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EPA appreciates the opportunity to review the DEIS. We request that you send our office
one (1) copy of the FEIS at the same time that it is sent to the Office of Federal Activities
(2251A), EPA, 1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20044.

Sincerely yours,
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Magalie R. Salas, Secretary

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

Dear Ms. Salas:

The U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI) has reviewed the Federal Energy Regulatory
Com isai(m'(FERC) Drafl vironmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) for the Ingleside
Energy Centes LLC, and San Patricio Pipeline, LLC, Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) Terminal
and Pipeling Project (Docket Nos, CP05-13-000, CP05-11-000, CP05-12-000, CPO5-14-000) in
Nueces and San Pairicie Counfies, Texas. The proposed project consists of consteuetion of: (1) a
marine terminal including a ship maneuvering area and a protected berth for LNG ships; (2) four
16-inich diameter stainless siee] unloading arms; (3) two storage tanks for LNG; (4) sendout
purnps; (5) eight shell and tube vaporizers; (6) a boil-off gas and vapor removal systen; (7) twor
flare systems; (8) various suppon buildings; (9) relocation of an existing lcadmg doek; (10)26.4
miles of 26-inch natutal gas pipeline; (11) eight metering stations; and (12) a pig launcher and
receiver facility with one mainline valve.

The purpose of the pmjem is to provide facilities necessary to import store, and vapozsze LNIG

and defiver natural gas via interstate and mt{astaje pnpelmes T‘A;u ¥ proj
site For the NG terminal is located next to th Il Chemieal i
lex plant on the north shoreling of Corpus Christi Bay The proposed pipeline route wonld

b constracted and operated i San Patricio County, Texas. In this regard, we offer the following
comiments 1o assist you as you develop the final docwmert.

General Comments

The construction of the proposed LN project would affect approximately 489.7 acres of lland

- and water. Construction of the LNG terminal would require appreximately 74 acres of uplands
and 40 acres of offshore area in Corpus Christi Bay. Construction of the propesed pipeline
would disturb approximately 375.7 actes including the pipeline route, temporary workspaces,
and access roads. After construction, operation of the entire project would require approximately
275.7 acres. Approximately 3,084,700 cubic yards of sediment would be dredged for creation of
the mariné terminal and maneuvering area and disposed of in Placement Area 13 (owned by the
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Port of Corpus Christi) or on nearby property owned by Alcoa, Inc. The existing Occidental
Chemical’s loading dock will be relocated about 2,000 feet to the northwest to accommodate the
construction of the proposed LNG terminal. An additional 550,300 cubic yards of material will
be dredged during the relocation of the dock. Accotding to the Draft EIS, consiruction of the
proposed ferminal would impact 1.07 acres of seagrass beds, 3.08 acres of tidal flats, and 1.32
aeres of coastal marsh, .

Throughout the document, construction and operation impacts ave d T ly. We
believe that it is not clear as to whether some figures are additive or exclusive, and this should be
clarified early in the document. The temporary impacts-—-whether due to construction or
operation activities--should be clearly distinguished from permanent impacts throughout the
document. We recommend that impacts, both temporary and permanent, be clearly presented in
tabular form as to specific habitat type impacted.

‘We believe the Draft KIS should more tully address impacts to adjacent wetlands and seagrass
beds frony increased ship traffic in La Quinta Channel, due to propeller wash of sediments or
ingreased wakes along the entire channel. These areas should be included in the monitoring
‘plans proposed by Ingleside Energy and a mitigation plan should be developed and coordinated
with the natural resource ageneies if any future impacts ocour.

The Draft EIS states that palustrine emergent wetlands would be impacted by the proposed
pipel‘ine; however, the amount of palusirine wetlands that will be impacted by the proposed -
project is not consistent within the doocument. The amount of shrubland and grassland habitat
that would be temporarily and permanently disturbed by the proposed project is not stated in the
Dratt BI8, and we recommend that these figures be ineluded,

We revomimend that troughout the docunent the amont of smooih cordgrass and the amont of
Black raangroves impucted by the proposed project should be listed separafely and not
eollectively as “coastal marsh.”

