 1992, export to a country with which there is an FTA requiring national treatment 
for trade in natural gas, is deemed consistent with the public interest.  Further, RB 
Pipeline executed a precedent agreement for the total capacity of the Rio Bravo 
Pipeline for the 20-year life of the Project, which establishes a basis for a finding by 
the Commission that the pipeline will be in the public convenience and necessity under 
Section 7.   

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

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

As described in section 4.6.2, South Bay connects to the BSC more than 2.5 miles 
from the LNG Terminal site; therefore, impacts of dredging and dredged materials 
on seagrass beds and oyster beds in South Bay are not anticipated.  Dredging is not 
proposed in the Bahia Grande or South Bay; dredging would occur within the BSC 
and the LNG Terminal site (see section 4.3.2.2). 

 

IND67-6 

IND67-7 

IND67-8 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND67 - Mary Voltz 

IND67-10 Loss of wildlife habitat would occur at the LNG Terminal site as a result of the 
Project.  Although loss of upland habitat does not generally require compensatory or 
offsite mitigation, as discussed in sections 4.7.1.3 and 4.7.1.4, any mitigation for 
habitat loss for the ocelot or northern aplomado falcon would be determined through 
completion of the ESA consultation process.  As discussed in section 4.4.2.4, all 
wetland losses would need to be mitigated in accordance with the CWA Section 404 
permit, as applicable. 
 
Appendix M includes a revised EFH assessment for the Project, which includes an 
assessment of habitats and managed fish and shellfish species with the potential to 
occur at the Project site based on available data and field survey results for habitats 
in the Project area.  Consultation regarding the EFH assessment is complete, and, 
given the temporary, minor impacts on EFH, the NMFS does not have EFH 
conservation recommendations for the Project. 

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

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

IND67-11 

IND67-12 

IND67-13 

IND67-14 As discussed further in section 4.9.5, the estimated tax benefits presented within 
assume the Project would receive tax abatements comparable to those recently granted 
for other LNG and major refining and petrochemical facilities along the Texas Gulf 
Coast.  Further, RG LNG has committed to annual payments of $2.7 million during 
the first ten years of operation to offset a portion of the forgone taxes associated with 
the abatement. 

As discussed further in section 4.9.3, the Project would result in temporary to short- 
term, visitation patterns may change, but the number of visits to the Project area would 
likely not. 

IND67-15 

IND67-9 Section 6.3 of RG Developers’ Procedures describes wetland restoration 
requirements, which includes, but is not limited to, consultation with appropriate 
federal or state agencies to develop a project-specific wetland restoration plan, and 
ensuring that all disturbed areas successfully revegetate with wetland herbaceous 
and/or woody plant species and that the company control the invasion and spread of 
invasive species and noxious weeds.  Section 6.4.5 of RG Developers’ Procedures 
describes the criteria for determining successful wetland restoration, including that 
vegetation is at least 80 percent of either the cover documented for the wetland prior 
to construction, or at least 80 percent of the cover in adjacent wetland areas that were 
not disturbed by construction.  If natural rather than active revegetation was used, the 
plant species composition must be consistent with early successional wetland plant 
communities in the affected ecoregion.  The COE may require additional monitoring 
parameters during its permitting process. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND67 - Mary Voltz 

IND67-16 While some information was still pending at the time of issuance of the draft EIS, the 
lack of this final information does not deprive the public of a meaningful opportunity 
to comment on a substantial adverse environmental effect of the Project or a feasible 
way to mitigate or avoid such effect.  The draft EIS included sufficient detail to enable 
the reader to understand and consider the issues raised by the proposed projects and 
addresses a reasonable range of alternatives.  The Section 106 process to identify, 
evaluate, assess, and mitigate adverse effects to historic properties is ongoing, and 
would be complete prior to construction of the Project, if authorized.  Completion of 
the Section 106 process would include completion of field surveys, which may not be 
possible prior to issuance of a FERC Certificate due to restricted access to construction 
workspaces. 

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

See Comment Response IND67-18. 

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

IND67-17 

IND67-18 

IND67-19 

IND67-20 RG LNG contracted ACTA to conduct a space launch analysis.  Public portions of the 
ACTA analysis were submitted to the Project docket on March 21, 2017, and 
supplemental data was submitted on August 22, 2017.  The public information 
provided in these filings shows the debris impact probability contours for varying 
debris from both the Falcon 9 and Falcon Heavy rocket launch vehicles.  The EIS 
provides the FERC staff's conclusions based on this analysis.  Section 4.12.1.6 of the 
final EIS has been updated to indicate that the analysis is specific to both Falcon 9 and 
Falcon Heavy launch vehicles and not for conceptual launch vehicles such as the Big 
Falcon Rocket.  In addition, FERC staff has updated recommendations in section 
4.12.1.7 so that RG LNG must file procedures to conduct risk based assessments that 
would incorporate FAA's public guidance prior to a rocket launch.  Since the risk 
assessments would incorporate the FAA's public guidance, the risk assessments would 
be based on the most up to date information about areas likely to be impacted by 
falling debris and would allow RG LNG to take any action such as reducing or 
stopping certain plant operations prior to a rocket launch. 

IND67-21 Comment noted.   

 

IND67-22 

IND67-23 

Comment noted.   

Comment noted.   
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Individuals (IND) 

IND67 - Mary Voltz 

IND67-24 Section 4.13.2.9 of the final EIS was revised to acknowledge that the Project GHG 
emissions would incrementally contribute to climate change.  Mitigation and emission 
reductions are more appropriately handled by the federal and state agencies, in this 
case the EPA and TCEQ, with the authority to impose such reductions to meet federal 
and state air quality goals.  RG Developers have committed to complying with the 
GHG BACT requirements included in their PSD permit for the LNG Terminal and 
Compressor Station (see section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS). 

