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L-i Appendix L – Comments on the Draft EIS 
and Responses 

TABLE L-1 

Comments Received on the Draft EIS 

Letter Number Agency/Commenter Name Date of Letter/ 
Comment Session 

FERC Docket 
Accession Number 

FEDERAL AGENCIES (FA) 
FA01 NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service 2/5/19 20190206-5004 
FA02 United States Coast Guard, Margaret Brown 2/5/19 20190205-5000 
FA03 United States Environmental Protection Agency 3/12/19 20190312-5206 
FA04 United States Department of Interior 3/13/19 20190313-5200 
STATE AGENCIES (SA) 
SA01 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 1/22/19 20190122-0008 
SA02 Texas Parks & Wildlife Department 2/4/19 20190204-5206 
SA03 Railroad Commission of Texas 3/1/19 20190308-5128 
SA04 Railroad Commission of Texas 3/6/19 20190315-0010 
LOCAL AGENCIES (LA) 
LA01 Port of Brownsville 1/29/19 20190201-5216 
COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS (CO) 
CO01 Suntrack Supply Services Inc 1/22/19 20190122-0007 
CO02 Greater Brownsville Incentives Corporation 1/18/19 20190125-0041 
CO03 South Texas Manufacturers Association 1/15/19 20190129-0035 
CO04 Friends of Laguna Atascosa National Wildlife Refuge 2/4/19 20190204-5139 
CO05 Annova LNG 2/4/19 20190204-5178 
CO06 Friends of the Wildlife Corridor 2/4/19 20190204-5190 
CO07 Institute for Policy Integrity 2/4/19 20190204-5245 
CO08 Center for Liquified Natural Gas 1/24/19 20190130-5136 
CO09 Annova LNG 2/4/19 20190204-5216 
CO10 Sierra Club 2/4/19 20190204-5185 
CO12 South Padre Chamber of Commerce 1/11/19 20190122-0006 
ELECTED OFFICIALS (EO) 
EO01 Texas House of Representatives, District 38 2/1/19 20190204-5194 
EO02 Texas House of Representatives 2/4/19 20190226-0015 
EO03 Lieutenant Governor Dan Patrick 2/4/19 20190226-0014 
EO04 Senator Eddie Lucio, Jr. 3/13/19 20190314-5000 
PUBLIC COMMENT SESSION (PM) 

PM01 January 10, 2019 Public Comment Session – multiple 
individuals, see transcript below 1/10/19 20190222-4000 

INDIVIDUALS (IND) 
IND01 Thomas Smith 12/28/18 20181228-5079 
IND02 Kenneth G. Teague 1/4/19 20190104-5083 
IND03 Gary Richards 1/9/19 20190109-5045 
IND04 Jim Russell 1/14/19 20190114-5005 
IND05 Sumner Herrick 1/14/19 20190114-5004 
IND06 Justin Vosburg 1/14/19 20190114-5009 
IND07 Mary A Branch 1/23/19 20190123-5146 
IND08 Marie Norrell 1/25/19 20190125-0025 
IND09 Sarah Stueber Bishop Merrill, M.S., Ph.D. 1/25/19 20190125-5022 
IND10 Joyce Hamilton 1/29/19 20190129-0034 
IND11 Individual 1/31/19 20190131-0011 
IND12 Brian Schill 2/1/19 20190201-5120 
IND13 Young 2/4/19 20190204-5089 
IND14 Christine G Rakestraw 2/4/19 20190204-5062 
IND15 Diane Teter 2/4/19 20190204-5105 
IND16 Patrick Anderson 2/4/19 20190204-5173 
IND17 Sarah Simpson 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND18 Donald L Hockaday 2/4/19 20190204-5222 
IND19 Christine G Rakestraw 2/5/19 20190205-5003 
IND20 Barbara Hegarty 2/5/19 20190205-5010 
IND21 Don Hockaday 2/4/19 20190205-5005 
IND22 John Young 2/4/19 20190204-5256 
IND23 Joyce M Hamilton 2/5/19 20190205-5026 
IND24 Brooke Osborne 2/5/19 20190205-0007 
IND25 Mickey Fetonte 2/5/19 20190205-0008 
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IND26 Liz Zepeda 2/5/19 20190205-0009 
IND27 Kathleen Sjodin-Bunse 2/5/19 20190205-0010 
IND28 Susan F Van Haitsma  2/5/19 20190205-0011 
IND29 Austin Hyde 2/5/19 20190205-0012 
IND30 Elyssa Browning 2/5/19 20190205-0013 
IND31 Victoria Hendricks 2/5/19 20190205-0014 
IND32 Brooke Penny 2/5/19 20190205-0015 
IND33 Michael Panels  2/5/19 20190205-0016 
IND34 Sean Carpenter 2/5/19 20190205-0017 
IND35 Alyssa Tharp 2/5/19 20190205-0018 
IND36 Kevin Gay 2/5/19 20190205-0019 
IND37 Amanda Wright 2/5/19 20190205-0020 
IND38 Suzzie Gagble 2/5/19 20190205-0021 
IND39 Kiko Villamizar 2/5/19 20190205-0022 
IND40 Barbara Hegarty 2/5/19 20190205-5010 
IND41 Brianna Gaytan 2/5/19 20190205-5021 
IND42 Cecilia Garrett 2/5/19 20190205-5022 
IND43 Daniel Velez 2/5/19 20190205-5023 
IND44 Cynthia Price 2/5/19 20190205-5024 
IND45 David Fisher 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND46 Elizabeth Pearl 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND47 Ester H. Ybarra 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND48 Gordon Watt 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND49 Howard Cohen 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND50 Joan Killelea 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND51 John Keller 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND52 Jonathan Salinas 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND53 Juan Perez 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND54 Karen Holleschau 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND55 Kent Wittenburg 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND56 Laura Germany 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND57 Lee Hamilton 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND58 Leigh Holleschau 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND59 Lessie Spindle 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND60 Linda Cooke 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND61 Lynne Schaffer 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND62 Marion Mason 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND63 Marla Hanks 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND64 Michele Cole 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND65 Mimi Calter 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND66 Muhammad Rashid 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND67 Ned Sheats 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND68 Rachael Brown 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND69 Roberto Chavez 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND70 Sarah Simpson 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND71 Scott Nicol 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND72 Terence Garrett 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND73 Thomas Nieland 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND74 Victoria Scharen 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND75 Wacy Maggs 2/5/19 20190205-5025 
IND76 Phyllis Sanders 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND77 Carol Creech 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND78 Nanette Gordon 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND79 Stanley Wright 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND80 Laura Hageman 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND81 Kathleen Kinzler 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND82 Kimo Virtanen 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND83 William Larowe 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND84 David Larsen 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND85 Olivia Brown 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND86 Kathryn Cain 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
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IND87 Stuart Crane 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND88 Anna George 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND89 Thomas Garcia 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND90 Terry Burns 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND91 Emily Garza 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND92 Juli Kring 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND93 Zeoma Olszewski 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND94 Melinda Fritsch 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND95 Ashley Jones 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND96 Betty Mcdugald 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND97 Linda Charlton 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND98 Ruth Keitz 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND99 Christian Rodriguez 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND100 Brandy Gibbs 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND101 Adriana Gonzalez 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND102 Roberto Alvarado 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND103 Greg Grubb 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND104 Doug Simmer 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND105 Beth Ann Sikes 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND106 Natalie Martens 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND107 Megan O’Connell 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND108 Samuel Boazman 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND109 Pam Sohan 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND110 Patricia Stella 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND111 Carolynn Snyder 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND112 Teresa French 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND113 Girard Arcand 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND114 David Will 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND115 Gary Hild 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND116 F M 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND117 Jed Mccuistion 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND118 Walter Breymann 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND119 Nelda Salinas 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND120 Marta Diaz 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND121 Anita Cannata-Nowell 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND122 Allison Zborowski 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND123 Mary Miller 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND124 Deirdre Ohearn 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND125 Marj Sears 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND126 Derek Eckert 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND127 Catherine Davis 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND128 Barbara and Roby Odom 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND129 Christine Lockhart 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND130 Luis Zepeda 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND131 Rick Provencio 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND132 Veronica Perez 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND133 Johnny Whitright 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND134 Tracy Bonner 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND135 Susan Cooper 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND136 Margaret Tatum 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND137 Carol Creech 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND138 Jerry Mylius 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND139 J Wells 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND140 Eunice Garza 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND141 Marianne and Stefan Vogt 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND142 Austin Gray 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND143 Chris Nicolosi 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND144 Payten Maness 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND145 Robert Perry 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND146 Neal Baron 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND147 Richard Walsh 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
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IND148 Guadalupe Yanez 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND149 Diane Adams 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND150 Pam Sonnen 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND151 Charles Spencer 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND152 Ashley Nelson 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND153 John Willis 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND154 Sandra Lira 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND155 Melissa Noriega 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND156 Juan Tejeda 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND157 Molly Neeley 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND158 Colleen Dieter 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND159 Wenceslao Garza 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND160 Melanie Sinclair 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND161 Joan Cunningham 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND162 Amber Manske 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND163 Mark Goodman 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND164 Danielle Ivie 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND165 Barbara Swearingen 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND166 Joe De Souza 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND167 Mary D. Cartwright 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND168 Jack Demarais 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND169 Kristi Collins 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND170 Archana Purushotham 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND171 Terrie Williams 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND172 George Duncan 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND173 Neala Johnson 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND174 H. Guh 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND175 Lucinda Wierenga 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND176 Mel Jordan 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND177 Mary Tietjen 2/6/19 20190206-00124 
IND178 Bianca Acosta  2/12/19 20190206-0012 
IND179 Gabriela Trevino 2/12/19 20190206-0012 
IND180 Susan Cooper 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND181 Debra Johnson 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND182 Margot Moczygemba 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND183 Amanda Kay 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND184 Leslie Hines 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND185 Cristela Sifuentez 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND186 Patricia Beltran 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND187 Kara Page 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND188 Madalynn Carey 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND189 Catherine Pleasants 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND190 Phillip Shephard 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND191 John Rath 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND192 Charles Foreman 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND193 Richard Powe 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND194 Ron Unger 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND195 Nadia Traietti 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND196 Joyce Dixon 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND197 Helena Hopson 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND198 Amanda Mahfood 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND199 David Carter 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND200 Cheryl Tanski 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND201 Zachary Roberts Myones 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND202 Ray C. Telfair II 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND203 Marta Hubbard 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND204 William Hoenes 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND205 David Mulcihy 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND206 Malva McIntosh 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND207 James OFlaherty 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND208 Janet Nongbri 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
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IND209 Catherine Milbourn 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND210 Carolyn Nieland 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND211 Tom Nieland 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND212 Douglas Rives 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND213 Andrew Lyall 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND214 Elizabeth Rowland 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND215 Craig Tatum 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND216 Rebecca Sims 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND217 Delaina Foster 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND218 Ricardo Rojas 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND219 Maria Reyna-Gomez 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND220 Julie Bush 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND221 Virginia Downing 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND222 Rebecca Hall 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND223 Santiago Gomez 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND224 Maria Anna Esparza 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND225 Michael Chavez 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND226 Roel Cantu 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND227 Rick Cruz 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND228 Becky Wharton 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND229 Kate Wasserman 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND230 Ryan W. 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND231 David Garcia 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND232 Chia Guillory 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND233 Craig Parker 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND234 Mark Klugiewicz 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND235 Darryl Malek-wiley 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND236 Noe Acevedo 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND237 Delysia Moore 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND238 Alfonso Saldana 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND239 Laurie Ward 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND240 Amparo B. de Navarro 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND241 Cheryl Smith 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND242 Dale and Mary Erdmann 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND243 Ken Dixon 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND244 John Hanson 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND245 Velia Garcia 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND246 Leah Huddleston 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND247 Jacob Shields 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND248 Sara Gilath 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND249 Kevin Rivas 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND250 Karli Scalise 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND251 Robin Sherwin 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND252 Scarlett Bacon 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND253 Courtney Sulak 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND254 Michael Peterson 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND255 Ingrid Hansen 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND256 Roger Mathre 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND257 Laura Codina 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND258 Eleanor Raybold 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND259 Denis Tidrick 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND260 Karen Hill 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND261 Shelley Dunham 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND262 Frances Morgan 2/6/19 20190206-0012 
IND263 Craig Parker 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND264 Martha Eberle 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND265 Isys Chamberlain 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND266 Tresa Colston 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND267 Andrew Hernandez 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND268 Beverly Walker 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND269 James Flanagan 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
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IND270 Thomas Nicolazzo 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND271 Cindy Arellano 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND272 Omar Elizondo 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND273 Regina Stanley 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND274 Camilla Figueroa 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND275 Linda Hahus 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND276 Naomi Dove 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND277 Yvonne Hansen 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND278 Dawn Langerock 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND279 Jeff Tave 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND280 Renee Reeves 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND281 John Nelson 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND282 Lily Beaumont 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND283 Steve Bradley 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND284 Steven Reilly 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND285 Jean Finch 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND286 Jennifer Prevost 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND287 Spike Werda 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND288 Jamie Owens 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND289 Dennis Han 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND290 Abbas Abbohamidi 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND291 Phyllis Price 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND292 Audrey H 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND293 Mary Leon 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND294 Venkata Kothapalli 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND295 Marilyn Spivey 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND296 Stacie Wells 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND297 Sandy Schmidt 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND298 Claud Bramblett 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND299 Cindy Gabrielsen 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND300 Ann Sever 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND301 William Rosenthal 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND302 Mike Harris 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND303 David Bell 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND304 Robert Arber 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND305 Vincent Fonseca 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND306 Linda Bedre Vaughn 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND307 Diego Gavilanes 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND308 Anne Martin 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND309 Joel Quaintance 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND310 Yesenia Ceja 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND311 Aaron Faris 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND312 Mark Hellums 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND313 Cynthia Maguire 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND314 Merilee Phillips 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND315 Jim Jones 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND316 Jim Boldin 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND317 Ma Strange 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND318 Bob Freeman 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND319 Sondra York 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND320 Monica Cortes 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND321 Don Sawyer 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND322 Ivy Buchanan 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND323 Pat Smith 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND324 Patricia Stinson-Sunbury 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND325 Steven Smith 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND326 Lisa Chung 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND327 Laura Burns 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND328 Steve Sears 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND239 Charity Mccluskey 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND330 Caroline Oneal 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
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IND331 Kari Brooks 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND332 Robert Sendrey 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND333 James Klein 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND334 Elizabeth Young 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND335 Elizabeth Parker 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND336 Linda Hanratty 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND337 Dodie Sweeney 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND338 Evelyn Sardina 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND339 Roma Norwine 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND340 Vernon Berger 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND341 Mary Kennedy 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND342 Irene Martinez 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND343 Jaen Lawrence 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND344 Julisia Jackson 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND345 Coleen Vicenti 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND346 Michael Spradlin 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND347 Jane Chischilly 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND348 Lorelei Lambert 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND349 Elaine Byrne 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND350 Jacquelyn Dingley 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND351 Lynn Rich 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND352 Martin Pesaresi 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND353 Ed Perry 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND354 Cathy Chesser 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND355 Jan E. Vaughan 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND356 David Ruda 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND357 Hector Medellin 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND358 Kelly Hobbs 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND359 Sandy Ransom 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND360 Bill Holt et al. 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND361 ED Breidenbach 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND362 Mark Russell 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND363 Evelyn Adams 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND364 James Smith 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND365 Patricia Schon 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND366 Karen Sterling 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND367 Turney Maurer 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND368 Martin Penkwitz 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND369 Danna Mcvey 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND370 Ken Odell 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND371 Christopher Hathaway 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND372 Terri Mckeegan 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND373 Terri McClung 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND374 Margaret Little 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND375 Tracy Mcmillan 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND376 Sandy Phillips 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND377 Rick Boykin 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND378 Kent Rylander 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND379 John Langston 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND380 Yvonne Zepeda 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND381 Gilberto Lopez 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND382 Crystal Frias 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND383 Marissa Williams 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND384 Linda Hataway 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND385 J Talbot 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND386 Janet Phillips 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND387 Michelle Emmitt 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND388 Lisa Barrett 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND389 Nika Dunn 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND390 Laura Berrios 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND391 Kathryn Brown 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
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IND392 Karin Ascot 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND393 Simona Vigil 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND394 Jane Miller Langley 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND395 Michael Phipps 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND396 Dr Stern 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND397 Rhonda Boehm 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND398 Joseph Krause 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND399 Tanya Kasper 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND400 Julie Mayfield 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND401 Gary Kasper 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND402 Sabrina Cook 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND403 Tracy Ferlet 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND404 Linda Cooke 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND405 Carolyn Croom 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND406 Linda Bedre 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND407 Katheryn Rogers 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND408 Alan Ogden 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND409 Micki Casino Gerardi 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND410 William Parham 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND411 Suzanne Taylor 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND412 Donna B Matthews 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND413 Sybil Morgan 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND414 Linda Maher 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND415 Michelle Smith 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND416 Dennis Deacon 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND417 Amy Maxwell 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND418 Herman Rhein 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND419 Laura Brush 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND420 Mary Hancock 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND421 Kerry White 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND422 Melissa Guynes 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND423 Jo Boles 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND424 Yanira Aguirre 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND425 Zara Barron 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND426 Robert Gary 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND427 Patsy Sasek 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND428 Cheyenne Weaver 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND429 Laura Carbonneau 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND430 Jacob Fakheri 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND431 Judy Clark 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND432 Haiden Wattley 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND433 Shawn Troxell 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND434 Choky Alvarez 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND435 Jane Lundquist 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND436 Lynda Arredon 2/6/19 20190206-0013 
IND437 Sharon Daly 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND438 Gail Williams 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND439 Robert Bauer 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND440 Deena Berg 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND441 Roger Knudson 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND442 Bonnie Clements 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND443 Linda Fielder 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND444 Susan Bussa 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND445 Margaret Schulenberg 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND446 Samuela Walker 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND447 Rebecca Mccuistion 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND448 Clif Jordan 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND449 Debbie Hyde 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND450 Sharon Haywood 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND451 CJ Vaughn 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND452 Kay Mcbrayer 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
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IND453 Judith Stueve 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND454 Pat Johnson 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND455 Sara Straube 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND456 Claud and Sharon Bramblett 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND457 James Clark 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND458 Crystal Bowling 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND459 Carina Ramirez 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND460 Pam Sohan 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND461 Carolina Ysasaga 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND462 Kim Sanders George 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND463 Wanda Kirkpatrick 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND464 Rick Gordon 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND465 Susan Finley 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND466 Janice Kidd 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND467 Catherine Croom 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND468 Harvey Collen 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND469 Nancy Walsh 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND470 Fatima Quraali 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND471 Cris Nelson 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND472 David Allison 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND473 Roberta Beckman 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND474 Laura Tabor 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND475 Lilli Pell 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND476 Lucia Carter 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND477 Elizabeth Whitlow 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND478 Stephen Brown 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND479 Stacey Schodek 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND480 Zeb Hanley 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND481 Susan Hradsky 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND482 Laura Sander 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND483 Diana Wheeler 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND484 Liz LaFour 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND485 Diana Gamez 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND486 Patricia Thomson 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND487 Fran Wessel 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND488 Jerry Bailey 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND489 L. Fielder 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND490 Nancy Rosenberg 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND491 Karen Ricks 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND492 Edward Lackey 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND493 Darvin Oliver 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND494 Cynthia Meyer 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND495 Allison Vitek 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND496 Debra McCawley 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND497 Frederick Chase 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND498 Stephen Stoker 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND499 Theresa Martinez 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND500 Bettie Winsett 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND501 Kathleen Younghans 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND502 Luis Perez 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND503 Cynthia Prince 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND504 Natasha Tuckett 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND505 Billiejean Jones 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND506 Severa Krausse 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND507 Leonor Smith Zacarias 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND508 John Browning 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND509 Pam Turlak 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND510 Monica Arsate 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND511 Monica Montalvo 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND512 Gena Sadler 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND513 Jeff Warner 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
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IND514 Alexandra Canel 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND515 Edward Grigassy 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND516 J Iverson 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND517 Joshua Jacinto 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND518 Robert Martin 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND519 Patricia Brooks 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND520 Annette Pieniazek 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND521 Noemi Silva 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND522 Will Golding  2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND523 Aguedys Whittaker 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND524 Waldo Castro 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND525 Vince Mendieta 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND526 Lori Namapee 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND527 Stephen Schwausch 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND528 Gaye Hokden 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND529 Steven Bailey 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND530 Ellen Cote 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND531 Bob Bardo 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND532 Sarah Zepeda 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND533 Carol Porras 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND534 Kimberly Gilbertson 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND535 Rebecca Sharp 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND536 Gerard Sullivan 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND537 Rogelio Alcoser 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND538 Ryan Scinta 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND539 Shannon Prescott 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND540 Albert Downing 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND541 Charles Paget 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND542 Jessica Bozeman 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND543 Leslie Brown 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND544 S Hartman 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND545 Charles Counterman 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND546 Candace Halliburton 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND547 R Write 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND548 Joe Rogers 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND549 Georgena Askew 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND550 David Burnett 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND551 Bruce Burns 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND552 Andrea Johnson 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND553 Nicholas Delossantos 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND554 Linda Kroeger 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND555 Donald Owen 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND556 Kathy Dorman  2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND557 Barry Brossa 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND558 Carol Pennington 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND559 Jeffrey Crozier 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND560 Shanna Bradford 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND561 Cynthia Curtis 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND562 Julia Burgen 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND563 Dirk Rogers 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND564 Eric Scheilhagen 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND565 Leah Klein 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND566 Baldamar Lopez 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND567 Jane Gilley 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND568 Nick and Diana Rudolph 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND569 Alan Holt 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND570 Sarah Lindholm 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND571 Edwin and Patricia Sasek 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND572 Christina Campos 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND573 Kate Mathis 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND574 Steve and Rachael Alvarez-Jett 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
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IND575 Lisa Gewax 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND576 Soria Adibi 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND577 Ruby Ahiquist 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND578 Ricardo Rojas 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND579 Lizeth Marquez 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND580 John Reiter 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND581 De Hy 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND582 Mark Witte 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND583 Bryan Taylor 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND584 Nara Wood 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND585 Ronald Shenberger 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND586 Genevieve Ali 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND587 Asad Rahbar 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND588 M Cole 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND589 Sandra Varvel 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND590 Amy Ardington 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND591 Craig Nazor 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND592 Nancy Lehmann 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND593 Steve Garland 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND594 Astrid Thomsen 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND595 Vigil Rosser 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND596 Joanne Fell 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND597 Russell Hollier 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND598 David Davidson 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND599 Alan Montemayor 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND600 Vera Smith 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND601 Lala Bae 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND602 Kathrin Dodds 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND603 William Skinner 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND604 Joseph Reynolds 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND605 Brian Strasters 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND606 Mary Greenway 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND607 Kevin Abate 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND608 Nancy Fullerton 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND609 Raje Wolf 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND610 David and Susanne Arbiter 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND611 Gareth White 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND612 Thomas Templeton 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND613 Yury Ragoza 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND614 Ron Serino 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND615 Erin White 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND616 Sharon Baron 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND617 Debra Walker 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND618 Sherri Sherbo 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND619 Theresa Flanagan 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND620 Carolyn Rich 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND621 Annette Mcanally 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND622 Deborah Williams 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND623 Robert Gilliland 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND624 Harriet Horton 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND625 Amy Quate 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND626 Kat Feuerbacher 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND627 Cindy Brittain 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND628 Fred Lindner 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND629 Christiana Brinton 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND630 Eugene Molina 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND631 Mary Jozwiak 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND632 Yolanda Birdwell 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND633 Sandy York 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND634 Valerie Hernandez 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND635 Barbara Anderson 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
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IND636 James Gillum 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND637 Michael Collard 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND638 Karen Sprague 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND639 Melanie Demartinis 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND640 Gloria Skillman 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND641 Linda Berger 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND642 Elisa Hirt 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND643 Julia Woodward-Parker 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND644 Kathy Rinehart 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND645 Jill Buchanan 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND646 Julie Solell 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND647 Jim Tucker 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND648 Mary Cato 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND649 Rochelle Brackman 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND650 Nettie Standiford 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND651 Jose Gomez 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND652 Lauren Danford 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND653 Frank Dufour 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND654 Harold Albers 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND655 Teran Hughes 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND656 Cheryl Morris 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND657 Tammy Scott 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND658 Kathryn Samec 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND659 Teresa Saldivar 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND660 Elizabeth Grimsley 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND661 Andrea MacRae 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND662 Holly Thiel 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND663 Donna Crittenden 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND664 Nancy Mcgrath 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND665 Douglas Chalmers 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND666 Pat Roberson 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND667 Katie Drackert 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND668 Eva Coleman 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND669 Tracy Briney 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND670 Irenia Salazar-Parada 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND671 Charmaine Berry 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND672 Cima Malkhassian 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND673 Diane and Michael Wonio 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND674 Gwynne Carosella 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND675 Monique Mcintyre 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND676 Karen Naumann 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND677 Christina Scattergood 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND678 Richard Schlenk 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND679 Brittney Collins 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND680 Catherine Willmann 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND681 Tracy Simmons 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND682 Joan Allison 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND683 Jeanne Jordan 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND684 Sherry Andresen 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND685 William Romfh 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND686 Joanne segura-Delgado 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND687 Betsy Lambert 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND688 Bill France 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND689 Kristina Williams 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND690 Angela Barrera 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND691 Lynsey Holland 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND692 Melodie Palmer 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND693 Kathleen Bryson 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND694 Doyle Sebesta 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND695  Todd Teulon 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND696 Alexis Sosa 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
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IND697 Mike Johnson  2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND698 Marla Hanks 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND699 Sheyla Mendoza 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND700 Derek Luft 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND701 Alice Kuchenthal 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND702 Deana Phillips 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND703 Terry Burton 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND704 Elizabeth Burton 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND705 Jeanne Kyser 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND706 Jose Sanchez 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND707 Sheila Simpson 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND708 Terri McNeal 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND709 Gloria Silva 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND710 Gilbert Pritchett 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND711 Cameron Babberney 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND712 Leslie Hopkins 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND713 Penny Hartwell 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND714 William Michael 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND715 Clarisa Rostro 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND716 Rose Morris 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND717 Duane Patrick 2/6/19 20190206-0014 
IND718 Alexander Helou 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND719 Cliff Perkins 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND720 Betty Alex 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND721 Corliss Crabtree 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND722 P Leal 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND723 Mary Mueller 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND724 Ann Mcgory 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND725 Tayyab Malik 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND726 Mittie Hinz 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND727 Felipe-Andres Piedra 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND728 James Lipsey 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND729 Jessimikuh Shhboom 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND730 Marie Norrell 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND731 John Rooney 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND732 John Fisher 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND733 Mary Celaya 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND734 Erika Shea 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND735 Craig Liebendorfer 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND736 Mark Monger 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND737 Sarah Page 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND738 William Cook 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND739 Connie Leblanc 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND740 Debra Francis 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND741 Anna Kaiser 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND742 James Rice 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND743 Bill Rogers 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND744 Jane Jatinen 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND745 David Michalek 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND746 Frank Blake 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND747 Morgan Meyers 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND748 Linda Brust 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND749 Roberto Salazar 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND750 Martha Honey 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND751 Mackenzie Crone 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND752 Kathy Pinckney 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND753 Marie Palos 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND754 David Mohan 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND755 Bianca Marcuccino-Walsh 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND756 Gary Aten 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND757 Carol Denning 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
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IND758 Debra Hollinger 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND759 Suzanne Gil 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND760 Robert Bauhs 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND761 Rebekah Farrell 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND762 Gaye Holden 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND763 Jennifer Nichols 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND764 Brian Schill 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND765 David Powell 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND766 Mariel Davis 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND767 Pam Jaso 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND768 David Dorsey 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND769 Sophia Melendez 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND770 Linda Greene 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND771 Reynolds Reynolds 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND772 Krissie Marty 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND773 Alma Mata 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND774 Lonne Martinec 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND775 Kurtis Castellanos 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND776 Marie Hamm 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND777 Karen Arceri 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND778 Molly Rooke 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND779 Sarah Burden-Mcclure 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND780 Alice Perez 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND781 Christina Esmahan 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND782 Tria Shaffer 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND783 Bianca Gallegos 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND784 Michael and Jeanne Galvin 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND785 Ling Zhu 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND786 Sarah Fawcett 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND787 Joe Lopez 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND788 Carol Fly 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND789 Iris Waser 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND790 Evelyn Myler 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND791 Cecile Burandt 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND792 Michael Gray 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND793 L Borgen 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND794 Carla Harris 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND795 Lauren Ide 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND796 Martin Terry 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND797 Kenneth Johnson 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND798 Kris Manley 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND799 Suzanne Herzing 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND800 John-Michael Torres 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND801 Teresa Pietersen 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND802 Kathryn Davidson 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND803 Michael and Susie Way 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND804 Shirley Slampa 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND805 Karen Phillips 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND806 Sarah Berner 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND807 Antoinette Freeman 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND808 Teresa Summerlin 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND809 Riley Walberg 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND810 John Ader 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND811 June Jensen 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND812 Grace Pruitt 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND813 Hernan Ortega 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND814 Anthony Sanchez 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND815 Missy Elley 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND816 Pam Wetzels 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND817 Colleen Theriot 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND818 Nancy Latner 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
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FERC Docket 
Accession Number 