Chetiere Energ,y and Vista del Sol have praposed similar-projects along La-Quinta Qhazm&l A
preliminary mitigation plan was included by FERC in both Draft EfSs foreach of those proj
Tlfle DON s congerned that ‘ingleme Energy has pot voordinated their proposed

woe mgencies prior fo p tion of the Dirafl BIS, Mitigation plans nuy have i
Wmmmmiﬂl { enies brinay affect hrostensd or endungered spocies. Tn order fo filly
evaliaie a projest’s impael n thecuvirenment, miligation should be specifically aidressed s the

Tieaft BIS. The IO recommends fhat Tiigleside Brergy and FERC evorditute a miiligation plar,
s vl @ wppropriate mondioiing phans, with the resourees ageney priot o the isstanse of the
Final Envir 1 Impact S (Final EIS). )

Specific Comments

Executive Summary, Project Impacts, page ES-3

The amount of palustrine wetlands that will be impacted by the proposed project is stated to be
0.02 acres, but in Table 4.13-1 it is listed as being 0.2 acres. This inconsistency needs to be
corrected.

A3-1

A3-2

A3-3

I‘ AG-4

A3

Continued, page 2 of 5

A3-1

A3-2

We describe impact in the EIS as * construction impact” and
“operational impact”. Construction impact includes the total area
affected during Project construction, while operational impact
includes just the area affected by operation of the Project. The area
of operational impact is generally considered permanent impact. In
most instances the area of construction impact is greater than
operational impact, and the difference is described as “temporary
impact”. Therefore, construction impacts and operational impacts
are not additive. Construction and operational impacts for the
proposed LNG terminal and pipeline are presented in tables 2.3.1-1
and 2.3.2-1. Construction and operational impact to wildlife
habitats are presented in table 4.5.3-1.

The potential for wave energy generated by vessel movementsto
erode shorelines and adjacent marsh and seagrass habitatsis
discussed in section 4.2.3.

Although ship traffic can contribute to shoreline erosion, it is not
always possible to distinguish the erosion of shorelines and
shoreline habitats caused by ship traffic from erosion caused by
natural processes. Even when shoreline erosion is attributable to
ship traffic, it is difficult to quantify the impacts associated with a
single channel user. As such, we believe thisis an issue best
addressed through a channel -wide program that includes al of the
channel users and stakeholders. Ingleside San Patricio indicated that
it would be willing to participate in such a program.

In addition, Ingleside San Patricio filed with the Commission a Draft
Wetland Mitigation Plan. The Final Wetland Mitigation Plan for the
Project will be determined by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(COE) during its review of Ingleside San Patricio’ s section 404/10
permit application.
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A3

Continued, page 2 of 5

A3-3

A3-4

A3-5

We note that the amount of palustrine emergent wetlands shown in
table 4.13.1 of the draft EISwas 0.2 acre. This table has been
revised in this EIS to show that 0.03 acre of palustrine emergent
wetlands would be affected by the Project. As discussed in sections
4.4.2 and 4.7.1.2 of this EIS, construction of the Project would
affect about 113.9 acres of open land which consist of grassland and
scrub/shrub habitat. Of this amount, 42.3 acres of open land habitat
would be permanently affected by operation. The remaining 71.6
acres would be restored and allowed to return to their previous con
condition and use.

Ingleside San Patricio indicated in its Comments of Ingleside Energy
Center LLC and San Patricio Pipeline LLC on Draft Environmental
Impact Statement, that only five to six small black mangrove trees
were identified during field surveys. About 1.36 acres of coastal
marsh habitat would be affected by the Project. The dominant
vegetative species in this habitat is smooth cordgrass Section 4.4.1
has been revised accordingly.

