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Individuals (IND) 

IND111 - Carlos Galvan 

IND111-1 The resolutions regarding opposition to the Project are noted. 

IND111-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND112 - Norma Ramos 

IND112-1 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND112 - Norma Ramos 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND112 - Norma Ramos 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND112 - Norma Ramos 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND113 - Lauren Bendiksen 

IND113-1 Section 4.6.1 of the EIS addresses Project impacts on wildlife. 

See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
 

IND113-2 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND113 - Lauren Bendiksen 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND113 - Lauren Bendiksen 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND113 - Lauren Bendiksen 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND114 - Mario Garza Jr. 

IND114-1 Comment noted.  Impacts on wildlife are discussed in section 4.6. 

See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). IND114-2 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND114 - Mario Garza Jr. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND114 - Mario Garza Jr. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND115 - Bruce Hix 

IND115-1 Impacts on wildlife and aquatic resources are discussed in section 4.6 (including the 
Laguna Atascosa NWR) and impacts on tourism are discussed in section 4.9.3. 
Comment noted.  Sections 3.2 and 3.3 of the EIS evaluated alternative locations along 
the Texas Gulf Coast that included more industrial development and less industrial 
development compared to the Port of Brownsville.  None of the alternative sites were 
determined to provide an environmental advantage over the proposed Project.   

See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). IND115-2 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND115 - Bruce Hix 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND115 - Bruce Hix 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND115 - Bruce Hix 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND116 - Catherine Faver 

IND116-1 Comment noted.  The BA provided in section 4.7 of the 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. 

IND116-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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IND116 - Catherine Faver 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND116 - Catherine Faver 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND116 - Catherine Faver 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND117 - Margo MacKinnon 

IND117-1 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND117 - Margo MacKinnon 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND117 - Margo MacKinnon 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND117 - Margo MacKinnon 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND118 - Martha Saavedra 

IND118-1 Impacts on aquatic resources associated with the Project are discussed in section 
4.6.2.2 of the final EIS. 

IND118-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND118 - Martha Saavedra 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND118 - Martha Saavedra 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND118 - Martha Saavedra 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND119 - Laura Baguio 

IND119-1 Comment noted. 

IND119-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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IND119 - Laura Baguio 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND119 - Laura Baguio 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND119 - Laura Baguio 
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IND120-2 

 

Individuals (IND) 

IND120 - Crystal Wilson 

IND120-1 Section 4.6.1 of the EIS addresses Project impacts on wildlife. 

See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND120 - Crystal Wilson 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND120 - Crystal Wilson 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND120 - Crystal Wilson 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND121 - John D’Angelo 

IND121-1 Impacts on the Bahia Grande are addressed in section 4.3.2 of the EIS; wildlife and 
aquatic resources are addressed in sections 4.6.1 and 4.6.2, respectively. 

IND121-2 Potential impacts on recreational fishing, including within the BSC, are addressed in 
section 4.9.3. 

IND121-3 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND121 - John D’Angelo 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND121 - John D’Angelo 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND121 - John D’Angelo 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND122 - Letty Roerig 

IND122-1 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.   

IND122-2 As described in section 3.1 of the EIS, the use of alternative sources of energy 
would not meet the stated objective of the Project, and evaluating alternative 
sources of energy is beyond the scope of this EIS. 

IND122-3 See Comment Response IND122-1.   

IND122-4 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.  In addition, see response CO8-1 for additional information.   

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. 

See Comment Response IND122-1.   

IND122-5 

IND122-6 

IND122-7 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND122 - Letty Roerig 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND122 - Letty Roerig 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND122 - Letty Roerig 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND123 - Danielle Swopes 

IND123-1 Comment noted. 

IND123-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND123 - Danielle Swopes 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND123 - Danielle Swopes 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND123 - Danielle Swopes 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND124 - Michele Gardner 

IND124-1 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND124 - Michele Gardner 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND124 - Michele Gardner 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND124 - Michele Gardner 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND125 - Amy Cummins 

IND125-1 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.  
The secondary NAAQS are designated to be protective of animals. 
 