IND819 Jonathan Sanders 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND820 Michelle Esposito 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND821 Ashley Beard 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND822 Melanie Schuchart 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND823 Enedelia Salinas 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND824 Chris Soignier 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND825 Jeremiah Stith 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND826 Jack Elam 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND827 Eugenia Schuler 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND828 Elizabeth Venable 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND829 Linda Olsoe 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND830 Jensie Madden 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND831 Raynae Baker 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND832 Susan Thorn 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND833 Judith Bentancourt 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND834 Sandy Simmons 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND835 Sari Albornoz 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND836 Mari Wilson 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND837 Lillian Nance 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND838 Stewart Yaros 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND839 Shelby Scarbrough 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND840 Trinity Cobb 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND841 Susie Thompson 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND842 Lisa Parisi 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND843 Patty Adams 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND844 Celeste Rosales 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND845 Kayla Muzquiz 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND846 Cheryl Watson 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND847 E Ingraham 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND848 Mary McDonald 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND849 Marilyn Endres 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND850 John Lethco 2/6/19 20190206-0016 
IND851 Brian Abernathy 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND852 Jane Abrams 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND853 Noe Acevedo 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND854 U Sakoglu 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND855 P.S. Allison 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND856 Max Anderson 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND857 Sandra Arzola 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND858 Jill Bailey 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND859 Scott Baker 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND860 Justin Bautista 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND861 Bea Bee 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND862 Bhuvanesh Bhatt 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND863 Denise Bickford 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND864 Sarah Bijoy 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND865 John Boriack 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND866 Justin Bosler 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND867 Tia Bostarter 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND868 Carol Box 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND869 Ciara Boyer 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND870 Kate Bremer 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND871 Becky Browning 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND872 Klementyna Bryte 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND873 Richard Buck 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND874 Elizabeth Burnette 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND875 Kathryn Burns 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND876 Carolyn Nieland 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND877 Christine Smith 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND878 Grace Cagle 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND879 Richard Caldwell 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
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FERC Docket 
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IND880 Barbara Campbell 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND881 Lisa Canorro 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND882 Celine Capiccioni 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND883 Paul Cardwell 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND884 Cathy Carpentier 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND885 Rosemary Carson 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND886 Marisol Cervantes 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND887 Khy Chapman 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND888 Jose Choquehaunca 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND889 Chris Clark 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND890 John Clary 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND891 Mary Cohron 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND892 Danielle Cole 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND893 Debra Coleman 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND894 Audrey Colombe 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND895 Linda Cox 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND896 Diana Clark 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND897 Susan Daugherty 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND898 Alfred Davila 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND899 Ilene Dillon-Fink 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND900 Ken Dixon 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND901 Carolyn Downs 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND902 Stephanie Doyle 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND903 Susana Dunlap 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND904 John Edwards 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND905 Suzy Eide 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND906 Susan Ellis 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND907 Stephanie Ertel 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND908 Dan Everly 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND909 Brad First 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND910 Diamond Flores 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND911 Marcha Fox 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND912 Jose Gamobia 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND913 Xylia Garcia 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND914 Margaret Garza 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND915 Carol Gerson 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND916 Jennifer Golden 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND917 Patricia Gonzales 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND918 Autumn Gonzalez 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND919 Mark Goodman 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND920 Kathy Goodwin 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND921 Karen Grosse-Ramirez 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND922 Shannon Grounds 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND923 John Guest 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND924 Sandi Hebley 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND925 Jacqui Hamlett 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND926 Don Hammond 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND927 Robin Hanson 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND928 Pamela Hardwick 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND929 Lucy Harmon 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND930 Dan Harrison 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND931 Jana Harter 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND932 Miguel Hernandez 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND933 Claudia Herrera 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND934 Janice Hewitt 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND935 Ginger Himelright 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND936 Holly Holmes 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND937 Jean Hopkins 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND938 Athenea Hughes 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND939 Lee Hutchings 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND940 Adrienne Inglis 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
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FERC Docket 
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IND941 Pete Inman 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND942 Teresa Iovino 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND943 Katie Irani 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND944 John Wilson 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND945 Henry Jackson 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND946 Kyle Jeffries 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND947 Ann Joseph 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND948 Karen Browning 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND949 Kirk and Xochitl Jackson 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND950 Sierra King 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND951 Alison Kirsch 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND952 Tracey Kunkler 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND953 Pamela Kurner 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND954 Lori Williams 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND955 Juanita Lambie 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND956 Julia Landress 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND957 Stephanie Levinson 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND958 John Lewis 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND959 Elizabeth Lopez 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND960 Rev Luis Ignacio Gameros M Div 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND961 Matt Lykken 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND962 Laris Manescu 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND963 Pamela Massey 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND964 Sharon Matz 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND965 Andrea Maxwell 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND966 Sally McAfee 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND967 K McGaughy 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND968 Meredith McGuire 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND969 Susan McKinley 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND970 Allison Metzger 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND971 Eric Meyer 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND972 Kent and Karol Middleton 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND973 Diana L Montejano 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND974 Laura Mordecai 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND975 Winnie Tate Morgan 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND976 Tilsa Muldoon 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND977 Martha Mullens 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND978 Anthony Murray 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND979 Tracy Musgrove 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND980 Roger Neumann 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND981 Susan Nichols 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND982 Thomas Nieland 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND983 Karen Norton 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND984 William Okain 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND985 Sidney Parsons 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND986 Victoria Patterson 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND987 Patricia Patteson 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND988 Anita Pauwels 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND989 Syliva Pena 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND990 Cynthia Perez 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND991 Judy Perkins 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND992 Al Plata 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND993 Beverly Polan 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND994 Mary Pustejovsky 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND995 Emilio Ramirez 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND996 Linda Ramos 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND997 Cathy Ramsey 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND998 Carol Reinking 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND999 Ana Reza 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1000 Christina Richer 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1001 Kim Riggins 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
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IND1002 Maritza Rodriguez 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1003 Barbara Rogers 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1004 Terri Rose 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1005 Debbie Rothermel 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1006 Jean Rothfusz 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1007 Michael Russell 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1008 Michelle Rutan 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1009 Miroslava Saenz 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1010 Claudio Salazar 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1011 Blanca Sanchez-Navarro 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1012 Dorothy Schleicher 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1013 Linda Schubert 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1014 Phillip Scott 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1015 Bonni Scudder 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1016 Rose Slatouski 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1017 Jan Smith 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1018 Judith Snape 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1019 Elisabeth Sommer 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1020 Sandra Sparks 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1021 Nathan Stanfield 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1022 Diana Steinhagen 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1023 Teresa Stoever 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1024 Jeff Stone 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1025 Dominic Stricherz 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1026 Shelby Strickland 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1027 Rachel Stroud 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1028 Dan Sundberg 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1029 Cindy Symington 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1030 Joanna Symmonds 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1031 Tina Theriaque 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1032 Mary Timmons 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1033 Joe Tompkins 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1034 Sid Totten 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1035 Diane Trudeau 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1036 Lannie Tucker 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1037 Lesa Tyson 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1038 Tandie Van Den Berg 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1039 Jane Leatherman Van Praag 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1040 Jason Vandever 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1041 Gumecindo Villanueva 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1042 Lois Wagenseil 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1043 Susan Waskey 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1044 Debra Watson 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1045 Eileen Welch 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1046 Beth Wernick 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1047 Becky Wharton 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1048 Mauri Williams 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1049 Twila Willis 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1050 Ellen Willmore 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1051 Dog Wood 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1052 J E Yee 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1053 Tracy Zadwick 2/6/19 20190206-0015 
IND1054 Andrea Gonzalez 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1055 Ariadne Acevedo 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1056 Katelyn Aguirre 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1057 Mike Anderson 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1058 Robert Anzaldua 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1059 Dennis Bates 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1060 Lydia Beckham 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1061 Evan Bloom 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1062 Briana Brown 2/7/19 20190207-5031 



 L-xix Appendix L – Comments on the Draft EIS 
and Responses 

TABLE L-1 
 

Comments Received on the Draft EIS 

Letter Number Agency/Commenter Name Date of Letter/ 
Comment Session 

FERC Docket 
Accession Number 

IND1063 Joseph Cantu 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1064 Alejandro Flores 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1065 Karen Carbiener 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1066 Ivan Celedon 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1067 Roel Cepeda 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1068 Magaly Cornejo 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1069 Dora Garcia 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1070 Patrick de la Garza Und Senkel 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1071 Reta Durham 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1072 Esther Martinez 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1073 Elizabeth Perez 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1074 Joshua Ekrut 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1075 Nicole Ekstrom 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1076 Fancy Fairchild 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1077 Tabatha Ferguson 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1078 Pearl Fry 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1079 Jacqueline Galarza 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1080 Maria Galasso 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1081 Mariela Garcia 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1082 Michele Gardner 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1083 Harry Goette 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1084 Shayla Gonzalez 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1085 Leticia Guerra 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1086 Carly Hamilton 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1087 Edna Goette 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1088 Elizabeth Head 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1089 Selena Herrera 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1090 Frank Hobin 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1091 Larry Hollmann 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1092 Javier Guerra 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1093 Juan Martinez 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1094 Dianne Johnson 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1095 Steven Lanoux 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1096 Natalie Van Leekwijck 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1097 Mary Hollmann 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1098 John MacFarlane 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1099 Ashley Martinez 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1100 William McKinney 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1101 Doris Meinerding 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1102 Vince Mendieta 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1103 Richard Mendoza 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1104 Leslie Burr 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1105 Melissa Perez 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1106 Robert Garcia 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1107 Carol Midboe 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1108 Angel Ramirez 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1109 Louise Reavis 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1110 Jennifer Rodriguez 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1111 Tom Sagona 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1112 Niquita Salinas 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1113 Ceclia Sanchez 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1114 Theresa Speck 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1115 Laurel Steinberg 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1116 David Thurston 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1117 Sergio Trevino 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1118 Elizabeth Watts 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1119 Lucinda Wierenga 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1120 Steve Wilder 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1121 Bradley Willis 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1122 Oscar Zertuche 2/7/19 20190207-5031 
IND1123 Tom Sagona 2/25/19 20190225-5006 
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IND1124 Isidro Leal 3/11/19 20190311-4000 
IND1125 Xandra Leal 3/11/19 20190311-4001 
IND1126 Ava Leal 3/11/19 20190311-4002 
IND1127 Michael Baguio 3/11/19 20190311-4003 
IND1128 Laura Baguio 3/11/19 20190311-4004 
IND1129 Juan B Maucias 3/11/19 20190311-4005 
IND1130 Lucas Mosley 3/11/19 20190311-4006 
IND1131 Joe Linck 3/11/19 20190311-4007 
IND1132 James Tucker 3/13/19 20190313-5081 
IND1133 Jennie McBride 3/13/19 20190313-4001 
IND1134 Ed McBride 3/13/19 20190313-4002 
IND1135 Mary Volz 3/13/19 20190313-4003 
IND1136 Glenn Boward 3/13/19 20190313-4004 
IND1137 Grant Wilson 3/13/19 20190313-5166 
IND1138 Isidro Leal 3/13/19 20190313-4005 
IND1139 Karen Boward 3/13/19 20190313-4006 
IND1140 Angel Ramirez 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1141 Ariadne Acevedo 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1142 Bill Wlilliams 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1143 Carolyn Nieland 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1144 Christy Tovar 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1145 Drue Ann Wise 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1146 Edna Goette 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1147 Elizabeth Freeth 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1148 Elizabeth J Goble 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1149 Ian Martinez 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1150 Jan Wittington 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1151 Jim Summers 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1152 Joachim Herbig 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1153 John Ferrell 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1154 Jonathan Salinas 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1155 Julia Jorgensen 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1156 Katelyn Aguirre 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1157 Katie Lavallee 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1158 Leslie Wilder 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1159 Lucinda Wierenga 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1160 Magaly Cornejo 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1161 Maria Galasso 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1162 Marie Hines 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1163 Mario Rodriguez 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1164 Michelle Piette 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1165 Mike Anderson 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1166 Natalia Gonzalez 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1167 Ned Sheats 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1168 Oscar Rodriguez 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1169 Patrick De La Garza Und Senkel 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1170 Robert Garcia 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1171 Robert Garcia 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1172 Robert Radnik 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1173 Stephanie Lara 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1174 Thomas Nieland 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1175 Vanessa Hernandez 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1176 Victor Alvarez 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1177 William Hoenes 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1178 Yvonne Martinez 3/13/19 20190313-5219 
IND1179 John Young 2/25/19 20190313-5232 
IND1180 Kenneth Teague 4/1/19 20190401-5043 
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FEDERAL AGENCIES 
 
FA01 NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service, page 1 of 1 
 
FA01-1 Thank you for your comment. 
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FA02 U.S. Coast Guard, page 1 of 1 
 
FA02-1 Thank you for your comment.  In its comments on the draft EIS 
Annova requested that we evaluate the maximum potential of 125 LNG carriers 
per year.  The final EIS has been revised. 
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FA03 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, page 1 of 1 
 
FA03-01 Thank you for your comment. 
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FA04 U.S. Department of the Interior, page 1 of 19 
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FA04 continued, page 2 of 19 
 
FA04-01 Comment noted. The letter to the interested parties has been 
revised to indicate that impact on some resources would remain significant. 

FA04-02 Comment noted. The letter to the interested parties has been 
revised to acknowledge impact on the adjacent NWR. 

FA04-03 On March 15, 2019 we requested that Annova provide a response 
to this FWS recommendation.  In its March 25, 2019 response (FERC 
accession number 20190325-5179) Annova stated that it cannot commit to a 
perpetual conservation easement as a lessee to the BND because Annova does 
not own or control the property.  If the Project continues to operate beyond the 
term of the existing lease, Annova can commit to extend the term of those 
existing conservation easements.  If the FWS grants the right-of-way for the use 
of proposed access road, Annova would not develop the alternative access road 
location (see section 3.5), in which case Annova has committed to work with 
the BND to establish a new conservation easement on BND property that 
would protect dense thornshrub habitat on the 189-acre area that encompasses 
Loma de la Jauja.  See updated section 4.7.1.2 of the final EIS. 

FA04-04 Based on this and similar comments received from others we have 
requested that Annova provide clarification of the apparent differences in 
wetlands reported.  In its response filed on March 25, 2019 (FERC accession 
number 20190325-5179) Annova clarified that initial emergent wetlands on site 
were classified as freshwater (palustrine) emergent, but after consultation with 
the COE these wetlands were reclassified as estuarine emergent.  See also 
updated section 4.4.1 of the final EIS. 

FA04-05 Thank you for your comment. 
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FA04 continued, page 3 of 19 
 
FA04-06 Comment noted.  The referenced text has been revised in the 
executive summary to indicate that 550 acres would be disturbed during 
construction. 

FA04-07 The referenced text in the executive summary has been revised to 
acknowledge the importance of dense thornscrub and coastal salt prairie. 

FA04-08 Thank you for your comment.  We have maintained the dates of 
the FWS-recommended clearing window because the defined dates are easier to 
implement than the general season of "winter", however section 4.6.1.2 of the 
final EIS has been revised to mention that no winter construction is anticipated, 
in addition to the discussion of the FWS-recommended clearing window.  

FA04-09 FERC staff recommendations related to SpaceX are included in 
section 4.12.6 of the EIS, as well section 5.2 which lists all recommendations 
made in the EIS. 
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FA04 continued, page 4 of 19 
 
FA04-10 We have revised the referenced section of the executive summary 
and section 4.13.3.5 of the EIS to conclude that cumulative impacts on the 
aplomado falcon are significant.   

FA04-11 Our recommended Migratory Bird Plan would address the 
proposed facilities, including the proposed flare design.  We do not agree that it 
would be appropriate to include alternative facility designs within the 
Migratory Bird Plan.  

FA04-12 See response to comment FA04-3. 
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FA04 continued, page 5 of 19 
 
FA04-13 Because the natural gas supply lateral pipeline would be FERC 
non-jurisdictional, we are not making a recommendation in the EIS for how the 
pipeline would be installed.  Specific installation methods may be included 
with the Section 404/10 permit authorization if issued by the COE.  The non-
jurisdictional supply lateral pipeline, along with other non-jurisdictional 
facilities, is addressed in the cumulative effects analysis in section 6.0 of the 
BA that was transmitted to the FWS on February 15, 2019.  With regard to 
conservation easements, see response to comment FA04-3. 

FA04-14 See response to comment FA04-3. 

FA04-15 See response to comment FA04-3. 

FA04-16 Annova has stated that it is working with the FWS to develop 
wildlife crossings along the access road.  Ocelot habitat that would be affected 
by the access road is addressed in our BA that was transmitted to the FWS on 
February 15, 2019.  Annova has not proposed this specific measure but has 
stated that it would continue to consult with the FWS regarding potential 
impacts on the ocelot and jaguarondi and potential measures to mitigate for 
those impacts.  This measure can be included during review of the BA.   
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FA04 continued, page 6 of 19 
 
FA04-17 Comment noted.  See also response to comment FA04-3. 

FA04-18 Section 4.1.5 of the final EIS has been revised to state that 
grading would impact the surface geology of the site. 

FA04-19 In accordance with Annova's Plan, monitoring of revegetated 
areas that are disturbed by construction would occur at a minimum after the 
first and second growing seasons following construction, but would continue 
until all disturbed areas were determined to be successfully revegetated.  See 
section 5.4 of Annova's Plan included in appendix B of this EIS. 

FA04-20 Comment noted.  Section 4.13.3.3 of the final EIS has been 
revised to remove the statement that mangrove wetlands would be impacted by 
the Project.  Annova modified its proposed site plan to avoid direct impact on 
mangrove wetlands. 

FA04-21 See response to comment FA04-4. 

FA04-22 See response to comment FA04-4. 
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FA04 continued, page 7 of 19 
 
FA04-23 The vegetation types described in section 4.5.1.1 are part of the 
existing environment within the overall project site, including areas that would 
not be disturbed by construction.  The purpose of table 4.5.2-1 is to identify 
vegetation that would be directly affected by Project construction and 
operation.  We do not agree that vegetation types that would not be affected 
should be added to table 4.5.2-1. 

FA04-24 The referenced text is specific to impacts from just the Annova 
LNG Project.  Cumulative impacts, including from the three proposed LNG 
projects, are evaluated elsewhere, in section 4.13 of the EIS. 

FA04-25 Annova's Plan includes standards for establishing successful 
revegetation of areas of the Project site that would be disturbed during 
construction, and standards to determine when disturbed areas can be 
considered successfully revegetated following construction.  Those standards 
include consideration for minimizing presence of invasive species in order to 
determine that areas are successfully revegetated.  With regard to wildlife 
crossings along the access road, see response to comment FA04-16. 
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FA04 continued, page 8 of 19 
 
FA04-26 Comment noted.  The referenced text in section 4.6.1.2 of the 
final EIS has been revised. 

FA04-27 See response to comment FA04-3. 

FA04-28 See response to comment FA04-3. 

FA04-29 See response to comment FA04-3. 
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FA04 continued, page 9 of 19 
 
FA04-30 Comment noted.  The referenced text in section 4.7.1.3 of the 
final EIS has been revised to add that FWS encourages conservation of 
northern aplomado falcon habitat. 

FA04-31 The requested change has been made to section 4.7.1.3 of the final 
EIS. 

FA04-32 Cumulative impacts on the apomado falcon are considered and 
evaluated, see section 4.13.3.5 of the EIS. 
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FA04 continued, page 10 of 19 
 
FA04-33 We have updated section 4.7.1.3 with reference to National 
Wetlands Inventory mapping which shows abundant palustrine emergent marsh 
in the vicinity of the proposed site.  Cumulative impacts on this species are 
addressed in section 4.13.3.5 of the EIS. 

FA04-34 The analysis of noise from construction and operation includes 
estimates of sound levels from points within the proposed wildlife corridor. 
Predicted maximum construction noise within the corridor would range from 
55 to 60 dBA Ldn and the wildlife corridor area could temporarily experience 
sound levels between 85-100 dBA Lmax when pile-driving takes place, 
depending upon the number of simultaneous piles and the location on the 
construction pad.  Predicted sound levels in the wildlife corridor during 
operation would range from 50 to 65 dBA Ldn. Annova would construct a 25-
foot-tall concrete barrier wall on the western side of the site as part of the 
proposed wildlife corridor, which would further reduce sound transmission 
beyond the property boundary to the southwest, so sound levels to the 
southwest within the wildlife corridor would likely be less than those predicted.  
See also sections 4.7.1.2 and 4.11.2 of the EIS.  We have included a 
recommendation in section 4.11.2 of the EIS limiting pile driving to daytime 
only.   

FA04-35 As required under NEPA, we have reported available information 
regarding the non-jurisdictional natural gas supply lateral pipeline.  The detail 
requested by the FWS is not available at this time.   

FA04-36 See response so comment FA04-35. 
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FA04 continued, page 11 of 19 
 
FA04-37 See response so comment FA04-35. 

FA04-38 Comment noted.  We have revised section 4.7.1.2 to include 
additional evaluation of the South Texas Coastal Corridor. 

FA04-39 Thank you for your comment.  The referenced statement is not 
meant to imply that replanting temporarily disturbed habitat would replace 
other habitat that is permanently lost.   

FA04-40 The referenced statement has been removed from the referenced 
section of the EIS. 

FA04-41 The referenced text has been modified as suggested by removing 
reference to the San Roman Wind Farm. 

FA04-42 See response to comment FA04-3. 
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FA04 continued, page 12 of 19 
 
FA04-43 Comment noted.  The requested change has been made. 

FA04-44 The referenced text has been modified to clarify that the statement 
does not refer to the three proposed LNG projects. 

FA04-45 Thank you for your comment.  Cumulative impacts on the 
aplomado falcon, including from habitat loss, are addressed in section 4.13.3.5. 

FA04-46 See response to comment FA04-3. 
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FA04 continued, page 13 of 19 
 
FA04-47 Comment noted.  Much of the analysis is section 4.8.5 (Visual 
Resources) and section 4.11.2 (Noise) in the EIS focuses on potential impacts 
on the Palo Alto Battlefield NHL and the Palmito Ranch NHL including 
analysis added at the request of the NPS during the Project pre-filing phase.  
Similar, but cumulative impacts from construction and operation of the three 
proposed LNG projects, are addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS.  See 
responses to specific comments below.   
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FA04 continued, page 14 of 19 
 
FA04-48 FAA aircraft warning devices are only required on structures over 
200 feet in height.  See sections 4.6.1.2 and 4.12.5.7 of the EIS.  In response to 
this comment we also requested that Annova verify that no FAA warning 
devices would be required.  In its response filed on March 25, 2019 (FERC 
accession number 20190325-5179) Annova confirmed that no FAA warning 
lights or devices would be required or are proposed for the Project.  

FA04-49 On March 15, 2019, we requested that Annova provide additional 
information on the potable water storage tank and the similarly sized 
condensate storage tank.  In its response filed on March 25, 2019 (FERC 
accession number 20190325-5179) Annova stated the potable water storage 
tank would be 40 feet in diameter and 30 feet in height and painted a dull green 
color (“covert green”) to reduce visual impacts.  The final EIS has been 
updated to include this additional information. 

FA04-50 Section 4.5.8.2 of the EIS describes the potential impacts of the 
proposed Annova Project on the visual resources of the Palmito Ranch 
Battlefield NHL.  See the description and analysis for KOP1, KOP2, and 
KOP3. 

FA04-51 We used the visual simulations as a tool to assist with the analysis 
of potential visual impacts, however other factors were considered in our 
analysis such as landscape, existing vegetation, and distance.  Section 4.10.1.2 
of the final EIS has been revised to indicate that the NPS does not concur with 
conclusions on impacts to the character and integrity of the Palmito Ranch 
Battlefield NHL, and that consultations between FERC staff and the NPS will 
continue. 

FA04-52 On March 15, 2019, we requested that Annova provide additional 
information on the proposed paint colors for the tall structures.  In its response 
filed on March 25, 2019 (FERC accession number 20190325-5179) Annova 
stated the proposed tall structures would be painted a dull green color (“covert 
green”) to reduce visual impacts.  See also response to comment FA04-51. 

FA04-53 Section 4.10.1.2 of the final EIS has been revised to indicate that 
the NPS does not concur with conclusions on impacts to the character and 
integrity of the Palo Alto Battlefield NHL, and that consultations between 
FERC staff and the NPS will continue.    
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FA04 continued, page 15 of 19 
 
FA04-54 Appendix E includes one visual simulation that includes an LNG 
vessel at the Project site.  See figure E-8b. 

FA04-55 As noted in responses to comments FA04-51 and 53, consultations 
between FERC staff and NPS will continue.  Further discussions of appropriate 
dark skies lighting technology can be a part of those consultations. 

FA04-56 Potential construction noise impacts on the Palmito Ranch Battlefield 
NHL are assessed in section 4.11 of the EIS and discussed with respect to 
recreation in section 4.8.4.2.  Given its distance from the Project site, the Palo Alto 
Battlefield NHP was not considered a noise sensitive area.   

FA04-57 Potential impacts of Project-related traffic on Palo Alto Battlefield 
NHP and Palmito Ranch Battlefield NHL are discussed in sections 4.8.4.2 and 
4.9.10.1 of the EIS.  Annova estimated there would be an average of 30 delivery 
vehicles per day during construction, with peak deliveries of up to 80 delivery 
vehicles per day during large concrete pour.  This increase in truck traffic on area 
roadways could be noticeable during construction but would be short term and not 
expected deter visits to the Palo Alto Battlefield NHP or Palmito Ranch Battlefield 
NHL.  This information has been added to sections 4.8.4.2 and 4.9.10.1.  Additional 
analysis of potential cumulative construction-related traffic impacts has also been 
added to section 4.13.3.7. 

FA04-58 Annova’s transportation consultant identified the Alternate North 
Truck Route as the recommended truck route to and from the north (see EIS figure 
4.9.10-2).  This route includes SH 550 and passes alongside the Palo Alto 
Battlefield NHP.  Traffic count data for SH 550 near the SH 550/SH 1847 
intersection identified average annual daily traffic volumes of 17,061 in 2017 
(Texas Department of Transportation 2019).  The addition of 30 to 80 delivery 
trucks during construction represents a small share of existing volumes at this 
location, up to 0.5 percent (80/17,061) and, as a result, is not expected to deter visits 
to the Palo Alto Battlefield NHP.  Reference: Texas DOT. 2019. Transportation 
Planning Maps. District Traffic and Urban Saturation Web Maps. 2017. Website: 
https://www.txdot.gov/inside-txdot/division/transportation-planning/ maps.html. 

FA04-59 We have added the NPS concern to section 4.9.10.1 of the final EIS.  
However, we have no additional details on the referenced potential road 
improvement projects beyond what is currently described in the EIS.   

FA04-60 See response to comment FA04-51. 
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FA04 continued, page 16 of 19 
 
FA04-61 See response to comment FA04-53. 

FA04-62 Thank you for your comment. 

FA04-63 This requested change has been made to the recommendation in 
section 4.11.2.4 of the final EIS. 

FA04-64 Thank you for your comment.  The requested measure may be 
considered by Annova depending on the results of the required operational 
noise survey. 

FA04-65 Section 4.13.3.6 of the final EIS has been revised to clarify the 
potential cumulative visual impacts on the NHLs. 

FA04-66 Section 4.13.3.7 of the final EIS has been revised to include 
additional discussion of potential cumulative impacts from construction traffic. 
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FA04 continued, page 17 of 19 
 
FA04-67 The temporary and permanent electric transmission lines that 
would serve the Annova LNG Project are non-jurisdictional facilities, and 
FERC is not aware of the details for these facilities such as type of structures or 
their height. 

FA04-68 Thank you for your comment.  The Commission staff also looks 
forward to ongoing consultation with the NPS. 

FA04-69 Thank you for your comment.  See response to comments FA04-
51 and FA04-53. 

FA04-70 We have revised the recommendation in section 4.10.5 of the final 
EIS to include the NPS as a consulting party. 
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FA04 continued, page 18 of 19 
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FA04 continued, page 19 of 19 
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STATE AGENCIES 
 
SA01 Texas Commission on Environmental Quality, page 1 of 1 
 
SA01-1 Thank you for your comment. 

SA01-2 Thank you for your comment. 

SA01-3 Thank you for your comment. 
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SA02 Texas Parks & Wildlife, page 1 of 24 
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SA02 continued, page 2 of 24 
 
SA02-1 Comment noted.  Non-jurisdictional facilities are discussed as part 
of cumulative impacts in section 4.13 of the EIS. 

SA02-2 Non-jurisdictional facilities are discussed as part of cumulative 
impacts in section 4.13 of the EIS. 
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SA02 continued, page 3 of 24 
 
SA02-3 In response to this and other comments in this letter that 
recommend measures that Annova should incorporate into its Project design or 
plans, on March 15, 2019 we requested that Annova provide a response to 
TPWD recommendations in this letter.  On March 25, 2019, Annova filed its 
response, stating that it has consulted with TPWD to discuss the TPWD 
comments on the draft EIS and included a table summarizing how it would 
address the TPWD recommendations.  The filing is included on the FERC 
docket under accession number 20190325-5179.   

SA02-4 Thank you for your comment. 

SA02-5 If Annova decides to abandon facilities in the future, Annova 
would seek the appropriate authorizations from federal, state, and local 
agencies at that time.  Plans and requirements for abandonment would be 
developed at that time. 
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SA02 continued, page 4 of 24 
 
SA02-6 Comment noted.  The Final EIS has been revised to include the 
Galveston Bay LNG Project in section 3.3.2. 

SA02-7 Annova would follow restoration measures from both its Upland 
Erosion Control, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan (Annova's Plan) and its 
Wetland and Waterbody Construction and Restoration Procedures (Annova's 
Procedures).  Annova's Procedures (section D) allow for restoration of 
temporally disturbed wetlands through natural revegetation.  However, if 
natural rather than active revegetation is used, Annova's Procedures require that 
the plant species composition is consistent with early successional wetland 
plant communities in the affected ecoregion, and invasive species and noxious 
weeds must be absent to be considered successfully revegetated, unless they are 
abundant in adjacent areas that were not disturbed by construction. 

SA02-8 The final EIS has been revised by the addition of San Martin Lake 
as requested. 

SA02-9 Aquatic resources other than seagrass are addressed in section 
4.6.2 of the EIS. 
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SA02 continued, page 5 of 24 
 
SA02-10 Impacts on tidal flats are acknowledged in the EIS, however 
mitigation for these impacts would be under the jurisdiction of the COE if 
considered appropriate during the COE's review of Annova's application to the 
COE. 

SA02-11 Any compensatory migitation required for wetland impacts, 
temporary or permanent, would be decided during the COE's review of 
Annova's application to the COE. 

SA02-12 See response to comment SA2-10. 
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SA02 continued, page 6 of 24 
 
SA02-13 We do not agree that it should be required to clean equipment as it 
moves from area to area within the Project site.  However, Annova's Plan 
includes standards for establishing successful revegetation of areas of the 
Project site that would be disturbed during construction and revegetated 
following construction.  Those standards include consideration for minimizing 
presence of invasive species in order to determine that areas are successfully 
revegetated. 

SA02-14 In response to this and other comments in this letter that 
recommend measures that Annova should incorporate into its Project design or 
plans, on March 15, 2019 we requested that Annova provide a response to 
TPWD recommendations in this letter.  On March 25, 2019, Annova filed its 
response, stating that it has consulted with TPWD to discuss the TPWD 
comments on the draft EIS and included a table summarizing how it would 
address the TPWD recommendations.  The filing is included on the FERC 
docket under accession number 20190325-5179.  
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SA02 continued, page 7 of 24 
 
SA02-14a Section 4.6.1.2 of the final EIS has been revised to include 
discussion of the colonial waterbird rookery located at the confluence of the 
BSC and the Port Isabel Channel. 

SA02-15 Section 4.6.2.1 of the final EIS has been revised to include 
additional discussion of the importance of the BSC and connected shallow 
water habitat. 