Section 4.4.1 of the EIS has been revised to include a discussion on
the development of Ingleside San Patricio’s mitigation plan.
Ingleside San Patricio consulted with federal and state agencies
about its mitigation plan. On March 30, 2005, Ingleside San
Patricio met with the FWS, TPWD, COE, and FERC to review
wetland mitigation proposals, resulting in a Draft Wetland
Mitigation Plan that was filed with the Commission on May 18,
2005 and isincluded as appendix E in thisEIS. Ingleside San
Patricio proposes to provide funding for the purchase of two tracts
of land adjacent to Nueces Bay near the City of Portland. Thisland
is comprised of coastal emergent marsh and tidal flat. We have
recommended that Ingleside San Patricio continue its consultation
with certain federal and state agencies to further develop its Final
Wetland Mitigation Plan. In addition, we have recommended that
Ingleside San Patricio not begin construction until the Commission
completes consultation with the FWS and NOAA Fisheries
regarding impacts to federally listed species.
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A3 Continued, page 2 of 5

A3-6 We note that the amount of palustrine emergent wetlands shown in
table 4.13.1 of the draft EISwas 0.2 acre. Thistable has been

revised in this EIS to show that 0.03 acre of palustrine emergent
wetlands would be affected by the Project.
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Table 1.3-1

Dnider ths calumn hiss
agaricies of thelr vespest

“Ageney-and Regalation/Pernit/ Asproval™ the fill name of the
s seranyms should be tsed consistertly within the table.

n e mitaiemum depth of the proposed basin shonld be specitied.
Inchrma m.om@mmg, availableca rsf,p(g ity of the proposed m‘edge muterial pla@emem areas aad
the cubic yards of dredge material that is unticipated to be placed in the same oation by other
current or proposed projects should be included in this section

4.5.3.6 Potential Project Impaets on Terrestrinl Wildlife, page 4-38

The T7.8. Fish and Wildlife Serviee (FWS) recommiends that “April 15 and August 17 in the last
sentence on that page be changed to “March and Augost™ This gelates o the period of exclusion

of vegetation mad iyitiss to Hnit i ot b0 nesting migtatory birds,
4153 Blorugs wnd Wedention Systome, pages 4-106-4-1(1

s thrpughout the
om Figure 4021 .

sction 15 incomplete. A dizoussion of the eugoing Texas Departtnent of Transpodtation
at the Port Aransas fervy termingl, as well as the proposed LNG graving docks along
ta Chaniel, Shiould be inchirdad in the cumuladve inipasts analvsis,

Table4.13-1

Columm entries should be added to the table that reflect: (1) the amoont of preserved habitat; and
(’2‘) fhe: dnmunt 0* "vt\v:. vise ﬁndxsm bed h.ﬂnm( that is- mmupalcd in rx:mam ﬂlhnﬂ, me‘ La (}mma

nitigation 5 ingorcect ang ¢ muld b: umngeu te 55 ae m; I]«ii hsmammg, Sisu we f xﬂﬁ C'Aw
acres stated in the Draft EIS are actually designated as beneficial use sites for dredge disposal
and not as mitigation for project impacts to natural resources. Some impacts listed for Ingleside
Energy Center, LLC, LNG Project are inconsistent with the amounts stated in the rest of the
document and the discrepancies need to be corrected.

Federally Listed Speeies Concerns

With regards to Tederally tsted threatened or endangersd speeies, the FWS Tiss the following
vomments and recommendations:

A3-T

A3-8

A3-11

A312

A3

Continued, page 3 of 5

A3-7

A3-8

A3-9

Table 1.3-1 has been revised accordingly.

The marine terminal basin would be dredged to a minimum depth of
43 feet below mean low tide (MLT) and a maximum depth of 44
below MLT. Sections2.2.1.1 and 2.4.1.2 have been revised.
Section 3.5 provides information on the available capacity of the
proposed and alternate dredge material placement areas.
Information on estimated dredged material volumes for current and
proposed projects in Corpus Christi Bay is provided in section 4.13
of thisEIS.

Ingleside San Patricio committed to following our Procedures,
which prohibit routine vegetation maintenance between April 15 and
August 1 of any year. However, to further limit impactsto
migratory birds, Ingleside San Patricio has agreed to extend this
period from March 1 to August 31.

A3-10 LNG storage tanks come in a variety of categories that are described

in Annex H of the European Standard for LNG facilities (EN 1473)
aswell as other publications. We used the alphanumeric system
described in Annex H to discuss and show the variety of LNG
storage tank categories.

