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Individuals (IND)
IND111 - Carlos Galvan

INDI11-1 The resolutions regarding opposition to the Project are noted.

Carlos Galvan INDI11-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).
Port Isabel, TX 78578

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

| support our Board Members of Laguna Madre Water District in Port Isabel, Texas. A
resolution to from Laguna Madre Water District, Town of Laguna Vista, City of Port
Isabel and City of South Padre Island have been against all LNG Projects.

IND111-1

| oppose the proposed LNG projects for the Port of Brownsville, Rio Grande LNG docket
CP16-454-000, Rio Bravo Pipeline docket CP16-455-000, and Texas LNG docket
CP16-116-000, hereinafter referred to as the Applicants. These projects, as indicated in
the DEISs, would have adverse impacts, thus permits should be denied. The following
comments are those specific to the DEISs and apply to the dockets aforementioned. IND111-2

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

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

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

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

Socioeconomics

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

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

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

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

The DEIS for Rio Grande says “neither construction nor operation would be expected to IND111-2
significantly impact tourism...” There is no data to support this statement. Port Isabel,
South Padre Island and Laguna Atascosa NWR are all very nature tourist-dependent.
Interview-type studies need to be done with out-of-area tourists to meaningfully assess
this impact.

Air Pollution

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

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

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

The conservation and preservation efforts of the public has resulted in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley NWR, the Laguna Atascosa NWR, Loma Ecological Preserve, Wildlife
Corridor, Bahia Grande Restoration Project, the Federal Ocelot Recovery Plan, and
recent conservation of 3,200 acres on South Padre Island and several hundred acres
along Bahia Grande near Port Isabel. Conservation efforts demonstrates strong social
and cultural values. Permitting LNG projects that continue the trend of impacting
(indirectly or directly) or destroying the last remaining ecosystems conflicts with
regional social and cultural values. As such, permits should be denied. IND111-2

Reliability and Safety

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

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

Cumulative Impacts

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

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

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

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

IND111-2
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IND112 - Norma Ramos

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

Norma Ramos
Brownsville, TX 78526-3860

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

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

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

Not all requests and consultations are finished, and some have not even been started.
How is the public supposed to comment on information that isn't there? Commenting
periods should be extended until all such requests and consultations are finished.
IND112-1
The FERC comment deadline should be extended for reasons that each project has 45
days for public commenting, however FERC combined two projects into one public
hearing and an overlapping commenting deadline. This resulted in cutting the time in
half for review of the DEIS and commenting.

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

Socioeconomics

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

The socioeconomic analysis detailed in the DEISs are narrow in view and incomplete.
The analysis does not include costs to the taxpayer at every level of government {(e.qg.
police, fire, infrastructure, coast guard, etc.) to support LNG costs in response to micro
and macro consequences (e.g. accidents, climate change, social costs to carbon, etc.)
of LNG development that negate claimed benefits.
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There is no analysis of the impacts to both the bait shrimping industry (which relies on
the BSC) nor on the off-shore shrimping industry, which relies ready access to the BSC
to get to & from the Gulf.

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

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

Interview-type studies need to be done with out-of-area tourists to meaningfully assess
this impact. IND112-1

Air Pollution

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

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

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

Reliability and Safety

Valley Crossing Pipeline already goes under the RG terminal site. We do not think it safe
to build a LNG liquefaction terminal over a large buried high-pressure natural gas IND112-1
pipeline, even if the risk of rupture is low. Effects to pile driving, construction,

operations, etc. on the Valley Crossing pipeline is not adequately addressed in the DEIS.

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

Cumulative Impacts

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

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

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

The DEIS says that Rio Grande “combined with the other projects in the geographic
scope, including the Texas LNG and Annova LNG projects, would result in “significant
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cumulative impacts..” Therefore if FERC chooses to permit any one of the LNG
projects, it should deny permits to all others. By FERC's own analysis the cumulative IND112-1
impacts would be too great (e.g. significant).
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IND113 - Lauren Bendiksen

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

Lauren Bendiksen INDI113-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).
Allen, TX 75013

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

As a lifelong Texan, it is senseless to ignore the impacts this development will have IND113-1
upon wildlife and the environment that cannot be reversed.

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

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

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

The FERC comment deadline should be extended for reasons that each project has 45 IND113-2
days for public commenting, however FERC combined two projects into one public
hearing and an overlapping commenting deadline. This resulted in cutting the time in
half for review of the DEIS and commenting.

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

Socioeconomics

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

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

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

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

The DEIS for Rio Grande says “neither construction nor operation would be expected to
significantly impact tourism..” There is no data to support this statement. Port Isabel, IND113-2
South Padre Island and Laguna Atascosa NWR are all very nature tourist-dependent.
Interview-type studies need to be done with out-of-area tourists to meaningfully assess
this impact.

Air Pollution

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

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

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

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

IND113-2
Reliability and Safety

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

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

Cumulative Impacts

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

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

The DEIS concludes that the 3 LNG projects cumulatively "would contribute significantly
to air quality impacts, potentially exceed the NAAQS in local areas, and result in
cumulatively greater air quality impacts.” This is not acceptable and is grounds for
denial of LNG permits.
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The DEIS says that Rio Grande “combined with the other projects in the geographic
scope, including the Texas LNG and Annova LNG projects, would result in “significant
cumulative impacts...” Therefore if FERC chooses to permit any one of the LNG
projects, it should deny permits to all others. By FERC's own analysis the cumulative
impacts would be too great (e.g. significant).

IND113-2

12
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INDI114-1 Comment noted. Impacts on wildlife are discussed in section 4.6.

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

Mario Garza Jr.
Donna, TX 78537

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

| am opposed to this proposed development. This is a short term benefit for the area,
but it will be a tragedy to lose this ecosystem and its rare species for future
generations.

IND114-1

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

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input IND114-2

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

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

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

Socioeconomics

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

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

13
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The analysis does not include costs to the taxpayer at every level of government (e.g.
police, fire, infrastructure, coast guard, etc.) to support LNG costs in response to micro
and macro consequences (e.g. accidents, climate change, social costs to carbon, etc.)
of LNG development that negate claimed benefits.

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

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

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

Interview-type studies need to be done with out-of-area tourists to meaningfully assess

this impact. IND114-2

Air Pollution

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

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

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

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

IND114-2

Reliability and Safety

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

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

Cumulative Impacts

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

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

The DEIS concludes that the 3 LNG projects cumulatively “would contribute significantly
to air quality impacts, potentially exceed the NAAQS in local areas, and result in
cumulatively greater air quality impacts.” This is not acceptable and is grounds for
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INDI115-1 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

Bruce Hix development compared to the Port of Brownsville. None of the alternative sites were
South Padre Island, TX 78597 determined to provide an environmental advantage over the proposed Project.
Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary IND115-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).

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

As a resident of The Rio Grande Valley, | am strongly opposed to the proposed
development of LNG projects near my home. South Padre Island is a pristine coastal
environment that supports marine life, migratory birds, and provides an ideal, clean and
safe location for vacationing families. The local economy is built on the shrimp fleet,
sport fishing, and tourism. The nearby Atascosa Wildlife Refuge is an invaluable
resource for sustaining the natural habitat so important for the natural inhabitants of IND115-1
the Valley.

The development of LNG here will threaten the existing balance between industry and
nature. There are other less environmentally sensitive locations in the U.S. where LNG
would have less impact and are more appropriate for industrial development.

In light of the many and obvious risks to the local environment, please reconsider the
development of LNG at the Port of Brownsville.

| oppose the proposed LNG projects for the Port of Brownsville, Rio Grande LNG docket
CP16-454-000, Rio Bravo Pipeline docket CP16-455-000, and Texas LNG docket
CP16-116-000, hereinafter referred to as the Applicants. These projects, as indicated in
the DEISs, would have adverse impacts, thus permits should be denied. The following
comments are those specific to the DEISs and apply to the dockets aforementioned.
IND115-2

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

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

The FERC comment deadline should be extended for reasons that each project has 45
days for public commenting, however FERC combined two projects into one public
hearing and an overlapping commenting deadline. This resulted in cutting the time in
half for review of the DEIS and commenting.
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The FERC DEIS is not available in Spanish, the predominant language spoken in the Rio
Grande Valley. The DEIS should be translated and commenting period extended for the
Spanish speaking community to adequately review and comment.

Socioeconomics

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

The socioeconomic analysis detailed in the DEISs are narrow in view and incomplete.
The analysis does not include costs to the taxpayer at every level of government (e.g.
police, fire, infrastructure, coast guard, etc.) to support LNG costs in response to micro
and macro consequences (e.g. accidents, climate change, social costs to carbon, etc.) IND115-2
of LNG development that negate claimed benefits.

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

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

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

Air Pollution

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

Identified species by the Applicants that are federally listed as threatened or
endangered will be affected. The DEISs states that the Applicants will likely adversely
affect the endangered Northern aplomado falcon, the threatened piping plover and its
critical habitat, and the endangered ocelot. Many other rare and important species will
be impacted as well. Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, as amended, states that
any project authorized, funded, or conducted by any federal agencies should not
“...jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species
or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which is
determined...to be critical...”. The permit should be denied according to Section 7 of the
ESA. IND115-2
The conservation and preservation efforts of the public has resulted in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley NWR, the Laguna Atascosa NWR, Loma Ecological Preserve, Wildlife
Corridor, Bahia Grande Restoration Project, the Federal Ocelot Recovery Plan, and
recent conservation of 3,200 acres on South Padre Island and several hundred acres
along Bahia Grande near Port Isabel. Conservation efforts demonstrates strong social
and cultural values. Permitting LNG projects that continue the trend of impacting
(indirectly or directly) or destroying the last remaining ecosystems conflicts with
regional social and cultural values. As such, permits should be denied.

Reliability and Safety

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

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

Cumulative Impacts

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

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

The DEIS concludes that the 3 LNG projects cumulatively "would contribute significantly
to air quality impacts, potentially exceed the NAAQS in local areas, and result in IND115-2
cumulatively greater air quality impacts.” This is not acceptable and is grounds for
denial of LNG permits.

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

Thanks for allowing this comment.
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Catherine Faver
McAllen, TX 78504

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

| oppose the proposed LNG projects (the Applicants) for all the reasons detailed in this
message. Among these reasons, the threats to wetlands, habitat and wildlife are my
primary concern. These precious resources are obviously irreplaceable and should be
protected at all costs. In compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act,
permits should be denied.

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

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

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

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

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

Socioeconomics

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

IND116-1

IND116-2

IND116-1

IND116-2
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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.

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

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

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

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

Interview-type studies need to be done with out-of-area tourists to meaningfully assess
this impact. IND116-2

Air Pollution

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

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

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

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

Reliability and Safety

Valley Crossing Pipeline already goes under the RG terminal site. We do not think it safe
to build a LNG liquefaction terminal over a large buried high-pressure natural gas
pipeline, even if the risk of rupture is low. Effects to pile driving, construction,
operations, etc. on the Valley Crossing pipeline is not adequately addressed in the DEIS.
The SpaceX launch site are near the terminal sites for the Applicants. Where is the IND116-2
launch failure analysis? Did that analysis include the SpaceX BFR, which will be larger
than any existing rocket, and which SpaceX says it intends to launch from the Boca
Chica site?

Cumulative Impacts

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

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

The DEIS concludes that the 3 LNG projects cumulatively “would contribute significantly
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to air quality impacts, potentially exceed the NAAQS in local areas, and result in

cumulatively greater air quality impacts.” This is not acceptable and is grounds for
denial of LNG permits.

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

IND116-2
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IND117-1 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).

Margo MacKinnon
Pickering, Ontario L1V2P9

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

Your parkland is too valuable now and in the future to let this development take place.
Our planet needs all the help it can get to support our ecosystem. IND117-1

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

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

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

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

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

Socioeconomics

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

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

24



Individuals (IND)
IND117 - Margo MacKinnon

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

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

The economic analysis did not include the nine recreational use areas identified in
Texas LNG DEIS that are within the project site, increased ship traffic adversely affect
recreational boaters and eco tours on the water such as dolphin watching, and the IND117-1
significant impact on visual resources. These are dollars that would be negated from
claimed benefits.

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

Air Pollution

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

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

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

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

) g i g IND117-1
regional social and cultural values. As such, permits should be denied.

Reliability and Safety

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

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

Cumulative Impacts

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

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

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

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

IND117-1
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IND118-1 Impacts on aquatic resources associated with the Project are discussed in section
4.6.2.2 of the final EIS.

Martha Saavedra INDI118-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).
Brownsville, TX 78520

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

| don't want it to pollute the waters and kill the fish. IND118-1

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

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

Not all requests and consultations are finished, and some have not even been started. IND118-2

How is the public supposed to comment on information that isn't there? Commenting
periods should be extended until all such requests and consultations are finished.

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

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

Socioeconomics

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

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

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

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

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

, ) IND118-2
Air Pollution

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

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

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

The conservation and preservation efforts of the public has resulted in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley NWR, the Laguna Atascosa NWR, Loma Ecological Preserve, Wildlife
Corridor, Bahia Grande Restoration Project, the Federal Ocelot Recovery Plan, and
recent conservation of 3,200 acres on South Padre Island and several hundred acres
along Bahia Grande near Port Isabel. Conservation efforts demonstrates strong social
and cultural values. Permitting LNG projects that continue the trend of impacting
(indirectly or directly) or destroying the last remaining ecosystems conflicts with
regional social and cultural values. As such, permits should be denied. IND118-2

Reliability and Safety

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

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

Cumulative Impacts

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

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

The DEIS concludes that the 3 LNG projects cumulatively “would contribute significantly
to air quality impacts, potentially exceed the NAAQS in local areas, and result in
cumulatively greater air quality impacts.” This is not acceptable and is grounds for
denial of LNG permits.
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The DEIS says that Rio Grande “combined with the other projects in the geographic
scope, including the Texas LNG and Annova LNG projects, would result in “significant
cumulative impacts...” Therefore if FERC chooses to permit any one of the LNG
projects, it should deny permits to all others. By FERC's own analysis the cumulative
impacts would be too great (e.g. significant).

IND118-2
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INDI119-1 Comment noted.

Laura Baguio INDI119-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).
Laguna Vista, TX 78578

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

We do not need these pollutants in our community. Any questionable benefits are far
outweighed by the far reaching detrimental consequences to the environment! Do not IND119-1
sacrifice the last good coastline in Texas for the greed of a few. The people of the
Laguna Madre do not want this!

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

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input IND119-2

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

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

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

Socioeconomics

The need for the projects have not been demonstrated in the DEIS. For a project with so
many negative impacts, an unequivocal need for the product must be shown.
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The socioeconomic analysis detailed in the DEISs are narrow in view and incomplete.
The analysis does not include costs to the taxpayer at every level of government (e.g.
police, fire, infrastructure, coast guard, etc.) to support LNG costs in response to micro
and macro consequences (e.g. accidents, climate change, social costs to carbon, etc.)
of LNG development that negate claimed benefits.

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

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

IND119-2

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

Air Pollution

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

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

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

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

Reliability and Safety IND119-2

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

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

Cumulative Impacts

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

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

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

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

IND119-2
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IND120-1 Section 4.6.1 of the EIS addresses Project impacts on wildlife.

Crystal Wilson IND120-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).
Englewood, CO 80110

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

| care very much about the wildlife of this area, and have traveled here especially to see
it and enjoy the beauty of this area. These projects would have an awful effect on the IND120-1
few remaining wild spaces here, and the wildlife that depends on it.

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

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

Not all requests and consultations are finished, and some have not even been started.
How is the public supposed to comment on information that isn't there? Commenting
periods should be extended until all such requests and consultations are finished. IND120-2

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

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

Socioeconomics

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

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

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

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

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

IND120-2

Air Pollution

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

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

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

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

IND120-2
Reliability and Safety

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

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

Cumulative Impacts

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

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

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

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

IND120-2
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John D'Angelo
Port Isabel, TX 78578

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

The Bahia Grande has only partially been restored and the impact on the fish and bird
life has shown great promise. The construction of the LNG project is not a step in a IND121-1
positive direction and may actually have negative impacts on the restorative progress
achieved to date.

In addition, | have seen first hand the impact of the Cheniere LNG project in the Sabine
Pass area. Itis located in the highly industrial Beaumont-Port Arthur area. | kept a boat
in the area for several years. Shortly after the LNG facility began operation, | left the
area and relocated my boat to Port Isabel. | no longer felt a part of nature when fishing
in Sabine Pass. Infact, | felt as though | were fishing in Cheniere's backyard. | do not
believe the people of the Lower Rio Grande Valley want the same for themselves.

IND121-2

| oppose the proposed LNG projects for the Port of Brownsville, Rio Grande LNG docket
CP16-454-000, Rio Bravo Pipeline docket CP16-455-000, and Texas LNG docket
CP16-116-000, hereinafter referred to as the Applicants. These projects, as indicated in IND121-3
the DEISs, would have adverse impacts, thus permits should be denied. The following
comments are those specific to the DEISs and apply to the dockets aforementioned.

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

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

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

The FERC DEIS is not available in Spanish, the predominant language spoken in the Rio

IND121-1

IND121-2

IND121-3
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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.

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

See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).
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Grande Valley. The DEIS should be translated and commenting period extended for the
Spanish speaking community to adequately review and comment.

Socioeconomics

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

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

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

IND121-3
The economic analysis did not include the nine recreational use areas identified in
Texas LNG DEIS that are within the project site, increased ship traffic adversely affect
recreational boaters and eco tours on the water such as dolphin watching, and the
significant impact on visual resources. These are dollars that would be negated from
claimed benefits.

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

Air Pollution

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

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

The conservation and preservation efforts of the public has resulted in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley NWR, the Laguna Atascosa NWR, Loma Ecoclogical Preserve, Wildlife
Corridor, Bahia Grande Restoration Project, the Federal Ocelot Recovery Plan, and
recent conservation of 3,200 acres on South Padre Island and several hundred acres
along Bahia Grande near Port Isabel. Conservation efforts demonstrates strong social IND121-3
and cultural values. Permitting LNG projects that continue the trend of impacting
(indirectly or directly) or destroying the last remaining ecosystems conflicts with
regional social and cultural values. As such, permits should be denied.

Reliability and Safety

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

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

Cumulative Impacts

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

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

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

IND121-3

The DEIS says that Rio Grande “combined with the other projects in the geographic
scope, including the Texas LNG and Annova LNG projects, would result in “significant
cumulative impacts...” Therefore if FERC chooses to permit any one of the LNG
projects, it should deny permits to all others. By FERC's own analysis the cumulative
impacts would be too great (e.g. significant).
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Letty Roerig
Brownsville, TX 78520

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

Among the more troubling approaches employed in the draft report to support
expansion of LNG export capacity are:

@ A lack of due consideration of shifts in state anti-fossil fuel energy policies, as have
transpired in place like New York and Maryland, that will impact US supplies.

@ A failure to properly evaluate and consider renewed state and non-state efforts in the
US to more rapidly build out renewable energy systems and increase energy efficiency.
@ An unsupported reliance on projected diminishing Rest of World gas supplies.

@ A failure to properly factor into the economic equation the considerable economic
costs of

continuing climate change impacts, including storm damage, loss of essential
resources,

mass migration and increased social and military conflicts.

@ A failure to account for the negative impacts of the increase in gas production and
related

infrastructure, including pipelines, storage hubs and LNG terminals.

® A dismissal of growing international efforts to address climate change that will
impact global

demand for gas.

@ A failure to acknowledge the ongoing and rapidly accelerating transition to renewable
energy and storage that threatens the market for gas irrespective of climate change
policy progress.

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

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

IND122-1

IND122-2

IND122-3

IND122-4

IND122-5

IND122-6

IND122-7

IND122-1

IND122-2

IND122-3

IND122-4

IND122-5

IND122-6

IND122-7
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Under Section 3 of the NGA, oversight for LNG export is divided between the
Commission and the DOE. FERC is responsible for approving the safe and sound siting
and operation of LNG facilities, given that DOE has approved the export of the
commodity. It is the DOE, not the Commission, which retains the exclusive authority
over the export of the natural gas as a commodity, including the responsibility to
consider whether the exportation of that gas is consistent with the public interest. As
described in section 1.1 of the EIS, the DOE granted an authorization to RG LNG for
export to countries having a FTA with the United States that includes national treatment
for trade in natural gas. In accordance with the NGA and Energy Policy Act of 1992,
export to a country with which there is an FTA requiring national treatment for trade in
natural gas, is deemed consistent with the public interest. Further, RB Pipeline executed
a precedent agreement for the total capacity of the Rio Bravo Pipeline for the 20-year
life of the Project, which establishes a basis for a finding by the Commission that the
pipeline will be in the public convenience and necessity under Section 7.

As 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.

See Comment Response IND122-1.

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.

See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).
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Not all requests and consultations are finished, and some have not even been started.
How is the public supposed to comment on information that isn't there? Commenting
periods should be extended until all such requests and consultations are finished.

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

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

Socioeconomics IND122-8

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

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

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

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

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

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

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

Identified species by the Applicants that are federally listed as threatened or
endangered will be affected. The DEISs states that the Applicants will likely adversely
affect the endangered Northern aplomado falcon, the threatened piping plover and its
critical habitat, and the endangered ocelot. Many other rare and important species will
be impacted as well. Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, as amended, states that
any project authorized, funded, or conducted by any federal agencies should not IND122-8
“...jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species
or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which is
determined...to be critical...”. The permit should be denied according to Section 7 of the
ESA.

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

Reliability and Safety

Valley Crossing Pipeline already goes under the RG terminal site. We do not think it safe
to build a LNG liquefaction terminal over a large buried high-pressure natural gas
pipeline, even if the risk of rupture is low. Effects to pile driving, construction,
operations, etc. on the Valley Crossing pipeline is not adequately addressed in the DEIS.
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The SpaceX launch site are near the terminal sites for the Applicants. Where is the
launch failure analysis? Did that analysis include the SpaceX BFR, which will be larger
than any existing rocket, and which SpaceX says it intends to launch from the Boca
Chica site?

Cumulative Impacts

The DEIS says “the greatest cumulative impacts” would be on soils, surface water
quality, vegetation, wildlife, aquatic resources, threatened and endangered species,
visual resources, land & water-based transportation, air quality, and noise. These are
more than sufficient reasons to deny LNG permits. IND122-8

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

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

The DEIS says that Rio Grande “combined with the other projects in the geographic
scope, including the Texas LNG and Annova LNG projects, would result in “significant
cumulative impacts...” Therefore if FERC chooses to permit any one of the LNG
projects, it should deny permits to all others. By FERC's own analysis the cumulative
impacts would be too great (e.g. significant).
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IND123-1 Comment noted.

Danielle Swopes IND123-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).
Houston, TX 77004

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

Please don't support projects that make survival even harder for our threatened wildlife IND123-1
and wild places.

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

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

Not all requests and consultations are finished, and some have not even been started. IND123-2
How is the public supposed to comment on information that isn't there? Commenting
periods should be extended until all such requests and consultations are finished.

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

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

Socioeconomics

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

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

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

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

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

IND123-2

Air Pollution

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

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

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

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

Reliability and Safety IND123-2

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

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

Cumulative Impacts

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

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

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

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

IND123-2
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IND124-1 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).

Michele Gardner
Bayview, TX 78566

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

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

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input
) o IND124-1
Not all requests and consultations are finished, and some have not even been started.
How is the public supposed to comment on information that isn't there? Commenting
periods should be extended until all such requests and consultations are finished.

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

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

Socioeconomics

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

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

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

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

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

IND124-1
Air Pollution

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

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

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

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

Reliability and Safety

Valley Crossing Pipeline already goes under the RG terminal site. We do not think it safe | |NpD124-1
to build a LNG liquefaction terminal over a large buried high-pressure natural gas
pipeline, even if the risk of rupture is low. Effects to pile driving, construction,
operations, etc. on the Valley Crossing pipeline is not adequately addressed in the DEIS.

