INDIVIDUALS

1 Johnny D. French

P e AR CHT RIS SN 11-1 The Commission will evaluate each project individually based on its merits, and at the
S Rp——— time of its decision will be fully apprised of the individual as well as the cumulative
KB s environmental impacts. To ensure that our analysis was complete and included local
; i T T and regional issues, we conferred with appropriate agencies and held public meetings.
We considered combining the three projectsin sections 3.2.1.3 and 3.2.1.4 of thisEIS.
The cumulative impacts analysisin section 4.13 of this EI'S addresses the potential
combined environmental impacts of all three projects, should all three be built.
11
terch 11, 2 There are two avenues by which the goals of multiple LNG projects could be satisfied
gl . Sa, Sty by developing an LNG terminal on asingle property:
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
S o 1 First, asingle company could build facilities that could satisfy the objectives of
P — multiple projects. However, the three proposed LNG import terminals along the
Re: Docket Nos. CP05-11-000, CP05-12-000, CP05-13-000, and CP05-14-000 northeastern shore of Corpus Christi Bay are three $parate proj ects propowd by three
Dear Secretary Salas: separate applicants. Combining the objectives of one or more of the projects at a
These are my comments on the February 2005 Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Ingleside Brergy single terminal would likely involve either the elimination of one or more of the
CPOS 1500 and CPOS. 14000 Unlos nfcted cthernive,al eerences below 1o “DEIS' r to s proposals or a comprehensive synchronization of the respective LNG chains (source
SERT development to market).

GENERAL COMMENTS

Second, two or more companies could build LNG facilities that would satisfy the
objectives of their respective projects at a single property. However, we do not believe
that there are significant advantages to combining or collocating two or more different
LNG project facilities on asingle property. Each of the proposed LNG projects are
aready collocated with existing industrial facilities. If the three proposed projects
were all built on the same site, additional space would be required to accommodate the
construction of additional ship berths, storage tanks, vaporization equipment, and
combined pipeline facilities. While building the three LNG facilitiesat asingle

- property would not lessen ship traffic on the La Quinta Channel, ship congestion in
theimmediate vicinity of a marine terminal (which could be visited by as many as

113 540 LNG ships per year) may pose significant logistical difficulties.

ES N

In addition, asindicated in section 1.1 of this EI'S, moving the location of the Ingleside
inthese crtical areas to generate -4 Energy Center’'s proposed LNG facilities to another site would defeat Ingleside San
e flpravid a timely opporiuntly Patricio’ s stated purpose of combining its facilities with the Occidental Chemical
manufacturing complex to offset each others respective heating and cooling needs and
placing the facilities on Occidental Chemical property.

Section 3.6.2 includes a discussion of collocating the pipelines from each of the LNG

projects. We have revised sections 3.2.2.2 and 4.13 with updated information to
address the proposed gravity based structures.
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11 Continued, page 1 of 6

11-2 Seeresponse to comment A3-5. We have revised section 4.4.1 of thisEIS to include a
discussion of Ingleside San Patricio’ s draft mitigation plan and their continuing
consultation with the agencies in the development of this plan.

11-3 The cumulative impacts analysisin section 4.13 of this EIS has been revised to include
the gravity based structures, in addition to other known projects existing or proposed,
in the Corpus Christi Bay area

11-4 We bdlieve that thisfinal EIS contains complete, detailed information about the
potential environmental effects of the proposal. In addition, we believe that all
concerns raised by commentors have been fully addressed in thisfinal EIS.
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for a meaningful response before the FERC reaches a decision on the IEC, the DELS must be supplemented to
provide the missing information. Furthermore, the public must be given the opportunity to review and comment

on the Supplemental DELS (SDEILS).

SPECIFIC COMMENTS
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11-6
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Continued, page 2 of 6

11-5

11-6

11-7
11-8

11-9

Ingleside San Patricio indicated in its Comments of Ingleside Energy Center LLC and
San Patricio Pipeline LLC on Draft Environmental Impact Satement, that its preferred
dredge disposal areaisthe Alcoa bauxite residue tailing ponds. Ingleside San Patricio
has identified DMPA 13 as an alternative. Sections 2.2.1.1 and 3.5 of the EIS have
been revised.