SA02-16 The reference to a recommendation in section 4.7.3 of the draft 
EIS was an error.  With regard to implementation of the TPWD 
recommendations, see response to comment SA02-14. 

SA02-17 In section 4.6.1.2 we recommend that Annova develop a project-
specific Migratory Bird Plan that includes measures to avoid and minimize 
impacts on migratory birds, and that the plan be developed in consultation with 
the FWS.  The Migratory Bird Plan would be the appropriate place to address 
best practices for communication tower measures to reduce impacts on birds. 
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SA02 continued, page 8 of 24 
 
SA02-18 Potential impacts from construction of the non-jurisdictional 
electric transmission line are addressed in cumulative impacts in section 4.13 of 
the EIS. 
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SA02 continued, page 9 of 24 
 
SA02-19 Thank you for your comment. 

SA02-20 As described in table 4.13.1-1, the geographic scope used for 
evaluating potential cumulative impacts on resident and migratory birds is the 
HUC-10 watershed.  The projects listed in this comment are outside of the 
HUC-10 watershed and therefore outside the area included in our analysis. 
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SA02 continued, page 10 of 24 
 
SA02-21 Shallow waterbodies that are connected to the BSC are included 
in the EIS's assessment of potential cumulative impacts on water resources.  
Section 4.13.2.2 of the final EIS has been revised to make this clear. 

SA02-22 The final EIS has been revised to remove the referenced sentence 
that described expected commitments that would be made following 
construction of the non-jurisdictional facilities. 

SA02-23 We have intentionally limited the analysis in section 4.13.3.5 to 
federally listed species.   
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SA02 continued, page 11 of 24 
 
SA02-24 With regard to implementation of the TPWD recommendations, 
see response to comment SA2-14. 

SA02-25 Comment noted. 

SA02-26 The suggested correction has been made in section 4.7.2.1 of the 
final EIS. 

SA02-27 The suggested correction has been made in section 4.7.2.7 of the 
final EIS. 
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SA02 continued, page 12 of 24 
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SA02 continued, page 13 of 24 
 
SA02-28 This comment is specific to the supply pipeline which is the 
subject of the COE application.  Since the supply pipeline is a FERC non-
jurisdictional facility, FERC defers to the COE with regard to this comment. 
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SA02 continued, page 14 of 24 
 
SA02-29 See response to Comment SA2-28. 

SA02-30 See response to Comment SA2-28. 

  



 L-38 Appendix L – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

SA02 continued, page 15 of 24 
 
SA02-31 See response to Comment SA2-28. 
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SA02 continued, page 16 of 24 
 
SA02-31 See response to Comment SA2-28. 

SA02-32 See response to Comment SA2-28. 

SA02-33 See response to Comment SA2-28. 

SA02-34 See response to Comment SA2-28. 
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SA02 continued, page 17 of 24 
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SA02 continued, page 18 of 24 
 
SA02-35 This comment addresses issues that are the subject of the COE 
permit application and under the jurisdiction of the COE, and as we understand 
are currently under review by the COE.  Therefore, we defer to the COE with 
regard to this comment. 

SA02-15 See response to Comment SA2-35. 
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SA02 continued, page 19 of 24 
 
SA02-36 See response to Comment SA2-35. 

SA02-37 See response to Comment SA2-35. 
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SA02 continued, page 20 of 24 
 
SA02-38 See response to Comment SA2-35. 

SA02-40 See response to Comment SA2-35. 

  



 L-44 Appendix L – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

SA02 continued, page 21 of 24 
 
SA02-41 See response to Comment SA2-35. 

SA02-42 See response to Comment SA2-35. 

SA02-43 See response to Comment SA2-35. 

SA02-44 See response to Comment SA2-35. 
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SA02 continued, page 22 of 24 
 
SA02-45 See response to Comment SA2-35. 

SA02-46 See response to Comment SA2-35. 

SA02-47 See response to Comment SA2-35. 

SA02-48 See response to Comment SA2-35. 

SA02-49 See response to Comment SA2-35. 
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SA02 continued, page 23 of 24 
 
SA02-50 See response to Comment SA2-35. 

SA02-51 See response to Comment SA2-35. 

SA02-52 See response to Comment SA2-35. 
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SA02 continued, page 24 of 24 
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SA03 Railroad Commission of Texas, page 1 of 1 
 
SA03-1 Thank you for your comment. 

SA03-2 Thank you for your comment. 

SA03-3 Thank you for your comment. 
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SA04 Railroad Commission of Texas, page 1 of 1 
 
SA04-1 Thank you for your comment. 

SA04-2 Thank you for your comment. 

SA04-3 Thank you for your comment. 
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LOCAL AGENCIES 
 
LA01 Port of Brownsville, page 1 of 1 
 
LA01-1 Thank you for your comment. 

LA01-2 Thank you for your comment. 

LA01-3 Thank you for your comment. 

LA01-4 Thank you for your comment. 
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
 
CO01 Suntrack Supply Services, Inc, page 1 of 1 
 
CO01-1 Thank you for your comment. 

CO01-2 Thank you for your comment. 
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CO02 Greater Brownsville Incentives Corporation, page 1 of 1 
 
CO02-1 Thank you for your comment. 

CO02-2 Thank you for your comment. 
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CO03 South Texas Manufacturers Association, page 1 of 1 
 
CO03-1 Thank you for your comment. 

CO03-2 Thank you for your comment. 

CO03-3 Thank you for your comment. 

CO03-4 Thank you for your comment. 
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CO04 Friends of Laguna Atascosa National Wildlife Refuge, page 1 of 4 
 
CO04-1 We disagree that areas that would experience light and sound 
from the Project should be considered part of the Project footprint, however the 
EIS does evaluate light and sound impacts on areas surrounding the Project, as 
appropriate.  It is typical that some plans, such as the Facility Lighting Plan, are 
not prepared until projects advance into the final design phase.  We will 
evaluate the Facility Lighting Plan when it is filed, and the public will also have 
the opportunity to review and comment at that time. 

CO04-2 The EIS acknowledges there would be impact on the Laguna 
Atascosa NWR from noise during construction.  Impact to the southern portion 
of the refuge along SH48, including to birders, is described in section 4.8.4.2 of 
the EIS.  Impact from construction noise is discussed in section 4.11.12.  The 
FEIS discussion of socioeconomics in section 4.9.2.2 has been revised to 
include references to the EIS sections on noise and visual impacts. 
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CO04 continued, page 2 of 4 
 
CO04-3 Section 4.3.2.2 of the EIS describes the potential impact on the 
Bahia Grande from sedimentation from Project dredging. 

CO04-4 The Final EIS has been revised to refer to the Bahia Grande 
restoration project rather than mitigation project. 

CO04-5 The EIS includes analysis of potential impacts on socioeconomics 
beyond the study that was completed by Annova.  See also response to 
comment CO4-2. 

CO04-6 The potential contribution of the Annova Project on climate 
change is evaluated in section 4.13.3.9 of the EIS.   

CO04-7 See Section 1.2.10 of the EIS.  The DOE has exclusive 
jurisdiction over the export of natural gas as a commodity.  DOE has delegated 
to the Commission authority to approve or disapprove the construction and 
operation of particular facilities.  The facilities are considered the site at which 
such facilities would be located, and with respect to natural gas that involves 
the construction of new domestic facilities, the place of entry for imports or exit 
for exports.  However, the DOE Secretary has not delegated to the Commission 
any authority to approve or disapprove the import or export of the commodity 
itself as part of the Commission’s public interest determination.  With respect 
to the connection to the Valley Crossing Pipeline System, in a filing with the 
Commission on March 25, 2019 (accession number 20190325-5179), Annova 
acknowledged that design changes to the Valley Crossing Pipeline system 
would be required to accommodate the natural gas supply required for the 
Annova LNG Project.  Annova anticipates the design changes could include 
expansion of the Valley Crossing receipt header system and addition of 
approximately 150,000 hp of new compression.  See updated section 1.4.1 of 
the final EIS. 

CO04-8 Potential Project impacts on the ocelot and jaguarundi are 
addressed in section 4.7.1 of the EIS, as well as in the Biological Assessment 
that FERC submitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) on February 
15, 2019 (see FERC accession number 20190215-3006). The final 
determination of effect, and how that may impact authorization of the Project, 
is pending completion of consultation with the FWS. 
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CO04 continued, page 3 of 4 
 
CO04-9 Annova developed the proposed Project layout in consultation 
with the FWS.  FERC acknowledges the current layout presents tradeoffs with 
respect to habitat impacts, but addresses the impacts of the current layout in the 
EIS.  The cumulative impacts discussion with respect to the ocelot has been 
revised in the Final EIS, see section 4.13.3.5. 

CO04-10 Comment noted.  The EIS addresses the potential impacts of the 
Annova Project on the resources listed, and addresses the potential cumulative 
impacts of the Annova Project combined with the TX LNG and Rio Grande 
LNG projects.  The Commission will consider these potential impacts in its 
decision whether or not to authorize (permit) the Annova Project. 
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CO04 continued, page 4 of 4 
 
CO04-11 Comment noted.  Potential impacts on wildlife habitat, including 
from segmenting habitat within the wildlife corridor between the Laguna 
Atascosa and Lower Rio Grande Valley NWRs, is evaluated in the EIS. 

CO04-12 Comment noted.  See responses to individual comments above. 
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CO05 Annova LNG, page 1 of 8 
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CO05 continued, page 2 of 8 
 
CO05-1 The purpose of our cumulative impacts analysis is to evaluate the 
cumulative impacts of all projects, not to compare impacts between projects or 
to rank a project's contribution to cumulative impacts relative to other projects.  
Therefore, we do not agree that it is necessary to rank or further clarify the 
Annova Project's contribution to cumulative impacts beyond what is presented 
in the EIS.  For comparison purposes, the individual sections of the EISs for the 
three proposed LNG projects can be reviewed to compare impacts between the 
individual projects. 

CO05-2 See response to comment CO5-1.  Also, based on footnote c in 
Table 4.13.3-1 in this comment, we have revised the final EIS where 
appropriate to assume the Project would receive up to 125 LNG carriers per 
year.   
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CO05 continued, page 3 of 8 
 
CO05-3 See response to comment CO5-1.   
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CO05 continued, page 4 of 8 
 
  



 L-62 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

CO05 continued, page 5 of 8 
 
CO05-4 See response to comment CO5-1.  In addition, as stated in the 
EIS, a decision on the acceptability of Annova's draft Conceptual Mitigation 
Plan is pending review by the COE. 

CO05-5 See response to comment CO5-1.  In addition, section 4.13.3.7 of 
the final EIS has been modified to clarify that construction traffic for the 
Annova LNG Project would primarily use SH4 rather than SH48. 
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CO05 continued, page 6 of 8 
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CO05 continued, page 7 of 8 
 
CO05-6 See response to comment CO5-1. 

CO05-7 See response to comment CO5-1. 
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CO05 continued, page 8 of 8 
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CO06 Friends of the Wildlife Corridor, page 1 of 4 
 
CO06-1 Thank you for your comment. 

CO06-2 We disagree that all plans and information must be available 
during preparation of the draft EIS.  Information filed by Annova during the 
draft EIS comment period is available to the public for review after filing with 
FERC.  On February 7, 2019 FERC extended the comment period on the draft 
EIS until March 13, 2019, as a result of the partial Federal government 
shutdown. 

CO06-3 We disagree that the draft EIS was incomplete because of its non-
availability in Spanish.  Executive Order No. 12898, which informs the federal 
government’s approach to issues of environmental justice, provides that “Each 
Federal agency may, whenever practicable and appropriate, translate crucial 
public documents, notices, and hearings relating to human health or the 
environment for limited English-speaking populations.” However, Executive 
Order No. 12898 applies to the agencies specified in section 1-102 of that 
Order, and the Commission is not one of the specified agencies. Consequently, 
even if translation were required under Executive Order No. 12898, the 
provisions of the Order are not binding on the Commission. However, it is 
current Commission practice to address environmental justice in its NEPA 
document when raised. Therefore, we have included this discussion in the final 
EIS in section 4.9.9. Further, in an effort to include Spanish language speakers 
in the NEPA process, Spanish language Project materials were made available 
to the public during the scoping meeting and public comment meeting held in 
Port Isabel and described in section 1.3.1 of the FEIS. In addition, a translator 
was available to assist Spanish language speakers. During the public scoping 
meeting, very few of the Spanish language materials that were made available 
were utilized by attendees. As such, we determined that translation of the draft 
EIS into Spanish was not necessary. 

CO06-4 As noted in the draft EIS, the EIS was prepared by FERC staff, 
and statements and conclusions in the EIS represent the FERC's analysis unless 
specifically attributed to Annova.  Impacts on lomas, including Loma Potrero 
Cercado, and the related impacts on wildlife, are described in various sections 
of the EIS.  The final EIS has been revised to remove the statement that no 
forest vegetation would be impacted.  While lomas within the Project site 
contain some scattered trees, the habitat is classified as scrub (following the 
Ecological Mapping System of Texas) or thornscrub.  However, the National 
Land Cover Database (NLCD) does classify a portion of the site as forested 
land use.  Section 4.5.1 of the final EIS has been revised to clarify.    
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CO06 continued, page 2 of 4 
 
CO06-5 We do not agree that Annova's vegetation survey needs to be redone to 
support preparation of the EIS.  However, another agency may conduct a vegetation 
survey of the site, or require Annova to complete another survey, if deemed appropriate 
by that agency.  We are not aware of evidence that specific vegetation types exist on the 
site that were not identified in Annova's vegetation survey. 

CO06-6 Annova initially classified some wetlands within the site as freshwater, as 
shown in initial wetland survey reports filed with FERC.  However, based on 
consultation with the COE and further evaluation of vegetation and soil characteristics, 
Annova revised the classification to be estuarine.  See further explanation in Annova’s 
March 25, 2019, filing in response to our EIR (FERC accession number 20190325-5179. 

CO06-7 The draft conceptual mitigation plan is under the jurisdiction of the COE.  
The COE would determine the adequacy of the plan.  According to Annova, the COE 
has stated that the final acreages would be determined based on the final mitigation 
needs and work plan, which would be completed through COE coordination and permit 
review, and subsequent development of engineering plans. 

CO06-8 It is not necessary that the FWS Biological Opinion precede the 
Commission’s permitting decision.  See also response to comment CO4-8. 

CO06-9 Potential impacts on wildlife habitat, including from segmenting habitat 
within the wildlife corridor between the Laguna Atascosa and Lower Rio Grande Valley 
NWRs, is evaluated in the EIS.  See also response to comment CO4-8. The referenced 
statement regarding lands identified for acquisition matches the features shown as 
"USFWS Refuge Acquisition Boundary" on the November 2014 Bahia Grande Coastal 
Corridor Project map.  Section 4.8.4.2 of the final EIS has been revised to clarify this 
statement. 

CO06-10 It is typical that consultations with the FWS and NMFS as required for 
compliance with Endangered Species Act and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act may not be 
completed prior to issuance of the EIS, or prior to Project authorization.  However, in 
such a case project authorization would be conditioned on the successful completion of 
the required consultations and any related mitigation plans. We will evaluate any 
outstanding plans when they are filed with the FERC, and the public will also have the 
opportunity to review and comment at that time. 

CO06-11 We acknowledge that Annova's proposed measure using the modifier 
"attempt" does not guarantee the measure would be implemented.  However, our 
evaluation of potential impacts takes this into consideration.  In addition, as stated in 
section 4.6.1.2 of the EIS, in the event that clearing could not be accomplished during 
the stated time window, Annova proposes to implement additional measures, as 
recommended by the FWS, designed to avoid or minimize impacts on nesting birds, 
which would be acceptable.    
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CO06 continued, page 3 of 4 
 
CO06-12 The loss of loma habitat, the Project's location relative to 
remaining habitat, and the potential effectiveness of the proposed wildlife 
corridor along the west side of the Project site, were all considered as part of 
our evaluation of potential impact on the ocelot. 
CO06-13 Our evaluation of impact on Essential Fish Habitat (EFH), 
including from loss of habitat, and from increased turbidity, was included in the 
EFH Assessment in appendix F of the EIS.  Our general conclusion is potential 
impacts resulting from Project construction and operation are expected to be 
short-term and highly localized, occurring primarily during construction or 
shortly thereafter.  On February 5, 2019, the National Marine Fisheries Service 
filed comments with the FERC agreeing with the conclusions in the EFH 
Assessment (see FERC accession number 20190206-5004. 
CO06-14 Section 4.3.2.2 of the EIS describes the potential impact on the 
Bahia Grande from sedimentation from Project dredging. The Final EIS has 
been revised to refer to the Bahia Grande restoration project rather than 
mitigation project. 
CO06-15 Impacts on the Lower Rio Grande Valley, South Padre Island, 
Palmetto Hill Battlefield, and Laguna Atascosa NWR are discussed in section 
4.8.4.2 of the EIS.  Construction and operation of the Project would result in 
site-specific impacts on recreation and visitor use during construction and 
operation, as discussed.  These site-specific impacts are not expected to affect 
overall regional tourism patterns, but could result in localized impacts, with 
visitors and other recreationists seeking similar opportunities nearby or 
elsewhere in the region.   
CO06-16 Thank you for your comment. 
CO06-17 As stated in the EIS and shown in table 4.11.1-4 (in section 
4.11.1.4), the stationary sources associated with the Project would have 
operating emissions that are less than the PSD major source thresholds for all 
(non-GHG) pollutants.  Although potential emissions of GHG are above the 
PSD significant emission threshold, the requirements of PSD are not triggered 
if GHG is the only pollutant above this threshold.  However, the Project would 
be subject to the Title V program because the stationary source emissions 
would exceed the major source thresholds for CO and GHGs.  Therefore, 
Annova would need to apply for and obtain a Title V operating permit.  The 
applicable air permits are the appropriate mechanism for determining 
mitigation, if necessary.  See also new section 3.6.2 of the final EIS.  
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CO06 continued, page 4 of 4 
 
CO06-18 We address impact on wildlife from construction noise, in 
particular pile driving, in several sections of the EIS.  See sections 4.6.1.1, 
4.6.1.2, 4.11.2.3 and 4.11.2.4 as well as response to comment FA04-34.  We 
disagree the analysis is inadequate. 

CO06-19 A determination that an impact would be significant is not a 
determination that the impact would be "too great".  The Commission will take 
into account the environmental conclusions made in the EISs for the three LNG 
projects when considering whether or not to authorize the projects. 

CO06-20 See response to comment CO04-7. 

CO06-21 See responses to individual comments on these topics above. 

CO06-22 The Commission will take into account the potential impacts on 
these resources when considering whether or not to authorize the Annova 
Project. 
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CO07 Institute for Policy Integrity, page 1 of 15 
 
CO07-1 Thank you for your comments.  See responses to individual 
comments below. 

CO07-2 It is beyond the scope of the EIS to attempt to monetize the social 
cost of greenhouse gas emissions.  See also response to the following comment 
CO7-3. 

CO07-3 Regarding the Social Cost of Carbon (SCC) tool, as well as the 
Social Cost of Methane and Nitrous Oxide tools, estimates the monetized 
climate change damage associated with an incremental increase in carbon 
dioxide (CO2) emissions in the given year. It estimates the cost today of future 
climate change damage, represented by a series of annual costs per metric ton 
of emissions discounted to present-day value. We recognize the availability of 
the SCC tool, but conclude that it is not appropriate for use in project analyses 
for the following reasons: The SCC is not meaningful in our NEPA analysis for 
project decisions under the Natural Gas Act (NGA).  The Commission has 
determined that the SCC tool is more appropriately used in NEPA analyses by 
regulators whose responsibilities are tied more directly to fossil fuel production 
or consumption.  The Commission’s authority under Section 7 of the NGA has 
no direct connection to the production or end use of natural gas.  The 
Commission does not control the production or consumption of natural gas. 
Producers, consumers, and their intermediaries respond freely to market signals 
about location-specific supply and location-specific demand.  The Commission 
oversees proposals to transport natural gas between those locations. Our NEPA 
analysis considers all construction emissions and annual operational GHG 
emissions that are causally related to the proposed action that is before the 
Commission. 
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CO07 continued, page 2 of 15 
 
CO07-4 See response to comment CO7-3. 
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CO07 continued, page 3 of 15 
 
CO07-5 See response to comment CO7-3. 
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CO07 continued, page 4 of 15 
 
CO07-6 See response to comment CO7-3. 

CO07-7 See response to comment CO7-3. 
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CO07 continued, page 5 of 15 
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CO07 continued, page 6 of 15 
 
CO07-8 See response to comment CO7-3. 
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CO07 continued, page 7 of 15 
 
CO07-9 See response to comment CO7-3. 
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CO07 continued, page 8 of 15 
 
CO07-10 See response to comment CO7-3. 
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CO07 continued, page 9 of 15 
 
CO07-11 See response to comment CO7-3. 
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CO07 continued, page 10 of 15 
 
CO07-12 See response to comment CO7-3. 
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CO07 continued, page 11 of 15 
 
CO07-13 See response to comment CO7-3. 

  



 L-81 Appendix L – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO07 continued, page 12 of 15 
 
CO07-14 See response to comment CO7-3. 

  



 L-82 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

CO07 continued, page 13 of 15 
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CO07 continued, page 14 of 15 
 
CO07-15 See response to comment CO7-3. 
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CO07 continued, page 15 of 15 
 
  



 L-85 Appendix L – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO08 Center for Liquefied Natural Gas, page 1 of 3 
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CO08 continued, page 2 of 3 
 
CO08-1 Thank you for your comment. 

CO08-2 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-87 Appendix L – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO08 continued, page 3 of 3 
 
CO08-3 Thank you for your comment. 

CO08-4 Thank you for your comment. 
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CO09 Annova LNG, page 1 of 3 
 
CO09-1 Section 4.9.10.1 of the final EIS has been updated to include some 
of the non-sensitive information that is provided in this filing on the potential 
off-site parking locations.  We have retained a recommendation that Annova 
provide additional information prior to construction. 
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CO09 Annova LNG, page 2 of 3 
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CO09 continued, page 3 of 3 
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CO10 Sierra Club, page 1 of 113 
 
CO10-1 We do not agree that the draft EIS fails to satisfy NEPA, or that a 
supplemental draft EIS is required.  See responses to specific comments below. 
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CO10 continued, page 2 of 113 
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CO10 continued, page 3 of 113 
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CO10 continued, page 4 of 113 
 

CO10-2 We disagree. The EIS discloses the potential impacts on 
environmental resources resulting from construction and operation of the 
Project.  The EIS was prepared in accordance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and 
other applicable requirements.  The EIS includes sufficient detail to enable the 
reader to understand and consider the issues raised by the Project and addresses 
a range of alternatives.  The omissions cited in the comment (e.g., EFH 
assessment, wetlands mitigation details, etc.) are concurrent federal reviews 
being contemplated by federal resource agencies such as the NMFS, FWS, and 
COE.  Although not finalized at the time of the draft EIS, the impacts 
associated with these reviews were disclosed for consideration. 
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CO10 continued, page 5 of 113 
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CO10 continued, page 6 of 113 
 

CO10-3 The draft EIS comment period was consistent with the FERC's 
typical comment period of 45 days.  While some information was pending at 
the issuance of the draft EIS, the public was not deprived of a meaningful 
opportunity to comment on substantial adverse environmental effects of the 
Project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such effects.   The EIS includes 
sufficient detail to enable the reader to understand and consider the issues 
raised by the Project and addresses a reasonable range of alternatives.    

CO10-4 A Spanish-speaking interpreter was provided during the public 
comment session on the DEIS. 

CO10-5 See response to CO04-7. Under section 3 of the Natural Gas Act, 
oversight for LNG export is divided between the Commission and the U.S. 
Department of Energy (DOE).  FERC is responsible for the siting of LNG 
facilities; however, it is the DOE, not the Commission, which retains the 
exclusive authority over the export of the natural gas as a commodity, including 
the responsibility to consider whether the exportation of that gas is in the public 
interest.  As discussed in section 1.2.1.2, the DOE issued an order granting 
authorization to Annova to export LNG by vessel from the LNG terminal to 
free trade agreement countries.   
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CO10 continued, page 7 of 113 
 

CO10-6 See response to comment CO10-5. 
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CO10 continued, page 8 of 113 
 

CO10-7 See response to comment CO10-5. 
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CO10 continued, page 9 of 113 
 
CO10-8 Comment noted.  See response to comment CO10-5. 

CO10-9 We disagree.  See responses to specific alternatives comments 
below. 

CO10-11 Comment noted.  We have updated the analysis in the final EIS to 
include the grid-sources emissions using the EPA's AVERT model.  See section 
3.6.2.  
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CO10 continued, page 10 of 113 
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CO10 continued, page 11 of 113 
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CO10 continued, page 12 of 113 
 
CO10-12 It is beyond the scope of the EIS to address indirect effects from 
the production of the electricity that would be used by the Project. 

CO10-13 During the pre-filing process Annova modified the proposed site 
layout to reduce the area of shoreline impact, including to avoid impact on 
mangrove wetlands.  As shown on figure 1-2 of the EIS, most of the shoreline 
impact would be associated with the marine facilities that require a direct 
connection to the marine waterway.  We do not agree that it is necessary to 
evaluate an alternative design that would move gas pre-treatment, liquefaction, 
and LNG storage facilities farther from the shoreline. 
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CO10 continued, page 13 of 113 
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CO10 continued, page 14 of 113 
 
CO10-14 The Commission evaluates projects as proposed, and reasonable 
alternatives to those projects.  It is important to note that the Commission’s role 
under the NGA is to review applications filed with it, not to develop alternative 
plans for energy infrastructure that would deviate from the project’s stated 
purpose.  Thus, alternatives such as building a facility with a smaller design 
capacity and output as suggested in this comment are not evaluated in the EIS, 
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CO10 continued, page 15 of 113 
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CO10 continued, page 16 of 113 
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CO10 continued, page 17 of 113 
 
CO10-15 The EIS evaluates impacts on local communities.  See sections 
4.9 and 4.8.  See also responses to further specific comments below. 

  



 L-108 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 18 of 113 
 
CO10-16 We disagree.  Environmental justice impacts are adequately 
addressed in the EIS.  See section 4.9.9. 
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CO10 continued, page 19 of 113 
 
CO10-17 We disagree.  Potential impacts on public health and safety are 
adequately addressed in sever sections of the EIS.  See section 4.9.8 (Public 
Services), 4.9.9.2 (Disproportionate Human Health or Environmental Effects), 
4.11 (Air Quality and Noise), and 4.12 (Reliability and Safety).  Cumulative 
impacts on public health and safety from construction and operation of the 
Annova LNG project combined with other proposed projects, including LNG 
projects, is addressed in sections 4.13.3.7, 4.13.3.9, and 4.13.3.10. 
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CO10 continued, page 20 of 113 
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CO10 continued, page 21 of 113 
 
CO10-18 As stated in the EIS (section 4.12.5.8) Annova submitted a draft 
emergency response plan (ERP) to address emergency events and potential 
release scenarios in its application with FERC.  The ERP would include public 
notification, protection, and evacuation.  FERC staff evaluated the initial draft 
of the emergency response procedures to assure that it covers the hazards 
associated with the Project.  In addition, we recommend in section 4.12.6 that 
Annova provide additional information, for review and approval, on 
development of updated emergency response plans prior to initial site 
preparation.  We also recommend in section 4.12.6 that Annova file three 
dimensional drawings, for review and approval, that demonstrate there is a 
sufficient number of access and egress locations.  If this project is authorized 
and constructed, Annova would coordinate with local, state, and federal 
agencies on the development of an emergency response plan and cost sharing 
plan.  We recommend in section 4.12.6 that Annova provide periodic updates 
on the development of these plans for review and approval, and ensure they are 
in place prior to introduction of hazardous fluids.  In addition, we recommend 
in section 4.12.6 that project facilities be subject to regular inspections 
throughout the life of the facility and would continue to require Annova to file 
updates to the ERP, as necessary. 
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CO10 continued, page 22 of 113 
 
CO10-19 We disagree.  The potential impact of the Annova Project on 
public schools is acknowledged in section 4.9.8.3.  The cumulative impact of 
the Annova Project with other area projects, including other proposed LNG 
projects, is addressed in section 4.13.3.7. 

  



 L-113 Appendix L – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 23 of 113 
 
CO10-20 We disagree.  Section 4.9.3 of the EIS addresses the potential 
impact of the Project on property values of the nearest residences.  Section 
4.9.3 includes the statement "Industrial and similar developments have been 
found to affect property values within an approximate 2-mile radius (Yellow 
Wood Associates 2004)" and goes on to evaluate potential Project-specific 
impacts. 
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CO10 continued, page 24 of 113 
 
CO10-21 The results of the traffic impact analysis prepared for the Project 
(Traffic Impact Group 2015) are summarized in section 4.9.10.1.  As noted in 
the comment, the analysis assumes that staggered shifts would be employed 
during construction to reduce potential impacts on roadway traffic. 

 
Contrary to the summary provided in the comment, the traffic impact analysis 
does not assume that workers would be transported to and from the 
construction site from a centralized location via passenger buses.  The traffic 
impact analysis is based on workers commuting to and from the site (with an 
assumed 20 percent carpool rate).  Proposed mitigation for the four 
intersections that would likely be impacted are summarized in table 4.9.10-3.  
However, as noted in the EIS, Annova has proposed bussing, and, if that were 
to occur, it would reduce the potential impacts identified in the traffic impact 
analysis and described in section 4.9.10.1. Contrary to the summary provided in 
the comment, the Project would not add large commuter traffic flows to SH 48, 
which is located across the BSC from the Project site.  Primary site access 
would be via SH 4.  SH 48 from Port Isabel was identified as a potential truck 
route, but the traffic impact study identified two other routes as the 
recommended routes (see section 4.9.10.1, Heavy Trucks subsection).  
Therefore, the Project is not expected to affect the ability of Port Isabel and 
Laguna Heights residents to travel along SH 48 to and from Brownsville. 

 
Potential traffic-related impacts on tourists are discussed in section 4.9.10.1, 
Tourism and Recreation subsection. 

  



 L-115 Appendix L – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 25 of 113 
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CO10 continued, page 26 of 113 
 
CO10-22 The economic impact analysis cited in this comment was, as noted in the 
draft EIS, prepared by Ernst & Young (2015) on behalf of Annova.  Separate impact 
analyses were conducted for the state and Cameron County (see table 4.9.2-2 in the 
EIS).  Direct employment related to on-site construction was provided by Exelon 
management and only those direct jobs expected to be filled by Texas and Cameron 
County residents, respectively, are included in table 4.9.2-2.  Indirect impacts were 
estimated based on the shares of Project-related expenditures expected to occur in-state 
and in Cameron County, respectively, also using information provided by Exelon.  This 
approach does not count positions filled by non-local workers as direct benefits to the 
modeled regions (the state and Cameron County), and, while details are not provided by 
Ernst & Young (2015), this type of modeling is designed to capture only those 
secondary (indirect and induced) impacts that occur in the modeled region.  In other 
words, although specific details of the modeling approach are not provided, it is 
reasonable to assume that the analysis accounted for the impacts of the non-local 
workforce in an appropriate manner. 

With respect to the potential for incoming workers to "significantly change the 
character of the area" due to their "different cultures and lifestyles," as discussed in 
section 4.9.1, an average of 253 non-local workers are expected to be employed for 
the construction phase of the Project, peaking with total employment of up to 780 
non-local workers.  These potential temporary increases in population would be 
equivalent to about 0.1 percent and 0.2 percent of the existing population in 
Cameron County and unlikely to significantly alter local character or existing 
patterns of economic activity.  Finally, the comment expresses concern that once 
Project construction is complete, the decrease in demand for Project-related goods 
and services and reduction in local expenditures by non-local workers could result 
in a disproportionately large shock to the local economy, resulting in business 
displacement and increased unemployment.  Project construction would provide 
substantial investment in the local economy, as indicated by the Ernst & Young 
(2015) study, and provide opportunities for local workers and businesses, some of 
which could last up to four years.  As construction nears completion, it is 
anticipated that workers will seek new opportunities and businesses will adjust their 
outputs and production forecasts accordingly.  The newspaper article cited in the 
comment found that while the Enid area experienced a large decline in gross 
domestic product, consistent with large construction projects coming to an end, the 
overall economy remained strong (Wilmoth 2018). 