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

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

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

IND67-25 

IND67-26 

IND67-27 

IND67-28 Section 4.13.2.9 of the final EIS was revised to acknowledge that the Project GHG 
emissions would incrementally contribute to climate change.  Mitigation and emission 
reductions are more appropriately handled by the federal and state agencies, in this 
case the EPA and TCEQ, with the authority to impose such reductions to meet federal 
and state air quality goals.  RG Developers have committed to complying with the 
GHG BACT requirements included in their PSD permit for the LNG Terminal and 
Compressor Station (see section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS). 

 

 

114



 

 

Individuals (IND) 

IND68 - Ed McBride 

IND68-1 The resolutions regarding opposition to the Project are noted. 

IND68-2 As described in section 4.11.1 of the EIS, the State of Texas requires a State Health 
Effects air quality analysis.  The results of RG LNG’s State Health Effects modeling 
evaluation indicate that the Project emissions are below applicable effects screening 
levels, and therefore adverse health effects are not expected.  The TCEQ is the agency 
responsible for the review of the State Health Effects analysis, and on December 17, 
2018, the TCEQ issued an order granting air quality permits to RG LNG.  Further, 
pollution emissions from the LNG Terminal site, when considered with background 
concentrations, would be below the NAAQS, which are designated to protect public 
health including sensitive populations such as children, the elderly, and asthmatics. 

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

IND68-3 

IND68-4 As described in section 4.12.1.6 of the EIS, RG LNG would need to prepare an ERP 
that would include provisions for evacuation of the public.  If authorized, the ERP 
and cost sharing plan would need to be submitted for review and approval prior to 
any construction at the site.  The Project would be over 4.8 miles southeast of Long 
Island Village.  Based on our analysis of photo simulations for Port Isabel, which is a 
similar distance and direction from the LNG Terminal site, it would be possible to 
see the LNG Terminal from elevated vantage points within Long Island Village.  
Based on a review of aerial imagery, it appears the village is comprised of structures 
that are at most two-stories, therefore it is unlikely that the LNG Terminal would be 
visibility to residences. 

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

IND68-5 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND69 - Christina Salazar 

IND69-1 As described in section 4.12.1.6 of the EIS, RG LNG would need to prepare an ERP 
that would include provisions for evacuation of the public.  If authorized, the ERP 
and cost sharing plan would need to be submitted for review and approval prior to 
any construction at the site.  Section 4.12.1.6 also discusses how the proposed site 
would be designed for natural hazards including hurricanes. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND69 - Christina Salazar 

IND69-2 See our responses to Comment Letter IND67 (Mary 
Voltz). 
 

 

 

117



 

 

Individuals (IND) 

IND69 - Christina Salazar 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND69 - Christina Salazar 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND69 - Christina Salazar 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND70 - Mellissa Case 

IND70-1 Comment noted. 

IND70-2 Comment noted. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND70 - Mellissa Case 

IND70-3 Comment noted.  LNG Terminal safety is assessed in section 4.12.1 of the EIS. 
 

IND70-4 Comment noted. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND71 - Jorge A. Hernandez 

IND71-1 Comment noted.  

 

123



 

 

Individuals (IND) 

IND72 - Donald Gonzales 

IND72-1 FERC has determined that the Project is likely to adversely affect the ocelot and 
jaguarundi; therefore, the FWS will further assess impacts on these species to 
determine if the Project would result in jeopardy of either species.  Further, as 
discussed in section 4.7.1.4, the FWS and RG Developers are coordinating regarding 
mitigation for the loss of potential ocelot habitat.  Final mitigation plans would be 
determined through completion of the ESA consultation process.   

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

IND72-2 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND73 - Kenneth Teague 

IND73-1 Section 3.3.1 of the final EIS revised to include a description of Port Mansfield and 
the limitations to it being considered a viable alternative to the proposed Project. 

IND73-2 The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and the 
Commission’s regulations and policy.  The EIS is consistent with FERC style, 
formatting, and policy regarding NEPA evaluation of alternatives and different impact 
types.  The EIS is comprehensive and thorough in its identification and evaluation of 
feasible mitigation measures to reduce those effects whenever possible.  While some 
information was still pending at the time of issuance of the draft EIS, the lack of this 
final information does not deprive the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment 
on a substantial adverse environmental effect of the Project or a feasible way to 
mitigate or avoid such effect.  The draft EIS included sufficient detail to enable the 
reader to understand and consider the issues raised by the proposed projects and 
addresses a reasonable range of alternatives.  Specifically, the status of field surveys 
along the pipeline route is described in section 4.4.1.2 of the EIS.  Where surveys 
were not conducted due to access limitations, an analysis of Geographic Information 
System- based data was used to identify likely wetlands and quantify and disclose 
potential impacts as part of the NEPA analysis.  RB Pipeline would be required to 
complete field surveys and obtain necessary permits prior to construction of the 
Project.  The final EIS includes additional information provided by RG Developers, 
cooperating agencies, and new or revised information based on substantive comments 
on the draft EIS. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND73 - Kenneth Teague 

IND73-3 As discussed in section 4.2.3 of the EIS, RG LNG developed a draft Dredged Material 
Management Plan that describes the scope of work and practicable disposal locations 
for dredged material placement, both for new dredging related to facility construction, 
and for 30 years of future maintenance dredging at the marine berths and turning 
basin. . In addition to placement of some dredged material at the LNG Terminal site 
(for site stabilization), RG LNG identified 12 potential sites for dredged material 
placement, including eight upland placement areas, two Ocean Dredged Material 
Disposal Sites, and two existing nearshore beach nourishment sites.  RG LNG is also 
considering other beneficial uses of dredged material.  The final management and 
disposition of dredged material will be determined by RG LNG’s consultation with 
federal, state, and local resource agencies and applicable stakeholders, including the 
BND, COE, EPA, NMFS, FWS, and the TCEQ, as applicable. 

