
Appendix H – Comments on Draft EIS and Responses H-1 

 

FEDERAL AND STATE AGENCIES 
 
A1 United States Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources 

Conservation Service 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A1-1 Thank you for your comment.  We have revised section 4.2.1 of the 
EIS to include information on depth of topsoil to be segregated.  We 
have also revised figure 2.4-1 to include topsoil segregation. 
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A2 United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A2-1 Thank you for your comment.  We have revised section 4.5.1.5 of 

this EIS. 
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A2 Continued, page 2 of 2 
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A3 United States Department of the Interior, Office of the 
Secretary, Office of Environmental Policy and Protection 
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A3 Continued, page 2 of 5 
 
A3-1 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. 

 
A3-2 The potential for wave energy generated by vessel movements to 

erode shorelines and adjacent marsh and seagrass habitats is 
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 this is an issue best 
addressed through a channel-wide program that includes all 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 We note that the amount of palustrine emergent wetlands shown in 

table 4.13.1 of the draft EIS was 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. 

 
A3-4 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. 

 
A3-5 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 is included as appendix E in this EIS.  Ingleside San 
Patricio proposes to provide funding for the purchase of two tracts 
of land adjacent to Nueces Bay near the City of Portland.  This land 
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 EIS was 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. 
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A3 Continued, page 3 of 5 
 
 
 
A3-7 Table 1.3-1 has been revised accordingly. 
 
 
A3-8 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.  Sections 2.2.1.1 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 this EIS. 

 
A3-9 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 impacts to 
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) 
as well 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 analysis in 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 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A3-13 Section 4.6 of this EIS has been revised to indicate that the  
June 17, 2004 letter was meant to be a notification informing the 
Commission that FWS had received Ingleside San Patricio’s 
determination of “no effect” and that the Commission had complied 
with Section 7 (a) (2) of the ESA.  The revision further clarifies that 
informal consultation was reinitiated based on new information 
provided to the Commission and FWS concurrence on the 
Commission’s determination has not been received.  We based our 
finding of the Project to “not likely to adversely affect” the West 
Indian manatee on its infrequent occurrence in the Corpus Christi 
Bay area, comments received by the FWS on January 10, 2005, and 
recommendation therein for the Commission to include additional 
measures to protect manatee should they be encountered.  Also, see 
response to comment A3-5. 

 
 

A3-14 Comment noted.  See response to comment A3-5. 
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A3 Continued, page 5 of 5 
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A4 United States Department of the Army, Galveston District, 
Corps of Engineers 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A4-1 See response 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 Christi area, it is unclear how this terminal could provide 
natural gas to Ingleside San Patricio’s affiliates, other large energy-
consuming industries, and the existing intrastate and interstate 
natural gas pipelines in the Corpus Christi area without greater 
environmental impacts at the Freeport LNG Terminal site and a 
pipeline right-of-way that would extend from the Freeport LNG 
terminal to Sinton, Texas.  
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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 See response 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 The 0.54 acre of submerged aquatic 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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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 is in a non-attainment area and is required to undergo a 
Conformity Analysis of operation, secondary construction, and 
mobile source emissions.  Since the Corpus Christi area is in 
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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A4 Continued, page 4 of 4 
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A5 United States Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, National Marine Fisheries Service 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A5-1 See response to comment A3-5. 
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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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A5 Continued, page 3 of 3 
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A6 Texas Parks & Wildlife 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A6-1 See response to comment A3-5. 
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A6-2 Table 1.3-1 has been revised accordingly. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A6-3 This EIS has been revised to indicate that Ingleside San Patricio’s 

preferred DMPA would be at Alcoa’s tailing ponds. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A6-4 Section 4.4.2 of this EIS has been revised to include a 

recommendation that Ingleside San Patricio attempt to avoid the 
removal of trees along 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. 
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A6-5 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.  

 
A6-6 Thank you for our comment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A6-7 Section 4.3.2.1 has been revised accordingly. 
 
 
A6-8 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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A6-9 See response 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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A6-11 This final 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 
construction 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. 