Reference:   Wilmoth, B.  2018.  Enid's economy slows as construction projects are 
completed.  The Oklohoman. September 20.  Website: https://newsok.com/ 
article/5608887/enids-economy-slows-as-construction-projects-are-completed?  
Accessed on March 18, 2019.  
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CO10-23 See response to previous comment CO10-22. 
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CO10 continued, page 29 of 113 
 
CO10-24 As noted in the comment, operation and maintenance of the 
Project would require 165 personnel, with an estimated average salary per 
worker of $105,000, including benefits (Ernst & Young 2015).  Spending by 
these relatively highly paid workers would support other economic activity in 
the local economy, along with Project-related operations and maintenance 
spending.  The civilian labor force in Cameron County in 2014 consisted of 
about 168,000 workers (table 4.9.2-1).  The addition of 165 well-paid jobs is 
not expected to result in substantial changes to patterns of local economic 
activity.  As noted in section 4.9.6, Annova anticipates that approximately 110 
of these positions would be filled by non-local workers who would permanently 
relocate to the area.  The relocation of approximately 110 workers and their 
families to the Project area is not expected to affect the supply of regional 
housing resources. 

CO10-25 The addition of approximately 110 workers to the Cameron 
County area, is equivalent to about 0.03 percent of total county population in 
2014 (table 4.9.1-1) and unlikely to have a noticeable effect on community 
cohesiveness.   
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CO10 continued, page 30 of 113 
 
CO10-26 The comment requests that the economic impact analysis 
presented in the EIS take into account what it terms the "market volatility of 
LNG" and, more specifically, the effects of competition from other LNG 
terminal facilities given uncertainty regarding the supply of natural gas likely to 
be available for export.  The economic impact analysis summarized in the EIS 
(Ernst & Young 2015) assumes that the Annova facility would operate as 
proposed, with Project-related employment and expenditures supporting 
secondary (indirect and induced) economic activity elsewhere in Texas and 
Cameron County.  Modeling the effects of competition and price changes is 
outside the scope of this analysis, but any reductions in Project-related local 
employment and spending would have commensurate effects on estimated 
secondary (indirect and induced) impacts. 
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CO10 continued, page 31 of 113 
 
CO10-27 The comment states that the draft EIS concluded that the Project 
would not affect regional tourism patterns or the overall level of visitation to 
the region "with relatively little evidentiary support."  Construction and 
operation of the Project would result in site-specific impacts on recreation and 
visitor use during construction and operation, as discussed in section 4.9.2.2 of 
the EIS.  These site-specific impacts are not expected to affect overall regional 
tourism patterns, but could result in localized impacts, with visitors and other 
recreationists seeking similar opportunities nearby or elsewhere in the region.  
Project-related impacts on recreation and tourism are discussed in more detail 
in section 4.8.4 of the EIS.   
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CO10 continued, page 34 of 113 
 
CO10-28 See response to comment CO10-27. 
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CO10 continued, page 35 of 113 
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CO10 continued, page 36 of 113 
 
CO10-29 The EIS does not assess the potential for the proposed LNG 
terminal to discourage future investment in recreation and tourism-related 
businesses or other activities that seek proximity to recreational opportunities 
or scenic resources.  Similarly, the analysis does not consider the potential for 
the proposed LNG terminal to attract other more industrial uses to the area.  
This type of analysis would be speculative at best, as many factors influence 
business and household location decisions, and the likelihood that the LNG 
terminal alone would attract new, unrelated industrial activities is believed to 
be low. 
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CO10-30 The cited text accurately discloses the anticipated direct effects of 
Project construction and operation on the recreation and tourism sector.  
Cumulative effects are assessed in section 4.13 of the EIS. 

  



 L-128 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 
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CO10 continued, page 39 of 113 
 
CO10-31 Potential impacts on commercial fishing are discussed in section 
4.9.2.3 of the EIS.  Specific concerns raised by the commenter with respect to 
EFH are discussed in response to comments CO10-32 to CO10-38. 
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CO10 continued, page 40 of 113 
 
CO10-32 In its comments on the Essential Fish Habitat Assessment 
included in the draft EIS (see comment FA01-1), the National Marine Fisheries 
Service stated that it has reviewed the information provided and concurs that 
the impacts would be temporary and minor. Therefore, NMFS has no 
Conservation Recommendations to provide on this project, and this concludes 
the EFH consultation requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act and no further consultation with NMFS is 
required. 
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CO10-33 See response to comment CO10-32. 
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CO10 continued, page 42 of 113 
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CO10 continued, page 43 of 113 
 
CO10-34 As stated in the EIS Cumulative Impacts section (section 
4.13.3.4), withdrawal of cooling water by LNG carriers at the three terminals 
would have direct effects on ichthyoplankton.  However, combined, engine 
cooling water withdrawal by LNG carriers for all three projects would have a 
minor impact on ichthyoplankton within the BSC.  The EIS correctly identifies 
that there is likely not higher densities of ichthyoplankton in cooling water used 
by LNG vessels than in other parts of the BSC.  Because a significant 
percentage of the water in the BSC would not be used, then a significant 
percentage of the ichthyoplankton stock would also not be affected.  The 
estimate of ichthyoplankton mortality was included as part of the analysis in the 
EFH assessment (see section 4.0 and 4.2.1.5 of the EFH Assessment in 
appendix F of the EIS).  See response to comment CO10-32 for the NMFS 
response to this analysis. 

CO10-35 Based on review of the EFH Assessment by the NMFS no 
mitigation is required to minimize impacts on fisheries.  See response to 
comment CO10-32. 

CO10-36 The EIS assesses the potential for invasive species introductions 
via ballast water in sections 4.3.2.2 and 4.6.2.2; however, the final EIS has been 
updated to include additional information regarding the efficacy and timeline 
for these measures. 
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CO10 continued, page 44 of 113 
 
CO10-37 See response to Comments CO10-35 and 37. 
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CO10 continued, page 45 of 113 
 
CO10-38 We maintain that the EIS adequately addresses cumulative 
impacts on EFH and fisheries. See also NOAA Fisheries comment on the 
Annova Project EFH Assessment in comment FA01-01. 

CO10-39 The final EIS has been updated to account for the potential 
maximum of up to 125 LNG carriers per year visiting the Annova Project.  
Potential impact on the commercial fishing, including the BSC-based 
shrimping industry is include in section 4.9.2.3 of the EIS. However, based on 
this comment and similar comments received on the draft EIS, on March 15, 
2019, we requested that Annova provide additional information regarding 
potential impacts on the Brownsville-based shrimp industry from proposed 
LNG vessels transiting the BSC, and have updated the final EIS as appropriate.  
See also Annova's response to our EIR on the FERC docket in accession 
number 20190325-5179. 
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CO10 continued, page 46 of 113 
 
CO10-40 As noted in section 4.9.2.2, potential impacts on fishery resources 
are discussed in section 4.6 of the EIS.  Specific concerns raised by the 
commenter with respect to EFH are discussed in response to comments CO10-
32 to CO10-38.  Potential impacts on fishery resources are not expected to 
affect the commercial fishing industry. 
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CO10 continued, page 47 of 113 
 
CO10-41 The Project is not expected to cause "damage to the commercial 
fishing and shrimping industries," and even if these types of effect were to 
occur, it is not clear how that would in turn affect the tourism industry.  It may 
also be noted, as stated in section 4.9.2.2, that almost all of the shrimp landed at 
the Ports of Brownsville and Port Isabel is caught offshore in the Gulf of 
Mexico.  The commercial fishing that does occur in the estuarine waters of 
Cameron and Willacy Counties is dominated by bait fisheries, with a small 
black drum (Pogonias cromis) commercial fishery also present. 
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CO10 continued, page 48 of 113 
 
CO10-42 The example provided in the comment refers to mitigation that 
was required by the Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
(Rigzone.com 2006).  As stated in the EIS (section 4.9.2.4), construction barge 
traffic is not expected to affect the passage of shrimp boats or other commercial 
fishing vessels through the BSC.  Commercial fishermen who dock along the 
BSC may experience delays when LNG carriers are making ports of call at the 
Project site.  Temporarily displaced shrimpers would be able to trawl elsewhere 
in the BSC or nearby Gulf of Mexico. 

Reference:  Rigzone.com.  2006.  Romney Approves Two Offshore LNG 
Terminals.  Website: https://www.rigzone.com/news/oil_gas/a/39328/ 
romney_approves_two_offshore_lng_terminals/ Accessed on March 18, 2019.   

  

https://www.rigzone.com/news/oil_gas/a/39328/
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CO10 continued, page 49 of 113 
 
CO10-43 Comment noted.  See our assessment of compliance with section 
106 in section 4.10 of the EIS. 

CO10-44 It is standard practice for a Commission Order to include a 
condition that construction may not proceed until after the NHPA Section 106 
compliance process has been completed.  We summarize our compliance with 
Section 106 in section 4.10 of the EIS.  We recommend that Annova file all 
outstanding reports and agency comments with the FERC and that FERC staff 
complete the Section 106 consultation process before construction may begin.   
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CO10-45 See response to comment CO10-44. 
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CO10 continued, page 51 of 113 
 
CO10-46 See response to comment CO10-44. 
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CO10 continued, page 52 of 113 
 
CO10-47 We disagree that we should enlarge the direct and indirect APE 
for evaluating impacts.  However, we evaluate the potential impact on two 
NRHP-listed properties that lie outside the direct and indirect APE, the Palo 
Alto Battlefield NHL located approximately 9.1 miles west of the Project site, 
and the Brazos Santiago Depot located approximately 5.5 miles east of the 
Project site.  See section 4.10.1.2.  We also evaluate potential visual and noise 
impacts on the Laguna Atascosa and the Lower Rio Grande NWRs which are 
outside of the direct and indirect APEs.  See sections 4.8.4, 4.8.5, and 4.11.2. 
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 L-144 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 54 of 113 
 
CO10-48 The EIS thoroughly evaluates the potential Project impacts on the 
Palmito Ranch Battlefield NHL.  See sections 4.10.1.2, 4.8.4. 4.8.5, 4.11.2, and 
appendix E. 
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CO10 continued, page 55 of 113 
 
CO10-49 See response to comment CO10-48. 

  



 L-146 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 56 of 113 
 
CO10-50 See response to comment CO10-48. 

CO10-51 We disagree.  We believe the analysis in sections 4.8.5 and 
4.10.1.2 of the EIS support the conclusion that the Project would not affect the 
essential features of the Palmito Ranch Battlefield for the period of significance 
(the Civil War) and its overall integrity would remain intact. 

  



 L-147 Appendix L – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 57 of 113 
 
CO10-52 We disagree.  We believe the analysis in section 4.11.2 supports 
the conclusion that noise from the Project would not have a significant effect on 
the Palmito Ranch Battlefield. 

CO10-53 See response to comment CO10-44. 

  



 L-148 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 58 of 113 
 
CO10-54 We disagree that the draft EIS fails to adequately address impacts 
on listed and sensitive species.  See responses to individual comments below. 
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CO10 continued, page 60 of 113 
 
CO10-55 FERC staff have not deferred NEPA obligations with respect to 
federally listed threatened and endangered species.  Section 4.7.1 of the EIS 
includes the NEPA evaluation of potential impacts on federally listed 
threatened and endangered species.     
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CO10 continued, page 61 of 113 
 
CO10-56 We disagree that the analysis in the EIS fails to adequately 
address effects on listed species.  See response to individual comments below. 
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CO10 continued, page 62 of 113 
 
CO10-57 We disagree that the EIS largely dismisses or mischaracterizes 
potential impact on the ocelot north-south movement corridor and the 
significance of impacted habitats.  However, based on this request, section 
4.7.1.2 of the final EIS has been revised to include additional discussion of the 
north-south movement corridor (South Texas Coastal Corridor) and potential 
project impacts.  Cumulative impacts on the north-south movement corridor, 
including specifically from the three proposed LNG projects, is addressed in 
section 4.13.3.5.  Section 4.13.3.5 of the final EIS has also been updated to 
address comments on the draft EIS, including from the FWS. 
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CO10 continued, page 63 of 113 
 
CO10-58 The EIS includes information that is currently know about 
measures that would avoid, minimize, or mitigate for impacts on the ocelot 
from construction and operation of the Project.  Greater detail is also included 
in the BA which the FWS will use in its evaluation of impacts on the species.  
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 L-155 Appendix L – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 65 of 113 
 
CO10-59 Section 3.4 of the EIS includes evaluation of alternative sites 
along the BSC.  Each of the alternative sites would involve different impacts on 
ocelot habitat and potential impacts on the South Texas Coast Corridor for 
ocelot movement.  As stated in the EIS we conclude that none of the alternative 
sites would result in an environmental advantage over the proposed site.  See 
also response to comment CO10-13. 
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CO10 continued, page 66 of 113 
 
CO10-60 As noted in section 4.7.1.3, the Project would result in the 
permanent loss of one acre of potential suitable habitat for the piping plover 
and red knot.  Although this one acre is not designated critical habitat, available 
designated critical habitat in the area can be used to place the loss of one acre 
of potential habitat in context.  The one acre would represent 0.01 percent of 
critical habitat in the 7,217-acre Unit TX-1.  We maintain that this impact on 
potential habitat may affect but is not likely to adversely affect the piping 
plover and red knot.  With regard to additional conservation measures, we 
maintain that no additional measures are necessary, but the FWS may 
recommend or require additional conservation measures as part of its review of 
the BA.    
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CO10 continued, page 67 of 113 
 
CO10-61 As stated in section 4.7.1.3, one acre of potential habitat would be 
permanently affected by the Project.  While the Project site includes 13.4 acres 
of designated critical habitat, the portion of the site that contains critical habitat 
would not be directly affected, and therefore no designated critical habitat 
would be directly impacted by the Project.  The 13.4 acres of critical habitat 
within the Project site is approximately 0.2 percent of the critical habitat 
included in the 7,217-acre Unit TX-1, and 0.02 percent of the total piping 
plover critical habitat designated in Texas.  We maintain that constructing and 
operating the Project would not significantly destroy or adversely modify 
piping plover critical habitat. 
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CO10 continued, page 68 of 113 
 
CO10-62 The evaluation of potential impacts on sea turtles in section 
4.7.1.4 of the EIS acknowledges the potential for vessel strikes on sea turtles, 
and mortality as a result.  However, based on this comment we have updated 
section 4.7.1.4 to include additional information on the potential for vessel 
strikes to occur. 
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CO10 continued, page 71 of 113 
 
CO10-63 See response to comment CO10-62.  In revised section 4.7.1.4 of 
the EIS we conclude that the addition of 125 LNG carriers per week to the BSC 
and Gulf of Mexico waters would not be likely to adversely affect sea turtles 
through vessel strike.  As a result, we are not recommending additional 
mitigation measures and we maintain that constructing and operating the 
Project may affect but is not likely to adversely affect any sea turtle species. 
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CO10 continued, page 72 of 113 
 
CO10-64 We disagree.  Section 4.7 of the EIS includes a species-specific 
assessment of habitat loss as well as other potential construction and operation 
impacts.  Our conclusions and determinations of effect for each species are 
based on this species-specific analysis. 

CO10-65 On February 15, 2019, we sent the Biological Assessment to the 
FWS with a letter requesting concurrence with our determinations of effect 
contained in our Biological Assessment for the Project (see FERC Docket 
accession number 20190215-3006).  It is standard practice for a Commission 
Order to include a condition that construction may not proceed until after 
section 7 consultation under the Endangered Species Act has been completed.  
Here, we recommend that Annova should not begin construction until the 
FERC staff completes section 7 consultation.  The public will continue to have 
the opportunity to review and comment on filings as they are made with the 
Commission. 
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CO10 continued, page 73 of 113 
 
CO10-66 We disagree.  Wetland impacts from Project construction and 
operation are evaluated in section 4.4 of the EIS.  Alternatives are evaluated in 
section 3.0, which includes a comparison of wetland impacts by alternatives 
where that information is available.  Impacts from the non-jurisdictional supply 
pipeline are evaluated in cumulative impacts in section 4.13 of the EIS. 
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CO10 continued, page 74 of 113 
 
CO10-67 Section 3.4 of the EIS includes an evaluation of alternative LNG 
sites, including a comparison of NWI-mapped wetlands within each site.   See 
also response to comment CO10-13.   
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CO10 continued, page 75 of 113 
 
CO10-68 Minimization measures are included in Annova’s Procedures that 
would adequately address wetlands that are only temporarily affected by 
Project construction, such that impacts on temporally affected wetlands would 
be less than significant.  As stated in section 4.4 of the EIS, it would be the 
responsibility of the COE as part of its review of the Section 404/Section 10 
permit under the Clean Water Act, not the Commission, to determine the need 
for wetland mitigation and the adequacy of mitigation proposed by Annova, 
including consideration of the current conditions and the ownership or 
management of the mitigation area.  We anticipate that if the COE issues a 
Section 404/Section 10 permit for the Project, it would be conditioned upon 
Project-related adverse impacts on wetlands and waters of the U.S. being 
effectively offset by mitigation similar to what Annova has identified in its 
draft Conceptual Mitigation Plan. 
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CO10 continued, page 76 of 113 
 
CO10-69 We disagree that the supply pipeline would be FERC 
jurisdictional.  We address this non-jurisdictional facility in section 4.13 of the 
EIS under cumulative effects.  The COE is evaluating the supply pipeline as 
part of its review of the Section 404/Section 10 permit application, which we 
assume will also include consideration of the need for mitigation for wetland 
impacts associated with the pipeline. 

CO10-70 See response to Comment CO10-69. 
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CO10-71 See response to Comments CO10-68 and CO10-69. 
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CO10 continued, page 78 of 113 
 
CO10-72 Notwithstanding that the wetland mitigation plan is under review 
and jurisdiction of the COE and not the Commission (see response to Comment 
CO10-68), in an Environmental Information Request dated March 15, 2019, we 
asked Annova to respond to this comment and similar comments.  In its 
response Annova maintains that the draft Conceptual Mitigation Plan 
accurately represents the wetland site conditions.  See Annova's response on the 
Project docket in accession number 20190325-5179.  Ultimately, the COE will 
make a determination regarding the acceptability of the wetland mitigation 
plan.  
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CO10-73 We disagree that the discussion and analysis of risk posed by the 
SpaceX launch site on the Project is inadequate.  Public portions of the ACTA 
report were submitted to the project docket on April 25, 2017, and 
supplemental data was submitted on August 22, 2017.  The public information 
provided in these filings shows the debris impact probability contours for 
varying debri from both the Falcon 9 and Falcon Heavy rocket launch vehicles.  
The draft EIS provided the FERC staff's conclusions based on this analysis. 
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CO10 continued, page 80 of 113 
 
CO10-74 The impact probabilities are dependent on fragment velocity, 
mass, shape and size.  The initial ACTA report provided impact probability 
contours for fragments above 10,000 foot-pounds kinetic energy.  In response 
to FERC staff's information request, additional public contours (results of the 
analysis) were provided for fragments with kinetic energy thresholds of 11, 
100, 1,000, 10,000, 100,000, and 1,000,000 foot-pounds.  The kinetic energies 
relate to the potential for them to cause damage, including potential adverse 
impacts on people and potential damage to piping, pressure vessels, and 
reinforced concrete of a varying thicknesses.  This information was used to 
assess the potential direct impact to persons onsite (i.e., construction workers 
and permanent plant personnel) and potential for cascading effects that could 
lead to releases.  For any releases that could be triggered, hazard modeling was 
evaluated under varying conditions to determine whether there could be 
impacts offsite that could impact the public.  The analyses indicated there 
would not be any significant risk to the offsite public.  Specific information on 
what potential projectiles could result in damage and releases is considered as 
potential information that adversaries could use and therefore was categorized 
as Critical Energy Infrastructure Information (CEII) and would not be subject 
to public disclosure. 

  



 L-171 Appendix L – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 81 of 113 
 
CO10-75 Section 4.12.5.7 of the final EIS has been updated to indicate that 
the analysis is specific to both Falcon 9 and Falcon Heavy launch vehicles and 
not for conceptual launch vehicles such as the Big Falcon Rocket.  FERC staff 
recommendations in section 4.12.6 have also been updated so that Annova must 
file procedures to conduct risk-based assessments that would incorporate the 
FAA's public guidance prior to a rocket launch.  Since the risk assessments 
would incorporate the FAA's public guidance, the risk assessments would be 
based on the most up-to-date information about areas likely to be impacted by 
falling debris and would allow Annova to take any action such as reducing or 
stopping certain plant operations prior to a rocket launch.   
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CO10 continued, page 84 of 113 
 
CO10-76 As noted in the Coast Guard's Letter of Recommendation 
Analysis, FERC staff and Coast Guard did discuss space rocket launch 
operations and potential impacts on LNG marine vessels.  These discussions 
were based on FERC staff analysis of the two public ACTA submittals filed on 
April 25, 2017, and August 22, 2017.  As noted in the comment, the Coast 
Guard would assess with LNG marine vessel transit on a case-by-case basis to 
determine if any safety and security measures are necessary.   
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CO10 continued, page 85 of 113 
 
CO10-77 This comment references comments submitted under accession 
number 20150114-5038 that are addressed in the final EIS issued under Docket 
Number CP13-483-000 (see accession number 20150930-4002, Appendix W 
Part 7).  In addition, section 4.12.2 discusses the August 2018 MOU between 
DOT PHMSA and FERC.  Under this MOU, the DOT PHMSA would issue a 
Letter of Determination after reviewing Annova's hazard analysis and modeling 
results.  Section 4.12.3.1 indicates that major LNG marine vessel accidents 
have not resulted in injury to the public and have resulted in minimal loss of 
LNG for incidents involving loading or unloading operations and no loss of 
LNG after a grounding or collision event.  Section 4.12.5.1 discusses why the 
1944 release incident in Cleveland, Ohio resulted in public impacts and also 
states that subsequent major incidents (including the 2014  incident at the 
Plymouth LNG facility that is referenced in the comment) have not impacted 
the public. 
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CO10 continued, page 86 of 113 
 
CO10-78 As part of DOT PHMSA's LOD process, Annova has submitted 
numerous responses to DOT PHMSA's information requests on the FERC 
docket.  Based on its review of this information, DOT PHMSA issued its Letter 
of Determination on March 20, 2019.   

CO10-79 The August 2018 MOU between DOT PHMSA and FERC does 
not require DOT PHMSA's LOD to be issued prior to the draft EIS.  Annova 
has filed in the Project docket numerous filings in response to DOT PHMSA 
information requests.  Certain information is filed as public information and is 
available for the public to review.  In addition, as indicated in section 4.12.5.2 
of the EIS, FERC conducted a engineering review on the use of various layers 
of protection or safeguards to reduce risks of potential hazards to offsite public.  
FERC also reviewed potential impacts from natural hazards and external 
impacts from the surrounding areas.  This review focuses on the safe and 
reliable operation of the site.   
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CO10-80 We disagree.  The possible impact of the Project on price, 
production, and use of natural gas in the United States are not part of the scope 
of the EIS. 

CO10-81 As discussed in section 1.3 of the FEIS, production, extraction, 
and end-use of natural gas are not part of the proposed action evaluated in the 
EIS.  Speculation on whether the export of natural gas would result in increased 
natural gas production is outside the scope of the EIS.  Gas used for export can 
come from several existing production areas.  Although environmental and 
economic models do exist to estimate market changes based upon gas flows 
into and out of markets, ultimately this type of analysis is outside of the scope 
for this EIS.  Our analysis of cumulative impacts of the Project, including air 
quality and climate change impacts, is included in section 4.13.2 of the EIS.   

Similarly, the effects of LNG combustion in end-use/importing markets are 
outside of the scope of this EIS.  Additionally, the DC Circuit court held in 
Sierra Club v. FERC (No. 14-1249) and Sierra Club and Galveston Baykeeper 
v. FERC (No. 14-1275) that FERC’s NEPA environmental review do not 
include indirect impacts resulting from increased natural gas exports, such as 
increased natural gas production.  In addition, it held that the DOE, not FERC, 
has responsibility as the agency that approves export of the commodity. 

  



 L-178 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 88 of 113 
 
  



 L-179 Appendix L – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 89 of 113 
 
CO10-82 Section 1.2 of the EIS identifies the cooperating agencies 
participating in development of the EIS and each agency's permit reviews or 
administrative actions applicable to the Project.  Section 1.2 also identifies 
agency actions that may require NEPA and which agencies may choose to 
utilize this EIS to support other agency actions. 

  



 L-180 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 90 of 113 
 
CO10-83 We disagree.  The supply pipeline is a non-jurisdictional facility 
and need only be addressed in the cumulative impacts section of the EIS. 

  



 L-181 Appendix L – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 91 of 113 
 
CO10-84 Section 4.13.3.9 includes a discussion of the Project's contribution 
towards climate change.  Review of the Project is limited to the economic and 
environmental impacts of the proposal before the Commission; therefore, the 
effects of LNG combustion in end-use/importing markets are outside of the 
scope of this EIS. 

  



 L-182 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 92 of 113 
 
CO10-85 Whether or not the Project would result in an increase in natural 
gas production is beyond the scope of the EIS. 

  



 L-183 Appendix L – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 93 of 116 
 
CO10-86 See response to comment CO10-85. 

  



 L-184 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 94 of 113 
 
CO10-87 See response to comment CO10-85. 

  



 L-185 Appendix L – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 95 of 113 
 
  



 L-186 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 96 of 113 
 
CO10-88 Whether or not the Project would result in an increase in overseas 
natural gas use is beyond the scope of the EIS. 

  



 L-187 Appendix L – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 97 of 113 
 
CO10-89 The adequacy and scope of previous reviews by DOE are beyond 
the scope of the EIS. 

  



 L-188 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 98 of 113 
 
CO10-90 We disagree.  Section 4.13.3.9 includes a discussion of climate 
change and greenhouse gas emissions.  Section 4.11.1 disclosed the Project 
direct emissions of GHGs. 

  



 L-189 Appendix L – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 99 of 113 
 
CO10-91 The EPA has accepted the GWP value of 25 for methane over a 
100-year period. FERC appropriately selected this value because this is the 
value EPA established on November 29, 2013 for reporting of GHG emissions. 
EPA supported the 100-year time period over the 20-year period in its summary 
of comments and responses in the final rulemaking, 2013 Revisions to the 
Greenhouse Gas Reporting Rule and Final Confidentiality Determinations for 
New or Substantially Revised Data Elements, establishing the methane GWP at 
25 (78 FR 71904, November 29, 2013). Similarly, in this final rulemaking, 
EPA supported the adoption of the published IPCC’s Fourth Assessment 
Report GWP values over the Fifth Assessment Report values. EPA 
acknowledged the Fifth Assessment Report could lead to more accurate 
assessments of climate impacts in the future; however, when balanced with the 
benefit of retaining consistency with other U.S. climate programs, including 
EPA's Greenhouse Gas Reporting Program and Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions and Sinks, the potential gain in accuracy does not justify the 
loss of consistency in reporting and likely would cause stakeholder confusion 
among the various GWPs used in different programs. EPA identified that it 
may consider adoption of the Fifth Assessment Report GWPs in the future, at 
which time we will ensure that FERC staff request the use of any revised EPA 
GWP values in future NEPA evaluations. 

  



 L-190 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 100 of 113 
 
  



 L-191 Appendix L – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 101 of 113 
 
CO10-92 Gas production and gathering activities, and the pipelines and 
facilities used for these activities, are not regulated by FERC and are outside 
the scope of the NEPA analysis. While past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future oil and gas infrastructure within the geographic scope of the 
cumulative impacts assessment are addressed in section 4.13.  Regarding end-
use of gas, see response to comment CO10-84. 

CO10-93 We disagree.  Section 4.13.3.9, Climate Change, of the EIS 
includes a discussion of the effects of the increase in global GHG emissions.  
With respect to evaluating the social cost of carbon, see response to comment 
CO7-3.  

  



 L-192 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 102 of 113 
 
  



 L-193 Appendix L – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 103 of 116 
 
  



 L-194 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 104 of 113 
 
  



 L-195 Appendix L – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 105 of 113 
 
  



 L-196 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 106 of 113 
 
  



 L-197 Appendix L – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 107 of 113 
 
CO10-94 We disagree that the EIS fails to adequately address cumulative 
impacts.  Section 4.13 addresses the five items listed in this comment that are 
needed for a meaningful cumulative effects analysis. 

  



 L-198 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 108 of 113 
 
CO10-95 Section 4.13.1 of the EIS provides a discussion of past actions that 
have affected resources in the Project area.  In addition, the remainder of 
section 4 outlines the baseline conditions in the Project area.  CEQ guidance 
states that an adequate cumulative effects analysis may be conducted by 
focusing on the current aggregate effects of past actions without delving into 
the historical details of individual past actions.  In the EIS, we consider the 
impacts of past projects within the resource geographic scopes as part of the 
affected environment (environmental baseline) which was described and 
evaluated in the preceding environmental analysis.  However, present effects of 
past actions that are relevant and useful are also considered.  The reason for the 
difference in reported cumulative impacts on wetlands between the three LNG 
project EISs is because each project has slightly different geographic scope 
used for the analysis, based on location and project-specific features such as the 
pipeline that is included with the Rio Grande LNG project. 

  



 L-199 Appendix L – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 109 of 113 
 
CO10-96 Section 4.13.3.4 of the EIS discloses cumulative impacts on 
specific aquatic resources.  With regard to mitigation plans, mitigation plans for 
the Annova Project as well as the other two proposed LNG projects would be 
finalized in coordination with the COE Section 404/Section 10 permit process, 
and none of the projects would be permitted to proceed with construction (if 
approved) until the mitigation plans have been finalized. 

  



 L-200 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 110 of 113 
 
CO10-97 It is not necessary to include an appendix to support the 
cumulative impacts analysis for air impacts.  Section 4.13.3.9 of the final EIS 
has been updated to include additional cumulative impacts air analysis. 

  



 L-201 Appendix L – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 111 of 113 
 
  



 L-202 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 112 of 113 
 
CO10-98 We disagree that a revised or supplemental draft EIS is required.  
However, we have considered all comments filed on the draft EIS and have 
updated or revised the final EIS where appropriate. 

  



 L-203 Appendix L – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

CO10 continued, page 113 of 113 
 
  



 L-204 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

CO12 South Padre Island Chamber of Commerce, page 1 of 1 
 
CO11-1 Thank you for your comment. 

CO11-2 Thank you for your comment. 



 L-205 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

ELECTED OFFICIALS 
 
EO01 Eddie Lucio III, Texas House of Representatives, page 1 of 1 
 
EO01-1 Thank you for your comment. 

EO01-2 Thank you for your comment. 

EO01-3 Thank you for your comment. 

EO01-4 Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

 

 



 L-206 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

EO02 Alex Dominguez, Texas House of Representatives, page 1 of 1 
 
EO01-1 Thank you for your comment. 

EO01-2 Thank you for your comment. 

EO01-3 Thank you for your comment. 

EO01-4 Thank you for your comment. 

 

 



 L-207 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

EO03 Lieutenant Governor Dan Patrick, page 1 of 1 
 
EO03-1 Thank you for your comment. 

EO03-2 Thank you for your comment. 

EO03-3 Thank you for your comment. 

 



 L-208 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT SESSION 
 
PM01 Scoping Meeting, Port Isabel, TX, January 10, 2019, page 1 of 110 
 
 

 

 

 



 L-209 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 2 of 110 
 
 
 

 

 

 



 L-210 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 3 of 110 
 
PM01-1 Thank you for your comment. 