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

IND73-4 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND73 - Kenneth Teague 

IND73-5 As described in section 4.3.2.2 of the EIS, all dredging would be conducted using 
equipment designed to meet the Texas state water quality standards and in accordance 
with applicable COE permit requirements, which would require that construction 
activities be performed in a manner to minimize turbidity in the work area and 
otherwise avoid adverse effects on water quality and aquatic life. The conclusions in 
the EIS are based on RG LNG’s compliance with necessary permit requirements and 
the mitigation measures that would be implemented to comply with those 
requirements.  I n section 4.13.2.2, the EIS concludes that impacts due to 
concurrent dredging would be minor to moderate and temporary given that each of the 
projects with the potential to contribute to cumulative impacts would be required to 
comply with water quality standards. 

Sections 4.6.2.1 and 4.7.1.1 of the EIS state that The Laguna Madre (which includes 
the Mexiquita Flats area) and South Bay connect to the BSC more than 2.5 miles from 
the LNG Terminal site.  Section 4.6.2.1 has been updated to indicate that there is no 
formal mapping of seagrasses in the Bahia Grande although anecdotal records are 
available for seagrasses in the interior of the wetland complex.  Dredging would be 
conducted in accordance with applicable permit requirements to minimize turbidity 
impacts.  Therefore, impacts of dredging and dredged materials on seagrass beds and 
oyster beds within these waterbodies are not anticipated.  Impacts from dredging 
activities on surface waters, including the Bahia Grande, are discussed in section 
4.3.2.2. 

Review of the Project under Section 404(b)(1) of the CWA would be completed during 
the review process for the COE’s CWA Section 404/Section 10 permit.  While a HDD 
can be a good option for certain waterbody crossings, our experience is that a direct 
crossing of a waterbody in 24-48 hours can often be preferable from an environmental 
standpoint than setting up an HDD operation with accompanying extra workspace 
which could take weeks to complete.  As discussed in section 4.3.2.2, water quality 
impacts would be minor. 
 
As described in section 3.4 of the EIS, RG LNG originally proposed a new 1.8-mile-
long temporary haul road to transport fill material from the Port Isabel dredge pile to 
the LNG Terminal site.  We recommended in the draft EIS that RG LNG conduct a 
feasibility assessment for transporting fill material from the Port Isabel dredge pile to 
the LNG Terminal site via the existing system of roads or via barges.  As a result of 
these assessments, RG LNG is no longer pursuing use of the temporary haul road. 

 

IND73-6 

IND73-7 

IND73-8 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND73 - Kenneth Teague 

IND73-9 As described in section 4.4.2.2 of the EIS, requirements for compensatory mitigation 
for impacts of construction of the Pipeline System could be required as part of the 
CWA Section 404 permit.  Issuance of the CWA Section 404 permit is not under 
FERC’s jurisdiction.  Wetlands affected by the Project would be either allowed to 
revegetate naturally or by using seed mixes in accordance with NRCS 
recommendations.  Section 6.3 of RG Developers’ Procedures describes wetland 
restoration requirements, which includes, but is not limited to, consultation with 
appropriate federal or state agencies to develop a project-specific wetland restoration 
plan, and ensuring that all disturbed areas successfully revegetate with wetland 
herbaceous and/or woody plant species and that the company control the invasion and 
spread of invasive species and noxious weeds. Section 6.4.5 of RG Developers’ 
Procedures describes the criteria for determining successful wetland restoration, 
including that vegetation is at least 80 percent of either the cover documented for the 
wetland prior to construction, or at least 80 percent of the cover in adjacent wetland 
areas that were not disturbed by construction.  If natural rather than active revegetation 
was used, the plant species composition must be consistent with early successional 
wetland plant communities in the affected ecoregion.  The COE may require additional 
monitoring parameters during its permitting process.  Restoration of upland vegetation 
impacted by the pipeline facilities would generally occur through active seeding using 
NRCS-recommended seed mixes; in addition, following issuance of the draft EIS, RG 
Developers consulted with the FWS regarding the use of seed mixes; coordination on 
the final seed mixes is ongoing, and RG Developers will coordinate with the Caesar 
Kleberg Wildlife Research Institute at the FWS’ recommendation.  Certain areas, such 
as cultivated cropland, would not be reseeded unless requested by the landowner.  RG 
Developers are required to follow the measures to ensure successful revegetation of 
uplands, including the density and cover of non-nuisance species, as indicated in 
section 7.1 of the Project-specific Plan (appendix D of the EIS).   
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Individuals (IND) 

IND73 - Kenneth Teague 

IND73-10 As described in section 4.4.2 of the EIS, wetland mitigation plans, including the 
determination of the mitigation ratio, are part of the permitting process associated with 
Section 404 of the CWA.  RG LNG’s final wetland mitigation plans would be 
developed and submitted to the COE, and would be implemented in addition to the 
construction mitigation measures outlined in RG LNG’s Procedures and the measures 
described in the EIS.  Construction of the LNG Terminal would not be authorized to 
commence prior to finalization of the wetland mitigation plans and issuance of the 
COE’s CWA Section 404/Section 10 permit. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND73 - Kenneth Teague 