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

Cumulative Impacts

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

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

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

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

IND124-1

55



Individuals (IND)
IND125 - Amy Cummins

Amy Cummins
Edinburg, TX 78539

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

The air pollution and environmental threats of the proposed LNG projects would
devastate our way of life. | oppose the projects and urge you to deny the permits for
LNG projects in all south Texas. Our quality of life is important. We do not want a few IND125-1
companies to make profits when the sacrifice is the living environment of many people
as well as animals. Why should we have to get sick and have nowhere safe to live
because LNG companies wants to profit off of us? The track record is very poorin
terms of community impact. As a permanent resident here, | cannot flee for safer
grounds after this devastating ruination of our environment, air, and water. Nor is there
any escape for the other millions of people in this diverse yet often mistreated region.
Nor would the animals, wildlife, seafood habitats, or residents of all species have
anywhere safe to go. The conservation efforts in south Texas have been very hard-won
after a lot of effort and investment.

IND125-2

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

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input IND125-3

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

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

IND125-1

IND125-2

IND125-3
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As described in section 4.11.1 of the EIS, the State of Texas requires a State Health
Effects air quality analysis. The results of RG LNG’s State Health Effects modeling
evaluation indicate that the Project emissions are below applicable effects screening
levels, and therefore adverse health effects are not expected. The TCEQ is the agency
responsible for the review of the State Health Effects analysis, and on December 17,
2018, the TCEQ issued an order granting air quality permits to RG LNG. Further,
pollution emissions from the LNG Terminal site, when considered with background
concentrations, would be below the NAAQS, which are designated to protect public
health including sensitive populations such as children, the elderly, and asthmatics.
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.

See Comment Response to IND96 (Mary Volz).
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The FERC DEIS is not available in Spanish, the predominant language spoken in the Rio
Grande Valley. The DEIS should be translated and commenting period extended for the
Spanish speaking community to adequately review and comment.

Socioeconomics

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

The socioeconomic analysis detailed in the DEISs are narrow in view and incomplete.
The analysis does not include costs to the taxpayer at every level of government (e.qg.
police, fire, infrastructure, coast guard, etc.) to support LNG costs in response to micro
and macro consequences (e.g. accidents, climate change, social costs to carbon, etc.)
of LNG development that negate claimed benefits. IND125-3

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

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

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

Air Pollution

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

Identified species by the Applicants that are federally listed as threatened or
endangered will be affected. The DEISs states that the Applicants will likely adversely
affect the endangered Northern aplomado falcon, the threatened piping plover and its
critical habitat, and the endangered ocelot. Many other rare and important species will
be impacted as well. Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, as amended, states that
any project authorized, funded, or conducted by any federal agencies should not
“...jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species
or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which is
determined...to be critical...”. The permit should be denied according to Section 7 of the
ESA IND125-3
The conservation and preservation efforts of the public has resulted in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley NWR, the Laguna Atascosa NWR, Loma Ecological Preserve, Wildlife
Corridor, Bahia Grande Restoration Project, the Federal Ocelot Recovery Plan, and
recent conservation of 3,200 acres on South Padre Island and several hundred acres
along Bahia Grande near Port Isabel. Conservation efforts demonstrates strong social
and cultural values. Permitting LNG projects that continue the trend of impacting
(indirectly or directly) or destroying the last remaining ecosystems conflicts with
regional social and cultural values. As such, permits should be denied.

Reliability and Safety

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

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

Cumulative Impacts

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

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

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

IND123-3

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

Please do not destroy this area. Thank you for your time.
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IND126-1 Air quality is addressed in section 4.11.1 of the EIS. Impacts on water resources are
discussed in section 4.3.

Bradley Willis IND126-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).
South Padre Island, TX 78597

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

| live and play downwind of this proposed disaster of a project. | have seen how
destructive and damaging these projects are elsewhere. The list below only begins to
outline the problems that will impact my quality of life if they are allowed to move
forward. The quality of my air and water will be negatively impacted because of what
LNG is trying to do. Please don't let that happen.

IND126-1

| oppose the proposed LNG projects for the Port of Brownsville, Rio Grande LNG docket
CP16-454-000, Rio Bravo Pipeline docket CP16-455-000, and Texas LNG docket
CP16-116-000, hereinafter referred to as the Applicants. These projects, as indicated in
the DEISs, would have adverse impacts, thus permits should be denied. The following
comments are those specific to the DEISs and apply to the dockets aforementioned. IND1268-2

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

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

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

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

Socioeconomics

The need for the projects have not been demonstrated in the DEIS. For a project with so
many negative impacts, an unequivocal need for the product must be shown.
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The socioeconomic analysis detailed in the DEISs are narrow in view and incomplete.
The analysis does not include costs to the taxpayer at every level of government (e.g.
police, fire, infrastructure, coast guard, etc.) to support LNG costs in response to micro
and macro consequences (e.g. accidents, climate change, social costs to carbon, etc.)
of LNG development that negate claimed benefits.

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

The economic analysis did not include the nine recreational use areas identified in IND126-2
Texas LNG DEIS that are within the project site, increased ship traffic adversely affect
recreational boaters and eco tours on the water such as dolphin watching, and the
significant impact on visual resources. These are dollars that would be negated from
claimed benefits.

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

Air Pollution

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

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

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

The conservation and preservation efforts of the public has resulted in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley NWR, the Laguna Atascosa NWR, Loma Ecological Preserve, Wildlife
Corridor, Bahia Grande Restoration Project, the Federal Ocelot Recovery Plan, and
recent conservation of 3,200 acres on South Padre Island and several hundred acres
along Bahia Grande near Port Isabel. Conservation efforts demonstrates strong social
and cultural values. Permitting LNG projects that continue the trend of impacting
(indirectly or directly) or destroying the last remaining ecosystems conflicts with
regional social and cultural values. As such, permits should be denied. IND126-2

Reliability and Safety

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

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

Cumulative Impacts

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

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

The DEIS concludes that the 3 LNG projects cumulatively “would contribute significantly
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to air quality impacts, potentially exceed the NAAQS in local areas, and result in

cumulatively greater air quality impacts.” This is not acceptable and is grounds for
denial of LNG permits.

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

IND126-2
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20181203-5173 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 12/3/2018 1:54:46 EM IND127_1 Comment noted'

IND127-2 As identified in section 1.0, FERC considers the public interest and/or the public
el T———— convenience and necessity of a project prior to making its decision on whether or not
< ) :nfe N ano, L. ) . . ) .

I grew up in this area of Texas. After reviewing the proposed LNG plant to approve it. The EIS is developed as part of the proposed Project’s consideration to

and pipeline, I must protest any consideration for its construction. IND127-1 ldentlfy the environmental impacts that would occur if the Project were to be

Tex 5 very 71 ares armaini t are iverse as this. § : : s . s e .

e M=s ReR (658 Bl Soees BetaInker Rk AN S Simens B ks, Gy approved, and to identify mitigation measures that would minimize those impacts on

construction will forever mar this landscape and environment. i 3 K . R .
the environment. Assessment of the proposed Project has included coordination with

I realize that there are definite economic benefits to constructing multiple federal and state agencies and requires permits or authorizations from

these, but why is economic benefit always the primary consideration? Why dditi 1 titi ( t 1.5

not make the environmental benefit to the local community and to the additional entities (sec section 1. )

people of Texas bhe the primary consideration. IND127-2

Construction of this plant and of the pipeline will turn a diverse

ecological environment into an environmental wasteland.

Please do not approve this construction. Texas needs this place as it 1is.
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Joanna Ward, Laguna Vista, TX.
Reasons for Rio Grand Pipeline Denial:

Flease know that Mellissa Case living in Houston works for Bechtel 0il,
Gas, and Chemicals. The positive statements about an Australian fishing
village with LNG exports made by her on 11/20/2018 for Rio Grande LNG
Export business should not be taken as true facts. I know for a fact
that residents in Australia strongly opposed the unhealthy polluting done IND128-1
to their land, water, and populations with fracking as do the residents
in Texas. I doubt that the residents in the Australian fishing village
have all of the LNG jobs that Ms. Case states based on my experience in
search of the truth regarding the jobs promised for the LRGV nor do I
believe that the pecple are happy about breathing the carcincogenic air
produced by the dirty fracked methane being piped to their polluting
export facility while it is being frozen for export and its toxins are
released into the community which, if the same as in the LRGV, include
tons of nitrogen cxides, carbon meoncxide, velatile organic compounds,
particulate matter, and sulfur dioxide. It should be of concern that
these pollutants that are known tc mostly affect the unbormn, wyoung, and
retired elderly residents with asthma, harm pregnant women and fetuses
causing ancmalies, and increases cancer rates will alsc affect the water
and the fish that are ingested by the villagers and by those to whom
their fish are scld. The same would be the case with the fish becoming
contaminated in the “best fishing in Texas at Laguna Madre” where five
species of seagrass in the area account for 80% of remaining seagrass in

Texas according to Texas.gov should FERC grant such permission! Our
Laguna Madre 1s the only hyper saline bay in the United States, and one
of only six on our planet! Our saltwater estuaries are one of the most

valuakle types cof landforms that exist on the planet. Our Laguna Madre
in the Lower Rio Grande Valley now offers popular sport fishing
ocpportunities for sea trout, redfish, flounder, as well as, snock, gray
snapper, Florida pomp, and barracuda. Furthermore, these LNG Export
companies taking cur natural resources while harming and destroying our
natural lands, even without a plan for mitigation which had not yet been
made as required for all the public to see in crder to be informed and
able to make their comments known, while threatening local businesses,
our health, and wildlife including the endangered species here will also
cause our gas prices to rise as they have in Australia due to supply!
There are more than enough LNG export facilities along our Eastern shores
that have already been approved and not yvet built to accommodate the
needs of the “clean LNG” other countries will receive from abroad to burn
at the cost of the health and well being of the American residents for
one group living near the chemical fracking fields, ugly polluting export
facilities and gas pipelines that are known to have exploded harming and
killing people and damaging properties. The people are the ones who
report pipeline issues, not the companies who bullt them! What’s more,
we already have safety concerns along the souther tip of Texas living at
sea level which continues to rise as do the tides. We recently learned
through the required Federal report about man’s carbon pollution and know
that methane, an extremely powerful climate disrupting gas more than 20
times more potent than carbon dioxide, is causing the drastic climate
changes we already have started to see. Texas 1s the third most
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industrial polluted state in the country next to Louisiana as the second
greatest polluter of its citizens. I'd get thelr cancer rates, if FERC
allowed me a decent amount of time to research and submit my comments!!!
The fracking with undisclosed chemicals and freezing the dirty methane
significantly contributes to the climate change that we have already
Wwitnessed. The problem with the now known methane leaks that do occur
also guestions how c¢lean LNG truly is and there is so much of it, while
all other countries in the world are looking for cleaner fuels for their
energy and China is going to win in that business if we stay on this
poorly thought through dirty business in the USA! We have already seen
the extreme changes in temperatures, sea level and tides rising, the most
catastrophic fires, and more catastrophic and deadly hurricanes and
storms which are part of several important factors within the safety
concerns of our communities that must be addressed. Leaks from storage
tanks have also cccurred carrying cdorless gas that could be ignited as
the strong winds here carry it through our communities. Do you have
updated standards for allowing such a business since they now have bigger
ships and storage tanks this close, just two miles, to our communities
and businesses with internaticnal customers? We alsc live in a salty air
environment that is highly corrosive. Pipeline problems and explosions
have been found by the public and neot the companies who should ke held
responsible for monitoring and maintaining their pipes to avoid these
accidents. TCEQ won’t monitor companies in Texas according to their IND128-1
history! I feel sorry for those children in communities during Eagle
Ford Shale's fracking where the children went to school with burning
noses and many citizens could not go outdoors without their asthma
inhalers while the TCEQ did nothing to protect them. When I made my
public comments to TCEQ in Brownsville, I made it known that they do not
even monitecr the air as it would blow in from this enormous Rio Grande
export facility which would pollute us with their toxins from their
methane while shrinking 1t for export and our strong southerly winds
would be taking these toxins into Port Isabel High School and the SPI
Golf Course Community in Laguna Vista, the Gate Way to the Laguna Madre,
where our multimillion dollar eco tourism building is in the planning
stages to educate and attract our internaticnal ecc tourism visitors. I
do believe that building will not reach any where near itfs full
potential with cur growing Texas, country, and internaticnal visitors
supporting our businesses that we already have here. If you approve any
LNG export company to destroy the last and cleanest Gulf Coast shoreline
in our state and country, I will immediately sell my property at the SPI
Golf Course, that has tripled in size since I bought the property in 2003
along the now Laguna Atascosa Naticnal Wildlife Refuge and find a
healthier place and maybe country to retire, unlike too many of the
people here who have lived for generations and may not have the same
means as I do. It will be a sad day for our country and our planet
should this permit be granted. This area can not be mitigated or
recovered once FERC permits its destruction for once and for all.

FRegarding jobs in the LRGV, I tried to get the facts from Jesus Canas, a
business economist from the Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas who spoke
about the large numbers of jobs that would be created by LNG exporters in
the LRGV at the Binaticnal Innovation Conference at South Texas College
September 24, 2014. When I asked him for the facts to support that
promise, he stated that he did not have that informatlion with him but,
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would send it to me. He gave me his contact information after his
presentation and never responded back to dozens of phone calls, messadges,
and emails. Yet some people in the LRGV Brownsville area believe what
they are told without evidence. My guess is that there would be one
experienced LNG engineer hired from out of state and other menial local
maintenance jobs after the construction that in itself would be a
polluting process. This business would take away from ocur near 7,000 eco
tourism jobs reported in 2011 besides making people sick where health
care is already not well enough provided!

I do know for a fact that our informed surrounding towns of Laguna Vista,
Port Isabel, South Padre Island, and Long Island Village who would most
be affected by the enormous Rio Grande LNG project just 2.2 miles from
the tourist beach town of Port Isabel all strongly oppose it and have
intervened to steop 1t. Our way of life in this last pristine most
beautiful and inviting TX Gulf Coast area where our populations continue
to grow and triple during the winters and spring and fall birding
migrations would be forever changed for the worse and destroyed. Our eco
tourism businesses have continued toc grow here bringing seven years ago IND128-1
almost half a billion dollars to the area in one season with national and
international ecc tourism and beach visitors. Those near 7,000 jobs as
reported in 201lwould be negatively affected by the Rio Grande LNG
project. There i3 a multimillion dellar building project already in the
planning stages in Laguna Vista, the gateway to our unique hypersaline
Laguna Madre bay, to promote cur ecotourism business with the Bahila
Grande, the largest restoration project in North America! Over five
hundred bird species have been migrating between our two continents
through these areas on our planet for thousands of years here with our
rare hyper saline estuaries/wetlands and Laguna Madre bay. Our families
of dolphins live and play and entertain our nature tourists in our Laguna
Madre. ©Our Isla Blanca public beach ends at the ship channel. We don't
want the impact that the Rio Grande LNG Export business would bring on
this remaining untouched paradise con the tip of South Texas with its
endangered turtles, ocelots, birds, along with its important wild Gulf
Shrimping businesses here and where the elegant shorebirds are a heavenly
site now at sunset in the Bahia Grande along Highway 48 to the
Brownsville Airpert! This land now attracts nature photographers and
birders from all over the world. We look forward to kayaking and paddle
boarding in the Bahia Grande riding our bikes on trails there from the
new Ecotourism building coming to Laguna Vista! We don’t want the take
over of so much of our land and environment here with bright lights 24/7
surrounding a chained fence protecting storage tanks as tall as our
Historic Light House in Port Isabel seen from our Causeway to our South
Padre Island heaches and businesses or around our Bahia Grande with
flares unable to burn away the toxins with our strong winds before they
egcape into the air all living creatures inhale as the dirty natural
methane freezes and shrinks all of their carcinogenic toxins into our
environment and schoolyards that our coallition of pediatricilans from
Brownsville have stated would cause fetal anomalies and increased asthma.
We know the unborn, young, and old living and choosing to retire here
would be most harmed by these proposed toxins being put into our
environment. Regarding the unique territory, how can our hypersaline
wetlands possibly be successfully mitigated?z?222!!1! Furthermore, the
Safety Standards have not vet been updated for the larger storage tanks
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and ships to protect our affected communities, as well as, with the
federally reported severe weather changes and more catastrophic, deadly
storms with climate change! This unacceptable permit for another
pipelinmist be denied in the Lower Rioc Grande Valley!

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

We the people here demand our pristine land remain preserved for all who
live here, visit from around the planet, and all the children and future
grandchildren who will need a place like this forever as well as all of
our endangered species who live here with us. On turtle patrols visitors IND128-1
from Corpus Christi and San Antonioc have told me they were appalled that
LNG exports could take away their last clean beaches in thelr state where
they could escape the pollution from the fossil fuel industry already
damaging their areas where they live in this state! I for one with the
means will not stay to breathe the toxins directly coming into my
backyard sheould you make an unchangeable major mistake for posterity and
grant such a permit.

Thanking yvou in advance for respecting our lives and the facts and
denying this permit that would forever harm the populations with such a
pipeline using Eminent Domain to take away people’s property which is for
corpeorate profits and is not in the interest of the Public Good, the
South tip of Texas, our endangered species in this unigue area, and eco
tourism businesses while it helps to double our carbon footprint in
Cameron County.

Most sincerely,
Joanna Ward, MSN, BSN, PNP, RN
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20181203-5187 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 12/3/2018 2:08:48 PM 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
ABlma Gloria Leal, Rancho Viejo, TXE.

I am writing to redquest that FERC deny Rio Grande LNG's application for a conservation parcels in the draft EIS; however, RG DeVClOperS, in response to our
permit to build an LNG facility at the Port of Brownsville based on many recommendations, have modified the Project to avoid these parcels (see sections
factors and particularly on the DEIS document that clearly shows why the

permit should be denied. 4.6.1.2 and 4815)

I am a resident of Rancho Viejo, TX and am greatly concerned about the IND129-2 As described in section 4.11.1 of the EIS, the State of Texas requires a State Health
disastrous impact an LNG facility will have on the Rio Grande Valley, Effects air quality analysis. The results of RG LNG’s State Health Effects modeling
especially when combined with the cumulative impact of additional LNG evaluation indicate that the Project emissions are below applicable effects screening
facilities that are also requesting permits. The DEIS i1s lacking in that .

it has not fully investigated all the hazards on our environment and ICVCIS, and therefore adverse health effeCtS are not eXpeCted- The TCEQ 18 the agency
endangered species. Regardless of the mitigation plans submitted by Rio IND129-1 responsible for the review of the State Health Effects analysis, and on December 17,
Grande LNG, natural hakitats cof endangered specles can never be preserved 2018. the TCEQ issued an order granting air quality permits to RG LNG. Further
to their original state. A temporary loss will actually be a permanment ’. L ? o . . : ’
loss. Many conservation groups and individuals have worked so hard to pOHuthﬂ emissions from the LNG Terminal site, when considered with background
develop and enhance wildlife refuges in South Texas, only to have a concentrations, would be below the NAAQS, which are designated to protect pUth

company destroy them for their own econcmic benefit that may never come
to fruition because of waning or lack of demand for LNG. I am also deeply
concerned about the quality of life of residents who will be exposed to IND129-2
emissions that will hi;-}\.r:—z short and long term effects on the e]dir'ly, IND129-3 Comment noted.
children and future generaticns. The DEIS itself says that there will ke
great cumulative impacts on soil, surface water guality, vegetation,
wildlife, aquatic resources, endangered species, air quality and other IND129-3
areas. Common sense dictates that these impacts are too great a risk to IND129-4
give Rio Grande LNG a permit. We are lucky that we have not been impacted
by raging fires, destructive hurricanes, tornadoes and earthguakes that
are causing immense damage and loss of life in other parts of the U. S.
We do not want to invite disaster and destruction of our environment and
quality of life, nor adverse impacts on cur eccnomy that depends on IND129-4
healthy ecosystems. Based on your statements regarding cumulative impacts
to our air quality, wildlife and vegetation, please deny Rio Grande LNG a
permit to destroy our way of life and our precious resources.

health including sensitive populations such as children, the elderly, and asthmatics.

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

Herbert Montalvo
McAllen, TX 78504

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

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

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input
Not all requests and consultations are finished, and some have not even been started.

How is the public supposed to comment on information that isn't there? Commenting
periods should be extended until all such requests and consultations are finished.

IND130-1

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

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

Socioeconomics

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

The socioeconomic analysis detailed in the DEISs are narrow in view and incomplete.
The analysis does not include costs to the taxpayer at every level of government (e.qg.
police, fire, infrastructure, coast guard, etc.) to support LNG costs in response to micro
and macro consequences (e.g. accidents, climate change, social costs to carbon, etc.)
of LNG development that negate claimed benefits.
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There is no analysis of the impacts to both the bait shrimping industry (which relies on
the BSC) nor on the off-shore shrimping industry, which relies ready access to the BSC
to get to & from the Gulf.

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

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

Air Pollution IND130-1

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

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

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

Reliability and Safety IND130-1

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

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

Cumulative Impacts

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

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

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

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

IND130-1

73



Individuals (IND)
IND131 - Rebecca Wittenburg

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

Rebecca Wittenburg
Charlestown, MA 02129-3621

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

As a winter Texas and former native of the Rio Grande Valley, I'd like to register my
opposition to the proposed LNG project for the Port of Brownsville for the following
reasons:

These projects, as indicated in the DEISs, would have adverse impacts for so many
reasons.

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

Not all requests and consultations are finished, and some have not even been started.
How is the public supposed to comment on information that isn't there? Commenting
periods should be extended until all such requests and consultations are finished.
IND131-1
The FERC comment deadline should be extended for reasons that each project has 45
days for public commenting, however FERC combined two projects into one public
hearing and an overlapping commenting deadline. This resulted in cutting the time in
half for review of the DEIS and commenting.

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

Socioeconomics

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

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

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

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

IND131-1

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

Air Pollution

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

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

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

The conservation and preservation efforts of the public has resulted in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley NWR, the Laguna Atascosa NWR, Loma Ecological Preserve, Wildlife
Corridor, Bahia Grande Restoration Project, the Federal Ocelot Recovery Plan, and
recent conservation of 3,200 acres on South Padre Island and several hundred acres
along Bahia Grande near Port Isabel. Conservation efforts demonstrates strong social
and cultural values. Permitting LNG projects that continue the trend of impacting
(indirectly or directly) or destroying the last remaining ecosystems conflicts with IND1311-1
regional social and cultural values. As such, permits should be denied.

Reliability and Safety

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

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

Cumulative Impacts

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

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

The DEIS concludes that the 3 LNG projects cumulatively “would contribute significantly
to air quality impacts, potentially exceed the NAAQS in local areas, and result in
cumulatively greater air quality impacts.” This is not acceptable and is grounds for
denial of LNG permits.
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The DEIS says that Rio Grande “combined with the other projects in the geographic
scope, including the Texas LNG and Annova LNG projects, would result in “significant
cumulative impacts...” Therefore if FERC chooses to permit any one of the LNG
projects, it should deny permits to all others. By FERC's own analysis the cumulative
impacts would be too great (e.g. significant).

IND131-1
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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.

Kent Wittenburg IND132-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).
Charlestown, MA 02120

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

My family as well as my wife's family have been a part of the Rio Grande Valley for four
generations. My wife and | spend part of every winter in Brownsville TX and South Padre
Island with our family there. We deeply appreciate the natural environment in the area.
We birdwatch, windsurf, swim, and fish. Our view is that the proposed LNG projects IND132-1
would be clearly harmful to the natural environment of the area and it would adversely
affect tourism. We are strongly opposed to the project.

| oppose the proposed LNG projects for the Port of Brownsville, Rio Grande LNG docket
CP16-454-000, Rio Bravo Pipeline docket CP16-455-000, and Texas LNG docket

CP16-116-000, hereinafter referred to as the Applicants. These projects, as indicated in
the DEISs, would have adverse impacts, thus permits should be denied. The following (M-

comments are those specific to the DEISs and apply to the dockets aforementioned.

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

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

periods should be extended until all such requests and consultations are finished.

The FERC comment deadline should be extended for reasons that each project has 45
days for public commenting, however FERC combined two projects into one public

hearing and an overlapping commenting deadline. This resulted in cutting the time in

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

Spanish speaking community to adequately review and comment.

Socioeconomics

The need for the projects have not been demonstrated in the DEIS. For a project with so

many negative impacts, an unequivocal need for the product must be shown.