PM01-2 Air emissions are evaluated in section 4.11.1.2 of the EIS.  As 
described in that section of the EIS, primary standards for NAAQS emissions 
set limits the EPA determined are necessary to protect human health including 
sensitive populations such as children, the elderly, and asthmatics.  Review of 
the Project's emissions against the NAAQS primary standards takes into 
account human health. 

PM01-3 Thank you for your comment.  Potential impact of the Annova 
LNG Project on the local economy, including industries that support 
vacationing, fishing, and ecotourism, are evaluated in section 4.9 of the EIS. 

  



 L-211 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 4 of 110 
 
PM01-4 Thank you for your comment. 

PM01-5 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-212 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 5 of 110 
 
PM01-6 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-213 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 6 of 110 
 
PM01-7 Thank you for your comment. 

PM01-8 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-214 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 7 of 110 
 
PM01-9 Thank you for your comment.  We do not plan to hold other 
comment sessions on the Annova LNG Project. 

PM01-10 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-215 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 8 of 110 
 
  



 L-216 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 9 of 110 
 
PM01-11 Thank you for your comment. 

PM01-12 Thank you for your comment. 

PM01-13 Thank you for your comment. Potential Project impacts on 
migratory birds, and butterflies and other pollinators is addressed in section 
4.6.1.2 of the EIS.  Potential Project impacts on tourism is addressed in section 
4.9.2.2 of the EIS. 

  



 L-217 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 10 of 110 
 
PM01-14 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-218 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 11 of 110 
 
PM01-15 Potential Project impacts on migratory birds is addressed in 
section 4.6.1.2 of the EIS, and impact on endangered species in section 4.7.  In 
response to comments on the draft EIS we have added additional discussion of 
the Laguna Madre in the EIS.   

PM01-16 With respect to human health impacts from the operating 
emissions from the Project, see response to comment PM1-2. 

  



 L-219 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 12 of 110 
 
PM01-17 On February 7, 2019, FERC extended the comment period on the 
draft EIS until March 13, 2019, as a result of the partial Federal government 
shutdown. 

PM01-18 With respect to impacts on lomas and mitigation for that impact, 
see responses to comments IND9-14a, IND15-1, and CO10-57 and 58.  With 
regard to mitigation for wetland impacts, see response to comment CO10-68. 

PM01-19 Thank you for your comment.  The draft EIS was completed in 
December 2018, and this final EIS includes comments made on the draft EIS. 

  



 L-220 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 13 of 110 
 
PM01-20 See response to comment CO10-68. 

PM01-21 As stated in section 4.5.5 of the EIS, although approximately 409 
acres of vegetation would be permanently lost because of the Project, the region 
contains large quantities of similar vegetation communities.  Therefore, we 
have determined that construction and operation of the Project would not 
significantly impact vegetation.   

PM01-22 See responses to comments IND9-14a, IND15-1, and CO10-57 
and 58. 

PM01-23 Potential impacts on the ocelot from Project construction and 
operation, including from facility lighting, is addressed in section 4.7.1.2. 

PM01-24 Potential impacts on the Bahia Grande from Project construction 
and operation, including sedimentation, is addressed in section 4.3.2.2 of the 
EIS. 

PM01-25 Potential impacts on the commercial fishing industry, including 
shrimping, is addressed in section 4.9.2.3 of the EIS. 

  



 L-221 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 14 of 110 
 
PM01-26 See response to comment IND14-6. 

PM01-27 Impact on the Loma Ecological Preserve is included in section 
4.6.1.2 of the EIS.  This section has been updated with additional information 
since issuance of the draft EIS.  With respect to potential mitigation for loss of 
loma habitat, see section 4.7.1.2. 

PM01-28 Potential impacts on South Bay from the Project, including initial 
dredging as well as vessel traffic, are addressed in section 4.3.2.2 and 4.6.2.2 of 
the EIS. 

  



 L-222 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 15 of 110 
 
PM01-29 As stated in section 4.6.1.2 of the EIS, in the event that clearing 
could not be accomplished during the stated time window, Annova proposes to 
implement additional measures, as recommended by the FWS, designed to 
avoid or minimize impacts on nesting birds, which would be acceptable. 

PM01-30 Thank you for your comment. 

PM01-31 Thank you for your comment.  Potential impact of the Annova 
LNG Project on the local economy, including industries that support 
vacationing, fishing, and ecotourism, are evaluated in section 4.9 of the EIS. 

  



 L-223 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 16 of 110 
 
PM01-32 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-224 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 17 of 110 
 
PM01-33 See response to comments IND9-14a and IND15-1. 

  



 L-225 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 18 of 110 
 
PM01-34 Thank you for your comment. 

PM01-35 See response to comment CO6-20. 

  



 L-226 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 19 of 110 
 
PM01-36 See response to comments CO7-3, and IND15-13. 

PM01-37 With respect to climate change, see the revised analysis in section 
4.13.3.9 of the EIS.  Visual impacts from structures and flaring are addressed in 
section 4.8.5.  The introduction of a new industrial facility at the proposed site, 
including the visual impacts associated with that facility, are factored into our 
analysis of potential Project impacts on tourism and recreation in section 4.9 of 
the EIS. 

PM01-38 Potential impact on bait shrimping is included in our analysis of 
potential impact on commercial fishing.  See section 4.9.2.3 of the EIS. In 
response to this comment and similar comments on the draft EIS we have 
added additional evaluation of potential impact on the bait shrimp industry to 
the final EIS, including cumulative impact on commercial fisheries in section 
4.13.3.7.  See also response to comment CO10-39. 

PM01-39 Potential emissions from Project operation are addressed in 
section 4.11.1 of the EIS.  With respect to carbon capture, see response to 
comment CO6-17. 

  



 L-227 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 20 of 110 
 
PM01-40 As stated in section 4.5.5 of the EIS, although approximately 409 
acres of vegetation would be permanently lost because of the Project, the region 
contains large quantities of similar vegetation communities.  Therefore, we 
have determined that construction and operation of the Project would not 
significantly impact vegetation.   

PM01-41 Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act does not require that a 
permit be denied based on potential impact on a federally listed species.  
However, Section 7 consultation is ongoing, and a final determination of 
species effect has not been completed.  See also response to comment CO10-
65. 

  



 L-228 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 21 of 110 
 
PM01-42 In response to this and other similar comments on the draft EIS, 
section 4.9.2.3 of the final EIS has added to include a discussion of the 
potential Project impacts on the various conservation initiatives in the Rio 
Grande Valley. 

  



 L-229 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued page 22 of 110 
 
PM01-43 Reliability and Safety in general is evaluated in section 4.12 of the 
EIS.  Siting requirements, including consideration of populated areas, is 
discussed in sect, 4.12.2. 

PM01-44 See section 4.9 of the EIS for our evaluation of the potential 
Project impacts on temporary and permanent employment. 

PM01-45 Potential Project impacts on tourism of the region, including 
birding and eco-tourism, is addressed in section 4.9.2.2 of the EIS.  The 
potential Project impacts on endangered species is addressed in section 4.7 of 
the EIS. 

  



 L-230 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 23 of 110 
 
PM01-46 Potential Project impacts on air quality, including emissions that 
could potentially affect human health, is evaluated in section 4.11.1 of the EIS. 

PM01-47 Potential impact on the visual character of the areas surrounding 
the Project are addressed in section 4.8.5. 

PM01-48 See our evaluation of Project alternatives included in section 3 of 
the EIS. 

PM01-49 See response to comment CO6-2. 

  



 L-231 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 24 of 110 
 
PM01-50 On February 7, 2019 FERC extended the comment period on the 
draft EIS until March 13, 2019, as a result of the partial Federal government 
shutdown. 

PM01-51 We disagree that the draft EIS was incomplete because it was not 
available in Spanish.  During scoping and comment meetings, we had Spanish 
translators available. 

PM01-52 See response to comment CO6-4. 

PM01-53 See response to comment CO6-7. 

  



 L-232 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 25 of 110 
 
PM01-54 See response to comment CO6-4. 

PM01-55 See response to comment CO6-4. 

PM01-56 See response to comment IND15-6. 

  



 L-233 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 1 of 110 
 
PM01-57 See response to comment CO6-12. 

PM01-58 See response to comment CO6-14. 

PM01-59 See response to comment CO6-20. 

PM01-60 See response to comment IND15-13.   

  



 L-234 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 27 of 110 
 
PM01-61 See response to comment IND15-13. 

PM01-62 See response to comment CO6-15. 

  



 L-235 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 28 of 110 
 
PM01-63 See response to comment CO10-44. 

PM01-64 See response to comment CO6-17. 

PM01-65 See response to comment CO6-18. 

PM01-66 See response to comment CO6-4. 

  



 L-236 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 29 of 110 
 
PM01-67 In Section 3.4 of the EIS we evaluate several other alternative 
sites along the BSC.   

PM01-68 With respect to impact on the ocelot movement corridor, see 
response to comment CO10-57.  With respect to issuance of the draft EIS 
before the facility lighting plan is complete, see response to comment IND15-6. 

  



 L-237 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 30 of 110 
 
PM01-69 As noted in the comment, FERC is required to evaluate each 
separate project as proposed.  However, we have included a cumulative impacts 
analysis in each EIS that evaluates the potential cumulative impacts should 
other projects be constructed in the same region, including the three proposed 
LNG projects.  See section 4.13 of the Annova LNG final EIS. 

PM01-70 With respect to the lighting plan, see response to comment 
IND15-6.  With respect to sea turtles, see our analysis of potential Project 
impacts in section 4.7.1.4 of the EIS. 

  



 L-238 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 31 of 110 
 
PM01-71 See response to comment CO6-12. 

  



 L-239 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 32 of 110 
 
PM01-72 See response to comment CO6-14. 

PM01-73 We disagree.  The potential impact on seagrass and oyster beds is 
adequately addressed in the EIS. 

PM01-74 We are not aware that the border wall would be constructed in 
such a way as to divert surface flow into the Project area.  Annova is not 
proposing to dredge the BSC deeper, but to dredge a new berth and turning 
basin adjacent to the channel.  See section 2.1.6 of the EIS. 

  



 L-240 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 1 of 110 
 
PM01-75 Impacts from parking lots and the access road are included in the 
total Project impact that is evaluated in the EIS, and the areas impacted by these 
features would be included in any mitigation.  Annova is proposing to install 
crossings across the access road designed for ocelot movement.  Annova is not 
proposing crossing for crabs. 

PM01-76 The estimate of ichthyoplankton mortality was included as part of 
the analysis in the EFH assessment (see section 4.0 and 4.2.1.5 of the EFH 
Assessment in appendix F of the EIS).  In its comments on the EFH 
Assessment the NMFS concurred with our conclusions.  See response to 
comment CO10-32 for the NMFS response to this analysis.   With respect to 
the Texas Coastal Zone Management Program, we have included a 
recommendation in section 4.8.6 of the EIS that Annova shall file a 
determination from the Texas Coastal Coordination Advisory Committee that 
the Project is consistent with the laws and regulations of the state’s Coastal 
Zone Management Program.   

PM01-77 The potential impact of Project related noise on wildlife is 
addressed in several sections of the EIS, including sections 4.6, 4.7, 4.8, and 
4.11.2.  It is beyond the scope of the EIS to address the Port of Brownsville's 
actions with respect to the three proposed LNG projects. 

  



 L-241 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 34 of 110 
 
PM01-78 See response to comment CO6-2. On February 7, 2019, FERC 
extended the comment period on the draft EIS until March 13, 2019, as a result 
of the partial Federal government shutdown. 

  



 L-242 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 35 of 110 
 
PM01-79 See response to comment IND15-6. 

PM01-80 See response to comment CO6-12. 

  



 L-243 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 36 of 110 
 
PM01-81 See response to comment IND15-10. 

PM01-82 Potential impacts from Project lights and noise are addressed in 
the EIS.  As noted in the EIS, the barrier wall that Annova proposes to 
construct between the terminal site and the undisturbed wildlife corridor would 
be expected to reduce some noise and light impacts within the corridor. 

  



 L-244 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 37 of 110 
 
PM01-83 With respect to Project need, see response to comment CO6-20.  
With respect to the Facility Lighting Plan, see response to comment IND15-6. 

PM01-84 See response to comment IND15-13. 

PM01-85 Section 4.12.5.8 of the EIS includes a description of the 
requirements for an evacuation plan.  Annova has not yet prepared the 
evacuation plan. 

  



 L-245 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 38 of 110 
 
PM01-86 GHGs and climate change is addressed in section 4.11.1 and 
4.13.3.9 of the EIS, respectively. 

PM01-87 See response to comment CO6-18. 

  



 L-246 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 39 of 110 
 
PM01-88 See response to comments CO10-75 and CO10-73. 

  



 L-247 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 40 of 110 
 
PM01-89 See response to comment CO6-19. 

PM01-90 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-248 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 41 of 110 
 
PM01-91 See response to comments IND9-14a and IND15-1. 

PM01-92 See response to comment CO10-57. 

  



 L-249 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 42 of 110 
 
PM01-93 Potential impacts from Project lights and noise are addressed in 
the EIS.  As noted in the EIS, the barrier wall that Annova proposes to 
construct between the terminal site and the undisturbed wildlife corridor would 
be expected to reduce some noise and light impacts within the corridor. 

PM01-94 The potential impact of the Project on wildlife habitat, and ocelot 
habitat in particular, is addressed in the EIS.  Potential alternative sites are 
addressed in section 3. 

PM01-95 GHGs and climate change is addressed in sections 4.11.1 and 
4.13.3.9 of the EIS, respectively.  The Project's visual impacts from lighting 
and flaring is evaluated in section 4.8.5. 

PM01-96 Comment noted.  Potential impacts of the non-jurisdictional 
power line are addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS. 

  



 L-250 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 43 of 110 
 
PM01-97 Thank you for your comment. 

PM01-98 With regard to consultation with the FWS, see response to 
comment IND14-6.  With regard to consultation with NOAA Fisheries see 
response to comment CO10-32. 

  



 L-251 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 99 of 110 
 
PM01-99 See response to comments CO4-8 and CO10-65. 

PM01-100 See response to comments CO4-8 and CO10-65. 

PM01-101 We disagree.  Our analysis of potential impacts on sea turtles 
from the proposed dredging is included in section 4.7.1.4 of the EIS.    

PM01-102 See response to comments IND19-14a, IND15-1, and CO10-58. 

  



 L-252 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 45 of 110 
 
PM01-103 See response to comment CO10-68. 

PM01-104 See response to comments IND13-1 and IND13-2. 

  



 L-253 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 46 of 110 
 
PM01-105 See response to comment IND14-6. 

PM01-106 See response to comment CO6-3. 

PM01-107 See response to comment IND9-14a and IND15-1. 

  



 L-254 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 47 of 110 
 
PM01-108 See response to comment CO6-4 and CO6-5. 

  



 L-255 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 48 of 110 
 
PM01-109 See response to comment IND15-10. 

PM01-110 See response to comment CO10-34. 

PM01-111 Section 4.7.1 of the EIS does, in fact, identify the 18 federally 
listed species that could potentially be affected by the proposed Project, and 
includes an analysis of the potential impact on each. 

PM01-112 The EIS does, in fact, say that some wildlife could be affected by 
noise and light from the Project.  See the analysis in section 4.7 in general, and 
section 4.7.1.2 for the ocelot in particular. 

  



 L-256 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 49 of 110 
 
PM01-113 With respect to Project need, see response to comment CO6-20.  
With respect to potential impact on tourism, including eco-tourism, see our 
analysis in section 4.9.2.2 of the EIS. 

PM01-114 Section 4.12.5.7 of the EIS includes our analysis of potential 
SpaceX launch failures.  See also responses to comments CO10-73 and CO10-
75. 

  



 L-257 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 50 of 110 
 
PM01-115 Potential cumulative impacts from construction of the three 
proposed LNG projects, as well as other projects that could be constructed in 
the region, is addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS. 

  



 L-258 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 51 of 110 
 
  



 L-259 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 52 of 110 
 
  



 L-260 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 53 of 110 
 
  



 L-261 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 54 of 110 
 
  



 L-262 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 55 of 110 
 
PM01-116 With respect to comments specific to the Rio Grande LNG 
project, see the EIS and comment responses in FERC docket number CP16-
540-000.  With respect to the Annova LNG Project, there is no designated blast 
zone for the LNG terminal, which is proposed to be located about 5 miles from 
Long Island Village.  However, a small portion in the southeast corner of Long 
Island Village is located within the Accidental Sandia Hazard Zone 3, and the 
entire Long Island Village would be located within the Intentional Sandia 
Hazard Zone 3, associated with outbound (loaded with cargo) LNG carriers that 
would transit the BSC.  See discussion in section 4.12.3.4 of the EIS. 

  



 L-263 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 56 of 110 
 
PM01-117 Comment noted.  In the EIS we acknowledge that some impacts 
would be permanent.  While Annova has proposed some mitigation, the 
mitigation would compensate for some impacts and reduce their significance, 
but not necessarily restore all environmental impacts.  See also response to 
comment CO10-68. 

  



 L-264 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 57 of 110 
 
PM01-118 See our evaluation of Project impacts on wildlife and aquatic 
resources in sections 4.6 and 4.7 of the EIS. 

PM01-119 We use a number of terms in the EIS to describe potential 
environmental impacts, some of which are estimated based on the proposed 
action and best available information.  If the Project is approved, any statement 
or commitment that Annova has made in its application or subsequent filings, 
and any FERC staff recommendation made in the EIS, would become a 
condition of approval.  See our recommendation Number 1 in section 5.2 of the 
EIS. 

  



 L-265 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 58 of 110 
 
PM01-120 See response to comment PM1-119. 

PM01-121 See our assessment of protection from internal and external 
hazards and accidents in section 4.12 of the EIS. 

  



 L-266 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 59 of 110 
 
PM01-122 Thank you for your comment.  We address the potential impact on 
tourism from the Annova LNG Project in section 4.9.2.2 of the EIS, and 
cumulative impacts from the three proposed LNG projects in section 4.13.3.7. 

PM01-123 See response to comment PM1-119. 

PM01-124 It is estimated that potential delay times for small vessels in the 
BSC could be from 0.5 to 1.5 hours for a transit of an LNG carrier in the BSC, 
depending on the direction of travel and location at the time of entrance by the 
LNG carrier.  See section 4.9.10.2 of the EIS. 

PM01-125 Potential impact on recreational fishing and other users of the 
BSC and Lower Laguna Madre is evaluated in sections 4.8.4.2 and 4.9.2.2 of 
the EIS. 

  



 L-267 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 60 of 110 
 
PM01-126 As stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, solar, wind, or other renewable 
energy project cannot meet the purpose for the Project and are not considered 
or evaluated as alternatives. 

PM01-127 The potential impact on tourism from the Annova LNG Project is 
addressed in section 4.9.2.2 of the EIS. 

PM01-128 The potential impact on scenery, sensitive species, and wetlands 
from the Annova LNG Project are addressed in the EIS in sections 4.8.5, 4.7, 
and 4.4, respectively. 

PM01-129 Section 4.12.5.7 of the EIS includes an evaluation of potential 
issues related to proximity of the Annova LNG Project to the SpaceX facility. 

PM01-130 Section 4.9 of the EIS includes an evaluation of Project-related 
jobs, including temporary jobs during construction and long-term jobs during 
operation, and where the workers may originate from. 

  



 L-268 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 61 of 110 
 
PM01-131 Thank you for your comment. 

PM01-132 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-269 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 62 of 110 
 
PM01-133 See response to comment IND21-1. 

PM01-134 See response to comment PM1-129. 

PM01-135 See response to comments IND9-14a and IND15-1. 

PM01-136 The potential impact on air emissions and related human health is 
addressed in section 4.11.1 of the EIS. 

  



 L-270 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 63 of 110 
 
PM01-137 Thank you for your comment. 

PM01-138 Thank you for your comment.  The proposed Annova LNG 
Project site is just over 5 miles from the Long Island Village. 

PM01-139 Potential impacts from the Annova LNG Project on other vessel 
traffic in the BSC is addressed in section 4.9.10.2, and potential cumulative 
impacts from the three proposed LNG projects is addressed in section 4.13.3.7. 

  



 L-271 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 64 of 110 
 
PM01-140 The potential impact on air emissions and related human health is 
addressed in section 4.11.1 of the EIS. 

PM01-141 The safety and regulatory requirements of LNG vessels that 
would be traveling within the BSC is addressed in section 4.12.3 of the EIS. 

  



 L-272 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 65 of 110 
 
PM01-142 With respect to the archeological survey that has been conducted 
for the Annova LNG Project, see response to comment IND20-6.  The 
Carrizo/Comecrudo Tribe of Texas has submitted comments on the Texas LNG 
project, but not the Annova LNG Project. 

PM01-143 See response to comments IND14a and IND15-1. 

  



 L-273 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 66 of 110 
 
PM01-144 See response to comments CO10-68 and CO6-4. 

PM01-145 Section 4.3.2.2 of the EIS describes the potential impact on the 
Bahia Grande from sedimentation from Project dredging. 

  



 L-274 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 67 of 110 
 
PM01-146 See response to comment CO4-8. 

PM01-147 See response to comment CO6-20. 

PM01-148 The potential impact on air emissions and related human health is 
addressed in section 4.11.1 of the EIS. 

PM01-149 See response to comment IND15-5. 

  



 L-275 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 68 of 110 
 
PM01-150 See response to comments CO10-73 and CO10-75. 

PM01-151 See response to comment CO6-3. 

  



 L-276 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 69 of 110 
 
PM01-152 Potential impacts on the environment, including species and 
humans, is evaluated in various sections of the EIS. 

PM01-153 See response to comments IND9-14a and IND15-1. 

PM01-154 Section 4.9 of the EIS includes an evaluation of Project-related 
jobs, including temporary jobs during construction and long-term jobs during 
operation, and where the workers may originate from.  Potential impact on the 
regional economy, including tourism, commercial fishing, and recreation-based 
business is addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS. 

  



 L-277 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 70 of 110 
 
PM01-155 See response to comment CO6-3. 

PM01-156 Thank you for your comment. 

PM01-157 Potential impact on wildlife, including ocelots and birds, is 
addressed in sections 4.6 and 4.7 of the EIS. 

PM01-158 Potential Project impacts on air quality such as criteria pollutant 
emissions that could potentially affect human health, are evaluated in section 
4.11.1 of the EIS. 

  



 L-278 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 71 of 110 
 
PM01-159 Thank you for your comment. 

PM01-160 Thank you for your comment. 

PM01-161 Potential impact on the environment from construction of the 
Annova LNG Project is addressed in various sections of the EIS.  Potential 
impact on the economy is addressed in section 4.9. 

PM01-162 See response to Comment PM01-158 

  



 L-279 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 72 of 110 
 
PM01-163 See response to comment CO6-3. 

PM01-164 See response to comment CO6-3. 

PM01-165 Potential impact on the ocelot is addressed in section 4.7.1.2 of 
the EIS, as well as in the Biological Assessment.  See also response to 
comment CO4-8. 

  



 L-280 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 73 of 110 
 
PM01-166 Potential impact on migratory birds is addressed in section 4.6.1.2 
of the EIS. 

PM01-167 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-281 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 74 of 110 
 
PM01-168 The potential impact of the LNG vessels that would result from 
Project construction and operation is addressed in several sections of the EIS, 
including section 4.9.10.2 and 4.12.3. 

PM01-169 The potential threat of terrorism is addressed in the discussion of 
LNG terminal and marine facilities security in several locations within section 
4.12 of the EIS.   

PM01-170 The potential impacts on real estate values and tourism, including 
resorts, is addressed in sections 4.9.3 and 4.9.2.2. 

PM01-171 Thank you for your comment.  Potential impact on the area's 
tourism industry is addressed in section 4.9.2.2 of the EIS. 

  



 L-282 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 75 of 110 
 
PM01-172 We address potential impacts on loma habitats in several locations 
in the EIS.  See also response to comments IND9-14a and IND15-1. 

PM01-173 Section 4.12.5.7 of the EIS includes an evaluation of potential 
impacts on the Annova Project from external events, including a launch failure 
at the SpaceX facility. 

PM01-174 Habitat loss is addressed in several sections of the EIS, including 
sections 4.6 and 4.7. 

PM01-175 DOT PHMSA's LOD issued on March 20, 2019 evaluated the 
overpressure or blast wave effects due to an explosion of flammable vapor.  
Specifically, section 9.5 of the LOD analysis showed the overpressure hazards 
would remain within the Project's property line and could extend into the 
Brownsville Ship Channel.  In addition, we evaluated whether layers of 
protection would be in place to reduce the risk of offsite impacts on the public 
from hazards, including explosions.  Based on the proposed layers of 
protection, FERC staff recommendations, and DOT PHMSA’s LOD, we find 
that the risk of potential impacts from explosions were sufficiently evaluated. 
With respect to the risk related to the Annova Project's location near the 
SpaceX facility, see response to comments CO10-73 and CO10-75.   

  



 L-283 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 76 of 110 
 
PM01-176 Impact on wildlife habitat, including from the proposed access 
road, is addressed in section 4.6 of the EIS and impact on wetlands is addressed 
in section 4.4. 

  



 L-284 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 77 of 110 
 
PM01-177 Impact on wildlife, including increased risk from crossing of the 
proposed access road, is addressed in sections 4.6 and 4.7 of the EIS. 

PM01-178 See response to comment CO10-68. 

PM01-179 With regard to wetland mitigation see response to comment 
CO10-68.  With regard to mitigation for impacts on lomas, including 
acquisition or preservation of lands for a wildlife corridor, see response to 
comment CO10-58. 

  



 L-285 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 78 of 110 
 
PM01-180 Section 3 of the EIS evaluates alternatives for the Project, 
including alternative locations.  As stated in section 3.1, wind and solar energy 
cannot meet the purpose for the Project and are not considered or evaluated 
further in the EIS.   

PM01-181 See response to comments CO10-57 and CO10-58. 

PM01-182 See response to comments CO10-57 and CO10-58. 

PM01-183 Air emissions are evaluated in section 4.11.1.2 of the EIS.  As 
described in that section of the EIS, primary standards for NAAQS emissions 
set limits the EPA determined would protect human health including sensitive 
populations such as children, the elderly, and asthmatics.   

  



 L-286 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 79 of 110 
 
PM01-184 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include a pipeline 
with compressor stations.  Noise from construction and operation of the LNG 
terminal facilities is addressed in section 4.11.2 of the EIS.  Cumulative noise 
from other proposed and potential projects in the region is addressed in section 
4.13.3.9 of the EIS. 

  



 L-287 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 80 of 110 
 
PM01-185 See response to previous comment PM1-184. 

PM01-186 See response to comment CO7-3. 

PM01-187 As stated in section 3.1, wind and solar energy cannot meet the 
purpose for the Project and are not considered or evaluated further in the EIS.   

  



 L-288 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 81 of 110 
 
PM01-188 See response to previous comment PM1-187. 

PM01-189 Project cost, or risks to Project investors, is beyond the scope of 
the EIS.  See also response to comment CO6-20. 

PM01-190 See response to following comment PM1-191. 

  



 L-289 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 82 of 110 
 
PM01-191 The proposed site elevations and facilities are designed to protect 
critical facilities from storm surges, including from hurricanes.  However, we 
have included a number of recommendations related to storm surge elevations 
to ensure that the final design accounts for the maximum potential storm surge 
elevation.  See additional discussion in section 4.12.5.6, and our 
recommendations in section 4.12.6.  In addition, see response to comments 
IND09-9 and IND09-13. 

  



 L-290 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 83 of 110 
 
  



 L-291 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 84 of 110 
 
PM01-192 We disagree that the draft EIS was inadequate.  See responses to 
the preceding specific comments on noise, wildlife corridor, and threats to 
Native American lands. 

PM01-193 Project impacts on wetlands is addressed in section 4.4 of the EIS, 
and impact on lomas and the value of lomas as wildlife habitat is addressed in 
several sections including 4.5, 4.6, and 4.7.  Potential impacts on the Bahia 
Grande is addressed in sections 4.3 and 4.4. 

  



 L-292 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 85 of 110 
 
PM01-194 Thank you for your comments.  See section 3 of the EIS for our 
assessment of alternatives, including potential alternative locations for the 
proposed Annova LNG Project. 

PM01-195 Thank you for your comment.   

PM01-196 See response to comment IND9-14a. 

  



 L-293 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 86 of 110 
 
PM01-197 See response to comment CO10-68. 

PM01-198 The draft EIS does not say that dredging would do permanent and 
significant damage to water quality of South Bay.  See section 4.3.2 of the EIS. 

PM01-199 Our assessment of Essential Fish Habitat at the Project site and 
the potential impact on EFH was included in appendix D of the draft EIS.  See 
also response to comment CO10-34. 

PM01-200 See response to comment CO10-57. 

PM01-201 See response to comment CO6-20. 

PM01-202 Thank you for your comment.  See our assessment of air 
emissions from the proposed Annova Project in section 4.11.1 of the EIS. 

  



 L-294 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 87 of 110 
 
PM01-203 See our assessment of potential impacts on endangered species, 
including the ocelot, in section 4.7 of the EIS.  Potential impact on birding 
opportunities is evaluated in several sections of the EIS, including 4.8, 4.9, and 
4.11.2. 

PM01-204 See response to comment IND14-6. 

PM01-205 On February 7, 2019 FERC extended the comment period on the 
draft EIS until March 13, 2019, as a result of the partial Federal government 
shutdown. 

PM01-206 See response to comment IND9-14a. 

  



 L-295 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 88 of 110 
 
PM01-207 See response to comment CO10-68. 

PM01-208 See response to comment CO6-5. 

PM01-209 See response to comment PM1-27. 

PM01-210 In response to our recommendation in the draft EIS, on March 20, 
2019, Annova filed information on three potential locations for the off-site 
parking, stating that because it is in the process of negotiations with the 
property owners it cannot disclose the exact locations.  However, in general 
Annova states the areas are currently disturbed or in similar use as a parking 
area.  See updated section 4.9.10.1 of the final EIS. 

  



 L-296 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 89 of 110 
 
PM01-211 See response to comment CO6-11. 

PM01-212 See response to comment CO4-8. 

PM01-213 See response to comment CO6-12. 

  



 L-297 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 90 of 110 
 
PM01-214 See response to comment CO6-20. 

PM01-215 See response to comment IND15-13. 

  



 L-298 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 91 of 110 
 
PM01-216 Thank you for your comment. 

PM01-217 Thank you for your comment. 

PM01-218 See response to comment PM1-2. 

  



 L-299 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 92 of 110 
 
PM01-219 With respect to the location of the Annova LNG Project relative 
to the other projects, see response to comment IND15-5.  With respect to 
SpaceX, see response to comments CO10-73 and CO10-75. 

PM01-220 See response to comments CO10-73 and CO10-75. 

PM01-221 The determination of cumulative impacts for ocelot and 
jaguarundi is not justification for denying approval of the Project.  See also 
response to comment CO6-8. 

  



 L-300 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 93 of 110 
 
PM01-222 See response to comment PM1-2. 

  



 L-301 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 94 of 110 
 
PM01-223 See response to comment PM1-2. 

PM01-224 Potential impacts on sea turtles are evaluated in section 4.7.1.4 of 
the EIS. 

  



 L-302 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 95 of 110 
 
PM01-225 Cumulative impacts, including from construction and operation of 
the 3 proposed LNG projects, are addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS.  Annova 
is not proposing mitigation plans specific to air quality or water quality. 

  



 L-303 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 96 of 110 
 
PM01-226 The potential impacts from light on wildlife is addressed in 
section 4.6 and 4.7 of the EIS. 

PM01-227 Annova is not proposing to install any structures over 200 feet in 
height that would require any aircraft warning lights.  With respect to potential 
impact on bird watchers and other visitors, see EIS sections 4.8.4 and 4.9.2.2.  
With respect to air emissions and potential impact on Port Isabel High School 
and South Padre Island, see response to comment PM1-183. 