Ingleside San Patricio has identified potential interconnections between the proposed
pipeline and nine intrastate and interstate pipeline systems. In their March 28, 2005
response to staff’s March 18, 2005 data request, the applicant reported that these
pipelines have a combined design capacity of over 4.3 Bcf per day and average
available capacity in excess of 1.9 Bcf per day. The applicant, as well as the other
LNG developersin the Corpus Christi area, will compete with each other and domestic
suppliers for markets served by these pipelines. The applicant could utilize available
capacity in these pipelines, compete with and displace existing suppliers using capacity
on these pipelines, or replace declining supplies. Also, it should be noted that the
applicant intends to provide gas supplies to Occidental’ s adjacent chemical facility. It
is uncertain at this juncture whether expansions of the pipelines will be necessary in
the future. However, if expansions of the interstate pipeline are required in the future
to move supplies from the Corpus Christi area, the project sponsors are required by
section 7 of the Natural Gas Act to seek FERC authorization to do so. Asthelead
Federal agency, FERC staff would prepare an environmental assessment or EISto
comply with the requirements of NEPA.

See response to comment 11-1.

Asindicated in section 1.1 of this EIS, one of the stated objectives of the Ingleside
Energy Center LNG Project isto integrate its LNG termina with the adjacent
Occidental Chemical manufacturing complex in order for the two facilities to offset the
other’ s respective heating and cooling needs. In its comments on the draft EIS,
Ingleside San Patricio stated that there is no evidence that there is sufficient waste heat
from the Sherwin Alumina Company for Ingleside San Patricio’s stated purpose.
Ingleside San Patricio also stated that two pairs of six-mile-long 52-inch supply and
return lines would be required to make this alternative possible. Because of the
environmental impacts that would result from the pipeline, locating Ingleside San
Patricio’s LNG terminal at the Cheniere site would not likely be economically viable
nor would it be an environmentally preferable aternative to the proposed site.

See response to comment 11-1.
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Section 2.2.2.2, pp 3-12,13: This section discusses the alternative of combining IEC with the Compass Port
Project, a GBS-type LNG facility proposed off the shore of Alabama. The DEIS states that “Construction of the
two GBSs would require approximately 70 acres of land adjacent to a navigable channel with a minimum depth
of 50 feet,” that “Additional environmental impacts associated with an expanded Compass Port facility would
include up to 140 acres of land for construction of the GBS, an offshore footprint that would be nearly triple of
that proposed, and a subsea construction disturbance for the pipelines,” and that “Thus, the environmental
impact [sic] associated with the expansion of the Compass Port Project would be similar to, if not greater, than
those associated with the construction of [IEC].”

What the $does not mention is that the site of the preposed GBS construction for Compass Port is the
Kiewit Offshore 5 { f 7. located 2 nnle 'md a h’ill away down thz- Ls Quz.m'x
Channel from 1Ef ceording to the U8 (

11-10 11-10 Section 3.2.2 and section 4.13 of this EI'S have been revised to include the gravity
based structures and the associated graving dock locations under consideration in the
Corpus Christi Bay area.

Pt"rl“mt ¢
deep, al.d its' (3BS construction requires-a 101-acre F'xbnc'xvu 1)

tice ¢ pplication No, ALD3;

The March 2005 Chenjere FEIS adds 4 Tittle bit of &
Tmy tioft, but, more importantly, it also
GBS graving docks at thres o four sh.muu
MeDermott, Guif Marire an

GBSs for the Port Pelican, Pear] Cr
between 2005 and 2008, and that th
million ¢ubic yards.

et iniforination about Kigwit in its Cumulative
orpus e hrisu ares \:»}‘NMA‘TLL] er inare

il b it
project ] Antong the thing;
GRS atany fihe

T )

11-11 11-11 Sections 3.2.2 and 4.13 of this EIS have been updated with available and relevant
information. The proposed gravity based structures and their associated fabrication
site(s) are reviewed by the Coast Guard, in conjunction with the proposed deepwater
port and offshore pipeline. The alternative of constructing more than one gravity
based structure at a fabrication site, if feasible, would be under the review of the
Coast Guard. Inlooking at the effects on cumulative impacts resulting from
concurrent use, we believe that the effects are resource-specific. That is, whilea
larger area may be affected by increased dredging, the resources affected would
incur only one impact event. Ultimately, we agree that potential concurrent use of
the Kiewit site could have a bearing on the cumulative impacts. However, the
potentia changes could be both positive and negative and taken as a whole would
not alter our conclusions.

