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INDEX
Document
Number Commenter
FEDERAIL AGENCIES AND CONGRESS
F1 U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
National Marine Fisheries Service (March 16, 2005)
F2 U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
(April 7, 2005)
F3 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Galveston District (April 15, 2005)
F4 Natural Resources Conservation Service (April 25, 2005)
F5 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 (April 20, 2005)
STATE AGENCIES
S1 Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries (April 11, 2005)
52 Texas Parks and Wildlife (April 15, 2005)
53 Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality (April 15, 2005)
GROUPS AND INDIVIDUALS
Gl Sabine Pilots, Captain Ellen Warser (March 29, 2005)
G2 Mr. & Mrs. John A. Mondello HE (April 10, 2005)
G3 Thomas and Brenda A. Martin (April 10, 2005)
G4 Scott and Kafe Simmons (April 10, 2005)
G5 Charles and Sidney Steele (April 10, 2005)
G6 G.M. and Vera White (April 10, 2005)
G7 Donald and Linda Broussard (April 10, 2005)
G8 Carlo Defrancis (April 19, 20605)
G9 Renn Taylor ( April 10, 2005)
G10 Joe and L. Hallmark (April 10, 2005)
Glil Jay and Francis Walston (April 10, 2005)
G12 John and Rina Merchant (April 10, 2005)
Gl13 Sheila Elizondo (April 10, 2005)
Gl4 Scott and Kim Bordonaro (April 10, 2005)
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INDEX
Document
Number Commenter
PUBLIC MEETINGS
Starks, Louisiana — March 22, 2005:
PM-1 Mr. James Kirkland, Business Agent for the Boilermaker’s Union, Orange, TX
Sabine Pass, Texas — March 23, 2005:
PM-2 Mr. Jeff Hayes, President of Hayes Real Estate
PM-3 Mr. Walter Almon, Chairman of the Golden Triangle Business Roundtable
PM-4 Mr. Stuart Salter, Resident, Pleasure Island
PM-5 Mr. Tex Carter
PM-6 Father Sinclair Oubre, Apostleship of the Sea
PM-7 M. Chet Lloyd
PM-8 Mr. Dall Landry, Resident, Pleasure Island
PM-9 Mr. Larry Richard, Fire Chief, City of Port Arthur
PM-10 Mr. Philip Long, President of the Southeast Texas Chapter of the American Institute of
Architects
PM-11 Ms. Johnnie Landry
PM-12 Ms. Leann Ewing, Resident, Pleasure Island
PM-13 Ms. Shirley McGuire, Resident, Pleasure Island
PM-14 Mzr. Tom Henderson, City Counsel Member, City of Port Arthur
PM-15 M. Anthony Valentine, Business Manager, Pipefittters Local 195, Beaumont, TX
PM-16 Mr. Tyrell Woolsey, Resident, Pleasure Island
PM-17 Mr. Evan Ford, Resident, Pleasure Island
PM-18 Mr. Carl Griffith, Jefferson County Judge
PM-19 Ms. Ellen Warner, President, Sabine Pilots Association
PM-20 Mr. A. Morris Albright, Resident, Pleasure Island
PM-21 Mr. John Smith, General Manager, Newtron Inc.
PM-22 Mr. James Duhon, IBEW electrical workers, Lake Charles
PM-23 Mr. Dale Wortham, electrical workers from Brownsville to Mobile
PM-24 Mr. Waymon Hallmark
PM-25 Mr. Don Pumphrey, Chairman of the Board of Greater Port Arthur Chamber of
Commerce
PM-26 Mr. Walter Fenn, Superintendent of Schools in Sabine ISD
PM-27 Mr. R.L. Gabby Eldridge
PM-28 Mr. James Kirkland, Business Manager for Boilermakers Local 587
PM-29 M. Clark Colvin, Huntsman Petrochemical Company
PM-30 Ms. Verna Rutherford, President of the Greater Port Arthur Chamber of Commerce
PM-31 Mr. Steve Fitzgibbons, City Manager, Port Arthur
PM-32 Mr. Loren Bosarge, Resident, Pleasure Island
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APPLICANT

Golden Pass filed the following documents in response to the draft EIS. Responses to these filings and/or
updated information on the Project have been incorporated into the final EIS, where applicable. These
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INDEX

documents are available on the FERC internet website (http://www.ferc.gov) using the eLibrary link.

Date
March 21, 2005

March 23, 2005

March 24, 2005
March 28, 2005

April 1, 2005
April 1, 2005
April 7.2005
April 8, 2005

April 11,2005

April 14, 2005

April 15, 2005

April 18, 2005

April 18, 2005

April 19, 2005
April 19, 2005

Draft EIS
Mitigation
Measure

(if applicable)

30

23, 30, 36, 37, 38,
39, 43, 98, and 99

53 through 80

2L, 47

12,29

14,27,28

Description

Copy of letter submitted on March 8, 2005, to the COE responding
to COE comments.

Response to draft EIS mitigation measure requesting additional
information.

Copy of revised NPDES application.

Responses to draft EIS mitigation measures requesting additional
information.

Comments on the draft EIS to incorporate Project modifications or
clarify proposed facilities.

Security and emergency response planning — Schedule of meetings
and consultations.

Responses to engineering design recommendations for the LNG
terminal.

Responses to draft EIS mitigation measures requesting additional
information.

Copy of revised 401 Water Quality Certification submitted on
April 8, 2005 to the COE, FWS, TXPWD, NOAA Fisheries, EPA,
Texas Railroad Commission, and LADEQ and LADWE.

Responses to draft EIS mitigation measures requesting additional
information.

Comments on the draft EIS to incorporate Project modifications and
respond to draft EIS mitigation measures for the pipeline system.

Comments on the draft EIS fo incorporate Project modifications and
clarify proposed facilities.

Comments on the draft EIS to clarify proposed mitigation and
provide an update on the status of RCW surveys.

Copy of revised Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan.

Submittal of additional soil sampling conducted in March 2005 to
support beneficial reuse of dredge materials.
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Date
April 21, 2005

April 22, 2005

April 26, 2005
April 27, 2005

May 4, 2005
May 5, 2005

May 10, 2005

May 12, 2005

Draft EIS
Mitigation
Measure
if applicable

23

33

16

Description

Minor revisions to previous response to draft EIS mitigation
measures requesting additional information.

Copies of transmittal letters sent to the COE, EPA, and NOAA
Fisheries transmitting additional soil sampling report to support
breneficial use of dredge material.

Revised Dredge Material Management Plan

Copies of correspondence from the Calcasieu Parish Policy Jury
(April 7, 2005), LADEQ (April 15, 2005), and LADNR (April 20,
2005).

Copy of correspondence from the FWS, Houston, Texas (April 25,
2005}

Comments on the draft EIS comment letters from landowners in the
Dairyridge residential subdivision.

Copy of transmittal letter sent to NOAA Fisheries on May 9, 2005,
including the Draft Final Aquatic Resource Mitigation Plan (May 5,
2003).

Comments on Mr. Baker’s comments on the Project.
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F1.1

’ o0 Weg
i "‘ \ UNIED STATEB DERARTMENT UF COMMERCE
+ KA 7 | Maticne! Ocasnic-and Atmospheric Administretion
\ F | NATIGNAL MARWNE FISHEFIES SEAVICE
o
‘Sbutheast Regional Office

e R ORIGINAL
{727y 570-3337; Fax S70-5300°
hup:tsereinmifs.noga. oy

March 16,:2005. FISER4:RS

Magalic R. Salas, Secretary.

Federal Epergy Regulatory Coramission
888 First Street, N E., Room A
Washington, D.C. 2042'5

Dear Secretary Salas:

The National Oceanic.and Atmospheric Administration”s Nationa) Marine Fisheries Sesvice
(NMFS) hais reviewed the Draflt Envirorimiental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Golden Pass
LNG Terminia! and Pipeline Project (Docket Nos, CPO4-386-000, CPO-400-000, CRO4-401-
000; and CP04:402-000) roceived on February 3, 2005: The document, prepared by the Federnl
Energy Regulatory Commisaion (FERC), addrm the proposed construction of a lignefied .
natural gas (LNG): terminalof the $abing:Nedties Waterway (SNWW), near Sabine Pass, Texas..

Generally, we found that: the DEIS adequately discussed alternafives to and described the
impacts of the proposed LNG. pmject o NMFS trust rescirces, including esseqtial fisll habitat
{EFH). However, the proposed mifigation and monitoring plans for !he project ane: suli i
coriceptual desipn stages and wilt need to be more filly developed prior to fssuance of 2 final
environmental impact statement (FEIS) snd completion of EFR congultation requirermients. To
improve other aspects of the DEIS and address NMFS’s responsibilitics under the Mapnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management. Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act; 16 US.C. 1801 &
seq.), weoffer the following recommendations:

3.0 AL’I‘ERNATIVES
3.8 DREDGED MATERIAL PLACEMENT ALTERNATIVES
3.5.1 DMPA Availability

Pages 3-26 through 3-28.. The discussion of the beneficial use of dredged material (BU) inthe
DEIS dismisses BU options without adequately evaluaung such alternatives. This shortcaming
is reflected i thie several unsupportable gssiiptions: mgardmg BU st'the 1D, Muzphioe: Wildlife
Management Ares (WMAJ, Couitrary to the opinicn stited in 1he DELS, salinities in the:
propossd B arcas near Keitlr Lake Pass:are nearly ideutica] to and are compatible witlithose of
the proposed dredging site. JAdditionally, the marshes in the arges proposed for Bl are:
categorized gs saline to brackish-and it is inappropriate to-suggest that the salinity levels.of the

-
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>
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F1.1

Federal Agency Comments
F1

We have revised the discussion in Section 3.5 of the final EIS.
Golden Pass has amended its Aquatic Resources Mitigation
Plan and will use part of the dredge materials for beneficial use
in the J.D. Murphree WMA (see appendix G).
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F1.1
{cont’d}

F1.2

F1.3

F1.4

dredged material-water slurry would-adversely impact them.. Therefore, NMFS believes the
determination in the: DEES that “pumping of large volumesof sal{ waier- may be counter-
prodictive o the- restomatics effort” on the WMA. shouid be reevaltated and grester
consideration should be given to BU slteratives,

This sectioni of the DEIS. algor slates that, “managing large quantities.of dredged material and
ugju.ly controlling its placement would, if ultimately pogsible, significantly increase Project
costs.” Thig assertiofi I§ not supported by sppropriale cost docummtanon and does not consider
the public soats incurred by rediicing the.capacity of ‘publicly financed dredged material
placement aress {DMPAs}, Talso sheuld benoted that the State of Texas Coastal Management
Plan mquuu all: apphmu 1o consiruct BU alternatives, even if (hope alternatives are more
expensive than traditionai placement, when practicable BU altemativen exist. Betause of the
viability of BY, neithier the spplicsat bor the WMA. fepreséatitives hay summarily discointed
this altermative. To the contrary, representitives from Golden Pass LNG recently met with,
NMES, U.S: Fish-and Wildlife/Service, Texas Parks and Wildlife Department; and other state
agencies o develop BU alternatives for'the WMA, Based on discussions with the applicant’s
representatives, we expect a resdiirce agency-sppmvad BU plau alternative to be provided by the
spplicant.for FERCs consideration prior to publication of the FEIS for the project. We
recommend the FEIS include 2 detailed discussion of the positiveand negative impacts of this
alternative.

3.8 PIPELINE ALTERNATIVES
3.8.3 Pipeline Route Alternatives
3.83.2 Roate: Variatisns [ncorporated by Golden Pass

Pages 336 throagh 3.40, ‘The identifiéd pages are' missig froni the copy of the DEIS which
NMFS received from FERC. However, provided there were nio significant changes from the
preliminary DEIS, we continue'to concur with FERC’s assessment, that the sélection of pipeline
route Alternative B with the proposed route variation would be acceptible, Although the route.
and variation vould add 3.1 miles to the fength-of the pipéline, thil route would avoid 10.1 ictes

of wetlind: mpmby utilizinig existinig open’ ‘waler, drainage ditches, and canals. Additional

EFH coordination ia necessary if the route variations differ frony those described in the
preliminary envitonmental document.

4,0 ENVIRONMENTAYL ANALYSIS:
4.5 VEGETATION

4,5.1 Habitat/Community Types
45,11 Typleal Habitat/Cominunity Types in the Project Area— Wetlands

Page 4-44, Paragraph 6. Thecorrest genus and specice for saltmarsh bulfush is Sidboshoenus
robustus, not Schoemoplectus maritimus. There also {z-a typographic ervor i the DEIS for
saltmeadow cordgrass. "Thiz should: be comecied to read “(Spartina patens).” These: corrections

should be made prior publishing the FEIS.

Federal Agency Comments
F1

F1.2 Section 3.5 and Appendix G (draft Aquatic Resources Mitigation
Plan) of the final EIS have been revised to inciude beneficial use of
the dredge materials.

F1.3 ‘There were no significant changes on pages 3-36 and 3-40
hetween the preliminary draft and the draft EIS.

F1.4 These corrections have been made in the final EIS.
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4.6.3 Essential Fish Habitat

Pages 4-66 through 4-78, In this section, FERC requests that NMFS consider the DEIS as
F1.5 notification of initiation of BFH consultation. In a letter dated February 24, 2004, NMFS

' advised the FERC that the proposed project site includes and s adjacent to area that have been
identified by the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council as EFH for postlarval, juvenile,
and adult red drom (Scigenops ocellatus), adult and subadult Spanish mackerel (Scomberomaris
maculatus), and juvenile and subedult white shrimp (Litopenaens setiferus) and brown shrimp
{Farfuntepenaeus aztecus). Folowing this early coordination, NMFS has continued to work
with the applicant and its representatives to develop an acceptable mitigation plan that would
compensate for adverse impacts to EFH and associated managed species. With minor i
exceptions, we find that the DEIS and EFH assessment adequately describe EFH and dependent
fishery resources and the potential adverse project impacts affecting EFH.

Accarding to the EFH assessment, construction of the terminat would temporarily impact
F1.6 approximately 62,5 acyes and permanently impact 46.1 acres of coastal emergent marsh that docs
) not function a3 EFH. Temporary impscts to epproximately 6.6 acres of EFH would occur during
the construction of the proposed pipelines, The DEIS discusses, in-general terms, requirements
for restoration and mitigation of EFH impacts; however, a detailed plan was not included in the
DEIS. NMFS has coordinated with the applicant’s representatives during the pre-filing process
and has attended two post-filing interagency mestings concemning potential mitigation
alternatives and BU projects, NMFS will continue to work with the spplicant and other natural
resource agencics to develop suftable restoration and mitigation plans that will compensate for
adverse impacts io EFHL. These plans should be fully developed and agreed upon prior to
publication of the FEIS. .

4.12 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
4,124 SNWW
4.124.3 DMPAs

Page 4-154. Although this section offers a brief discussion of dredged material that could be
1.7 generated by the thres LNG projects proposed for consiruction on the SNWW, it does not
. include an in-depth. analysis of the cumulative impacts of the proposed LNG projects on the
existing capatity 6f dredged materind placement areas along the SNWW., NMFS belicves that
the statement in the DEIS that, “This could result in a shortage of visble DMPAs over the life of
 these projects.” is an inadequate analysis considering the potesitial for significant adverse -
cumulative impacts from additional dredging and dispesal. For example, if additional capacity
will be vequired to compensate for lost capacity as 8 result of LNG construction, & estimate of
the size and Jocation of the additional DMPAs should be provided.

An extensive, cumulative impact assessment is 2 vital component of the FEIS because both
expansion of the existing placerent areas or creation of new sites to handle additional dredged
F1.8 | material will likely impact EFH. Additionstly, decreasing the project life of existing DMPAs
may have financial implications.to the Jefferson County Navigation District, the local sponsor of

Federal Agency Comments
F1

F1.5 Thank you for your comment.

F1.8 The final EIS has been updated to include Golden Pass’ current
praposal for wetland mitigation and for the beneficial use of the
dredged material at the J.D. Murphree WMA. The final EIS also
revises the number of temporary impacts to EFH from 6.6 acres to
9.9 acres {see section 4.6.3.2).

F1,7 The final E£1S includes additional discussion on the availability of
capacity in and the cumulative impact on the DMPAs over the life
of the Project.

Fi.8 The SNWW Improvament Project is in the early stages of
deveiopment. While we have revised tha final EIS to include an
estimate of the amount of potential dredge materials that might be
generated from this project, as well as potential placement areas, it
would be purely speculative to predict how the development of the
three LNG terminals will affect the development of the SNWW
Improvernent Project.
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Fi.8
(cont’d)

i

-the SNWW, that were not considered in the DEIS. Consequently, wé tecomtmend that FERC

consult with the Jefferson County Navigation District and the U1.8. Army Corps of Engineers to
determine the cumulative impacis of the added dredge disposal quantities from the three
proposed LNG projects on the SNWW. The FEIS then should include an ¢valuation of disposal
site capacities to determine how the increased dredge disposal volumes, both new work and
maintenance, would affect the existing dredged material placement program for the SNWW
federal navigation project.

EF CONSULTATION
Section 305(b}4)(A) of the Magnuson-Steveris Act requires that NMFS provide EFH

- gonservation recommendations for any federal agency action or permit that may result in adverse

F1.9

F1.10

impacts to BFH. Consequently, to ensure the conservation of EFH and associated fishery

. ..1egources, final action on the proposed LING-facility.should require the-following: -

EFH Conservation Recommeitdation

Any license issued should require the licensee to offset adverse project impacts to
EFH by developing and implementing an estuarine habitat mitigation plan that
would adequately compensate for lost fanctions and values to approximately 6.6
acres of EFH. The mitigation plan should be fully implemented and deemed
successfitl prior fo initiation of operation of the LNG fasility.

Please be advised that Section 305(b}(4)(B) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act and NMFS'
implementing regulations at 50 CFR Section 600.920{k) require federal agencies to provide a
written response to EFH recommendations within 30 days of its receipt. Your response must
include a description of measures fo be required to avoid, mitigate, or offset the adverse impacts
of the proposed activity. If your response is inconsistent with our EFH conservation
recommendation, you must provide a sebstantive discussion justifying the reasons for not
implementing this recommendation. Ifit is not possible to provide a substantive response within
30 days, the FERC should provide an interim response to NMFS, to be followed by a detailed
response at least 10 days prior to final approval of the sction,

OTHERISSUES

The proposed project area may be within the known distribution limits of federally listed species
that are under the purview of NMES. In accordance with the Endangered Species Act 0f 1973,
23 amended, it is the responsibility of FERC to identify actions that may affect endangered or
threatened spectes or that may destroy or adversely modify their eritical habitat. Determinations
involving species under NMFS® jurisdiction should be reported to our Protected Resources
Divigion (PRD) at the letterhead address. Ifit is determined that the activities may adversely
affect any species listed as endangered or threatened and under PRD purview, then formal
consultation must be initiated.

Federal Agency Comments

F1.9 Thank you for your comment.

F1.10 Thank you for your comment,

F1
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on environmental issues concerning the
proposed permitting of the Golden Pass LNG Terminal and Pipeline Project. If we may be of
further assistance, please contact Mr. Rusty Swafford of our Habitat Consexvation Division
Galveston office at (409) 766-3699.

Sincerely,
Miles M. Croom

Assistant Regional Administrator
Habitat Conservation Division

. —— COL - v weivemr 5 mrmmpame o e e e 4 4 e ey = —_— . e .
F/SER3 - Bembart
F/SER46 - Ruebsamen, Swafford |
F/SER ~Keys
PPUSP - Kokkinakis
F/HC - Schmitten
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United States Department of the Interior (= +

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY TN,
Oftice of Environmeatal Policy and Compliance TAKE PRIDE
B0, Box 26567 (MC-9} HAMERICA

Albuquergue, New Mexico §7125-6567

April 7, 2005

9043.1
ER 05/0193

Magzalie R. Salas, Secretary.

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

Dear Ms. Salas:

The U.S. Department of the Interior (DOT) has reviewed the Federal Energy Regulatery
Comimission (FERCY Draft Environmental Impact Statement {Draft EIS) for the Proposed

' Golden Pass Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) Termisal 2id Pipefing Project {Docket Nos, CPO4-

336600, CPO4-400-000, CP04-401-000, CP04-402-000), in Jefferson, Crange, and Newton
Counties, Texes, and Calcasien Parish, Louisiana. The proposed project would involve
constructing and operating 2 ENG import terminal and natural gas pipeline, The preposed LNG
receiving terminal would be located approximately 10 miles south of Pert Arthur, in Jefferson
County, Texas, and 2 miles northwest of the town.of Sabine Pass on the Sabine-Neches
Watcrway (Port Author Ship Chanrel). The proposed 36-inch diameter sendout pipeline would
begin at the ferminal and would extend approximately 75 miles norhward to an interstate
interconnection near Starks, in Calcasien Parish, Louisiana, ‘We offer the following comments 10
assist you in developing the final document.

General Comments

We believe the Draft EIS is penerally well writien and well organized. It _ad_equatcly‘ describes
fish and wildlife resources in the project avea, the purpose and need for the proposed action, and
the potential impacts associated with each altemative.

However, the DOI is concerned with the amount of sigpificant impacts fo fish and wildlife
habitat caused by the construction of this facility and pipeline. The Draft EIS states the majority
of impagts will be fernporary; however, we believe that the miost sigificant impacts will be
permanent, e.g., those 1o forested wetlands and coastal emezgent wetlands. The Draft EIS also
doés riot include adequate compensation for thesé unavoidable losses, The U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS) is currentiy working with Golden Pass LNG to evaluate the extent of the
permanent losses that may oceur at the site ani to devélop an appropriate compensaticn plan.
However, we believe this inforration should be included in Final Environmental Impact
Statement (Final EIS) befoxe authorization of the project by FERC.

F2.1

Federal Agency Comments
F2

The fina! EIS includes a revised Aquatic Resources Mitigation (see
appendix G} that provides more detail on mitigation for Project
impacts.



F2.2

F2.3

F2.4

F2.5

F2.6

The Draft.EIS also.serves as FERC's B'to}'oglml Assessment of potential project-effects on
federally listed threatened and endangered species. The FERC has determined that the pipeline
portion of the propesed project is not likely o adversely affeet the threatened bald eagle
(Haliagetus Ieucacepha[us), the endangered brown pelican (Pelecamus oceldentalis), or the
threateqed piping plover (Charaidrius melfodus) and its designated critical habitat. Neither those
species, nor their designated critical habitat, occur along the proposed pipeline route in
Louisiana; thetefore, the FWS concurs with the FERC's “not likely to advessely affect”
determination. Section 7 consuitation under the Endanpered Species Act (ESA) on project
effects to the endangered red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW, Picoides borealis) has not yet been
completed, 25 noted in our specific comments below,

Specific Comments

Page 4.37, Segiion 4.4.1.2, Pipeiine Systein - This section states Golden Pass would require 11
actess roads that would affect about 1,7 acres of wetlands temporarily and 0.4 acre petmanently.

All new orimproved roads should be constructed so they do'not obstruct hydrological flows of
the surrounding aveas. Roads crossing wetlands areas should have cubverts or similar structures
1o ingure hydrology will be maintained.

Page 4:48. Section 4.6,1.2, Affscted Wildlife Habitas - The information provided in this section
regarding impacts to forested habitat is inconsistent. One parageaph states 238.7 acres of upland
and wetland forests will be converted to open kerbaceous habitat, while the next paragraph states
5152 acres of Torest would be cleared for constructiot of the project of which 63.9 acres are
forested wetlands. It is unclesr what the correct amount is.

A review of asrial photography shows the.majority of these impacts are Iocated within
bottorhland hardwood corridors along the Sabine River. Bottomland hardwoods are where wood
ducks bresd asid raise their young; migratory waterfowl take refuge in winter; and ra.ccoons
squirrels, opossums, swaiip rabbits, and other mammals make their pertanent homes.' In
addition, these forested areas provide impottant fésting and feeding habitat for neotropieal
migrant songbuds ahd resident songbirds. The area proposed for the pipeline route is within
coastal forested areas decumented to be heavily used by large numbers of nectropical migrants
each year. The continued loss and degradation of these coastal fomsts—by urbagizatior, oil and
gas activities, and pollution--pose a sisk to these migrating bizds.” Mmgauon is being offered for
the loss of the forested wetlands at a ratio of 4.5:1, and no mitigation is being offered for the loss
of the remaining 451 acres of forest proposed to be clear cut for the pipeline route. The DOI
considers forested areas to be highly valuable as Gsh and wildlife habitat and belicves the limited
proposed mitigation will not adequately compensate for the logs of this habitat. A complete and
adequate mitigation plan should be developed with the FWS and mcludcd i the Final EIS.

Pape 4-83, Section 4.7.1.4 Birds; Red-cocksded Woodpeckes - Accordmg to the Draft EIS, two
areas (near rm]sposts 71 and 72, and mileposts 78.7 and 78.8) of the proposed pipefine route
contain switable nesting habitat for the RCW; The applicant has not been able to obtain

V Larty . Haris, 1984 Bottomiand Hardwooeds: Valuahk Vanishing, Yuirlm'ahlc" School of Forest Resource
and Conservafion, University of Florida; in cooperation with Hondn Cooperetive Fish and Wildlife Rescarch Unit
andthe Wational Coastal Ecosystem Team of the U S ‘.r‘uh and Wildlife.Service.