Section 4.12.1 of the EIS addresses LNG Terminal safety.  Section 4.12.1.6 describes 
the operating history of the U.S. LNG industry as well as lessons learned from LNG 
incidents.  In addition, Section 4.12.1.6 also discusses the ERP that would provide 
additional details of offsite public evacuation. 

IND125-2 

IND125-3 See Comment Response to IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND125 - Amy Cummins 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND125 - Amy Cummins 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND125 - Amy Cummins 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND126 - Bradley Willis 

IND126-1 Air quality is addressed in section 4.11.1 of the EIS.  Impacts on water resources are 
discussed in section 4.3. 

IND126-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND126 - Bradley Willis 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND126 - Bradley Willis 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND126 - Bradley Willis 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND127 - John Lingenfelder 

IND127-1 Comment noted. 

IND127-2 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.  The EIS is developed as part of the proposed Project’s consideration to 
identify the environmental impacts that would occur if the Project were to be 
approved, and to identify mitigation measures that would minimize those impacts on 
the environment.  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).  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND128 - Joanna Ward 

IND128-1 The comment is a duplicate of comment IND194.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND128 - Joanna Ward 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND128 - Joanna Ward 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND128 - Joanna Ward 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND129 - Alma Gloria Leal 

IND129-1 As identified in table 4.8.1-1, certain areas of construction would be permanently 
encumbered by Project facilities and maintained rights-of-way; however, we disagree 
that a temporary impact on habitat equates to a permanent loss of habitat; wildlife 
habitat effects are discussed in section 4.6.1.2.  Further, the proposed Project would 
not directly affect conservation lands as proposed.  Certain parcels or Project 
components were identified as encroaching, or potentially encroaching, on 
conservation parcels in the draft EIS; however, RG Developers, in response to our 
recommendations, have modified the Project to avoid these parcels (see sections 
4.6.1.2 and 4.8.1.5). 

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. 

Comment noted. 

IND129-2 

IND129-3 

IND129-4 Comment noted.   
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Individuals (IND) 

IND130 - Herbert Montalvo 

IND130-1 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND130 - Herbert Montalvo 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND130 - Herbert Montalvo 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND130 - Herbert Montalvo 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND131 - Rebecca Wittenburg 

IND131-1 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND131 - Rebecca Wittenburg 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND131 - Rebecca Wittenburg 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND131 - Rebecca Wittenburg 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND132 - Kent Wittenburg 

IND132-1 Comment noted.  Impacts on wildlife and aquatic resources are discussed in section .6.  Impacts on 
tourism are addressed in section 4.9.3. 

IND132-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND132 - Kent Wittenburg 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND132 - Kent Wittenburg 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND132 - Kent Wittenburg 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND132 - Kent Wittenburg 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND133 - Glenn Boward 

IND133-1 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 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. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND133 - Glenn Boward 

IND133-2 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. 

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. 

Section 4.3.2.2 of the EIS describes dredging impacts on water quality, including the 
potential for sediment to reach the Bahia Grande.  Section 4.6.2 of the EIS states that 
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 
within South Bay are not anticipated. 

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. 

Impacts on the Zapata boat launch and associated facilities are addressed in section 
4.8.1.5, and impacts on recreation fishing, including fishing trips that launch from the 
Zapata boat launch, are addressed in section 4.9.3. 

IND133-3 

IND133-4 

IND133-5 

IND133-6 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND133 - Glenn Boward 

IND133-7 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 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. 

See Comment Response IND133-1.  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. 

IND133-8 

IND133-9 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND133 - Glenn Boward 

IND133-10 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. 

IND133-11 

IND133-12 Sections 4.9.4 and 4.9.8.2 have been revised to more explicitly address impacts on the 
bait shrimping industry. 