IND73-11 The comments do not pertain to the Project.   
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Individuals (IND) 

IND73 - Kenneth Teague  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND73 - Kenneth Teague  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND73 - Kenneth Teague  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND73 - Kenneth Teague  

134



 

 

Individuals (IND) 

IND74 - Kenneth Teague 

IND74-1 The comment is a duplicate of comment IND73.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND74 - Kenneth Teague 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND74 - Kenneth Teague 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND74 - Kenneth Teague 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND74 - Kenneth Teague 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND74 - Kenneth Teague 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND74 - Kenneth Teague 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND74 - Kenneth Teague 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND74 - Kenneth Teague 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND75 - Eddie Garza 

IND75-1 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND76 - Rogelio Solis 

IND76-1 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND77 - Juan Quinonez 

IND77-1 Comment noted.  Prior to construction of the Project, if approved, RG Developers 
would be required to complete and adhere to all conditions of the Order, which 
includes finalizing all necessary permits and necessary mitigation measures. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND78 - Jose Rodriquez 

IND78-1 Comment noted. 

IND78-2 Wildlife and wildlife preservation are discussed in sections 4.6.1 and 4.7. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND79 - Mario Cuevas 

IND79-1 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND80 - Kwin Armitze 

IND80-1 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND81 - Isidro Rodriguez, Jr. 

IND81-1 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND82 - Ricardo L. Olivaroz 

IND82-1 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND83 - Jose Hernandez 

IND83-1 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND84 - Noe Villarreal, Jr. 

IND84-1 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND85 - Jose Cartreuen 

IND85-1 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND86 - Raul Rodriguez 

IND86-1 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND87 - Agustin Moling 

IND87-1 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND88 - Ruben Ochoa 

IND88-1 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND89 - Alejandro Flores 

IND89-1 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND90 - Kenneth Teague 

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

IND90 - Kenneth Teague 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND90 - Kenneth Teague 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND90 - Kenneth Teague 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND90 - Kenneth Teague 

IND90-2 We cannot comment on NEPA documents issued by other federal agencies or the 
COE’s information request process. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND90 - Kenneth Teague 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND91 - Julia Jorgensen 

IND91-1 Comment noted. 

IND91-2 

IND91-3 We disagree.  Section 4.11.1 of the EIS addresses health effects of the Project; noise 
impacts are addressed in section 4.11.2; and visual impacts are addressed in section 
4.8.2. 

IND91-4 Section 4.13.2.9 of the final EIS was revised to include a detailed analysis of the 
anticipated climate change impacts on the Project region. 

IND91-5 We disagree.  The analysis presented in section 4.8.2 is based on several sources of 
information, including RG LNG’s visual simulations, our evaluation of other sources 
as cited within the analysis, and review of maps of the Project area.  As described 
throughout the EIS, the LNG Terminal would be on undeveloped land owned by BND, 
outside of city boundaries, and the closest residences are over 2.2 miles from the site. 
Further, the LNG Terminal site is in an area that is characterized, in part, as industrial 
with the movement of domestic and foreign products within the BSC and associated 
with the Port of Brownsville. 

 

IND91-6 The EIS recognizes the Project’s impacts on eco-tourism in section 4.9.3, including 
an increase in noise, changes in the visual landscape, and heavier traffic along SH-
48.  Recreation and special use areas, including birding trails, that are in proximity to 
the Project are also addressed in section 4.8.1.5, while impacts on visual receptors at 
recreation and special use areas are addressed in section 4.8.2. We find that impacts 
on tourism, including nature-based and eco-tourism, would generally be greatest 
during construction of the Project.  Following construction, the LNG Terminal would 
be the primary source of permanent impacts on tourism, as the pipelines would be 
buried and the associated aboveground facilities would be in remote areas, offering 
limited visibility and mitigating noise impacts.  To mitigate impacts on visual 
receptors and operational noise from the LNG Terminal, RG LNG would use ground 
flares, grey tank coloring, horticultural plantings, and the construction of a levee that 
would obstruct most construction activities and low-to- ground operational facilities 
from view. 

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

IND91-7 

IND91-8 We disagree.  Impacts on wildlife, aquatic resources, and threatened and endangered 
species and their habitats are addressed in sections 4.6.1, 4.6.3, and 4.7 of the EIS 

Sections 4.5, 4.6, and 4.7 identify the impacts on plants, general wildlife, and 
special status wildlife. 
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IND91-10 Impacts on the Laguna Atascosa NWR, wildlife corridor, and wildlife using these 
habitats are addressed in sections 4.6 and 4.7, including impacts from noise and 
lighting.  Air quality impacts are addressed in section 4.11.1. The Project would 
comply with the NAAQS, which include secondary standards set to protect from 
damage to vegetation and animals. 

Cumulative impacts on recreation and special use areas, including cumulative impacts 
on visual receptors at these sites, are addressed in section 4.13.2.6. As described 
throughout the EIS, the LNG Terminal would be on undeveloped land owned by BND, 
outside of city boundaries, and in an area that is characterized, in part, as industrial 
with the movement of domestic and foreign products within the BSC and associated 
with the Port of Brownsville.  As described in the EIS, the RG Developers have been 
and continue to consult with federal and state agencies on mitigation measures for 
Project impacts on wildlife habitat and special status species.  RG Developers have 
also committed to several conservation/perseveration actions, including RG LNG’s 
commitment to maintain 223.3 acres of the LNG Terminal site as a natural buffer and 
its proposal to acquire and preserve a portion of the Loma Ecological Preserve in 
perpetuity to offset impacts on wetland and open water habitat.  Collectively these acts 
could aid in fostering community cohesion. 