1 W.C. Barcow Jr, et al, 2003. Coastal Forests of the Guif of Mexico: A Description ang Some Thoughls on Their
Conservation, USDA Forest Service Gen, Tech. Rep. PSW-GTR-191,

F2.2

F2.3

Fe2.4

F2.6

F2-6

Federal Agency Comments
F2

Thank you for your comments on the brown pelican and piping
plover,

Qur recommendation in Section 4.4.1.2 of the final EIS has been
modified to inciude the installation of culverts, as neaded, to insure
that hydrology is maintained in locations where access roads cross
wetlands.

The 238.7 acres is tha estimated number of acres of upiand and
wetland forest that would be permanently affected by the 50-to
75-foot-wide easement for operation of the pipeline. The 515.2
acres of forest is the estimated number of acres of forest that would
be temporarily cleared during construction to install the pipstine.
Approximately 276.5 acres of forest (the difierence between the
two numbers} would be allowed to return to forest following
construction.

The pipeline would be installed adjacent i existing rights-of-way
for 84 percent of the 11 miles between MPs 60.8 and 71.8, where
aerials indicate primarily forested areas associated with the Sabine
River watershed. In addition, Golden Pass plans to directionally
drilf {using two HDDs) the forested area between MPs 65.3 and
67.4. This segment includes 1.6 miles of the pipsline that would
not be installed immediately adjacent to existing rights-of-way.
Expansion of existing rights-of-way generally resuits in less
environmental impact than the creation of new rights-of-way
through forested areas. Completion of successful HDDs under
indian Bayou and the Sabine Island WMA would reduce direct
impact on the WMA, as weil as impact on nearly 2 miles forested
areas. While we recognize the importance of this habitat, impacts
to this habitat have been minimized where possibie.

See next page.
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F2.8

F2.9

F2.10

F2.11 -

F2.12

landowner permission to.access those areas within 0.5-mile of the proposed construction areas to

. comp[eteneeded RCW surveys. Consequently, section 7 consultation under the ESA for the

RCW is continuing between the FWS*s Lafuyette, Louisiana, Field Office and the applicant
(acting as FERC’s designated representative). Alternative survey methods are cunentiy being
diseussed for those areas where access has been denied. Please be aware that alf section 7
consultafion should be completed prior to issuance of the Finat EIS,

Page 4-49, Sestion 4.6.1.3 Misratory Flyways - There are several documentod bird rookeries
located within the vicinity of the propesed Golden Pass LNG facility and pipeline route.
However, these bird rookerics.are not identified in the Draft EIS. These rookery sites can be
found ot the FWS’s Texas Coastal Program website at httpuftexascoastalprogram.fws.gow/
TCWChttn.

Migratory birds (c.g., waterfowl, shorebirds, passerines, hawks, owls, vuftures, falcons) are
afforded protection under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act(40 Stat. 755; 16 U.8.C, 703-712), Bird
rookeries and nesting islands must be Ieft undisturbed. Development

operations-—which inctude drilfing, dredging, seismic exploration, construction activity, or
watercraft landing.are not recommended within 1000 feet of the tookery ateas during the peak-
nesting season from February 15 {o Septeasber 1,

Golden Pass LNG shoyld develop a monitoring plan that identifies these rookeries and

- docurménts that the bird fookeries will nat be disturbed by construction activities. This.can be

developed in coneurcente with the bird strike monitoring plan currently being developed in
consultation with the FWS dnd Texas Parks and Wildlife Department.

Irx addition, transmission lines often pose & hazard 1o migratory birds in fight and can pose a
threat to nesting birds attracted to the site; therefore, we strongly recommexd the burial of the
transmission lines to significantly reduce bird strikes in the area.

i {tigation Plang - We belicve the
wetlaud mtsgahcn plarn.u Appendix G is vague and umomplete In addition, the mitigation plan
provides compensation only for wetland impacts, The DO! requests additional mitigation be
provided for impacts to forested habitats, All mitigation for proposed impacts should be
identified and approved by the zesource agencies. The FWS is currently working with Golden
Pass LNG to address thess issues, However, & completé mitigation plan to significantly reduce
imipacts to fish and wildlife habitats should be included in the Einal EIS.

-9, Seefjor 5. ed and Endangered Species - Please refer to above cofuments
involving section 7 consultation tinder the BSA for the RCW.

Page 5213, Section 5,1',1&. Cunnulative Impacts - The last sentence of this paragraph is incomplete
and should be revised to fully address the cumulative impacts of the proposed facilities on the
Sabine-Neches Waterway.

iop Plan - Sections 1 through 5 of

. Appendlx G addrcss esumatsd pm;ect u:npnc!s and powntlal mitigation projests. Tables 5, 6, and

7 list the proposed mitigation acreages, by habitat type, that would offset expected wetland
impacts from construction and operation-of the proposed project features. At this time in the

Fa.6e

Fa.7

Fz2-8

F2.9

F2.10
F2.11

F2-12
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Golden Pass continues to attempt to gain access from landowners
with property within 0.5 mile of the construction work area (see
section 4.7.1.4 of the final EIS).

We did review the FWS Texas Coastal Program website during
preparation of the draft EIS. Only one colony was identified within
0.5 mile of the pipsline system at approximate MP 38.9. That
colony, designated the McFadden Waterbird Colony, is listed as
being 450 feet south of the pipsiine at the Neches River crossing.
Review of the data at the colony indicates that observations have
nat been conducted since 1990. In response to our request for
additional information on the status of the colony, Golden Pass
contacted the TXPWD which reported that the McFadden Rookery
is no longer activety monitored. This is probably due to the
industrial nature of the area at present and recent disturbances
associated with dredging for a ship berth. The only other nearby
colony, the United Marine Enterprise Colony, is listed as being
about 4,800 feet (0.9 mile) north of the pipeline near MP 0.6.
Because of its distance from the pipeiine and the LNG terminal, we
concluded that there would be no Impact on this colony. Since no
rookeries or waterbird colonies were identified within 1,000 feet of
the pipeline or LNG terminal, no monitoring plan has been
developed.

The only transmission lines associated with this Project are the
nonjurisdictional Entergy powerlines (see appendix B of the final
EIS). Preliminary plans indicate that the last segment
(approximately 2,410 feet) of the transmission lines would be
placed adjacent to the primary access road to the LNG terminal.
Wa have included the powertines in our recommendation 1o
monitor bird strikes at the LNG facility.

The wetland mitigation ptan (Aquatic Resources Mitigation Plan in
appendix G) has been substantially revised since publication of the
draft EIS. Included in the revised plan is Golden Pass’ proposal o
acguire and donate a site near an existing nature preserve in
southeast Texas as compensation for forested wetland impacts.
This site wili likely include both uptand and wetland forest.

Comment noted.
We have revised section 5.1.14 of the finat EIS.

See hext page
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planning process, however, specific compensatory mitigation projects have not been identified.
Since the specific compensatory mitigation requirements within each state are not available, the
mitigation estimates in Tables 5, 6, and 7 should be more fully explained and clarified, The
docwmient does not adequately describe the rationale used to calculate the mitigation fgures, nor
does it justify the mitigation acreage ratio for impacts o bottomlend hardwoods and swamp |
being less than 1:1, which contradicts the textin Section 3.1. Section 5.4 indicates that a
functional assessment methodology or an acreage-ratio determination will be conducted.
Rowever, the specific method used to derive the compensatory mitigation acreages in Tables 3,
6, and Tisnotidentified. Because.specific mitigation projects kave not been selected, and the
assessment methodology used 1o determine. mitigation acreage needed in each state has not been
adequately discussed, the FWS recommends that this section be fully revised to address and
clarify those issues.

Summary

The DOI believes that the Draft EIS does not adequately address severa) imporiant issues
involving thé reduction of impacts and protection of fish and wildlife resources. Thete are
cumulative impacts occurring due to industrial, commercial, and residential developments,

There are three LNG faclht:gs and pxpe]mes proposed for this areg alone. The intent of the
National Environmental Policy Act is 1o evaluate the environmental consequences to all habitats,

_ Conservetion features should be incorporated Into the project plans to significantly reduce the

level of environmental impacts. The Final BIS should containa carapleted mitigation ‘plari that

* adequately compensates for the cumulative loss of the codstal habitats and forested aread found
* dlong the proposed project fcility and pipeline. 'We believe these issties should be addressed

before the Final EIS is approved or FERC project authorization is granted.

If you or your any of your staff have questions in the continuing planning process, please contact
Brigette Firmin at the FWS"s Lafayette, Louisiana Figid Office, 4t 351-291-316¢ and Moni.
Belton, at the FWS"s Clear Lake, Texas Field Office, at 281-286-8282.

Thazk you for the opportunity to comment on this project proposal.

Sincerely,

Stephen R. Spepée:
Regional Environmental Officer

Federal Agency Comments
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F2.12 The wetland mitigation plan (Aquatic Rescurces Mitigation Plan in

F2.13

appendix G} has been substantially revised since publication of the
draft EIS and now includes a definition of the minimum mitigation
standards {(see section 5.2 in appendix G).

This EIS addresses the environmental impacts, and proposed and
recommended mitigation for these impacts, for this Project. EiSs
prepared for the other two projects will address impacts and
mitigation for those projects, thus addressing cumutative
environmental impacts associated with all three projects.



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

GALVESTON DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.C, BOX 1228
GALVESTON, TEXAS 775634229
remon oF: April 15, 2005
Evaluation Section

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Golden Pass LNG Terminal and Pipeline
Project, Docket No. CP04-386-000 and CP04-400-000 ef ol.

Federai Energy Regulatory Commission
Environmental Project Manager

Office of Energy Projects

Attn: Ms. Jennifer Kerrigan

888 First Street, NE

Washingtor, D.C. 20426-0002

Dear Ms. Kemigan:

This is in response to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), dated March 2005,
for the proposed Golden Pass Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) project. Please find our enclosed
comments on the Draft EIS. The proposed project invoives construction of an LNG vessel
terminal, storage facilities, and pipeline. The proposed LNG facility is focated in the Port Arthur
Canel, Jefferson County, Texas.

As you are aware, the proposed project will also require a Department of the Armiy Permit
pursuant to Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 and Section 404 of the Clean
‘Water Act, We issued our required Public Notice of application concurrently with the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission”s (FERC) notice of availability for the Draft EIS. This allows us
to conduct our evaluation of the appiication concurrently during FERC's completion of the Final
EIS, Upon completion of the Final EIS, the Galveston District can then adopt the EIS.

In order for us to render a permit decision on the proposed project, the EIS must adequately
address the proposed project’s purpose and need, altematives analysis, cumulative impacts, and
the determination of the least environmentally damaging, practicable alternative. Upon review of
the Draft EIS, we concuz that the document successfully addresses our needs under the Nationai
Environmental Policy Act process for the proposed project’s purpose and need. Most of the
concerns that wete raised in our comments on the prefiminacy Draft EIS have been addressed in
the Draft EIS. In order for us to concur with the alternatives apalysis section and the cumutative
impacts section, our enclosed comments need to be addressed in the Final EIS.

Federal Agency Comments
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Thank you for the opportusiiy to provide our input aed comments on the Draft EIS a3 2
cooperating agency. ¥ you have any questions, need additional information or wish to discuss
any of our attached comments or recommendations in more detaif please contact Mr, Bruce
Bennett at 409-766-3934 or Mr. Doug Boren at 409-766-3949,

Sincerely,

oAbl 7>
Dalan Dunz
Chief, Regulatory Brarch

Enclosuzes




F3.1

F3.2

F3.3

F3.4

F3.5

F3.6
F3.7

F3.8

F3.9

F3.10

F3.11

USACE Galveston Disirict Comments on ExxenMoebil Golden Pass LNG and Pipeline Project
Draft EIS

Specific Commen

Page 1-11, paragraph 1.5: Esitergy is currently working on the finalized route selection for the
proposed powerline, when the route is finalized, it should be a part of the Final EIS.

Page 2-4, 2nd paragraph: Now that the applicant has included beneficial use of the dredged
material, it needs to be included in this paragraph, as well as others dealing with dredged material
placement.

Page 2-4, 4th paragraph: The proposed plans for the berths have 3 breasting dolphins and 6
moering dolphins,

Page 2-20, Site Stripping paragraph: Only the top 8 inches of soil are being stripped, the rest of
the material will be dredged during berth construction.

Page 2-22, last paragraph: The slip would be dredged to 44 feet below mean lower low wate,
This includes the 2 feet of overdredge and 2 feet of aidvanced mainienance,

Page 223, Marine Dredging paragraph: Needs to include beneficial use of material,

Page 3-1, Specific Attributes of the Project: States the project should have Texas intrastate and
interstate pipeline systemns, should include Louisiana pipeline systems also.

Page 3-7, paragraph 3.2.1.3: Should address the proposed expansion of the Freeport LNG
terminal.

Page 3.7, paragraph 3.2.1.4: [s the sentence stating that the expansion of the Sabine Pass LNG
facility would result in more wetlands fost than would be permanently lost for the development
of the proposed Golden Pass LNG terminal site still comect with the increase in numbers of
permanently impacted wetlands at the Goiden Pass site?

Page 3-25, paragraph 3.5: The document has to address the beneficial use of the dredged
material. The material will have to be tested 1o ensure it can be used for mitigation purposes. If
the materiat is suitable for mitigation, then it can also be used for beneficial use.

Page 4-35, table 4.4.1-1: Alt wetland impacts have not beer: verificd by the Corps of Engineers.
The impacted wetland acreages could change upon Corps of Engineers verification. The
numbers initially reported by the applicant are incorrect. The number of impacted wetlands
needs tobe verified in order to have an EIS that discloses the correet amount of impacts to the
environment,

-1~
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We have revised appendix B to include two pectential powerlings from the
Entergy Port Acres Bulk and Sabine substations to the LNG terminal. To
our knowledge, the regulating agencies are still reviewing alternatives
before finalizing the location of the preferred routes.

Comment noted. The final EIS has been revised.
Comment noted. The final EIS has been revised.
Commaent noted. The final EIS has been revised.
Comment noled. The final £IS has been revised.
Comment noted. The final EIS has been revised.
Comment noted. The final EIS has been revised.
Comment noted. The final EIS has been revised.

Comment noted. The final EiS has been revised to include the results of
the COE wetlang verification at the LNG terminal.

Comment noted. Goiden Pass has completed additional soil and
sediment testing and verified that the dredge material can be used for
beneficial use in the J.D. Murpharee WMA, The final EIS has been
revised.

Comment noted. The final EIS has been revised to include COE
verification of the wetlands at the LNG terminal. It is our understanding
that COE verification of wetlands along the pipeline system is nearing
completion and wifl be part of any permit issued by the COE.



F3.12

F3.13

F3.14

F3.15

F3.16

F3.17

F3.18 |

F3.19 |

F3.20 l

Page 4-44, Wetlands paragraph: There is no scientific name given for eastern baccaris.

. Page 4-45, paragraph4.5.1.2: The first paragraph states there will be 13.7 acres of impacts due to

aceess roads at the facility, but on page 4-35, it states the secondary access road will impact 16.2
acres and page 4-149 states 10.1 acres for access roads,

Page 4-145, paragraph 4.12: In order for the Corps of Engineers o comply with guidelines fom
recent court rulings, the Cumulative Impacts section should have:

I - The area in which effects of the proposed project wili be felt,

2 - The impacts that are expected in that area from the proposed project.

3 - Other actions, past, proposed and reasonably foreseeable that have had or are
expected to have impacts in the same area.

4 - The impacts or expected impacts from these other actiors.

5 - The overall impact that can be expected if the indivi_.gﬂ;_impacis are aflowed to
accumulate.

Page 4-149, 1st paragraph: The EIS needs to have a complete mitigation plan to ensure impacted
wetlands are compensated for 10 ensure there are no curulative impacts to wetlands within the
project area and to easure the project impacts are appropriately compensated for.

Page 4-154, Cumulative Impacts, Predge Material Placement Areas: The space within the
existing placement areas is limited, if the LNG facilities are constructed and the channel is
deepened and widened, the cumulative impact section should address the possibility of creating
new placement azeas.

Page 5-9, 1st paragraph: Are the more precise restoration plans for the entire pipeline zoute or
just what is considered Essentiai Fish Habitat?

Appeadix A: Can you add Bruce Bennett and Doug Boren to the EIS distribution list?
General £

The EIS should include & complete mitigation, monitoring and restoration plan to ensure all
impacts of the proposed project are adequately compensated for.

The proposed numbers for the amount of material to be dredged and the amount of wetland

impacts at the terminal site need 1o be changed to the more comrect numbers given by the
applicant since the printing of the Draft EIS.

e
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Comment noted. The scientific name for eastermn baccaris has been
added.

Comment noted. The final EIS has been revised to address these
discrepancies and incorporate changes ¢ the dimensions of the
secondary road that have been proposed by Golden Pass.

We have added a new section to 4.12 (Cumulative Impacis) to address
cumulative impacts frorn multipie projects that we are awars of that are
being proposed in Calcasieu Parish, Louisiana. We believe we have
quantified cumutative impacts to the best of our knowledge of known
past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects.

Comment noted, The final EIS includes a revised Aquatic Resource
Mitigation Plan to compensate for wetland impacts for this Project.

Comment noted. We have revised the discussion of DMPAs in the final
EIS to include an estimate of available DMPA capacity and potential
future DMPA needs if all proposed projects are constructed.

Comment noted. We have eliminated this recommendation because the
the Aguatic Resources Mitigation Plan includes restoration of the
wetlands to pre-construction contours, which was the goal of this
recommendation, Menitoring would be done using GIS and Remote
Sensing techniques to verify slevations before and after construction.

Comment noted. Appendix A and the mailing list have been revised.

Comment noted. The final EIS includes a revised Aquatic Resource
Mitigation Plan {see appendix G) that more completely guantifies wetland
impacts and mitigation plans,

Comment noted. The final EIS has been revised in numerous places to
incorporate changes and updated information provided by Golden Pass.



F3.21 If the pipeline route is not going to be cleared by the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)
. before the Corps of Engineers issues a permit for the proposed route, we will put a special
condition on to our permit to ensure SHPO clearance. If the route is changed in order to aveid
historical sites, the permit will have to be modified and the modified route will have to be
assessed for its impacts.

The Draft EIS does not discuss any aiternatives for the beneficial use of the dredged material,
F3.22 | now that Golden Pass LNG is planuing to use some of the material for mitigation pucposes, the
alternative analysis section needs to address the use of the dredged material for beneficial
purposes.

F3.23 We have included comments we received during our Public Notice period concerning pipeline
' route alternatives. The comments should be addressed in the Finat EIS.

-3
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Woe concur. Before construction can begin on the pipeline system,
Golden Pass wili be required to provide SHPO comments on all cultural
resources surveys completed to date, and to compiete cuftural resources
surveys {and provide SHPO comments) for any modifications to the
pipeline route,

Comment noted. Section 3.5 of the final EIS has been revised to includs
alternatives for beneficial use sites for dredged materials.

Comment noted. These comments are addressed in section 3.8.3.2 of
the final EIS.
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April 25, 2005 REGES,
Magalic K. Salas, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Coramission

888 First Street, N.-E., Room 1A
Washington, D.C, 20426

Attention; Magalic R: Salas, Secretary

Subject: ENU-Farmland Protection-
Holden Pass {NG Tenmina! and Pipeline Project
Draft EI§
Reference Document Nos, CP04-400-000, et a;
Jeffersoit, Orarige and Néwton Counties, Texas

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental [rapact Statement for:the: Golden Pass. LNG
‘Yerrinal-and Pipeline Project in Jeffersom; Orange and Newton Cotmnm,'l'cxasdmd
Marchi. 2005 which was prepared for the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. We
havereviewed the pioject a3 feqiived by the Farmifand Protection Policy Act.(FPPA).

We are pleased that you Mwmnymdthcwpmmofphmungacﬁmm will
.mnmuwnmaﬂnmlpmduchmyofsuﬂs in project atea. We bave reviewod this
project in the past with consyliants on this project and we think the proposed.actions. will
help maintain the long term: pmducuwty of the soils :mpacted. Wé have mwwcd this
docurnent and concur with ﬂm:phnsomhnedmﬁgmcz.z-l and.disclissed insection
4.23.1 Prime Farmland, We belicve this pipeline and. Agricultural production can co-
exist,

F4 .1

Thanks for the resource meterials you submitted fo evaluate this project. If you have any
questions please call James Greenwade a1 (254)-742-9960, Fax (254)-742-9859.

Sail Survey Section
USDA-NRCS, Temple, Texas

Ci: Diane E Gelburd, Director,: Ecological Sciences Division, P.O. Box 2890,
Washingtor D. C., 20013

The 1 Sirvics provices. ;i ' partnenitip affort 1 hl pecps
mmus.mhmuwﬂmmdm

F4.1
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Thank you for your comment.



Federal Agency Comments

F.23/05
MAY BS 2085 _1_§=BZ‘E£R FERC 2002/004 F5

Thuf GG LUNU ELL AW

st ¢ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENSY
EY REGION B
g o % 1445 ROSS AVENUE, SWITE 1200
M DALLAS, TX 75202277
APR 202005 /

Magalie R. Salas, Secremary

Federal Enerpy Regulatory Commission
B8R Figst St, N.E Room 1A
Washinglon, DC 20428

Docket Nos: CP04-386.900, CP04-400-000,CP04-401-000, CPB4-402-000
[lear Ms. Szlas:

In aecordance with the National Enviroamental Poficy Act [NEPA) and Section 309 of
the Clean Alr Act, Envitoamental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 6 has roviewed the Drak
Environmental lmpact Statemnang (DEIS) for the propased construetion and operation of the
liquelied notural gas (LNG) import temminal( Jsfferson County, Texas) and natural pas pipelines
(Jeffersan, Orange and Newton counties, Texas and Caleasien Parigh, Louisiana) propased by
Golden Pass LNG Terminal and Pipeline Project. The Goldea Pass ING proposed fecitity
would transpett up 10 2.0 billion cubic feet per day of imported natral gas to the U.S. market,

EPA rates the DEIS 23 "EC-2," Le,, IPA has "Environmentz] Concerns and Reguests
Additional Information in the Final BIS (FEIS)." EPA has identified environmental concerns
that ruay require changes to the preferred alternative or application of mirigation measures that
can Teduce envisonmental impact, HPA asks for additional information to be included in the
FEIS 1 complenent and to more fully inswrs eompliance with the requirements of NEPA and
the Council on Envitonmentaf Quality (CEQ) reguiations. Areas requiring addirional
information or elarifieation include: sxplanation of altermative selection, addizlonat inspact
diseussion of invasive species and otier organisms, and afr quality impeer and corformity.

Our classification will be published in the Federal Raglster ascording 1o our
responsibility under Section 309 of the Cleun Air Act to inform the public of our views on this
peoposed Federal action. Deatled comments are encloged with fhis letter to more clesrly
identify our concerns. If you have uny questions, please contact Mike Jansky of my staft'a

g]

{214) 665-7454 or jgnsky.michael@epa.gov, for assistance,

EPA appreciates the opportunity 1 review the DEIS. Please e-mail Mike Jansky an
electrynic verison and mail one copy of the FEIS when it is sent to the Office of Foderal
Activities, EPA (Mail Code 22524)), Aricl Rios Federal Ruilding, 1200 Pennsylvania Ave,
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20004.

incerely yours,

S
Rie: mith, Acting Chiaf
ClGee of Planaing anéd
Coordination (6EN-XP)
Imigemnat Addresk gﬂl-l .

Enclosure floew, o qovigyrin e
¥ i with Bassd ks an Reoycied PaDar (Minitmuh It Postearaumarn
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DETAILED COMMENTS
ON THE
GOLUEN PASS LIQUEFIED NATURAL GAS (LNG)
AND PIPELINE PROJECT
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
JEFFERSON, ORANGE, AND NEWTON COUNTIES, TEXAS AND
CALCASIEU PARISH, LOUISIANA

BACKGROUND

The Draft Envizonmental Tmpact Staternent (DEIS) for projects proposed by Goiden Mass
LNG Terminal £.P. and Golden Pass Pipeling, LI has beex prepared by the Federal Eneryy
Regulatory Commission w fulfill the requirements of the: Natfonal Eavisonmental Policy Act and
the Commissian’s implementing reguiations under Tite 13, Code of Fedorat Regulatinns, Part
3B0. Golden Pass proposes to consruct and operaie a new LNG import terminal i Jeffasen
County, Texas tbat would inciude LNG ship unicading berths, LNG storage and vaporization,
and a new natural gas pipeline systzm to deliver the vaporized natural gas 1p 1] interconnsctions
wilh the existing interstate and isGastate pipeline systems. The praposed facility would impart,
store, and vaporize an average of approximately 2 billion cubic feat per doy of naruzef gae far
delivery into the existing intrastate and iatersiale pipeline systems,

COMMENTS

The vashore lermingl would bz located on the Port Arthur Channe] of the Sabine-Neches
Waterway in Jefferson County, Toxas, and the thres pruposed pipelines would extend for a
distance of approximately 122 miles in sastern Texas and westam Lovisians. Considering the
critical role wetlands serve in ¢oastal Tovitionn and Fexas, aveiding wetland losses should be 2
pranary focus of the alternatives analysis. The EIS should extansively analyze any and sl less
environmentally damaging practiczble altomatives to the praposed peoject, with a facus on the
direct and cumalative impacts, Tn addirior, slteraative routes that might eliminae or reduce
wetland impacts from construeting the pipelines should b considered.