IND133-13 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 IND133-1.   IND133-14 

 

IND133-15 As described in section 4.4.2 of the EIS, RG LNG is consulting with the COE, EPA, 
and FWS regarding wetland and open water mitigation plans as part of the permitting 
process associated with Section 404 of the CWA.  RG LNG’s final 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 mitigation plans and issuance of 
the COE’s CWA Section 404/Section 10 permit. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND133 - Glenn Boward 

IND133-16 As stated in the EIS, the discharge of ballast water and uptake and discharge of engine 
cooling and hoteling water for each LNG carrier would each represent a negligible 
quantity compared with the estimated 25-billion-gallon volume of the BSC.  If the 
water discharge and use of six LNG vessels were considered together, that volume 
would still represent less than 1 percent of the volume of water in the BSC.  However, 
six vessels would not call on the LNG Terminal simultaneously and we anticipate that 
any changes in water temperature would diminish shortly after discharge.  Therefore, 
we conclude in the EIS that the impacts of ballast and cooling water discharge would 
be minor.  Our conclusion regarding the impacts of ballast water discharge on surface 
water at the LNG Terminal are based on the assessment of salinity, pH, and 
temperature described in section 4.3.2.2 of the EIS. 
 
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.  A s 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. 

Section 4.11.2 assesses the noise impacts from routine construction and operation of 
the LNG Terminal.  The results of the noise impact analysis indicate that the noise 
attributable to construction and operation of the LNG Terminal would be lower than 
the FERC noise level requirement at the nearest NSAs.  Section 4.6.1 addresses 
Project impacts, including noise, on wildlife including birds, and acknowledges the 
loss of habitat at the LNG Terminal site.  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 piping plover and would not result in the 
adverse modification of critical habitat. 

IND133-17 

IND133-18 

IND133-19 Shoreline erosion is addressed in section 4.3.2.2 of the EIS.  RG LNG would stabilize 
the shoreline at the LNG Terminal using rip-rap.  Operation of the LNG Terminal is 
consistent with the industrial use of the BSC.  Impacts on recreational and commercial 
fishing are addressed in section 4.9.2 and 4.9.3, respectively, while impacts associated 
with increase vessel traffic are addressed in sections 4.9.8.2 and 4.12. 

 

 
 

87



 

 

Individuals (IND) 

IND133 - Glenn Boward 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND134 - Jean Mendoza 

IND134-1 Comment noted.  Impacts on air quality, water resources, and soils are discussed in 
sections 4.11, 4.3, and 4.2, respectively. 

IND134-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND134 - Jean Mendoza 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND134 - Jean Mendoza 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND134 - Jean Mendoza 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND135 - Sandra Stark 

IND135-1 Comment noted.  Impacts on the recreational use of the Laguna Atascosa NWR 4.9.3 
of the EIS. 

IND135-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND135 - Sandra Stark 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND135 - Sandra Stark 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND135 - Sandra Stark 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND136 - Mia Trevino 

IND136-1 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND136 - Mia Trevino 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND136 - Mia Trevino 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND136 - Mia Trevino 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND137 - Carmen Grammer 

IND137-1 Comment noted. 

IND137-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND137 - Carmen Grammer 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND137 - Carmen Grammer 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND137 - Carmen Grammer 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND138 - Maria M. Galasso 

IND138-1 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 intent of the combined 
public meeting was to provide interested parties the opportunity to discuss, and 
provide comments for, both projects in one venue.  FERC staff was available at the 
public meeting to answer questions about our environmental review process and the 
content of the EIS. 
 
The intent of the combined public meeting was to provide interested parties the 
opportunity to discuss, and provide comments for, both projects in one venue.  We 
note that multiple comments were received and considered from the commentor on 
the Rio Grande LNG Project; however, no address was provided to include in the 
Project distribution list. 
 
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.  
 
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 resolutions opposed to the Project are noted.  The location of communities 
outside the BND is outside the scope of the EIS.   

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

IND138-2 

IND138-3 

IND138-4 

IND138-5 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND138 - Maria M. Galasso 

IND138-10 See Comment Response IND138-9. 
 
See Comment Response IND138-4.  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.   
  

IND138-11 

As identified in section 4.7.1.4, our determination of effect for the ocelot and 
jaguarundi is “likely to adversely affect.”  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 would be likely to adversely affect a threatened or endangered species, 
the federal action agency (FERC) must conduct formal consultations with the FWS.  
This process requires the FWS to prepare a Biological Opinion for the Project. 

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.  