A3-11 The cumulative impacts analysisin section 4.13 of this EIS has been

revised accordingly.

A3-12 Table 4.13-1 has been updated with information that is available and

relevant.
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A3  Continued, page 4 of 5

On pages 4-39, the Draft EIS indicates that on June 3, 2004, a determination that the project

would have no impact on threatened and endangered species had been made and concurrence
3. The Dreaft BIE also indi hat it a letter dated Tune 17, 2004, the
he determination th 1

upland agricultueal
W dOea not provuk coT

A3-13 A3-13 Section 4.6 of this EIS has been revised to indicate that the

Subsequently, new information was provided during interagency team meetings that the LNG June 17, 2004 |etter was meant to be a notification informi ng the
project would not only involve the upland site but would also require dredging for a ship Commission that FWS had received | ngl eside San Patricio’s
maneuvering area and large dredge disposal sites. In a letter dated November 3, 2004, the FWS . K “ " . )

ov ~ st il document fderally end determination of “no effect” and that the Commission had complied
" manatees in Corpus Christi Bay and La Quinta Channel during June-August 2004, In a lelter . . . . . gs
dated 'J.auu;.N 1§ 2085, the F\%:’S rcwd ended that FERC incorporate measures to avoid with Section 7 (a) (2) of the ESA. Therevision further clarifies that
mpacts o the manalee jato the Draft LIS for the Ingeside Fnergy projet, The Draft 118 informal consultation was reinitiated based on new information

provided to the Commission and FWS concurrence on the
. ’ o o Commission’ s determination has not been received. We based our
e D;;g;‘;}“”‘""w‘ : LI e, The ' finding of the Project to “not likely to adversely affect” the West

1&mdwmm ;@;ﬁm FERLC) that 1 s the finl FEARC, Indian manatee on its mfrequent occurrence in the Corpus Christi
plan to the FWS for asscssment of its potential o frmpast federally umed*:p fes prior Bay area, comments received by the FWS on January 10, 2005, and
a3 Totammy vsection 7 af the ESA should b recommendation therein for the Commission to include additional

‘ measures to protect manatee should they be encountered. Also, see
response to comment A3-5.

Summary

occurting due to mdnsﬁmml and cnmmezc 1l dc;wlopmems There are three LNG f
pi peln‘,\es T‘roposedﬂ for ﬂm area alone. In audm 0, qewra]\ gravin g docks for ;abqearmn of

e environment, for | A4 A3-14 Comment noted. See response to comment A3-5.
the projeet plans to.
uld sextain g

33 of coastal
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A3  Continued, page5 of 5

If you have any questions regarding fish and wildlife resources in the continuing planning
process, please contact Allan Strand, Field Supervisor, or Dr. Larisa Ford, FWS, Corpus Christi
Feological Services Field Office, at 361-994-9005.

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

Sincerely,

gt e

hed R 8
Regions] Brvironinents]l Officer

ser
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A4

United States Department of the Army, Galveston District,
Corpsof Engineers

A4-1 Seeresponse to comment A3-5.

A4-2 We are currently not reviewing any proposed expansion at the

Freeport LNG terminal. Should the Freeport LNG Terminal have
additional capacity, it does not provide access to the interstate
natural gas market. It is designed to only serve the Texas intrastate
market. Furthermore, being located about 188 miles northeast of the
Corpus Chrigti areg, it is unclear how this terminal could provide
natural gasto Ingleside San Patricio’s affiliates, other large energy-
consuming industries, and the existing intrastate and interstate
natural gas pipelinesin the Corpus Christi area without greater
environmenta impacts at the Freeport LNG Terminal siteand a
pipeline right-of-way that would extend from the Freeport LNG
terminal to Sinton, Texas.
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a3

Ad-3

A48

A4  Continued, page 2 of 4

A4-3 Table 3.2.1.5-1 has been revised to show that the Gulf LNG Energy
L.L.C. project would be in Jackson County, Mississippi.

A4-4  Section 4.3.2.1 of this EIS has been revised accordingly.

A4-5 Section 4.4.1 of this EIS has been revised accordingly.