Accordingly, Section 3.8.1.3 “Ufse of a Shorter Pruposed Pipeline System,” describes an
alwmative that would result in avoiding pipeline impasts to forested wetlands by reducing the
furthast 35 miles of pipeling, and would rely on the existing sand out capacity betwesn the AEP
‘Texoma Interconnect and the Transca faterconnects. owever, the DEIS indicates that this
al:cmuv:was net explored in detail because of the uncertainty or difficulty in determining the
available pipeline transport capacitics and existing customer base in 2007, when the new plpeline
systemn would be constructed, The additional new pipeling was selected ag the preferred
aiternative because it would increase mkedway capacity and “diversicy. If we understand the
axgument then, 2 new pipeline would always be the altemative of choice rather than wilizing
existing pipelines or upgrading cxisting pipeline eapacities. A clearer explanation of this
aitema_ﬁve selection analysis should be provided in the FELS. The FEIS should also include on
analysis of 2 cacrdinaled pipeline defivery system betwess the two prapased ExxonMobif ENG
pipcline projects in this same arow (the onshore Golden Pass LNG pipeline and the onshore
portion of the Pear] Crossing pipeling.

Qacar00s
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Because of the extensive wetlands in southeast Texas/ southwest
Louisiara and the linear nature of pipelines, it is not possible to entirely
avoid wetiand impacts while still meeting the objectives of the project.
Section 3.8 summarizes the different alternatives evaluated to reduce
wetland impacts. Further, wetland impacts along the proposed route
hrave been minimized through the use of HDDs, by co-lecating the
pipeline(s) along other existing utifity rights-of-way, and by placement of
the pipefine in the lakes and a double-levied ditch through J.D. Murphree
WMA.

Section 3.8.1.3 addresses the possibility of ending the project near MP
42.8 at a potential intercannection with AEP Texoma. This would
shorten the pipeline construction for the project by about 35 mites.
However, this aiternative would not be in line with purpose of the project
which is to access the interstate market as welt as the intrastate market.
The shorter pipeline would not interconnect with the interstate pipeline
systems of Florida Gas (MP 44), Tennessee Gas (MP 72.8), TETCO (MP
75.8), or Transco (MP 77.8). Additional text has been added to section
3.8.1.3 {o clarify.

The FERC cannot compel pipelines under its jurisdiction to construct
facilities for another pipeline company. Existing capacity might be used
1o transport some of the gas that would be transported by the proposed
project. However, it is speculative to design a project based on capacity
that might become available on other intrastate or interstate pipeline
systems. Pipeline companies consider contract information and
negotiations with their customers t¢ be confidential. So, the future
availability of existing capacity cannot be determined readily. This is not
a reasonable alternative. Further, a pipeline system would have to be
constructed from the new LNG terminat to interconnect with the existing
pipelines. The Golden Pass pipeline system which woutd run roughly
north-south would do this by intersecting with pipelines that are generally
running east-west. At this time it does not appear that additional
capacity would be required on these systems to accept the Golden Pass
gas volumes.

These two pipeling projects are proposed by subsidiary companies of
ExxonMobil, Golden Pass Pipeline, LP and Pearl Crossing Pipeline, LP.
The purpose of each project and their design are to serve different
markets. The proposed routing of the respective pipelines would allow
interconnections with pipelines serving those markets. A single pipeline
system to deliver the combined volume of gas proposed for the two
projects would not accomplish this.
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Tha 122.4 miles of new pipeiine that would be constructed for the preferred alternative for

F5.3 | onshore pipeiines assaciated with LNG facilities in this arca (Trunkline, Sempra

Hackberry/Camerorn, Seympra Port Arthus, Cheniare Sabine Pass, Cheniere Croole Trail,
ExxonMobil Pearl Crossing, and ExxonMobil Golden Pass), This is significant and the
cumulative impacts analysis should include & discussion of all practical measures to minimize
new pipeline construction. In addition, since xix of the projects are proposed by the same thece
companics, there should be an ¢xplanation of whether any new pipeline construstion could be
further minigized by plunning for juint pipeline delivery service among projects proposed by the
same companies. ‘The option of wiilizing the same or portions of the same new pipeline corridors

should also be constdered.

F5.4

anbeard the LNG vessels or assoclated with any materials exchanged at the port,

F5.5

per year and emissions from other criteria poflutants are over 100 tons per year,

F5.6

subject 1o the geeral conforaity requirements.

this LNG proiect represent about 22% of the total milcage (approximataly 570 miles) of new

Although the DEIS mentions the potential for noxious weeds and other invasive plants to
besornz established at the construction sites, we could not find an analysis of mavine pollution
issues that might arise from the increase in foreign vessel taffic on the Sabine-Neches Waterway
as a direct result of this project as well as cumulative effects of the increased traffie from other
LNG facilitics being proposed for-this same channei. The envizonmental apalysis should nzlude
the potential for invasive species introduction from organisms that might travel affixed to or

Tn the Executive Summary, page ES-5, 5% full paragraph, EPA recommends the deletion
of the sentence, “Air emissions resulting [rom the consiruction of the ING terminal and pipcline
system would be short-term and would not significantly affect air quality of the reglon.™ This
staternent is subjective and not supported elsewhere ks the document where construction
emissions are quamified. For instance, NOX construction emissions are estimated (o be 662 tops

Although general conformity requirermenis pertaining to the LNG rerminal and pipeline
construction in Texas are addressed in the document, censtrustion emissions from the pipeline
planned in Calcasien Parish, Louisians are not. Cutrently, Calcasien Parish is a 1-hour azone
maintenance area and general confornity appiies w Fedeoral actings in this parish, However, it
should be noted that the T-hour vrone standard is scheduled 1o be revoked o Jime 1S, 2005, after
which the general eopformity will no fenger apply. Any Federal aztions bafore this date are

F5.3

F5.4

F5.5

F5.6

Federal Agency Comments
F5

See section 4.12.2 for a discussion of the curnulative impact of pipeline
construction. Figure 4.12.2-1 illustrates the general locations of the
Golden Pass and other propased and FERC-approved projects. It also
shows where these projects are co-located. New pipeline construction
has been minimized by using existing rights-of-way to the extent
practicable. The Golden Pass pipsline would overlap and/or paratie]
existing pipeline, powerline, and road rights-of-way. This is discussed in
section 4.8.1.2.

The SNWW serves the ports of Port Arthur, Beaumont, and QOrange. In
terms of general tonnage, it has consistently ranked as the 3 or 4th
transit waterway operating in the U.S. Both the ports of Port Arthur and
Beaumon! are international ports serving various parts of the world,
including Europe, South America, and the Meditesrangan. This would
indicate the potential for routine exposure of port waters to aguatic
organisms with diverse origins over an extended period of time.
Consequently, the local bictic community is likely adapted to a regular
infiux of exogenous organisms.

To respond to the issue of introduction of exotic/invasive organisms
associated with foreign vessels, the Coast Guard’s Office of Operating
and Environmental Standards has developed Mandatory Practices for all
Vessels with Ballast Tanks on All Waters of the United Stales. The
mandatory practices include requirements to rinse anchers and anchor
chains during retrieval to remove organisms and sediments at their place
of origin and remove fouling organisms from hull, piping, and tanks on a
regutar basis, and dispose of any removed substances in accordance
with local, state, and federal regulations. Therefore, it is unfikely that the
introduction of non-indigenous attached organisms via ship huils would
significantly alter the local biotic community.

Comment noted. The executive summary has been revised in the finat
EIS.

The LADEQ has reviewed the part of the Project {e.g. Mainline and
interconnects) that would be constructed in Calcasieu Parish and has
determined that a de minimus applicability determination would apply.
See comment letter $3.  Golden Pass would be required to obtain any
necessary permits or clearances that are applicable to the pipefine at the
time of construction.
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KATHLEEN BABINEALY, BILANCO

DEPARTMENT OF WALLKIFE AND FISHERIES 3 %@mwonmw
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22 = Tem
Magalie R, Salas, Secretary am . Bad
Federsl Encrgy Regulatory Commission 'g’g:; T 2L
§88.Firsy Stroet, NE = o m
Washington, B.C 20426 % ';
Re: CFO4-480-000, CrO4-401-000, & CPO4-402-000

Golden Pass Pipeline LP

Déar Ms. Salas:

The professional staffof the Office of Wildlife reviewed the'sbave referecenced project and offers
the following comments:

1.1

1. Inregarditothe mmgome Sabine lstand Wildlife Management Area which is owned $1.1
by thie State. of Lovisista. and managed by this Depistinent, we concur with the '
recomimendation of your staff'as.found on page 4-105 ind Page 5-21 Mitigation Measure
No. 45, This. measuneread:“Therefore,wentommendxhst’ Golden Passnot initlate
any ground disturbing wetlvites associated with conventional -consirueticn

techniques for insiallation of the Mulatine (clexring, grading; or treachihg) beiween
MFs 61,2 (O1d SH 8) and 65.3 and MPs §7.5 and 72.0 (No. Seven Roxd) untli
successful corapletion.of the HDD crossing of the Sabjne Island WMA between MPs
66:3 and 67.5. Golden Pass must file wiitted docuttentatiol demmonitzating the

siceessful complétion of the HOD prlor to: requesting. sithorization fo comimence
sdditional sonstruction wetivities between MPs 612 dnd 72,0

Thank you for your comments.

The applicant shall obtain & Spacial Use Permit for operations on the Sabing fsiand
Wildlife Management Arca.

L

S1.2 Page 5-6 Section 5.1.5. We concur with your staff that the application has.not provided s1.2
. sufficient justification for the increase right-of-width for comstruction within wellands.

Thank you for your comments.
S1.3 3. Page 5-6 Section 5.1.5 The Aguatic Rescurces Mmganon Plan 14 nof adequate it

pm\ndmg detail information for the proposed mitigation 2ction. Additional information is
needed in the following areas:

81.3 Comment noted. Golden Pass has revised its Aquatic Resources

Mitigation Plan to include mitigation, in the form of mitigation banking, for

permanent loss of forested wetlands within the Calcasieu River
watershed.
B. Justification for the need for having impacts oceurring within the: Bear Head Creek

and the Sabiie River Basing being mitigated outside the tivet basins when thers are
mitigation opp_onumhsml}un_ each of thesa basins,

A. Specific acres of imipusts by habitat type perdraindge basin are noeded

.G, BOK BOCOG 4 BATON MOUOE, LOURKM, TOB0S-D000 * PHONE (257 TO5-1800
AN ERRIAL OPPCRTUNTY |
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Page 2.
CPO4-400-000
Aprii 11,2005

C. Justification for the methodology used to arrive: at the ratio for mitigation for the
impacts in Louisiana in both the Sabine River and Caloasicu River basins. An
approved evaluation method, (HEP, HES, HGM, WVA, Charleston Method, etc}
should be used with alt regulatory and resource agencies invelved.

D, The ratio Tor presevvation credit is extremely low compared with those experisnced
within the New Orfeans Corps of Enginecrs District which are around 45:1.
Justificaiion forsuch alow ratio needs fo be given along with theevaluation method
used to arrive:at the:fatio.

4, Page 5-13 Sestion 5.1.14. Cunwlative Impacts. There are othier proposed pipeline
projects using portiansof the praposed right-of-way within Louisiana, These projects are the Pearl
Crussing Pipeline:and the Starks Gas Storage Fipsline.projects. The useof the same area by muiti
pipeline projects needs to be addiessed so that only the minimum amount of impacts wiil occur,

Reprosentatives of the Golded Pass Pipeline Project are mesting and working with this Dieparmtent
on cachiof these issues: As rocently as Aprit ¥1, 2003 they have met with the staffof this agtnty to
review, work on and address theseissues,

The Department of Wildlife and Fisheries sctks to work with.you in a facilitative manner on this and
future giich endeavors. Pleise call my stafT shouid you néed further assistance,

Sincerely,

C: John Robinette
ExxonMaobil

514

S1.5

51.6

State
St

it is our understanding that Golden Pass has been working the COE and
state regulatory agencies to quantify wetland impacts and develop
appropriate ritigation ratfios.

Project impacts on wetlands are expected to be primarily temporary
because wetlands would be restored after construction so that they may
continue o function as wetlands. The exception would be where the
operational right-of-way would convert forested wetlands to emergent
wetlands. Mitigation ratios should be based on the actual impacts to the
wetiand.

Comment noted. Section 4.12.2 (Projects in Calcasieu Parish,
Louisiana) has been added to the final EIS to address those projects that
are planned for construction in that parish.
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April 15, 2005

Ms. Magatie R, Salas

Secrstary i,
Atin: Gas Branch 2 ReGuLats i i
Federal Encrgy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E. RoomlA

Washington, DC 20426

RE: Draft Envirotitnental Impsct Statement for the Golden Pass LNG Termina!
(Docket No. CP(4-386-000) and Pipeline Project (Docket Nos. CP04-400-
000, CP4-401-000 and CP04-402-000)

Dear Ms.Salss:

Texas Parks and Wildiife Department (FTPWD) reviewed Draft Environmental
Tmpact Statement for the above referenced project located in Jefferson, Omnge
and Newton Counties, Texas and Calcasieu Parish, Louisiana. TPWI has slso
received an updaicd mitigation plan from the applicant dated March 8, 2005. The
project proponent, Golden Pass. LNG (GPLNG) is applying for licenses for the
construction and operation of a liquefied naturat gas (LNG) impott terminal and
pipeline.

GPLNG has coordinated extensively with TPWD in ¢fforis to aveid, minimize
and adequately mitigate for impacts to wetlands gnd other sensitive habitats at
both the LNG temiintal site and along the pipeline ronte. This coordination has
resulted in peoject plany that avoid a majority of the most sensitive habitats in the
project footprint by routing the pipeline thought Keith Lake, Johnson Lake, Sait
Bayou and through levess and ditches in the Big Hill Bayou Unit of the 1.D.
Murphres Wildlife Manigement Arca (FDMWMA). TWPD has reviewed the
revised mitigation plan date March 8, 2005 and finds that concepts outlined in the
plan will adequately mitigate for emergent wetlands impacts.

To compensate for forested wetland impacts, GPLNG has proposed 10 preserve
forested lands adjucent to the Big Thicket National Preserve, TPWD aprees that
this strategy is the best compensatory method for forested wetland impact
mitigation. However, the spplicant has proposed mitigation ratios that will not
compensate for forested wetland impasts. GPLNG has proposed mitigation ratios
based in forested wetland type. Mitigation ratios shoild be determited based an
habitat quality, and quality is not & function of habitat type. Most of the forested
wetlands of the Neches and Sabine River watershed are high quality, in that they
consist of multi-strate forests with diverse tree age classes, low invasive species
densities and adequale cancpy coverage. TPWD recommends that GPLNG
compensate for these forested impacts at 7:1 mitigation to impact ratio. Medium
quality forested wetlands; defined as forested wetlands with preponderdnce of

To manuge end comxerve the sulnral and cuftural resourrex of Texa: and ta procide burtiag, fIxbing
and aridiver reereation spporinnitiss for the use and enjoyment of areiens and Jutnre poneratiuns.

2.1

State

S2

Thank you for your comments.

S22 Additional mitigation/compensation could be included in the COE

permitting process.
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82,3 Qur understanding is that 515.2 acres of forest in Texas and Louistana
would be cleared for construction of the pipeline system, of which 238.7
acres would be permanently maintained in a grassy condition for
operation of the pipelines. Mitigation is being proposed for
campensation for temporary and permanent impacts to 64.2 acres of
forested wetlands, of which 36.0 acres would be in Texas {see table
4.4.1-1 of the fina} EIS). We are not aware the document provided to
TXPWD by Golden Pass indicating that 85 acres of upland forest would
remain permanently cleared for pipeline operations, nor to what part of
the Project that estimate applies. Golden Pass, in consuitation with
faderal and state agencies, is developing an Aquatic Resources
Mitigation Plan to resolve issues associated with compensation for
habitat loss.

824 The COE has completed verification of the wetfands at the LNG terminal
site, which are included in the final EIS, and is completing verification of
the wetlands along the pipeline system. The final Aquatic Resources
Mitigation Plan that would be made part of any permit issued by the COE
wouild include the COE's wetllands verification.

S25 The final EIS has been revised to include Golden Pass’ proposed plan
for the flotation channel from the Gulf intracoastal Waterway to Shelt
Lake. We recognize that this plan may be modified to respond to COE
and TXPWD comments.

$2.6 Comment noted. Section 5.1.14 of the final EIS has been revised.

52,7 The powerlines would be constructed and operated by Entergy and are
regutated by the Public Utility Commission of Texas (PUCT). The PUCT
would be responsible for conducting the environmental review of the
proposed route and alternatives before it issues a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity. This envirenmental review woutd consider
the benefits or constraints associated with placement of the powerlines
underground.
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Ms. Magalic R. Salas
Page 3 of 3
April 15, 2005

and the McFedden National Wildlife Refoge on the west side of Sabine Lake and
the expansive marshes o the east side of Sabine Lake. TPWD manages large
portions of the FDMWMA for waterfow! refuge and public waterfow! hunting.
The comstruction of these powerlines could. severely impact these missions;
therefore TPWD strongly requests that these powerlines be buried underground.

GPLNG has &lso supplied TPWD with a Chinese Tallow Control Plan for areas
that will be affected by pipeline construction. TPWD reiterates its request (see
TPWD letter dated Novernber 23, 2004) that GPLNG include the deep-rooted
sedge (Cyperus entreriacus) in this invasive species mansgement plan. Deep-
rooted sedge is a highly aggressive species that quickly invades disturbed arsas
and can greatly reduce recolonization by native hetbaceous species. Neglecting 1o
control this specics slong the pipeline route will greatly reduce the likelihood of
resstablishment of native herbaceous plant species.

The extensive coordination between GPLNG and TPWD has resulted in 8 project
which has minimized impacts to sensitive wetland habitats within the project
footprint. TPWD is willing to contimic to work with GPLNG aad FERC to
resolve these cutstanding issies.

If you any questions about the comments please contact Jamie Schubert in out
Pickinson Office at {281} 534-0135.

LDM:WS:da

§2.8

State
S2

The final EIS includes Golden Pass’ proposed Chinese Tallow Control
Plan. Similar appropriate measures could be employed for control of the
invasive deep-rooted sedge and could be incorporated in any permit
issued by the TXPWD or the COE.
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RE: Emissions Demomstration 4nd Coafirmation of
No Required Conformity Determination
Construction of Golden Pass Fipeline
Calcasien Pasish, Louistiny
FERC Docker Nos., GPPL: CP04-400-000,
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Dear Mr. Yatu o

TbsAirQulbty Assesament Division (AQAD} of the Office of Environmental Assessment
S3.1 acknowledges receipt of the general conformicy applwnuydcummndnmmpmn;mhmul

. Jocumeniation 1hat were hand-delivered 1o the AQAD at & tletdng 5eld ia Baton Rouge on April Lt, 2005, '
At you kmow, during that mting Mr, Ron Rebouche of my saff met with you and Mr. Randy Anderson
and Mz, Nasser Pobeani of your ExxorMobil staff 10 discus the pontion of the referenced pipeline project

that i eonfived o the Loulsiana borders in Cateasien Perish (appeckimately 11 miles of 36-inch diameter
pipeling terminating ncar Starks, Louisisna).

Becapse of Caleasien Parish's air q,mmy hans, the exissions associsted with this
poject have becn ‘estireated in adcordinca’ with the' Stiw's gendeil Eonfdrmity regulations {LAC
J3ALI4.4). After reviswing sl relevant sechnical information submitied by ExxonMabil, the AQAD
finds that the extimatey are feasonable and useqnitc tet making & de minimis applicsbility determination
(4100 1oms per year of volatile organic compound and nitrogen oxide emissions),

Accordingly, the Alr Quality Asscssment Division conctrs with the de minimis findlogs of the

mﬁymmddounmob;ec:wﬁwwmwwﬁmofﬁqprejecluthuuﬁwmlhlwlmmmmqulum
applicability requirements of the State’s genecal conformity regulations,

Shouid you have any quastions, please contact M, Rétiouehe's! 225-21-3561

Slncerely,
Nl W
.t . TelP.Liogué *
ST Bayirongite Scilitin
Alr Quality Assedtmaty Dwmo:iL
TFL:RR ’
e Magalie R, Salas, Setmmy(FERC)
Peggy Wade (USEPA - Reglon 6}
e GFPICE OF KNVIRONMENTAL ASABS
4 7.6, 30X d3i¢ BATON ROUQH, LOUISIANA TRZI4316 < mzmon TLS) 2199238 + RAX: (238} 1190238

- : AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER )

St

8341

State

Thank you for your comments,

S3
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Fedéral Energry Regulatory Commission
888 First St. N.E., Room 1A
Washisigton, D.C. 20426

Ref: Docket No. CPO4-386-000; CP04-400-000

The Sabing Pilots have worked closely with Exxon-Mobil in the.design of their proposed LNG
Teriniiial, Golden Piixs, located approximately 1.5 miles above Mciquite Point. We hive had
successfil simulation of the ficility with vitious sizeivesseis atithe Merine Safety [nstititte in
Rhde Island..

The Pitots would like to address some areas of conicern regarding this facility,

‘There is o doubt that this waterway has a large ergsion problem elong the banks of the channel,
Currently the Texas Departinent of Highways is bulkheading several sections of the roads in an
&ffort to-prévent further etosion. Bt this stage of orosion hag tikén years to reach, coupled with
an ificredsig size and amodnt of raffic into A channiel that his nitkept up withthe growth
expetienced. Two thobsnd one Hundred and thitteen vessels transited the Sabine Neches
waterway in"2004, soany simitar to the size.of the proposed LNG vessels. The Golden Pass
vessels will be slowing down upor thefe pproack to Pleasiie Tsfand it preparation for dockifigiat
their facitity, thus rediicing their affect on erosion.

G1.1

Ever since September 11,.securily has boen a pririty in.all ports. This arca brings in
approximatefy 15% of the nation’s crude il supply and supplics approximately-25% of the
wilitsry squipmcrit. The Goldén Triangle stted hias beert & terrorist target long beforé the advent of
LNG.

Qur areatoday is more security conscious than ever before, and will be even more so with the
coverage of ous new security-based vessel traffic system, tracking vessels up to onehundred fifty
miles in the Gulf of Mexico, )

Golden Pass's location below Texas Island intersection in the.wider 500" channel atlows many
advantages. There wilk be no inteffeterice with intracoastal tow traffic, quick transit 6f
approximately two hours with twélve miles to.ifie innier bar‘atlows itinimal interferenice with
other waterwiy users, ay well as night time'transits will also reduce interference.

Golden Pass will be & staic of the art facility, with three tractor tugs of 70 ton bollard puli each.
twice the power of anything currently in use onthe waterway today.

G1.1

Groups and Individuals

Thank you for your comments.

G1
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The Sabine Pilots fesl that the Sabincs Neches waterway can adequately handle this increase in
traffic. Witk special fegard (o 3afety and seourity; we urge the Federal Encrgy Regulatory
cotimission-to grant the:permit for Golden Pass LNG. i

Si ¥ .
Captain Ellert K. Wamer, President
Sabine: Pilots Association

Groups and Individuals

G1
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Foderal Encrgy Regulstory Commission
888. 1 Strest
North ExstRoom 1A Re: CPO4-386-000 / CPO4<400-000

Washington, DC 20426:

Subject; Pibiic Notice _
“Prermit Apjlication No.s 23620

Golden Pass Plpefine L¥
The undessigned kay the fillowbsg comments /objections to-a portion of the routing of the G2.1 The pipelines would be installad approximately 950 feet east of the
proposed. Goklen Pass pipetine, Specifically a porﬁong{;he.pip,eha_ddﬂadon_p&ge, 3of property line for the Jefferson County Municipal Water Treatment
102, Permit No. 23620, Goiden Pass Pipoline LP, that cits through the: LaBelle area facitity on FM 365. The pipefines would parallel the sastern
situaited North-Soith sid roughly parallel t5 LaBelie Road. property line for approximately 1,000 feet between approximate
4 P T ST VR MPs 26.0 and 26.2. The pipelines would be installed by the water
The Sllowing objections to this routing are submitted: treatment facility using an HDD for the Lovell Lake, FM 365 and
1. The proposcd pipelines go just East of the Wost Jofferson Co. Municipal Water Gallier Canal crossings. Because of the distance between the
G2.1 Tresting Plet which s located on FM 365 just West of the LaBeils Road interscction. pipelines and the facility, it is unfikely that a problem with the
Should s problem gocur with the pipelive in the area it wonld surcly jeoparidize water pipetines would jeopardize water service.
service, both domestic and firewater, 1o the-whole LaBelle area served by the water plant. o .
A los of firo-water service could compound sny remilting damego to homes surrounding G2.2 The pipelines would be approximately 1,265 feet west of, and
the pipeline.. Co- parallel to, the westernmost property line of the Dairyridge
. . . . s . residential subdivision on the west side of La Belle Road. The
2. The prisposed pipelisies paiss fist to tho West of s residential ares known as Daityridge. pipelines would paraliel the western property line for approximately
G2.2 They pass within feet of that property wiich contalne sbont 20 family dwellings. A 1,800 feet hetwaen approximate MPs 26.1 and 26.5. The HDD for
problem with the-pipelincs conld canse damage and / or destruction of the homes and ! ) o -
e 3 i 1 y ae . - the Lovell Lake/FM 365/Gallier Canal crossing would extend from
infury and f-or desth tor the vocupants. : : .
: approximate MPs 25.6 to 26.4. Thus, only about 300 feet of the
3. Apparcitly no worst case stisdy Tias boen made 1o evahiate the extent of damege and pipelings would be instatled using conventional lay at the
G2.3 cotr Son that might be causod by a fidhare of tho pipefine.and toeasures takents northernmost segment near the subdivision. Because of the
alloviste such damege. Tt woukd sppear that & faihice of the two.36™ natiral gas pipelinés distance from the property line, and even greater distance to the
could result in.a large cloud of netural gar thet could casch fire und burm adjecect proporty nearast residance within the Dairyridge subdivision (about 1,600
resalt innn explosion thet could affixt & farge semounding ares. o . . L ’
o worse, {aet), it is unlikely that a problem with the pipelines would
jeopardize residences within the subdivision.
G2.3 The DOT is the agency responsible for the administration of

regutations to ensure the safe transportation of natural gas (see
section 4.13.7.1 of the EIS). This includes development of public
safety regulations and other approaches fo risk management ¢
ensure safety in the design, construction, testing, operation,
maintenance, and emergency response of pipeline facilities.
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/As 2 bome owner in the Dairyridge housing ares | would suggest the fillowing

G2.4 | 1. Route the pipelints firrthier Weat utilizing éxisting pipelive routes to avoid pojulsted
srves and the water plarit,

2, Take & pore dicect route North on the plan désxibed on page 3, permit 23620, still
G2.5 ' i
. rweting up with the KM-TEXAS Pipeline imterconmioct site.