IND91-11 

Individuals (IND) 

IND91 - Julia Jorgensen 
IND91-9 We disagree.  As described in section 4.4.2 of the EIS, wetland mitigation plans are 

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

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 

IND92-1 Based on the results of RG LNG’s cultural resources survey of the LNG Terminal 
site described in section 4.10.1 of the EIS, no intact deposits of the Garcia Pasture 
site were encountered.  The SHPO concurred with the survey results. 

IND92-2 As described in section 4.10.3 of the EIS, RG Developers and FERC have consulted 
with federally recognized Native American tribes with interest in the Project area.  In 
addition, section 1.3 describes FERC’s public review and comment process to 
identify environmental issues.  The Section 106 process to identify, evaluate, assess, 
and mitigate adverse effects on historic properties is ongoing, and would be 
completed prior to construction of the Project, if authorized. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 

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

IND92-4 The resolutions regarding opposition to the Project are noted. 

IND92-5 As described in section 1.3.1 of the EIS, the environmental and economic 
consequences of any induced natural gas production are outside the scope of this EIS.  
Production and gathering activities, and the pipelines and facilities used for these 
activities, are not regulated by FERC, but are overseen by the affected region’s state 
and local agencies with jurisdiction over the management and extraction of the shale 
gas resource.  Determining the well and gathering line locations and their 
environmental impact is not feasible because the market and gas availability at any 
given time would determine the source of the natural gas.  While past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future oil and gas infrastructure within the geographic scope of 
the cumulative impacts assessment are addressed in section 4.13, the specific locations 
for infrastructure associated with induced production are not reasonably 
foreseeable.  Pipeline safety is addressed in section 4.12.2 of the EIS. 

Comment noted. IND92-6 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 

 

 

195



 

 

Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 

 

 

197



 

 

Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND92 - Juan B. Macias 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND93 - Madeleine Sandefur 

IND93-1 The comment pertains to the TCEQ’s review and enforcement of air quality permits 
for the Project, which is not under FERC’s jurisdiction.  As described in section 4.11.1 
of the EIS, ambient air quality monitors used to identify background concentrations are 
based on those monitors that were nearest or most representative of the proposed 
Project facilities.  Ambient air quality monitor locations were identified by RG 
Developers in coordination with the TCEQ. 

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

IND93-2 

IND93-3 Sources for our analysis are included in text by reference and in appendix S. 

IND93-4 Comment noted.  As identified in section 1.0, FERC considers the public interest 
and/or the public convenience and necessity of a project prior to making its decision 
on whether or not to approve it.  Assessment of the proposed Project has included 
coordination with multiple federal and state agencies and requires permits or 
authorizations from additional entities (see section 1.5). 

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

IND93-5 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND94 - Joanna Ward 

IND94-1 As described in section 4.11.1 of the EIS, the State of Texas requires a State Health 
Effects air quality analysis.  The results of RG LNG’s State Health Effects modeling 
evaluation indicate that the Project emissions are below applicable effects screening 
levels, and therefore adverse health effects are not expected.  The TCEQ is the agency 
responsible for the review of the State Health Effects analysis, and on December 17, 
2018, the TCEQ issued an order granting air quality permits to RG LNG.  Further, 
pollution emissions from the LNG Terminal site, when considered with background 
concentrations, would be below the NAAQS, which are designated to protect public 
health including sensitive populations such as children, the elderly, and asthmatics.  
Impacts on water quality and aquatic resources, including fish, are addressed in 
sections 4.3.2.2 and 4.6.2, respectively.  To minimize the potential for contamination 
of surface water, RG LNG would implement its SPCC plan during construction and 
operation of the LNG Terminal.  As stated in section 4.6.2 of the EIS, impacts on 
seagrasses are not anticipated. 

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

IND94-2 

IND94-3 The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and the 
Commission’s regulations and policy.  The EIS is consistent with FERC style, 
formatting, and policy regarding NEPA evaluation of alternatives and different impact 
types.  The EIS is comprehensive and thorough in its identification and evaluation of 
feasible mitigation measures to reduce those effects whenever possible.  While some 
information was still pending at the time of issuance of the draft EIS, the lack of this 
final information does not deprive the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment 
on a substantial adverse environmental effect of the Project or a feasible way to 
mitigate or avoid such effect.  The draft EIS included sufficient detail to enable the 
reader to understand and consider the issues raised by the proposed projects and 
addresses a reasonable range of alternatives.  The final EIS includes additional 
information provided by RG Developers, cooperating agencies, and new or revised 
information based on substantive comments on the draft EIS.  As described in section 
4.4.2 of the EIS, wetland mitigation plans are part of the permitting process associated 
with Section 404 of the CWA.  RG LNG’s final wetland mitigation plans would be 
developed and submitted to the COE, and would be implemented in addition to the 
construction mitigation measures outlined in RG LNG’s Procedures and the measures 
described in the EIS.  Construction of the LNG Terminal would not be authorized to 
commence prior to finalization of the wetland mitigation plans and issuance of the 
COE’s CWA Section 404/Section 10 permit.  Impacts on air quality, wildlife, and 
endangered species are addressed in sections 4.11.1, 4.6, and 4.7, respectively.  
 