  



 L-304 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 97 of 110 
 
PM01-228 Security of the LNG terminal and LNG carriers while in transit is 
addressed in several locations within section 4.12 of the EIS.  See also response 
to comments IND12-1 and IND21-5. 

PM01-229 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-305 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 98 of 110 
 
PM01-230 Thank you for your comment. 

PM01-231 The analysis in the EIS includes assessment of potential short and 
long-term impacts in the environment and people. 

PM01-232 Potential impacts on the Bahia Grande from Project construction 
and operation, including sedimentation, is addressed in section 4.3.2.2 of the 
EIS.  As stated in section 2.9 of the EIS, Annova anticipates at least a 25-year 
life span for the Project, but the facilities would be designed and capable of 
operating for 50 years or more with proper maintenance.  An environmental 
review would be required if Annova would propose to abandon the Project. 

  



 L-306 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 99 of 110 
 
PM01-233 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-307 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 100 of 110 
 
  



 L-308 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 101 of 110 
 
PM01-234 The potential impact on lomas is acknowledged in several 
sections of the EIS, including sections 4.5, 4.6, and 4.7.  See also response to 
comment IND9-14a. 

  



 L-309 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 102 of 110 
 
PM01-235 See response to comment CO10-57.  The referenced statement 
from the draft EIS regarding lands identified for acquisition matches the 
features shown as "USFWS Refuge Acquisition Boundary" on the November 
2014 Bahia Grande Coastal Corridor Project map.  Section 4.8.4.2 of the final 
EIS has been revised to clarify this statement. 

  



 L-310 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 103 of 110 
 
PM01-236 Thank you for your comment. 

PM01-237 Air emissions and air quality are evaluated in section 4.11.1.2 of 
the EIS.  Potential impact on wildlife, including migratory birds, is evaluated in 
sections 4.6 and 4.7 of the EIS. 

PM01-238 Potential impact on property values is addressed in section 4.9.3 
of the EIS.  See also response to comment CO10-20. 

PM01-239 Air emissions are evaluated in section 4.11.1.2 of the EIS.  As 
described in that section of the EIS, primary standards for NAAQS emissions 
set limits the EPA determined would protect human health including sensitive 
populations such as children, the elderly, and asthmatics.   

PM01-240 Potential impact on water quality, and measures that would be 
taken to minimize water pollution, is addressed in section 4.3.2 of the EIS.  
Potential Project-related impact on tourism and water-based recreation is 
addressed in sections 4.8.4 and 4.9.2.2. 

  



 L-311 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 104 of 110 
 
PM01-241 As stated in section 2.9 of the EIS, Annova anticipates at least a 
25-year life span for the Project, but the facilities would be designed and 
capable of operating for 50 years or more with proper maintenance.  An 
environmental review would be required if Annova would propose to abandon 
the Project. 

PM01-242 See response to comments CO10-73 and CO10-75. 

PM01-243 See response to comments CO10-73 and CO10-75. 

  



 L-312 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 105 of 110 
 
PM01-244 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-313 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 106 of 110 
 
PM01-245 GHGs and climate change are addressed in sections 4.11.1 and 
4.13.3.9.  Section 4.13.3.9 of the final EIS has been updated since issuance of 
the draft EIS. 

PM01-246 Section 4.12.5.6 of the EIS describes the design measures that are 
proposed for the Annova Project to withstand hurricanes.  We are also 
recommending additional measures to ensure the integrity of the facility in the 
event of a hurricane.  See section 4.12.6. 

PM01-247 Environmental impacts from the Valley Crossing Pipeline are 
included in our cumulative impacts assessment in section 4.13 of the EIS.  
Other matters related to the border crossing component of the Valley Crossing 
Pipeline would be addressed in the separate FERC docket number CP17-19-
000. 

  



 L-314 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 107 of 110 
 
PM01-248 Thank you for your comment.  Environmental and social concerns 
identified by the public, including local residents, are evaluated in the EIS. 

  



 L-315 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 108 of 110 
 
PM01-249 Potential impacts on endangered species, including the ocelot, is 
evaluated in section 4.7 of the EIS, as well as in our Biological Assessment.  
See also response to comment CO6-8. 

PM01-250 Thank you for your comment. 

PM01-251 See response to comment CO6-20. 

  



 L-316 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 109 of 110 
 
PM01-252 The Annova Project does not include a proposed LNG pipeline.  
With respect to availability of the draft EIS in Spanish, see response to 
comment CO6-3. 

PM01-253 The Annova Project does not include a proposed LNG pipeline.  
With respect to the number of shovel tests conducted for cultural resources, see 
response to comment IND20-6. 

  



 L-317 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

PM01 continued, page 110 of 110 
 
 



 L-318 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

INDIVIDUAL COMMENTERS 
 

IND01 Thomas R Smith, page 1 of 1 

 

IND01-1 Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

 

 



 L-319 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND02 Kenneth Teague, page 1 of 7 

 

IND02-1 Comment noted.  Potential environmental impacts from the 

natural gas supply pipeline are addressed as part of our cumulative impacts 

assessment in section 4.13 of the EIS. 

IND02-2 With respect to FWS and TPWD comments, see comment letters 

FA04 and SA02.  The EIS discloses information on impacts and mitigation 

measures as known.  With respect to the status of ESA consultation with the 

FWS, see response to comment CO10-65. 

 

 

 

 



 L-320 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND02 continued, page 2 of 6 

 

IND02-3 As stated in the EIS, Annova’s stated purpose is to source natural 

gas from the South Texas Gulf Coast region.  Our review of alternatives, 

however, expanded the area of our analysis to include the entire Texas Gulf 

Coast.  We believe that the existing supply and pipeline network in the Texas 

Gulf Coast could meet Annova’s objective for the source of natural gas, and 

this region of analysis would not significantly change the duration of LNG 

carrier transits.  A site located on the Calcasieu River in Louisiana would 

require either an extended pipeline or a different natural gas supply network.  

We determined that locations this far removed from the proposal would modify 

the applicant’s stated purpose and did not consider these further. 

  



 L-321 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND02 continued, page 3 of 6 

 

IND02-4 We have identified no indications that there might be 

contaminated sediments at the proposed Project site, therefore we do not 

consider it necessary to require testing of the area to be dredged.  Without some 

indication that there is a concern for contaminated sediments, we maintain that 

previous studies and analysis are appropriate to establish baseline conditions. 

IND02-5 The potential for the Project to impact seagrasses from turbidity 

caused by dredging is addressed in section 4.3.2.2 and 4.6.2 of the EIS.  We 

have revised section 4.3.2.2 of the final EIS to acknowledge the potential 

presence of seagrasses in the Bahia Grande, however, no seagrasses are 

currently mapped in the Bahia Grande, nor is the Bahia Grande identified as an 

area containing seagrass in the TPWD’s 2012 update to its Seagrass 

Conservation Plan.   

  



 L-322 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND02 continued, page 4 of 6 

 

IND02-6 Annova's Plan and Procedures include measures designed to 

ensure temporarily disturbed areas are revegetated following construction, 

include post construction monitoring to determine revegetation success.  

However, our conclusions in the EIS related to habitat and wetland impacts is 

not contingent upon temporarily disturbed areas reaching a certain level of 

quality following construction.  The potential need for mitigation for impacts 

on wetlands, whether temporary or permanent, will be addressed by the COE 

during review of Annova's Section 404/Section 10 permit application.   

  



 L-323 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND02 continued, page 5 of 6 

 

IND02-7 Thank you for your comment. 

IND02-8 We address the non-jurisdictional natural gas supply pipeline in 

section 4.13 of the EIS under cumulative effects.  The COE is evaluating the 

supply pipeline as part of its review of the Section 404/Section 10 permit 

application. 

IND02-9 See response to comment IND02-05. 

IND02-10 See response to comment CO10-68.  Impacts on tidal flats are 

acknowledged in the EIS, however mitigation for these impacts would be under 

the jurisdiction of the COE if considered appropriate during the COE's review 

of Annova's application to the COE. 

IND02-11 See response to comment CO10-68.    



 L-324 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND02 continued, page 6 of 6 

 

IND02-12 See response to comment CO10-68.   

  



 L-325 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND03 Gary Richards, page 1 of 1 

 

IND03-1 The Annova Project is not proposed to be located on South Padre 

Island.  The potential visual impacts from the Project, including from LNG 

storage tanks and flare stacks, are addressed in section 4.8.5 of the EIS. 

IND03-2 The potential impacts from air emissions are addressed in section 

4.11.1 of the EIS.  The proposed Annova Project would not include trucks 

transporting fracked gas, or LNG. 

IND03-3 The potential impacts on local socioeconomics, including public 

services and taxes, is addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS. 

IND03-4 We address the potential impacts on the National Wildlife 

Refuges in several locations in the EIS, including in sections 4.8.4, 4.8.5, and 

4.11.2.  Potential impacts from the non-jurisdictional natural gas supply 

pipeline are addressed in section 4.13. 

IND03-5 The potential impacts on tourism are addressed in the EIS in 

sections 4.8.4 and 4.9. 

  



 L-326 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND04 Jim Russell, page 1 of 1 

 

IND04-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND04-2 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-327 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND05 Sumner Herrick, page 1 of 1 

 

IND05-1 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-328 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND06 Justin Vosburg, page 1 of 1 

 

IND06-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND06-2 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-329 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND07 Mary Branch, page 1 of 5 

 

IND07-1 The Commission will consider the analysis in this EIS, including 

comments such as this one, as part of its determination of whether or not to 

authorize the Project. 

IND07-2 As a matter of practice the Commission does not hold public 

hearings during its review of LNG projects. 

IND07-3 See response to comment CO10-68.   

IND07-4 See response to comment CO10-68 and IND2-08. 

IND07-5 The natural gas supply pipeline is a non-jurisdictional facility and 

therefore not under the jurisdiction of FERC. 

IND07-6 See response to comment CO4-07. 

IND07-7 Potential impacts on lomas are described in several locations in 

the EIS.  The COE is currently reviewing Annova's Section 404/Section 10 

permit for the proposed wetland impacts. 

  



 L-330 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND07 continued, page 2 of 5 

 

IND07-8 The natural gas supply pipeline is a non-jurisdictional facility and 

therefore not under the jurisdiction of FERC. 

IND07-9 A cumulative impacts analysis that includes the Rio Grande LNG 

and Texas LNG projects, as well as the Valley Crossing Pipeline, is included in 

section 4.13 of the EIS. 

IND07-10 Comment noted.  The significance of Bahia Grande, and the 

potential impacts of the Annova Project on this system, as well as the potential 

cumulative impacts of the Annova Project combined with other projects, is 

evaluated in the EIS. 

IND07-11 The FWS estimated that the amount of dense shrub vegetation 

available in the Laguna Atascosa NWR and the surrounding area (within a 

13.7-mile buffer around the refuge, the Project site being located just outside 

this buffer) is 19,200 acres.  This is the habitat that is important for the ocelot.  

Construction of the Project would impact less than 1 percent of the dense shrub 

vegetation within a 13.7-mile radius around the Laguna Atascosa NWR.  As 

explained in the EIS, we have determined that past and present cumulative 

impacts on ocelots and jaguarundis are significant and the future projects 

considered here will only increase this impact.  That is, the addition of LNG 

terminals would not create a significant impact, they would merely exacerbate 

an existing significant cumulative impact. 
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IND07 continued, page 3 of 5 

 

IND07-12 See response to comment IND7-10.  Also, impacts on the Bahia 

Grande would not itself be reason to deny authorization of the Project.  

However, the Commission will consider these impacts as part of its 

determination of whether or not to authorize the Project. 
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IND07 continued, page 4 of 5 

 

IND07-13 Comment noted.  Estimated jobs that would be created during 

construction and operation are addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS. 

IND07-14 Reliability and safety is addressed in section 4.12 of the EIS.  We 

note that LNG is a form of methane, not propane, and the two gases behave 

very differently when released. 

IND07-15 The Commission will evaluate Project need during its 

determination of whether or not to authorize the Project. 

IND07-16 The Commission does not monitor information on an applicant's 

website.  We rely on information filed with the Commission under oath. 
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IND07 continued, page 5 of 5 

 

IND07-17 As a matter of practice the Commission does not hold public 

hearings during its review of LNG projects. 

IND07-18 The public comment period on the draft EIS was extended to 

March 13, 2019. 

  



 L-334 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND08 Marie Norrell, page 1 of 1 

 

IND08-1 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-335 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND09 Dr. Sarah Stueber Bishop Merrill, page 1 of 16 

 

IND09-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND09-2 Thank you for your comment.  See responses to individual 

comments below. 

IND09-3 With respect to the mitigation plan for wetland impacts, see 

response to comment CO10-72.  With respect mitigation for impacts on 

wildlife habitat, including preservation of a wildlife corridor, see response to 

comments CO10-57 and CP10-58. 
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IND09 continued, page 2 of 16 

 

IND09-4 We disagree. 

IND09-5 We assume the commenter is referring to the Annova LNG 

Project and not the TX LNG project.  See responses to individual comments 

below. 

IND09-6 As stated in table 4.13.1-1 of the EIS, the geographic scope for 

our cumulative impacts analysis for noise is any project that can cause an 

impact to an NSA within 1 mile of the proposed Annova LNG Project.  There 

are no pipeline compressor stations located within this geographic scope. 

IND09-7 DOT PHMSA's LOD issued on March 20, 2019 evaluated the 

overpressure or blast wave effects due to an explosion of flammable vapor.  

Specifically, section 9.5 of the LOD analysis showed the overpressure hazards 

would remain within the Project's property line and could extend into the 

Brownsville Ship Channel.  In addition, section 4.12.5.6 of the EIS discusses 

Annova's design to protect against storm surges.  To ensure the site would be 

protected from storm surges, we recommended in section 4.12.6 of the draft 

EIS that Annova provide a wave overtopping analysis for a 500-year storm that 

also accounts for sea level rise.  Annova provided this analysis to show how the 

facility would be protected in the event of storm surge and flood inundating the 

facility.  We have included a recommendation in section 4.12.6 of the final EIS 

that Annova demonstrates how the Project would be protected against wave 

run-up from the 500-year event.  In addition, the facility would be designed to 

withstand a Category 4 hurricane.  FERC staff also recommends in section 

4.12.6 of the EIS that Annova implement a routine monitoring plan to ensure 

that the site does not fall beneath an elevation of 16.5 feet NAVD 88, and the 

earthen berm be maintained at an elevation of no less than 21 feet NAVD 88. 

  



 L-337 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND09 continued, page 3 of 16 

 

IND09-8 Section 4.12.5.8 of the EIS as well as a FERC staff 

recommendation in section 4.12.6 discuss a Cost Sharing Plan.  This plan 

would highlight how Annova would cover the costs of state and local first 

responders that are required for the security and emergency response for the 

site.  First responders would have an opportunity to discuss any resource or 

training need during this consultation.  DOT PHMSA and Coast Guard also 

have training requirements of personnel involved in emergency response.  We 

also note that NFPA 59A (2001) was revised and issued in 2006, not 2003. 
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IND09 continued, page 4 of 16 

 

IND09-9 Section 4.12.5.6 of the EIS discusses how the Project would be 

resilient against natural hazards such as geological, meteorological, and 

hydrological events.  Sea level rise has also been considered in the analysis. In 

addition, the facility has been designed to withstand natural hazards (such as 

earthquakes, hurricanes, and winds) based on mean return intervals in 

accordance with federal regulations and best practices.  Also see response to 

comment IND09-013 for statement on recent hurricanes. 

IND09-10 DOT PHMSA's LOD issued on March 20, 2019 evaluated the 

overpressure or blast wave effects due to an explosion of flammable vapor.  

Specifically, section 9.5 of the LOD analysis showed the overpressure hazards 

would remain within the Project's property line and could extend into the 

Brownsville Ship Channel.  In addition, we evaluated whether layers of 

protection would be in place to reduce the risk of offsite impacts on the public 

from hazards, including explosions.  Based on the proposed layers of 

protection, FERC staff recommendations, and DOT PHMSA’s LOD, we find 

that the risk of potential impacts from explosions were sufficiently evaluated.   

IND09-11 See response to comment IND9-9. 
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IND09 continued, page 5 of 16 

 

IND09-12 DOT FAA regulations cover safety of SpaceX launches and 

consider wind conditions.  In addition, the risk of a rocket launch failure 

resulting in releases from the Project site that could impact the public is 

extremely low given the low likelihood of debris that would result in large 

releases and the distance between the public and the Project site.  For debris to 

impact the Project site, the direction of wind that would cause a failure at the 

Project site would be in opposite direction from the public.   
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IND09 continued, page 6 of 16 

 

IND09-13 The proposed facility is designed to withstand a sustained wind 

speed of 150 mph (183 mph 3-second sustained wind speed) which has an 

approximately 30,500 year mean return interval and would be designed to 

manage wave overtopping from a 500 year storm surge. 

The equivalent return period for a storm event is specific to the spot or area 

where the storm hit and should not be compared to the total number of 500-year 

events that occur across the country.  Hurricane Harvey caused 1000-year 

precipitation and flooding in various areas of Texas; however, it made landfall 

170 miles north of Brownsville.  Other recent hurricanes such as Hurricanes 

Florence, Irma, and Maria impacted the eastern coast of the United States.   

Furthermore, the 65 to 70 inches of rainfall from Hurricane Harvey which 

caused 1000-year floods in some places was the maximum observed rainfall in 

an isolated area where the eye of the storm had hit (with the most intense 

rainfall).  The NOAA document in the comment also provides a figure that 

shows total rainfalls drops significantly just 25 miles outside of where the eye 

made landfall and the vast majority of coastal Texas affected by Harvey 

experienced between 1 and 25 inches of rain. 

IND09-14 See our response to comment CO10-81.  Section 1.3 of the final 

EIS has been updated to clarify that production, extraction, and end-use of 

natural gas are not part of the proposed action evaluated in the EIS. 

  



 L-341 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND09 continued, page 7 of 16 

 

IND09-14a Potential impacts on lomas are described in several locations in 

the EIS, and the discussion of lomas in the final EIS has also been updated in 

response to comments on the draft EIS.  With regard to mitigation for impacts 

on lomas, see response to comments CO10-57 and CP10-58. 

IND09-15 As stated in section 1 of the FERC Guidance Manual for 

Environmental Report Preparation, the Guidance Manual is not a mandatory 

document.  Furthermore, the return period does not correspond to the number 

of storms across the U.S or a region, but to a focused and refined area.  For 

example, the 10,000 year return periods from NUREG/CR 4461 are used to 

evaluate tornado effects for an areas defined by 2 degrees in latitude and 

longitude (approximately 139.4 miles by 139.4 miles or 19,044 square miles).  

Also see response to comment IND09-013. 

  



 L-342 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND09 continued, page 8 of 16 

 

IND09-16 The ACTA studies (see response to comment CO10-073) 

considered the entire Project site as well as specific areas within the Project site 

to determine potential cascading effects.  Also see response to comment 

IND09-012 above.  DOT PHMSA's LOD issued on March 20, 2019 evaluated 

the overpressure or blast wave effects due to an explosion of flammable vapor.  

Specifically, section 9.5 of the LOD analysis showed the overpressure hazards 

would remain within the Project's property line and could extend into the 

Brownsville Ship Channel.   

IND09-17 Potential impacts on lomas are described in several locations in 

the EIS, and the discussion of lomas in the final EIS has also been updated in 

response to comments on the draft EIS.  With regard to mitigation for impacts 

on lomas and their value as wildlife habitat, see response to comments CO10-

57 and CP10-58. 
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IND09 continued, page 9 of 16 

 

IND09-18 See response to comment ING09-17. 

  



 L-344 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND09 continued, page 10 of 16 

 

IND09-19 See response to comment IND09-17. 

IND09-20 As described in section 4.4.1 of the EIS, the wetlands within the 

Project site were identified in accordance with the COE Wetland Delineation 

Manual and the Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland 

Delineation Manual: Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region, and classified 

according to the Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats in the 

United States (Cowardin et al. 1979). 

IND09-21 A standard condition contained in all FERC authorizations, and 

recommended here, provides delegated authority to the Director of OEP, or the 

Director’s designee, to take whatever steps are necessary to ensure the 

protection of life, health, property, and the environment during construction and 

operation of the terminal.  This authority includes stop-work authority and 

authority to cease operation.  Annova proposes to implement the FERC's 

Wetland and Waterbody Construction and Mitigation Procedures, as modified 

for the Project-specific site, which we call in the EIS Annova's Procedures.  See 

section 2.5 and appendix B of the EIS.  As indicated in the section 4.4 of the 

EIS, only about one-third of the site contains wetlands. 
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IND09 continued, page 11 of 16 

 

IND09-22 See response to comments CO10-57 and CP10-58. 

IND09-23 See response to comments CO10-57 and CP10-58. 

  



 L-346 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND09 continued, page 12 of 16 

 

IND09-24 Greenhouse gases and climate change are addressed in section 

4.13.3.9 of the EIS.  See also response to IND9-14. 

IND09-25 Greenhouse gases and climate change are addressed in section 

4.13.3.9 of the EIS.  See also response to IND9-14. 

IND09-26 Project cost, or risks to Project investors, is beyond the scope of 

the EIS. 

IND09-27 Cumulative impacts, including from construction of the 3 

proposed LNG projects, is addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS. 

  



 L-347 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND09 continued, page 13 of 16 

 

IND09-28 The incident at the Chinese port in August 2015 did not involve 

an LNG facility nor did it result in any known cascading consequence at the 

nearby LNG facility.  VCEs are further discussed in response the comment 

IND09-010.  Section 4.12.5.7 of the EIS addresses launch failures from the 

SpaceX launch site. 

IND09-29 See response to comment IND9-14. 

IND09-30 Project cost, or risks to Project investors, is beyond the scope of 

the EIS. 

IND09-31 The Commission will consider the analysis in this EIS, including 

comments such as this one, as part of its determination of whether or not to 

authorize the Project.  With regard to construction of a wildlife corridor for 

mitigation, see response to comment CO10-58. 

  



 L-348 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND09 continued, page 14 of 16 

 

IND09-32 As stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, wind and solar energy cannot 

meet the purpose for the Project and are not considered or evaluated further in 

the EIS.  All comments on the project, including comments in support, are 

considered in our EIS. 

IND09-33 The potential impacts on air quality from the Project are 

addressed in section 4.11.1 of the EIS. 

IND09-34 The potential impacts on the socioeconomics of the surrounding 

communities from the Project are addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS.  Section 

4.9 of the final EIS has also been revised to include additional analysis of the 

potential impact on the local shrimp industry.  As stated in section 4.5.1.4 of 

the EIS, the Annova Project would not remove any mangrove habitat. 
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IND09 continued, page 15 of 16 

 

IND09-35 Thank you for your comment. 
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IND09 continued, page 16 of 16 

 

  



 L-351 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND10 Joyce Hamilton, page 1 of 1 

 

IND10-1 Thank you for your comment.  See our assessment of potential 

Project impacts on vegetation, lomas, and wildlife in the respective sections of 

the EIS. 
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IND11 Individual, page 1 of 1 

 

IND11-1 Thank you for your comment 

IND11-2 Thank you for your comment 

IND11-3 Thank you for your comment 

IND11-4 Thank you for your comment 

IND11-5 Thank you for your comment 

  



 L-353 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND12 Brian Schill, page 1 of 1 

 

IND12-1 Sections 2.8, 4.12.1, 4.12.3, and 4.12.4 of the EIS address security 

of LNG vessels and the LNG facility.  The security requirements for the 

proposed Project are governed by 33 CFR 105, 33 CFR 127, and 49 CFR 193, 

Subpart J – Security. 33 CFR 105, as authorized by the Maritime 

Transportation Security Act, requires all terminal owners and operators to 

submit a Facility Security Assessment and a Facility Security Plan to the Coast 

Guard for review and approval before commencement of operations of the 

proposed project facilities.  Annova LNG would also be required to control and 

restrict access, patrol and monitor the plant, detect unauthorized access, and 

respond to security threats or breaches under 33 CFR 105. 

IND12-2 Climate change is addressed in section 4.13.3.9 of the EIS. 

IND12-3 Project cost, or risks to Project investors, is beyond the scope of 

the EIS. 
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IND13 Young, page 1 of 3 

 

IND13-1 Because of this comment and other similar comments received on 

the draft EIS, on March 15, 2019, we requested that Annova respond to these 

concerns.  In its response filed March 25, 2019 (see FERC docket accession 

number 20190325-5179), Annova acknowledged that an expansion and design 

changes to the Valley Crossing Pipeline system would be required to 

accommodate the natural gas supply required for the Annova LNG Project.  

Annova anticipates the design changes could include expansion of the Valley 

Crossing receipt header system and addition of approximately 150,000 hp of 

new compression.  This information has been added to revised section 1.4.1 of 

the final EIS. 

IND13-2 See response to comment IND13-1. 

IND13-3 Potential expansion of the Valley Crossing Pipeline and related 

reliability and safety review is beyond the scope of this EIS. 
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IND13 continued, page 2 of 3 
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IND13 continued, page 3 of 3 

 

  



 L-357 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND14 Christin Rakestraw, page 1 of 2 

 

IND14-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND14-2 The impact of the moving safety security zone on other vessels 

would depend on variables such as the distance and direction of travel relative 

to the LNG carrier.  Therefore, the moving safety security zone would not shut 

down the waterway to all vessels in all cases. 

IND14-3 The potential impact on users of the Jaime Zapata Memorial Boat 

Ramp is addressed in section 4.8.4.2 of the EIS under the heading Recreational 

Fishing. 

IND14-4 Because the BSC crosses the Lower Laguna Madre in an open 

body of water, transit by LNG carriers, including the associated moving safety 

and security zone, would primarily affect other deep draft vessels that must stay 

within the navigation channel.  There would be limited impact on small, 

shallow draft vessels that normally operate outside of the defined navigation 

channel.  Section 4.8.4 of the final EIS has been revised to include additional 

discussion of recreational boat traffic within the Lower Laguna Madre.   
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IND14 continued, page 2 of 2 

 

IND14-5 Comment noted. Potential impacts on recreation and tourism are 

addressed in sections 4.8 and 4.9 of the EIS. 

IND14-6 It is standard practice for an EIS to be completed prior to the 

completion of all plans, and if a project is approved, for the Commission Order 

to include a condition that construction may not proceed until after all 

necessary plans and related agency consultations have been completed.  This 

practice is also upheld by the courts (see Grapevine v FAA).  The public will 

continue to have the opportunity to review and comment on filings as they are 

made with the Commission. 

IND14-7 As stated in section 5.2 of the EIS, recommendations in the EIS 

are made by FERC staff who prepared the EIS, and if the Commission 

authorizes the Project, they are measures that FERC staff recommends be 

included as specific conditions in the Commission’s Order. 

  



 L-359 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND15 Diane Teter, page 1 of 2 

 

IND15-1 Potential impacts on lomas are described in several locations in 

the EIS, and the discussion of lomas in the final EIS has also been updated in 

response to comments on the draft EIS.  With regard to mitigation for impacts 

on lomas, see response to comments CO10-57 and CP10-58. 

IND15-2 See response to comment CO10-68. 

IND15-3 See response to comment CO10-68. 

IND15-4 See response to comment CO6-04. 

IND15-5 We are not aware of evidence that specific vegetation types exist 

on the site that were not identified in Annova's vegetation survey. 

IND15-6 Annova has included proposed lighting design measures to 

minimize contrast with the night sky in the landscape.  These are discussed in 

the EIS.  It is standard practice that some plans, such as the Facility Lighting 

Plan, are not prepared until projects advance into the final design phase.  As 

stated in section 4.6.1.1, we recommend that the Facility Lighting Plan be filed 

prior to construction, and in section 4.6.1.2 we recommend that Annova consult 

with the FWS during development of the plan.  We will evaluate the Facility 

Lighting Plan when it is filed, the public will also have the opportunity to 

review and comment at that time. 

IND15-7 As described in section 4.6.1.2, all land within the Project site is 

under control of the Brownsville Navigation District.  With regard to potential 

mitigation for loss of wildlife habitat, see response to comment CO10-58. 

IND15-8 See response to comments CO4-3 and CO4-4. 

IND15-9 Section 4.3.2.2 of the EIS describes the potential impact on South 

Bay, including seagrass beds, from sedimentation from Project dredging and 

LNG carrier traffic during operation.  Cumulative impacts, including from 

operation of the 3 proposed LNG projects, are addressed in section 3.13.3.2, 

3.13.3.3, and 3.13.3.4. 
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IND15 continued, page 2 of 2 

 

IND15-10 As stated in section 4.6.1.2 of the EIS, in the event that clearing 

could not be accomplished during the stated time window, Annova proposes to 

implement additional measures, as recommended by the FWS, designed to 

avoid or minimize impacts on nesting birds, which would be acceptable. 

IND15-11 On February 5, 2019, the National Marine Fisheries Service filed 

comments with the FERC agreeing with the conclusions in the EFH 

Assessment (see FERC accession number 20190206-5004. 

IND15-12 The Courts have upheld the Commission practice of issuing a 

conditioned Order (see Del. Riverkeeper Network v FERC).  It is standard 

practice for a Commission Order to include a condition that construction may 

not proceed until all required consultations with federal agencies has been 

completed.  This practice is also upheld by the courts (see Grapevine v FAA).  

The public will continue to have the opportunity to review and comment on 

filings as they are made with the Commission. 

IND15-13 As described in section 4.12.5.8, Annova would be required to 

develop a comprehensive Emergency Response Plan (ERP),  and Section 3A 

(e) of the NGA (as amended by EPAct 2005) specifies that the ERP must 

include a Cost-Sharing Plan that contains a description of any direct cost 

reimbursements the applicant agrees to provide to any state and local agencies 

with responsibility for security and safety at the LNG terminal and in proximity 

to LNG marine facilities.   The cost-sharing plan must include the LNG 

terminal operator’s letter of commitment with agency acknowledgement for 

each state and local agency designated to receive resources. 

IND15-14 As described in section 4.11.1.2 of the EIS, the NAAQS, primary 

standards set limits the EPA determined would protect human health including 

sensitive populations such as children, the elderly, and asthmatics 

IND15-15 Section 4.12.5.7 of the EIS includes an evaluation of potential 

impacts on the Annova Project from external events, including incidents at the 

proposed Rio Grande LNG and Texas LNG facilities. 

IND15-16 Section 4.12.5.7 of the EIS includes an evaluation of potential 

impacts on the Annova Project from external events, including a launch failure 

at the SpaceX facility.  



 L-361 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND16 Patrick Anderson, page 1 of 17 

 

IND16-1 See response to comment IND14-6. 

IND16-2 See response to comment CO10-65. 

IND16-3 On February 7, 2019, FERC extended the comment period on the 

Draft EIS until March 13, 2019, as a result of the partial Federal government 

shutdown. 

IND16-4 We disagree that the draft EIS was incomplete because of its non-

availability in Spanish.  See also response to comment CO6-3. 

IND16-5 Comment noted.  The EIS addresses the potential impacts of the 

Annova Project on the resources listed and addresses the potential cumulative 

impacts of the Annova Project combined with the TX LNG and Rio Grande 

LNG projects.  The Commission will consider these potential impacts in its 

decision whether or not to authorize (permit) the Annova Project. 

  



 L-362 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND16 continued, page 2 of 17 

 

IND16-6 See response to comments IND13-1 and IND13-2. 

IND16-7 See response to comments IND13-1 and IND13-2. 
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IND16 continued, page 3 of 17 

 

IND16-8 See response to comments IND13-1 and IND13-2. 