The socioeconomic analysis detailed in the DEISs are narrow in view and incomplete.
The analysis does not include costs to the taxpayer at every level of government (e.g.
police, fire, infrastructure, coast guard, etc.) to support LNG costs in response to micro
and macro consequences {(e.g. accidents, climate change, social costs to carbon, etc.) IND132-2

of LNG development that negate claimed benefits.

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

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

claimed benefits.

The DEIS for Rio Grande says “neither construction nor operation would be expected to
significantly impact tourism...” There is no data to support this statement. Port Isabel,

South Padre Island and Laguna Atascosa NWR are all very nature tourist-dependent.

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

Air Pollution

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

IND132-2
Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

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

The conservation and preservation efforts of the public has resulted in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley NWR, the Laguna Atascosa NWR, Loma Ecological Preserve, Wildlife
Corridor, Bahia Grande Restoration Project, the Federal Ocelot Recovery Plan, and

recent conservation of 3,200 acres on South Padre Island and several hundred acres
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along Bahia Grande near Port Isabel. Conservation efforts demonstrates strong social
and cultural values. Permitting LNG projects that continue the trend of impacting
(indirectly or directly) or destroying the last remaining ecosystems conflicts with

regional social and cultural values. As such, permits should be denied.
Reliability and Safety

Valley Crossing Pipeline already goes under the RG terminal site. We do not think it safe
to build a LNG liquefaction terminal over a large buried high-pressure natural gas IND132-2
pipeline, even if the risk of rupture is low. Effects to pile driving, construction,

operations, etc. on the Valley Crossing pipeline is not adequately addressed in the DEIS.

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

Chica site?
Cumulative Impacts

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

more than sufficient reasons to deny LNG permits.

The DEIS states “We conclude that cumulative impacts of the 3 LNG terminals on visual

resources would be potentially significant.” We agree and urge denial of LNG permits.

The DEIS concludes that the 3 LNG projects cumulatively “would contribute significantly

to air quality impacts, potentially exceed the NAAQS in local areas, and result in
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cumulatively greater air quality impacts.” This is not acceptable and is grounds for

denial of LNG permits.

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

impacts would be too great (e.g. significant).

Submitted 12/2/18, 4:12 PM

IND132-2
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Glen Boward
Welsaco, TX 78596

2 December 2018

Kimberly D. Bose

Secretary, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE, Room 1A

Washington, D.C. 20426

Comments on

Draft Environmental Impact Statement FERC/EIS-0287D
Rio Grande LNG CP16-454-000

Rio Bravo Pipeline CP16-455-000

Dear Secretary Bose,

| ask the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) to DENY Rio Grande LNG's
(RGLNG) request for authorization to construct and operate liquefied natural gas (LNG)
export facilities in Cameron County, Texas, and RB Pipeline request to construct,
operate, and maintain a new pipeline system in Jim Wells, Kleberg, Kenedy, Willacy, and
Cameron Counties, Texas.

FERC's opening letter of the DEIS to RGLNG clearly justifies reasons to DENY RGLNG's
request for authorization:

“The FERC staff concludes that construction and operation of the Rio Grande LNG
Project would result in some adverse environmental impacts” and combined with other
projects within the geographic scope Rio Grande LNG Project “would result in certain
significant cumulative impacts.”

From the DEIS's opening letter it appears that FERC has enough information to outright
DENY Rio Grande LNG's request for authorization, but | offer the following additional
reasons:

1. The DEIS is simply incomplete. FERC reviewed and found unacceptable RGLNG's
request for additional alternative measures from FERC Procedures. FERC recommends
RGLNG file an updated Project justification for their proposed use of certain wetlands

IND133-1

IND133-1

83

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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as “workspaces” PRIOR to the end of the DEIS comment period. FERC should DENY the
permit if RGLNG does not comply with their request. How can FERC justify a deadline
for public comments when important information is excluded? Until RGLNG complies
with FERC's request and such important information is made public, | recommend that
the deadline for public comments be extended a minimum of two weeks after RGLNG
compliance to FERC's request is made public.

2 RGLNG has proposed a flagrantly insufficient mitigation plan. RGLNG proposed
to “preserve” an area that is already under U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS)
protection and management. As proposed by RGLNG, the mitigation plan violates the
“No Net Loss” federal policy. The DEIS states that 74 acres of wildlife habitat will be
permanently destroyed at the terminal site. There is NO stated plan on how this loss will
be replaced or mitigated. A "moderate permanent impact” on local wildlife is
unacceptable. How can FERC ignore such a flagrantly insufficient mitigation plan?

3. The DEIS notes that 3655 acres would be “disturbed” during construction and
1507 acres “would return to pre-construction conditions and uses”, including wetlands.
This seems highly improbable, especially in the proposed Terminal area. To
compensate for this loss, FERC should require uplands mitigation. Using wetlands for
“workspace” and roads is unacceptable. Returning “workspace” wetlands to
“pre-construction conditions and uses” after several years of heavy construction is
highly unlikely.

4., There is a need to study the impact that the proposed dredging would have on
existing sea grass and oyster beds in the Bahia Grande and South Bay. Such areas are
highly vulnerable to even a small degree of dredge spoil deposition. FERC should
request such a study.

5. The DEIS states that the RGLNG Project “has the potential to result in significant
impacts on ocelot and ocelot recovery.” Given the ocelot population and habitat has
greatly been reduced in this area, this is another reason for FERC to DENY the permit.
6. The DEIS states that there would be “moderate impacts on the Zapata Boat
Launch area.” The existing Restoration Channel would be located near to the RGLNG
site. The impacts to recreational fishing in this immediate area need to be addressed.
7. The DEIS states, “...neither construction nor operation would be expected to
significantly impact tourism...” Where is the data to support this statement? The Port
Isabel, South Padre Island, and Laguna Atascosa NWR are all dependent on
eco-tourism. Industries, like RGLNG, are NOT positive towards eco-tourism.

8. RGLNG is required to complete its cultural resources survey and complete
necessary consultation BEFORE the EIS is finalized, NOT “prior to construction.” The
public needs to have an opportunity to review and comment on this survey BEFORE the
EIS is finalized.

9. The DEIS states “the greatest cumulative impacts” would be on soils, surface
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As described in section 4.4.2 of the EIS, wetland mitigation plans are part of the
permitting process associated with Section 404 of the CWA. RG LNG’s final
wetland mitigation plans would be developed and submitted to the COE, and would
be implemented in addition to the construction mitigation measures outlined in RG
LNG’s Procedures and the measures described in the EIS. Construction of the LNG
Terminal would not be authorized to commence prior to finalization of the wetland
mitigation plans and issuance of the COE’s CWA Section 404/Section 10 permit.

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.
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The EIS recognizes the Project’s impacts on eco-tourism in section 4.9.3, including
an increase in noise, changes in the visual landscape, and heavier traffic along SH-
48. Recreation and special use areas, including birding trails, that are in proximity to
the Project are 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.
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water quality, vegetation, wildlife, aquatic resources, threatened and endangered
species, visual resources, land & water-based transportation, air quality, and noise.
FERC should DENY this permit.

10.  Allendangered species consultation with USFWS and NMFS (National Marine
Fisheries Service) should be completed BEFORE the FERC Record of Decision, NOT
“before construction.”

11.  Only if FERC permits RGLNG to proceed with construction, will AEP (American
Electric Power) build a 138kV overhead powerline along SH48. This high-voltage
overhead powerline would potentially have significant wildlife impacts, particularly
birds, including protected and endangered species. These impacts need to be evaluated
and included in the DEIS.

12.  The DEIS does not address the impacts to both the bait shrimping industry
(which relies on the Brownsville Ship Channel) and the off-shore shrimping industry. The
latter relies on ready access to the BSC for getting to and from the Gulf. The DEIS needs
to provide an analysis of impacts on these economically important industries.

13. If RGLNG is built it would be the largest single stationary source of nitrogen
oxides, carbon monoxides, Volatile Organic Compounds, sulfur dioxides, particulate
matter, and greenhouse gases in the Rio Grande Valley (RGV), The DEIS states “...Project
emissions are below applicable screening levels, and therefore adverse health effects
are not expected.” | disagree. The higher the air pollutant levels the more adverse health
effects there are, especially to vulnerable populations. In April & May there are days
when the RGV has some of the highest particulate levels in the state. This project would
worsen those levels. There is no safe level for Volatile Organic Compounds (VCC). FERC
should DENY this permit.

14.  The DEIS does not include the FERC recommended Rio Bravo Pipeline (RBP)
noise mitigation plan. The DEIS notes that RBP’s horizontal directional drilling “would
exceed FERC's noise criterion” at seven sites. This FERC recommendation should be
part of the DEIS in order for public to read and comment.

15.  The DEIS states that RGLNG construction and operation of the LNG Terminal
would result in “permanent impacts” on 174.8 acres of open water and that RGLNG
“would be required to mitigate for the permanent loss of open water resources and
proposed to preserve open water within an off-site wetland mitigation area about one
mile south of the Project.” RGLNG needs to be more specific as to this “proposed
off-site mitigation area.” FERC needs to exclude existing areas already under U.S. Fish &
Wildlife Service (USFWS) protection and management.

16.  Once constructed, each LNG carrier serving the LNG Terminal is expected to
“discharge about 10 million gallons of ballast water and withdraw/discharge up to 12
million gallons of water for engine-cooling and hoteling.” Multiply this by 6 for the
estimated number of RGLNG carriers per week. The DEIS states “Ballast water
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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.

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

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.

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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discharges at the LNG Terminal could impact water quality by changing the salinity,
temperature, pH, and dissolved oxygen level of water with the BSC.” The BSC serves as
a conduit for ecologically sensitive areas such as South Bay and Bahia Grande. The
DEIS concludes that “impacts on surface water quality resulting from ballast and
cooling water would be minor.” | disagree that these impacts would be "minor.” What
data is this based on? FERC should require additional studies into the impact from
ballast water discharging.

17.  The DEIS states that construction of the RGLNG Terminal would result in the
permanent loss of 182.4 acres of wetlands and special aquatic sites. After construction,
RGLNG proposes restoring wetlands to “pre-construction conditions” and would be
“allowed to revegetate naturally.” RGLNG is also “developing a plan” called its
“Conceptual Mitigation Plan” which identifies the “potential to acquire and preserve a
portion of the Loma Ecological Preserve in perpetuity.” It seems like RGLNG plan is to
“preserve” existing unperturbed natural areas and their concept of mitigation is to let
disturbed areas revegetate on its own over time. FERC needs to require more details
from RGLNG's “Conceptual Mitigation Plan” and make this plan public with time for
public comments. Otherwise, FERC should DENY this permit.

18. The DEIS states that construction-related noise could “affect animal behavior,
foraging or breeding patterns, and cause wildlife species to relocate to avoid
disturbance.” Construction over a period of seven years is expected to result in noise
levels of 61 dB at nearby “critical habitat for the piping plover.” The DEIS notes that
RGLNG proposed efforts to reduce operational noise would not result in significant
changes in the estimated noise attenuation. RGLNG proposes to construct and
operated 6 liquefaction trains located along a four mile stretch of HW48 Based on the
DEIS Figure 4.13.2-2 Sound Contours, for each of the 6 liquefaction trains there willbe a
constant 80 to 90 decibels noise immediately along HW48. This would be the equivalent
of 6 garbage disposals or food blenders running continuously 24-7. For the southern
portion of Port Isabel a constant noise level of 45 to 50 decibels is expected. This would
he comparable to the level of a normal conversation running 24-7. This increase in
continual ambient noise in ecological sensitive areas should be cause for FERC to DENY
the permit.

19.  The operation of the proposed RBLNG would result in a massive increase in
expected traffic though the BSC and Brazos Santiago Pass. During construction it is
estimated that 880 barges and support vessels would be needed to deliver construction
materials and equipment to the material offloading facility (MOF) and Port of
Brownsville (POB). After construction, an expected 112 LNG carriers would call on the
RGLNG Terminal per year (about 6 LNG carriers per week). The impact on shoreline
erosion is expected to increase. Upgrades to compensate for shoreline and channel
erosion will ultimately be a burden for taxpayers. The impact of this traffic will have a
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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. 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 4.11.2 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.

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.
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direct effect on the existing fishing and shrimping industries. Due to this excessive
economic burden, FERC should DENY the permit.

Glenn Boward
Weslaco, Texas (41-year resident of South Texas)

IND133-19
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IND134-1 Comment noted. Impacts on air quality, water resources, and soils are discussed in
sections 4.11, 4.3, and 4.2, respectively.

Jean Mendoza IND134-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).
Urbana, IL 61801

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

My husband and | are winter Texans who stay in Alamo. We spent most of today at
Laguna Atascosa NWR -- the refuge is one of the reasons we purchased a home here.
Why on this good earth would anyone consider destroying that amazing place with a
LNG project is beyond us. Also, please listen to the people who will have to live near the
three projects. No one has an inherent right to pollute their air and endanger the water
and soil -- which is what LNG will do. Please stop these projects now.

IND134-1

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

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input IND134-2

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

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

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

Spanish speaking community to adequately review and comment.

Socioeconomics

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

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

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

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

. . . . IND134-2
The DEIS for Rio Grande says “neither construction nor operation would be expected to
significantly impact tourism..” There is no data to support this statement. Port Isabel,
South Padre Island and Laguna Atascosa NWR are all very nature tourist-dependent.
Interview-type studies need to be done with out-of-area tourists to meaningfully assess
this impact.

Air Pollution

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

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife
Identified species by the Applicants that are federally listed as threatened or

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

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

Reliability and Safety

Valley Crossing Pipeline already goes under the RG terminal site. We do not think it safe
to build a LNG liquefaction terminal over a large buried high-pressure natural gas
pipeline, even if the risk of rupture is low. Effects to pile driving, construction, IND134.2
operations, etc. on the Valley Crossing pipeline is not adequately addressed in the DEIS.
The SpaceX launch site are near the terminal sites for the Applicants. Where is the
launch failure analysis? Did that analysis include the SpaceX BFR, which will be larger
than any existing rocket, and which SpaceX says it intends to launch from the Boca
Chica site?

Cumulative Impacts

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

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

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

IND134-2
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IND135-1 Comment noted. Impacts on the recreational use of the Laguna Atascosa NWR 4.9.3
of the EIS.
Sandra Stark IND135-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).

Madison, W1 53711

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

One of my favorite areas to visit in Texas is the amazing Laguna Atascosa Refuge along
the Texas coast. It sustains so many species of birds and mammals, and is in a vital
area for marshes, ponds, and migratory birds, that

I travel from Wl to TX to support it. In a world of diminishing species and IND135-1
coastal changes, it deserves protection from unwise and shortterm profit projects that
threaten it. The last thing we need is yet another pipeline that

Benefits energy companies at the expense of the fragile environment.

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

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input (1352

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

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

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

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

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

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

The economic analysis did not include the nine recreational use areas identified in
Texas LNG DEIS that are within the project site, increased ship traffic adversely affect
recreational boaters and eco tours on the water such as dolphin watching, and the
significant impact on visual resources. These are dollars that would be negated from
claimed benefits. IND135-2
The DEIS for Rio Grande says “neither construction nor operation would be expected to
significantly impact tourism...” There is no data to support this statement. Port Isabel,
South Padre Island and Laguna Atascosa NWR are all very nature tourist-dependent.
Interview-type studies need to be done with out-of-area tourists to meaningfully assess
this impact.

Air Pollution

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

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

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

The conservation and preservation efforts of the public has resulted in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley NWR, the Laguna Atascosa NWR, Loma Ecological Preserve, Wildlife
Corridor, Bahia Grande Restoration Project, the Federal Ocelot Recovery Plan, and
recent conservation of 3,200 acres on South Padre Island and several hundred acres
along Bahia Grande near Port Isabel. Conservation efforts demonstrates strong social
and cultural values. Permitting LNG projects that continue the trend of impacting
(indirectly or directly) or destroying the last remaining ecosystems conflicts with
regional social and cultural values. As such, permits should be denied. IND135-2

Reliability and Safety

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

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

Cumulative Impacts

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

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

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

IND135-2
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IND136-1 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).

Mia Trevino
McAllen, TX 78504

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

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

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

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

The FERC comment deadline should be extended for reasons that each project has 45
days for public commenting, however FERC combined two projects into one public IND136-1
hearing and an overlapping commenting deadline. This resulted in cutting the time in
half for review of the DEIS and commenting.

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

Socioeconomics

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

The socioeconomic analysis detailed in the DEISs are narrow in view and incomplete.
The analysis does not include costs to the taxpayer at every level of government (e.qg.
police, fire, infrastructure, coast guard, etc.) to support LNG costs in response to micro
and macro consequences (e.g. accidents, climate change, social costs to carbon, etc.)
of LNG development that negate claimed benefits.
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There is no analysis of the impacts to both the bait shrimping industry (which relies on
the BSC) nor on the off-shore shrimping industry, which relies ready access to the BSC
to get to & from the Gulf.

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

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

Air Pollution

Cumulative emissions of greenhouse gases would be massive (10.7 million tons per IND136-1
year), with Rio Grande being by far the largest contributor (8.5 million tpy). And this
would continue for 20-30 years or longer, when we need to reduce carbon emissions
drastically much sooner. Rio Grande LNG and Texas LNG, if approved & built, would
move us in the opposite direction. The fact that contribution to cumulative impacts on
climate change cannot be precisely measured is no reason for FERC to wash its hands
of it. FERC should require carbon capture or deny the permit.

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

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




Individuals (IND)
IND136 - Mia Trevino

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

Reliability and Safety

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

The SpaceX launch site are near the terminal sites for the Applicants. Where is the
launch failure analysis? Did that analysis include the SpaceX BFR, which will be larger
than any existing rocket, and which SpaceX says it intends to launch from the Boca
Chica site? IND136-1

Cumulative Impacts

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

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

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

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

IND136-1
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IND137-1 Comment noted.

Carmen Grammer IND137-2 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).
Harlingen, TX 78550

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

This is a vital ecosystem, please reconsider! IND137-1

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

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input
Not all requests and consultations are finished, and some have not even been started.

How is the public supposed to comment on information that isn't there? Commenting
periods should be extended until all such requests and consultations are finished.

IND137-2

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

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

Socioeconomics

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

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

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

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

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

Interview-type studies need to be done with out-of-area tourists to meaningfully assess
this impact. IND137-2

Air Pollution

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

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

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

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

Reliability and Safety

Valley Crossing Pipeline already goes under the RG terminal site. We do not think it safe
to build a LNG liquefaction terminal over a large buried high-pressure natural gas
pipeline, even if the risk of rupture is low. Effects to pile driving, construction,
operations, etc. on the Valley Crossing pipeline is not adequately addressed in the DEIS. IND137-2

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

Cumulative Impacts

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

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

The DEIS concludes that the 3 LNG projects cumulatively “would contribute significantly
to air quality impacts, potentially exceed the NAAQS in local areas, and result in
cumulatively greater air quality impacts.” This is not acceptable and is grounds for
denial of LNG permits.
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The DEIS says that Rio Grande “combined with the other projects in the geographic
scope, including the Texas LNG and Annova LNG projects, would result in “significant
cumulative impacts...” Therefore if FERC chooses to permit any one of the LNG
projects, it should deny permits to all others. By FERC's own analysis the cumulative
impacts would be too great (e.g. significant).

IND137-2
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20181203-5218 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 12/3/2018 3:04:40 PM 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

- L e public meeting to answer questions about our environmental review process and the
aria M Galasso, Laguna Vista, TX.
1. FERC issued the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) on Oct. content of the EIS.
12, 2018 and set a comment deadline of Dec. 3, 2018, along with a public
meeting scheduled for Nov. 15, Z2018. The DEIS is comprised of two volumes . . . . . . .
with a total of 1,120 pages. Similarly, the Texas LNG DEIS was issued on IND138-2 The lnten.t of the combined leth meetlng was to prOVIde lgterested partles the
Oct. 26, 2018 with a comment deadline of Dec. 17, 2018. The FERC opportunity to discuss, and provide comments for, both projects in one venue. We
gzll;;jig;df;rrm}:l;t1;r222I IEN:‘IHH'L;:Q-rW:S 1 dLE: Ezi: i;;‘”“l_{;’;l—: ;hz;::a IND138.1 note that multiple comments were received and considered from the commentor on
he 3 srande EZ > Texas com e o x . . . . .
volumes with a total of 789 pages. Because both proposed LNG projects the Rio Grande LNG PrO_]eCt; however, no address was prOVIded to 1nclude m the
will be located within a few miles of each other on the Brownsville ship Project distribution list.
channel, both projects seek comments from the same group of residents.
Expecting that the public review the volumes of information that has been . . . - .
gathered for each project, and provide meaningful comments by the IND138-3 As described in section 4.4.2 of the EIS, wetland mitigation plans are part of the
?1; l.;—}ik)l—l | shed 1{1;—1 l.e. [{}; l.:1;—:z p;]u 1 é{rt;nHEL ing is un ]r-u;l i:itl:.til{.‘, (:gizjit.e:; lJ;—l(_iUe permitting process associated with Section 404 of the CWA. RG LNG’s final
1ardship and casts doubt abou e agency goa or e public meeting. . . .
The combined public meeting for the projects should have been extended We'_:land mltlgatlo_n plans would be deVelOp?d aIld. S.llbl’}’lltted to the COE, and_would
once the Texas LNG DEIS was added to the agenda. Alternatively, the Texas be implemented in addition to the construction mitigation measures outlined in RG
T{Ni: public meeting should have been scheduled on its own, at a later LNG’s Procedures and the measures described in the EIS. COHSthtiOl’l Of the NG
date. . . . . . .. .
Terminal would not be authorized prior to finalization of the wetland mitigation
2. The Rio Grande LNG Appendiz A is a list titled “Distribution for plans and issuance of the COE’s CWA Section 404/Section 10 permit.
Notice of Availability”. It includes a list of more than twenty-five
hundred contact names. The Texas LNG Appendix A is titled "Distributicn . . . L.
List” and only includes 106 individuals. My name is included in the Texas ||ND138-2 IND138-4 Under Section 3 of the NGA, overs1ght for LNG CXpOI't is divided between the
LNG 1list but is not included in the Rio Grande LNG list, although I have Commission and the DOE. FERC is responsible for approving the safe and sound
been actively i lved and have c ented ofte ith all three ‘ojects s . .
R A B e ec, BRTom Wetw A 1zee Prajects siting and operation of LNG facilities, given that DOE has approved the export of the
proposed for the Brownsville Ship Channel (BSC). It was our understanding X . . . i . K
that because of the siting proximity of the projects, the comments on any COl’andlty. It is the DOE, not the Commlssmn, which retains the exclusive authorlty
of the three dockets would be filed with the other two. The differing over the export Of the natural gas as a Commodlty’ lncludlng the responSIblhty to
distribution lists suggests that this did not happen. . . . . . o .
19 of consider whether the exportation of that gas is consistent with the public interest. As
3. The wetlands mitigation plan as proposed for both projects will described in section 1.1 of the EIS, the DOE granted an authorization to RG LNG for
IND138-3
violate the “No Net Loss” federal policy. export to countries having a FTA with the United States that includes national
4, The need for these projects has not been demonstrated. There are treatment for trade in natural g.aS- In .aCCOI'daIl(.JC with the NGA_and Er_lergy Pohcy Act
no buyers for the LNG in the form of “binding contracts.” For projects of 1992, export toa COlll'ltI'y with which there is an FTA requiring national treatment
\gw l.hl— SO many ne[.;a;-_]l-ve_ ln'.;h};?}(:ll.:.i, :n ;—an—:qu l'\i{}(_:H] r]i[—:(i 110 r'f lP.}_v.—? ) p-]r-(Jlec:t. mlL—J :.i1_ fOI' trade in natural gas, iS deemed consistent Wlth the pUth interest. Further, RB
e shown, especially in light of the uneguivocal and official opposition . . . .
to the projects demonstrated by Resolutions passed by all the governing IND138-4 P{pehne executed a precgdent agreeme_nt fOI' ﬂ:le total capamty Ofthe Rio BraV_O
bodies of the nearby communities who will most directly experience the, g Pipeline for the 20-year life of the Project, which establishes a basis for a finding by
in particular, negati \:H.—r impacts. Fu r't.h(—!_r',. South Padre T:; 1 ;?m{j, Port the Commission that the pipeline Wlll be in the pubhc Convenience and necessity
Isabel, Long Island Village and Laguna Vista are not within the .
Brownsville Navigation District and therefore had no voice or under Section 7.
representation in the decision made by the Port of Brownsville, to lease
Navigati District propert the Brownsville Ship Che el to the LNG . . . "
W AER TR SEFER e BRRPRAGY OO e HRD e, SR SRS B2 TR S The resolutions opposed to the Project are noted. The location of communities
companies. Our representative voices concerning these projects lay with X v K
the elected town council and city council officials. outside the BND is outside the Scope of the EIS.
5. There is no analysis of the impacts to both the bait shrimping - IND138-5 Sections 4.9.4 and 4.9.8.2 have been revised to more exphcltly address impacts on the
industry (which relles on the BSC) nor on the cff-shore shrimping i : : : :
industry, which relies on ready access to the BSC to get to & from the bait shrlmpmg lndHStry'
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Gulf. Even less than significant impact could cause these industries to
fail locally.