Under Section 3 of the NGA, oversight for LNG export is divided between the 
Commission and the DOE.  FERC is responsible for approving the safe and sound 
siting and operation of LNG facilities, given that DOE has approved the export of the 
commodity.  It is the DOE, not the Commission, which retains the exclusive authority 
over the export of the natural gas as a commodity, including the responsibility to 
consider whether the exportation of that gas is consistent with the public interest.  As 
described in section 1.1 of the EIS, the DOE granted an authorization to RG LNG for 
export to countries having an FTA with the United States that includes national 
treatment for trade in natural gas. In accordance with the NGA and Energy Policy Act 
of 1992, export to a country with which there is an FTA requiring national treatment 
for trade in natural gas, is deemed consistent with the public interest.  Further, RB 
Pipeline executed a precedent agreement for the total capacity of the Rio Bravo 
Pipeline for the 20-year life of the Project, which establishes a basis for a finding by 
the Commission that the pipeline will be in the public convenience and necessity 
under Section 7.   
 

IND94-4 
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IND94-5 As described in section 4.12.2, The DOT Pipeline Safety Regulations require operators 
to develop and follow a written integrity management program that contain all the 
elements described in 49 CFR 192.911 and address the risks on each transmission 
pipeline segment and minimize the potential for an accident.  The final EIS was 
revised to clarify that the integrity management program includes requirements for 
pipeline inspections, record keeping, and a communication plan with procedures to 
address safety concerns raised by the DOT and other pipeline authorities. 

 
The final EIS was revised to describe the anticipated climate change impacts on the 
Project region in section 4.13.2.9. LNG Terminal safety, including a structural and 
natural hazard evaluation, are included in section 4.12.1.6 of the EIS.  As described in 
section 1.3.1 of the EIS, the development of natural gas in shale plays by hydraulic 
fracturing is not the subject of this EIS nor is the issue directly related to the proposed 
Project.  Further, review of the Project is limited to the economic and environmental 
impacts of the proposal before the Commission; therefore, the effects of LNG 
combustion in end-use/importing markets are outside of the scope of this EIS.  
However, we revised section 4.13.2.9 to acknowledge that the construction and 
operation of the Project, as well as downstream emissions, would contribute 
incrementally to future climate change impacts. 

 

IND94-6 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND94 - Joanna Ward 

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

 

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

 

Potential impacts on the economy and employment in the Project area are addressed in 
section 4.9.2. This analysis is based on Project details provided by RG Developers and 
a reported prepared by the Perryman Group, which characterizes the net economic 
impacts of the Project, including direct and indirect employment. 

IND94-7 

IND94-8 

IND94-9 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND94 - Joanna Ward 

IND94-10 

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

IND94-11 

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

Impacts on eco-tourism are discussed in section 4.9.3. 

IND94-12 

IND94-13 

Section 4.12.1.2 of the EIS describes DOT’s LOD process.  The DOT issued its LOD 
after reviewing RG LNG's hazard analysis and modeling results.  Section 4.12.1.3 of 
the EIS discusses Coast Guard's WSA review as well as the zones of concern for 
LNG shipping operations.  The Coast Guard has issued its LOR after reviewing RG 
LNG's WSA.  Each review (as appropriate) considered the size of the LNG storage 
tanks and the LNG marine vessels.  We also note that the proposed LNG storage tank 
design is similar to LNG storage tanks at existing LNG facilities in the United States. 
In addition, FERC staff reviewed RG LNG’s preliminary engineering design.  This 
analysis contained various design reviews with a focus on the layers of protection or 
safeguards to reduce the risk of a potentially hazardous scenario from developing 
into an event that could impact the offsite public.  If operational control of the 
facilities were lost and operational controls and ESD systems failed to maintain the 
Project within the design limits of the piping, containers, and safety relief valves, a 
release could potentially occur.  To mitigate this scenario, RG LNG’s design would 
include mitigation, such as spill containment and spacing, hazard detection, ESD and 
depressurization systems, hazard control, firewater coverage, structural protection, 
and emergency response.  FERC staff has recommended further final design details 
be provided in section 4.12.1.7 to ensure adequate mitigation is in the final design of 
the proposed facility.  In addition, Section 4.12.1.6 of the EIS discusses the structural 
design of the Project site in consideration of storms (including hurricanes), flooding, 
and sea level rise.   

IND94-14 

 The EIS recognizes the Project’s impacts on eco-tourism in section 4.9.3, including 
an increase in noise, changes in the visual landscape, and heavier traffic along SH-
48.  Recreation and special use areas, including birding trails, that are in proximity to 
the Project are also addressed in section 4.8.2, while impacts on visual receptors at 
recreation and special use areas are addressed in section 4.8.2.  We find that impacts 
on tourism, including nature-based and eco-tourism, would generally be greatest 
during construction of the Project.  Following construction, the LNG Terminal would 
be the primary source of permanent impacts on tourism, as the pipelines would be 
buried and the associated aboveground facilities would be in remote areas, offering 
limited visibility and mitigating noise impacts.  To mitigate impacts on visual 
receptors and operational noise from the LNG Terminal, RG LNG would use ground 
flares, grey tank coloring, horticultural plantings, and the construction of a levee that 
would obstruct most construction activities and low-to-ground operational facilities 
from view.  Finally, we find that no visual or noise impacts on South Padre Island 
beaches and associated tourism would occur, given that the beaches face the ocean 
and are 5 miles away.  Similarly, Laguna Madre would be at lower elevations and/or 
far enough away such that the nearby shoreline areas would obscure the LNG 
Terminal site.  Impacts on migratory birds are discussed in section 4.6.1.3. 
Reasonably foreseeable projects are assessed in section 4.13. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND94 - Joanna Ward 

IND94-15 As identified in section 1.0, FERC considers the public interest and/or the public 
convenience and necessity of a project prior to making its decision on whether or not 
to approve it.  Impacts on recreation and tourism, including nature-based or eco- 
tourism, are addressed in section 4.9.3.  Section 4.7 of the EIS addresses impacts on 
threatened and endangered species.  Section 4.11.1 of the EIS quantifies the Project 
GHG emissions. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND95 - Steve Wilder 

IND95-1 Comment noted. 