Rﬂp&tﬁzﬂy: M‘

Home / property oWoer, oscipents:

G2.4

G2.5

Groups and Individuals
G2

Golden Pass routed the pipelines to minimize potential impacts on
poth the residences within the Dairyridge subdivision and the water
treatment faciiity. This inciuded a reroute in the La Belle Road area
between approximate MPs 22.7 and 28.5 to avoid crossing through
a subdivision along an existing right-of-way (see section 3.8.3.2 of
the EiS). Routing the pipelines further west serves no practical
purpose in the absence of tangible safety concerns. We concluded
that the pipeline location as currently proposed is the best balance
to minimize overall impact.

This route {Corridor A} was eliminated for a number of reasons,
including industrial/residential development in the Port Arthur area
and concerns about impacts to wetfands in the J.D. Murphree
WMA (see section 3.8.3.1 of the EIS).
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Date: Ageil 10,2005 ORIGINAL S
Fo At )

To: Deuglas P, Boren : %% % ?«';‘\'ﬂ
Hoguistory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE 2z » 51;;;0
1.8 Anny Corps of Engineers g‘;ﬂ‘-,‘ B kE
F.0.Box 1229 38
Galveston; Texay 77553-1219 ?!'.:‘ s":',
Federal Encrgy Regulstory Cormmission 2
888 1 Street
North Est Room 1A Rez CPO4-386-000 / CPO4-400-000
‘Whashirigton, DC 20426

Subject: Public Notice
Perntit ApplicationNo.: 23620
Goldony Paxs Pipeline LP

The imdeisighed has the Sollowitig comineita fobjestiona {0 a portion of the romting of he

proposed Golden Pass pipeting, Specifically i portiot: of the pipeling détailod on page:3 of

102, Perrit No, 23620, Golden Pasy Pipéting LP, (hat cits throngh the Labelic area

The followiog objeclions o tis owng e sibmiled:

G3.1 1.The yupmed?aﬂ!;lﬂ BD}MEBtoﬂhe Weﬂkﬁmﬂn Co. Municipal Witer

‘Treating Plart: which is located oo FM 365 just West.of the LaBelle Koad inferscction.

Shoukts problam ocour witk the pipeline f the area it wonld suroly jeopardize water

service, both domestic arid firevter, to the Whole LaBelle sros sérved by the water plift,

A Yo b i inter sxvioe could cosmpotnd sy resiking démage t homes surrotiding

2.Tb:mpomdpipcﬁnmpntjmtoﬁnmef|Mmkmmadeﬁm

problien with the pipelines conid caume daimage and / or deatraction of the homes nd

Eucy and o deat 0 the odcupei _

3..Apparéatly 1o worst mmmmmmwm luate the sxtent of damege ind

destruction thet might'be cansed by & Siilure of the pipekine: andimeasures takeq to

allevintomach dusage: It -would sppear that s fulhive of the twa 367 natural gas pipolirios

could remlt i s Jarge clond of natural gan thet could extch fire and bum adjcent propecty

orwm-mlhm-mﬂo;bﬂihgﬁwuﬂqﬁalhgquﬂm&gm

G3.1

Groups and Individuals

See response to comments G2.1 through G2.5.

G3
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G3.1 Asa home owner in the Dairyridge hovafog acos | would suggest the followinig
{cont’d) atives:

1 Routs the pipelincs firther West utilizing existing pipeline routes 10 avoid populated
arcas and the wator plaot. -

» “Take & mors direct route North on the plan described-on page 3, permit 23620, still

Groups and Individuals

G3
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Date: g 10, 2005 OR IGINAL s, B oA
; T T b=
To:  Dooglas P Boren . 2 Bt
Reguletiry Brasich, CESWG-PE-RE 2y & W0
U.8:. Amy Corps of Engineers 22 © 13,_%‘
PO, Box 1229 : EC
Galveston; Texay 77553-1229 w* S
Federal Encrgy Regulatory Cormission =
888 1 Street
NorthEsst Room 1A Rz CP04-386-000 £ CPO4-400-000
“Washirigtod, DC 20426
Subject; Piblic Notiee
Permit Application Nu.: 23620
Goldon Pass Pipckine EP
The underiigned has the following cominents/objections o a portion of the routirig of the
‘proposed Golden Pass pipelinie. Specifically'a portion of the pipeline detailod 6n pageé:3 of
142, Perrbit No. 13620, Golden Pass Pipéiine LP; that cuts throogh the TaBiclic area
situated North-Southand roughtly perallel to LaBefle Road.
The following objections o this ovting arc subeited: .
Ga.1 | L The proposed pipelines go just Kast ofthe West Jefierson Co: Municipal Water
Tresting Plane: whick is bocated on FM 365 just West of the LaBelle Road intersection.
Should:a problem occur with the pipefine in the srea X would surely joopardize water
servics, both dotoestic sixd firewiater, to the wholo LaBelle aree,sérved by the:water plact.
tho pipetios,
2. The proposed pipclines pass just {o the Weat of ¢ residential aren knvwn as Dairyridge:
proviea wit th pipefses couk cne damige st/ or destrction of the boroes #nd
3. Appercatly ni worst cans stmdy bas boea made to vvaluate the gxicat of damage and
destruction thet might be cuised by & Sidloro of the pipeling andunessures taket to
alleviate such damegs. It wonld sppeer that.s: failure of the two 36™ oaiural gas pipolines:
could remlt i s Jarge-cloud of netural gan: thet coukd catel fire and burn adjecent propesty
or warss; resulf in an exploxion thet could afféct & large suvounding aree.

G4.3

Groups and Individuals

See response to comments G2.1 through G2.5.

G4
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Ga1 As a home owner in the Dairyridge housing area [ would suggest the following
{cont'd) alternatives;

1. Rouie ibe pipelines further West utilizing exinting pipeling routes to avoid populated

2.’Teke s more direct route North on the plan described on pege 3, permit 23620, still

Groups and Individuals

G4
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) . e ‘,,0")«4.\
ORIGINAL  « %, %
ST N, B Rge
Date:  Aprif 10,2008 Co T T
| ‘?&’- < #
To: DoughsP; Borent l;ﬂ% %
Reguistory Branch, GESWG-PE-RE %* Y
U.5. Army Corps of Enginctts %
P.0; Box 1229 g
Grllveston, Téxs 77553-1229
/-F'.‘! ) Eoergy oty Comttission
e T G ooty Casinso
North East Roomi1A  Re: CP04-385-000/ CPO4-400-000
“Washington, DC20426
Subject: Public Nofice
Permit Applitation No.: 23620
‘Gokden Pass Pipetine LP
The undersigned tias the Sllowing comments fobjections to & portion of the routing of the
propoyed Goklen Pass pipeline. Specifically'a portion of the pipetine detailed o page 3'of
102, Prrmit:No. 23620, Gokdery Pass Pipefine LF; thed cuts through the LaBellc arex
situsted North-South and roughly peralic] io LaBelle Road:
"The fillowing objestions to-this routing arc subritted:
GS5.1 1. Ths profiossd pipélives g isst Enst 6£the West Jefferson Co: Minticipal Water

Treating Phint which is locatad an FM365 just Weat of the LaBelle Roid intersection,
Should & problent aecitr with the plpeline in the rea it would sarely jeopardize water

A lose of fire water vervice 'could compound any remilting damage to homes sirrounding
the pipeline,

2. The proposed pipelines passjust to the West of a residential arca knowh as Dairyridge.
probiem with the pipelines could cause: dammge and / or destruction of the: homes and
injiry and /-or desthi t0. the cocupaats,

3. Apparently no-worst case study bas boen nmde to-evalusie the extent of danage and
destruction thet might be crused by & filure of the pipeling and messures taken io
alieviate such damaige, It would sppoie thit a faifure of the two 36™ neural gas pipelines
could resilt in s lerge ciotd of patizral gas thet could catch firé ind burn adjacent property:
o wotss; Témilk in'an explosion that could affect s large surmounding aréa.

G5.1

Groups and Individuals

See response o commenis G2.1 through G2.5.

G5
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G5.1 As & home owner i the Dilfryridge housing area { would suggeat the following
(cont’d} aliernatives:

1. Roiité the pipeiines firther West utilizing existing pipeline routes to svoid populated
ireas and the ater pleit,

2. Take & mor¢ direct routc North o the plan described an' page 3, permit 23620, atil
mesting up Wwith the KM-TEXAS Pipéline itcrconnect site:

Groups and Individuals

G5
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NRe o ke
Date: Apeil 10,2005 D ‘5 f“ NAL (@{0 %&}g@

To: Doughis P, Boren .
Regulstory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE P,
U:S, Ammy Corpe of Engineers. Gas?,
P.O; Box 1229 J‘%
Galvestor; Tewns 77553-1229 4

Fedéral Energy Regulatory Comuission
B8R 1.Strost o
Noith EstReom 1A Re: CPO4-386-000  CPO4-400-000
Washirigtos, DC 20426

Sulfect; Public Notice:
Permit Application No.: 23620
Golden Pass Pipeline LP

“Itic imdessigned bas the fillowing comments /objectiins 16« portion of the routing of the
propossa Goklen Pask pipoline. Speeifically aortion of the pipelinw deialed o pege 3 of
102, Pernitt No. 23620, Golden Paint Pipeling LP, that cuts through the TaBelle ares.

The following objections to this routing are submitted:

1. The propoped pipetines go just East of the West Jofferson Co. Mimicipal Water
Treating Plant which is loeated on'EM. 365 just; Weat of the LaBells: Road infessection.
Should s probleam occur with the pipatine:in‘the area. i would surely jeopardize water
seivice, both domestic and firewster, to-the whols LaBelle aréd served by tho water plant,
A loss of fre water scrvios 601k compound any resuling démage 1 bornes st
the wipelie waler sevics compo regulsing dimage 1o boes surrotnding

2. The proposed pipefines pase hust to the West of a residenitial arcs known as Dairyridge.
“They pass within feef of that property which containy sbout 20-funily dwellings. A
-prablir with the pipelines could eaise danmpe dnd / of ddstriction of the homes and
oy anid 6t dkth 1 the bocupHat

3. Apparemly no-worst casé: stady has been made 10 ovaluate the extetit of damage and
destruction thet sitight be caitsed by's fidlire of the pipeting aid riwesures taken 1o
allviste sach demege: It would appear that a Eilture: of the two 36™ netursl gas plixckines
could resulé in = berge clovd of netural gas that:could catch fire sod burn adjacont property
or wotse, tesult In an exploxion tht-could affect a large surrounding ares.

G6.1

G6.1

Groups and Individuals

See response to comments G2.1 through G2.5.

G6
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G6.1
(cont'd}

Asa home owner inthe Dairyridge housing arca  would suggest the following
ornatives

1. Rujote the pipctines furiher Wost utilizing exioting pipefine routes 1o avoid pogulated
2. Take's more direct route Worth on the plan described on page 3, petmit 23620, st

Home / property swoer, oecipaits: . )
0085 M!ka Wo-;r Love Beewpswt TX 77705

Groups and Individuals

G6
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G7.1

. CPD4-386-000
' ORIGI
Dete: Apel 10,2003 SECREffTHE

To:  Douglas P: Boren = s ity
Regulstory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE 9 py y
U-8. Army Corpsof Engincers srad (EDcg AL !
PO. Box 1229 = iAm fkfncy
Galveston, Texas 775531220 MHISSton

Fedéral Edergy Regulatory Commission
888 I Street ] )
Notth Bast Room 14 Re: CP(4-386-000/. CPO4-400-000
Washington, DC 30426

Bubject: Public Notics
Permit Applestion No,:23620

GINAL

umcgfo

The iundersignéd has the liowing ponmmhloluecdcmto;porﬁonofthsmuﬁng ofthe
proposed Golden Pess pipeline. Specifically & portion of the: pipeline: detailed on page 3 of
102, Pecutit No. 23620, Gokdan Prss Pipelie LP, that cuts through the LaBelle srea
sitantel Norih-Soth anil roughly paralle) fo LaBelie Road.

The following obiections ta this routing are sabmitted:

1. The proposed pinelince go just East of the Wast Fefibraon Co. Miaiicipel Water
Treating Plast which is locxtad on FM 365 fust West of the LaBelle Koad intersection,
Shmld:pwbhnomwﬂhthmthhthemhmﬂ surely joopandizn water
service, both domestic and firewater; to the whol: LaBelle area scrved by the water plant.
Absofﬁnwwmmuﬂmmndwmmmmmmﬂbg
:bgipdm. .

lmmmdpmehmswmm&WmﬁadeMWstndge
‘They pass within foet of that proparty: which contains sbout 20 family
p:obianwnhﬁnppaﬁnumﬂdmdmpmlurﬁmw&mofﬁhomm

hu:nymdlo:dmhwﬁenecupm

3.wwmmmmmwmw¢m&mofmm
destruction theit iuight hmﬁbylﬁﬂmaofﬁep@hnwdmhhmto
mmwx:mmwuqﬁlmof two3'6"mtc.nlknpipdnm
conkd result T Jarge: cloud of natural gas tfiat conkd catih finé e burix adjsocet property
mmm&umecpbmﬂmwuﬁtﬁ:ctaingommﬂbsm

G7.1

Groups and Individuals

See response to comments G2.1 through G2.5.

G7
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G7.1 As a horie owner in the Dairyridge housing ares T would suggest the followitg
{cont’d) alterpatives:

1. Ot the pipetines fixthor West utlizing existing pipefine foutes (0 avoid polited
ard¥ and the-wates plant.

2, Taki a tiore diréct roxté North on the plan déscribed on page 3, peraiit 23620, stilt
mwmmm—mmmmm

(0030 micsyuhy, ci
Redumenz 7x. 77705

Groups and Individuals

G7
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P -?p}C‘/{-b
1 G S a0
({5 & 0
Federal Regulatory Energy Commimion -l VN ’ 9 [ H O Q’E‘f’/(’:fb{\ %’/9 "'P;‘?c"
o . L .
To Wheth Tt My Goncerrc: ’04'};2;% o 3,
_ i
Regarding ExxonMobil’s liquefied natursl gas terminal in Jefferson County, Texas *’(,:‘;* ¢
(Diocket Mo; CPO4-386-000.an CP04-400:000). § wisks to make a formal complaint K%

aginst BxciorMabil beciuse they, willput the Gitizens of my town [ danger if they
obiainpermission to build thelr ENG termdiial in thiir prospective location. Ao
ExxonMobil"s LNG terminal will case imeparsble damage {0 the eovironment. And {
believe EioconMobil if tekirig part int bribes and corrupt business practicss with local and.
state politiclars in order 1o build theit LNG tettinl here.

ExxonMobil's LNG terminal s pot safe and will put the citizens of Port Arthur in dangee
becanse it is too close 1o where peopic live. Tho Pleasure Jaland community is directly
acrogs the fiver and thére i # school down the foad: fronz the proposed site. A
cohgfensional mandate has bokn in pleto fince 1979 sating that LNG teriiinalyshould be
Jocated itt remote aress, The TS Departmentof Energy recently staied that LNG teminal
safety stidics fiifed to take Inaccount several factors and are narrowly focused. The
studies do fiot iitempt to detérmine bow large afire could result, or how far the damage
could spread. Eves the Federa] Regulstory witd Energy Conrmission adiitied it did ot
take into consideration & scegiario of 8 LNG tesminal exploding with & LNG ship in close
peoximity. Some stodies aay:thad if a.tsrminal explodes and & LNG: ship 18 nearby
‘everything within 2.5 miles (sod poisibly up to 10 mifes).of the expiosion would be
desticyed, The schiool Timentidhod sbove s about 2 iniles from the proposed LNG.
+etminad site; ExxodMobil was recently denjed penmission to build a LNG terminal in
Alabams, The Mobile Alabama County School District ursnitousty passed & resolution
opposing any LNG tenminal being built within'2.5 miles of any schoel, Thers is'alao 8
concerh over building @ LNG tévinirial in.an drea-whers hurricancs vocur frequéntly. The
power of thicse storms have been uniderestimated too ninny tifnes in this iros. Anyone thet
has witnessed:a hurricans storm.surge can understand the fype of flooding that can
happen. The Mobile Alaberma County Commission denied #n Exxondobil proposed.
NG terinizal site betause the site vaa iit-a flood plain. I believe that ExxonMobil's:
proposed site hetein Souihesst Texax is in i ares whiere dangerous flooding will ocour. I
also want to comment o ihie fact that there are plans i0.build several LNG terminals in
this wrew. The idea of Jocating scvers] LING fermiinaly:in the same acca is only increwxing
1bé risk of diskster, Bist it soewms thet Exxoumobil's proposed site is more riaky ther
others, Listen to what Cherilere Enerio- Inc had to ssy abait ExxonMobil's proposed site
o s article from The Port Arthur News: “There was » rsture prescrve arid Pleasure
Faland community, We wanted to sty oul of ihe wetlands and Keith Lakie:So we chose
the site on ihe: Loulsiana side™

I BxxonMobil is-allowed to bulld its ENG terminal at their proposed site ireparable
damage o the:environment-will cccur: Although there are several environmenial
Mlmwid!'lﬁcguppld-ﬁwim-mwﬁmﬂ'ﬁpﬁmm@ihm
rcuigh envirotinsentally sensitive wetlsnds/marst Past expeticnce indlicates that
excavation through emergent inarsh resulty in fods of volume upon refill of the trench so

G8.1

G8.2

G8.3

Gs.4

Gs.1

G8.2

Gs.3

G8.4

Groups and Individuals
G8

While operation of an LNG terminal does pose a unique hazard
that could affect pubtic safety, this hazard is reduced through
implementation of stringent requirements for the design,
construction, operation, and maintenance of these facilities, as well
as extensive safety systems to detect and control potential
hazards. These requirements have been taken into consideration
in our review of the Golden Pass facility and we have made
additional recommendations where we concluded that additional
safety measures would be warranted (see section 4.13 of the EIS).

There are no regulations nor is there any factual justification for
placing an LNG terminal over 2.5 miles from a school or outside of
a floodplain. Golden Pass would implement all required safety
measures and would install a storm surge berm around the facility
at an elevation of 16 feet NGVD to withstand a 100-year flood.

Each of the LNG terminals would be designed, constructed, and
maintained for safe operation on its site. This would involve
incorporating differences in design to address site-specific
conditions.

‘The route for the pipelines was developed in consultation with the
TXPWD with the specific purpose of minimizing impacts on
wetiands, and particularly to reduce the potential for the creation of
open water areas in and around the pipstines. In addition, Golden
Pass proposes 1o implement a pre- and post-construction
monitoring program to ensure that wetland contours are
reestablished (see the Aquatic Resource Mitigation Plan in
appendix G of this EIS).
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G8.4

(cont’d)

G8.5

that the pipeline. route is Jower thin the grade st which it was before work began. This
probiern has caimed tgative sffects:to the wetlinds in this areain the pait and it is
porpetiited every thme.a pipelineis constriicled, 1 believe this-particular rea of toarsh (o
the North and West of Shell Eake) will not boable o sustain ftaclf if ExxonMobil builds
its pipeline. When & pipeline iy constructed through marsh suck as this it aliows waler 1o
die toloss of inateriil volwne hat becoimes largerand Inrger Ai time goes on becaiine:of
crosion. The problem with the pipeline trerich can not be fixed by building up the grade
to' higher level afier construction because water will build up on boll sides of the
pipefine find srosion will stil] occitr, The Utiited Statey Fish and Wildlife Scrvicé and
shiould not be permitted. But the Army Corpe of Engloeers will sock the advice of
ExxonMobils envirommental agend, which is x private company that will say whatever
ExxonMobil wints, and the USFWS and TPEW will not bave 2 chance 1o coniment on
the probleats agiin befeire 7t i permitted, 1o not blamie USFWS or TP&W if the pipeline
path s permiitied {ttie people thay work for thee eare ot the exviropment), nor do 1
blame: the: Corps of Engineers., The problem here in Texas is the private:snvironmental
Also there {s 8 Iack of cocrdiration between the egatatory agesicics (USFWS, USACE,
and TPEW} betw in TX. T could continue o talk aboit soine of the other problems that
will sceur it the pipeline path is-permitted through: the: wetlands.but I 'want {o sddress
another isvue, Emissions from refineries bere.in Jeflorson Cournty.are joopardizing our

clear air. Jefferion Coxirity. i already considéred ot of compliance with the Clean Air.
Act becainse of Gzoie pollution. ExxonMobil’s proposcd LNG terisitial would rlease
about 48'tans of nitrogen oxid into ibe atmosphere:each year, Othes LNG. terminals in
the area, if they are built, will only-add o the problem. Cheniere Energy's LNG terminpal,
because itis being built in Lovisisns, doesn’t have 16 follow the samé guidelineans
ExxorMobil's teerninal, and will release about 550 tons of nitrogen oxide eack yeaz, But
Cheniere Energy's terminal is locatsd onily a few miles sway from ExxonMobil's
terminal and emissions from alt of the terminals will effect Jefferson County.

1 believe ExkorMobil 1s taking pért in bribiés nd Soiriipt binincas practicés with local
anid state politicians. BroconMobil knows that thei’ LNG terminal is dangerous bant they
wre willing to build it because they stand to make:s.lotof money: In order:to convince the
Tocal and sixe politicians 10 allow theo to build, ExxonMobil is stieiipting to buy them

fT. EioonMiohil e it our commuatity with 4 Jot of promises wholst bow their facility

ix going to belpthe sréa. Butreilly what they are sayitg is that 77 you let s biilid this
dangerous thing hece wo will do this for you. ExxonMobil hes already hited Tobbyist to
push their itifesests hefore: the logialature xnd now ExxonMobil is in the process of

mw“mp’. satgna Fricod cftbue!oa!pol {ans hre: getts "W'iﬂ RO

whiere they e coliect salaries: front ExxonMobil. And certain merabets of our

community thet have influenice are Toceiving perks in ordex to-support ExxonMobil's
project: Rov, Sinclair Quber, who i the directo of thie. Apcatleship of the Ses fof the
Cahatic Dioaese of Beasnont, Fooestly showed his support for Ex Mobil's project
aid 1 hiave reason to believe that e rectived & gencrous domstion. of money. Alsc, John
Beard, whe Is a Fort Aribur city cotmcilmian recently supported ExxonMobil's project,

0319 Recelved by FERC OSEC 04/19/2005 in pocketH: CPO4-386-000

Groups and Individuals
G8

G865 Golden Pass has agreed to purchase and retire 48 tons of NOx
before beginning operation of the LNG terminal to offset NOx
emissions from the terminal. This would effectively result in no net
increase in NOx as a result of LNG terminal operations. Itis lkely
that the Port Arthur LNG facility would be required to implement
simitar measures. While the Sabine Pass LNG facility would not be
required to offset NOx emissions, its estimated emissicns have
been reported to TXCEQ so that these emissions can be factored
into the overall plan for the Beaumont-Port Arthur area.
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but he also-works for ExxonMobil. It scems Togicat to, assuzne that Mr. Beard would
support ExatonMobil becauae they ste paying hissalary: But itis disquicting tor know that
Mz, Beard will have:somithing 1o do with Port Artur’s decision sbout dis-annexing the
500 actes that ExxcnMotik plais to tse to.build its terminal. Jrwould not be a8 bed if the
citizens of Port Arthir wete getting something out of this because Uiey-sre the ones st
risk. What they are gefting is nothing compared.to the amount.of profit ExxonMobil is
going to make. And its unfortunate-that a lot of the people that are going fo-profit from
ExxonMobils facility will do so out of perscwal greed withoint regand foir the community.
I dion®t think the citizms of Port Artbur would wint ExxoaMobil's LNG terminal jn theic
town if they understood the consequences no matter what ExxoriMobiloffered thern.