A4-6 Seeresponse to comment A3-1. Details on the type of affect,
construction versus operation are discussed throughout section 4.4.1
and are shown in table 4.4.1-1.

A4-7 The0.54 acre of submerged aguatic seagrass beds would be
permanently removed by dredging and shoreline construction for the
LNG terminal facilities.

A4-8 Table 4.4.1-1 has been revised accordingly.
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(hidder 13202, desed Wlay 15, 2003 - Aciliss w0 epedig Enorgy-Tidimed Prosects, ond
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A4-0

ALD

A4  Continued, page 3 of 4

A4-9 Consultation with the FWS is ongoing. Section 4.6 of this EIS has
been revised accordingly. See response to comment A3-13.

A4-10 The information provided in section 4.11.1.4 and table 4.11.1.4-1
under LNG Marine Terminal includes construction equipment
including dredging equipment. We note that the Freeport LNG
Project isin a non-attainment area and is required to undergo a
Conformity Analysis of operation, secondary construction, and
mobile source emissions. Since the Corpus Christi areaisin
attainment Ingleside San Patricio is not required to undergo this type
of analysis. In addition, the Texas Commission of Environmental
Quality issued an air permit on April 15, 2005 for the Ingleside
Energy Center LNG Project.

A4-11 Comment noted. Section 4.13.9 of the draft EIS, Conclusions about
Cumulative Impacts, is now section 4.13.10, which has been revised
accordingly.

A4-12 Comment noted. See response to comment A3-5.
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widiminedl alter & Noense declilon s mste would peocbude e Cosjin abilaty 16 conplee AL1T
i dectmon prdee ap llene - The Ciingre decisim waiild then be deliyod wstil ol ame
whiich ull reyuired fornatym in eornved oo evalembed

ek yau fiw dhe opponunicy & commesd on s DESS. 1 vou heve uny comoneis
af ijueations repandlng s lenier plenss comnes Jase Thomes Bosebh s S00-Tee-30195.

Hincerely,

Cheied, Evadmivan Secton
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f ™~ Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service

UNITED BTATES EEPAHTMENT DF CDMMERCE

p s | National Ocsenic an ic atior
AY # | NaTIONAL MaARINE FlSHEFnES SERVICE

Southeast Regional Office
9721 Executive Center Drive N. A5
St. Petersburg, Florida 33702

April 12, 2005

Magi:\iw R. Salas, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Comrmssnon O P‘ ! G ' N A 1
1 B -

Chverall, we Tind that the Sralt envieonmentdl impact siaten: ’*%EESS affequately considers
alternatives.and describes potential adverse impasts fo !mng merine resources and their habuats.
We offer the feiiemng conitnenis 16 inprove the content of the DVEIS dud address NMES®
responsibifitics under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Coriservation ang h ent Act,
(Magruson-Stevens:Act; 16 U.5.C. 1801 erseq.).

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
A4 VEGETATION )
44,3 Wetlands sud Submergsd Aquatis Vegeiation

Pages 4-25 and 26, This discussion centers on the riesd for the applicant 1o continne

covrdination with faderal and state agencies 1o develop an appropriste mitigation plan to

‘eompensate for the permanent impacts of nearly fiye avres of emergent wetlands, tidal Oats, and | A5 Ab5-1 Seeresponse to comment A3-5.

sulgmmtgad aqnmc vegﬂaﬂn Becanse: mmsmon options still are being considered, we
flly-develap an Aquatic Resources Mitgation Plan

& Givid swironmenal e sttaeR ERIT. \
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kerel (Scomb latus); and j ile and subadult white (Lit setiferus),
brown (Farﬁzntepenaeus aztecus), and pmk shnmp (F. duorarum). The cstuanne water column,
getated benthic hat and intertidal wetlands are categories of EFH that could
be impacted by the proposed project The dmgnauons by the GMFMC in its EFH amendment,
as approved by NOAA Fisheries, were sp P to the requi of the M
Stevens Act and implementing regulations. Following our mly EFH coordmahon, NMFS has
continued to work with the appli and their ves to d p an P
mitigation plan that would comp for adverse i to EFH and iated d
species.

i g, i Vasseriated
%’mlmr m:gwm ‘ﬁnal Mm &ﬂ@h&]{ﬁa@mﬂd I@I{% Mlm‘? aﬁmid eduies ihe ﬁamw\g

EFH Cosservalion Reconuhéndativn
Py Heense tued shonl seguive the Hosesiss o ikl plvaw w@@ﬁmww
T EEH by and implementing a wetlxniis e mbmwgedaq,‘ Abs

A5

Continued, page 2 of 3

A5-2 Comment noted. Please see response to comment A3-5.