IND95-2 Section 4.13.2.9 of the final EIS was revised to include a detailed analysis of the 
anticipated climate change impacts on the Project region, based on the 2018 report 
released by the U.S. Global Change Research Program and referenced in the comment. 
The construction and operation of the Project would increase the atmospheric 
concentration of GHGs and contribute incrementally to future climate change impacts; 
however, we cannot determine a project’s incremental physical impacts on the 
environment caused by GHG emissions. 

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

IND95-3 

IND95-4 As discussed in section 4.7, a determination of “likely to adversely affect” from the 
lead agency (in this case, FERC), begins the process of formal consultation with the 
FWS under Section 7 of the ESA.  Once this determination is made, and the FWS 
determines that the BA is complete, the FWS will further assess the species to 
determine whether the adverse impact would jeopardize the continued existence of the 
species.  The FWS has not yet developed its Biological Opinion and as such has not 
yet determined the effect of the Project on ocelots and jaguarundis.  Section 4.7.1.3 
has been revised to reflect our current determinations on the northern aplomado falcon 
and piping plover, which have been changed to “not likely to adversely affect” based 
on FWS correspondence. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND96 - Mary Volz 

IND96-1 Comment noted.  The EIS is not a decision document; rather, it is a tool to ensure that 
the potential environmental impacts that would occur as a result of a federal action are 
fully analyzed and presented, in compliance with NEPA.  Under NEPA, the 
determination that an impact is significant necessitates the preparation of an EIS (as 
opposed to an EA).  In accordance with NEPA, we have prepared this EIS to present 
the environmental impacts that would occur as a result of the Project.  The decision of 
whether to authorize the Project is determined by the FERC Commissioners. 

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

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

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

However, it is current Commission practice to address environmental justice in its 
NEPA documents when raised as an issue or otherwise warranted.  Therefore, we 
have included this discussion in the final EIS in section 4.9.10. Further, in an effort to 
include Spanish language speakers in the NEPA process, Spanish language Project 
materials were made available to the public during the scoping meeting and public 
comment meeting held in Port Isabel as described in section 1.3.1 of the final EIS.  In 
addition, a translator was available to assist Spanish language speakers.  During the 
public scoping meeting, very few of the Spanish language materials that were made 
available were utilized by attendees.  As such, we determined that translation of the 
draft EIS into Spanish was not necessary. 
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IND96-4 Under Section 3 of the NGA, oversight for LNG export is divided between the 
Commission and the DOE.  FERC is responsible for approving the safe and sound 
siting and operation of LNG facilities, given that DOE has approved the export of the 
commodity.  It is the DOE, not the Commission, which retains the exclusive authority 
over the export of the natural gas as a commodity, including the responsibility to 
consider whether the exportation of that gas is consistent with the public interest.  As 
described in section 1.1 of the EIS, the DOE granted an authorization to RG LNG for 
export to countries having a FTA with the United States that includes national 
treatment for trade in natural gas. In accordance with the NGA and Energy Policy Act 
of 1992, export to a country with which there is an FTA requiring national treatment 
for trade in natural gas, is deemed consistent with the public interest.  Further, RB 
Pipeline executed a precedent agreement for the total capacity of the Rio Bravo 
Pipeline for the 20-year life of the Project, which establishes a basis for a finding by 
the Commission that the pipeline will be in the public convenience and necessity under 
Section 7.   

As discussed further in section 4.9.7, the influx of temporary and permanent workers 
to the Project are would result in nominal increases in the total population requiring 
public services such as school, police, fire, and medical.  Under the worst -case 
scenario, the Project would increase school enrollment by less than 5 percent and the 
student-to-teacher ratio would increase by less than 1 percent.  Increased need for 
emergency services such as police, fire, and medical was also found to be minor and 
would be offset by RG LNG’s commitments to train a portion of the construction and 
operation workforces as emergency responders and to hire onsite security.  Section 
4.13.2.9 of the final EIS was revised to assess the appropriateness of the SCC analysis 
to determine the significance of Project GHG emissions.  We recognize the 
availability of the SCC tool, but conclude that it is not appropriate for use in project 
analyses.  See response CO8-1 for additional information.   

IND96-5 
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Sections 4.9.4 and 4.9.8.2 have been revised to more explicitly address impacts on the 
bait shrimping industry. 