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

IND138-6 

IND138-7 

IND138-8 

IND138-9 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND139 - Mary E. Hollmann 

IND139-1 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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IND139 - Mary E. Hollmann 
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IND139 - Mary E. Hollmann 
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IND139 - Mary E. Hollmann 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND140 - Larry Hollmann 

IND140-1 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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IND140 - Larry Hollmann 
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IND140 - Larry Hollmann 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND140 - Larry Hollmann 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND141 - Rebelah Gomez 

IND141-1 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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IND141 - Rebelah Gomez 
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IND141 - Rebelah Gomez 
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IND141 - Rebelah Gomez 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND142 - Karen Boward  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND142 - Karen Boward 

IND142-1 See Comment Response IND133 (Glenn Boward) 
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IND142 - Karen Boward  

121



 

 

Individuals (IND) 

IND142 - Karen Boward  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND142 - Karen Boward 

IND142-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND142 - Karen Boward 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND143 - LaNell Gerlach 

IND143-1 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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IND143 - LaNell Gerlach 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND143 - LaNell Gerlach 
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IND143 - LaNell Gerlach 

 

 

131



 

 

Individuals (IND) 

IND144 - Mary Angela Branch 

IND144-1 The resolutions regarding opposition to the Project are noted. 

We disagree.  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 began with RG 
Developers’ entry into the FERC pre-filing process on March 20, 2015, and has 
included coordination with multiple federal and state agencies and requires permits or 
authorizations from additional entities (see section 1.5). 
 
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.   
 
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 comment is outside the scope of this EIS. 

IND144-2 

IND144-3 

IND144-4 

IND144-5 

IND144-6 Impacts on aquatic resources associated with cooling water discharge as a result of the 
Project are discussed in section 4.6.2.2.  Cumulative impacts resulting from cooling 
water discharge associated with all three LNG projects are discussed in section 
4.13.2.4 of the final EIS. 

 

IND144-7 As described in section 2.1.1.6 of the EIS, the Rio Grande LNG Terminal would have 
both an elevated (100-foot) vent stack and three ground flare units to safely and 
reliably protect plant systems from overpressure during start-up, shutdown, plant 
upsets, and emergency conditions.  Air quality impacts are addressed in section 4.11.1 
of the EIS. 
 
The increase of up to 10.5 decibels identified by the commentor appears to be relevant 
for airborne noise levels, rather than underwater noise, which is also assessed in the 
EIS.  As recommended in sections 4.7.1 and 4.7.3 of the EIS, if the Project were 
approved, RG Developers would not be authorized to begin construction until FERC’s 
consultation with the NMFS is complete.  Such consultation may result in mitigation 
measures regarding the underwater noise impacts from pile-driving.  In section 4.6.2, 
the EIS concludes that noise from pile-driving would result in temporary and minor 
impacts on fish. 
 
Comment noted.  GHG emissions from the LNG Terminal are quantified in section 
4.11.1.3 of the EIS. 

IND144-8 

IND144-9 

Terminal 
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IND144-10 As described in section 4.3.2.2 of the EIS, water for hydrostatic testing of the LNG 
storage tanks would be obtained from the BSC and returned from the BSC; however, 
we are recommending that the final LNG Tank Hydrostatic Test Plan be provided for 
review prior to construction.  RG LNG is consulting with NMFS and TPWD 
regarding this water withdrawal to identify any requirements for the protection of 
resources in the BSC.  Water for hydrotesting of the pipeline system would be 
obtained from municipal sources or withdrawn from surface water in accordance with 
applicable federal and state permits, which would include measures to protect 
sensitive resources. 
 
Impacts on tourism, including birding and fishing, and commercial fishing are 
addressed in sections 4.9.3 and 4.9.4, respectively. 

IND144-11 

IND144-12 

IND144-13 

Individuals (IND) 

IND144 - Mary Angela Branch 

Section 4.6.2 states that impacts of dredging and dredged materials on seagrass beds 
and oyster beds within these waterbodies are not anticipated.  Vessels transiting to the 
Project area would not be expected to transit areas with seagrass beds, and hydrostatic 
test water discharges would not be released directly to the Laguna Madre or South 
Bay where seagrasses occur.  Impacts on marine mammals are discussed in section 
4.7. 
 