A5-3 Pursuant to section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, the FERC has

conducted informal consultations with NOAA Fisheries, Protected
Resources Division. We have concluded that endangered and
threatened species under NOAA Fisheries' jurisdiction would not
likely be adversely affected by construction or operation of the
Ingleside Energy Center LNG Project. The Protected Resources
Division has not yet commented on our determination.
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-

activities may adversely affect any species listed as endangered or threatened and under PRD A5-3
purview, then formal ltation must be initiated.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on environmental issues conceming the
proposed licensing of the Ingleside Energy Center LNG Terminal and Pipeline Project. If we
may be of further assistance, please contact Mr. Rusty Swafford in our Galveston, Texas, office
at (409) 766-3699. For information concerning threatened and endangered species please
contact Mr. Eric Hawk at (727) 570-5312.

FHC - Schmiften
PRI - Kokkingkis

A5

Continued, page 3 of 3
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R ORIGINAL

April 19, 2005 (7,!'/7‘

TEXAS

PARKS &

WILDLIFE Ms. Magalie R. Salas, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E., Room 1A
Washington, D.C. 20426

A6 Texas Parks & Wildlife

A6-1 Seeresponse to comment A3-5.
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Ms. Magalie Salas
Page 2
April 19, 2005

Table 1.3-1 Major Permits, Approvals, and C: Itations for the Inglesid:
Energy Center LNG Project

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department is  tate natural resource agency thatalso | 6.2
e et & 404 permits m«gh‘:;e%;h';:;’%%éﬁfﬁ s e 11 | A6-2 Table 1.3-1 has been revised accordingly.
Seetion 20 DERCRIFTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
Section 24 CONSTRUCTION PROCEDURES

Section 2401, LING Toruinel Facilifes

Heetion 2447 Maurine Terniinal Basin Drefiglog and, Deedged Matevial
Plecement Areas

bic:yardsiof maferial would be drsdged for the andivering |
§7719,400 w’bm wds mmra\ai svonild. be fenic r>

A6-3 This EIS has been revised to indicate that Ingleside San Patricio’s
preferred DMPA would be at Alcoa stailing ponds.

Clesring and Grading

- San Patricho proposes to dlear all vegetation within ik consoustion
“;%M ' mﬁwgixm v of th vp{péiﬁ:w;wt“ﬂ 1 A6-4 Section 4.4.2 of this EIS has been revised to include a

Wi, 9, porkion &7 the: pigeling |
sﬂr%ﬁ@é i me&i;gm senming

recommendation that Ingleside San Patricio attempt to avoid the
A4 removal of trees aong the pipeline right-of-way with a diameter at
breast height greater than 12 inches. If such trees must be removed,
Ingleside San Patricio should prepare a mitigation plan, in
consultation with the TPWD, and file the plan with the FERC prior
to construction.

H-19 Appendix H — Comments on Draft EISand Responses



[Unofficial FERC-Generated PDF of 20050505-0256 Received by FERC OSEC 04/29/2005 in Docket#: CP05-13-000

-

Ms. Magalie Salas
Page 3
April 19, 2005

old timber (>25 inch dbh). Typically in the region of the project, Department | o 4
staff recommends a replacement ratio of three trees with at least a 2-inch
diameter for each mature tree lost and 10 trees for each tree lost that qualifies as
old timber.

o infisrmmation was provided wiganling ik proposed consimiction Proredures
Wiwﬂ%;%témw%\ s euliens a6 e fismalied 31 cive

Boetion AGENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS,
Seetlon 43 WATER RESOURCES