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

% The DEIS states that Rio Grande LNG will pay $92.9 million in
property taxes over 22 years which ™would result in a moderate, permanent
and positive economic impact.” Not sure how FERC is calculating this
number or if FERC 1s considering that the company recelved a tax
abatement from Cameron County and agreed to pay only $37M in Payments in
lieu of taxes and $10M in community benefit agreements for the first 16
years of operaticn. Also, is FERC considering that after the first 16
years, the facility will have a much lower depreciated value?

8. The DEIS says “neither construction nor operation would be expected
to significantly impact tourism.” There 1is nc data to support this
statement. Port Isabel, South Padre Island and Laguna Atascosa NWR are
all very nature tourist-dependent. Petrochemical industrialization
drives away nature tourism and tourism in general is the economic
lifeblood cof the surrounding communities. Interview-type studies need to
be done with out-of-area tourists to meaningfully and accurately assess
this impact. Even less than significant impact could cause the area’s
egssential tourism industry to suffer irreparable harm or fail.

9. Valley Crossing Pipeline already goes under the RG terminal site.
Considering the fact that Port Isabel is currently one of the top ten
cities in the US with nuisance flooding and the long-term 20 year
forecast for sea level rise, the dredging or filling-in of hundreds of
acres of wetlands and the millions of gallons of LNG in storage tanks
that will be nearby, we do not think it safe to build a LNG ligquefacticn
terminal over a large buried high-pressure natural gas pipeline, even if
the risk of rupture is low.

10. The SpaceX launch site at Boca Chica Beach is 5 miles from the Rioc
Grande LNG terminal site and even closer to the Annova LNG site. Where
is the FERC completed SpaceX launch failure analysis? Did that analysis
include the SpaceX BFR, which will be larger than the Falcon or the
Falcon Heavy rockets, and which SpaceX now says i1t intends to launch from
their Boca Chica slte? Because a larger rocket brings with 1t a larger
debris radius, a launch failure analysis for the SpaceX BFR is required
before FERC approval and it should be made very clear in the analysis the
insurance regquirements/responsibilities for all public/private involved
entities.

11. The DEIS says that Rio Grande "“combined with the other projects in
the geographic scope, including the Texas ILNG and Annova LNG projects,
would result 1n “significant cumulative impacts..” Therefore if FERC

chooses to permit the Rio Grande project (which we strongly oppose), it
should deny Texas LNG and Anncova LNG. By FERC's own analysls the
cumulative impacts would be too great (e.g. significant).

IND138-5

IND138-6

IND138-7

IND138-8

IND138-9

IND138-10

IND133-11

IND138-6

IND138-7

IND138-8

IND138-9

IND138-10

IND138-11
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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.

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.
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IND139-1 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).

Mary Elizabeth Hollmann
Brownsville, TX 78520

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

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

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

Not all requests and consultations are finished, and some have not even been started.
How is the public supposed to comment on information that isn't there? Commenting
periods should be extended until all such requests and consultations are finished. IND139-1

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

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

Socioeconomics

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

The socioeconomic analysis detailed in the DEISs are narrow in view and incomplete.
The analysis does not include costs to the taxpayer at every level of government (e.qg.
police, fire, infrastructure, coast guard, etc.) to support LNG costs in response to micro
and macro consequences (e.g. accidents, climate change, social costs to carbon, etc.)
of LNG development that negate claimed benefits.
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There is no analysis of the impacts to both the bait shrimping industry (which relies on
the BSC) nor on the off-shore shrimping industry, which relies ready access to the BSC
to get to & from the Gulf.

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

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

Interview-type studies need to be done with out-of-area tourists to meaningfully assess
this impact. IND139-1

Air Pollution

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

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

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

Reliability and Safety
IND139-1
Valley Crossing Pipeline already goes under the RG terminal site. We do not think it safe
to build a LNG liquefaction terminal over a large buried high-pressure natural gas
pipeline, even if the risk of rupture is low. Effects to pile driving, construction,
operations, etc. on the Valley Crossing pipeline is not adequately addressed in the DEIS.

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

Cumulative Impacts

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

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

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

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

IND139-1
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IND140-1 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).

Larry Hollmann
Brownsville, TX 78520

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

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

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input
] o IND140-1
Not all requests and consultations are finished, and some have not even been started.
How is the public supposed to comment on information that isn't there? Commenting
periods should be extended until all such requests and consultations are finished.

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

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

Socioeconomics

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

The socioeconomic analysis detailed in the DEISs are narrow in view and incomplete.
The analysis does not include costs to the taxpayer at every level of government (e.g.
police, fire, infrastructure, coast guard, etc.) to support LNG costs in response to micro
and macro consequences (e.g. accidents, climate change, social costs to carbon, etc.)
of LNG development that negate claimed benefits.
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There is no analysis of the impacts to both the bait shrimping industry (which relies on
the BSC) nor on the off-shore shrimping industry, which relies ready access to the BSC
to get to & from the Gulf.

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

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

IND140-1

Air Pollution

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

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

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

112



Individuals (IND)
IND140 - Larry Hollmann

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

Reliability and Safety IND140-1

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

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

Cumulative Impacts

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

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

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

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

IND140-1
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IND141-1 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).

Rebelah Gomez
Los Fresnos, TX 78566

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

LNG causes cancer!

| oppose the proposed LNG projects for the Port of Brownsville, Rio Grande LNG docket
CP16-454-000, Rio Bravo Pipeline docket CP16-455-000, and Texas LNG docket
CP16-116-000, hereinafter referred to as the Applicants. These projects, as indicated in
the DEISs, would have adverse impacts, thus permits should be denied. The following
comments are those specific to the DEISs and apply to the dockets aforementioned. IND141-1

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

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

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

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

Socioeconomics

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

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

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

The economic analysis did not include the nine recreational use areas identified in
Texas LNG DEIS that are within the project site, increased ship traffic adversely affect
recreational boaters and eco tours on the water such as dolphin watching, and the
significant impact on visual resources. These are dollars that would be negated from IND141-1
claimed benefits.

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

Air Pollution

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

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

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

The conservation and preservation efforts of the public has resulted in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley NWR, the Laguna Atascosa NWR, Loma Ecological Preserve, Wildlife
Corridor, Bahia Grande Restoration Project, the Federal Ocelot Recovery Plan, and
recent conservation of 3,200 acres on South Padre Island and several hundred acres
along Bahia Grande near Port Isabel. Conservation efforts demonstrates strong social
and cultural values. Permitting LNG projects that continue the trend of impacting
(indirectly or directly) or destroying the last remaining ecosystems conflicts with
regional social and cultural values. As such, permits should be denied. IND141-1

Reliability and Safety

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

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

Cumulative Impacts

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

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

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

scope, including the Texas LNG and Annova LNG projects, would result in “significant IND141-1
cumulative impacts...” Therefore if FERC chooses to permit any one of the LNG

projects, it should deny permits to all others. By FERC's own analysis the cumulative

impacts would be too great (e.g. significant).
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Karen Boward
Weslaco, TX 78596

December 3, 2018

Kimberly D. Bose

Secretary, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE, Room 1A

Washington, D. C. 20426

Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Rio Grande LNG CP16-454-000
Rio Bravo Pipeline CP16-455-000

Dear Secretary Bose,

Frontera Audubon is a 501¢(3) conservation organization dedicated to preserving the
native habitat of the Rio Grande Valley. The property includes a 16 acre wildlife
preserve and the Skaggs House, a Texas historic home. Frontera is a known birding
hotspot with a mile of trails through the thicket with ponds and native vegetation in the
heart of the City of Weslaco in the Rio Grande Valley of South Texas.

We ask the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) to DENY Rio Grande LNG’s
(RGLNG) request for authorization to construct and operate liquefied natural gas (LNG)
export facilities in Cameron County, Texas, and RB Pipeline request to construct,
operate, and maintain a new pipeline system in Jim Wells, Kleberg, Kenedy, Willacy, and
Cameron Counties, Texas.

FERC's opening letter of the DEIS to RGLNG clearly justifies reasons to DENY RGLNG's
request for authorization:

“The FERC staff concludes that construction and operation of the Rio Grande LNG
Project would result in some adverse environmental impacts” and combined with other
projects within the geographic scope Rio Grande LNG Project “would result in certain
significant cumulative impacts.”

From the DEIS’s opening letter it appears that FERC has enough information to outright
DENY Rio Grande LNG's request for authorization, but | offer the following additional
reasons:
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IND142-1 See Comment Response IND133 (Glenn Boward)

1. The DEIS is incomplete. FERC reviewed and found unacceptable RGLNG's
request for additional alternative measures from FERC Procedures. FERC recommends
RGLNG file an updated Project justification for their proposed use of certain wetlands
as “workspaces” PRIOR to the end of the DEIS comment period. FERC should DENY the
permit if RGLNG does not comply with their request. How can FERC justify a deadline
for public comments when important information is excluded? Until RGLNG complies
with FERC’s request and such important information is made public, we recommend
that the deadline for public comments be extended a minimum of two weeks after
RGLNG compliance to FERC’s request is made public.

2. RGLNG has proposed a flagrantly insufficient mitigation plan. RGLNG proposed
to “preserve” an area that is already under U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS)
protection and management. As proposed by RGLNG, the mitigation plan violates the
“No Net Loss” federal policy. The DEIS states that 74 acres of wildlife habitat will be IND142-1
permanently destroyed at the terminal site. There is NO stated plan on how this loss
will be replaced or mitigated. A “moderate permanent impact” on local wildlife is
unacceptable. How can FERC ignore such a flagrantly insufficient mitigation plan?

3. The DEIS notes that 3655 acres would be “disturbed” during construction and
1507 acres “would return to pre-construction conditions and uses”, including wetlands.
This seems highly improbable, especially in the proposed Terminal area. To
compensate for this loss, FERC should require uplands mitigation. Using wetlands for
“workspace” and roads is unacceptable. Returning “workspace” wetlands to
“pre-construction conditions and uses” after several years of heavy construction is
highly unlikely.

4. There is a need to establish baseline data to study the impact that the proposed
dredging would have on existing sea grass and oyster beds in the Bahia Grande and
South Bay. Such areas are highly vulnerable to even a small degree of dredge spoil
deposition. FERC should request such a study for baseline data.

5. The DEIS states that the RGLNG Project “has the potential to result in significant
impacts on ocelot and ocelot recovery.” Given the ocelot population and habitat has
greatly been reduced in this area, this is another reason for FERC to DENY the permit.

6. The DEIS states that there would be “moderate impacts on the Zapata Boat
Launch area.” The existing Restoration Channel would be located near the RGLNG site.
The impacts to recreational fishing and birding in this immediate area need to be
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addressed.

7. The DEIS states, “._.neither construction nor operation would be expected to
significantly impact tourism...” Where is the data to support this statement? The Port
Isabel, South Padre Island, and Laguna Atascosa NWR are all dependent on
eco-tourism. Industries, like RGLNG, are NOT positive towards eco-tourism.

8. RGLNG is required to complete its cultural resources survey and complete
necessary consultation BEFORE the EIS is finalized, NOT “prior to construction.” The
public needs to have an opportunity to review and comment on this survey BEFORE the
EIS is finalized.

9. The DEIS states “the greatest cumulative impacts” would be on soils, surface
water quality, vegetation, wildlife, aguatic resources, threatened and endangered
species, visual resources, land & water-based transportation, air quality, and noise.
FERC should DENY this permit.

IND142-1

10.  Allendangered species consultation with USFWS and NMFS (National Marine
Fisheries Service) should be completed BEFORE the FERC Record of Decision, NOT
“before construction.”

11.  Only if FERC permits RGLNG to proceed with construction, will AEP (American
Electric Power) build a 138kV overhead powerline along SH48. This high-voltage
overhead powerline would potentially have significant wildlife impacts, particularly
birds, including protected and endangered species. These impacts need to be
evaluated and included in the DEIS.

12.  If RGLNG is built it would be the largest single stationary source of nitrogen
oxides, carbon monoxides, Volatile Organic Compounds, sulfur dioxides, particulate
matter, and greenhouse gases in the Rio Grande Valley (RGV), The DEIS states “...Project
emissions are below applicable screening levels, and therefore adverse health effects
are not expected.” We disagree. The higher the air pollutant levels the more adverse
health effects there are, especially to vulnerable populations. In April & May there are
days when the RGV has some of the highest particulate levels in the state. This project
would worsen those levels. There is no safe level for Volatile Crganic Compounds
(VOC). Impact from air and water pollution is not limited to people, but includes wildlife
also. FERC should DENY this permit.

13.  The DEIS does not include the FERC recommended Rio Bravo Pipeline (RBP)
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noise mitigation plan. The DEIS notes that RBP’s horizontal directional drilling “would
exceed FERC'’s noise criterion” at seven sites. This FERC recommendation should be
part of the DEIS in order for public to read and comment.

14.  The DEIS states that RGLNG construction and operation of the LNG Terminal
would result in “permanent impacts” on 174.8 acres of open water and that RGLNG
“would be required to mitigate for the permanent loss of open water resources and
proposed to preserve open water within an off-site wetland mitigation area about one
mile south of the Project.” RGLNG needs to be more specific as to this “proposed
off-site mitigation area.” FERC needs to exclude existing areas already under U.S. Fish
& Wildlife Service (USFWS) protection and management.

15.  Once constructed, each LNG carrier serving the LNG Terminal is expected to
“discharge about 10 million gallons of ballast water and withdraw/discharge up to 12
million gallons of water for engine-cooling and hoteling.” Multiply this by 6 for the IND142-1
estimated number of RGLNG carriers per week. The DEIS states “Ballast water
discharges at the LNG Terminal could impact water quality by changing the salinity,
temperature, pH, and dissolved oxygen level of water with the BSC.” The BSC serves as
a conduit for ecologically sensitive areas such as South Bay and Bahia Grande. The
DEIS concludes that “impacts on surface water quality resulting from ballast and
cooling water would be minor.” We disagree that these impacts would be “minor.”
What data is this based on? FERC should require additional studies into the impact
from ballast water discharging.

16.  The DEIS states that construction of the RGLNG Terminal would result in the
permanent loss of 182.4 acres of wetlands and special aquatic sites. After
construction, RGLNG proposes restoring wetlands to “pre-construction conditions” and
would be “allowed to revegetate naturally.” RGLNG is also “developing a plan” called its
“Conceptual Mitigation Plan” which identifies the “potential to acquire and preserve a
portion of the Loma Ecological Preserve in perpetuity.” It seems like RGLNG plan is to
“preserve” existing unperturbed natural areas and their concept of mitigation is to let
disturbed areas revegetate on its own over time. FERC needs to require more details
from RGLNG's “Conceptual Mitigation Plan” and make this plan public with time for
public comments. Otherwise, FERC should DENY this permit.

17.  The DEIS states that construction-related noise could “affect animal behavior,
foraging or breeding patterns, and cause wildlife species to relocate to avoid
disturbance.” Construction over a period of seven years is expected to result in noise
levels of 671 dB at nearby “critical habitat for the piping plover.” The DEIS notes that

122



Individuals (IND)
IND142 - Karen Boward

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

RGLNG proposed efforts to reduce operational noise would not result in significant
changes in the estimated noise attenuation. RGLNG proposes to construct and
operated 6 liquefaction trains located along a four mile stretch of HW48 Based on the
DEIS Figure 4.13.2-2 Sound Contours, for each of the 6 liquefaction trains there will be a
constant 80 to 90 decibels noise immediately along HW48. This would be the
equivalent of 6 garbage disposals or food blenders running continuously 24-7. For the
southern portion of Port Isabel a constant noise level of 45 to 50 decibels is expected.
This would be comparable to the level of a normal conversation running 24-7. This
increase in continual ambient noise in ecological sensitive areas should be cause for
FERC to DENY the permit. IND142-1
18.  The operation of the proposed RGLNG would result in a massive increase in
expected traffic though the BSC and Brazos Santiago Pass. During construction it is
estimated that 880 barges and support vessels would be needed to deliver construction
materials and equipment to the material offloading facility (MOF) and Port of
Brownsville (POB). After construction, an expected 112 LNG carriers would call on the
RGLNG Terminal per year (about 6 LNG carriers per week). The impact on shoreline
erosion is expected to increase. Upgrades to compensate for shoreline and channel
erosion will ultimately be a burden for taxpayers. The impact of this traffic will have a
direct effect on the existing fishing and shrimping industries. Due to this excessive
economic burden, FERC should DENY the permit.

| oppose the proposed LNG projects for the Port of Brownsville, Rio Grande LNG docket
CP16-454-000, Rio Bravo Pipeline docket CP16-455-000, and Texas LNG docket
CP16-116-000, hereinafter referred to as the Applicants. These projects, as indicated in
the DEISs, would have adverse impacts, thus permits should be denied. The following
comments are those specific to the DEISs and apply to the dockets aforementioned.
IND142-2

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

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

The FERC comment deadline should be extended for reasons that each project has 45
days for public commenting, however FERC combined two projects into one public
hearing and an overlapping commenting deadline. This resulted in cutting the time in
half for review of the DEIS and commenting.
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The FERC DEIS is not available in Spanish, the predominant language spoken in the Rio
Grande Valley. The DEIS should be translated and commenting period extended for the
Spanish speaking community to adequately review and comment.

Socioeconomics

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

The socioeconomic analysis detailed in the DEISs are narrow in view and incomplete.
The analysis does not include costs to the taxpayer at every level of government (e.g.
police, fire, infrastructure, coast guard, etc.) to support LNG costs in response to micro
and macro consequences (e.g. accidents, climate change, social costs to carbon, etc.)
of LNG development that negate claimed benefits. IND142-2

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

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

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

Air Pollution

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

Identified species by the Applicants that are federally listed as threatened or
endangered will be affected. The DEISs states that the Applicants will likely adversely
affect the endangered Northern aplomado falcon, the threatened piping plover and its
critical habitat, and the endangered ocelot. Many other rare and important species will
he impacted as well. Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, as amended, states that
any project authorized, funded, or conducted by any federal agencies should not
“...jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species
or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which is
determined...to be critical...”. The permit should be denied according to Section 7 of the
ESA. IND142-2
The conservation and preservation efforts of the public has resulted in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley NWR, the Laguna Atascosa NWR, Loma Ecological Preserve, Wildlife
Corridor, Bahia Grande Restoration Project, the Federal Ocelot Recovery Plan, and
recent conservation of 3,200 acres on South Padre Island and several hundred acres
along Bahia Grande near Port Isabel. Conservation efforts demonstrates strong social
and cultural values. Permitting LNG projects that continue the trend of impacting
(indirectly or directly) or destroying the last remaining ecosystems conflicts with
regional social and cultural values. As such, permits should be denied.

Reliability and Safety

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

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

Cumulative Impacts

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

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

The DEIS concludes that the 3 LNG projects cumulatively “would contribute significantly |IND142-2
to air quality impacts, potentially exceed the NAAQS in local areas, and result in
cumulatively greater air quality impacts.” This is not acceptable and is grounds for
denial of LNG permits.

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

Karen Boward
Frontera Audubon Board Member
Woeslaco, TX
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quality, vegetation, wildlife, aquatic resources, threatened and endangered species,
visual resources, land & water-based transportation, air quality, and noise. These are
more than sufficient reasons to deny LNG permits.

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

The DEIS concludes that the 3 LNG projects cumulatively "would contribute significantly IND142-22
to air quality impacts, potentially exceed the NAAQS in local areas, and result in
cumulatively greater air quality impacts.” This is not acceptable and is grounds for
denial of LNG permits.

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

Karen Boward
Frontera Audubon Board Member
Weslaco, TX
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IND143-1 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).

LaNell Gerlach
Brownsville, TX 78520

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

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

IND143-1
DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

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

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

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

Socioeconomics

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

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

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

The economic analysis did not include the nine recreational use areas identified in
Texas LNG DEIS that are within the project site, increased ship traffic adversely affect
recreational boaters and eco tours on the water such as dolphin watching, and the IND143-1
significant impact on visual resources. These are dollars that would be negated from
claimed benefits.

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

Air Pollution

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

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

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

The conservation and preservation efforts of the public has resulted in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley NWR, the Laguna Atascosa NWR, Loma Ecological Preserve, Wildlife
Corridor, Bahia Grande Restoration Project, the Federal Ocelot Recovery Plan, and
recent conservation of 3,200 acres on South Padre Island and several hundred acres
along Bahia Grande near Port Isabel. Conservation efforts demonstrates strong social
and cultural values. Permitting LNG projects that continue the trend of impacting IND143-1
(indirectly or directly) or destroying the last remaining ecosystems conflicts with
regional social and cultural values. As such, permits should be denied.