B
w:;,mhcarﬂv Jinpart because v“m
graving basi frony the La ()
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role for importing LNG into the U.S.[,] the current level of information and limited operation experience is not
sufficient to justify consideration of this emerging application or [sic] offshore technology as a reasonable
alternative to the proposed [IEC] LNG Project.”

As the proposals for four GBS graving docks in IEC’s project area demonstrate, the requirement for them is
hardly unusual. Furthermore, it is apparent from the investment-backed expectations of all the associated GBS
offshore LNG projects, at least one of which already has the Maritime Administration’s (MA) approval, that, _

however new and untried their technology, such projects are viable alternatives due closer examination than that -1z I 1 12 Commmt nOtaj
provided in the DEIS. T suggest that the DEIS concentrate less on speculation about the GBS technology, over
which Congress assigned the Coast Guard and MA lead authority, and spend more time on the problems
assoclated with piping the gas through the Texas coastal environments, an area of special FERC expertise and
authority.

Section3.2.2:5
with the Port B
ones Propos
The D

ik 11-13 Seeresponse to comment 11-10.

11-14 Asindicated in section 2.4.1.2 of the EIS, Ingleside San Patricio proposes that

14 materials generated during construction and maintenance dredging would be pumped
to Alcoa stailing ponds. If Ingleside San Patricio deemed the tailing ponds
unavailable for any reason, they would request from the COE and FERC a
modification to the proposed dredge disposal area. In addition, Ingleside San
Patricio would consult and comply with the applicable permitting agencies and their
requirements and develop a Dredge Disposa Plan. Ingleside San Patricio has not

s identified any other dredge disposal aress.
11-15 Seeresponse to comment 11-2. We fully recognize the responsibility of the COE to
finalize mitigation for impacts to resources covered under Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act. Further, we trust the ability of the COE to ensure that the mitigation
adequately compensates for those impacts while being responsive to any agreements
with other agencies. While staff wishes to accurately report the mitigation being
developed by the COE and the applicant, we aso understand that the final mitigation
Is and the TS plan isthe one that is approved and included in the COE permit. We haveincluded a
o S i o s ' recommendation in the final EIS that would require that Ingleside San Patricio
island, hciter\;h;ihiapirg:r:: o Jo‘;Kﬁstjctccaii‘t;Q;E;Ez:l;iz;l:c:‘i?eih:;umi]:;n]ghc oy ne'I: zpu;:)}b};m Compl etean approvw m|t|ga|0n plan pn or to ConSrUCti on Of the terml nal' FI nal
providing convenient arid econo: al sites for the federal government, Th section should include a approval Of the m|t| ga[l on, Of course, Conti nues to be Under the authonty Of the COE

11-16 A discussion of the cumulative effect of the three proposed LNG projects and the
gravity based structures under consideration in the Corpus Christi Bay area are

discussed in section 4.13 of this EIS and a map showing ship channels, proposed
LNG project sites, and graving dock sites has been included (see figure 4.13-1). We
have revised this EIS to reflect Ingleside San Patricio’s proposed DMPA is the Alcoa
tailing ponds. Discussions on the DMPA and natural resources that would be
affected by the Ingleside Energy Center LNG Project can be found in sections 2.0
and 4.0 of thisEIS. Figure 2.4-1 has been included to show the Project and DMPA
location.
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description of each DMPA, the channel reach(es) each serves, any natural resources such as bird rookeries or
wetlands it supports, the average annual rate at which each is being filled, how much of that filling is I1-16
contributed by maintenance or expansion of the public channels, how much of that filling comes from private
dredging, the date at which each DMPA’s remaining capacity will be exhausted, and the most likely location of
each DMPA’s expansion or replacement.
At the top of p 4-131, the FERC staff recommends that IEC “evaluate the quantity of dredging required to
accommodate the maneuvering of LNG \iessels up to 254,000 [cubic meters] capacity through the Corpus
oo andevahtion e il BT Thissccommenisbion i m apparent reronce 0 C's nck of 4t 11-17  Ingleside San Petricio continues to assert that its facility would not likely be used
proposal of the “Y,” or intersection between the two channels, as VsD proposed. TEC had to a:commodate the |arga’ Veﬁl s. However, we have |ncl udaj a recommendatl on
uation that the- intended 1o use did not need the . A A . ’ . N
commends in this FEIS that Ingleside San Patricio evaluate the need for additional dredging,
and the quantity of dredging that would be required, to accommodate the
maneuvering of LNG vessels up to 254,000 m® capacity through the Corpus Christi
s — and La Quinta Channels. We have recommended that this study be donein
Settion 4.1 Bechuse,
o, and e rowons o consultation with the COE, Coast Guard, and the Aransas Corpus Christi Pilots
Counmlative i Association, and to file the results with the Secretary for the review and approval
Cumiilative impa . . . .
. or added to, of prior to the use of LNG ships over 140,000 m® in capacity.
D-1g 11-18  The cumulative impacts section of this EI'S has been updated and revised to
include additional information.
1-19
foe 11-19  Seeresponseto comment 11-18.
11-20  Seeresponse to comment 11-18. The EIS has been revised to reflect that Ingleside
i San Patricio’ s proposed DMPA is the Alcoa tailing ponds.
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Lafitte’s Cove at Pirates’ Beach Nature Society v. U. rmy Corps of Engineers, Civil Action No. G-04-185
(Galveston Division, Southern District of Texas, Dec. 2004), the Court ruled in pertinent part:

The Corps failed to conduct a sufficient cumulative impacts analysis in its EA for Permit 22790. The
cumulative impacts section does not provide enough information upon which the Corps could base a
reasoned decision on whether to grant the permit, nor does it actually analyze what information it
does provide on cumulative impacts. Also, the Corps did not adequately consider the loss of spoil
disposal area A in the context of the Pirate’s Cove development and other developments.

This recent case law clearly sets the standard concerning cumulative impacts for this DEIS and all the other
ongoing NEPA analyses within the Southern District of Texas. Accordingly, I again strongly recommend the
FERC supplement this DETS to correct this and other deficiencies

‘his sonchides my comments on the DEIS. T look forward to seeing its suppleément

Sincerely;

Johnny T French

Save the dirt.
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Mary Leona Mur ff

12-1

12-2

12-3

12-4

12-5

The FERC staff is required to review the applications before the Commission and
make a determination as to whether they can be constructed and operated in an
environmentally acceptable manner. The No Action Alternative, including a
discussion of alternative sources of energy isincluded in section 3.1. The question of
whether the United States should rely on foreign sources of energy is outside the
scope of thisEIS.

The LNG terminal and pipeline would be located in areas dominated by industrial
and agricultural land uses. We are not aware of any planned residentia or
commercia developments within one mile of the proposed pipeline or LNG terminal
(see section 4.7.2). Construction of homes or buildings within the 50-foot-wide
permanent pipeline right-of-way would generally not be alowed. However, unless
otherwise restricted, the land use outside of the permanent right-of-way would not be
affected and could be developed. Further, much of the pipeline route is adjacent to
existing utility rights-of-way (about 86.7 percent). Consequently, the development of
anew utility corridor that could in some way discourage future development is not
being proposed by Ingleside San Patricio.

A new source of competitively priced natural gas, such as that which would be
provided by the proposed Project, would generally benefit the local and regional
economies. Conversely, higher natural gas prices could adversely influence the
regional economy by reducing realized household incomes and business profits
(see section 1.1). We recognize that not al sectors of the economy would necessarily
benefit equally. During construction of the LNG terminal, Ingleside San Patricio
would employ an average of about 350 workers. About 550 workers would be
employed during the peak construction period, when the LNG terminal and pipeline
are both under construction. Ingleside San Patricio expects to utilize predominately
local workers who reside within 100 miles of the Project and would employ 34 full-
time workers to maintain and operate the LNG terminal facilities (see section 4.8 of
thisEIS).

Please see response to comment 12-2.

If the project is approved, the specific terms of landowner compensation would be
negotiated between the landowner and Ingleside San Patricio. Regardless of the
compensation, the FERC would require Ingleside San Patricio to implement our Plan
in order to minimize construction-related impacts and restore agricultural lands. It
has been our experience that, by following plans similar to this, agricultural areas can
be fully restored within one growing season of construction. If crop yieldsin areas
disturbed by pipeline construction are not similar to adjacent undisturbed portions of
the same field, Ingleside San Patricio would be required to take additional stepsto
restore the field (see section VII.A of our Plan).
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2
that willoccur in the future, not just for one or two years. [ 12-5
8. These large, high pressure lines will always be a danger to 12-6
people, homes and equipment.

We thank you for soliciting our comments and give the comments

your full attention and consideration,

Mgy Deae, AEETE

P »

12

Continued, page 2 of 2

12-6 Section 4.12.7 of the EIS includes a discussion of pipeline reliability and safety

i Ssues.
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