Impacts on federally and state-listed species are discussed in section 4.7.  Impacts on 
pollinator species are discussed in section 4.6.1.4.  Impacts on birds in general (e.g., 
chachalacas) are discussed in section 4.6.1; impacts specific to migratory birds (e.g., 
ospreys) are discussed in section 4.6.1.3. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND144 - Mary Angela Branch 

IND144-14 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. 
 
Under Section 3 of the NGA, oversight for LNG export is divided between the 
Commission and the DOE.  FERC is responsible for the siting of LNG facilities, but 
does not determine the need for a project.  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 in the 
public interest.  As discussed in section 1, the DOE issued an order granting 
authorization to RG LNG to export LNG 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. 
 
Sections 4.9.4 and 4.9.8.2 have been revised in the final EIS to more explicitly address 
impacts on the bait shrimping industry. 

IND144-15 

IND144-16 

IND144-17 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.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND144 - Mary Angela Branch 

IND144-18 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 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). 
 
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. 

IND144-19 

IND144-20 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND145 - Mary Angela Branch 

IND145-1 The comment is a duplicate of comment IND144.  
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IND145 - Mary Angela Branch 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND146 - Danny Wilson 

IND146-1 See Comment Response IND144 (Mary Angela Branch).  
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IND146 - Danny Wilson 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND147 - Danny Wilson 

IND147-1 The comment is a duplicate of comment IND146.  
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IND147 - Danny Wilson 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND148 - Diane Teter 

IND148-1 See Comment Response IND144 (Mary Angela Branch). 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND148 - Diane Teter 

IND148-2 Comment noted.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND149 - Robert Severson 

IND149-1 Comment noted. 

IND149-2 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.  Section 4.13.2.9 of the final EIS was revised to address regional 
climate change impacts, and section 4.11.1 of the EIS quantifies Project-related GHG 
emissions. 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND149 - Robert Severson 

IND149-3 See Comment Response IND149-2.  
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Individuals (IND) 

IND149 - Robert Severson 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND150 - Diane Teter 

IND150-1 Cumulative impacts of the Rio Grande LNG, Texas LNG, and Annova LNG Terminals 
are addressed in section 4.13.2 of the EIS. 

IND150-2 Impacts on recreation and tourism, including nature tourism, are addressed in section 
4.9.3. 

IND150-3 Comment noted; however, we note that the mission statement of the Port of 
Brownsville/BND, which owns and leases the lands along the BSC, is “to increase 
growth development, and establish the port as a world class port.” 

IND150-4 FERC’s Plan requires that applicants remove any soil and gravel spilled or tracked 
onto roadways daily or more frequent as necessary to maintain safe road conditions 
and repair any damages to roadway surfaces, shoulders, and ditches caused by 
construction.  The applicants of the three LNG projects would be required to obtain 
applicable permits from TxDOT, who is the entity responsible for maintenance of 
roadways in the Project area. 

The No Action Alternative for the Project is discussed in section 3.1.  IND150-5 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND151 - Martha Pena 

IND151-1 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. 

As identified in section 1.0, the Commission 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).  Comment noted.  Section 4.13.2.9 of the final EIS 
was revised to include a detailed analysis of the anticipated climate change impacts on 
the Project region, based on the Fourth National Climate Assessment released by the 
USGCRP Research Program and referenced in the comment. 

See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 

IND151-2 

IND151-3 
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IND151 - Martha Pena 
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IND151 - Martha Pena 

 

 

151



 

 

Individuals (IND) 

IND152 - Edna Goette 

IND152-1 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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IND152 - Edna Goette 
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IND152 - Edna Goette 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND153 - Henry Goette 

IND153-1 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz). 
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IND153 - Henry Goette 
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IND153 - Henry Goette 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND153 - Henry Goette 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND154 - Dr. Sarah Stueber Bishop Merrill 

IND154-1 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 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.    Any mitigation required for habitat disruption of 
federally listed species would be determined by FWS during the ESA consultation 
process. 