Reliability and Safety

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

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

Cumulative Impacts

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

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

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

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

IND143-1
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20181203-5231 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 12/3/2018 3:18:57 PM 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

Mary Angela Branch, Austin, TX. included coordination with multiple federal and state agencies and requires permits or
The three cities and one community in Cameron County most affected by IND144-1 thorizati fi dditi 1 entiti ( f 15

this, Laguna Vista, Port Isabel, and South Padre Island and Long Island authorizations irom additional entities (scc section 1. )
Village, have all passed resolutions prohibiting the approval of this

IND144-2

:'EIF:I?] l(:.;_ll.l(m. As I seea 1;-. F‘Fl}zt_'.‘ 15 "rubber . .';|.F—LI;|:—H;—HI"{— l.i]ﬁ:;le -'-JF::—:-I 1(:.‘4[1. i (J::lfi- 1 IND144-2 IND144-3 As described in section 4.12.1.6 of the EIS, RG LNG would need to prepare an ERP
here 1s currently no plan for us to review that shows how to educate and . .. . P . .
prepare a community, health care workers, EMS, Schools, Port of IND144-3 that would include provisions for evacuation of the puth, 1nclud1ng cost sharmg
Brownsville w ers, construction workers and more, for a hazardous plans and coordination with approprlate state and local agencies. If authorlzed, the
chemical isaster. Every page of the DEIS where it clearly states that : : : :

Bemacal, dLiasicr: BUSEY Pags 9f e DELS BHRIR L -GlEaily Sheiss thdk ERP and cost sharing plan would need to be submitted for review and approval prior
there WILL be mild to moderate impact on wildlife, habitat, marine 1life . .
and the citizens due to the degradation of the land and sea floor, is to any construction at the site.

followed with ™ .and we see no significant impact and ask that these IND144-4
companies 'consult' with FSW to abate impact. ™ IND144-4 . .. . oy
FERC further says that this will be a SEVEN YEAR construction plan for Comment'n()ted" The EIS IS. nota deClSlOIl document, rather, itis a tOOI to ensure that
three terminals and their three separate pipelines. They go on to say the potential environmental impacts that would occur as a result of a federal action are
Lt:rll Ltw;nl; i I.t(i.l;[f i(;:rloljli:‘ii_l::;-ll\w;n;; ";:;aﬂ:rcihv\iiclcj ] i ;_?P:I Lll.“i;l l;;]ﬂ_" fully analyzed and presented, in Compliance with NEPA. Under NEPA, the
(-l.';}'-].el.'l':.' of th i.: F]F‘.TS. T k]m',:— |ih1 ] -.':c)m:r-‘.‘; f;.‘iTl-:I[] ) i h. HI;-:-pr)li :1 ted -.k)yt t.]-1e o determlnatlon that an 1mpact 1S 51gn1ﬁcant necessitates the preparatlon Of an EIS (as
President. He has appointed a commission to be aligned with the LNG IND144-5 opposed to an EA). In accordance with NEPA, we have prepared this EIS to present
NILELAEES, L . _ the environmental impacts that would occur as a result of the Project. The decision of

In Brownsville, the proposed LNG facilities would dump millions of . . . . ..
gallons of heated effluent each day into one of the healthiest shallow- IND144-6 Whether to aUthorlze the PI'O_]eCt 1S determlned by the FERC Commissioners.
water bays in the world. The Scuth Bay is one cof the most critical hyper-
saline habitats and spawning grounds for numerous aquatic species such : . .
as shrimp, redfish, among other species. The proposed plants’ 500-foot IND144-5 The comment is outside the scope of this EIS.

flaring towers—which release mercury, hydrogen sulfide, helium, carbon
dioxide, hydrocarbons and other impurities frem the natural gas—would
burn a couple of miles downwind from the state’s most popular beach. IND144-7
Local envircnmental groups estimate that air pellution will guadruple in IND144-6 Impacts on aquatic resources associated with cooling water discharge as a result of the

p q g g
1_he_F‘>r-::wt_1:;\.rl ] If—n.c)ul.h Padre Island ar e;—},., a 1l0-mile stretch of (_:E_:".-“;I'] Lne, Project are discussed in section 4.62.0. Cumulative impacts resulting from COOliIlg
residential neighborhocds and small businesses that may soon sit under . . . . . K .
the brown-cloud haze of pollution already familiar to residents of water dlSChal‘ge associated with all three LNG pTOJeCtS are discussed in section
industrialized regions like Corpus Christi, Galveston and Houston. The 4.13.2.4 of the final EIS.
se levels from the pile driving, according to the FERC DEIS, show an IND144-8
ease in some areas of up to 10.5 decibels, well beyond acceptable

evels and severely impacting marine life. The purif tion and . . . . .
refrigeration process for LNG is so energy-intensive that the amount of IND144-9 IND144-7 As described in section 2.1.1.6 of the EIS’ the Rio Grande LNG.Termmal would have
greenhouse gas emissions for this region would be staggering. millions of both an elevated (100-foot) vent stack and three ground flare units to safely and

gallons per day of treated water pulled from ocur res: s, that will be

reliably protect plant systems from overpressure during start-up, shutdown, plant

dumped near the saltwater inlets for the Bahia Grande—27,000 acres of IND144-10 .. . . . . .

land and 10,000 acres of estuary. t*s the largest estuary restoration upsets, and emergency COHdlthHS. Air quahty 1mpacts are addressed in section 4.11.1
project in North America, home to over 100,000 shorebirds on their of the EIS.

migrations to and from Canada and Mexico. The lower Rio Grande Valley is

one of the 10 birding destinations in the U.S5., according to numerous IND144-11 . . . .

rankings. fishing and shrimping industries will be ruined as will IND144-8 The increase Ofup to 10.5 decibels identified by the commentor appears to be relevant
our tourism. The noise, lights, vessel traffic, flaring, hydro static for airborne noise levels, rather than underwater noise, which is also assessed in the
testing, construction traffic, increased populations of laborers, will . . . .

sEepe s S TR enl LS s SeesEen] SRR et ik IND144-12 EIS. Asrecommended in sections 4.7.1 and 4.7.3 of the EIS, if the Project were

all impact cetaceans,our sea grass which is essential to the X R R . R
proliferation of our marine life. It will further endanger our Ridley approved, RG Developers would not be authorized to begm construction until FERC’s
Kemp SeaTurtles and Loggerhead Turtles, This will also degrade the IND144-13 consultation with the NMFS is complete. Such consultation may result in mitigation

sensitive ec em and habitat of the Ocelot, the Alpomado Falcon,the

Jagarundi, Osprey, Chachalacas, over 130 butterflies and moths, including

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.

IND144-9 Comment noted. GHG emissions from the LNG Terminal are quantified in section
4.11.1.3 of the EIS.
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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.

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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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

and the threatened Monarch Butterfly. They area will not recover and many|IND144-13 the Commission.
animals will die.The FERC DEIS is not awvailable in Spanish, the
predominant languac spoken in the Rio Grande Valley. The DEIS should be ||IND144-14

translated and commenting period extended for the Spanish speakin However, it is current Commission practice to address environmental justice in its

community to adeqguately review and co =nt. The need for the projects : : :

SRITINA W B0 QEAAHARAF AN A e s EHIE TBAE SR S PEALEC IND144-15 NEPA documents when raised as an issue or otherwise warranted. Therefore, we have
have not been demonstrated in the DEIS. For a project with so many . . . . . R .

negative impacts, the need for the product must be shown. There is no included this discussion in the final EIS in section 4.9.10. Further, in an effort to

T vsis the impac te e bait : imping industry (which relies 1 1 1 1 1
analysis of the impacts to both the bait shrimping industry (which rel IND144-16 include Spanish language speakers in the NEPA process, Spanish language Project

on the BSC) nor on the off-shore shrimping industry, which relies ready . . . . . . .
SRes TS LS BSE HE BET £ & ETOW THe Gilfs 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

The econonie analysis did net, lnelnds The nines Facreatlapal aness addition, a translator was available to assist Spanish language speakers. During the

identified in Te 5 LNG DEIS that are within the project site, 1ncreased IND144-17 bl . . f fth S ish 1 ials th d

ship traffic adversely affect recreational boaters and eco tours on the pu ‘IC scoping m'e?tlng’ very 1ew o the panis anguage. materials that Were made

water such as dolphin watching, and the significant impact on visual available were utilized by attendees. As such, we determined that translation of the

LeSoULesa: draft EIS into Spanish was notnecessary.

The DEIS for Ric Grande says “neither constructlion nor operation would be

expec 1 to significantly impact tourism.” There is no data to support L

this statement. Port Isabel, South Padre Island and Laguna Atascosa NWR IND144-18 IND144-15 Under Section 3 of the NGA, oversight for LNG export is divided between the

are : very nature t ist-dependent. Interview-t : studies nee 0 bhe s . . s

ame 2l Feng MRS EauGlAP-PEpenasul.  LoGerP.on= Pugdee Bec e he Commission and the DOE. FERC is responsible for the siting of LNG facilities, but

done with out-of-area tourists to meaningfully assess this X R . . .

impact.Cumulative issions of greenhouse gas would be massive (10.7 does not determine the need for a prOJect. It is the DOE, not the Commlssmn, which

million tons per year), with Rio Grande being far the largest IND144.-19 retains the exclusive authority over the export of the natural gas as a commodity,

contributor (8.5 million tpy). And this would tinue for 20-30 years - including the r nsibility t nsider whether the exportation of that eas is in th

or longer, when we need to reduce carbon emissi 3 drastically much C u . g the respo S y O_CO § .e whethe € e po on o g 'S § ¢

sooner. Contribution to cumulative impacts on climate change cannot be pUbIIC interest. As discussed in section 1, the DOE issued an order grantmg

precisely measured therefore,FERC should require ca n capture or deny authorization to RG LNG to export NG to countries having an FTA with the United

the permit. . . . .
e States that includes national treatment for trade in natural gas. In accordance with the

Identified species that are federally listed as threatened or endangered NGA and Energy POIICY Act of 1992, export toa COlll’ltI'y with which there is an FTA

will be affected. The DEISs states that the Applicants will 1lik
adversely affect the endangered Northern aplomado fa

requiring national treatment for trade in natural gas, is deemed consistent with the
public interest.

hreatened

piping plover and its critical hakitat, and the endangered o Many

other rare and important species will be impacted as well. Section 7 of IND144-20

the End ered 7 o e Endangered Species Act, as amended, state: = : : : L

Lhe Endangered T of the Enddngared Speciad N etdedy Siates thet IND144-16 Sections 4.9.4 and 4.9.8.2 have been revised in the final EIS to more explicitly address
any project authorized, funded, or conducted by a by any fe al agencies . . . . .

should not ™...jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered impacts on the bait shrimping industry.

species or threatened : cies or result in the destruction or adverse

modification of habitat of such species which is determined...to be

critical...”. Deny the permits. 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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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.
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Mary Angela Branch, Austin, TX.

The three cities and one community in Cameron County most affected by
this, Laguna Vista, Port Isabel, and South Padre Island and Long Island
Village, have all passed resolutions prohibiting the approval of this
application. As I see it FERC is "rubber stamping™ these applications.
There is currently no plan for us to review that shows how to educate and
prepare a community, health care workers, EMS, Schools, Port of
Brownsville workers, construction workers and more, for a hazardous
chemical disaster. Every page of the DEIS where it clearly states that
there WILL be mild to moderate impact on wildlife, habitat, marine 1life
and the citizens due to the degradation of the land and sea floor, is
followed with ™ ...and we see no significant impact and ask that these
companies 'consult' with FSW to abate impact. ™

FERC further says that this will be a SEVEN YEAR construction plan for
three terminals and their three separate pipelines. They go on to say IND145-1
that their findings conclude that the "area and wildlife will recover.™
Even I, only a cecllege educated woman, see the holes, lies and illegal
aspect of this DEIS. I know this commission is appointed by the
President. He has appointed a commission to be aligned with the LNG
business.

In Brownsville, the proposed LNG facilities would dump millions of
gallons of heated effluent each day into one of the healthiest shallow-
water bays in the world. The Scuth Bay is one cof the most critical hyper-
saline habitats and spawning grounds for numerous aquatic species such
as shrimp, redfish, amcng other specles. The proposed plants’ 500-foot
flaring towers—which release mercury, hydrogen sulfide, helium, carbon
dioxide, hydrocarbons and other impurities frem the natural gas—would
burn a couple of miles downwind from the state’s most popular beach.
Local envircmmental groups estimate that air pelluticon will gquadruple in
the Brownsville-Scouth Padre Island area, a 10-mile stretch of coastline,
residential neighborhocds and small businesses that may socon sit under
the brown-cloud haze of pollution already familiar to residents of
industrialized regions like Corpus Christi, Galveston and Houston. The
noise levels from the pile driving, according to the FERC DEIS, show an
increase in some areas of up to 10.5 decibels, well beyond acceptable
levels and severely impacting marine life. The purification and
refrigeration process for LNG is so energy-intensive that the amount of
greenhouse gas emissions for this region would be staggering. millions of
gallons per day of treated water pulled from our resacas, that will be
dumped near the saltwater inlets for the Bahla Grande—27,000 acres of
land and 10,000 acres of estuary. It's the largest estuary restoration
project in North America, home to over 100,000 shoreblrds on their
migrations to and from Canada and Mexico. The lower Rio Grande Valley is
cne of the top 10 birding destinations in the U.5., according to numercus
rankings. Our fishing and shrimping industries will be ruined as will
our tourism. The noise, lights, vessel traffiec, flaring, hydro static
testing, construction traffic, increased populations of laborers, will
all impact cetaceans,our sea grass which is essential to the
proliferation of our marine life. It will further endanger our Ridley
Kemp SeaTurtles and Loggerhead Turtles, This will also degrade the
sensitive ecosystem and habitat of the Ocelot, the Alpomado Falcon,the
Jagarundi, Osprey, Chachalacas, over 130 butterflies and moths, including
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and the threatened Monarch Butterfly. They area will not recover and many
animals will die.The FERC DEIS is not awvailable in Spanish, the
predominant language spoken in the Rio Grande Valley. The DEIS should be
translated and commenting period extended for the Spanish speaking
community to adequately review and comment. The need for the projects
have not been demonstrated in the DEIS. For a project with so many
negative impacts, the need for the product must be shown. There is no
analysis of the impacts to both the bait shrimping industry (which relies
on the BSC) nor on the off-shore shrimping industry, which relies ready
access to the BSC to get to & from the Gulf.

The economic analysis did not include the nine recreational areas
identified in Texas LNG DEIS that are within the project site, increased
ship traffic adversely affect recreational boaters and eco tours on the
water such as delphin watching, and the significant impact on visual
resources.

The DEIS for Ric Grande says “neither constructlion nor operation would be
expected to significantly impact tourism.” There is no data to support

this statement. Port Isabel, South Padre Island and Laguna Atascosa HNWR IND145-1
are all very nature tourist-dependent. Interview-type studies need to be

done with cut-of-area tourists to meaningfully assess this
impact.Cumulative emissions of greenhouse gases would be massive (10.7
millicn tons per year), with Rio Grande being by far the largest
contributor (8.5 million tpy). And this would continue for 20-30 years
or lenger, when we need to reduce carbon emissions drastically much
sooner. Contribution to cumulative impacts on climate change cannot be
precisely measured therefore,FERC should require carbon capture or deny
the permit.

Identified species that are federally listed as threatened or endangered
will be affected. The DEISs states that the Applicants will likely
adversely affect the endangered Northern aplomado falcon, the threatened
plping plover and its critical hakitat, and the endangered ocelect. Many
other rare and important species will be impacted as well. Section 7 of
the Endangered 7 of the Endangered Species Act, as amended, states that
any project authorized, funded, or conducted by a by any federal agencies
should not ™...Jjecpardize the continued existence of any endangered
species or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse
modification of habitat of such species which is determined...to be
critical...”. Deny the permits.
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Danny Wilson, ARustin, TX.

The three cities and one community in Cameron County most affected by
this, Laguna Vista, Port Isabel, and South Padre Island and Long Island
Village, have all passed resolutions prohibiting the approval of this
application. As I see it FERC is "rubber stamping™ these applications.
There is currently no plan for us to review that shows how to educate and
prepare a community, health care workers, EMS, Schools, Port of
Brownsville workers, construction workers and more, for a hazardous
chemical disaster. Every page of the DEIS where it clearly states that
there WILL be mild to moderate impact on wildlife, habitat, marine 1life
and the citizens due to the degradation of the land and sea floor, is
followed with ™ ...and we see no significant impact and ask that these
companies 'consult' with FSW to abkate impact. ™

FERC further says that this will be a SEVEN YEAR construction plan for
three terminals and their three separate pipelines. They go on to say
that their findings conclude that the "area and wildlife will recover.™
Even I,see the hecles, lies and illegal aspect of this DEIS. I know this
commission is appointed by the President. He has appointed a commission
to be aligned with the LNG business.

In Brownsville, the proposed LNG facilities would dump millions of
gallens of heated effluent each day intc one cof the healthiest shallow-
water bays in the world. The South Bay is one of the most critical hyper-
saline habitats and spawning grounds for numerocus aquatic species such
as shrimp, redfish, among other species. The proposed plants’ 500-foot
flaring towers—which release mercury, hydrogen sulfide, helium, carbon
dioxide, hydrocarbons and other impurities from the natural gas—would
burn a couple of miles downwind from the state’s most popular beach.
Local environmental groups estimate that air pollution will guadruple in
the Brownsville-Scuth Padre Island area, a 1l0-mile stretch of coastline,
residential neighborhoods and small businesses that may soon sit under
the brown-cloud haze of pollution already familliar tec residents of
industrialized regions like Corpus Christi, Galveston and Houston. The
noise levels from the pile driving, according to the FERC DEIS, show an
increase in some areas of up to 10.5 decibels, well beyond acceptable
levels and severely impacting marine life. The purificaticn and
refrigeration process for LNG is so energy-intensive that the amount of
greenhouse gas emissions for this region would be staggering. millions of
gallons per day of treated water pulled from our resacas, that will be
dumped near the saltwater inlets for the Bahia Grande—27,000 acres of
land and 10,000 acres of estuary. It's the largest estuary restoration
project in North America, home to over 100,000 shorebirds on their
migrations to and from Canada and Mexico. The lower Rlo Grande Valley 1is
one of the top 10 birding destinations in the U.5., according to numerous
rankings. Our fishing and shrimping industries will be rulned as will
our tourism. The noise, lights, vessel traffic, flaring, hydro static
testing, constructlion traffic, increased populations of laborers, will
all impact cetaceans,our sea grass which is essential to the
proliferation of our marine life. It will further endanger our Ridley
Kemp SeaTurtles and Loggerhead Turtles, This will also degrade the
sensitive ecosystem and habitat of the Ocelot, the Alpomado Falcon,the
Jagarundi, Osprey, Chachalacas, over 130 butterflies and moths, including
and the threatened Monarch Butterfly. They area will not recover and many

IND146-1
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animals will die.The FERC DEIS is not available in Spanish, the
predominant language spoken in the Rio Grande Valley. The DEIS should be
translated and commenting period extended for the Spanish speaking
community to adequately review and comment. The need for the projects
have not been demonstrated in the DEIS. For a project with so many
negative impacts, the need for the product must be shown. There is no
analysis of the impacts to both the bait shrimping industry (which relies
on the BSC) nor onh the off-shore shrimping industry, which relies ready
access to the BSC to get to & from the Gulf. IND146-1
The economic analysis did not include the nine recreational areas
identified in Texas LNG DEIS that are within the project site, increased
ship traffic adversely affect recreational boaters and eco tours on the
water such as dolphin watching, and the significant impact on visual
resources.

The DEIS for Rio Grande says “neither construction nor operation would be
expected to significantly impact tourism.” There is no data to support
this statement. Port Isabel, South Padre Island and Laguna Atascosa NWR
are all very nature tourist-dependent. Interview-type studies need toc be
done with out-of-area tourists to meaningfully assess this
impact.Cumulative emissions of greenhouse gases would be massive (10.7
million tons per year), with Rio Grande being by far the largest
contributor (8.5 millicn tpy). And this would continue for 20-30 years
or longer, when we need to reduce carbon emissions drastically much
sooner. Contribution to cumulative impacts on climate change cannct be
precisely measured therefore,FERC should reguire carbon capture or deny
the permit.

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

"

critical...
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Danny Wilson, ARustin, TX.

The three cities and one community in Cameron County most affected by
this, Laguna Vista, Port Isabel, and South Padre Island and Long Island
Village, have all passed resolutions prohibiting the approval of this
application. As I see it FERC is "rubber stamping™ these applications.
There is currently no plan for us to review that shows how to educate and
prepare a community, health care workers, EMS, Schools, Port of
Brownsville workers, construction workers and more, for a hazardous
chemical disaster. Every page of the DEIS where it clearly states that
there WILL be mild to moderate impact on wildlife, habitat, marine 1life
and the citizens due to the degradation of the land and sea floor, is
followed with ™ ...and we see no significant impact and ask that these
companies 'consult' with FSW to abate impact. ™

FERC further says that this will be a SEVEN YEAR construction plan for
three terminals and their three separate pipelines. They go on to say
that their findings conclude that the "area and wildlife will recover.™
Even I see the hecles, lies and illegal aspect of this DEIS. I know this
commission is appointed by the President. He has appointed a commission
to be aligned with the LNG business.

In Brownsville, the proposed LNG facilities would dump millions of IND147-1
galleons of heated effluent each day intc one cof the healthiest shallow-
water bays in the world. The South Bay is one of the most critical hyper-
saline habitats and spawning grounds for numerocus aquatic species such
as shrimp, redfish, among other species. The proposed plants’ 500-foot
flaring towers—which release mercury, hydrogen sulfide, helium, carbon
dioxide, hydrocarbons and other impurities from the natural gas—would
burn a couple of miles downwind from the state’s most popular beach.
Local environmental groups estimate that air pollution will guadruple in
the Brownsville-Scuth Padre Island area, a 1l0-mile stretch of coastline,
residential neighborhoods and small businesses that may soon sit under
the brown-cloud haze of pollution already familiar tec residents of
industrialized regions like Corpus Christi, Galveston and Houston. The
noise levels from the pile driving, according to the FERC DEIS, show an
increase in some areas of up to 10.5 decibels, well beyond acceptable
levels and severely impacting marine life. The purificaticn and
refrigeration process for LNG is so energy-intensive that the amount of
greenhouse gas emissions for this region would be staggering. millions of
gallons per day of treated water pulled from our resacas, that will be
dumped near the saltwater inlets for the Bahia Grande—27,000 acres of
land and 10,000 acres of estuary. It's the largest estuary restoration
project in North America, home to over 100,000 shorebirds on their
migrations to and from Canada and Mexico. The lower Rilo Grande Valley 1is
one of the top 10 birding destinations in the U.5., according to numerous
rankings. Our fishing and shrimping industries will be rulned as will
our tourism. The noise, lights, wvessel traffic, flaring, hydro static
testing, constructlion traffic, increased populations of laborers, will
all impact cetaceans,our sea grass which is essential to the
proliferation of our marine life. It will further endanger our Ridley
Kemp SeaTurtles and Loggerhead Turtles, This will also degrade the
sensitive ecosystem and habitat of the Ocelot, the Alpomado Falcon,the
Jagarundi, Osprey, Chachalacas, over 130 butterflies and moths, including
and the threatened Monarch Butterfly. They area will not recover and many
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animals will die.The FERC DEIS is not available in Spanish, the
predominant language spoken in the Rio Grande Valley. The DEIS should be
translated and commenting period extended for the Spanish speaking
community to adequately review and comment. The need for the projects
have not been demonstrated in the DEIS. For a project with so many
negative impacts, the need for the product must be shown. There is no
analysis of the impacts to both the bait shrimping industry (which relies
on the BSC) nor on the off-shore shrimping industry, which relies ready
access to the BSC to get to & from the Gulf.

The economic analysis did not include the nine recreational areas
identified in Texas LNG DEIS that are within the project site, increased
ship traffic adversely affect recreational boaters and eco tours on the
water such as dolphin watching, and the significant impact on wvisual
resources.

The DEIS for Rio Grande says “neither construction nor operation would be
expected to significantly impact tourism.” There is no data to support
this statement. Port Isabel, South Padre Island and Laguna Atascosa NWR IND147-1
are all very nature tourist-dependent. Interview-type studies need toc be
done with out-of-area tourists to meaningfully assess this
impact.Cumulative emissions of greenhouse gases would be massive (10.7
million tons per year), with Rio Grande being by far the largest
contributor (8.5 millicn tpy). And this would continue for 20-30 years
or longer, when we need to reduce carbon emissions drastically much
sooner. Contribution to cumulative impacts on climate change cannct be
precisely measured therefore,FERC should reguire carbon capture or deny

the permit.

Identified species that are federally listed as threatened or endangered
will be affected. The DEISs states that the Applicants will likely
adversely affect the endangered Northern aplomadc falcon, the threatened
piping plover and its critical habitat, and the endangered ocelot. Many
other rare and important species will be impacted as well. Secticn 7 of
the Endangered 7 of the Endangered Species Act, as amended, states that
any project autherized, funded, or conducted by a by any federal agencies

should not “...jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered
species or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse
modification of habitat of such species which is determined...to be

critical...”. Deny the permits.

141



Individuals (IND)
IND148 - Diane Teter

20181203-5246 FERC PDF (Unofficial) 12/3/2018 3:59:13 PM IND148_1 See Comment Response IND144 (Mary Angela Branch).

Diane Teter, Edinburg, TX.

The three cities and one community in Cameron County most affected by
this, Laguna Vista, Port Isabel, and South Padre Island and Long Island
Village, have all passed resolutions prohibiting the approval of this
application. There is currently no plan for local communities to prepare
a community, health care workers, EMS, Schools, Port of Brownsville
workers, construction workers and more, for a hazardous chemical
disaster. Every page of the DEIS where it clearly states that there WILL
be mild to moderate impact on wildlife, habitat, marine life and the
citizens due to the degradation of the land and sea floor, 1s followed
with ™ ...and we see no significant impact and ask that these companies

'consult' with FSW to abate impact. "

FERC further says that this will ke a SEVEN YEAR cecnstruction plan for
three terminals and their three separate pipelines. They go on to say
that their findings conclude that the "area and wildlife will recover."
BAs a marine ecologist which studied in this area and have lived in the
area, this is gressly incorrect.