Sincerely,

Carlo Defrancis

2333 Bvergreen
Port Arthiur; TX 77642

Groups and Individuals

G8
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Date: Aprit 10, 2005

To: Douglas P: Boren
chulﬂorym CESWG-PE-RE
U.s. AwCoiﬁsowaheut :
P.O. Box 1239
Galveston, Tédkes T1553-1209

Fedeni Exiergy Réguliory Cototisson
§8% 1 Street ) o
North East Room 1A Rer CP04-386-000/ CPO4-400-000 -
Wuwm,nczws T

Subjeet; WNouo .
‘Permit Apphication No.: 23620
Goidenl’ml’ipe&nu’

AQHAND ey

1S€ o blugg-

) HOISSTNHOD LHalya™:
gEH

o

im

PUDINARET
311 3075300

mwmmmmmmmwmmgmﬁonormmmofm
proposed Goldeu Pase pipelite. SpeciScally » pottion of the pipelifie detailed on page 3 of
102, Pertit No., 23620, GoldenPass Pipedine LP, thint tits thronigh the LaBelle area
situsted Norib-South and roughly parallel to LaBelle Road,

The foljowing dbjections 1oty rorting aro:-pubuittod:

1. The proposed pipeliet go jist, Bast of the West Jefiermon Co. Mimicipel Water
Treating Plant which js'iocated on FM 365 just West of the LaBelle Road Bitermection.
Should s probilem coeur withthe pipeline by the sren it would suiely jeopardize watér
service, both domestic and firewater, o 1he whole LaBelle arca sctved by the water plant.
Ahogemmmmwmmdmmbmmm
the pripe’

Z‘Thmpondpwﬁmpmmiothewaoﬁmmn}mkmwum
They pass-withir ﬁdofﬂltpmpanywhnbmm 20 fenly. dwellings. A
mbhnmﬁemhuwuhmwmfwdwmnofmhmmd
njary and / cedSonthi to the oocupentd. .

3. Appareriity no worst case sty has beenrimade fo evaluate the: extent of damage and
destriction thit mght be caused by afaflure:of the pipeline and messuros fiken to
alleviate sch damings, Tt would aipese that a filure of the two 367 patvral gas pipelines
could resak in & Jarge eloud of netural g that siukd cateh fire snd bron adjacent projizty
mwamrmhhmepraimﬂn:wnld:ﬁeuhmemwmm

Go.1

Go.1

Groups and Individuals

See response to commants G2.1 through G2.5.

G9
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G9.1
{cont'd)

»

As a boinic owuer it the Datiyridge bousing ares I would suggest the following
1. Route ihe pipelines facther West utilizing existing pipeline routes to avoid populsied

2. Take 2 mofe direct route North on the phan déscribed on pege 3, permit 23620, miill
mceting iip withi the KM-TEXAS Piptline intcrooumet site.

Home / propéfty ownet, occupsaits:

11705

Groups and Individuals

G9
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G10.1

-t

ORIGINAL

Date: April 10, 2003

To: Dougls P, Boren D o
Regrintory Branich, CESWG-PE-RE: 2z % eg\%_c
U.S. Army Corpsof Einglneers % B 9ae
P.0. Box 1229 . e Tet
Galvesion, Texas 775531229 e “’)ﬁ B2
“ 2
Fedeit] Enevgy Regulators Commnistion %2 =
888 | Strect e E ol
Norh Bast Room iA  Re: CPO4-386-000 / CPO4-400-000 -
Washington, DC 20426 i
Permit Applieation No.; 23620
Golden Paxs Pipeline LP
“The undetaignod has the fisliowing commonts fobjections 1¢. & portion of the routing of the
proposed Golden Prss pipaline. Specifically s portion of the pipeline détailed on page 3 of
102, Peamit No, 23620; Golden Pass Pipcline LP; that cuts through'the LaBelle arca
siusted Norih-South and roughly peralle] to LaBelle Road.
The Bllowing objectons to-this routing are: subeiitted:
1. The propiosed pipckines o st Bast of ths Weat Jeffzrsot: Co, Municipal Water .

Treating Plint witich i% located on FM 365 fust Weat of thie LaBelle Road interacétion.
$houkd a probler cccur with the pipeline fri the srea it would surely jeoperdize watcr
scrvive, both domestic and firewater, to the whioks aBelle area served by the wter plant.
Q_elon oF firo-water vervice could compotnd any seslfing demage to homes surrounding

2, The propised | pipclicics peiss: inics et Just tothe West of & residential itie} xrea  knowras Priryridge.
They pas ‘within foet of thiat propeécty whick contiting sint xbotit 20 Hmily dwellings. A
problem with the pipelines covd cane damags snd / or destroction of the homes and
infury and / ox dewtli {o the octupents.

3. Apparently no-worst casc siody has been made to evaluste the extent-of damage and
destruction that might be caused by s fiilize of the pipeling and messures taken to
alloviats sch divvage. Tt would sppear that s fifhrie of the fwo 36™ natinl gas pipclinés
coukd resilt 3 » irge clotid of natrrsl gaw that:could catch fire wid nim adjecent property
oz worse, resalt in anvexplosion that conid afscta barge surrounding sres.

Groups and Individuals

G10.1 See response to comments G2.1 through G2.5.

G10
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-

G10

G10.1 Asdhqmowhﬂinuiyﬁdaehouﬁns‘mlmuuwﬂnﬁmowm

(cont’d) wiistmatives:
1. Route; the pipclines fithee West utifizing. existing pipeling routes 1o avoid populsted

2. Take » more direct routé North.ori the, plas dosctibed on page 3, perait 23620, st

‘Respoctiiilly submitted,

~f vt 0 RPk IR 128
A Qﬁé A g bk /-1 305"
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G11.1

ORIGINAL

FiLE
VrElcE g
CRETARY®

25 48R 21 B2 17

Date: April 15, 2005

Douglas P. Boten

Regulstory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE
0.8, Ammy Cofps of Brigthwef

F.0, Box 1229

Galveston, Texay 77553-1229

Federal Energy Regulstory Commission

£88 1 Street -
Norih Eest Room- 14 Re: CPG4-386-000 /- CPO4-400-000
Washington, DC 20426

Subject: Public Notice
‘Perinit Application No.: 23620
Golden Pass Pipelne LP

To:

&.v...;L’LATURY COHHJSSIBN

CC:

‘The undersigned has the following comments foBjections (o.a portion-of the routing of the

posed Cokden Pass pipeline, Specificifly & portion of the pipeting detalled on page 3 of
102, Peeytdt N6, 23620, Golden Pass Fipeline L, B cits through the LaBelle arex
sitiinted North-Soith iisd voughly perafie] to LaBallé Road.

Thoe: following objections to this routing &ve suberitted:

1. The proposcd. pipelines go fust Easi-of the West Jefferson Co. Municipsl Water

Tresting Plant whick ix located on FM 365 just West of the LaBelic Road imeraection.

Shoikda probleny occur with the: pipeline fn the arca # would surely jeopandize watet

service, both . domestic snd. firowater, 1o the wholc Lallolic area served by the water plant.

A&bmofﬁemmewldwmuﬂmymkhgmmmmm
- pipelne

2. The proposed pipelines pass just 1o the Westof o residesitia) ares known:as Dairyridge.
They pass within foet: ofthupmpmywhichmabomm Sxnily dwellings: A

probiem with the pipelines could cayme. damage-and / or destruction of the homes and
Djury-and / or desih to-the: odcupants,

3. Agparently no woitst:case study has boeri mado to.evatuato the extent of damage and
destruction:that might be cansed by & filire of the pipeling sod rewsures taken to
alleyiate such damage:. Ti would sppear that & failure of the two 36™ naturs] gas pipelines.
could result in alerge cloud of netural gas thet-coukd cetch fire and bum adjacont property
or worse; femult ivan explosion that could affect 2 large surrounding aree.

Groups and Individuals

G11.1 See response to comments G2.1 through G2.5,

G11
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G11.1

{cont'd}

-

As a home owner in the Deiryridge housing area [ would suggest the Tollowing

1. Roulg the pipelines further West utilizing existing pipeline routes fo svoid populated
arees inid the waltr plant.

2. Take s'move direét. roiite: Novth on the plan described oo page 3, peririt 23620, will

1035 -Mhiky Gy fv.
(e rad, TEaits TIR0S

Groups and Individuals

G11
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L

Date: April 10, 200§

ORIGINAL
IJ%FILE UFTHE

SICRE

L5 APR 2T P 2 uU

{EOZRALEN
G'J..h%éR‘f CDMHISSIGH

To: DouglasP. Boren
Regulsiory Branch, CESWQ-PE-RE
U.S: Army Corps of Engineers
'P.e.o: Box 1229
Galveston, Texis 77553-1229

Fedlern) Energy Regulatory Commission
888 1 Street
North Exst Rooms 1A ResCP04-386:000/ CP04-400-000
Wisbington, DC 20426

‘Subject; Public Notice
Peiiitit ApphBcationNo.: 23620
okt Pass Pipeline LP

The undersigned imtbﬁ:ihwingeom!objecuomw u portion of the routing of the
proposed Croldert Pass:pi Specifically s portion of the: pipelic detailed on pege 3of
102, Peamit No. m&mﬂmmmhewfmmw&cmm
situatad No#th-South and soughly paralict to LaBelle Road.

The:following objctions tothis roiting are subumitted:

I. 'Ihepmpoudmpehwgoj\m&stoﬂheWmIMCo Mimicipal Water
Tmmmkmonm%Sj\meofﬁnh&ﬂeMm
Should = problen occur with tha p stpeline:in the: sten - would surely jeoperdize water
service, both domestic and frewater, to:the whole LaBalic arce served by the water plant,
Abscofﬂmwatumwu!denmpmmdmymhmxdwmgemhnmmmdmg

the pipetine.

2. Thempondpm&capmjmmthﬁWmofammdcmﬂuuhnmmDmrﬂgc.
They pass within foet.of that propaty which comtaing abiit 20 fmily dwellings. A
probiem with the pipelines could'cause damego and / or destruction of the homes sod
infury and 7 or denth 1o the cocupants.

3. Apparently o worst ¢aso stidy tixg boen niade to evahiiste the extert of damage.and
destruction:that right be cansed by a failisre:of the pipeline and micasures taken to-
alleviate such damage, Tt-would appear thet a filhre of the two 367 ristural gas pipetines
could result s brge: Glond of nettral gas thist coukd catch fire and brm adjacent property
or worse, result in.an explosion that could affct & Jarge murrounding ares.

Groups and Individuals

G12.1 See response to comments G2.1 through G2.5.

G12
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As 2 home gwner in the Daityridge housing aroa I would suggest the following
G121 | ahermacver
{cont'd) , ) ) , .
1. Route this pipélines firther West utilizing existing pipelne routes to avoid populated
reas arid the water plant.
2. Take & more direct route North on the plon deacribed on page 3, permiit 23620, stilt
tmeeting up with the KM-TEXAS Pipeline interconnect site,

Groups and Individuals

G12
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AARZ2 P 208
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Bate;  Apeil 10,2003

To: DouglasPF..Boren )
Regulatory Branch, CESWO-PE-RE
1.5, Atiny Corps of Brgi
PO.Boxi2290
Cialveston, Texas 77553-1229
Fmﬂwm@uzmy Conmission.
8881 Streat
‘North East Room 1A Re: CPO4-386-000./ CP04-400-000

Subject; Puublie Notice
Permitt Apgiication No.: 23620

“The:undersigned hixs the following cotsments /objections 10 4 portion of the routing of the
Froposed Gokden Pass pipeline. Specifically x portion of the pipeline-detalled on page 3-of
102, Pennit Noi 23620, Goklen Pass Pipeline LP, that cuts througl the LaBelkc ares
MNmﬂi-SmnhﬂﬂmugﬁkpnﬂHwLiBgBeM

Tha Pollswing oliections o this roizting ane subimirted:

1. The proposcd pipelinés gojust Bast of the West Jefltrson Co. Mumicips] Water
Treasting Plant which is locsted on FM 365 Just West.of the LaBelle Road intersection.
Shoukd & problemm oceur with the pipeling in the:aron ¥ wiiild surely jeopardize walez
service; both domestic and firewaler, fo ihe whole LaBello srea served by theywader piant.
AJoss of fire water service coukd compound eny remlting dsage fo homes surrounding
the pipetine.

2, The proposed pipelines pass just 1o thie West of s rosiderial ares knowit as Dairyridge.
They pess within foet.of that property which contaitis about 20 funlly dwellings. A
probicm with the pipelines could: cause dxiagr: aod / ordestruction of the homes and
ixfury and / or desth torthe occupants.

3. Apparéatly oo workt case study hits boce made to: evaluate the extent of dumage and
estruction that right bé caused by a fidlure of the pipeline aod measures taken to
alleviats wach dionige. Tt winild appesr thst & fadfre afthe twi 6™ natiral iy pipelines
coukd. reslt i lrge cloud of patursl ges that could:catch: fire xnd b adjeceat property
orwore, Tt i i élplosion thet 6ouki affect & large surrounding sres.

G131

Groups and Individuals

G13.1 See response to comments G2.1 through G2.5.

G13
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As & bome owner in thic Dairyridge housing area | would suggest the following,
G13.1 | ahernatives:

(cont'd)
1. Rmthcmemﬁmbu\wntﬂmem:vgppeﬁmmmamdpopuhud
arees and the water plact,

2, Take:s more direct route Norih on the plan described on page- 3, permit 23620, sdll
oeeting up-withths KM-TEXAS Pipeline fitterconnéct site.

M%afb

Groups and Individuals

G13



Unofficial FERG-Generated PDF of 20050505-0337 Received by FERC OSEC 04/25/2005 in Docketf: CPO4-386-000

-

Gi4d1

-

Date:  April 10, 2005

ORIGINAL

To: Dougls P, Borent
Regiiktory Branch, CESWG-PE-RE
"U.8. Army Coips of Engititers
P.O.Box 1229
Galveston, Texns 775531229
$B8 1 Street
NorthEsstRoom A, Re: CPO4-386-000 / CPO4-400-000
Wishington, DC 20426

Stbject; Piiblic Notice

Peerait ApplicationNoi: 23620
Gokden Pass Pipeline L

The undersigned has the folowing comments /objoctions 1o a portion of the routing of the
proposcd Goklen Pist pipefine. Speuﬁuﬂy;pmﬂonof&eﬁpahnodmﬂed on pkgo:3 of
102, Pernait No, 23620, Golden Pass Pipeling LP, theit cuts throtgh the LaBelle dres
stw.ﬂdNor&-SomhmdmuiﬂypctMtu LaBelle Road.

The filkowing objections to. s routing are sbmitted:

1. The proposod pipelines go'just East of the West Jefferon Co. Mimicipal Water .

Trenting Plant which is Jocated on FM 365 Just Weat of the LaBetle Road ntersection.
Should umﬂmuﬁwﬂbbp@hm&cmﬁmﬂmﬂyﬁoﬂmm
service, both domestic and Trewitter, trthe whols LaBelle srew sctved by the water plint,
Ahuofﬁemmmuﬂwwomﬂmm damage to homes sirttondig

the pipefine.

-2, The proposcd: pipelincs peas just to-the Wost of s rosidantial arex knowi: ey Delryridge.

They pass witkir foet of thet ytoperty which contains sbout 20 Snily dwellings. A
problerywith the pipelfies conki S divinge snd / or, deatriction of the homes and

‘infiiry and 'or death t the oocupants.

3, Appercatly no-worst case study bax been tds to.cvahusis the extent of damege and
destruction that migiit bo caused by faflute'of the pipeline and ticasures faken to
allevinte such damage: T wonld appear itiet & Schure off thé two 36™ netural gas plpelines
coitkd resulr o kifge cloud of neturel gas theit could qatch fire xud burn adiscent propesty
wmmﬁmnq&&nﬁwﬁﬂdxhamuﬁm“

Groups and Individuals

G14.1 See response to comments G2.1 through G2.5.

G14
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G141 Aj.a bome ownet in'the Deiryridge botising sron I wiild suggest the Hllowing
. T

{cont"d)
1. mwmmwwmmwmmmumm
areas indd the water plant,

2. Take s more:direct route North on the:plan described o page 3, permit 23620, still
1meetivg vwp-with the KM-TEXAS Pipeline interconnect site.

R " p ¢ uﬂlﬂj "’.lbmm.ﬂ &

Groups and Individuals

G4



PM-1

Comments from DEIS Public Comment Meeting
Starks, Louisiana
March 22, 2005

JAMES KIRKLAND

Thank you very much. My name is James Kirkland. I'm a business
agent for the boilermaker's union in Orange, Texas. We would like to
support this program as long as it's done safely and it supports local
pecple and local subcontractors and contractors. That's all | have to
say. Thank you.

PM-1

Public Meeting

Thank you for your comment.

PM



PM-2

PM-3

Comments from DEIS Public Comment Meeting
Sabine Pass, Texas
March 23, 2005

MR. JEFF HAYES

Good evening. I'm Jeff Hayes, president of Hayes Real Estate. |
have been, in the past, president of the economic development
corporation here, a Retall Merchants Association that has merchants
in it. 1 would just like to encourage you to move as fast as possible.
We, in this room, you, all of us, would not be here if it were not for
Spindletop, January the 10th, 1901. That discovery put this area on
the map, and this community is ready, willing and able to have the
fargest company in the world invest money that will benefit locally and
nationally and be a part of the energy for our national well-being and
defense.

{ would like to put as part of the record -- and if you-all have a
chance, look through this hook. It is titted The Height About
Hydrogen; The Fact and Fiction in the Race to Save the Climate.
And it is by a guy named Joseph Romm, R-o-m-m. Under President
Clinton, he was in charge of studying hydrogen. My take on this book
is it's about 50 vears off, so we better do something today for energy
in this country. Let's move as quickly as possible.

Thank you very much.

MR. WALTER ALMON

i'm Walter Almon. I'm the chairman of the Golden Triangle Business
Roundtable. | would like to say that Liquefied Natural Gas Facility is
important for the Golden Triangle from an economic standpoint. You
know that natural gas prices are high and they are going to remain
high for quite a number of years to come. And the U.S. economy,
in many facets, needs lower prices of natural gas.

To put the facility here would create 50-plus permanent jobs plus
a number of contractor jobs, construction jobs, initially. And these
jobs will remain to support this facility for many years to come. This
will also increase tax revenue {o the county. L.ower natural gas prices
are important for alf types of industries. One, in particular, in the
chemical industries, those that are very dependent on natural gas as a

Public Meeting
PM

PM-2 Thank you for your comment.

PM-3 Thank you for your comment.




PM-3

PM-4

Comments from DEIS Public Comment Meeting
Sabine Pass, Texas
March 23, 2005

MR. WALTER ALMON ({cont’d)

feedstock. It is critical to the competitive nature of these facilities to
have the lowest possible natural gas prices. The chemical plant that |
work at, for example, we have seen two units shut down permanently
within the last 4 years strictly due to high natural gas prices. Sowe
are very interested in a competitive

source for lower natural gas prices.

The Golden Pass facility will operate, { know, in a safe and
environmentally friendly manner and they will be a good neighbor for
the Golden Triangle. We in the Business Roundtable are very
supportive in a facility coming here and as soon as possible.

Thank you.

MR. STUART SALTER

Good evening. | am Stuart Salter. I'm a local business owner, but I'm
here today to speak as a local homeowner. 1 live at 3770 Dr. Martin
Luther King Drive in Port Arthur on Pleasure Island, some roughly 1
mile from where | am standing right now.

I'm here tonight to express my full support for the proposed
Golden Pass LNG project and to address the environmental impact
this facility will have on myseif and my family and our home.

| guess first | would like to address the noise issue. If you'll look
at your diagram in this wonderful scientific document you put together
for us in Section 4 Page 142 in your March, 2005, draft, it appears that
my house will be located some 50 yards from the location of your
noise sensitive area No. 5, over on Pleasure Island. We saw them set
it up and monitor it sometime back. So I'm about as close to that area
as you can get.

if you look at the Table 4.11.2 through 3, | have had a chance to
review the scientific data that you evaluated in there; and | agree with
FERC's assumption in conclusion that there would be no significant
adverse noise impact due to operation of this project.

Public Meeting

PM-4 Thank you for your comment.

PM



PM-4

Comments from DEIS Public Comment Meeting
Sabine Pass, Texas
March 23, 2005

MR. STUART SALTER {cont’d)

Now, if you-all could do something about the trucks that are coming
down 82 skirting the weigh stations on [-10, now, you could help us
with our noise probtem; but this doesn't appear to be an issue for us. |
think the differential was .07 or something like that; but trucks are our
problem, not this issue,

Let's talk about air quality. On Page ES5 under executive
summary, the Texas Counsel on Environmental Quality, which | think
most everyone around here knows is not what you would calt a
pushover agency here in the State of Texas, particularly those in
industry. They have already agreed to issue a conformity certificate
petitioned upon Golden Pass's planned emissions mitigation
measures and have concluded themselves that the LNG terminal
would be in general conformity with the state implementation plan,
something that many of area industries have spent tens of miltions of
dollars just here in the last few years towards a painting and they
continue to make progress towards. I'm thinking this is an excellent
opportunity to help us maintain good air quality, since TECQ has
already given it its blessings. So | don't see a problem there.

Let's talk about safety. On Page ES5 -- pardon me. Executive
Summary 8, you-all spent a lot of time evaluating the cryogenic
design, the terminal design, the safety systems, the thermal radiation
effects, flammable vapor hazards from accidents or attacks; and you
reviewed the LNG shipping experience, the structural design and
operational controls that will be imposed by our local Cost Guard.
And | spoke with the captain of the port yesterday. She confirmed this
for me, and our local Sabine Pass pilots, and they all confirm that a
vessel casualty is highly unlikely. Those are your words exactly. You
also evaluated the onshore LNG terminal containment failure
probability, and it was equally highly unlikely, and that the risk to the
public should be considered negligible at best. | agree with that.
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MR. STUART SALTER (cont’d)
Finally, | would like to address the issue that | believe many of my
friends and neighbors over on Lafitte's 1 and 2 on Pleasure island,
who I'm not too well liked by these days; but | do want to address it. |
think what they are mostly concerned about is the viewscape, what
they are going to see out their front door. And | can't find anything in
here that talks about viewscape because frankly | think that's an
opinion and not a scientific issue, but | can tell you my opinion on the
issue. When | look out my front door and | look down at the southeast
and | see those huge jacked up rigs down at Gabby's Dock, | see
employment and | see stability. When | look across a little further to
the east and | see the fleets of shrimp boais with the masses sticking
up in the air, | see a group of hardworking immigrants who have
worked for the betterment of their family and their future in the
community. When | look out to the west and | see that big thing
Primcore built -- | don't know what it does, but it has the red lights on
it, the warning don't run into it. It is that big -- | see a commitment, a
long-term commitment, and a significant investment in the future of
Port Arthur. And if you choose to approve Golden Pass LNG, what |
will see when | look across the ship channel to the south will be great
progress and prosperity for my city, for my county, for my family and
for every person in this room.
in conclusion, | just want to refer you to Page 1 of this draft
environmental impact statement. And it says, After revaluating
alternatives to the proposal, including system alternatives, alternative
sites for the LNG import terminal and pipeline aliernatives, after
reviewing all of that by your organization, Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, NOAA, U.S. Parks
and Wildlife and the United States Coast Guard, the staff concludes
that approval of the Golden Pass LNG Terminal and Pipeline project is
a good idea. | concur.

Thank you.
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MR. TEX CARTER

He is a hard act to follow. | didn't come prepared to talk tonight; but
after thinking about it, | spent 35 years in the construction industry and
this project is a world class project. The efforts that have gone into
the EIS, the draft EIS so far by FERC and ExxcnMobil and all the
other stakeholders in the project are pretty impressive. | have worked
in the construction industry all over the world; and after returning to
America and seeing how projects proceed and the screening activities
that have to go forward for a project to be built in the United States, it
is very impressive. And i suppose what | want to add to the mix is that
ExxonMobil's commitment to invest and to follow the
recommendations of the EIS represent commitments of one of the
leading operators in the world. | have worked with 80 clients. |
counted them in preparation for coming up here to talk. ExxonMobil
stands out as probably the most responsible corporate citizen of those
that | have worked with around the world. If they commit to doing this
project in the way that you folks have worked out, they will do it and
they will deliver those results. And | know that because they have
started working on contractors like my company to start getting in
position to deliver those results. And they have asked us a
tremendous number of questions and asked us to supply a
tremendous amount of information to show that we are prepared to
deliver the same kinds of commitments that they've made to the
community here and that they've made to you guys as they've
proceeded with the work. They've made a commitment to investin a
safe and responsible manner; and from what we see, this project will
be world class here in Southeast Texas.