IND154-2 
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Individuals (IND) 

IND154 - Dr. Sarah Stueber Bishop Merrill 

IND154-3 See section 4.12.1.6 of the EIS and responses to Comment Letter 67 regarding 
SpaceX.  DOT PHMSA's LOD issued on March 26, 2019 evaluated the 
overpressure or blast wave effects due to an explosion of flammable vapor.  
Specifically, section 9.5 of the LOD analysis showed the overpressure hazards 
would remain within the Project's property line and could extend into the BSC.  In 
addition, section 4.12.1.6 discusses FERC staff's review of 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. 

IND154-4 We disagree.  Each LNG terminal is unique in design and in resource impacts.  The 
analysis presented in section 4.13.2.9 is based on Project-specific noise analyses 
provided for each LNG Terminal, which includes the noise-generating equipment that 
would be operated on-site, and the noise modeling conducted for the compressor and 
booster stations proposed along the Rio Bravo Pipeline.   
 
Section 4.12.1.2 of the EIS states that the DOT PHMSA issued its LOD based on its 
evaluation of process releases that could result in vapor dispersion, fires, and 
overpressures from explosions.  Also, section 4.12.1.3 of the EIS details the Zones of 
Concern distances from LNG marine vessel operations.  In addition, section 4.12.1.6 
discusses FERC staff's review of 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.  We also note that LNG's primarily constituent is methane and 
potential hazards associated with a release of LNG and other hazardous fluids, as 
applicable, were evaluated as part of DOT PHMSA’s LOD process, Coast Guard’s 
LOR process, and FERC’s preliminary engineering analysis of the various layers of 
protection. 
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IND154 - Dr. Sarah Stueber Bishop Merrill 

IND154-5 DOT PHMSA's LOD issued on March 26, 2019 evaluated the overpressure or blast wave 
effects due to an explosion of flammable vapor.  Specifically, section 9.5 of the LOD 
analysis showed the overpressure hazards would remain within the Project's property line 
and could extend into the BSC.  In addition, section 4.12.1.6 of the EIS discusses RG 
LNG's design to protect against storm surges and would be designed to withstand a 
Category 4 hurricane.  Furthermore, section 4.12.1.6 discusses FERC staff's review of 
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. 

IND154-6 Section 4.12.1.6 of the EIS discusses the emergency response and cost sharing plans.  
If the Project is authorized, both plans would need to be submitted for review and 
approval prior to construction of the Project.  The cost sharing plan would specify 
direct cost reimbursements to any state and local agencies and would include capital 
costs for equipment and for any required specialized training.  Section 4.12.1.6 also 
discusses impacts to and from the SpaceX rocket launch facility. 

IND154-7 Section 4.12.1.6 of the EIS discusses how the Project would be resilient against natural 
hazards such as geological, meteorological, and hydrological events.  Specifically, the 
facility has been designed to withstand natural hazards (such as earthquakes, 
hurricanes, and winds) based on mean return intervals in accordance with federal 
regulations and best practices.   
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IND154-8 CEII information includes specific engineering, vulnerability, or detailed design 
information about proposed critical infrastructure that is not disclosed to the public 
since the information could be useful to a person planning an attack on critical 
infrastructure, or gives strategic information beyond the location of the critical 
infrastructure.  The FERC has a responsibility to protect the confidentiality of all CEII 
information while balancing the need for public involvement in decision-making 
processes such as this EIS.  To that end, the FERC has established a procedure 
whereby interested parties can request CEII information.  This process involves 
signing a non-disclosure statement regarding the use of all CEII. 
 
While some information is not publicly available, the lack of this final information 
does not deprive the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment on a substantial 
adverse environmental and safety effect of the Project or a feasible way to mitigate or 
avoid such effect.  The EIS includes sufficient detail to enable the reader to 
understand and consider the issues raised by the proposed projects and addresses a 
reasonable range of alternatives. 
 

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 USGCRP Research Program and referenced in the comment. 

IND154-9 
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IND154-10  As stated in section 4.7.1 of the EIS, prescribed burning, although not allowed on the 
LNG Terminal site itself, would not be precluded in the adjacent areas. In addition, the 
northern edge of the project site would be bounded by a 4 lane state highway (SH-48) 
as well as a 17-foot storm levee.  Furthermore, onsite process equipment would be 
installed at a distance of over 500 feet from SH-48.  This would provide sufficient 
separation distances between any prescribed wild fires and onsite process equipment.  
We also note that hot embers from wildfires or prescribed burns could reach onsite 
equipment and piping, however metal components and paving around these 
components would not be considered a fuel source and would not be susceptible to 
catching fire.  If hot embers did ignite onsite components, RG LNG’s proposed hazard 
and fire mitigation measures described in Section 4.12.1.6 of the EIS would be 
activated as needed. 
 