In Brownsville, the proposed LNG facilities would dump millions of
gallens of heated effluent each day intc one cof the healthiest shallow-
water bays in the world. The South Bay is one of the most critical hyper-
saline habitats and spawning grounds for numercus aquatic species such IND148-1
as shrimp, redfish, among other species. The proposed plants’ 500-foot
flaring towers—which release mercury, hydrogen sulfide, helium, carbon
dioxide, hydrocarbons and other impurities from the natural gas—would
burn a couple of miles downwind from the state’s mest popular beach.
Local environmental groups estimate that air pollution will guadruple in
the Brownsville-Scuth Padre Island area, a 1l0-mile stretch of ccastline,
residential neighborhoods and small businesses that may scon sit under
the brown-cloud haze of pollution already familiar tec residents of
industrialized regions like Corpus Christi, Galveston and Houston. The
noise levels from the pile driving, according teo the FERC DEIS, show an
increase in some areas of up to 10.5 decibels, well beyond acceptable
levels and severely impacting marine life. The purificaticn and
refrigeration process for LNG is so energy-intensive that the amount of
greenhouse gas emissions for this region would be staggering. millions of
gallons per day of treated water pulled from our resacas, that will be
dumped near the saltwater inlets for the Bahia Grande—27,000 acres of
land and 10,000 acres of estuary. It’s the largest estuary restoration
project in North America, home to over 100,000 shorebirds on their
migrations to and from Canada and Mexlico.

The lower Rio Grande Valley is one of the teop 10 birding destinations in
the U.S8., according to numerous rankings. Our fishing and shrimping
industries will be ruined as will our tourism. The noise, lights, vessel
traffic, flaring, hydro static testing, construction traffic, increased
populations of laborers, will all impact cetaceans,our sea grass which is
egsential to the proliferation of our marine life. It will further
endanger our Ridley Kemp SeaTurtles and Loggerhead Turtles, This will
also degrade the sensitive ecosystem and habitat of the Ocelot, the
Alpomado Falcon,the Jagarundi, Osprey, Chachalacas, over 130 butterflies
and moths, including and the threatened Monarch Butterfly. They area will
not recover and many animals will die.The FERC DEIS is not available in
Spanish, the predominant language spoken in the Rioc Grande Valley.
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The DEIS should be translated and commenting period extended for the
Spanish speaking community to adequately review and comment. The need for
the projects have not been demonstrated in the DEIS.

For a project with so many negative impacts, the need for the product
must be shown. There is no analysis of the impacts to both the balt
shrimping industry (which relies on the BSC) nor on the off-shore
shrimping industry, which relies ready access to the BSC to get to & from
the Gulf.

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

The DEIS for Rio Grande says “neither construction nor operation would be
expected to significantly impact tourism.” There is no data to support
this statement. Port Isabel, South Padre Island and Laguna Atascosa NWR IND148-1
are all very nature tourist-dependent. Interview-type studies need toc be
done with out-of-area tourists to meaningfully assess this
impact.Cumulative emissions of greenhouse gases would be massive (10.7
million tons per year), with Rio Grande being by far the largest
contributor (8.5 millicn tpy). And this would continue for 20-30 years
or longer, when we need to reduce carbon emissions drastically much
sooner. Contribution teo cumulative impacts on climate change cannot be
precisely measured therefore,FERC should reguire carbon capture or deny
the permit.

Identified species that are federally listed as threatened or endangered
will be affected. The DEISs states that the Applicants will likely
adversely affect the endangered Northern aplomadc falcon, the threatened
piping plover and its critical habitat, and the endangered ocelot. Many
other rare and important species will be impacted as well. Section 7 of
the Endangered 7 of the Endangered Species Act, as amended, states that
any project autherized, funded, or conducted by a by any federal agencies

should not “...jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered
species or threatened species or result in the destruction or adverse
modification of habitat of such species which is determined...to be

"

critical...

Deny the permits for the numerous reasons stated above. IND148-2
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IND149-2 Under Section 3 of the NGA, oversight for LNG export is divided between the

T — Commission and the DOE. FERC is responsible for approving the safe and sound
I strongly agre;‘ with the COlm;'lC-ntS of the Friends of Laguna Atascosa Siting and Operation of LNG facilities, given that DOE has appl"OVed the export of the
Mational Wildlife Refuge, Save RGV from LNG and a host of other COIl'lIIlOdity. It is the DOE, not the COIDITIiSSiOIl, which retains the exclusive authority
organizations and individuals regarding the DIES relative to local and . . . T
global environmental impacts and considerations. I believe that Rio IND149-1 over'the export of the natural _gas asa commgdlty, lpCh'ldlng the respon'sﬂ.)lhty to
Grande LNG's permit application should be denied. - 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
The perspective I am presenti i ~elated to the impact that LNG and . . . . . .
5 Befobsslois - il RUSSEULIE =5 Less.ee L Lis S S el S export to countries having a FTA with the United States that includes national
other entiti in the fossil fuel supply change have on the global K X A
environment by contributing to greenhouse gas emissions. 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
“One of the penalties of an ecological education is that one lives alone for trade i t 1 is d d istent with th blic int t Furth RB
in a world of wounds. Much of the damage inflicted con land [the Earth] O_r 1‘?. ¢ 1n natural gas, 18 deemed consistent wi ¢ pu 1(.: nterest. _u er,
is gquite invisible to laymen. An ecologist must either harden his shell Plpehne executed a precedent agreement for the total capa01ty of the Rio Bravo

and ) make believe that the consequences cof science are none of 1‘12!_5 Pipeline fOI’ the 20_year life ofthe Project, which establishes a basis fOI‘ a ﬁnding by
business, or he must be the doctor who sees the marks of death in a h C .. h h ineli llb in th bl . d .
community [the Earth] that believes i1tself well and does not want to be the ornml'ssmnt at t. € pipeline wi emt € public COl’lYCnlCl’lCC an nece§s1ty
told otherwise.” Aldo Leopold, A Sand County Almanac, 1949 under Section 7. Section 4.13.2.9 of the final EIS was revised to address reglonal

climate change impacts, and section 4.11.1 of the EIS quantifies Project-related GHG

The undeniable scientific realities of man made climate change and the ..
devastating impending effects on humankind and all life on Earth are €missions.
indeed the “marks of death in a community [the Ear
selfish short term economically interested persons, political figures or
corporations do not want to be told otherwise.”

th] where uninformed or

Climate scientists from around the world agree on the “marks of death”
and are no longer content to “live alone in a world of wounds.” But
scientists are not the ultimate decision makers.

This puts you, Chairman Neil Chatterjee, Commissioners Cheryl A. LaFleur,
Richard Glick and Kevin J. McIntyre of the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission in a position to heed the virtually unanimous scientific
research regarding the effects of man made greenhouse gases on climate IND149-2
change and initiate an immediate transition away from further fossil fuel
use by denying any further permits for propeosed Ric Grande LNG and Ric
Bravo Pipeline Doc ts CP16-454-000 and CP16-455-000, and to all future
LNG projects in the United States. The rest of the world is waiting for
the most powerful naticn in the world to joln the nearly 200 other
nations who are committed to this global effort.

Seldom in life does an individual or a small number of people have the
opportunity and leadership responsibility to make a courageous decisicn
that can change the world in a positive way. This is vour opportunity.

The human species, in the blink of a geclogical eye, has expanded its
population and altered the glcobal envirconment in unprecedented ways on
scientific discoveries and subsequent technoleogical applications. The
men and women of science have given us our current understanding of how
the natural world and universe works. Scilentific discoveries in bioleogy,
phyvsics, chemistry, and advances in math and computer science have
accelerated agricultural production, medical practice, medicine, energy
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production and transportation. We are the beneficiaries of those
advances.

However, the same rigorous scientific methodology that has brought
humankind to this level of understanding, bounty and health are now
warning us that the accelerating effects of man made climate changes is
negatively and undeniably impacting life forms globally in unprecedented
ways. All humans, regardless of geographic location, class, ecohnomic
status, political ideologies or religious beliefs will be effected if
immediate global efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions are not
undertaken.

In the absence of political agendas, in the pursuit of verifiable truths
and out of deep concern for all life, scores of independent climate
research scientists from around the world are in virtually unanimous
agreement that there is overwhelming evidence of man made climate change
resulting in rapidly accelerating devastating impacts for humankind and
countless other life forms on Earth.

You all have professional backgrounds in energy policy that have immersed
you in issues regarding fossil fuels and clean energy technologies. You
are familiar with the scientific evidence, political perspectives, long
and short term eccnomic and envircnmental consequences and guality of
life concerns.

Mow, as FERC commissioners, your responsibility is to ensure FERC's
Missicn to Provide Economically Efficient, Safe, Reliable, and Secure
Energy for Consumers. The continued burning of fossil fuels is no longer
safe, reliable, secure or eccnomically efficient when the immediate and
long term effects of man made greenhouse gas emissions on the global
climate is so evident and taken into consideration.

: ; ; ; ; IND149-3
¥ou all understand the profound gravity of the situation, especially in
light of the recent report from the United Nations’ scientific panel on
climate change issued by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
that warns of far worse consequences of climate change than previously
thought. Therefore, a global paradigm shift must be taken immediately
at an unprecedented speed and scale. And that shift means a rapid
transition away from fossil fuels, including LNG, to clean renewable
energy. Rio Grande LNG's permit application should bhe denied now and
always.

My final gquestions to you regarding the future of ILNG in the RGV are
simple:

In the long view, wilill the RGV and the world ke a hetter place or a worse
place because of your decision?

What message will wyou be sending to the world and the lower RGV with your
decision?

Does your decision put the best interests of the local and global
environment and population ahead of the economic self-interest of the
fossil fuel industry?
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Will vou be ab lock your children and
and be able to say you were a
decision and the made the correct one?

hildren in their eyes
2 of the likely consequences of your
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are addressed in section 4.13.2 of the EIS.

IND150-2 Impacts on recreation and tourism, including nature tourism, are addressed in section
Diane Teter, Edinburg, TX. 4.9.3.
The Rio Bravo Pipeline will carry natural gas to the Rio Grande LNG
export terminals to be processed for overseas sale. Take into
consideration, the additional LNG export terminals and proposed pipelines IND150-1 IND150-3 Comment noted; hOWCVCl‘, we note that the mission statement of the Port of

r Bnnova LNG and Texas LNG, and you has

f 1 cumulative impact by 3 LNG
export terminals as well as their pipeli

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.”
This over-industrialization of the Brownsville Ship Channel is neither

neaeded nor warranted for an area that is built on ecotourism and beach IND150-2 . X . i
tourism, IND150-4 FERC’s Plan requires that applicants remove any soil and gravel spilled or tracked
There is a concerted effort by the oil and gas industry to destroy the onto roadways dally or more frequent as necessary to maintain safe road COl’lditiOl’lS

natural resources such as our parks, refuges, and seashores to enslave IND150-3

and sicken the local population (air, water, land pollution) with this and repair any damages to roadway surfaces, shoulders, and ditches caused by
outdated energy economy of fossil fuels. construction. The applicants of the three LNG projects would be required to obtain
) S o , , applicable permits from TxDOT, who is the entity responsible for maintenance of
Current pipeline construction in the area 1is already causing damage to d in the Proi

local roads and areas through settling of the dirt work after IND150-4 roaaways n the I'O_]eCt area.

construction.

IND150-5 The No Action Alternative for the Project is discussed in section 3.1.
No more natural gas pipelines are needed with our increasing green IND150-5
econcmy that is bullt con natural resocurces.
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Marta Pena
Pharr, TX 78577

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

LNG development is not in the public interest:

1) PortIsabel, Laguna Vista, South Padre Island, Long Island Village, and the Laguna
Madre Water District have passed resolution opposing LNG development

2) Dozens of Community organizations and NGOs regionally have opposed LNG
development

3) Thousands as demonstrated in FERC filing oppose LNG development

4) Recent reports by the IPCC and the Fourth National Climate Assessment
demonstrate that not only is development of projects like LNG is not in the
public interest and actually poses health, safety, and economic risks both
regionally and internationally from climate impacts

IND151-1

IND151-2

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

IND151-3
DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

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

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

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

INDI51-1

IND151-2

IND151-3
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Comment noted. The EIS is not a decision document; rather, it is a tool to ensure that
the potential environmental impacts that would occur as a result of a federal action

are fully analyzed and presented, in compliance with NEPA. Under NEPA, the
determination that an impact is significant necessitates the preparation of an EIS (as
opposed to an EA). In accordance with NEPA, we have prepared this EIS to present
the environmental impacts that would occur as a result of the Project. The decision of
whether to authorize the Project is determined by the FERC Commissioners.

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).
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Socioeconomics

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

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

IND151-3

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

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

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

Air Pollution

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

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

ESA. IND151-3

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

Reliability and Safety

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

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

Cumulative Impacts

The DEIS says “the greatest cumulative impacts” would be on soils, surface water
quality, vegetation, wildlife, aquatic resources, threatened and endangered species,
visual resources, land & water-based transportation, air quality, and noise. These are
more than sufficient reasons to deny LNG permits.
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The DEIS states “We conclude that cumulative impacts of the 3 LNG terminals on visual
resources would be potentially significant.” We agree and urge denial of LNG permits.

The DEIS concludes that the 3 LNG projects cumulatively "would contribute significantly
to air quality impacts, potentially exceed the NAAQS in local areas, and result in IND151-3
cumulatively greater air quality impacts.” This is not acceptable and is grounds for
denial of LNG permits.

The DEIS says that Rio Grande “combined with the other projects in the geographic
scope, including the Texas LNG and Annova LNG projects, would result in “significant
cumulative impacts...” Therefore if FERC chooses to permit any one of the LNG
projects, it should deny permits to all others. By FERC's own analysis the cumulative
impacts would be too great (e.g. significant).
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INDI152-1 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).

Edna Goette
Port Isabel, TX 78578

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

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

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input

Not all requests and consultations are finished, and some have not even been started. | |yD152-1
How is the public supposed to comment on information that isn't there? Commenting
periods should be extended until all such requests and consultations are finished.

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

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

Socioeconomics

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

The socioeconomic analysis detailed in the DEISs are narrow in view and incomplete.
The analysis does not include costs to the taxpayer at every level of government (e.g.
police, fire, infrastructure, coast guard, etc.) to support LNG costs in response to micro
and macro consequences (e.g. accidents, climate change, social costs to carbon, etc.)
of LNG development that negate claimed benefits.
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There is no analysis of the impacts to both the bait shrimping industry (which relies on
the BSC) nor on the off-shore shrimping industry, which relies ready access to the BSC
to get to & from the Gulf.

The economic analysis did not include the nine recreational use areas identified in
Texas LNG DEIS that are within the project site, increased ship traffic adversely affect
recreational boaters and eco tours on the water such as dolphin watching, and the
significant impact on visual resources. These are dollars that would be negated from
claimed benefits. IND152-1

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

Air Pollution

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

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

Identified species by the Applicants that are federally listed as threatened or
endangered will be affected. The DEISs states that the Applicants will likely adversely
affect the endangered Northern aplomado falcon, the threatened piping plover and its
critical habitat, and the endangered ocelot. Many other rare and important species will
be impacted as well. Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, as amended, states that
any project authorized, funded, or conducted by any federal agencies should not
“...jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species
or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which is
determined...to be critical...”. The permit should be denied according to Section 7 of the
ESA.
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The conservation and preservation efforts of the public has resulted in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley NWR, the Laguna Atascosa NWR, Loma Ecological Preserve, Wildlife
Corridor, Bahia Grande Restoration Project, the Federal Ocelot Recovery Plan, and
recent conservation of 3,200 acres on South Padre Island and several hundred acres
along Bahia Grande near Port Isabel. Conservation efforts demonstrates strong social
and cultural values. Permitting LNG projects that continue the trend of impacting IND152-1
(indirectly or directly) or destroying the last remaining ecosystems conflicts with
regional social and cultural values. As such, permits should be denied.

Reliability and Safety

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

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

Cumulative Impacts

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

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

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

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

IND152-1
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INDI153-1 See Comment Response IND96 (Mary Volz).

Henry Goette
Port Isabel, TX 78578

Kimberly D. Bose, Secretary

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

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

DEIS and FERC Procedures Are Compromising Public Input
IND153-1
Not all requests and consultations are finished, and some have not even been started.
How is the public supposed to comment on information that isn't there? Commenting
periods should be extended until all such requests and consultations are finished.

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

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

Socioeconomics

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

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

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

The economic analysis did not include the nine recreational use areas identified in
Texas LNG DEIS that are within the project site, increased ship traffic adversely affect IND153-1
recreational boaters and eco tours on the water such as dolphin watching, and the
significant impact on visual resources. These are dollars that would be negated from
claimed benefits.

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

Air Pollution

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

Wetlands, Habitat, and Wildlife

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

The conservation and preservation efforts of the public has resulted in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley NWR, the Laguna Atascosa NWR, Loma Ecological Preserve, Wildlife
Corridor, Bahia Grande Restoration Project, the Federal Ocelot Recovery Plan, and
recent conservation of 3,200 acres on South Padre Island and several hundred acres
along Bahia Grande near Port Isabel. Conservation efforts demonstrates strong social
and cultural values. Permitting LNG projects that continue the trend of impacting
(indirectly or directly) or destroying the last remaining ecosystems conflicts with
regional social and cultural values. As such, permits should be denied. IR 521

Reliability and Safety

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

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

Cumulative Impacts

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

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

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

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

IND153-1
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IND154-1

IND154-2
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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.
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here in the Lower Rio Grande Valley. The LNG developers would have to purchase at least
200 more acres of wetlands, and the remaining land with willing sellers between the Bahia
Crrande and the Laguna Atascosa National Wildlife Refuge. Mitigation cannot, as suggested
in the DELS, ever consist simply of continuing to preserve land already under the protection of

another party.

b) Major Explosive Methane Risks Are Completely Overlooked: The methodology and
“findings" about security relative to the LNG facilities’ proximity to the SpaceX launch site at

Boca China (well within the illegal ten mile radius), are so narrowly focused as to constitute
serious fallacies in thinking: :Flashlight Fallacy” and “Begging the Question or Circular
Reasoning, by assuming the project can be built legally; Complete Non-Sequiturs occur here:
e.g. (premise:) “There are significant impacts, so (bad conclusion:) it's OK io build anyhow.
The fallacy of misplaced precision (“Flashlight Fallacy”) occurs in the studies cited of VCEs.

There are three key reasons why the FERC should refuse to permit the dangerous,
unnecessary, and obsolete Texas LNG project, and the Rio Bravo Pipeline feeding it. These
are organized under the headings:

L _Public Safety, Noise, & VCEs; I1: Unsatisfactory Mitigation in DEIS: I1I. LNG is Obsolete:
Not Economically Feasible (Trade War, China Taxes US imporis); Worsens Climate Change

1. Public Safety, Security and Noise Impacts Significant, False Assertion:
“Construction & operation of the pipeline facilities would not contribute to significant
cunuilative noise impacts...”

This clearly false claim must resubmitted for further environmental analysis using
comparable LNG sites. The purported quantifications listed in this DEIS should be questioned
by those qualified to do so, at other LNG sites, -not a question-begging fallacy which posits
deliberately false, fudged data. As Prof. Berg (UT) pointed out at early hearings several years
ago, the compressor noise alone would drive all wildlife away, for miles around, permanently.
The security issues have already been discussed above, relative to the known pooling of
Methane, which unlike LNG, is flammable in its gaseous form if fires occur. No system of
transport and transfer from pipeline into the LNG facility, and in the loading process into
tankers, is perfectly flawless. Operators are never as careful or “perfect™ as design engineers.
As a professor at Purdue University and Kansas State. I taught Engineering Ethics, as well as
Environmental Ethics units and Ethics Across the Curriculum for more than 20 years. [ know
that engineers receive little training in the ecological and health systems they impact, but that
they pledge first of all, in their codes of ethics, to protect, first of all, (before profits) “the
safety and health of the public,” in their work. Indeed, they were often highly ethical,
principled Kantian thinkers, who solved problems for the common good with their
professional skill sets. They know they are governed by regulations which their professional
societies, e.g., the American Society of Civil Engineers, helped to write, and aid in
implementation and enforcement. Professional engineers are problem-solvers, not corporate
public relations people or advertisers. The lose their licenses if they lie or mislead the public,
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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.

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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and their professional support truth-telling, —even whistle-blowing by engineers who
document the facts. Even one major explosion at this site would lead to serious legal penalties
and costs to all involved in approving/permitting the LNG projects given what we know.

But instead of seriously studying this serious risk to the public safety, the DEIS shows
that the reasoning and testing methodology of the LNG and Pipeline project proposers
commits the serious illogic of the “Flashlight Fallacy.” In short, they did not look at the major
risk of the Vapor Cloud Explosion (VCE’s) of the pooled Methane above the LNG site, being
blown around the whole region by prevailing winds, if and when a fire elsewhere erupts.

In fact, Vapor Cloud Explosions (VCEs), as well as destruction and undermining the
facility by storm surges and rising coastal water levels, will oceur. It is highly likely that,
contrary to FERC’s own requirements, the storm surges and rising Gulf water levels will
disastrously damage “cryogenic transfer piping; marine/cargo unloading platforms;
primary and emergency electrical power;...(FERC Guidance Manual)” No one who has
survived a massive hurricane making landing expects the power to remain on. Locating this
LNG facility here on the Gulf Shore near Bahia Grande, Port Isabel, and Brownsville, TX,
within blast range of schools, popular fishing, and commercial shrimping areas, is shear folly,
and a direct contradiction of FERC’s own policy.

A. Serious Risk of Catastrophic and Widespread Fire Storms:

FERC has required, since at least 2003, that applications for liquefied natural gas
(LNG) import terminals include fire protection. FERC adopted the National Fire Safety
Standards, which were revised in 2003, based upon the 2001 edition of National Fire
Protection Association (NFPA) Standard 59A. (These have also been U.S. Department of
Transportation requirements for at least 15 years.)

But as the LNG project approval process has “progressed,” our local uniformed
services, especially firefighters. have come to us to report that they have had no training or
equipment to deal with the massive sort of fire storm which an LNG explosion brings. No
funding or equipment can be provided for this eventuality. A VCE in this region is not
unlikely, given the live rocket fuel which SpaceX launches will involve, within ten miles of
the proposed LNG plant.

FERC’s Guidance Manual requires applicants (under 18CFR, 380.12, 49 CFR Part
193, and ASCE 7) “to demonstrate that the potential hazard to the public from failures of
facility components resulting from natural catastrophes is addressed, and that there would not
be a significant impact on public safety from seismicity and other, natural hazards at LNG
facilities.” (quoting from Background section of Guidance Manual). The scope of natural
catastrophes in coastal areas given the new normal of extremes due to climate change is so
vast today that the LNG proposers can neither demonstrate nor address such potential hazards,
—now much more likely to occur.

In the case of the Chinese port explosion in August 20135, cars were thrown more than
a kilometer away from their original location under the 3 massive explosions at a port location
where some journalists reported they suspected LNG was being imported and reprocessed for
use, near where stored toxic chemicals were ignited, and the “whole sky™ appeared to explode
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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.

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.

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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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 CEIL.

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.
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The import of this report is its helpfulness in preventing catastrophic suffering, famines,
and uninhabitability of major parts of the region, including the Brownsville Ship Channel’s
“lands™ on which the LNG is to “stand.” ——which will likely be entirely swept away by storm
surges of the future. Climatologists™ predictions are highly accurate: Klaus Jakob predicted
exactly how long the subways and infrastructure in New York and New Jersey would be
inoperable five years before SuperStorm Sandy caused the damage Jakob predicted. It also gives
us a view of the future in which wildfires could ignite our power facilities, or be ignited by
power lines or other utility infrastructure, as happened in California this month, November "18.
Imagine what will happen to the LNG facilities and pipelines and the VCE when a wildfire roars
through the dry coastal dune vegetation, from the upland lomas, after another multi-year drought.

In APPENDIX 13.1.3 ff. of the DEIS, [ see no persuasive, clear commitment to, or
even a reasonable possibility to meet FERC requirements (cited below), given new storm
surge facts from Hurricanes Harvey in Texas, Florence, and rising coastal water levels with
climate change extremes, esp. more water in each storm event due to evaporation from
watming oceans, more rainfall (65-70 inches in Harvey, htips://www.nhc.noaa.gov/data/ter/
AL092017 Harvev.pdf). Harvey was a thousand year storm, formerly thought less probable
than .01%. And dezens of 500 year storms have occurred within the last 10 years alone:
“The U.S. has experienced at least 24 of what we thought were"500-year" rain events since
2010, including Hurricane Matthew in 2016... .Previously “rare” events will become the
norm as we continue to warm the atmosphere, since warmer air contains more moisture.