IND16-9 The design, construction, and operating requirements for the 

Project are contained in 33 CFR 103 through 105, 33 CFR 127, and 49 CFR 

193.  In addition, Annova must meet the DOT PHMSA's siting regulations in 

49 CFR 193.  These regulations do not require the use of SIGTTO publications.  

However, certain design criteria described as recommendations in SIGTTO 

Information Paper No. 14, Site Selection and Design for LNG Ports and Jetties, 

(i.e., strength/positions of mooring systems and breasting dolphins; interlinking 

of ship and shore ESD systems; installing quick acting valves at the PERC 

connections; using sensors to monitor the positions of the LNG loading arms; 

limiting ignition sources on the jetty; use of tugs and pilots to safely maneuver 

the LNG marine vessel to the jetty, etc.) are considered during the Coast Guard 

and FERC’s evaluation of the Project.  In addition, as indicated in section 

4.12.5.2 of the EIS, FERC staff conducted a engineering review on the use of 

various layers of protection or safeguards to reduce risks of potential hazards to 

off-site public.  We also reviewed potential impacts from natural hazards and 

external impacts from the surrounding areas.   
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IND16 continued, page 4 of 17 

 

IND16-10 See response to comment IND16-9. 

IND16-11 See response to comment IND16-9. 
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IND16 continued, page 5 of 17 

 

IND16-12 See response to comment IND16-9. 

IND16-13 See response to comment IND16-9. 

IND16-14 See response to comment IND16-9. 
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IND16 continued, page 6 of 17 

 

IND16-15 See response to comment IND16-9. 

IND16-16 Annova's application to FERC does not include a pipeline.  

Potential impacts on wetlands from the supply lateral pipeline is under the 

jurisdiction of the COE. 

IND16-17 See response to comments IND9-14a and IND15-1. 

IND16-18 See response to comment IND16-14. 

IND16-19 It is acknowledged that the Annova Project would permanently 

impact wetlands and lomas.  This is disclosed in the EIS.  Cumulative impacts 

on wetlands, lomas, and rare species, including from construction of the 3 

proposed LNG projects, is addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS. 
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IND16 continued, page 7 of 17 

 

IND16-20 See response to comment IND16-19.  With regard to mitigation 

for impacts on lomas, see response to comments IND14-a and IND15-1. 

IND16-21 See response to comment CO6-04. 

  



 L-368 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND16 continued, page 8 of 17 

 

IND16-22 See response to comment CO10-68. 

IND16-23 See response to comment CO10-68. 

  



 L-369 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND16 continued, page 9 of 17 

 

  



 L-370 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND16 continued, page 10 of 17 

 

  



 L-371 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND16 continued, page 11 of 17 

 

IND16-24 See response to comment CO10-68. 

IND16-25 Cumulative impacts, including from construction of the 3 

proposed LNG projects, is addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS.   

IND16-26 Comments on the referenced COE public notice and permit 

application will be addressed by the COE.  Potential impacts from the Annova 

Project on historic resources are addressed in section 4.10 of the EIS, and 

cumulative effects on cultural and historic resources are addressed in section 

4.13.3.8. 
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IND16 continued, page 12 of 17 

 

IND16-27 see response to comment CO10-57. 

IND16-28 See response to comments CO10-57 and CO10-58. The 

Commission will take into account the potential impacts on these resources 

when considering whether or not to authorize the Annova Project. 

IND16-29 See response to comment IND14-6. 
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IND16 continued, page 13 of 17 

 

IND16-30 As stated in section 4.7.3 of the EIS, consultation under the 

Endangered Species Act is ongoing.  See also response to comment CO10-65. 

IND16-31 The Commission will take into account the potential impacts on 

these resources when considering whether or not to authorize the Annova 

Project. 

IND16-32 The Commission will take into account project need when 

considering whether or not to authorize the Annova Project. 

IND16-33 We disagree the socioeconomic analysis in section 4.9 of the draft 

EIS is narrow in view and incomplete.  With regard to cost of public safety and 

security, see response to comment IND15-13.   
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IND16 continued, page 14 of 17 

 

IND16-34 See response to comment CO7-03. 

  



 L-375 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND16 continued, page 15 of 17 

 

IND16-35 In response to this and other similar comments on the draft EIS, 

section 4.9.2.3 of the final EIS has added to include a discussion of the 

potential Project impacts on the various conservation initiatives in the Rio 

Grande Valley. 

IND16-36 See response to previous comment IND16-35. 
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IND16 continued, page 16 of 17 

 

IND16-37 See response to comment CO10-75. 

IND16-38 Cumulative impacts on air quality, including from the 3 proposed 

LNG projects, is addressed in section 4.13.3.9 of the EIS. 

IND16-39 The contribution of the Annova Project to impacts on the 

resources listed are addressed in the respective sections of the EIS. The 

Commission will take into account the potential impacts on these resources 

when considering whether or not to authorize the Annova Project. 
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IND16 continued, page 17 of 17 

 

IND16-40 Comment noted. 

IND16-41 Comment noted. 

IND16-42 A finding of significant impact is not in itself reason for denial of 

a project. 

  



 L-378 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND17 Sarah Simpson, page 1 of 1 
 

This form letter or a nearly identical letter was also received from the 

following, which are not repeated here in this appendix: 

 
Sanders (IND76), French (IND112), Arcand (IND113), FM (IND116), Nelson 

(IND152), Noriega (IND155), Neeley (IND157), Dieter (IND158), Garza (INC159), 

Sinclair (IND160), Manske (IND162), Goodman (IND163), Swearingen (IND165), 

Demarais (IND168), Collins (IND169), Williams (IND171), Guh (IND174), Wierenga 

(IND175), Jordan (IND176), Moczygemba (IND182), Hines (IND184), Beltran 

(IND186), Page (IND187), Carey (IND188), Shephard (IND190), Foreman (IND192), 

Powe (IND193), Unger (IND194), Traietti (IND195), Dixon (IND196), Hopson 

(IND197), Tanski (IND200), Myones (IND201), Telfair (IND202), Mulcihy (IND205), 

McIntosh (IND206), Oflaherty (IND207), Nongbri (IND208), Rives (IND212), Lyall 

(IND213), Rowland (IND214), Tatum (IND215), Rojas (IND218), Bush (IND220), Hall 

(IND222), Cantu (IND226), Wasserman (IND229), Wash (IND230), Garcia (IND231), 

Parker (IND233), Klugiewicz (IND234), Wiley (IND235), Navarro (IND240), Erdmann 

(IND242), Garcia (IND245), Huddleston (IND246), Shields (IND247) Gilath (IND248), 

Rivas (IND249), Bacon (IND252), Sulak (IND253), Mathre (IND256), Martin 

(IND308), Dingley (IND250), Holt et al (IND360), Russell (IND362), Adams 

(IND363), Mcvey (IND369), Smith (IND415), Dunlap (IND903) 

 

IND17-1 Thank you for your comment.  See the EIS for our assessment of 

potential impacts on communities and the local environment. 

IND17-2 Thank you for your comment.  Based on surveys completed and 

consultation with the Texas Historical Commission, the Annova Project would 

not destroy any known indigenous cultural sites.  See section 4.10 of the EIS. 

Potential impact on local industries is evaluated in section 4.9 of the EIS. 

IND17-3 Thank you for your comment. 

IND17-4 Production, extraction, and end-use of natural gas, including from 

fracking, are not part of the scope of the EIS. NEPA review of the Project is 

limited to the socioeconomic and environmental impacts of the proposal before 

the Commission; therefore, the effects of production and end-use are outside of 

the scope of this EIS.  Section 1.3 of the final EIS has been updated to clarify.  

See also response to comment IND9-14. 

IND17-5 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-379 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND18 Donald Hockaday, page 1 of 1 

 

IND18-1 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-380 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND19 Christine Rakestraw, page 1 of 2 

 

IND19-1 Further discussion or reference to the Laguna Madre has been 

added to sections 4.3.2, 4.8.4, 4.8.5, and 4.9 of the final EIS. 

IND19-2 Section 4.8.4 of the final EIS has been revised to include 

additional discussion of water-based recreation within the Laguna Madre. 

IND19-3 See response to comments IND19-1 and IND19-2. 
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IND19 continued, page 2 of 2 

 

IND19-4 Project-related impacts on the Lower Laguna Madre would 

generally be limited to LNG vessel traffic within the existing navigation 

channel/BSC, where the channel passes along the very bottom of the Laguna 

Madre after passing through the Brazos Santiago Pass.  However, based on this 

and similar comments additional discussion has been added to the final EIS.   

IND19-5 Thank you for your comment.  Section 4.8.4.2 of the final EIS has 

been revised to note that the boat ramp in Arroyo is in Cameron County. 

IND19-6 Comment noted.  On February 7, 2019 FERC extended the 

comment period on the draft EIS until March 13, 2019. 

  



 L-382 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND20 Barbara Hegarty, page 1 of 3 

This form letter or a nearly identical letter was also received from the following 

individuals, which are not reproduced in this appendix: 
Osborne (IND24), Fetonte (IND25), Sjodin-Bunse (IND27), Hyde (IND29), Penny (IND32), Carpenter (IND34), 

Tharp (IND35), Gay (IND36), Wright (IND37), Gagble (IND38), Villamizar (IND39), Garrett (IND42), Velez 

(IND43), Cohen (IND49), Killelea (IND50), Salinas (IND52), Perez (IND53), Hamilton (IND57). Holleschau 

(IND58), Schaffer (IND61), Mason (IND62), Hanks (IND63), Chavez (IND69), Maggs (IND75), A Gonzalez 

(IND1054), Acevedo (IND1055), Anderson (IND1057), Anzaldua (IND1058), Bloom (IND1061), Brown 

(IND1062), Celedon (IND1066), Cornejo (IND1068), DeLaGarza Und Senkel (IND1070), Galarza (IND1079), 

Garcia (IND1081), Gardner (IND1082), Goette (IND1083), Guerra (IND1085), Goette (IND1087), Herrera 

(IND1089), J Martinez (IND1093), Leekwijck (IND1096), M Hollmann (IND1097), Martinez (IND1099), 

Meinerding (IND1101), Mendieta (IND1102), Salinas (IND1112), Thurston (IND1116), Watts (IND1118), 

Williams (IND1142), Nieland (IND1143), Goette (IND1146), Goble (IND1148), Wittington (IND1150), 

Summers (IND1151), Herbig (IND1152), Salinas (IND1154), Cornejo (IND1160), Anderson (IND1165), 

Gonzalez (IND1166), Sheats (IND1167), Senkel (IND1169), Garcia (IND1171), Lara (IND1173), Hoenes 

(IND1177) 

 
IND20-1 See responses to individual comments below. 

IND20-2 We disagree that all plans and information must be available during 

preparation of the draft EIS.  Information filed by Annova during the draft EIS 

comment period is available to the public for review after filing with FERC.  On 

February 7, 2019, FERC extended the comment period on the draft EIS until March 

13, 2019, as a result of the partial Federal government shutdown. 

IND20-3 We disagree that the draft EIS is incomplete because of its non-

availability in Spanish.  See also response to comment CO6-3. 

IND20-4 The need for the project will be evaluated by the Commission when 

determining whether to authorize the Project.   

IND20-5 As described in section 4.12.5.8 of the EIS, Annova would be 

required to develop a comprehensive Emergency Response Plan (ERP), and Section 

3A (e) of the NGA (as amended by EPAct 2005) specifies that the ERP must 

include a Cost-Sharing Plan that contains a description of any direct cost 

reimbursements the applicant agrees to provide to any state and local agencies with 

responsibility for security and safety at the LNG terminal and in proximity to LNG 

marine facilities.  The cost-sharing plan must include the LNG terminal operator’s 

letter of commitment with agency acknowledgement for each state and local agency 

designated to receive resources.  The potential contribution of the Annova Project 

on climate change is evaluated in section 4.13.3.9 of the EIS.  It is beyond the scope 

of this EIS to evaluate the micro and macro costs of climate change in general. 

IND20-6 We disagree that the cultural resource surveys were inadequate.  The 

survey protocol and results have been reviewed by the Texas Historical 

Commission.  The reference to the number of shovel tests in the EIS is specific to 

just a small portion of the site that was surveyed and was not the total number of 

shovel tests conducted for the Project.  
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IND20 continued, page 2 of 3 

 

IND20-7 Section 4.12.5.7 of the EIS includes an evaluation of potential 

impacts on the Annova Project from external events, including incidents at the 

proposed Rio Grande LNG and Texas LNG facilities. 

IND20-8 See response to comment CO10-75 and CO10-73. 

IND20-9 See response to comment IND13-1 and IND13-2. 

IND20-10 See response to comment CO6-04. 

  



 L-384 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND20 continued, page 3 of 3 

 

IND20-11 See response to comment CO4-08. 

  



 L-385 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND21 Don Hockaday, page 1 of 9 

 

IND21-1 The Commission must evaluate each individual application as 

proposed and prepare the appropriate NEPA document.  Within the cumulative 

impacts analysis in the EIS, the effects of all relevant projects on each resource 

is considered and disclosed.  Reformatting the discussion would not impact the 

conclusion.  The Commission will take into account the analysis in each EIS, 

including the cumulative impact assessment, when it considers whether or not 

to authorize each project. 
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IND21 continued, page 2 of 9 

 

IND21-2 Comment noted. 

IND21-3 CEQ directs agencies to reduce paperwork and the accumulation 

of extraneous background data.  Conclusions contained in the EIS are based 

upon much additional information that is on the public record and the FERC 

project docket, as referenced in the EIS.  Conclusions are also based upon the 

extensive experience of staff who have prepared numerous impact statements 

describing gas infrastructure projects and, importantly, have conducted 

compliance reviews of gas infrastructure projects that were constructed.  With 

regard to plans that are not yet finalized, see response to comment IND14-6. 

IND21-4 See response to comment IND02-3.  Port Mansfield was 

eliminated from further analysis due to the extensive amount of dredging that 

would be required and the environmental impacts within the Laguna Madre that 

would be associated with that dredging.  Section 3.4 of the final EIS has been 

revised to clarify. 

IND21-5 See response to comments IND21-6 through IND21-10. 

  



 L-387 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND21 continued, page 3 of 9 

 

IND21-6 The potential impact on bait shrimping is addressed in section 4.9, 

however additional analysis has been added to the final EIS.   

IND21-7 The potential threat of terrorism is addressed in the discussion of 

LNG terminal and marine facilities security in several locations within section 

4.12 of the EIS.  See also response to comments IND12-1, and IND21-5. 

IND21-8 The potential impact on the existing economy of the region, 

including fishing and tourism, is addressed in section 4.8 and 4.9 of the EIS.  

Additional description of the recreation-based industry of the Laguna Madre 

has also been added to the final EIS.   

IND21-9 Construction of the Annova Project, as well as the Rio Grande 

LNG and TX LNG projects, would result in eliminating public access to the 

BSC shorelines within each facility.  With the exception of the shoreline within 

the LNG terminal facilities themselves, no restrictions are anticipated on 

recreational fishing or other shoreline activities along the BSC or along beaches 

or jetties that would be passed by LNG carriers. 

IND21-10 See response to comments IND12-1, and IND21-5. 

  



 L-388 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND21 continued, page 4 of 9 

 

IND21-11 Potential impacts on the bait shrimping industry that uses the BSC 

are discussed in section 4.9.2.4 of the EIS.  As noted in the section, TPWD 

provided information about bait shrimping in the area (i.e., Fisher, 2015, 2017).  

We issued an EIR to Annova on March 15, 2019, requesting additional 

information regarding potential impacts on the Brownsville-based shrimp 

industry from proposed LNG vessels transiting the BSC.  The information 

request asked that Annova provide a discussion of mitigation measures to 

reduce the potential direct impacts of Project-related LNG vessel traffic on the 

Brownsville-based shrimp industry.  The request also asked if Annova would 

commit to funding a study of the cumulative impact of LNG vessels from all 

three proposed LNG terminals on the Brownsville-based shrimp industry.  See 

information filed by Annova in response to our EIR, on the FERC docket under 

accession number 20190325-5179. 
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IND21 continued, page 5 of 9 

 

IND21-12 Section 4.3.2.2 of the EIS includes an evaluation of potential 

impact on water quality from LNG vessel transit within the BSC, including 

from shoreline erosion from vessel wakes and propeller wash, and from 

resuspension of bottom sediments from propeller wash during transit of fully 

loaded, outbound LNG carriers.  Section 4.3.2.2 in the final EIS has also been 

updated to note that the BSC was specifically created to provide deep water 

access for maritime commerce, and as such, use of the waterway by LNG 

carriers would be consistent with the planned purpose and use of the BSC.   

In section 4.13.3.2 we address potential cumulative impacts on surface water, 

and as stated in that section, given the substantial increase in large vessel traffic 

within the BSC related to the three Brownsville LNG projects, and other 

projects, it is expected that cumulative impacts on surface water resources 

associated with shoreline erosion and turbidity from increased vessel traffic 

would be persistent and moderate to significant throughout the life of the 

projects, particularly along unarmored portions of the BSC.  
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IND21 continued, page 6 of 9 

 

IND21-13 In response to this comment, population information for the city 

of Port Isabel, the town of Laguna Vista, and Long Island Village has been 

added to section 4.9.1 of the final EIS. 

IND21-14 The contribution of recreation and tourism to the regional 

economy is discussed in section 4.9.2.2.  As noted in section 4.9.1, the Rio 

Grande Valley is home to a large seasonal winter population of retirees 

temporarily relocating to the area.  Impacts on existing recreational resources 

are assessed in section 4.8.4.2.  Construction and operation of the Project would 

result in site-specific impacts on recreation and visitor use during construction 

and operation.  As discussed in section 4.9.2.2, these site-specific impacts are 

not expected to affect overall regional tourism patterns, but could result in 

localized impacts, with visitors and other recreationists seeking similar 

opportunities nearby or elsewhere in the region.   

  



 L-391 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND21 continued, page 7 of 9 

 

  



 L-392 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND21 continued, page 8 of 9 

 

IND21-15 As discussed in section 4.8.4.2, construction and operation of the 

Project would not permanently affect access to the majority of regional fishing 

locations in the waters in the vicinity of the Project site, including the estuarine 

waters of Cameron and Willacy counties and the offshore Gulf of Mexico.  

Project construction and operation may, however, as discussed, temporarily 

affect access to recreational fishing and boating activities along the BSC, 

including the Jaime J. Zapata Memorial Boat Ramp Fishing Pier and Kayak 

Launch Area.  As described in the EIS, the Project site has been used in the past 

as an informal fishing location, boat launch, and BSC access point for anglers.  

Public access to the site is presently blocked, following a request from the U.S. 

Border Patrol, and would continue to be blocked during Project construction 

and operation. 

IND21-16 We do not agree that a separate study by the Department of 

Homeland Security is required.  See also response to comment IND12-1. 

IND21-17 We are not aware of any consultation with TXPWD with regard to 

changes in regulations related to bait shrimping should the Annova Project, or 

the other two LNG projects, be approved, or of a funded study of potential 

impact on the bait shrimp industry.  However, in response to this and similar 

comments on the draft EIS, we issued an EIR to Annova on March 15, 2019, 

asking if Annova would commit to funding a study of the cumulative impact of 

LNG vessels from all three proposed LNG terminals on the Brownsville-based 

shrimp industry.  See information filed by Annova in response to our EIR, on 

the FERC docket under accession number 20190325-5179. 

  



 L-393 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND21 continued, page 9 of 9 

 

IND21-18 The FERC has not required such a study, nor are we aware that 

such a study has been completed. 

IND21-19 See response to comment IND21-9. 

IND21-20 Environmental justice is adequately addressed in section 4.9.9 of 

the EIS.  See also response to comment IND21-9. 

IND21-21 Thank you for your comment.  See responses to the individual 

comments above. 

  



 L-394 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND22 John Young, page 1 of 4 

 

IND22-1 As stated in section 1.4.1 of the EIS, the natural gas supply 

pipeline is a FERC non-jurisdictional facility.  The application to the COE did 

not change that status. 

IND22-2 Thank you for your comment.  As noted, this comment is directed 

to the COE. 

IND22-3 Thank you for your comment.  As noted, this comment is directed 

to the COE. 

IND22-4 Thank you for your comment.  As noted, this comment is directed 

to the COE. 

IND22-5 Thank you for your comment.  As noted, this comment is directed 

to the COE. 

IND22-6 Thank you for your comment.  As noted, this comment is directed 

to the COE. 
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IND22 continued, page 2 of 4 

 

IND22-7 As noted in the draft EIS, the EIS was prepared by FERC staff, 

and statements and conclusions in the EIS represent the FERC's analysis unless 

specifically attributed to Annova. 

IND22-8 Thank you for your comment. 

IND22-9 This comment does not reference a specific plan, measure, or 

mitigation so it is not possible to provide a direct response. 
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IND22 continued, page 3 of 4 

 

IND22-10 The EIS represents FERC staff’s independent review of the 

proposed Project.  The review was conducted by an experienced 

interdisciplinary team that, as demonstrated by the issuance of hundreds of 

requests for additional data, performed its due diligence in vetting all 

information provided by the applicant.  If the Commission authorizes the 

Project, Annova would be required to comply with all conditions of that 

authorization. 

IND22-11 See response to comments IND13-1 and IND13-2. 
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IND22 continued, page 4 of 4 

 

  



 L-398 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND23 Joyce Hamilton, page 1 of 2 

 

IND23-1 Thank you for your comment.  We assess the impact on lomas and 

related impact on ocelots in several sections of the EIS, including sections 4.5, 

4.6, and 4.7.  See also responses to comments IND9-14a and IND15-1. 
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IND23 continued, page 2 of 2 

 

 

  



 L-400 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND30 Elyas Browning, page 1 of 2 

 

IND30-1 See response to comment IND20-1. 

IND30-2 Thank you for your comment.  Short and long-term environmental 

impacts are addressed in the EIS.  There is no FERC-jurisdictional pipeline 

associated with the Annova Project and addressed in the EIS. 

IND30-3 See response to comment IND20-2. 

IND30-4 See response to comment IND20-3. 

IND30-5 See response to comment IND20-4. 

IND30-6 See response to comment IND20-5. 

IND30-7 See response to comment IND20-6. 
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IND30 continued, page 2 of 2 

 

IND30-8 See response to comment IND20-7. 

IND30-9 See response to comment IND20-8. 

IND30-10 See response to comment IND20-9. 

IND30-11 See response to comment IND20-10. 

IND30-12 See response to comment IND20-11. 

  



 L-402 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND31 Victoria Hendricks, page 1 of 2 

 

IND31-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND31-2 See response to comment IND20-2. 

IND31-3 See response to comment IND20-3. 

IND31-4 See response to comment IND20-4. 

IND31-5 See response to comment IND20-5. 

IND31-6 See response to comment IND20-5. 

  



 L-403 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND31 continued, page 2 of 2 

 

IND31-7 See response to comment IND20-7. 

IND31-8 See response to comment IND20-8. 

IND31-9 See response to comment IND20-9. 

IND31-10 See response to comment IND20-10. 

IND31-11 See response to comment IND20-11. 

  



 L-404 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND45 David Fisher, page 1 of 3 

 

IND45-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND45-2 See response to comment IND20-2. 

IND45-3 See response to comment IND20-3. 

IND45-4 See response to comment IND20-4. 

IND45-5 See response to comment IND20-5. 

  



 L-405 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND45 continued, page 2 of 3 

 

IND45-6 See response to comment IND20-6. 

IND45-7 See response to comment IND20-7. 

IND45-8 See response to comment IND20-8. 

IND45-9 See response to comment IND20-9. 

  



 L-406 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND45 continued, page 3 of 3 

 

IND45-10 See response to comment IND20-10. 

IND45-11 See response to comment IND20-11. 

  



 L-407 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND46 Elizabeth Pearl, page 1 of 3 

 

IND46-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND46-2 Thank you for your comment. 

IND46-3 See response to comment IND20-2. 

IND46-4 See response to comment IND20-3. 

IND46-5 See response to comment IND20-4. 

IND46-6 See response to comment IND20-5. 

  



 L-408 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND46 continued, page 2 of 3 

 

IND46-7 See response to comment IND20-6. 

IND46-8 See response to comment IND20-7. 

IND46-9 See response to comment IND20-8. 

IND46-10 See response to comment IND20-9. 
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IND46 continued, page 3 of 3 

 

IND46-11 See response to comment IND20-10. 

IND46-12 See response to comment IND20-11. 

  



 L-410 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND47 Ester Ybarra, page 1 of 3 

 

IND47-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND47-2 See response to comment IND20-2. 

IND47-3 See response to comment IND20-3. 

IND47-4 See response to comment IND20-4. 

IND47-5 See response to comment IND20-5. 

  



 L-411 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND47 continued, page 2 of 3 

 

IND47-6 See response to comment IND20-6. 

IND47-7 See response to comment IND20-7. 

IND47-8 See response to comment IND20-8. 

IND47-9 See response to comment IND20-9. 

IND47-10 See response to comment IND20-10. 
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IND47 continued, page 3 of 3 

 

IND47-11 See response to comment IND20-11. 

  



 L-413 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND48 Gordon Watt, page 1 of 3 

 

IND48-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND48-2 Thank you for your comment.  The EIS is FERC staff's evaluation 

of the potential environmental and socioeconomic impacts of the Annova 

Project. 

IND48-3 Thank you for your comment. 

IND48-4 See response to comment IND20-2. 

  



 L-414 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND48 continued, page 2 of 3 

 

IND48-5 See response to comment IND20-3. 

IND48-6 See response to comment IND20-4. 

IND48-7 See response to comment IND20-5. 

IND48-8 See response to comment IND20-6. 

IND48-9 See response to comment IND20-7. 

IND48-10 See response to comment IND20-8. 

  



 L-415 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND48 continued, page 3 of 3 

 

IND48-11 See response to comment IND20-9. 

IND48-12 See response to comment IND20-10. 

IND48-13 See response to comment IND20-11. 

  



 L-416 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND51 John Keller, page 1 of 3 

 

IND51-1 Section 4.10.1.1 of the EIS summarizes the results of the 

archaeological survey, including review and comment by the SHPO (Texas 

Historical Commission).  FERC staff have also reviewed the methodology and 

results of archaeological surveys and find them to be in accordance with 

standard protocols.  The reference to the number of shovel tests in the EIS is 

specific to just a small portion of the site that was surveyed and was not the 

total number of shovel tests conducted for the Project.   

IND51-2 Thank you for your comment.  Annova's permit application is 

under review by FERC, and this EIS represents the NEPA analysis of potential 

impacts. 

IND51-3 See response to comment IND20-2. 
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IND51 continued, page 2 of 3 

 

IND51-4 See response to comment IND20-3. 

IND51-5 See response to comment IND20-4. 

IND51-6 See response to comment IND20-5. 

IND51-7 See response to comment IND20-6. 

IND51-8 See response to comment IND20-7. 

IND51-9 See response to comment IND20-8. 
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IND51 continued, page 3 of 3 

 

IND51-10 See response to comment IND20-9. 

IND51-11 See response to comment IND20-10. 

IND51-12 See response to comment IND20-11. 

 

 

 



 L-419 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND55 Kent Wittenburg, page 1 of 3 
 
IND55-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND55-2 See response to comment IND20-2. 

IND55-3 See response to comment IND20-3. 

IND55-4 See response to comment IND20-4. 

IND55-5 See response to comment IND20-5. 

 

 

 

 



 L-420 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND55 continued, page 2 of 3 
 
IND55-6 See response to comment IND20-6. 

IND55-7 See response to comment IND20-7. 

IND55-8 See response to comment IND20-8. 

IND55-9 See response to comment IND20-9. 

IND55-10 See response to comment IND20-10. 

 

 

 

 



 L-421 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND55 continued, page 3 of 3 
 
IND55-11 See response to comment IND20-11. 

  



 L-422 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND56 Laura Germany, page 1 of 3 
 
IND56-1 Thank you for your comment.   

IND56-2 Thank you for your comment.   

IND56-3 See response to comment IND20-2. 

IND56-4 See response to comment IND20-3. 

IND56-5 See response to comment IND20-4. 

IND56-6 See response to comment IND20-5. 

  



 L-423 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND56 continued, page 2 of 3 
 
IND56-7 See response to comment IND20-6. 

IND56-8 See response to comment IND20-7. 

IND56-9 See response to comment IND20-8. 

IND56-10 See response to comment IND20-9. 

  



 L-424 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND56 continued, page 3 of 3 
 
IND56-11 See response to comment IND20-10. 

IND56-12 See response to comment IND20-11. 

  



 L-425 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND59 Lessie Spindle, page 1 of 3 
 
IND59-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND59-2 Thank you for your comment. 

IND59-3 See response to comment IND20-2. 

IND59-4 See response to comment IND20-3. 

IND59-5 See response to comment IND20-4. 

IND59-6 See response to comment IND20-5. 

  



 L-426 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND59 continued, page 2 of 3 
 
IND59-7 See response to comment IND20-6. 

IND59-8 See response to comment IND20-7. 

IND59-9 See response to comment IND20-8. 

IND59-10 See response to comment IND20-9. 

  



 L-427 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND59 continued, page 3 of 3 
 
IND59-11 See response to comment IND20-10. 

IND59-12 See response to comment IND20-11. 

  



 L-428 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND60 Linda Cooke, page 1 of 3 
 
IND60-1 The potential impact on ocelots is evaluated in section 4.7.1.2 of 
the EIS.  FERC staff is not aware of any environmental studies that have been 
waived.  The status of environmental permits and agency consultations is 
summarized in section 1.5 of the EIS in table 1.5-1. 

IND60-2 Thank you for your comment. 

IND60-3 See response to comment IND20-2. 

IND60-4 See response to comment IND20-3. 

IND60-5 See response to comment IND20-4. 

IND60-6 See response to comment IND20-5. 

  



 L-429 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND60 continued, page 2 of 3 
 
IND60-7 See response to comment IND20-6. 

IND60-8 See response to comment IND20-7. 

IND60-9 See response to comment IND20-8. 

IND60-10 See response to comment IND20-9. 

  



 L-430 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND60 continued, page 3 of 3 
 
IND60-11 See response to comment IND20-10. 

IND60-12 See response to comment IND20-11. 

  



 L-431 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND64 Michele Cole, page 1 of 3 
 
IND64-1 See response to comment IND20-11. 

IND64-2 Thank you for your comment. 

IND64-3 See response to comment IND20-2. 

IND64-4 See response to comment IND20-3. 

IND64-5 See response to comment IND20-4. 

  



 L-432 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND64 continued, page 2 of 3 
 
IND64-6 See response to comment IND20-5. 

IND64-7 See response to comment IND20-6. 

IND64-8 See response to comment IND20-7. 

IND64-9 See response to comment IND20-8. 

IND64-10 See response to comment IND20-9. 

  



 L-433 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND64 continued, page 3 of 3 
 
IND64-11 See response to comment IND20-10. 

IND64-12 See response to comment IND20-11. 

  



 L-434 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND65 Mimi Calter, page 1 of 3 
 
IND65-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND65-2 Thank you for your comment. 

IND65-3 See response to comment IND20-2. 

IND65-4 See response to comment IND20-3. 

IND65-5 See response to comment IND20-4. 

IND65-6 See response to comment IND20-5. 

  



 L-435 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND65 continued, page 2 of 3 
 
IND65-7 See response to comment IND20-6. 

IND65-8 See response to comment IND20-7. 

IND65-9 See response to comment IND20-8. 

IND65-10 See response to comment IND20-9. 

IND65-11 See response to comment IND20-10. 

  



 L-436 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND65 continued, page 3 of 3 
 
IND65-12 See response to comment IND20-12. 