The equivalent return period for a storm event is determined by comparing the 
attributes of a storm at a specific location against that location’s historical records; that 
is, the return period is specific to the spot or area where the storm hit and should not be 
compared to the total number of 500-year events that occur across the 
country.  Hurricane Harvey caused 1000-year precipitation and flooding in various 
areas of Texas; however, it made landfall 170 miles north of Brownsville.  The other 
recent hurricanes mentioned, such as Hurricanes Florence, Irma, and Maria, impacted 
the eastern coast of the United States.   
 
Furthermore, the 65 to 70 inches of rainfall from Hurricane Harvey which caused 
1000-year floods in some places was the maximum observed rainfall in an isolated area
where the eye of the storm had hit (with the most intense rainfall).  The total rainfalls 
associated with Hurricane Harvey dropped significantly approximately 25 miles 
outside of where the eye made landfall and the vast majority of coastal Texas affected 
by Harvey experienced between 1 and 25 inches of rain. 

IND154-11 

IND154-12 Historically, LNG facilities have not been shown to emit heat at levels within or 
around the facility site substantially enough to affect the function of on-site equipment 
or affect personnel working on-site.  Further, data within the air modeling analysis 
presented in section 4.11.1 demonstrates the dispersion of pollutants in the air 
surrounding the Rio Grande LNG Terminal, and weather/wind patterns in the Project 
area circulate air such that any heat emitted from the LNG Terminal would be 
dispersed from the site.  Therefore, localized climate impacts due to any heat released 
by the LNG Terminal are not expected to occur.   
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IND154-13 See Comment Response IND154-11.  As stated in section 1 of the FERC Guidance 
Manual for Environmental Report Preparation, the Guidance Manual is not a 
mandatory document.  Furthermore, the return period does not correspond to the 
number of storms across the U.S or a region, but to a focused and refined area.   

IND154-14 See comment response to IND154-3.  Section 4.12.1.6 of the EIS and response to 
Comment Letter IND-67, which addresses launch failures from the SpaceX launch 
site. 
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IND154-15 Critical habitat is the term for habitat that is officially designated and protected by 
NMFS and FWS; important or significant habitats are still in the vicinity of the 
proposed Project and impacts on these habitats are discussed where applicable.  
Section 4.7 has been revised in the final EIS to include the results of recent 
discussions between the applicant and the FWS, which has recommended that habitat 
mitigation for certain species include expansion of existing conservation lands; final 
mitigation plans would be determined through completion of the ESA consultation 
process.  Appropriate mitigation would effectively offset or minimize impacts 
associated with the proposed Project such that the Project’s contribution to cumulative 
impacts on a given species would be adequately minimized. 

Impacts on recreation and tourism, including nature tourism, and commercial fishing 
are addressed in sections 4.9.3 and 4.9.4, respectively.  As indicated in section 
4.6.3.3, the BSC (a man-made channel that is regularly maintained) does not provide 
conditions needed for the growth oyster reefs; therefore, construction and operational 
noise would not affect oysters.  Potential impacts on shrimp breeding grounds is 
discussed in section 4.6.3 and appendix M. 

 
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.  Section 4.7 has been revised in the final 
EIS to include recent coordination between FWS and RG Developers, which includes 
FWS’ recommendation that RG Developers’ mitigation for the loss of species-specific 
habitat through conservation of lands adjacent to those lands already conserved as part 
of the Coastal Corridor Project.  Any mitigation required for habitat disruption of 
federally listed species would be determined by FWS during the ESA consultation 
process. 

IND154-16 

IND154-17 
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IND154-18 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.    

Section 4.7.1.3 has been updated to reflect current correspondence between the 
applicant and the FWS regarding appropriate mitigation for the loss of foraging habitat 
at the LNG Terminal site. 

IND154-19 

IND154-20 Critical habitat has a specific definition under the ESA and habitat designated as such 
is protected by federal law.  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. 