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

The EIS recognizes the Project’s impacts on eco-tourism in section 4.9.3, including 
an increase in noise, changes in the visual landscape, and heavier traffic along SH-
48.  Recreation and special use areas, including birding trails, that are in proximity to 
the Project are also addressed in section 4.8.1.5, while impacts on visual receptors at 
recreation and special use areas are addressed in section 4.8.2.  We find that impacts 
on tourism, including nature-based and eco-tourism, would generally be greatest 
during construction of the Project.  Following construction, the LNG Terminal would 
be the primary source of permanent impacts on tourism, as the pipelines would be 
buried and the associated aboveground facilities would be in remote areas, offering 
limited visibility and mitigating noise impacts.  To mitigate impacts on visual 
receptors and operational noise from the LNG Terminal, RG LNG would use ground 
flares, grey tank coloring, horticultural plantings, and the construction of a levee that 
would obstruct most construction activities and low-to- ground operational facilities 
from view.  We find that no visual or noise impacts on South Padre Island beaches 
and associated tourism would occur, given that the beaches face the ocean and are 5 
miles away.  However, we do recognize impacts on recreational fishing boats for 
trips that begin from Port Isabel or South Padre Island, in the form of delays at 
Brazos Santiago Pass if they arrive during LNG carrier transit. 
As further described in section 4.9.3.1, most current nature tourism facilities at the 
Laguna Atascosa NWR, including Boca Chica Beach, are far enough away from 
the LNG Terminal site that they would not be impacted by construction. 

Section 4.13.2.9 of the final EIS was revised to acknowledge that the Project GHG 
emissions would incrementally contribute to climate change.  Mitigation and emission 
reductions are more appropriately handled by the federal and state agencies, in this 
case the EPA and TCEQ, with the authority to impose such reductions to meet federal 
and state air quality goals.  RG Developers have committed to complying with the 
GHG BACT requirements included in their PSD permit for the LNG Terminal and 
Compressor Station (see section 4.11.1.3 of the EIS). 

IND96-7 
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IND96-11 Comment noted. 

IND96-12 Section 4.12.1.6 of the EIS addresses the potential impact on the Project from 
external events, including the VCP, including impacts during construction and 
operation.  As noted in the EIS, the VCP would be routed through a 75-foot-wide 
utility easement and would not be located directly under critical onsite facilities and 
therefore would not be subjected to pile driving near vicinity of the pipeline. 
 
Section 4.12.1.6 of the EIS addresses the potential impact on the Project from 
external events. 

IND96-13 

IND96-14 Comment noted.  The EIS is not a decision document; rather, it is a tool to ensure that 
the potential environmental impacts that would occur as a result of a federal action are 
fully analyzed and presented, in compliance with NEPA.  Under NEPA, the 
determination that an impact is significant necessitates the preparation of an EIS (as 
opposed to an EA).  In accordance with NEPA, we have prepared this EIS to present 
the environmental impacts that would occur as a result of the Project.  The decision of 
whether to authorize the Project is determined by the FERC Commissioners. 

See Comment Response IND96-14. 

See Comment Response IND96-14. 

IND96-15 

IND96-16 

 

The BA provided in section 4.7 of the final EIS has been revised in accordance with 
FWS correspondence and concludes that the Project is not likely to adversely affect the 
northern aplomado falcon and piping plover and would not result in the adverse 
modification of critical habitat.  Our determination of effect for the ocelot remains, and 
our current determination for the jaguarundi, is “likely to adversely affect.” 
Nevertheless, a “likely to adversely affect” determination is not reason to deny a permit 
under Section 7 of the ESA.  Rather, the ESA requires that, if a project is likely to 
adversely affect a threatened or endangered species, the federal action agency (in this 
case, FERC) must conduct formal consultations with the FWS.  This process requires 
the FWS to prepare a Biological Opinion for the Project. 
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IND96-17 Each project has been planned in accordance with a specific business plan developed 
by the respective applicants.  The projects are therefore each being proposed to meet 
the demands of different schedules and end points.  As identified in section 1.0, FERC 
considers the public interest and/or the public convenience and necessity of a project 
prior to making its decision on whether or not to approve each individual project.  
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IND97-1 Comment noted. 

IND97-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
 
 

 

 

212



 

 

Individuals (IND) 

IND97 - Lessie Spindle 

 

 

213



 

 

Individuals (IND) 

IND97 - Lessie Spindle 

 

 
 

214



 

 

Individuals (IND) 

IND97 - Lessie Spindle 

 

 

215



 

 

Individuals (IND) 
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IND98-1 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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IND99-1 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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IND100-1 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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IND101-1 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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IND102-1 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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IND103-1 Comment noted. 

IND103-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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IND104-1 Comment noted.  The EIS is not a decision document; rather, it is a tool to ensure that 
the potential environmental impacts that would occur as a result of a federal action are 
fully analyzed and presented, in compliance with NEPA.  Under NEPA, the 
determination that an impact is significant necessitates the preparation of an EIS (as 
opposed to an EA).  In accordance with NEPA, we have prepared this EIS to present 
the environmental impacts that would occur as a result of the Project.  The decision of 
whether to authorize the Project is determined by the FERC Commissioners. 

See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). IND104-2 
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IND105-1 Comment noted.  The Project has not been issued all necessary environmental permits 
(see section 1.5 of the EIS) and construction has not begun.  The RB Pipeline would 
transport natural gas in its gaseous state, which would be liquefied at the LNG 
Terminal site.  A discussion of pipeline safety is provided in section 4.12.2.  

See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). IND105-2 
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IND106-1 Comment noted.  Impacts on tourism are addressed in section 4.9.3. 

IND106-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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IND107-1 Comment noted. 

IND107-2 Comment noted. 

IND107-3 Comment noted. 
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IND108-1 The comment is a duplicate of comment IND107.  
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IND109 - Sergio Contreras 

IND109-1 Comment noted. 

IND109-2 Comment noted. 

IND109-3 Comment noted. 
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IND110-1 As described in section 3.5.1.2 of the EIS, alternative pipeline routes were evaluated; 
however, none of the alternatives were determined to provide an environmental 
advantage compared to the proposed Project. 

IND110-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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