The LNG Project will release the considerable heat generated by cooling the natural
gas down to minus 260 degrees: according to specifications we have seen, into the air, since
releases into the waters of the recently restored Bahia Grande area will kill most fragile,
healthy organisms. But even releases into the air above the LNG facility proposed would
eventually warm the Gulf waters and those of the fragile Bahia Grande within a month or so,
given the fact that warmer air holds moisture, which will then fall back down as rain.

Please See Reports From These Newer Sources, Links for which are provided BELOW:
https:'www pauldouglasweather.com/atmospheric-aflerthoughi-here-houston-was-25th-500-

vear-flood-across-usa-since-2010/;
and https://pubs.uses.ecov/off2018/11 72/0fr201811 72 pdf”

For a very clear map showing the areas to be impacted, see the green (vs. yellow) areas
in: Hiww Vergy Iw

Though there are several, including the Army Corps of Engineers, —indeed many— agencies
cooperating to review these projects, FERC’s Guidance Manual states the basic duties and
principles of applicants:
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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.

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.

Inserted from Guidance Manual): (Extended Quote)
Applicants to FERC for LNG projects must (but have not):

... Describe the design storm surge elevations for the project site and their basis for both still IND154-14 See comment response to IND154-3. Section 4.12.1.6 of the EIS and response to
water and with wind/wave effects conditions considering site-specific studies. Include all project Comment Letter IND-67, which addresses launch failures from the SpaceX launch
elevations for dikes, storm surge walls, piers, docks, unloading and loading arms and other pier and site

dock facilities, and other elevated features of the project, their design basis, and demonstrate how they
will conform to industry and Federal standards and protect critical equipment or ensure minimal
consequences. Include the historical or scientific basis for wind and storm surge conditions used as
design criteria. Compare with 100- and 500-, 1,000-, and 10,000-year return period elevations and
NOAA storm surge elevations for hurricane prone areas at the site for Category 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5
hurricanes. Include in these elevations the effects of sea level rise and regional subsidence considering
the design life of the facilities for time dependent severe natural hazards.

13.0.3.1 Wind and storm surge design basis and criteria

13.1.3.2 Identification of design wind speeds (sustained and 3-second gusts) and corresponding
return periods, wind importance factors, and storm surge design elevations for all structures, systems,
and components

13.1.3.3 Comparison of design wind speeds (sustained and 3-second gusts) and storm surge (still
water, wind/wave run-up efféects, crest elevations) with hurricane and other meteorological event wind
speeds corresponding to:

131.3.3.1 10,000 year return period

131332 1,000 year return period
I1313.3.3 500-year return period
131334 100-year return period

(End of citation from FERC Guidance Handbook)

Note that these time periods for return events are clearly now out of date since
Hurricanes Harvey, Irma, Maria and Florence, and since the global data on storms
within the past decade includes a much higher probability of S00-year storms. Higher
storms surges are now so much more probable that insurance companies and local IND154-13
governments are changing what is acceptable in construction for the future, —not even
allowing some to rebuild in such areas. Storms are longer and bring more water due to
hotter oceans and air.

So this Environmental Review should at least have included a revisiting of the specific
site elevations given the new post-2017 storm surge data (NOAA). Failure to include this
data is unacceptable and renders the project proposals ineligible for a FERC permit
according to FERC’s own guidelines quoted above.

Summary: The public safety and security risks presented by LNG facilities and
pressurized pipelines, compressors, etc. include dangers from VCEs, from wildfires in IND154-14
drought years, as well as power outages from increasingly intense storms, storm surges,
and temperature extremes. These involve major explosions covering several miles in
diameter of blast ranges. The facilities proposed remain within the ten mile radius of live
rocket fuel launches and their projected paths. Studies are flawed as they looked only at
the predicted near-SpaceX blast range, not the likely far wider blast range of the pooled
Methane above LNG sites.
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II. Unsatisfactory Plan in DEIS to Mitigate Irreversible Environmental Harms to our
Listed Species: Noise Levels and Incomplete Wildlife Corridor Threaten These Species

Hundreds of pages of the DEIS are wasted on numerous mentions of “threatened™ and
“Endangered Species™ and “critical habitat,” but no actual actions are proposed to mitigate
effects on our state and federally listed species: assuming falsely exactly the thing that needs IND154-15
proving, -e.g. “no critical habitat has been established;” and that someone else will be able to
mitigate the significant cumulative impacts environmentally, both of which are demonstrably
false. Indeed, effects are so great they would cost more to mitigate than the project will be
worth in profits, if built, though the completed Wildlife Corridor would help many species.

Wetlands and lomas are highly fragile zones, not evenly distributed around the
country. Ours are unique, highly valued, and necessary for clearing up the waters and air
crucial to the lives and health of humans, too. This is why the Bahia Grande at this site was
restored (and this largest restoration project in the Northern Hemisphere was completed just
in 2003), at great cost, to remove hazards like “dead fish dust” for the health of Brownsville
residents as well as the health of the millions of organisms in these wetlands which purify the

water, balance the system, cool the area, and provide food for many species. All living
creatures are sensitive to loud sounds. Even what seem to be small impacts can harm such IND154-16
fragile balance irreversibly, also damaging eco-tourism and shrimping. But oyster beds and
shrimp breeding grounds cannot just be moved elsewhere. In spite of the need to deal with
this last problem, one form of mitigation remains a possible key to permitting even just one of
the 3 proposed LNG facilities: a Mega Mitigation Wildlife Corridor ($100 million worth. )
Given the magnitude of the significant and irreversible environmental harms to the
wetlands and upland lomas of the proposed LNG sites, the only possibly meaningful
mitigation if even one major project, like RG LNG and RB Pipeline is approved and built,
would be the completion of the Wildlife Corridor throughout the Rio Grande Valley, a project
already begun but still needing extensive funding and support of organizations like the Army
Corps to be effective. Friends of the Wildlife Corridor have long worked to make it a reality IND154-17
so that road kills and other human threats have less impact on our endangered and threatened
species. Wildlife Corridor expansion. construction and enforcement would have to remove the
many substantial and ecologically damaging sections of the Border Fence/Wall to protect
habitats or create new ones where the useless Wall was, to offset such large scale losses of

wetlands which the LNG construction would surely cause. A more effective “wall” indeed
than those proposed by the Trump Administration would be a wall of native shrubs and plants,
which, as one can see in Santa Ana NWR and other Valley habitats even along Rte. 100, have
large painful prickers and thorns, cactus spines, and provide very human-proof cover for
ocelot and other small mammals and birds who make this impenetrable native landscape their
safe homes. Underbrush is far better a defense for ocelot and against androgenic harms than
concrete and cleared territory of the planned “enforcement zones™ of 150 feet on either side of
the proposed new Wall segments, and a Wildlife Corridor would also cost far less than the
appallingly costly Border Wall as most recently proposed. The segments of barbed wire
recently installed by the military forces costing us 100 million dollars near the border would
also have to be removed, in favor of thorny, prickly, spiny native cacti and brush such as
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Critical habitat is the term for habitat that is officially designated and protected by
NMEFS 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.
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could be planted during another set of Rio Reforestations. The Army Corps of Engineers has
in its ranks now several leaders who have obtained certification in our Texas Master
Naturalist Program (through TX A&M Agrilife Extension services and staff) and who would
be qualified to work with the environmental inspectors and auditors to enlist volunteer labor
to assist with the reforestation with native barriers at the border, providing not only the barrier
to illegal immigration. but also the completed Wildlife Corridor which would mitigate the
extensive and irreparable harms to habitats from LNG and pipeline sites. Mitigation requires
new wetlands to be purchased or restored.

The DEIS recommended “additional mitigation related to nest identification,
monitoring, and implementation of best management practices for the Northern Aplomado
Falcon.” These habitats are not a zoo, where animals can just be “managed.” This vague
recommendation is unsatisfactory, insufficient, and would be fruitless without an expanded
Wildlife Corridor including new sections for wildlife to expand into. And another factor is
glossed over and understated: the noise levels noted in the DEIS have no adequate mitigation
proposed. re: Endangered Kemps Ridley Sea Turtles, it is simply false that “No critical habitat
has been designated for this species,...” as those of us who have served on Turtle Patrol on S.
Padre Island beaches, and who have visited the Padre Island National Seashore nesting sites
know. The LNG and Pipeline will “adversely affect the Northern Aplomado Falcon, the
Piping Plover (and its critical habitat), and the Ocelot,” as the DEIS states, but no mitigation
plan in the DEIS is adequate, or even a reasonable attempt, since there is none of adequate
scale possible given the nature of these LNG projects. Best practice here is not to build at all.

Wildlife refuges and wetlands are not zoos, or packages we can just “relocate.” This is
their habitat. We humans can go elsewhere, or even change our minds about how we generate
power. Only a Wildlife Corridor would help. But this Mitigation Wildlife Corridor would not
be just any old partial or fragmented, non-continuous Wildlife Corridor: it must be enhanced,
parts restored, widened, and most importantly, completed, so that the listed species of wildlife
can survive moving around in their habitats without the instant death and looming extinction
that comes from roadkills.

Perhaps RG Developers plan to redefine what a “wetlands™ is by falsely maintaining
that they do not count unless they are never “dry”. This false premise that an area is only a
wetlands and thus protected if the area is wet 365 days a year, (which is never the case with
actual wetlands) was tried by the first Bush Administration, resulting in much ecological
damage and human suffering, when the wetlands which were built upon flooded badly later
on. As climate extremes bring more water in rain in each major storm event, alternating with
vears on end of drought, much soil and biomass is being lost when wetlands are disturbed,
like those near New Orleans, unlike our vast lagunas in the Laguna Atascosa WR, which are
dry for long periods, and only for that reason can handle major influxes of storm water.

The INGAA Foundation’s Construction Safety Consensus Guidelines (3.3.1) remind
us that managing projects like LNG liquefaction requires: Management and any supervisory
bodies (being) responsible for empowering: “...all personnel with the authority to “Stop
Work whenever hazardous conditions or potentially hazardous conditions are identified.” In a
supervisory and evaluative role, FERC is also responsible to avoid costly, often fatal impacts
of such projects, if not with “Stop Work™ orders (always likely to impact contractor

IND154-18

IND154-19

IND154-20

IND154-21

IND154-22

IND154-18

IND154-19

IND154-20

IND154-21

IND154-22

167

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.

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.
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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

scheduling and thus increase costs by delaying construction deadlines), then with a duty to Procedures and applicable state and federal permits to minimize the impacts of

“Stop the Project™ as a whole, or to exercise its power to deny a permit to the LNG Projects IND154-22 hydrostatic testing. At the LNG Terminal site, hydrostatic test water would be

before incurring unmanageable costs and liabilities. In the May 2013 version of the FERC transferred to onsite stormwater ponds and tested for contamination prior to release to
Wetlands and Water Body Construction and Mitigation Procedures, we find the following minimize water quality impacts on the BSC (see section 4.3.2.2).

example of a crucial preventive measure, which seems impossible in our specific site for this

I,NG. quucl‘acli(.)n facility: “Install sedin}ent barriers; and .Relo(:ate hydrostatic t(.ast IND154-23 IND154-24 See Comment Response IND154-17. Further, Walker’s manioc is not noted in the
manifolds outside wetlands to the maximum extent practicable.” It follows that if the FWS’ Information for Planning and Consultation System for the Project counties and

coastal wetlands site is as extensive as this project requires, such mitigation as locating the
hydrostatic test manifolds outside the wetlands is impossible. Even so we need the Corridor.

The construction and purchase of remaining lands in the existing Corridor, of an
extended Wildlife Corridor throughout the Lower Rio Grande Valley, would be the only
meaningful mitigation possible to protect the more than 24 threatened and endangered species
at risk here. This region has for more than 15 years had “Rio Reforestation™ events where
hundreds of school buses and vans bring volunteers to replant the region with native trees,
plants, and shrubs, to host our many rare birds, butterflies, insects, dragonflies, damselflies,
reptiles and mammals. We have already constructed some parts of the Wildlife Corridor,
though many road kills of those few remaining ocelot still occur, to the point that even
Laguna Atascosa National Wildlife Refuge and Santa Ana NWR have closed their bicycle and
van tour roads formerly open to the public, to prevent ocelot kills, in recent years the major
cause of death of this seriously endangered species. The Corridor would also need to pass
over, overcome, bridge, or tunnel under (as is already being constructed) (preferably over) IND154-24
numerous roads, like Rtes. 100 & 48, Port Isabel to So. Padre Island, Los Fresnos and San
Benito, in part of this large, unique and rare wetlands and upland loma habitat set. The Border
Fence (Wall) sections of land also served as crucial habitat, and the 150 foot “enforcement
zones” of cleared former habitat, if more wall segments are built, would need to be converted
into wildlife corridor, and portions of the wall through sensitive habitats removed in favor of
drones. scrub, cacti, and other tools of the Border Patrol in effectively patrolling the Border.

A major given premise here is the well-documented presence of numerous federally
and state-listed species of highest concern in these fragile marine and coastal habitats, already
recognized: The Ocelot, Aplomado Falcon, Kemps-Ridley Sea Turtle, and plant species like
Walker’s Manioc, (NEPA site) and the fragile breeding grounds in the small remaining areas
of Black Mangrove swamps along Route 48 at the LNG construction sites, for shrimp and
Brown Pelican. The latter were saved once already from near extinction by the public outery
generated by Rachel Carson’s Silent Spring and widespread scientific reporting 50 years ago,
based on scientific studies of effects of DDT on bird egg formation. Now, coral reefs and all
sea animals with shells are threatened by the massive increase in Carbonic Acid in the oceans/
Gulf, from our CO, ) Even the Wildlife Corridor won’t help ocean pollution.

NEPA listing currently includes our species named above. There 1s no possible
mitigation except a huge completed (continuous, even under or over the many roads and
railroads in the whole Lower Rio Grande Valley) Wildlife Corridor. Preventing irreparable
harm is FERC’s role. The Commissioners are liable, if they knowingly put us all at risk.
Summary: Unsatisfactory/Irreversible Environmental Harms to our Listed Species;
Mitigation Would Be Either Impossible or Far Too Costly, Outside of a Mega-Corridor.

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.
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Rlo (Jrandu Valley has a long term (Jru..n Infrastructure Plan A]mad}, The lladc Taritf War
makes the LNG product too expensive for the Chinese to import, and for domestic sale;
Obsolescence of fracked gas fed LNG Production; Market forces now favor renewables and
leaving oil in ground. For work already underway toward a greener, more cost-effective future
for the Valley, see: htips://nca2018. globalchange. gov/downloads/'NCA4 Report-in-Brief pdf

Summary: The Carbon Footprint of these projects is immense, and unnecessary: it
includes the pollution from fracked gas, and transport, —all contributors to the carbon
and water footprints in the whole life cycle of LNG production & delivery. Increases in
GHGs threaten the survival of our species as well as the threatened and endangered
species listed. As recent reports of new research about energy show, LNG rates very low
in its cost-effectiveness, below industrial scale wind and solar. LNG is no longer a
competitive “transitional fuel,” as industrial wind and solar are many times less costly.

FEach of the proposed LNG projects with their high carbon and water footprints, not to
mention their construction, will increase androgenic warming significantly. This will produce
more extreme weather. As for the claim that burning the “transitional fuel” Natural Gas has
less impact than oil, or “burns clean,” it is false: the fracking of the source gas, the whole
transport process in tankers and pipeline, and releases of methane into the atmosphere make
its atmospheric effect far worse! Methane traps heat 33 times worse than CO2 .\We are
already nearly past the tipping point of irreversible and catastrophic feedback loops of
planetary warming. Even if this were “denied,” LNG is also no longer profitable. Even Nancy
Pelosi was misinformed when claiming that LNG produces “50% less CO2 than fossil fuels.”
In the form of these LNG projects, the LNG produces more warming in its whole “life cycle.”

Given that LNG production costs are high even in the fossil fuel industry, and that
most of us have energy stocks in our retirement mutual fund investments, FERC has a duty to
prevent dangerously bad risks to investments. More viable, less problematic energy
alternatives exist even right here in Texas, already a world leader in wind energy, with great
potential in distributed load using solar arrays and other renewables. The 3 proposed LNG
projects to be located in this extremely fragile marine area and coastal bioregion all are surely
completely unacceptable in terms of highly significant, lasting, irreparable environmental
damage and public safety risks of unimaginable scope. For this latter reason, the uniformed
services (police and firefighters) joined our early efforts to stop these projects. Surely the
scrapping of one of the original four projects proposed, and the pull-out of the French banks
formerly funding ILNG here in Texas, testifies to this complete failure of the LNG projects
and pipeline to meet even the most basic FERC requirements, without even considering the
next key issue covered in the Guidance Manual viz., Vapor Cloud Explosions (VCE), which
would completely shut down and destroy not only the LNG Facilities, but also the eco-
tourism industry, plus major shrimping and other fishing and marine breeding capacity of the
whole Lower Rio Grande Valley’s coastal region. Recent explosions in the whole sky above a
Chinese port city where LNG had been offloaded from tanker ships show how significant the
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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.

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.

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.
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pooling of Methane and VCEs are. They justify the continuing withdrawal of investor support
for LNG projects, as we see for example in the lower stock price of NextDecade, a parent
LNG corporation, down to one third of its original value as of this writing.

Further, the very fracking that generates the natural gas to be cooled to minus 260
degrees F. in our already overheated region, and its transport in pressurized pipelines, is likely
to generate more carthquakes, and thus may generate highly unpredictable tsunamis which
will inundate and undermine energy facilities on our Gulf Coast. The costs of LNG
production make it a poor risk financially, and a long-lasting eyesore and species destroyer in
a fragile location. The feasibility of this obsolete form of fossil fuel energy is highly limited.
Not only stockholders, but bankers worldwide are refocusing on renewables over LNG: banks
are now required to include energy, society. and governance concerns. French bank Societe
Generale already pulled out its support of LNG here, and since the tariff war has started, U.S.
exports are now being taxed by other nations, e.g. China, and Mexico, countries which our
Administration has offended. Russia and China already have other gas suppliers.

We entrust our energy agencies to create and enforce policies which protect the public
safety, and balance projected energy needs against mere profiteering at public expense, and
short term private gain which ineluctably leaves unusable hulks littering the seascape,
increased asthma in young and old, and irreversible pollution of our natural resources. Seeing
California burning from prolonged drought and documented rises in temperatures, we now
understand that the extremes of Climate Change are upon us already. As the nation’s trustees
for energy policy and public safety, you as Commissioners, to be credible and authentic as a
body, must sometimes cancel and refuse to permit projects of great risk and such significant
harm. The net Carbon Footprint of the LNG project in its whole life cycle is far larger than
that of the alternatives: energy conservation, wind, solar, and other renewable energy projects
underway. Since the expensive LNG will be sold abroad, rather than raising the prices of
natural gas here in the US, LNG producers intend to transport the LNG to assumed Chinese
markets in super-tankers. Dangers are possible leaks underway, and the simple scientific fact
that Methane is lighter than other components of air: thus, it traps in heat from above them, at
factors 33 times worse than even CO: traps heat. FERC’s very existence depends on its
efficacy in doing its duty to the common good. I strongly urge you, Commissioners, to deny
the permit for these LNG projects, and to encourage the far less costly and less damaging,
safe alternatives in renewable energy here in Texas. Permit at most one tiny LNG project if
vou must, and construct a continuous, complete Wildlife Corridor of massive proportions.

In this new era of climate change extremes, efficiency and cost-effectiveness are all
the more necessary. Industrial scale wind and solar energy are even now already definitively
shown to be more efficient by far than LNG and other fossil fuel energy types, as Dan
Gearino has concisely shown in his reporting of studies in the Clean Economy Weekly,

https://insideclimatenews.org/campaign-archive/clean-economv-weekly.
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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.

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 CO; 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.
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Pro-LNG hand-written notes, all submitted in a single 1.5 hour period, were clearly
written without any reference to any specific 1ssues, like which species are threatened, and
what their habitat requirements are. They are clearly the result of the activities, perhaps a
dinner meeting gathering those who would parrot their vague support of LNG, organized by
STEER, a clearly partisan, biased, pro-oil group set up to “steer” the ignorant into supporting
LNG projects. See hitps://www.bizjournals.com/sanantonio/news/2018/05/31/oil-and-gas-
industry-funded-group-to-expand-in-the.html. and note the timing of the advent of STEER to
the Rio Grande Valley. Other statements of support are shallow, not based on actual facts

about the environmental and security risks, and misleading regarding the number of jobs to be
“created.” Full time permanent jobs will total under 100 people, according to our estimates,
and the records of other LNG facilities we have studied. So after irreversible damage to our
ecological infrastructure, —roads over wetlands, wildlife habitat permanently disrupted. noise
levels continuing to drive living things away and ruin the hearing of humans in the area,

we will be left with useless hulks of concrete, steel, and toxic substances, for generations.
More jobs in cancer treatment, asthma management, and economic hardship due to the
collapse of the eco-tourism movement likely to result from the large explosion risks, may well
result from the LNG projects. But “thousands of jobs?!” Not at all likely, and indeed, when
the media explore the misguided economic “incentives” given to the oil and gas industry by
local elected officials, many careers and livelihoods at the public expense may end. Indeed,
several local school districts, towns, and cities near the proposed LNG sites have refused to
participate in these economic incentives and tax abatements to “lure” oil and gas industry
proposals by those already awash in extra cash. Qil and gas industry profits are at an all time
high, while most of us, viz., middle class Americans, struggle to pay taxes and other bills. The
Port of Brownsville obviously supports LNG because their letter shows no mention or
consideration at all of environmental and eco-tourism’s healthy and needed benefit to our
region economically: thousands of eco-tourism jobs and $430 million in annual income to the
Valley from eco-tourists. The shrimp and fishing indusiries are crucial economic drivers for
the Port. But these are also not mentioned, nor the devastating effects the LNG tankers will
have on the shrimping, plus the removal of the Black Mangrove swamps needed for breeding.

I would be happy to answer any questions about empirical premises used in the above
reasoning and arguments against the permitting of the above-named LLNG projects. Please
carefully weigh my comments and my quotations from FERC’s own documents and raison
d'étre. The very existence of the FERC and our energy industries depends on rational
decision-making, using good logic and good facts which are scientifically documented. Thank
you for your time and attention to good logic, which must support your choices for the
common good and the benefit of the whole eco-system, not of a few interested parties.

Respectfully submitted,
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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.
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INDI155-1 The comment does not address environmental concerns and is outside the scope of
this EIS.
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issue a Notice of Schedule for the Environmental Review of the Rio Grande
LNG Project once staff has determined that it has all information necessary to IND155-1
issue an Environmental Impact Statement for the project.

And point of fact, FERC didn't actually issue the Notice Of Schedule until 08-31-2018 --
about 9 months after NextDecade said it expected the Notice “in the near future.”

In addition, the FERC Notice Of Schedule gives its Federal Authorization Deadline
Decision date as 07-25-2019 (dependent on the timeliness of NextDecade and nine
Cooperating Agencies in providing FERC with the complete information needed for the
decision). More than a year later than NextDecade's predicted "second half of 2018.”
And even that date depends on the timely completion of tasks by NextDecade and nine
Cooperating Agencies.

One of the nine Agencies, the Fish And Wildlife Service, has submitted a 11-19-2018
letter to FERC that includes a list of 14 missing or incomplete documents or plans and
concermns about the permitting process in general. On 11-29-2018, NextDecade filed a
rebuttal to the Fish And Wildlife letter. The deadline for Public Comments on the Rio
Grande LNG Draft EIS is 12-03-2018 even though much remains up in the air in terms
of the Draft EIS.

In its 09-04-2018 Form 8-K, NextDecade said that it had planned to sign a lump-sum turnkey
(“LSTK") EPC contract for the construction of its Rio Grande LNG project by the end of the 2™
Quarter 2018 but that the company and its EPC partner McDermott International had decided
that McDermott woud have to secure a joint venture partner to successfully execute and
finacially guarantee a project this size.