Someone talked about the number of jobs that the project will
create or that the plant will create. | have worked in a lot of places
where you build world class projects of a size like this and project
literally create hundreds and thousands of jobs for a short term period
and it challenges the local economies to grow. [t challenges the
people to grow, to accept new training to understand today's methods
of constructing as opposed to yesterday's methods. And in order to
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MR. TEX CARTER (cont’d)

meet the requirements that are set out to this project, folks are going
to have to be trained. They are going to walk away from these
projects with a set of skills that they didn't have going into it. And that
will make a difference to this area. | have seen that. | have seen that
in the back waters of Thailand. | have seen it in Chile. | have seen it
even in Louisiana.

| better be careful walking out of here. But F'm serious about
that, the amount of training and the amount of effort that people put
into constructing world class projects today makes a big difference in
the lives of people.

'm scared now. | started out as a construction worker when Kay
and | graduated from high school here in East Texas. | have gotten to
do 35 years of construction around the world and it's been a wonderful
experience. I'm looking forward to that experience for people here
from Southeast Texas on this project. It will add to the economy. 1t
will improve their environment and it will give them a sense of
belonging to a world economy and to a global economy that they
might not have without the opportunity that this project presents.

Thank you.

FATHER SINCLAIR OUBRE

I'm Father Sinclair Cubre, and of the many tiles that brings me here
today, as | am the diocese and director for the Apostleship of the Sea
and work closely with the Port Arthur International Seafarers Center in
Port Arthur, Texas. Both the Apostleship of the Sea and the Port
Arthur International Seafarer's Center are caught up in pariicipating in
what is called Seafarer Welfare Activities. The city of Port Arthur,
which | was born an raised in, was founded by Arthur Stillwell in the
late 1800s when he had a vision of establishing a deepwater port to
move midwestern grain from Missouri and Kansas directly into the
Gulf and then sell it to the Europeans. And from that time, this has
always been a shipping and a seafarer's town.
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in the 1930s, Port Arthur supplied the first seafarer welfare facility
which was called the Seaman's Church Institute. And founded by
parishioners at the St. George Episcopal church and that continued into
the 1940s. During the second World War, we had two seafarer welfare
facilities. They were the United Seaman's Service, which was founded
at 201 Proctor Street and also the Negro Seafarer's Club which was on
Texas Avenue on the west side of Port Arthur.

In the 1970s, the Port Arthur International Seafarer Center itself
was founded and has continued in operation to this present day and
really becomes the focal point for seafarer welfare.

In the midst of this discussion about NG and the question about
seafarers and Catholic maritime ministry and Port Arthur's Seafarer
Center, it may raise a question as to where does i cross over. What
we do at the Port Arthur International Seafarer's Center is to take care
of the spiritual and temporal needs of the thousands of seafarers that
come. Inthe Port Arthur waterway way area alone, we see over 23,000
deep sea mariners. That doesn't include the traffic that goes north of
Port Neches in what we consider the Beaumont area. Those 23,000
seafarers come to us every year from around the world. And as they
come here, they have needs for transportation, communication with
their families, rest and relaxation and often shopping and taking care of
personal needs in that 24 or 36 or maybe, if they are lucky, two days of
time that they have ashore before they set out for sea again.

What we do, though, is not just sort of nice churchy things for the
welfare seafarers, because anyone who is an expert in regards to the
human factor in the maritime industry will know that 80 percent of the
casualties and fatalities that occur in the industry are caused by human
factors; and most of those are directly attributed to fatigue and low
morale. And I say that because, as we are discussing the LNG
programs, whether it is this one or the other twe other proposed
projects that are taking place, | am concerned at the lacuna in
discussion of anything that has to do with the seafarer welfare. When
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those ships come in, they will have probably 23 or more seafarers who
will be responsible for bringing those ships in safely, discharging them
safely and leaving safely. | know we're doing this a lot of times talking
about safety. We are not doing anything talking about the hurman
factors of the actual people who are going to be doing that work. And |
really see that the work of the Port Arthur's Searfarer Center and all
seafarer welfare agencies are going to have a significant impact on
improving the potential for safety so that a tired merchant mariner from
the Philippines is not going to cause a catastrophic problem in our
community because he is fatigued or he is suffering from low morale
because of his 8 to 10 months that he's been away from home.

The discussion of the LNG facilities make us tremendously
excited at the Apostleship of the Sea as well as the Port Arthur
International Seafarer Center because it gives us the opportunity to
reach out and to welcome tens of thousands more mariners into our
local community.

it will give us the opportunity to do more work to improve the
seafarer welfare, and this is in respect to the human factors and aiso to
improve those human factors that will so much improve safety. I'm truly
convinced that if we can waork with ExxonMobil and their planning and
working with the 1SPS code in regards to the safety of the facility, that
we will be able to alleviate what that may eventually see as a seafarer
problem and as an opportunity by partnering with us that we can, in
fact, enhance the seafarers' safety and weifare while being able to
partner together in regards to those issues that are brought up in the
International Ship and Port Security Code.

And then, finaily, the alternative to this present LNG fagility, |
really have tremendous questions about. The primary alternative is to
place it offshore. We are talking right now about shipping natural gas
fromn Katar, which has about a 28-t0-30-day voyage to this area,
discharge, turn around and go back to Katar. The average unlicensed
seafarer on these ships will be onboard for 8 to 10 months at a time.
That's the standard. They will be coming from places like Burma, the
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Philippines and India. They will leave their wives, families and children
to be onboard those ships for that long of a time. If the facility is
offshore, that means that they will never, in an 8-month period, see
anybody except their other 23 shipmates until they finally can get home.
This is a recipe for incredibly bad morale and also for a tremendous
amount of fatigue that up in this constant unbroken routine that takes
place there. And there is enough literature out there in the Intemational
Maritime Press in regards to human factor that can certainly base what
my point is here,

And the second point is, this is a simple situation of the security. |,
myself, am an able-bodied seafarer. 1do sail on U.S. Flag merchant
ships. | have come in and out of these areas and out of the Houston
areas. And what | know is that it is absolutely wide open in the Gulf of
Mexico. Coming up the fareways into Houston or Port Arthur, we are
always docking shrimp boats that are moving backwards and forwards.
If you put a facility out there, there is no way that you could secure that
facility because we are not going to have 24 hours a day, 7 days a week,
365 days armed Coast Guards patrolling around those facilities. There
may be one when the ship is out there, but they're not going to be there
all the time. So the opportunity for terrorist attacks or just foolish
accidents of shrimpers moving out there and running into the facility as
they are culling the shrimp on the back of the boat is out there. Certainly,
Captain Ellen Warner is here. She can certainly tell stories about trying
to hail shrimp boats when nobody is in the pilot house as they are sailing
through the middie of the fareways taking care of the shrimp on the back
deck.

So | don't see the alternative as anything that has any value, one,
for seafarer welfare because of the lack of any type of care or the
well-being of the seafarers in that situation nor as a security issue. So |
wanted to raise those concerris, and | do look forward to the opportunity
that we will begin to see 50, 60 more ships coming to Port Arthur in the
near future and we will be able to reach out to those seafarers and greet
them when they come.
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MR. CHET LLOYD

Good evening. | probably don't have a lot of new comments to add,
but | do have maybe a prospective on those comments from working
in the area. | work at the ExxonMobil refinery in Beaumont on a major
project, and | have actually been impressed working with the
ExxonMobil personnel there in terms of their attention to safety and in
terms of their attention to the community.

From a safety prospective, as a contractor working there, we
have actually been challenged and stretched quite a bit in our thinking
working with the ExxonMobil personnel. |n terms of working with the
community, we do quite a bit of work and we're very impressed with
the work we've done with the ExxonMobil team.

Several of those members who are on that team that we are
working with are assigned on this project also. So, | have high hopes
that on this project there will be a similar fransfer of safety and
commiunity involvement. The folks that | have met here with
ExxonMobil lead me 1o believe that we will have that same type of
impact.

For the area during construction, as | understand the project
right now, 1 believe somebody had mentioned hundreds and
thousands of jobs. | would say that during construction over a
three-year period through 2008 was mentioned; and I'm sure that in
the local content type of situation, we would probably have between a
thousand and 2,000 jobs potentially.

Also the impact, of course, is obvious in terms of operating the
unit. There is a secondary impact which another speaker had
mentioned, and that is the fact that a considerable amount of the
natural gas that will be coming in will be used in the local area and will
have impact on the refineries, including ExxonMobil's refinery and
other industries in the area, certainly helping the job situation down
here.

From the standpoint of working with ExxonMobil, we've been
very impressed with the job that they've done. We think that the
ExxonMobil LNG project will be very beneficial for the area and |
would like to give me vocal support to that.

Thank you.
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MR. DALL LANDRY

I'm Dall Landry, and | live at 3594 South MLK Drive, which is across
the ship channel from where ExxonMobil is proposing to build an LNG
terminal. On your Page ES4, you stated that there are no more
current proposals for residential development for any area within a
0.25 miles of the proposed LNG terminal. Well, that is not true. We
still have about 80 vacant lots over on Pleasure Island that the city of
Port Arthur sold us for residential homes. And when all of these are
built, there will be anywhere from 200 or better residents there. We
have a state park, thanks to Walter Humphrey, at the end of Pleasure
Island next to the causeway bridge.

And one thing | don't understand, we are in the city limits of Port
Arthur, We pay city taxes and we've been in the city of Port Arthur
ever since that Lafitte's Landing 1 and 2 was built. And how can you
say it is remote or rural? How can you be in a remote and rural area
living with inside the city limits of Port Arthur.

Also, homeland security lists LNG tankers as an enemy target;
and | think we all realize we are at war. With all of the oil and
chemical plants that we have in this area, do we need more targets for
the enemy? | don't think so. I'm against this being built, and this man
before me or ahead of me said something about the people on the
ships, if it was going oftshore, they would be away from home to long.
Well, as far as I'm concerned, that's the only place the LNG terminal
should be built is offshore.

Thank you for your time.

PM-8.1

PM-8.2

PM-8.3
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Comment noted. The Executive Summary and Section
4.8.2.1 of the final EIS has been revised to state that
additional residential lots are available for development
on Pleasure Island.

While there are residences within 1 mile of the
proposed site, they are not located within the densely
populated part of the city of Port Arthur.

Comment noted.

12




PM-g

Comments from DEIS Public Comment Meeting
Sabine Pass, Texas
March 23, 2005
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The fire protection system would utilize a variety of automatic,
manual fixed and portable systems and equipment tg fight fires,
Equipment ang systems would utilize water, dry chemicals, high
expansion foam, carbon dioxide for surface cooling, LNG vapor
control, LNG fire control and fire extinguishing. Access to fire water
would be provided by means of an exiensive of hydrants, fire
monitors, hose, reels iocated throughout the facility,

Thank you.

PM-
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MR. PHILIP LONG

Good evening. My name is Philip Long. I'm not nearly as well-spoken
or well-informed as some of the gentlemen here, and | concur with
most of their comments. | come tonight speaking in favor of the
proposed ExxonMobil LNG plant and representing the architects of
Southeast Texas as the current president of the Southeast Texas
Chapter of the American Institute of Architects.

I'm also standing in for Mrs. Barbara Mulroy, who is the
executive director of the Associated General Contractors of Southeast
Texas who is in unable to attend this evening because of medical
difficulties but sends with me her wholehearted support for this
project.

From my research, LNG has proven itself o be a safe clean
industry and has shown itself to be a good neighbor and a good
employer. The positive impact of the construction of this facility will be
far-reaching and longlasting for our entire region. I'm convinced that
construction of the LNG facility will be good for economic development
in Scutheast Texas and will be good for diversity for the local and
regional economy. lt will be goad for the growth of peripheral
businesses created as a result of the project. And it will be good for
job creation and retention in our region,

Representing those | previcusly mentioned, we wholeheartedly
support the construction of the onshore LNG Terminal proposed to be
built at Sabine Pass and hope the Commission will look favorably
upen it also.

Thank you.
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Hi. Well, at the last meeting that you-all had at the Holiday Inn, there
was a young man there that was from Lake Charles and he spoke for
the Lake Charles LNG facility. Well, my husband and | have been to
Lake Charles and we have driven all around the area where the LNG
plant is. There is not one home visible anywhere in that area, none in
close proximity. This is all industrial. And we deserve the same
consideration, and that's why we have asked that you put this facility
offshore. That would be a good place to have it in the event of a
hurricane. You can't smell if. You can't see it. So, you know, nobody
on the East Coast wants LNG. Nobody on the West Coast wants it.
Mobile, Alabama, didn't want it; and said no thank you to ExxonMobil.
And [ think there was some talk about Corpus Christi. And | think we
are your last hope. And so, you know, if you had a home that was on
Pleasure Island and nobody in this audience but the few people that
are sitting here do; but | can telt you that not one of you would want
your home built across from it except for maybe Stuart. But we are
not for it, and it would be a great boom to us if y'all would just
consider putting it offshore.

Thank you.

PM-11
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The Trunkline LNG terminal is located adjacent to an
industrial plant with the nearest residence located about
3,800 feet east. Alternative facility locations are
addressed in section 3.3 of the EIS. Offshore
alternatives have been evaluated in section 3.2.2 of the
EIS.
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MS. LEANN EWING

I'm a property owner on the south end of Pleasure Island at 3630
Martin Luther King. | have voiced my opposition to the ExxonMobil
permitting process of the LNG facility at Golden Pass on several
occasions, and | have written numerous letters to that regard. [t is my
contention and my opposition of this facility due to the proximity of this
location to residents on the south end of Pleasure Island.

{ know in the report it states that there are 33 residents that
would be affected by this, and I'm not even considered one of those
yet as | have not built a permanent residence. That building and
structure is pending on the outcome of this permitting process. And |
believe that there are many others on the south end of Pleasure Island
that are waiting to see the outcome of this process to see whether or
not they are going to build a home on the south end of Pleasure
Island.

it was the intent of Congress and our legislature to have these
facilities in remote settings. My neighbors are 1,700 feet from this
facility. My property for my family and myseif that | have committed
our resources, our hard work and a financial commitment {o are less
than a half mile. The Golden Pass facility, | don't believe that the
DEIS has taken into consideration the latest report that was issued by
Sandia which talked about the one-mile radius of -- the minimum
radius for exclusion zones and safety zones, one mile. That involves
myself, and numerous of my neighbors are within that one-mile
setting. So | urge FERC and our legislature and those that are so pro
LNG to think about the remote settings and those exclusion zones that
relate directly to safety considerations.

it appears to me that FERC and ExxonMobil are attempting to
push this through for approval before the pending petition to the U.S.
Coast Guard regarding the marine exclusion zones. At this time,
there are no such exclusion zones. | recommend that you deny this
permit and that ExxonMobil needs to actively engage in seeking
alternative sites. Please consider the one-mile radius exclusion zones
as reported in the Sandia report.

Thank you.
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PM-12.1 Comment noted.

PM-12.2 We received a number of commenis which mentioned that
Congress passed legislation on the need to site LNG
facilities in remote locations. The comments refer to the
Pipeline Safety Act of 1979 (PL96-129, November 30, 1979}
which directed the Secretary of Transporation to issue
minimum safety standards for determining the locaticon,
design, installation, construction, initial inspection and initial
testing of any new LNG facility. Section 6(d) of the Pipeline
Safety Act listed several factors to consider in prescribing the
rules, including “(F) the need to encourage remote siting.”

On January 30, 1980, DOT issued the final rule that
established Federal Safety Standards for LNG Facilities.
Part 193.2057 requires the establishment of thermal
exclusion zones around the facility and Part 193.2059
requires flammable vapor dispersion exclusion zones in
order to protect people who live or work near the facllity. The
DOT stated that the safety advantages of “remote siting”
were essentially obtained by compliance with the exclusion
Zone provisions, but without incurring such potential
drawbacks as poor positioning relative to existing pipelines,
gas markets, or navigational needs.

The draft EIS incorporated the results of the Sandia Report
(December 2004) for the hazard areas from a range of
intentional breach scenarios. However, the hazard areas
should not be misconstrued as defining an exclusionary
zone, rather they provide guidance for the development of
operating restrictions for LNG ship movements in the ship
channels, as well as for establishing potential impact areas
for emergency response and evacuation planning.

PM-12-3 Golden Pass will be required to comply with any new
applicable Coast Guard regulations or guidance before
beginning operation of the LNG terminal. As previously
explained, the hazard distances in the Sandia Report are for
developing operating restrictions and not exclusion zones.
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On February 15, 2005, the following letter was sent {o the Attorney
General of the State of Rhode Island, the Honorable Patrick C. Lynch,
from Captain David L. Scott, Chief Office of Operating Environmental
Standards, United States Coast Guard.

i quote, "In response to your letier of February 1st, 2005,
regarding the petition of the City of Fall River, Massachussetts,
Seeking to Promulgate Regulations Establishing Exclusion Zones for
LNG Marine Transportation, Docket USCG2004-19615, we will
reopen the comment period for 60 days. As per your letter, you
indicated that there is ongoing Threat Analysis being conducted by
Mr. Richard Clarke. | would like to take this opportunity to formally
request a copy of this report upon its release," end quote.

In his letter, the Commander, John Cushing, United States
Coast Guard, United States Department of Transportation, Attorney
General Lynch says, quote, "These economic trends have coincided
with the most unprecedented challenges to ever affect our nation.
The evenis of September 11, 2001, and the unfolding War on
Terrorism. Despite these unprecedented threats to the security of the
United States, no regulations exist to adequately safeguard the public
from the risk associated with the trends of LNG supertankers through
coastal waterways along populated communities. With all due
respect, the time is long over due for the federal government to take
decisive action to secure the homeland by promulgating regulations
that establish marine exclusion zones for LNG tanker operations.
While public safety risks and consequences associated with a breech
of a LNG supertanker far exceed the consequences of a spill within an
earthen dike around the environment...While the industry purports that
it has enjoyed an impeccable safety record, the Coast Guard and
FERGC - my addition, must consider the biased source of the
representations as well as the following incidents where LNG
supertankers were involved in grounding, accidents and episodes of
human error. They are as follows:

Public Meeting
PM

PM-13.1 The EIS has identified the incidents involving
LNG vessels over the past 25-plus years, but
notes that no cargo containment failures resulted.
The EIS also reviews the proposed facifity with
respect to the Skikda incident and makes
recommendations to control potential fault paths.
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plate . The Polenger, April 1979- ENG spill caused cracking of steel

Mastf’:lfa Ben Boulaid, no date given - failure of check valve
and release of gas.

3. El Paso Paul Kayser, June, 1979, a grounding with extensive
bottom damage.

4. LNG Libia, October, 1980 - grounding, Japan.

5. LNG Taurus, December 1980 - grounding, Japan.

6. Isabella, June 1985 - LNG cargo tank overflow.

7. The Tellier, February, 1989 - blown from its docking berth in
Skikda, Algeria.

8. The Normand Lady, November, 2002 - struck by the nuclear
submarine USS Oklahoma City.

So you see, accidents do happen. History demonstirates that
even during the pre 9/11 era, the LNG marine industry has had
multiple close calls in terms of potential catastrophe. If anything, the
history of accidents merely indicates that the .NG marine industry has
been lucky so far. In Algeria, they were not so lucky a year ago when
a leak caused an explosion that killed 22 people.

It is clear that the industry is requesting that it be granted carte
blanche discretion and the right to continue operating as if the War on
Terrorism never began. Simply because there have been no related
deaths or disasters yet within the confines of our nation or federal
waters does not excuse the federal government from proactively
protecting citizens through the establishment of sensible regulations
for marine safety zones," end quote. How | wish that our elected
officials, both local and state had acted so honorably as did this man.

Again, as | have said before in your presence, | request that the
government establish definitions for remote siting of LNG terminals
and establish 1,600 meters or one mile according to the Sandia report
for safety zones around these supertankers...meaning terminals
cannot be built in areas close to highways, homes, commercial
establishments, parks or recreational areas. People are to important.

PM-13.2

Public Meeting
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There are petitions before DOT concerning remote
siting of LNG terminals and before the Coast
Guard concerning exclusion zones around the
LNG ships. See response to comment PM-12.2.
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The conservation law foundation in its letter to FERC on January
21st says, Relying upon scientific analysis in the Sandia/DOE report,
CLF concludes that a minimum safety zone extending a radius 1,600
meters from the tankers navigation path should be the standard nor
LNG terminal sites. The report presents strong evidence supporting a
safety zone of this size, reflecting the risk that a large scale fire could
cause second degree burns at a distance of up to one mile." The
national promulgation of regulations establishing thermal and vapor
dispersion exclusion zones for marine spills will contribute to a more
reasonable process for early evaluation of the feasibility of LNG import
terminals. If ensuring the security of the tankers and protecting life and
property while tankers are in transit or berthed at a proposed terminal,
would involve measures acceptabie to the public, then no one need
waste time debating or processing an application for that location.
Again, | request FERC to define remote siting and to establish marine
safety zones concerning human habitation and safety.

The second point | would like to make tonight is that according
to scientists working with other anti-LNG homeowners around the
naticn, FERC has failed to apply correct mathematical procedure for
determination of exclusion zones contained in the draft environmental
impact statement. | request to see the mathematical for determining
the zones for Golden Pass LNG. FERC has yet to respond to any
request by anyone involved asking to review the formulas and
procedures for the tables on Pages 4-173 and 4-174. [ befieve that
applying the correct data would indicate the need for larger distances
to be included in these zones; and, by implication, federal law requires
that if these exclusion zones are incorrectly applied, then they may be
incorrectly applied to other LNG terminals in the permitting process
around the nation or to those that have already been permitted. This
should be a public record policy of FERC and their engineers.

PM-13.3

PM-13.4
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See respense to Comment PM-12.2. The DOE
Sandia Report provided hazards for a range of
accidental and intentional breach scenarios, but
they shoutd not be misconstrued as defining an
exclusionary zone.

These exclusion zones are calculated agcording
to the methodology and approved computer
model programs that meet the requirements in
49 CFR 193.2057, 49 CFR 193.2059, and
Sections 2.2.3.2, 2.2.3.3, and 2.2.3.4 of NFPA
59A. Inputs used in the model are atmospheric
conditions, size and material of sumps and
impoundments, and process design parameters.
FERC staff has verified that these inputs are
correct and that the mode! has been used

properly.
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MS. SHIRLEY MCGUIRE (cont’'d)

Thirdly, the according to the Clean Air Task Force in the
Beaumont Enterprise newspaper, the Jefferson County metro area
ranked No. 1 in the nation for deaths linked to diesel soct per 100,000
adults, according to a study released on Tuesday, February 22nd of
this year. Southeast Texas' soot sources include ships. A May, 2002,
EPA report linked long-term diesel engine exhaust exposure to lung
cancer and other respiratory health problems. Dieset exhaust
contains pollutants including formaldehyde and benzene. The Clean
Air Task Force study established that in 1999 diesel soot contributed
to 59 premature deaths, over a thousand asthma attacks and 58 heart
attacks in Jefferson County alone. The study also established that the
average lifetime diesel soot cancer risk for Jetferson County residents
is one in 845, almost 1,200 times greater than the EPA’s acceptable
cancer leve! of one in one million. Of course, you kKnow that the main
source of ozone pollution around LNG terminals is due to diesel
emissions from both the supertankers themselves and the huge tugs
that will be accompanying them into the channel and while offloading -
the gas. If any of you are curious as to what it feels like to have an
asthma attack or what it is like to have chronic obstructive pulmonary
disease due to nothing you have overily done in your life but live in
this area over a period of time, let me help you out. Just take a few
deep breaths and hold it for as long as you ¢an, then without expelling
that air in your lungs, try taking another deep breath and anocther and
another. You will find you feel as if your chest is about 1o explode and
you quickly find that your outlook on environmental poliution has
changed dramatically. Southeast Texas does not need more ozone
problems. And, further, the purchasing of credits from neighboring
counties is an absurd game of card shuffling.

PM-13.5
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We believe this comment refers to a newspaper summary
of a study commissioned by the Clean Air Task Force
(CATF). This study estimated the local impacts of directly
emitted diesel particutate matter (soot) based on emissions
estimates from 1999 and used models to generate
estimates of various health impacts and risks. The study
was conducted at a county level and yielded estimates of
health impacts on the state, county, and metropelitan area
levels. Itis important to remember that the results of the
CATF study are only estimates and that they are based on
predicted concentration levels and on assumptions about
how various health effects and risks are associated with
fine particulate {PM, ;) concentration levels.

The CATF report ranks Jefferson County, Texas, the
location of the proposed Project, as 8 out of 3,109
counties in terms of modeled risks associated with diesel
soot emissions. The statistics cited for Jefferson County
concerning various possible heaith effects, including
premature death, asthma attacks, non-fatal heart attacks,
were not “established” as asserted but were predicted
based on 1999 PM, ; emissions in Jeiferson County. The
study did not anatyze actual morbidity or mortality data for
Jefferson County or even actual ambient air quality data for
the area.