As described in section 4.4 of the EIS, wetlands were delineated by RG Developers in 
accordance with n accordance with COE-approved methods, and RG Developers 
submitted the results of wetland delineations conducted to-date to the COE for 
approval. 

 
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).  During construction, FERC exercises “stop 
work” authority in the event of a non-compliance with the conditions in the Certificate 
Order or approved construction procedures. 

IND154-21 

IND154-22 
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IND154-23 In accordance with section 7.3.4 of its Procedures, RG Developers would be required 
to locate hydrostatic test manifolds outside wetlands and riparian areas to the extent 
practicable along the Pipeline System.  The northern extent of the Pipeline System is 
predominately uplands and RB Pipeline would implement the measures in its 
Procedures and applicable state and federal permits to minimize the impacts of 
hydrostatic testing.  At the LNG Terminal site, hydrostatic test water would be 
transferred to onsite stormwater ponds and tested for contamination prior to release to 
minimize water quality impacts on the BSC (see section 4.3.2.2). 
 
See Comment Response IND154-17.  Further, Walker’s manioc is not noted in the 
FWS’ Information for Planning and Consultation System for the Project counties and 
was not identified as being present during the FWS during development of the EIS.  As 
stated in section 4.6.3.2, the black mangroves that would be impacted at the LNG 
Terminal site are likely isolated and experience limited tidal exchange, which indicates 
that they no longer act as breeding grounds for shrimp. 

IND154-24 
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IND154-25 As described in section 1.3.1 of the EIS, the environmental and economic 
consequences of any induced natural gas production and impacts of end-use in 
importing markets are outside the scope of this EIS.  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, including wildlife impacts. 

Comment noted. IND154-26 

IND154-27 Section 4.13.2.9 of the final EIS was revised to acknowledge that the Project GHG 
emissions would incrementally contribute to climate change.  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. 

Comment noted. IND154-28 

IND154-29 As described in section 3.1 of the EIS, the use of alternative sources of energy would 
not meet the stated objective of the Project, and evaluating alternative sources of 
energy is beyond the scope of this EIS.  Additionally, sections 3.2 and 3.3 of the EIS 
evaluated alternative locations along the Texas Gulf Coast that included more 
industrial development and less industrial development compared to the Port of 
Brownsville.  None of the alternative sites were determined to provide an 
environmental advantage over the proposed Project. 

 

 

169



 

 

Individuals (IND) 

IND154 - Dr. Sarah Stueber Bishop Merrill 

IND154-30 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. 

Comment noted.  As described in section 3.1 of the EIS, the use of alternative sources 
of energy would not meet the stated objective of the Project, and evaluating alternative 
sources of energy is beyond the scope of this EIS. 

IND154-31 

IND154-32 An analysis of LNG Terminal safety, including LNG carrier safety, is included in 
section 4.12.1 of the EIS.  The GWP factor for methane is addressed in section 
4.11.1.2 of the EIS, and is used to quantify CO2 equivalents in the EIS.   

Comment noted.  As described in section 3.1 of the EIS, the use of alternative sources 
of energy would not meet the stated objective of the Project, and evaluating alternative 
sources of energy is beyond the scope of this EIS. 

IND154-33 
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IND154-34 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.  Impacts on recreation and tourism, including nature 
tourism, are addressed in section 4.9.3. 

Impacts on recreation and tourism, including nature-based or eco-tourism, and 
commercial fishing are addressed in sections 4.9.3 and 4.9.4, respectively.  Impacts on 
potential EFH, including mangrove wetlands at the LNG Terminal site and shrimp 
habitat (including soft-bottom habitat and estuarine emergent marsh) are discussed in 
section 4.6.3. 

IND154-35 
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IND155-1 The comment does not address environmental concerns and is outside the scope of 
this EIS.  
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IND156-1 Cumulative impacts on climate change are addressed in section 4.13.2.  
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IND156-2 Comment noted.  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.   
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IND156-3 As described in section 3.1 of the EIS, the use of alternative energy sources would not 
meet the stated objective of the Project, and evaluating alternative sources of energy is 
beyond the scope of this EIS. 
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IND156-4 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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IND156-5 This comment is outside the scope of the EIS.  Climate change is addressed in 
section 4.13.2 of the EIS.   
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