In its 11-09-2018 3rd Quarterly Report, NextDecade said it expects to finalize its construction
contract within the 3rd Quarter of 2019 and could have its Rio Grande LNG and Rio Bravo
Pipelines operational as early as 2023. I'll say more about NextDecade's critical EPC
problem in my discussion of its organizational problem, but it's hard to see how NextDecade
will secure a EPC partner and get it up to speed and integrated enough into the NextDecade
team in time to finalize the construction contract within the 3™ Quarter of 2019.

Taking longer to start smaller: Note that, probably reflecting its financial problems,
NextDecade's plans to make an initial Financial Investment Decision on only two (or hopefully
three) LNG liquefaction production trains and possibly on only one of the two natural gas
pipelines that are to comprise its Rio Bravo Pipeline project. The Texas Economic
Development Act Chapter 312 tax abatement package it negotiated with Cameron County
allows it to start with only two trains, then add a 3", then add two more, and then finally the 6%
of the 6 planned.

So it's target FERC authorization date has slipped from February 2017 to July 2019. It's
target construction start date has slipped from June 2017 to around the 3™ Quarter of 2019.
It's target operational startup has slipped from the 4" Quarter of 2020 to “as early as 2023.
And it's to start with two or three trains instead of six and possibly with only one line of its
planned two line Rio Bravo Pipeline. Bravo! Bravissimo! [Side note: The Rio Grande River is
called the Rio Bravo in Mexico.]
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In June, it hired another highly qualified marketing person to its Beijing office.

In August, NextDecade outsourced the Communication Manager's job duties (he'd been with
NextDecade 4 years 11 months and with CB&I befoe that) and changed Accounting Firms.
Then it added the South Korean oil and gas company NEXT INV LLC to the mix by adding a
12 director seat to its Board reprenenting NEXT INV LLC (as part of a stock deal in which
NEXT INV LLC purchased $35 million dollars worth of NextDecade's Series A Convertible
Preferred Stock) and gave BlackRock permission to “observe” NextDecade's board meetings
(in exchange for selling $50 million dollars of stock to funds managed by BlackRock.

IND155-1

In September, the Chief Operating Officer announced his retirement (the position remains
vacant), NextDecade parted ways from its EPC partner McDermott International (the search
for a replacement remains ongoing), a Manager for the Rio Grande LNG project was hired,
there was a downgrading of the company's Internet site managers, and NextDecade moved
from it's 4" floor offices in The Woodlands to the 39" floor of a Houston building.

In October, NextDecade added a Chief Commercial Officer to its team — but has yet to
announce a single, firm, long-term take-or-pay / Sales and Purchase Agreement (SPA)
contract (projecting such agreements into 2019).

NextDecade's Serious EPC Problems:

Kathleen Eisbrenner, NextDecade's Founder, first CEQ, and Board Chair, cited a previous
positive working relationship with CB&I in choosing it for NextDecade's EPC partner.
NextDecade even spoke of how CB&l could rotate workers from the Gulf of Mexico as their
jobs played out there to apply their experience there to the Rio Grande LNG project as it
ramped up.

There's an odd conflict between NextDecade's 09-04-2018 Form 8-K Current Report EX-99.1
which says “the existing RGLNG FEED, which was completed in late 2017 by McDermott”
and NextDecade's 03-08-2018 Form 10-K Annual Report for the year ending 12-31-2018
which says "In early 2018, we completed the FEED update package with CB&l [emphasis
added] for the Terminal.” The 03-08-2018 Form 10-K Annual Report goes on to state:
“NextDecade and CB&| are finalizing an Open Book Estimate to incorporate the FEED update
improvements and plan to execute a binding Lump-Sum Turmkey EPC agreement in the
second quarter of 2018.”

At any rate, CB&l fell on hard times and was eaten by McDermott in May 2018. Then
McDermott fell on hard times and its EPC agreement with NextDecade fell apart — taking the
binding Lump-Sum Turnkey EPC agreement anticipated the 2" Quarter of 2018 with it. Then
in its 11-09-2018 3rd Quarterly Report, NextDecade said “we expect to execute a final EPC
contract in the third quarter of 2019" and “We estimate that we will receive all regulatory
approvals and begin construction to support the commencement of commercial operations as
early as 2023." Really? By which Quarter of 20237

Interestingly, on 10-29-2018 McDermott announced it had joined with the Italian oil and gas
company Saipem S.p.Ain a bid to regain its place at NextDecade's table. To date,
NextDecade has made no comment on McDermott's announcement. Instead, NextDecade's
3 Quarterly Report says:
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needed, the public comment period should be reopened.

My secondary point is that FERC shouldn't hand the keys to the Rio Grande Magic Valley on
it's say so that it will tie up any remaining loose threads (such as wetlands mitigation and ship
channel water way use agreements). Organizationally and financially, it's not in any condition
to exercise due diligence and prudence and has not shown itself to be a good and honest
partner with our local RGV communities and stakeholders.

Submitted 12-03-2018 around 4:30 EST by

John Young, MS (Psychology), MSW (Social Work), Retired
Member of SAVE RGV from LNG since May 2014

24986 Rice Tract Rd, San Benito, TX 78586-6660
ForJohnAndBarbara@gmail.com
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Re: Rio Grande LNG: CP16-454-000, Rio Brave pipeline: CP16-455-000

South Texas LNG export growth is the culmination of a history of selective deference to capital
interests, grown apart from the public interest served by Green New Deal level climate urgency

1. Introduction

2. Trump energy policy embodies broad commitment to regulate according to fossil energy interests

2.1 Lining coal executive pockets with the Clean Power Plan replacement

2.2 An underlying shamelessness and cruelty

2.3 CPP replacement: an opportunity to cut EPA out of U.S. climate policy

2.4. Hubris and denial have shaped U.S. energy and climate policy

2.5. Cumulative climate pollution has changed the energy security equation
2.5.1. IPCC Special Report highlights the conservative consensus on the climate threat
2.3.2. Changing security equation

2.6. Cumulative climate polhition has changed the food security equation

2.7. Cumulative climate pollution has changed the water security equation

3. Deference to FERC, deregulatory dominance, and the public interest
3.1 Summary

3.2. Through deregulation, the public benefit has become codified as global market demand
3.3. The genesis and evolution of FERC's authority holds lessons
3.3.1. New Deal Era and Progressive Era origins
.3.2. Great Society into the 1980s
3.3. Composing a National Energy Strategy
3.3.4. Energy Policy Act of 1992
3.3.4.1 Origins of U.S. LNG policy
3.3.4.2 PURPA
3.3.5 Energy market deregulation
3.4. U.S. energy dominance a.k.a. drain America first

4.1 Financial dynamics of carbon lock in: Lessons from DAPL
4.1 Standing Rock
4.2 DAPL finance story emerges
4.3. Gauging authenticity: Money talks, banks are talking
4.3.1. Rolling loans gather no loss
4.3.2. Banks dine on the fees
4.4. Public disassociation from private capital

5. Conclusion
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1. Introduction

Like everything emanating from the Trump Administration, the draft Affordable Clean Energy (ACE)
rule is, at best, a monument to short-sightedness and bluster. It’s Trump’s proposed replacement for the
Clean Power Plan (CPP), and it’s neither affordable nor clean. Rather, in classic Trump fashion, the plan
is pure distraction, all smoke and gilded mirrors.

The estimated CPP compliance cost savings of “$6.4 billion™ has coal industry executives smiling about
ACE. Investor-owned utilities, many of which own natural gas Electricity Generating Units (EGUs) too,
see through the deal as operating on the margins.

Just as CPP was designed to be a backstop on coal, to prevent its growth, the ACE rule is proposed to
serve as a backstop against any efforts to address systemic climate pollution from EGUs by EPA. Hence it
is up to FERC and market forces to address it.

The Department of Energy is acting to shape this current position on energy and climate policy, with the
belief that maximizing oil and gas production, and sinking capital into half-century old coal plants,
provides energy and grid security. and 1s therefore in the public interest. For over a half-century, the 1ssue
of climate change has forced questions about the short-sightedness of this approach. This analysis revisits
those questions.

ACE is the trace of a dark energy and climate policy crisis at the federal level. To shine light on this crisis
at the local level, people are organizing in communities for transitions to 100% renewable power in the
next two decades. This is consistent with the net-zero emissions timeframe for holding global warming to
1.5¢ C. This is not consistent with expectations from the financial industry, which over the past decade
has facilitated at least $800 billion in debt creation for the oil and gas indusiry alone.

The environmental, economie, and health impacts of the Rio Bravo projects, and the on-going LNG
export buildout, cannot be separated from the larger short-sighted dynamic that equates energy and
economic security with maximal oil and gas throughput and consumption, contrary to climate constraints.

These comments explore the genesis and evolution of federal regulatory policies today, proposed to
become manifest as Rio Bravo LNG and other fossil energy expansion projects.

2. Trump energy policy embodies broad commitment to regulate according to fossil energy interests

2.1 Lining coal executive pockets with the Clean Power Plan replacement

2.2 An underlying shamelessness and cruelty

2.3 CPP replacement: an opportunity to cut EPA out of U.S. climate policy

2.4. Hubris and denial have shaped U.S. energy and climate policy

2.5, Cumudative climate pollution has changed the energy security equation
2.5.1. IPCC Special Report highlights the conservative consensus on the climate threat
2.5.2. Changing security equation
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That “present value™ of $6.4 billion in coal utility savings to be delivered, in total, over 15 years, will
come with a tradeofY, as is typical of cost-benefit analyses.

The Trump EPA RIA finds the $6.4 billion corresponds to increases in “coal production for power sector
use” of 5.8% in 2025, 8.6% in 2030, and 9.6% in 2033, all relative to CPP (the base case) projections.’

That increased coal power use (again, according to the Trump EPA RIA) is expected to come with about
one thousand otherwise avoided premature deaths every vear, hundreds of “non-fatal heart attacks™ every
year, and tens of thousands of missed work days and school days every year.

The above morbid statistics just account for expected particulate and ozone pollution in the ACE
scenarios projected. The negative health impacts, so quantified, do not include more negative impacts
from mercury, much less climate pollution in carbon dioxide and methane.

People living in West Virginia and the broader Ohio River Valley will put faces to these morbid statistics
in disproportionate numbers.®

The blinding subtext of this $6.4 billion compliance cost trade-off — explicated in the Trump EPA’s RIA

is the orders-of-magnitude larger number of otherwise avoidable premature deaths owing to the current
status quo of continued oil, gas, and coal dominance of electric power generation, under both ACE and
CPP.

A classic U.S. Supreme Court case — used by FERC to equate “orderly development™ of fossil energy
with the public interest’ — pertained to energy development in West Virginia. In reference to the Natural
Gas Act of 1938 the Court wrote:

If the Commission is to be compelled to let the stockholders of natural gas companies have a feast so
that the producing states may receive crumbs from that table, the present Act must be redesigned.
Such a project raises questions of policy which go beyond our province.!®

Fast-forward to today and the fundamental question persists of whether energy policy serves the public
interest.

The Trump EPA RIA acknowledges:

Many regulations are promulgated to correct market failures, which otherwise lead to a
suboptimal allocation of resources within the free market. Air quality and pollution control
regulations address “negative externalities™ whereby the market does not internalize the full
opportunity cost of production borne by society as public goods such as air quality are unpriced.

611.8. EPA. “Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA) for the Proposed Emission Guidelines for Greenhouse Gas
Emissions from Existing Electric Utility Generating Units; Revisions to Emission Guideline Implementing
Regulations; Revisions to New Source Review Program.” [EPA-452/R-18-006.] August 2018 at ES-20.
TU.S. EPA. “Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA) for the Proposed Emission Guidelines for Greenhouse Gas
Emissions from Existing Electric Utility Generating Units; Revisions to Emission Guideline Implementing
Regulations; Revisions to New Source Review Program.” [EPA-452/R-18-006.] August 2018 at 4-31 to 4-34.
#1U.5. EPA. “Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA) for the Proposed Emission Guidelines for Greenhouse Gas
Emissions from Existing Electric Utility Generating Units; Revisions to Emission Guideline Implementing
Regulations; Revisions to New Source Review Program.” [EPA-452/R-18-006.] August 2018 at 4-39.

? 83 Fed. Reg. 18020. April 25, 2018, NAACP v. FPC, 425 U.S. 662 (1976).
hitps://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/425/662/case html

18 FPC v. Hope Natural Gas, January 3, 1944 at page 615.
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While recognizing that optimal social level of pollution may not be zero, GHG emissions impose
costs on society, such as negative health and welfare impacts, that are not reflected in the market
price of the goods produced through the polluting process. For this regulatory action the good
produced is electricity. If a fossil fuel-fired electricity producer pollutes the atmosphere when it
generates clectricity, this cost will be borne not by the polluting firm but by society as a whole,
thus the producer is imposing a negative externality, or a social cost of emissions. The
equilibrium market price of electricity may fail to incorporate the full opportunity cost to society
of generating electricity. Consequently, absent a regulation on emissions, the EGUs will not
internalize the social cost of emissions and social costs will be higher as a result. This regulation
will regulation will work [sic] towards addressing this market failure by causing affected EGUs to
begin to internalize the negative externality associated with CO, emissions."!

The Trump EPA RIA then shows not just that the Trump plan heads in the wrong direction, but also how
little the Obama Clean Power Plan would do to “begin to internalize the negative externality associated
with CO2 emissions.” The Trump EPA RIA states the CPP base case scenario is expected to drive down

CO2 emissions from 1.780 Gt to 1.728 Gt over the course of 2025 to 2035.12

That’s compared to an expected decline of 1.829 Gt CO; to 1.794 Gt CO; over that timespan if the Clean
Power Plan was scrapped without replacement. and an expected decline of 1.812 Gt CO; to 1.787 Gt CO;
over that decade if the CPP replacement is the favored Trump scenario — the latter being the one
presented as potentially worth $6.4 billion to the coal power industry."

That difference between the favored Trump scenario in 20335, at 1.787 Gt, versus the CPP level then, at

1.728 Gt COy, 1s just 60 million tonnes of CO; — or, 3.5% more expected CO: (and other coal) emissions
than with the CPP in place, in 2035.

That’s not insignificant — indeed, 1t’s estimated to cause an additional ~1000 premature deaths per year
but put in other terms, CO: emissions under CPP are projected in the Trump EPA RIA to fall just 3%
in the power sector from 2020 to 2030. Under the favored Trump scenario, emissions are projected to fall

a paltry 1.4% over that decade.! This amounts to denial of the urgency of climate change.

| Note that Tables 3-5 and 3-6 in the draft ACE rule have inconsistent labeling of the years. Consequently,
whether the above decades were 2025 to 2035 or 2020 to 2030 can’t actually be determined from the
RIA. Either way, the projected trajectories fail to match the urgent need for emissions reductions in the
next decade to avoid more than 1.5 C of global warming since the mid-to-late 18007s.]

Because the CPP was more of a backstop on coal than a means of pushing emissions reductions in the
electric power sector, the Trump plan comes out looking comparable. What’s happened is that sustained

11 1U.8. EPA. “Regulatory Impact Analysis (RTA) for the Proposed Emission Guidelines for Greenhouse Gas
Emissions from Existing Electric Utility Generating Units; Revisions to Emission Guideline Implementing
Regulations; Revisions to New Source Review Program.” [EPA-452/R-18-006.] August 2018 at 1-3.

121].S. EPA. “Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA) for the Proposed Emission Guidelines for Greenhouse Gas
Emissions from Existing Electric Utility Generating Units; Revisions to Emission Guideline Implementing
Regulations; Revisions to New Source Review Program.” [EPA-452/R-18-006.] August 2018 at ES-8 and 3-15.
1.8, EPA. “Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA) for the Proposed Emission Guidelines for Greenhouse Gas
Emissions from Existing Electric Utility Generating Units; Revisions to Emission Guideline Implementing
Regulations; Revisions to New Source Review Program.” [EPA-452/R-18-006.] August 2018 at ES-8 and 3-15.
11,8, EPA. “Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA) for the Proposed Emission Guidelines for Greenhouse Gas
Emissions from Existing Electric Utility Generating Units; Revisions to Emission Guideline Implementing
Regulations; Revisions to New Source Review Program.” [EPA-452/R-18-006.] August 2018 at ES-8 and 3-15.
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The IPCC further warned that overshooting 1.5 ° C would “run a greater risk of passing through “tipping
points” * and went on to explain that “these are thresholds beyond which certain impacts can no longer be
avoided, even if temperatures are brought back down later on.”**

To try to clarify the urgency, the IPCC concludes that leveling out global warming with another 0.5° C
— stabilizing at about 1.5 decades from now — corresponds to reaching “net-zero™ greenhouse gas
emissions by 2017425 (+/- 15-20) years; so, that’s by 2042 (+/- 15-20), or between 2022 and 2062
years.” This is using the remaining “budget” of 550 Gt CO;; assuming a less conservative 750 Gt CO;
shifis that time frame 10 years.

This absurd-seeming range of time — net-zero by 2022 to 2062 — suggests the variance among the
scenarios being conjured and modeled.

In essence, the logic goes, having more “negative CO; emissions™ technology “deployment™ over ime —
and generally being permissive of exceeding 1.5° C of warming before a period of cooling (due to such
deployment) — would buy more time. It would extend out the horizon corresponding to exhaustion of a
carbon budget, and the timeframe within which net-zero emissions would be required to not blow that
budget. Presuming relative ease of mitigation, including little political resistance to the urgency of climate
action, also buys more time.

The uncertainty now being quantified, surrounding a prudent timeframe for reaching net-zero emissions,
1s the bottom line result of a global scientific exercise in scenario building, using computational models as
potential tools for understanding climate change and its impacts. It’s taken decades. Now, the bottom-line
urgent message coming out of the global consensus science is that communities need to work to get off
fossil fuels as soon as possible.

Of course the bottom-line global consensus to end fossil energy dependence has long been foreseen.
Communities can insulate themselves by getting efficient and smart: redefine energy needs around
avoiding waste and minimizing demand, and meet energy needs off fossil fuels.

2.5.2. Changing security equation
National economic and energy security has long been equated with maximal domestic oil, gas and coal
throughput and combustion. The fossil industry has dawdled for half a century on climate change, and

cumulative climate pollution has changed the equation.

In 2015, the U.S. Department of Defense identified several “areas of climate-related security risks,”
highlighting that:

% Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. [Approved draft, subject to copyedit]. * Global warming of 1.5° C:
An [PCC special report on the impacts of global warming of 1.5° C above pre-industrial levels and related global
greenhouse gas emission pathways, in the context of strengthening the global response to the threat of climate
change, sustainable development and efforts to eradicate poverty.” October 8, 2018 at Chapter 3.

¥ Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. [Approved draft, subject to copyedit]. “ Global warming of 1.5° C:
An IPCC special report on the impacts of global warming of 1.5° C above pre-industrial levels and related global
greenhouse gas emission pathways, in the context of strengthening the global response to the threat of climate
change, sustainable development and efforts to eradicate poverty.” October 8, 2018 at 2-21. [“a remaining carbon
budget of 750 GtCO2 (550 GtCO2) suggests meeting net zero global CO2 emissions in about 35 years (25 years)
following a linear decline starting from 2018 (rounded to the nearest five years), with a vanation of £15-20 years
due to the above mentioned geophysical uncertainties (high confidence).”
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IND156-1 Cumulative impacts on climate change are addressed in section 4.13.2.
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IND156-2

195

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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companics, express companics, bus and taxicab companies, telephone, telegraph and wireless
companies, insurance companies, messenger services, market ticker services, Boars of Trade, gas
companies, electric light and power companies, heating companies, water companies, sewage
disposal companies, canals, irrigation companies, booming and rafting companies, stock yards,
commission merchants, creameries, hotels, toll bridges, ferries, tunneling companies, grain
clevators, grist mills, ice companics, cofton gins and laundries.

Notably, decades later, urban and interurban electric railways in major cities of the United States would
be dismantled, an episode in which the affectation of public interest yielded to conflicting corporate
interests, sealing the fate for public transportation for the decades since.

Broadly speaking, the Federal Power Commission was set up to protect consumers and producers from
disorderly markets, and to protect against corporate abuse of market power, with broad policy-making
discretion.

To this day, in the form of FERC, the agency continues to suit fossil EGU needs, increasingly to the
detriment of the transition off fossil fuels necessary of electric power systems urged by understanding of
the climate and of climate pollution.

In 1935, the Federal Power Act would be passed to "assur[e] an abundant supply of electric energy
throughout the United States with the greatest possible economy.™ The Public Utility Holding Company
Act, also of 1935, reigned in monopolistic holding companies, which had earned public ire for market
power abuses.

Soon after, the Natural Gas Act of 1938 read: “It is hereby declared that the business of transporting and
selling natural gas for ultimate distribution to the public is affected with a public interest, and that Federal
regulation in matters relating to the transportation of natural gas and the sale thereof in interstate and
foreign commerce 1s necessary in the public interest.”

Author Robert Horwitz says of the political setting at the time:

“Whereas some industries fought against regulatory legislation during the Progressive Era,
regulation was nearly always welcomed, indeed advocated by, the affected Industries during the
New Deal. ... The agencies created during this period generally received broad, yet vague
mandates from Congress, along with inability to exercise wide discretion in policy-making. The
politics of regulatory creation in the New Deal period, though not uniform, for the most part
etched a discernible pattern: depression-wracked, destabilized industries looked to the federal
government to help them get out from under, and ultimately, to rationalize.”™"

The electricity and natural gas industries found that help in the Federal Power Act of 1935 and the Natural
Gas Act of 1938. Incumbent firms in the newly regulated industries were keen to have federal watchdogs
in this role, protecting them against unfair competition from firms that irresponsibly depress prices.

Horwitz writes that “in industry after industry in the 1930s, the principal business players advocated the
use of state authority to effectuate cartelization, price stability, and production controls.”**

16 U.5.C. § 824a(a)
® Horwitz 1989 at 70.
% Horwitz 1989 at 70.
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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.

The effect in many industries “affected with a public interest” was the establishment of cartels, or
“structures of mutual benefit ... among the major interests (often including organized labor) in the
industries placed under regulatory oversight. Industries and markets were saved precisely by not
permitting Marketplace controls to function freely.’*

. . &7
Horwitz summarizes® '

The regulatory stabilization of these industries thus embodied a familiar quid pro quo: expansion
of service by the imposition of common carrier type obligations. This fact highlights the
overriding commerce function of much of New Deal regulation. Regulation was to stabilize an
industry and foster its development at least partly by requiring that suppliers fulfill expanded
service obligations.

Federal regulatory authority was meant to protect both consumers and producers from abuse of electricity
and natural gas monopoly power. Another intent was to stabilize industries and facilitate electricity and
natural gas market expansion. The plight of workers was another factor in New Deal era pursuit of
“orderly development™ of minerals such as coal, oil and natural gas.

In 1925, Hamilton and Wright reflected on the disorder of the coal industry at the time, with a mind
toward instituting some order®*:

Although national well-being depends upon goods produced by mechanical power, we have IND156-3
consciously formulated no scheme to insure its continuous flow. Although mdustries demand an
uninterrupted stream of coal, the business men who control them have taken no concerted action
to avoid a coal famine. Strangely enough, and naturally, they have depended upon profit-making
to induce those who own the resources to mine enough coal and to get it to market; upon the need
for wages to keep miners regularly at work; and upon competition to beat the price down to what
consumers should pay. The results have been an irregular production of coal, a vacillation in
price, a failure in supply three times within a period of ten years, and enough disorder among the
establishments which make up the industry to make business judgments a gamble. The clash
between what the community expects from an orderly industry and the actual performance o the
world of bituminous is the source of the modern mystery of much ado about coal.

Now almost 100 years later, it is useful to consider not just coal but U.S. shale gas and tight o1l industry in
the context of these words.

Consider the new knowledge science has gained since. Consider the wasted work potential — the high
inefficiency — inherent to relying on combustion to provide “mechanical power,” relative to providing
that power through electric drive.

3.3.2. Great Society into the 1980s

Each New Deal agency was specific to the select industries it regulated. So, it is no surprise — in the
realm of fossil energy and petrochemicals — that additional agencies have been established to make up
for the failures of free market ideal.

% Horwitz 1989 at 73.
7 Horwitz 1989 at 74.
% Hamilton, Walton H. and Helen R. Wright. “The case of bituminous coal.” MacMillan: New York. 1926. At 6to 7.
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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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