The EPA has established NAAQS for six common air
pollutants (referred to as criteria pollutants), including PM, .
NAAQS are established from health-based criteria based
on a review of available studies involving the
epidemiological and toxicological effects of criteria
polintants, Primary NAAQS are set to protect human heaith
with an adequate margin of safety to protect sensitive
populations, such as children, the elderly, asthmatics, etc.,
from deleterious public health effects. Secondary NAAQS
are set to protect against welfare effects, such as effects on
vagetation, ecosystems, visibility, climate, and manmade
materials such as buildings and moruments. The NAAQS
are reviewed periodically (generally every 5 years) and
revised, if appropriate, based on new information that has
become availabie. 20
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PM-13  Ms. SHIRLEY MCGUIRE (cont'd)
PM-13.5 (cont'd)

A review of actual PM, ; menitaring data collectad in the counties comprising the Beaumont-Port Arthur area (Jefferson, Orange, and Hardin Counties) shows that all PM, ; monitors
in the area are measuring PM, ; concentrations that are below the corresponding NAAQS established by EPA for PM, .. Summaries of actual measured PM, ; levels from 2001
through 2003 at monitors in the Beaumont-Port Arthur area were included in the draft EIS, A review of available data for 2004 continues to show actual measured PM,
concentrations in the Beaumont-Port Arthur area are below the NAAQGS.

On April 5, 2005, the designations of the air quality status of areas with respect to the NAAQS for PM,  went into effect. These designations were based primarily on state and
federal review of actual measured PM, ; concentrations. In establishing the boundaries of areas not mesting standards, other facters including emissions of PM, ; and precursors,
population, commuting patterns, and expected growth were considered. Although EPA has estimated that roughly one In thres individuals fiving in the U.S. is at risk of
experiencing PM, ; related health effects, those areas classified as nonaftainment (i.e., not in attainment with standards) for PM, ; are scattered throughout the eastern U.S., in
Southern California, and in northwestern Montana. There are no areas in Texas, including Jefferson County and the Beaumont-Port Arthur area, that have been designated as
nenattainment with respect to the PM, s NAAQS. By these designations, EPA has found that air quality for PM, . is within acceptable levels in the Project area.

The lifetime diesel soot cancer risk for Jefferson County has not been “established” by the CATF study. Again, these estimates were based on predicted concentrations from 1969
emissions and on assumptions about how cancer risk is associated with PM, ; concentration levels. The referenced May 2002 EPA report found that diesel engine exhaust was
judged to be a probable human carcinogen with the lung as the targst organ and was likely to be carcinogenic in humans by inhalation at occupational and envirenmental exposure
levels. However, epidemiclogical studies have shown only generally small increases in lung cancer relative risk (between 1.2 and 1.5) for occupational exposure at levels far
greater than those that would generally be experienced via environmental exposure. Further, the EPA study concluded that “analyses indicate that lifetime cancer risk may exceed
105 and could be as high as 109 (i.e., between 1 in 1,000 and 1 in 100,000) and that “considering the assumptions used and the uncertainties, lower risk is possible and a zero
risk cannot be ruled out.” The risks identified in the studies were based on exposure to emissions from diesel engines built prior to the mid 1680s. As newer and cleaner diesel
engines are incorporated in the fleet and as cleaner diesel fuels are brought into wider use, it is expected that any associated risks from diesel exhaust would decrease. Estimated
cancer risks from the

CATF study must also be considered within the context of other risks. For example, the CATF report acknowledges that the California Air Resources Board has estimated the
expected lifetime rate of cancer from all causes to be about 200,000 to 250,000 cases per million people, or approximately one case in every four to five pecople. These risk levels
far outweigh those cited.

This comment identifies ships as one of the sources of soot emissions in Southeast Texas. Data obtained from EPA’s AIRDATA database shows that in 1999, PM, , emissions
fram Jefferson County were dominated by the miscellaneous source category (comprising fugitive dust emissions, miscellaneous smali combustion sources, and agricultural and
forestry activities), which accounted for 54 percent of PM, ; emissions. Industrial fuef combustion was the next largest category, accounting for 23.6 percent of the county’s PM,
emissions. Off-highway vehicles (non-road gasoline vehicles, non-road diesel vehicles, aircraft, marine vessels, railroads, and others) were next with 14.2 percent of the PM,;
emissions in the county. Marine vessels accounted for 85.6 percent of the PM, ; emissions in the off-highway vehicle category and for 12.2 percent of PM, ; emissions in the
county. Therefore, marine vessels accounted for less than one-eighth of the PM, ; emissions in Jefferson County in 1999. Even if It Is assumed that ak of the potential 13.6 tons
per year of LNG ship PM,, emissions associated with the Project (from main propulsion engines and on-board generators for vessels transiting and at the slip) and that all of the
potential 2.2 tons per year of PM,, emissions from tug assist vehicles are new emissions and are all in the form of PM, ,, the annual total of 15.8 tons per year would represent less
than 1.5 percent of the marine vesset PM, ; emissions from Jefferson County in 1999 and only about 0.18 percent of the tfotal 1999 PM, ; emissions from the county. Therefore,
PM, ; emissions from marine vessels associated with this Project would have an insignificant effect on the level of emissions of PM, ; from Jefferson County.
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PM-13  MS. SHIRLEY MCGUIRE (cont’d)
PM-13.5 {cont'd)

This comment asserts that the main source of ozone pollution near LNG terminals is diesel engine emissions from LNG ships and tug assists. This is simply not true, Ozone is not
directly emitted to the atmosphere in any significant amounts by marine vessels or other sources. Rather, ozone is formed in the lower atmosphere as a result of photochemical
reactions involving emissions of NO, and VOCs, the precursor pollutants for ozone formation. These reactions typically oceur over many hours and over hundreds of kilometers, so
that the effect of emissions of NO, and VOC emissions on ozone concentrations may rot be discerned for many hours and may accur weli beyond the local area where the
emissions originated. Emissions of NO, or VOCs from LNG ships and tug assist vessels near LNG terminals would not necessarily be expected to increase focat ozone
concentrations; in fact, emissions of NO, can under certain circumstances (where the atmosphere is characterized by high NQ, concentrations) lead to decreases in local ozone
production rates or ozone concentrations.

Ozone formation is a regional phenomenon. The potential emissions of NO, from marine vessels associated with this Project represent less than 3 percent of the 1999 Jefferson
County NO, emissions. The potential emissions of VOC from marine vessels associated with this Project represent only about 0.3 percent of the 1999 Jefferson County VOC
emissions. Therefore, marine vessel emissions associated with this Project would not cause any significant increase in ozone precursor emissions from Jefferson County.

Potential increases of NO, emissions associated with the Project are being mitigated to some extent and have otherwise been analyzed with respect to their potential effect on ozone
tevels in the Beaumont-Port Arthur ozone nonattainment area. For example, the calculated potential marine vessel NO, and VOGC emissions assocliated with the Project were
provided to the TXCEQ along with a request that the emissions be included in regionat ozone aftainment modeling being conducted for the State implementation Plan. The modeling
that was conducted demonstrated that the marine vessel emissions of NO, and VOC would not interfere with plans to bring the Beaumnont-Port Arthur area into compliance with the
NAAQS for ozone.

The potential emissions of NO, from stationary sources associated with the proposed Project would be completely offset. Golden Pass has agreed to purchase and retire 48 tons of
NO, emission reduction credits prior to commencement of operations. This would completely offset the potential annual NO, emissions of 47.7 tons per year from stationary sources
at the terminal. Golden Pass has also agreed to additional conditions that would help to mitigate emissions associated with the Project.

Contrary o the assertion that the purchase of emission reduction credits from neighboring counties constitutes “an absurd game of card shuffling,” the purchase and retirement of
emission reduction credits would ensure that the offsetting of stationary source NO, emissions from the Project would be enforceable, permanent, quantifiable, real, and surplus.
The emission reduction credits may come from Jefferson County or from another county {Orange County or Hardin County) that is part of the Beaumont-Port Arthur ozone
nenattainment area. Allowing for the emission reduction credits to come from anywhere within the same nonattainment area is consistent with TXCEQ regulations and recognizes
the regional nature of ozone formation.

22



PM-13

13.6

Comments from DEIS Public Comment Meeting
Sabine Pass, Texas
March 23, 2005

MS. SHIRLEY MCGUIRE (cont'd)

Fourth, using the government's own Sandia National Laboratory
measurement of a 1,600 meter safety zone, it would encompass,
among others, the McGuire, Cooper, Gripp, Wyble, Henderson,
Landry, Bosarge, Salter Dike, Coleman, Ewing, Woolsey, Bodin,
Gaudet, Turner, Adair, Mills, Thorpe, and Kent homes, already
purchased and/or built on fand that they bought before knowing or
having any idea that a significant detrimental impact in their lives
would be built directly across the ship channel from their property.
Concerning a marine spill, the 1,600 BTU per square feet per hour flux
level is associated with an exposed person experiencing burns within
about 30 seconds. At 3,000, an exposed person experiences burns
within 30 seconds -- excuse me, A 3,000 exposed person would
experience within 10 seconds, and a wooden structure would not be
expected to burn and affords protection to a sheltered person. A
10,000 BTU per square feet per hour, clothing and wood can ignite
spontaneously. Let me translate this for you: What you are saying is
how quickly we will burn up in the event of a catastrophe. We are all
within a 800 to 1,000 feet of the middie of the ship channel.

What plans do you have for our evacuation in the event of a large spill
accompanied by high winds from the southeast? A magic carpet?
Surely you ¢an't mean we can evacuate by means of our internal
combustion engines? Going to issue us some thermal protective
clothing and gear like firefighters wear? Do we wear them instead of
pajamas? How would we be warned? How do we live with this kind
of situation hanging over our every move every day and night. At high
wind speeds, the fire bends over in a pool fire situation and can easily
extend over Highway 82 and over homes on the south end of the
Pleasure Isfand, the homes and the people | mentioned above.

PM-13.6
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The emergency response plans are normally
prepared at the later stages of the construction
period when the operating and maintenance
procedures are being finalized and the staff
functions defined. However, the EIS recognizes
the importance of this issue and recommends
that emergency evacuation routes be developed
prior to construction.

We have recommended that Golden Pass
prepare an Emergency Response Plan and
develop emergency evacuation routes for the
LNG terminal site as well as along the route of
the LNG vessels. These plans would be
deveioped in consultation with the local
emergency officials. Golden Pass would be
required to complete these plans and file them
with the FERC before commencement of
service. Additionally, before placing the LNG
terminal in operation, Golden Pass would be
required to prepare emergency procedures
manuals as required by the DOT’s regulations in
48 CFR 193.2509 and submit its Operations
Manual and Emergency Manual to the Coast
Guard Captain of the Poni, Port Arthur as
required in 33 CFR 127.0189.

Also see response to PM-12.2.
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MS. SHIRLEY MCGUIRE (cont’d)
We were here first. ExxonMobil, you can go offshore or go remote.
FERC and ExxonMobil, you have spent countless dollars and hours
on the DE!S, especially concerning benthic invertebrates; the
mosduito fish, the hardhead catfish, and the brown shrimp,
environmental habitats and wetlands. How about spending a little
more time and effort on human beings. Establish marine safety
zones, define remote, let our scientists and engineers review the
safety zone formulas and stop letting businesses control the process.
Respectfully submitted today. Thank you.

MR. TOM HENDERSON

Good evening. My name is Tom Henderson. | am the city counsel
member with the City of Port Arthur. The council, after the very first
reception that ExxonMobit held, went on record as endorsing this
project. The environmental impact statement that was issued by
FERC seems to help put to rest a number of issues or concerns that
have been raised regarding this project; not all of them, but most. |
would like to briefly cite some of the statements contained in this
report. For the benefit of those who may not have read this EIS or
possibly made it for the record here.

One, it states the construction and operation of the proposed
Golden Pass terminal and pipeline project would have minimal effect
on geologic resources. And, further, overall project impacts are not
expected to substantially affect local wildlife or wildlife population
movements. Also, we conclude that the LNG terminal would be in
conformity with the Texas State Implementation Plan. Also, the risk to
the public from accidental causes should be considered negligible. So
we concluded that there is no practical alternative sites which meet
the project purpose and that offer a clear environmental advantage. In
ather words, this was the best site that could have been chosen. And
irt their major conclusion, FERC states that with the adoption of its
suggested litigation measures, that the already minimal environmental
impact would be substantially reduced.

Public Meeting

PM-14 Thank you for your comment.

PM
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MR. TOM HENDERSON (cont’'d)

Hopefully, this FERC report will help get this project on the fast track.
The Port Arthur city council counsel stands ready to assist Goliden
Pass in any way possible to facilitate this project.

You know, we in the City of Port Arthur, we have lived in the
shadow of these refineries for a hundred years. We have been willing
to exchange any of the dangers that might be involved for the jobs that
these industries provided, understanding that there is no such thing as
being 100 percent safe. In terms of safety, this project is very much
less dangerous than other area industries. It is less polluting and
more environmentally friendly than the existing industries that we
already have. The Port Arthur city council give this project our
wholehearted support.

Thank you very much.

MR. ANTHONY VALENTINE

Good evening. I'm Anthony "Val" Valentine. I'm the business manager
for the Pipefitters Local 195 here in Beaumont, Port Arthur and
Orange and surrounding areas. | represent approximately 1,300
members and their families that reside mainly in this area and the
surrounding areas as well. | undersiand there has been an exireme
amount of controversy pro and con on the construction of this
particutarly large and potentially dangerous project, due mainly to the
fact that it is to be built across the channel from the Pleasure island
neighborhood. 1 believe we can all see these concerned citizens'
point. With that said, | also believe that with organized labotrers
present on this project that it would be built with the most
highly-skilled, highly-qualified local work force available to man.
Therefore, eliminating any possible questions or concerns that may be
raised in regard to the construction of this project.

Public Meeting

PM-15 Thank you for your comment.

PM
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MR. ANTHONY VALENTINE (cont’d)
in light of what happened just today in Texas Cily, let's never believe
that something can't happen. | would again like to point out that with
organized laborers' involvement in the construction of this project that
we will be here not only during the construction phase but when the
first ship is unloaded and the first switch is flipped to start this
tremendous process. We live here. We pay taxes here. We vote
here. We attend church here, and our children attend school here.
Thank you.

MR. TYRELL WOOL.SEY

My name is Tyrell Woolsey, 3634 South MLK. I didn't come real
prepared tonight. | don't have anything really written. |left my
glasses at home, but -- and | think Shirley McGuire prefty much
already said pretty much everything 1 wanted to say. But I'm here to
show my opposition, along with the other residents of Pleasure Island,
except for one. And I've talked here at these meetings before and |
have written to FERC before, so I'm not going to go over everything
that | said before. But the human safety aspect is what 'd like 1o
reiterate on tonight in having an LNG facility move next to a residential
neighborhood.

You know, when Spindletop came and when the refineries were built,
people chose to move next to them. Well, | moved to Pleasure Island
to be on Sabine Lake and not next to an LNG facility. And | agree we
need this source of energy and we need to move fast. But -- well, |
don't have my glasses; but this particular --

We need to move fast on this, but this particular facility needs to
be moved away from residential areas. You know, we need to have
more industries like this; but they need to be in more remote locations,
such as the Cheniere facility is in a remote and the Lake Charles
facility is.

Thank you very much.

Public Meeting

PM-16 Thank you for your comment.

PM
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MR. EVAN FORD

Hello. My name is Evan Ford and | am also a resident on Pleasure
Istand. This is my first meeting with regard to this. And | decided |
better come and make myself heard after reading all of these pages in
this book. |find it a little insulting that interest groups can put things to
light like people's lives, their investments and their properties. When
we are referred to as a view shed and there is only 19 people here, 19
houses. And, by the way, | wasn't on the list that they submitted as
those that might burn up i the thing did blow up. So we can get me
on there as well.

And | have quite a few -- | can understand how certain groups
and people think this is a good thing. ExxonMobil don't have any
relationship with the company. Fm surprised that a company who
claims to be as forthright and as upstanding as they are takes the
policy of: Well, what we'll do is we'll go out and request about 10 of
these permits and whoever puts up the least resistance is probably
where it's going to go. If there are legitimate problems with LNG -- by
reading, again, all of this stuff in here, | find lots of inconsistencies
where we have various different vapor zones, you know, anywhere
from -- according to the FERC's conclusion, they are establishing it at
about 900 feet based on 42 degrees temperature, 45 percent humidity
and 18 mile an hour wind. Has there ever been a day like that in
Sabine? Certainly not in the summer.

{ am an acting engineer. Don't practice in engineering; but, you
know, gases are very volatile and | have a feeling that, as we can see
from these various different Sandia reports, even in the EIS studies
from the '79 Calcasieu they established that this zone of safety at
3,595 feet, the 2001 Quest Consultants did a study for the Depariment
of Energy. They declared it at 770 feet. And then in the EIS for the
Yukon Pacific LNG, they established the rate at 3.3 miles. So there is
obviously not a lot of good information with regard to the safety zones
for this type of a project.

PM17.1

PM17.2

PM17.3
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The residences on Pleasure Island are referenced in
section 4.8.2.1, as well as residences west and south
of the site (see Figure 4.8.2-1 of the EIS).

The thermal radiation and flammable vapor hazards
are based on the atmospheric conditions that produce
worst case scenarios defined by 49 CFR part 193 and
NFPA 59A for the onshore facility. The past
occurrence of these atmospheric conditions has been
determined from histotical weather data.

The various distances referred to by the commenter
are the results from different computer models and
analyses used to calculate a “worst case” scenario for
various conditions and do not reflect current modeling
methodology applied to this project. These distances
represent the potential thermal radiation hazards from
an LNG spill on water should not be misconstrued as
defining a safety or exclusion zone similar to the
onshore reguirements. Rather, the transient and
temporary hazard areas provide guidance in
developing the operational restrictions on LNG vessel
movements. . The EIS presents worst-case
scenarios for marine spills in 4.13.5, as revised with
the intentional breach scenarios from the December
2004 Sandia Report, to provide guidance on the
maximum extent of potential hazards. FERC staff
uses the methodology of the ABSG Study as a
conservative approach to estimating the
consequences of LNG spills on water.
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MR. EVAN FORD (cont'd)

| don't see the rush. You know, if ExxonMobil needs this gas so
bad, you know, at their facilities, which appears to be a major concern
here, the fact that the No. 1 reason for having this plant in this area is
because they have a Beaumont facility where they are intending to
use this gas; and | suppose that's a nice competitive advantage. And
I'm deducting that from the fact that several of these other locations
were not approved because they were too far away from this
particular area.

And, again, all of this stuff is in this book here. I'm surprised that
in a city like Port Arthur where you have a population leaving your
market, where you have substandard employment rates and you have
tower than Texas average job payments, way lower than Texas
average real estate values, I'm just curious why that is. | think that is
because of the amount of industry and the amount of risk associated
in living in these industrial areas.

| bought built my house on Pleasure Island because it was away
from that kind of thing. There is not a lot of Gulf Coast property left
along the coast. We are having lots of wetland deterioration. We are
having erosion problems. Lots of different various issues. We are
having some fish problems. You know, all of the coastal conservation
associations and everybody are fighting to keep our environment the
way it is. And we certainly don't need anymore of this particular type
of activity.

It states, again in the report, that we're going to lose some 300
acres of wetlands, destroy 2,000 acres of wildlife habitat. We're going
to hurt the wildlife and the migratory birds. We're going to destroy
aquatic resources from the dredge work. We're going to impair the
central fish habitat. We're going to threaten 15 elected state species
of which have a low priority or a low percent that these things might
exist here. But we are going to create 80 new jobs, and 60 new jobs
is great. |think there is 20 or 25 working at McDonald's. So | don't
understand what that is going to do for the economy.

Public Meeting
PM

PM-17.4 Thank you for your comment. Project impacts
on various resources and mitigation are
described in section 4 of the final EIS.

28



PM-17
17.4
{cont’d)

Comments from DEIS Public Comment Meeting
Sabine Pass, Texas
March 23, 2005

MR. EVAN FORD (cont’d)

| do understand that this thing would generate a nice bit of work for the
short term. And I'm sure that the area and the community could use
that, but | don't believe that that is a good reason or a good enough
reason based again on this particular report to have this thing built,
The safety concerns are very high. 1think there is probably a ot of
good people. You have the pipers’ people here. You've got the
firefighters. And these people are all good qualified people who
probably need work. | wouldn't dispute that fact. But to endanger
people's fives to do it, | don't believe is right. There is just not enough
research on the safety zones for this project.

BP had an explosion today at their gasoline plant in Texas City
where quite a few people were killed. I'm sure they have all kinds of
nice regulations in that industry as well, but you still have people and
things stilt happen. There is probably no study based on the fact of
what an airplane will do to the World Trade Center. Nobody in their
right mind would have ever had to calculate the fact that that thing
could come tumbling down, but it did. These are real events and
there are real people who are to close to this project. So, 1 also
oppose it; and | really hope that we ¢an come to some kind of an
agreement.

The only other thing that | want to add is that | understand that
there is going to be an offshore platform that is going to be finished in
just a few months. Supposed to be completed in 2005. And this is
kind of a new technology, but it seems to make a lot more sense to
me. [f the guys are so tired after being on the boats for 8 months that
we have to put them on the land, | don't want those guys driving a
boat in front of my house.

Thank you.

Public Meeting
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MR. CARL GRIFFITH

Hi. I'm Carl Griffith, Jefferson County Judge. You know, | really do
understand the concerns of the residents on Pleasure Island; and |
think back about probably four or five or six years ago that | personally
made a couple of trips to Austin, working with city officials when we
worked together to bring water through an EDA grant that now helps
cause the construction of those homes there that you are hearing the
people talk about. And, clearly, our whole thrust with the EDA, the
only reason that we got that grant was to create new industrial jobs
along the island.

1 completely support the ExxonMobil project and know that as a
former sheriff and now the head of emergency management in
Jefferson County as the county judge that life is about managing risk.
And the realty is that the likelihood of every one of us in this room is
more likely to die driving from Sabine Pass to Port Arthur than they
are to be impacted by this LNG project.

| can teli you that I'm currently building a new home on my
ranch, and in within 300 yards of that is a 6 inch high pressure natural
gas pipeline that cuts my ranch in half; but it is within 300 yards from
my back windows of where the house. But | clearly know that has
been a safe industry in America and we know how, as a country, to
manage risk. And if we start fearing for everything we do in life,
then -- particutarly, because of terrorists, we have shown that the
terrorists have won, that we have just got to stop living and we can't
have plants and we can't grow the communities.

We have walched, as a community over the last 40 years, a
deterioration of our heavy industry in the respect of losing jobs
because of high technology. It has decreased the amount of people
that it takes to operate those. And, clearly, in the last five years, the
chemical industry has been devastated by the high cost of natural
gas. In this community, Southeast Texas has been impacted
tremendously in a negative way. This brings stability to our industry.
And everyone in the community is touched by the stability brought by
broadbase natural gas supply, not only to Southeast Texas but to the

Public Meeting

PM-18 Thank you for your comment.
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MR. CARL GRIFFITH (cont’d)
entire country. And one of the largest threats to this county is that we
are not going to have the energy needs to meet our nation's supply. It
is imperative that we move this process quickly. We have plants
today that are shut down, different units. And, actually, | had & call
two weeks ago from a company, three weeks ago, asking us to get
them in touch with potential LNG suppliers so that they could see if
they could secure contracts if and when they build these projects
because this one was thinking about reopening. They have been
closed, but they think that potentially this would bring the prices down.
So suggesting that the one impact is the number of jobs on the site is
not correct. | know that the pipefitters and electricians and ABC and
all of the people that work in this community are impacted not just on
the side of ExxonMobil's or Sempers or Sheneers but what it is going
to do to the economy of Southeast Texas and Southwest Louisiana.
And ExxonMobil has a proven track record in this country to be a
tremendous great supplier of jobs and safety in this country. So |, as
a county judge, representing the Commissioner's Court of Jefferson
County, believe that this is a great project. And please expedite it.
The sooner we can get this gas flowing in this community, the better
off we are as a community.

Thank you.

MS. ELLEN WARNER

I'm Ellen Warner, president of the Sabine Pilots Association. |
represent 29 pilots, that we drive the vessels up and down the Sabine,
Neches waterway. We serve the ports of Port Arthur, Beaumont,
Orange and Sabine Pass. And | spoke to this commission, | know
many times now, in support of the LNG facilities within this area. We
work very closely with ExxonMobil Qil. We have successful
simulation of moving this size vessels they have plans for into their
tacilities. We are in support of this facility. The Sabine pilots are
concerned with safety and security. That is our main concern.
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As today, we brought 40-foot vessels in, 2 million barrels of crude oil
and the U.S. And SCA, 950 foot long. We bring the size of vessels
that they are considering into this waterway and we don't have a
problem with it.

I would like to voice opinion on a few of the matters that | have
heard here this evening. From a pilot's prospective and the
waterway's prospective, I'm going to define what | consider remote;
and that is below Texas QOil intersection. | speak for 29 pilots. We all
breathe a sigh of relief when we get out of that 400-foot wide channel
and we are down in a 500-foot wide channel. The LNG facilities are
down below Texas Qil intersection for many reasons. They are out of
the intercoastal waterway.

Look at the history that we have in this waterway. We don't
have allusions, collusions vessel to intercoastal. They are out of the
congested intercoastal waterway. They are out of the congested
areas around the refineries, the congested areas in the Neches river.
They are in the wider channel, 500 foot off of where Golden Pass is.
And when you get down into the jetties, you are opening up 7 to 800
foot. You have minimal impact of the rest of the waterway users. |
don think people have a thought about trying to get an LNG tanker up
to some oil refinery in Nederland. Unfortunately, they can't get under
the MLK bridge. They are too tall.