Beckion 4320 Marine Walter

Tiu mnmm;%matmﬁgw mdymmmum

5T

The Setond "m&&mﬁmﬂmm&wﬁmw;&:mmm&m
Ey%i@mﬁﬁﬁm&&' ;Wofmmd PrgenL

d AYF aeres of s @hm‘w@
G ferpingl Suciliies and the

A6 Continued, page 3 of 5

A6-5

A6-6

A6-7

A6-8

Ingleside San Patricio would construct temporary bridges and
culverts within the construction right-of-way and restore disturbed
areas in accordance with our Procedures. The FERC’s Procedures
are available for viewing on the FERC Internet website at

www.ferc.gov.

Thank you for our comment.

Section 4.3.2.1 has been revised accordingly.

Ingleside San Patricio would comply with any Project-specific
recommendations or requirements to minimize suspension of
sediments that are attached to dredging permits issued by the COE.
Ingleside San Patricio would use turbidity curtains during
construction. The Commission also notes that the TPWD reviews
and provides comments on COE Section 10 and Section 404 permits
through the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1934. In
addition, in section 4.4.1, we have recommended that Ingleside San
Patricio conduct post-construction surveys of seagrass beds adjacent
to the areas that would be dredged and file a report that compares
the results of the pre- and post-construction seagrass surveys with
the Secretary. If secondary impacts to these areas are observed, we
have recommended that Ingleside San Patricio consult with resource
and regulatory agencies to develop additional mitigation measures
as necessary.
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Ms. Magalie Salas
Page 4
April 19, 2005

location of Occidental Chemical’s existing loading dock. Adjacent seagrass
beds could potentially be affected by turbidity created by dredging activity.
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department staff also believes that turbidity could be | ag.g
created and thus affect adjacent seagrass beds during the relocation of

Occidental Chemical’s existing loading dock, particularly during installation of
the support pilings. Therefore, TPWD staff « ds: the umse of turbidi
cuntains to protect adjacent scagrass beds during the drediging and loading dock
relocation activities,

The fourteenth paragraph indicates that the loss of estuarine wetlahds arid
Subrerged aqiatic wetlinds s & resilt of the constiuction of the terminal and
the relocation ‘of ‘Occidental Chemical’s existing loading dock would requite:
conipensatory ‘mitigation. ‘The spesific type and amount of comipensatory
mitigation would be determined by the Corps ‘of Engingers during the Sccuon

arid Wildlife: Service, Texas Parks and ‘Wildlife Department, Texs Gerioral
‘Land Office, National Marine Fisheries Service, and the Coastal Bend Bays &
Esmancs ngmm “Texas Parks and ‘Wildlife Depertmerit s(aﬁ' has reviewed
e eati 11,2

A6 Continued, page 4 of 5

A6-9 Seeresponse to comment A3-5.

A6-10 Section 4.4.2 provides a description of vegetative cover types that
would be affected by the proposed Project. Acreages that would be
affected are described in sections 4.5.3 and 4.7.
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Ms. Magalie Salas
Page 5
April 19, 2005

The species of mesquite common to the area is Prosopis glandulosa.

The specific epithet for huisache is smallii (syn. Acacia farnesiana).

The species locally known as blackbrush is Acacia rigidula rather than
Coleogyne ramosissima which occurs west of Colorado and Arizona.

The species of prickly pear common to the area is Opuntia engelmannii (syn. O.

oy zf ;@% 5‘ '3",”% Cﬁ, ”“ﬂ'fFi '{ j: {: i Gﬂt}@ﬁm;
Rathy Boydarst, Wildlie Didiston *

A6 Continued, page5 of 5

A6-11 Thisfina EIS has been revised accordingly.

A6-12 We have revised section 4.4.2 to include a recommendation that
Ingleside San Patricio consult with the TPWD and the NRCS to
develop a seed mix that includes native grass species, and file the
final seed mix specifications with the Secretary, prior to
congtruction of the pipeline

A6-13 All contractors would receive environmental training prior to
working on the LNG terminal or pipeline. See section 2.6 of
the EIS.

Appendix H — Comments on Draft EIS and Responses

H-22