But the place down below the island, a minimal impact to the
rest of the waterway users. Golden Pass is approximately 12 miles
from the area locks, less than two hours. We operate right now in this
waterway with 8 tugs. | bring a convoy of four tankers in, all 8 tugs
are up river. The people down at Suncore at the port of Port Arthur,
they are waiting 6 to 8 hours to get tugs down their 1o move their
vessels.

The LNG facilities will have dedicated traffic tugs that will be with
their facilities. They are not going to have wait. They are not going to
have to share tugs. They are not going to take away the other
waterway users’ tugs. And that was one of our main concerns when
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we were working with Golden Pass and the other facilities as well.
Yes, security is a problem in this area. Now, | know more than
anybody. |travel 65 miles of waterway every day. I'm the one that is
on the floating bob. You know, it is a different world since September
11th and we ail know this. You know, | know we had 100 percent
compliance with our industry with the security plan. 1 get on vessels
every single day, and they all have security requirements that we
have. Of course, we have the new vessel traffic service that will be
coming online in October of 2005. With AIS coverage up to 150 miles
out in the Gulf of Mexico.

| studied 15 years before | became a pilot, and | have been here
11 years. And | can they are a state of the art facility. And, I'm sorry;
but you don't have one currently in this waterway. | have been to
Saudi Arabia. Go over there and look at a state of the art facility.
Now, we have a chance to build a state of the art facility here with the
best technology avaitable, with the best tugs available. And | thinkitis
an opportunity for this area that we do not need to let pass.

I'm not going to say that there is not a problem with erosion,
because we do have a considerable erosion probiem on the banks of
the channel here. |t is a combination of many things. it's taken years
to get where it is you. Go down there right now and you're going to
see the Texas Department of Highways is bulkheading several
sections to try to prevent further erosions. Whether or not Golden
Pass or does not come, if's not going to make your erosion problem
any better or any worse, because hotiom line, when we are
approaching the southern end of Pleasure Island, we have got those
tugs on those ships. We are backing them down and we're getting the
seed off. The slower you are,, the less you affect.

We feel the Sabine, Neches waterway can adequately handle
this increase in traffic and we urge the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission to grant the permit for Golden Pass.

Thank you.
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Good evening. My name is Morris Albright. | live at 812 South Wind
on Pleasure Island. It's not on the south end of Pleasure Island but on
Pleasure Island. I'm here in support of the proposed LNG terminals,
the ExxconMebil terminal. This new industry in our area will keep our
local refineries and chemical companies economically competitive and
help to retain and add to our present work force. The LNG facilities
and ships will be safe because industry standards, codes training,
inspections and operating procedures as well as government
regulations are in place for the safe design, construction and
operation of the LNG onshore terminals as well as the ships.

| think it is very important that we realize that we have the
infrastructure for these facilities in place; not only the pipelines, the
end users, the pilots that have experience in this waterway, but the
Coast Guard, as has been mentioned, is installing a vehicle traffic
control system that they can telt exactly what is going on in this
channel. We have a lot of homeland security funds being placed in
this area because of our present shipping and refining and our loading
of military vessels out of the port of Beaumont. This is an ideal
situation with all the pieces of the puzzle in place that will cost the
least amount to be effective.

Each facility is required to have dedicated tugs as has been
mentioned in their crews 1o handle these tankers. The tankers will be
coming in at a very slow rate with the power and control of the tugs on
them. Right now, we have chemical carriers and oil tankers coming
into our channel and they are going past this area of concern. They
are under their own power. They have a pilot on them, but they're
under their own power. Their cargos are much more hazardous than
LNG is. And 1 think that is something that a lot of people don't realize.

And another important thing, there was a conversation here
about a marine exclusion zone. | think it is important to understand
what is referred to in a marine exclusion zone. This is the distance
between ships that come in. [f there is an LNG tanker coming in, the
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pilots and the Coast Guard and the pilot support, a certain distance
from one ship to the next ship, not from the ship to the land, but from
one ship to the next ship because it takes 50 long to stop & ship in
motion. So | think that's important to understand, that when we're
talking about marine safety zones, we're talking about putting one ship
behind the cther ship. And that's the whole point of that because of
ship collisions.

LNG tankers, as | said, will be iess of a hazard in our waterway
than current tankers. The erosion from wade wash on the south
beach of the istand should be reduced. They LNG ships will come in
with assistance from their tugs at a very slow speed in order to turn
around in the channel and be docked. While LNG tankers in berth,
offloading, all passing ships will be required tc reduce their speed by
U.S. Coast Guard regulations.

it's my understanding that one of the recommendations that
ExxonMobil has agreed to is that the soils of the -- the virgin soil that
will be taken for their slip can be used to enhance the fresh water
marsh of Heath Lake that is rapidly deteriorating. They can build this
marsh back to be a vital wetlands area for our future generations of
our kids. And I think this is very important, we can do something like
that to save a marsh from the salt water intrusions.

You know, there is always a fear of unknown; and that fear of
the unknown has been expressed by some of the pecple on the
island. But as the Judge said, you know, if we are concerned about
terrorists doing something to an LNG ship or to an LNG terminal,
they've already won. You know, if we stop our economy because we
are concerned about terrorists and what they might potentially do,
they don't have to do anything. They've already done it. So | don't see
how we can be concerned about something like that.

And on a personal note, we have heard from people on the
south end of the island. My son and his wife and three children have
bought property and are in the process of building a home in this
immediate area that we're talking about. And they purchased this
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house in a process of construction after the LNG proposal was put in
place, with full knowledge. And if | thought there was anymore danger
there than any place else in the City of Port Arthur, | would have
certainly intervened and tried 1o convince them not to.

Thank you.

MR. JOHN SMiTH

Unfortunately, | have probably one of the more common names of
anyone here tonight. Thank you, Chet.

But at any rate, my name is John Smith; and | am the general
manager Newtron, Incorporated. We have local offices here in
Nederland, Texas; and we have been 25-plus year service provider of
ExxonMobil. We are very proud of the relationship that we have with
ExxonMobil. It was mentioned by Chet Lloyd earlier tonight that he
was on an ExxonMobil project, it's a cogen proiect of ExxonMobil that
is going in currently, coming close to fruition and talking about the
extra steps that ExxonMobil has taken to make sure that we work
safely.

{ wish in five minute that | could tell you their entire program.
The program is so involved and it has such startling low rates of
accidents that they have had a two-day workshop here in Beaumont
this week to model future project after the cogient project because of
the very low incident rate that has occurred on this project.
ExxonMobil not only talks the talk. They also walk the walk when it
comes to safety in construction.

[ find it almost impossible to believe or fathom that ExxonMobil
would be involved with anything that would cause harm to the
neighborhood and/or to the local property owners. | know that with
the ExxonMobil project, the cogient project specifically, that they've
worked very closely with the Chariton Pollard neighborhood
association and have, actually, supported that association with any
concerns ot revelations that they've had during the course of the
cogient construction.
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Again, we have been a service provider for many years. We hope to
continue that process. Qur local offices here in Nederland employ
anywhere from 150 to 250 employees at the ExxonMobil refineries
and chemical plants. Those are all local employees here in the
immediate area, immediate nine county area defined as local. Those
monies and those employses' dollars are spent right here in our area.
And we are very pleased and happy to service ExxonMobil, and we
would be very pleased and happy to be able to serve them at this site
and certainly hope that FERC looks favorably upon their
application process,

Thank you.

MR. JAMES DUHON

My name is James Duhon. I'm from Lake Charles, Louisiana; and |
represent IBEW electrical workers. And the first thing | want to say is
about the ladies that spoke about Truckline LNG over in Lake Charles.
There is no houses around there. They do have a buffer of woods
around it, but they have been a very good neighbor of Lake Charles
and it has been a very safe plant. And I'm here to support ExxonMobil
on their project, but | do have a concern.

| have a concern which | have never brought forth toward
testifying before FERC. And I'm sure most of the people here heard
that they had a plant explosion in Texas City today. And we've been
talking about, you know, terrorists controlling our lives and not
controlling our lives. Well, this is a big concern of mine. When | look
at those five LNG tanks out there, | see 600 tanks. I take that back.
8,000 -- let's see. 3,000 tanks. I'm sorry. 3,000 tanks of natural gas
is what | see. And natural gas, we've been around all of our lives. |
was raised in a house on natural gas, and it is safe. But if | would
have had a terrorist in my house lighting it, it wouldn't have been. And
this-concerns me. | see 3,000 tanks of natural gas out there. When |

Public Meeting

PM-22 Thank you for your comment.

PM

37



PM-22

PM-23

Comments from DEIS Public Comment Meeting
Sabine Pass, Texas
March 23, 2005

MR. JAMES DUHON (cont’d)

see one ship, | see 600 ships. And it is a concern. And it is a concern
that the government should address and it is a concern that
ExxonMobil should address. Nobody should be allowed on these
projects to work without a clearance, just like if you were going onto a
nuctear project.

Construction nowadays, if you got a Nomex suit and a hammer,
you are hired. And on these LNG plants, this should not be allowed.
They should go to a very, very high security check. | think from here
to back there, | stepped it off 27 foot. Nobody saw me step it off but |
did it right in front of a whole bunch of pecple. Terrorists could have
people out there stepping off everything on these plants. There
should be a very high security check on these LNG plants, not just
ExxonMobils. I'm talking about all of them. I'm talking about Sheneer.
They are taking soil samples right now at Sheneer. They are on the
project. Very, very high security should be checked on these plants.

I don't know who guards these plants. Trucklines, five good
coonasses with five rod and reels could go in that plant and take it
over right now. And I'm not trying to be ugly, but we have got to have
these plants with security. I'm a firm believer. | have testified. These
are safe plants, but I'm worried about our security. Other than that,
I'm all for it.

And thank you very much.

MR. DALE WORTHAM
I'm glad | don't have a rod and reel.

| represent electrical workers from Brownsville to Mobile,
Alabama; and we certainly spend a lot of time supporting LNG
projects. | personally elieve the onshore projects are safer as
opposed to the offshore projects. | too have some of the concerns
that the previous speaker jusi raised, and | think some of those
concerns are probably some of the residents on Pleasure Island. The
only way to guarantee a number of things, and | just want to say this,
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the BP explosion has probably been mentioned too many times today.
The only three scenarios | heard was it was a process problem, a
contractor problem and terrorism was not ruled out. Two of three of
those are unacceptable. The process problem happens. Accident
happen. That's why they call them accidents and not purposes. Your
contractors that you hire, you need to make sure that they have the
gualified personnel.

| have been in the construction business for 25 years. | have
worked on jobs where police officers have come up on the job and
taken somebody away for back due child support. They've also taken
some who were murderers and rapists. There is an unsavory -- and |
can say to this my other construction friends out here. Thereis an
unsavory group out there in the construction industry. Not everyone
is. Just look at me. I'm not unsavory, but there are those that are out
there. | went through a four-year apprenticeship program. |am
licensed by the State of Texas as a licensed electrician. An in order to
get that license, i got to go through a background check. Other crafts,
plumbers, there are a number of crafts that have apprenticeship
programs where you can't be an unsavory character and you have to
go through background checks. | think that could possibly ease some
of the fear of the residents on Pleasure Island, if they knew that the
facility built, even though it's a state of the art facility; and [ have seen
the drawings that it is a state of the art facility. It was built with state of
the art craftsmen. We support the project. We look forward to working
with ExxonMobil in building this state of the art facility.

And thank yols.
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PM-24 | MR. WAYMON HALLMARK
Thank you very much. I'm Waymon Hallmark. | live at 6038
Moonshaw in Port Arthur, Texas. Judge Griffith basically told you
about how the Commissioner's Court of Jefferson County feels about
this project. [t will be built in my precinct, Precinct 3. ¥'m looking
forward to this process being completed and we can get the shovel in
the ground and get started on it. 1think it is going to mean much to
this area. If we're going to see these plants continue to spend billions
of dollars on expansions and cleaning their air quality scrubbers and
so forth in their industries, then they've got to have a good supply of
low price natural gas or competitive priced. This will assure that the
plants can stay in this area from now on. The warst thing we could do
is to not let them have the supply that they need and see them have to
shut down and mayhe move. We would really have clean air then.
Thank you.

PM-24 Thank you for your comment.

PM-25 | MR. DON PUMPHREY
Good evening. My name is Don Pumphrey and I'm the chairman of
the board of Greater Port Arthur Chamber of Commerce. And | rise
this evening to voice the Chambers wholehearted support for this
project. It will provide needed natural gas supplies not only for this
region but for the entire country. Many of us fail to realize many times
the products that we rely on that are derivative of that basic element,
natural gas. H is essential to our continued growth in this country and
to fuel our economy and we have got to find a way to get it in here.
We feel that the company has taken the necessary steps. Your
own EIS statement and findings support that they have taken the
necessary steps to do this in an effective scientifically efficient manner
and meet the environmental impact requirements that have been set
forth by government regulations. Our economy needs the natural gas.
We need the jobs. There is double digit unemployment here in the
Port Arthur community. And we understand that the jobs will not only
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go to residents in Port Arthur but throughout the region, but we've got
to do those things that are necessary to fuel this economy and create
the employment opportunities that will keep our young people here in
the Southeast Texas area.

| encourage FERC to proceed with all due dispatch in approving
this process so that this facility might begin construction and get those
needed supplies into the pipeline.

Thank you.

MR. WALTER FENN

Goed evening. | would like to thank FERC for being here and allowing
community input on this very important issue.

My name is Walter Fenn. I'm the superintendent of schools here
in Sabine 1SD, and I'm also a resident of this very same community.
And I'm very much in support of this project.

| ask FERC to speedily grant the approval of the permit for this
project to proceed. There are two very important reasons that I'm in
favor of this project. The first, being concerned about the environment
as [ am, we know that natural gas is a very ¢lean bumning and
environmentally friendly fuel when compared to the other fue! options
that we have available.

The second important reason that I'm in favor of this project is
for our students. And we haven't heard from a group that is
representing the children, the youth of our community until now. All
over the State of Texas, there are school districts that are scrambling
to find the dollars to meet the educational needs of the youth in our
state. Right now in Austin, the legislature is struggling over ways to
funnel the needed resources to these communities, to these school
districts. ExxonMobil has already proven to be and | believe will
continue to be a good neighbor to our school district. | fully expect to
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have scholarships, internships and grants made available to the youth
in our community. So for both of these reasons, the environment and
for our studerds, as superintendent of Sabine Pass ISD, I'm strongly in
favor of this project.

Thank you.

MR. R.L. GABBY ELDRIDGE

¥m Gabby Eldridge, Sabine Pass. Been here probably 74 years. At
one time here, Mobil was -- had a facility here. Of course, they
widened and deepened the channel of Beaumont and we lost ali of
that. And we keep losing and we need more. And, of course, |
always pushed for growth here and tried to think of things that we
could do here. We couldn't put a chemical plant here or refinery
because of the water situation and a few other things. This come
along to me as one of the greatest things that has ever come in front
of us in all of the years that | have been here. And it is something that
we really need. We have to support our schoo! and this is going to
help us and taxes -- and economy any way. As far as safety, | think it
is very safe. | have looked at it. | was looking at the drawing of their
dock facilities; and my company, that's what we do, is build docks up
and down the river and repalr, plus a few other things. And these
LNG plants that are coming in, their ships are going to be completely
out of the canal, which | think is great because you can go all the way
to Beaumont and they are all out in the edge of the channel and we
are lucky we have some good pilots to handle this. And i'm sure it
puts them in stress to have to pass these ships and stuff like that.
They are putting these things out of the channel. There is no way a
ship can hit them, so we're safe in that respect. And | think we are
safe in everything else. It is clean. We don't have to worry about
chemical spill that will wipe us out. So as far as I'm concerned | think
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don't have to worry about chemnical spill that will wipe us out, So as
far as I'm concerned | think it is one of the greatest things that has
ever happened to us. And ! sure urge that you-all help us and work
with us and get this facility in here. We need it bad.

Thank you.

MR. JAMES KIRKLAND

Thank you. My name is James Kirkland. I'm the business manager
for the boilermakers Local 587. We support this project, but we do
have two concerns. One of them is security, the other being
contractors hiring undocumented and unskilled workers. That's it.

MR. CLARK COLVIN

My name is Clark T. Calvin, and | can't write either. I'm sorry. Im a
Huntsman Petrochemical Company, and we have, between our
full-time employees and our full-time nest contractors, we employ
about 1,400 people here in south county. All of those jobs are very
dependent on natural gas. One of the things that makes them
dependent on natural gas is the price. And as you know, price is a
matter of supply and demand. And what has happened in our country
over the last 10 or 15 years, is that the regulators, both state and
federal, present company excluded, have caused problems in the
energy industry because natural gas is a very clean burning fuel and
so everyone has wanted to use it. And the government has
encouraged the demand of natural gas tremendously. And it has
grown and as we have seen in the power industry, 98 percent of the
major of faciiities that were built over 100,000 megawatts were built
using natura! gas. Gosh, we would sure like to have some of those to
make petrochemicals with.
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And what's happened during that time, is even though the federal
government has really increased the demand for natural gas, there
has been very little to happen on the supply side and we are very glad
to have FERC and the Coast Guard here tonight. And we are glad
that you are acting cn this because this is a major problem in this
country on the supply side.

We could always -- you know, in the electric business, | guess,
would could always burn coal. But the federal government and many
of the regulatory agencies were not interested in that. So we have a
price differential for our company with some of the other facilities we
operate in 23 countries that compete with us for major facilities that
we might build and investment capital that our own company has.
Some of those facilities have natural gas prices that are three times
less than what we face currently in this area.

What the future means for our 1,400 people and for our facilities here
is unless we do something about the supply side, these facilities

will -- we won't invest in them. We'll he putting our investments where
we can make some money. And that's going to be in other parts of
the world. So it is very vital to our people here and the 1,400 people
that Huntsman represents or has employed by our company and also
the other petrochemical companies in this area that we get a
competitive source of natural gas. We are very encouraged by this
project. Itis a very good start and we would encourage you to move
quickly on this to have this approved.

Thank you very much.
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Good evening. I'm Verna Rutherford president of the Greater Port
Arthur Chamber of Commerce. I'm representing over 900 business
and organization members,

First of all, | want to thank you very much for your time and
attention throughout the process for this and other LNGs fagilities in
our area. | could stand here and recount numerous reasons why this
and other projects are good for our area, but | won't do that because
sc many other people have done so quite well. But there are many,
many positive impacts that this would have on our communiy; and |
know that you have heard many of them time and time again.

| have been priviteged to be able to work with ExaconMobil since
they began the process of exploring possibilities process of building
Golden Pass LNG in Port Arthur. | have always known and viewed
ExxonMobil from a distance. | have seen them work in a safe and
responsible manner, doing things the right way with attention to detail,
taking others into a great deal of respect as they went about their
business in a professional way.

{ view this as a first class facility, a state of the art facility and it
would be a great opportunity to have this facility in Port Arthur.
ExxonMobil is committed to doing things the proper way and I'm
keenly aware of the time and attention that they have paid in listening
to the concemns and the input from cothers in the community and the
few concerns that have been raised. | have seen them explore the
questions, look at all sides of the issues, be respectful to those who
had a position that was other than the favorable position to the project,
and they've taken a great deal of time in rying o tend to those needs
and concemns.

ExxonMobil has moved forward, as | mentioned, showing a
great deal of respect to everyone and they've worked diligently to be
able 1o line things up in tandém with the process that they are
undergeing with your agency, so that when this project is approved,
they will be ready to respond and move forward immediately without
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any detays and being able to start turning ground right away so that
we can get this much needed facility underway and operational in our
community.

For our community, this would mean a number of jobs. It would
mean stability for the existing petrochemical facilities. 1t would mean
& huge economic impact for our existing companies, the suppliers and
others here. And, most importantly, it would provide for the national
needs that we have for natural gas. So it not only benefits us in our
community, but without fooking at it selfishly for just our community in
Southeast Texas, it would be a tremendous benefit for our nation.

In closing, 1 would urge you to expedite this process to the extent
possible so that the project can move forward in a timely manner and
we can have a state of the art facility operating here very soon.

Thank you.

MR. STEVE FITZGIBBONS

Thank you. As she said, my name is Steve Fitzgibbons. I'm the city
manager in Port Arthur and have been the city manager for a little
over nine years.

About five years ago, give or take a few years, our economic
development corporation director came into my office and said that he
had a prospect and was wondering if we could provide some
economic development incentive dollars to put a ship breaking facility
across from Pleasure Island. And, at least, since the area thatis in
question has been in the city | think for about 17 years, it's either been
industrial or marine industrial. And | told the director that | didn't really
think that that was the kind of money we wanted to use government
funds or the kind of project we would like to use government funds to
support. However, the area was zoned for it; so if the ship breaking
company could have come up with their own money, they could have
put a ship breaking company across from the south end of Pleasure
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Island and that was what would have been there today because it has
been zoned marine industrial and these things go and go by right in
those areas without hearings because that's what the zoning does. |t
gives you the right to do that.

About the same time, the Pleasure island commission which is a
commission that has the authority the legisiature gives to it to manage
the lands of Pleasure Island wanted to subdivide the south end of the
istand and they came before the city council and there was some
discussion about subdivision regulations. And we at the staff strongly
stated to the counsel that if this was not Pleasure island and this was
not Pleasure Island Commission, they couldn't put in a subdivision
because you don't put in a subdivision where there isn't water or,
generally, you don't because when you do it's paloneus basically.
Otherwise it is paloneus, that where they built houses and you don't
have water you have paloneus. So the councit did not let the Pleasure
Island Commission land subdivide because there was no water at the
south end of the island.

As the judge mentioned, we were able to get water down there
read, but we got it through an economic development administration
grant on the basis of creating commercial and industrial jobs. That's
how the water got there. That's how the Pleasure sland Commission
was able to sell individual lots that they wouldn't have before because
they had water. The water was there with a commitment by us to
create in that area or further south industrial and commercial jobs. So
you knew they were going to the south and you knew right across the
water was commercial where there have been discussions of putting
in a ship breaking facility. So, that is the zoning and that's how the
water got down there.

Based on the 2000 census, the City of Port Arthur has a
poputation of 57,750. 68 percent of our population is comprised of
African Americans, Hispanics of any race and Vietnamese. Based on
the census medium family income was 32,143 or about 76 percent of
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the county, medium family of 42,290. A fuill 25 percent of our
population is at or below poverty levels. As was mentioned earlier, we
have high unemployment. i generally runs at twice the state and
national averages.

The average appraised value of a house in Port Arthur -- and
these are numbers from October -- was $42,105. The main issues
facing our community are job creation, provision of basic city services,
including public safety infrastructure, safe housing and community
revitalization. | believe right now through this LNG project, the City of
Port Arthur has an incredible opportunity to substantially improve the
quality of life of our citizens. This opportunity is through job creation,
not only by the LNG facility and related construction jobs but also by
an industry that will support these LNG proiects. [t will create
hundreds or possibly thousands of spin-off jobs in commercial retail
and other sectors as a result of the huge capital investments.
Revenue to the city from taxes would help create city improvements
and basic infrastructure in needed revitalization projects.

Safety is a critical concern, and I'm glad that the FERC has
looked into #. And | understand the concerns of the people on the
south end of Pleasure Island. However, | believe it is important that
you know -- and you probably wouldn't get this information from just
listening tonight, but of the city's 57,000 people, less than one half of
one percent live on Pleasure Island. | believe it is also important for
you to understand that the average value of 2a home on Pleasure
Island is $198,000 or 4.7 times the average value in the city. And we
have about 500 dilapidated vacant structures that we have redtagged
for health and safety reasons. None are on Pleasure Island.

| think it is also important that when you note the poverty levels
in some of the other issues that | have mentioned to you, we don't
have census data on poverty for Pleasure Island; but | doubt whether
there is any. And if there some, it is very little. So it is a different
situation than the 99 and a half of the other percent of our population.
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And I think it is extremely vital to this community, probably one of the
most important opportunities that we'll have in a generation for our
citizens to get this facility permitted, hopefully as quickly as possible
and get this construction started because as so many have said
tonight, this could be critical to the future of Southeast Texas for the
next generation.

And | want to thank you for the opportunity of letting me speak
tonight.

MR. LOREN BOSARGE

My name is Loren Bosarge. My wife and | live on Pleasure Island.
We are one of the 33 residences that is mentioned in the EIS. And |
went through this, took quite awhile; and my best guess is that the
word mitigation was used about 350 times but not one time was the
word mitigation used in the same sentence with 33 residences.
Redheaded woodpeckers got three mentions. So, you know, we can't
compete with that. We can't argue with the need for energy in this
country. We can't argue about the need for jobs in this area and an
increased tax base. But what we can argue about is: What about us?

You know, | hear Mr. Fitzgibbons talk about 198,000-dollar
houses on Pleasure Island, would it make any difference if the houses
were $22,000? How does that change the case? All we are asking
for is consideration of our concerns.

Now, as far as | can see, FERC and ExxonMabil, you know, they
are not going to do anything to mitigate our concerns. All you are
going to do is devalue our property. And | think we deserve a better
shake than that.

Thank you.
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