  



 L-437 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND66 Muhammad Rashid, page 1 of 3 
 
IND66-1 The potential impact on wildlife is evaluated in section 4.6 and 
ocelots in section 4.7.1.2 of the EIS.  As stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, solar, 
wind, or other renewable energy project cannot meet the purpose for the Project 
and are not considered or evaluated as alternatives. 

IND66-2 Thank you for your comment. 

IND66-3 See response to comment IND20-2. 

IND66-4 See response to comment IND20-3. 

IND66-5 See response to comment IND20-4. 

IND66-6 See response to comment IND20-5. 

  



 L-438 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND65 continued, page 2 of 3 
 
IND66-7 See response to comment IND20-6. 

IND66-8 See response to comment IND20-7. 

IND66-9 See response to comment IND20-8. 

IND66-10 See response to comment IND20-9. 

IND66-11 See response to comment IND20-10. 

  



 L-439 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND65 continued, page 3 of 3 
 
IND66-12 See response to comment IND20-11. 

  



 L-440 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND67 Ned Sheats, page 1 of 3 
 
IND67-1 Thank you for your comment.  With respect to Project need, see 
response to comment CO6-20.   

IND67-2 The potential impact from pipelines or other transport facilities 
that are not part of the proposed Annova LNG Project are evaluated in the 
cumulative impacts assessment in section 4.13 of the EIS. 

IND67-3 Thank you for your comment. 

IND67-4 See response to comment IND20-2. 

IND67-5 See response to comment IND20-3. 

IND67-6 See response to comment IND20-4. 

IND67-7 See response to comment IND20-5. 

  



 L-441 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND67 continued, page 2 of 3 
 
IND67-8 See response to comment IND20-6. 

IND67-9 See response to comment IND20-7. 

IND67-10 See response to comment IND20-8. 

IND67-11 See response to comment IND20-9. 

  



 L-442 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND67 continued, page 3 of 3 
 
IND67-12 See response to comment IND20-10. 

IND67-13 See response to comment IND20-11. 

  



 L-443 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND68 Rachael Brown, page 1 of 3 
 
IND68-1 With respect to the analysis of potential risk associated with the 
SpaceX facility, see response to comment CO10-73.  The intrinsic value of the 
environment that would be affected by the proposed Project is considered 
throughout the EIS.  With respect to need, see response to comment CO6-20. 

IND68-2 Thank you for your comment. 

IND68-3 See response to comment IND20-2. 

IND68-4 See response to comment IND20-3. 

IND68-5 See response to comment IND20-4. 

IND68-6 See response to comment IND20-5. 

  



 L-444 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND68 continued, page 2 of 3 
 
IND68-7 See response to comment IND20-6. 

IND68-8 See response to comment IND20-7. 

IND68-9 See response to comment IND20-8. 

IND68-10 See response to comment IND20-9. 

  



 L-445 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND68 continued, page 3 of 3 
 
IND68-11 See response to comment IND20-10. 

IND68-12 See response to comment IND20-11. 

  



 L-446 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND70 Sarah Simpson, page 1 of 3 
 
IND70-1 As stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, solar, wind, or other renewable 
energy project cannot meet the purpose for the Project and are not considered 
or evaluated as alternatives. 

IND70-2 Thank you for your comment. 

IND70-3 See response to comment IND20-2. 

IND70-4 See response to comment IND20-3. 

IND70-5 See response to comment IND20-4. 

IND70-6 See response to comment IND20-5. 

  



 L-447 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND70 continued, page 2 of 3 
 
IND70-7 See response to comment IND20-6. 

IND70-8 See response to comment IND20-7. 

IND70-9 See response to comment IND20-8. 

IND70-10 See response to comment IND20-9. 

  



 L-448 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND70 continued, page 3 of 3 
 
IND70-11 See response to comment IND20-10. 

IND70-12 See response to comment IND20-11. 

  



 L-449 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND71 Scott Nicol, page 1 of 3 
 
IND71-1 The estimated air emissions and ambient air quality modeling 
analysis from the Annova Project are addressed in section 4.11.1 of the EIS. 

IND71-2 Thank you for your comment. 

IND71-3 See response to comment IND20-2. 

IND71-4 See response to comment IND20-3. 

IND71-5 See response to comment IND20-4. 

IND71-6 See response to comment IND20-5. 

  



 L-450 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND71 continued, page 2 of 3 
 
IND71-7 See response to comment IND20-6. 

IND71-8 See response to comment IND20-7. 

IND71-9 See response to comment IND20-8. 

IND71-10 See response to comment IND20-9. 

IND71-11 See response to comment IND20-10. 

  



 L-451 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND71 continued, page 3 of 3 
 
IND71-12 See response to comment IND20-11. 

  



 L-452 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND72 Terence Garrett, page 1 of 3 
 
IND72-1 See response to comment CO10-73. 

IND72-2 Thank you for your comment. 

IND72-3 See response to comment IND20-2. 

IND72-4 See response to comment IND20-3. 

IND72-5 See response to comment IND20-4. 

IND72-6 See response to comment IND20-5. 

  



 L-453 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND72 continued, page 2 of 3 
 
IND72-7 See response to comment IND20-6. 

IND72-8 See response to comment IND20-7. 

IND72-9 See response to comment IND20-8. 

IND72-10 See response to comment IND20-9. 

  



 L-454 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND72 continued, page 3 of 3 
 
IND72-11 See response to comment IND20-10. 

IND72-12 See response to comment IND20-11. 

  



 L-455 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND73 Thomas Nieland, page 1 of 3 
 
IND73-1 See response to comment CO4-8. 

IND73-2 Thank you for your comment. 

IND73-3 See response to comment IND20-2. 

IND73-4 See response to comment IND20-3. 

IND73-5 See response to comment IND20-4. 

IND73-6 See response to comment IND20-5. 

  



 L-456 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND73 continued, page 2 of 3 
 
IND73-7 See response to comment IND20-6. 

IND73-8 See response to comment IND20-7. 

IND73-9 See response to comment IND20-8. 

IND73-10 See response to comment IND20-9. 

IND73-11 See response to comment IND20-10. 

  



 L-457 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND73 continued, page 3 of 3 
 
IND73-12 See response to comment IND20-11. 

  



 L-458 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND74 Victoria Scharen, page 1 of 3 
 
IND74-1 As stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, solar, wind, or other renewable 
energy project cannot meet the purpose for the Project and are not considered 
or evaluated as alternatives. 

IND74-2 Thank you for your comment. 

IND74-3 See response to comment IND20-2. 

IND74-4 See response to comment IND20-3. 

IND74-5 See response to comment IND20-4. 

IND74-6 See response to comment IND20-5. 

  



 L-459 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND74 continued, page 2 of 3 
 
IND74-7 See response to comment IND20-6. 

IND74-8 See response to comment IND20-7. 

IND74-9 See response to comment IND20-8. 

IND74-10 See response to comment IND20-9. 

  



 L-460 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND74 continued, page 3 of 3 
 
IND74-11 See response to comment IND20-10. 

IND74-12 See response to comment IND20-11. 

  



 L-461 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND77 Carol Creech, page 1 of 1 
 
IND77-1 With regard to fracking, see response to comment IND9-14. 

IND77-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND77-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND77-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND77-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND77-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-462 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND78 Nanette Gordon, page 1 of 1 
 
IND78-1 See response to comment IND9-14. 

IND78-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND78-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND78-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND78-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND78-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-463 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND79 Stanley Wright, page 1 of 1 
 
IND79-1 See response to comment IND9-14. 

IND79-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND79-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND79-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND79-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND79-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-464 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND80 Thomas R Smith, page 1 of 1 
 
IND80-1 See response to comment IND9-14. 

IND80-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND80-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND80-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND80-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND80-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-465 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND81 Kathleen Kinzler, page 1 of 1 
 
IND81-1 With regard to fracking, see response to comment IND9-14.  As 
stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, solar, wind, or other renewable energy project 
cannot meet the purpose for the Project and are not considered or evaluated as 
alternatives. 

IND81-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND81-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND81-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND81-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND81-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-466 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND83 William Larowe, page 1 of 1 
 
IND83-1 See response to comment IND9-14. 

IND83-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND83-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND83-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND83-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND83-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-467 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND84 David Larsen, page 1 of 1 
 
IND84-1 See response to comment IND9-14. 

IND84-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND84-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND84-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND84-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND84-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-468 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND85 Olivia Brown, page 1 of 1 
 
IND85-1 See response to comment IND9-14. 

IND85-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND85-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND85-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND85-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND85-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-469 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND86 Kathryn Cain, page 1 of 1 
 
IND86-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND86-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND86-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND86-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND86-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND86-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-470 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND87 Stuart Crane, page 1 of 1 
 
IND87-1 Comment noted.  Estimated air quality impacts from the Annova 
Project is addressed in section 4.11.1 and cumulative air quality impact is 
addressed in section 4.13.3.9. 

IND87-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND87-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND87-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND87-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND87-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-471 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND88 Anna George, page 1 of 1 
 
IND88-1 See response to comment IND9-14. 

IND88-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND88-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND88-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND88-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND88-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-472 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND89 Thomas Garcia, page 1 of 1 
 
IND89-1 Comment noted.  Estimated air quality impacts from the Annova 
Project is addressed in section 4.11.1 and cumulative air quality impact is 
addressed in section 4.13.3.9. 

IND89-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND89-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND89-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND89-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND89-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-473 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND90 Terry Burns, page 1 of 1 
 
IND90-1 Thank you for your comment.  Discussion of GHG and climate 
change can be found in section 4.13.3.9. 

IND90-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND90-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND90-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND90-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND90-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-474 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND91 Emily Garza, page 1 of 1 
 
IND91-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND91-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND91-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND91-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND91-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND91-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-475 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND92 Juli Kring, page 1 of 1 
 
IND92-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND92-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND92-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND92-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND92-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND92-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-476 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND93 Zeoma Olszewski, page 1 of 1 
 
IND93-1 With regard to fracking, see response to comment IND9-14.  
Discussion of GHG and climate change can be found in section 4.13.3.9. 

IND93-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND93-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND93-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND93-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND93-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-477 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND94 Melinda Fritsch, page 1 of 1 
 
IND94-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND94-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND94-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND94-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND94-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND94-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-478 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND95 Ashley Jones, page 1 of 1 
 
IND95-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND95-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND95-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND95-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND95-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND95-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-479 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND96 Betty Mcdugald, page 1 of 1 
 
IND96-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND96-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND96-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND96-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND96-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND96-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-480 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND97 Linda Charlton, page 1 of 1 
 
IND97-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND97-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND97-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND97-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND97-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND97-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-481 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND98 Ruth Keitz, page 1 of 1 
 
IND98-1 Thank you for your comment.  See assessment of potential 
impacts from the Annova Project on ecology in sections 4.4 through 4.7, and 
tourism and fishing in sections 4.8 and 4.9 of the EIS. 

IND98-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND98-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND98-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND98-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND98-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-482 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND99 Christian Rodriguez, page 1 of 1 
 
IND99-1 With regard to fracking, see response to comment IND9-14.  As 
stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, solar, wind, or other renewable energy project 
cannot meet the purpose for the Project and are not considered or evaluated as 
alternatives. 

IND99-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND99-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND99-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND99-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND99-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-483 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND100 Brandy Gibbs, page 1 of 1 
 
IND100-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND100-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND100-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND100-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND100-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND100-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-484 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND101 Adriana Gonzaelz, page 1 of 1 
 
IND101-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND101-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND101-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND101-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND101-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND101-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-485 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND102 Roberto Alvarado, page 1 of 1 
 
IND102-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND102-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND102-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND102-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND102-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND102-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-486 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND103 Greg Grubb, page 1 of 1 
 
IND103-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND103-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND103-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND103-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND103-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND103-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-487 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND104 Doug Simmer, page 1 of 1 
 
IND104-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND104-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND104-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND104-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND104-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND104-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-488 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND105 Beth Ann Sikes, page 1 of 1 
 
IND105-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND105-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND105-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND105-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND105-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND104-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-489 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND106 Natalie Martens, page 1 of 1 
 
IND106-1 Thank you for your comment.  Note that the Annova Project does 
not include a FERC-jurisdictional pipeline. 

IND106-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND106-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND106-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND106-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND106-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-490 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND107 Megan O’Connell, page 1 of 1 
 
IND107-1 The Annova LNG Project does not include extraction activities.  
See also response to comment IND9-14. 

IND107-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND107-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND107-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND107-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND107-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

 

  



 L-491 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND108 Samuel Bozeman, page 1 of 1 
 
IND108-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND108-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND108-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND108-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND108-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND108-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-492 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND109 Pam Sohan, page 1 of 1 
 
IND109-1 Thank you for your comment.  Note that the Annova Project does 
not include a FERC-jurisdictional pipeline. 

IND109-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND109-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND109-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND109-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND109-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-493 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND110 Patricia Stella, page 1 of 1 
 
IND110-1 The Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  See also 
response to comment IND9-14. 

IND110-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND110-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND110-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND110-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND110-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-494 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND111 Carolynn Snyder, page 1 of 1 
 
IND111-1 Thank you for your comment.  See the respective sections of the 
EIS for our assessment of potential impacts of the Annova Project, as well as 
cumulative impacts from the three proposed LNG projects, on local 
communities, cultural resources, and local industries. 

IND111-2 See response to comment IND111-1. 

IND111-3 Comment noted.  We have addressed potential impacts on the 
local communities in the EIS.  With regard to fracking, see response to 
comment IND9-14. 

IND111-4 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include a FERC-
jurisdictional pipeline.  See section 1.4.1 and 4.13 for our assessment of 
potential impact from the non-jurisdictional natural gas supply pipeline. 

IND111-5 Thank you for your comment. The Annova LNG Project does not 
include fracking.  See also response to comment IND9-14. 

  



 L-495 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND114 David Will, page 1 of 1 
 
IND114-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND114-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND114-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND114-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND114-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND114-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-496 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND115 Gary Hild, page 1 of 1 
 
IND115-1 Thank you for your comment. The Annova LNG Project does not 
include fracking.  See also response to comment IND9-14.  With regard to 
renewable energy, as stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, solar, wind, or other 
renewable energy project cannot meet the purpose for the Project and are not 
considered or evaluated as alternatives. 

IND115-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND115-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND115-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND115-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND115-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-497 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND117 Jed Mccuistion, page 1 of 1 
 
IND117-1 Thank you for your comment. The Annova LNG Project does not 
include fracking.  See also response to comment IND9-14. 

IND117-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND117-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND117-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND117-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND117-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-498 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND118 Walter Breymann, page 1 of 1 
 
IND118-1 Thank you for your comment. The Annova LNG Project does not 
include fracking.  See also response to comment IND9-14.  With regard to 
renewable energy, as stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, solar, wind, or other 
renewable energy project cannot meet the purpose for the Project and are not 
considered or evaluated as alternatives. 

IND118-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND118-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND118-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND118-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND118-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-499 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND119 Nelda Salinas, page 1 of 1 
 
IND119-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND119-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND119-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND119-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND119-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND119-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-500 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND120 Marta Diaz, page 1 of 1 
 
IND120-1 Thank you for your comment. The Annova LNG Project does not 
include fracking.  See also response to comment IND9-14. 

IND120-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND120-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND120-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND120-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND120-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-501 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND121 Anita Cannata-Nowell, page 1 of 1 
 
IND121-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND121-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND121-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND121-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND121-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND121-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-502 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND122 Allison Zborowski, page 1 of 1 
 
IND122-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND122-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND122-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND122-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND122-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND122-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-503 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND123 Mary Miller, page 1 of 1 
 
IND123-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND123-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND123-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND123-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND123-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND123-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-504 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND124 Deirdre Ohearn, page 1 of 1 
 
IND124-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND124-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND124-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND124-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND124-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND124-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-505 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND125 Marj Sears, page 1 of 1 
 
IND125-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND125-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND125-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND125-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND125-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND125-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-506 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND126 Derek Eckert, page 1 of 1 
 
IND126-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND126-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND126-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND126-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND126-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND126-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-507 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND128 Barbara & Roby Odom, page 1 of 1 
 
IND128-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND128-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND128-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND128-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND128-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND128-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-508 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND130 Luiz Zepeda, page 1 of 1 
 
IND130-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND130-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND130-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND130-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND130-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND130-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-509 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND131 Rick Provencio, page 1 of 1 
 
IND131-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND131-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND131-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND131-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND131-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND131-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-510 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND132 Veronica Perez, page 1 of 1 
 
IND132-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND132-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND132-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND132-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND132-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND132-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-511 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND133 Johnny Whitright, page 1 of 1 
 
IND133-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND133-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND133-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND133-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND133-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND133-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-512 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND134 Tracey Bonner, page 1 of 1 
 
IND134-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND134-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND134-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND134-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND134-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND134-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-513 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND135 Susan Cooper, page 1 of 1 
 
IND135-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND135-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND135-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND135-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND135-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND135-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-514 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND136 Margaret Tatum, page 1 of 1 
 
IND136-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND136-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND136-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND136-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND136-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND136-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-515 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND137 Carol Creech, page 1 of 1 
 
IND137-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND137-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND137-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND137-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND137-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND137-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-516 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND138 Jerry Mylius, page 1 of 1 
 
IND138-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND138-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND138-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND138-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND138-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND138-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-517 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND139 J. Wells, page 1 of 1 
 
IND139-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND139-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND139-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND139-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND139-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND139-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-518 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND140 Eunice Garza, page 1 of 1 
 
IND140-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND140-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND140-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND140-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND140-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND140-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

 



 L-519 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND141 Marianne & Stefan Vogt, page 1 of 1 
 
IND141-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND141-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND141-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND141-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND141-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND141-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

 

 

 

 



 L-520 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND142 Austin Gray, page 1 of 1 
 
IND142-1 Thank you for your comment.  The proposed Annova LNG Project 
does not include fracking. 

IND142-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND142-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND142-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND142-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND142-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

 

 

 

 



 L-521 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND143 Chris Nicolosi, page 1 of 1 
 
IND143-1 Thank you for your comment.  We disagree that the draft EIS for the 
Annova LNG project was inadequate.  However, we have made a number of 
updates and added additional information in the final EIS in direct response to 
comments received on the draft EIS. 

IND143-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND143-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND143-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND143-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND143-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-522 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND144 Payten Maness, page 1 of 1 
 
IND144-1 The Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  With respect 
to use of wind power, as stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, wind or other 
renewable energy project cannot meet the purpose for the Project and are not 
considered or evaluated as alternatives. 

IND144-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND144-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND144-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND144-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND144-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-523 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND145 Robert Perry, page 1 of 1 
 
IND145-1 As stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, wind or other renewable energy 
project cannot meet the purpose for the Project and are not considered or 
evaluated as alternatives.  The potential environmental impacts, human health, 
and habitat loss from construction and operation of the Annova LNG Project 
are addressed in the EIS. 

IND145-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND145-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND145-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND145-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND145-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-524 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND146 Neal Baron, page 1 of 1 
 
IND146-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking. 

IND146-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND146-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND146-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND146-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND146-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-525 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND147 Richard Walsh, page 1 of 1 
 
IND147-1 We disagree that impacts are not well enough revealed in the EIS, 
and without providing specifics it’s not possible to respond further.  However, 
we have made a number of updates and added additional information in the 
final EIS in direct response to comments received on the draft EIS. 

IND147-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND147-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND147-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND147-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND147-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-526 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND148 Guadalupe Yanez, page 1 of 1 
 
IND148-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND148-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND148-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND148-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND148-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND148-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-527 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND149 Diane Adams, page 1 of 1 
 
IND149-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.   

IND149-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND149-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND149-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND149-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND149-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-528 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND150 Pam Sonnen, page 1 of 1 
 
IND150-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.   

IND150-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND150-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND150-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND150-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND150-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-529 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND151 Charles Spencer, page 1 of 1 
 
IND151-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND151-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND151-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND151-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND151-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND151-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-530 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND153 John Willis, page 1 of 1 
 
IND153-1 Discussion of GHG and climate change can be found in section 
4.13.3.9.. 

IND153-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND153-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND153-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND153-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND153-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-531 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND154 Sandra Lira, page 1 of 1 
 
IND154-1 Thank you for your comment.  The potential impact of the proposed 
Annova LNG Project on the local environment and communities is assessed in 
the EIS. 

IND154-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND154-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND154-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND154-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND154-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-532 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND156 Juan Tejada, page 1 of 1 
 
IND156-1 Thank you for your comment.  See the EIS for our evaluation of the 
potential impact of the Annova LNG Project on humans and the environment. 

IND156-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND156-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND156-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND156-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND156-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-533 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND161 Joan Cunningham, page 1 of 1 
 
IND161-1 As stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, solar, wind or other renewable 
energy project cannot meet the purpose for the Project and are not considered 
or evaluated as alternatives.  Discussion of GHG and climate change can be 
found in section 4.13.3.9. 

IND161-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND161-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND161-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND161-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND161-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-534 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND164 Danielle Ivie, page 1 of 1 
 
IND164-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking. 

IND164-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND164-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND164-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND164-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND164-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-535 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND166 Joy De Souza, page 1 of 1 
 
IND166-1 An evaluation of using existing LNG terminals as an alternative to 
the proposed Project is included in section 3.3 of the EIS. 

IND166-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND166-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND166-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND166-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND166-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-536 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND167 Mary Cartwright, page 1 of 1 
 
IND167-1 The potential impact of the Project on sea turtles and other 
endangered species is included in section 4.7 of the EIS. 

IND167-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND167-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND167-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND167-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND167-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-537 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND170 Archana Purushotham, page 1 of 1 
 
IND170-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND170-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND170-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND170-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND170-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND170-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-538 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND172 George Duncan, page 1 of 1 
 
IND172-1 Thank you for your comment.   

IND172-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND172-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND172-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND172-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND172-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-539 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND173 Neala Johnson, page 1 of 1 
 
IND173-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND173-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND173-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND173-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND173-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND173-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-540 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND177 Mary Tietjen, page 1 of 1 
 
IND177-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  As 
stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, solar, wind or other renewable energy project 
cannot meet the purpose for the Project and are not considered or evaluated as 
alternatives.  Discussion of GHG and climate change can be found in section 
4.13.3.9. 

IND177-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND177-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND177-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND177-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND177-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-541 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND178 Bianca Acosta, page 1 of 1 
 
IND178-1 The potential impacts on scenery and visual resources is evaluated 
in section 4.8.5 of the EIS.   

IND178-2 The potential impact on recreational fishing is evaluated in section 
4.8.3 of the EIS. 

  



 L-542 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND179 Gabriela Trevino, page 1 of 1 
 
IND179-1 The EIS evaluates potential environmental hazards that would result 
from construction and operation of the Project. 

IND179-2 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-543 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND180 Susan Cooper, page 1 of 1 
 
IND180-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking. 

IND180-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND180-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND180-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND180-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND180-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-544 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND181 Debra Johnson, page 1 of 1 
 
IND181-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking. 

IND181-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND181-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND181-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND181-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND181-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-545 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND183 Amanda Kay, page 1 of 1 
 
IND183-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking. 

IND183-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND183-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND183-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND183-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND183-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-546 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND185 Cristela Sifuentez, page 1 of 1 
 
IND185-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND185-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND185-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND185-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND185-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND185-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-547 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND189 Catherine Pleasants, page 1 of 1 
 
IND189-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND189-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND189-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND189-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND189-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND189-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-548 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND191 John Rath, page 1 of 1 
 
IND191-1 As stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, solar, wind or other renewable 
energy project cannot meet the purpose for the Project and are not considered 
or evaluated as alternatives.  Discussion of GHG and climate change can be 
found in section 4.13.3.9. 

IND191-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND191-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND191-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND191-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND191-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-549 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND198 Amanda Mahfood, page 1 of 1 
 
IND198-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking. 

IND198-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND198-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND198-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND198-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND198-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-550 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND199 David Carter, page 1 of 1 
 
IND199-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND199-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND199-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND199-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND199-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND199-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-551 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND203 Marta Hubbard, page 1 of 1 
 
IND203-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND203-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND203-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND203-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND203-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND203-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-552 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND204 William Hoenes, page 1 of 1 
 
IND204-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND204-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND204-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND204-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND204-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND204-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-553 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND209 Catherine Milbourn, page 1 of 1 
 
IND209-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND209-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND209-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND209-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND209-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND209-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-554 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND210 Carolyn Nieland, page 1 of 1 
 
IND210-1 The potential impact of the Project on tourism, including South 
Padre Island, Port Isabel, and Laguna Vista, is evaluated in sections 4.8 and 4.9 
of the EIS. 

IND210-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND210-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND210-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND210-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND210-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-555 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND211 Tom Nieland, page 1 of 1 
 
IND211-1 The potential impact of the Project on tourism is evaluated in 
sections 4.8 and 4.9 of the EIS. 

IND211-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND211-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND211-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND211-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND211-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-556 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND216 Rebecca Sims, page 1 of 1 
 
IND216-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking. 

IND216-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND216-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND216-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND216-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND216-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-557 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND217 Delaina Foster, page 1 of 1 
 
IND217-1 The potential impact on the regional shrimping industry is addressed 
in section 4.9.2.3 of the EIS.  We have also updated the final EIS to include 
additional information on this topic since issuance of the draft EIS. 

IND217-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND217-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND217-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND217-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND217-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-558 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND219 Maria Reya-Gomez, page 1 of 1 
 
IND219-1 The potential impacts of the Annova LNG Project on the local 
communities and on the environment and wildlife habitats is evaluated in 
several sections of the EIS. 

IND219-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND219-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND219-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND219-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND219-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-559 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND221 Virginia Downing, page 1 of 1 
 
IND221-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking. 

IND221-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND221-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND221-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND221-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND221-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-560 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND223 Santiago Gomez, page 1 of 1 
 
IND223-1 Thank you for your comment.  See our assessment of potential 
impact on air quality in section 4.11.1 of the EIS. 

IND223-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND223-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND223-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND223-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND223-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-561 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND224 Maria Anna Esparza, page 1 of 1 
 
IND224-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking. 

IND224-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND224-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND224-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND224-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND224-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-562 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND225 Michael Chavez, page 1 of 1 
 
IND225-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND225-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND225-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND225-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND225-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND225-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-563 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND227 Rick Cruz, page 1 of 1 
 
IND227-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND227-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND227-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND227-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND227-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND227-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-564 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND228 Becky Wharton, page 1 of 1 
 
IND228-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND228-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND228-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND228-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND228-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND228-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-565 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND232 Chia Guillory, page 1 of 1 
 
IND232-1 Thank you for your comment.  See section 4.6 for our evaluation of 
potential impact on wildlife from the proposed Annova LNG Project. 

IND232-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND232-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND232-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND232-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND232-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-566 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND236 Noe Acevedo, page 1 of 1 
 
IND236-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND236-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND236-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND236-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND236-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND236-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-567 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND237 Delysia Moore, page 1 of 1 
 
IND237-1 Thank you for your comment.  Discussion of GHG and climate 
change can be found in section 4.13.3.9. 

IND237-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND237-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND237-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND237-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND237-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-568 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND238 Alfonso Saldana, page 1 of 1 
 
IND238-1 As stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, solar, wind or other renewable 
energy project cannot meet the purpose for the Project and are not considered 
or evaluated as alternatives.   

IND238-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND238-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND238-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND238-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND238-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-569 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND239 Laurie Ward, page 1 of 1 
 
IND239-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND239-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND239-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND239-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND239-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND239-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-570 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND241 Cheryl Smith, page 1 of 1 
 
IND241-1 Thank you for your comment.  The proposed Annova LNG Project 
does not include a pipeline. 

IND241-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND241-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND241-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND241-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND241-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-571 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND243 Ken Dixon, page 1 of 1 
 
IND243-1 Thank you for your comment.  See our assessment of impact on 
wildlife and wildlife habitat in sections 4.6 and 4.7 of the EIS. 

IND243-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND243-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND243-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND243-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND243-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-572 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND244 John Hanson, page 1 of 1 
 
IND244-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND244-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND244-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND244-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND244-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND244-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-573 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND250 Karli Scalise, page 1 of 1 
 
IND250-1 Thank you for your comment.  Section 4.12 of the EIS evaluates the 
safety and reliability of the proposed Project.   

IND250-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND250-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND250-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND250-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND250-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-574 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND251 Robin Sherwin, page 1 of 1 
 
IND251-1 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND251-2 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND251-3 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND251-4 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND251-5 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-575 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND254 Michael Peterson, page 1 of 1 
 
IND254-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND254-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND254-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND254-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND254-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND254-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-576 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND255 Ingrid Hansen, page 1 of 1 
 
IND255-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND255-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND255-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND255-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND255-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND255-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-577 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND257 Laura Codina, page 1 of 1 
 
IND257-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND257-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND257-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND257-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND257-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND257-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-578 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND258 Eleanor Raybold, page 1 of 1 
 
IND258-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND258-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND258-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND258-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND258-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND258-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-579 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND259 Denis Tidrick, page 1 of 1 
 
IND259-1 Because of the reference to an increase in seismic activity we 
assume this comment is referring to the practice of fracking.  The proposed 
Annova LNG Project does not include fracking. 

IND259-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND259-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND259-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND259-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND259-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-580 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND260 Karen Hill, page 1 of 1 
 
IND260-1 Thank you for your comment.  Potential impact on migratory birds 
is addressed in section 4.6.1.2 of the EIS. 

IND260-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND260-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND260-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND260-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND260-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-581 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND261 Shelley Dunham, page 1 of 1 
 
IND261-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking. 

IND261-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND261-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND261-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND261-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND261-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-582 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND262 Frances Morgan, page 1 of 1 
 
IND262-1 As stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, solar, wind or other renewable 
energy project cannot meet the purpose for the Project and are not considered 
or evaluated as alternatives.   

IND262-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND262-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND262-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND262-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND262-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-583 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND263 Craig Parker, page 1 of 1 
 
IND263-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking. 

IND263-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND263-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND263-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND263-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND263-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-584 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND264 Martha Eberle, page 1 of 1 
 
IND264-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND264-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND264-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND264-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND264-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND264-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-585 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND265 Isys Chamberlain, page 1 of 1 
 
IND265-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND265-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND265-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND265-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND265-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND265-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-586 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND266 Tresa Colston, page 1 of 1 
 
IND266-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND266-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND266-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND266-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND266-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND266-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-587 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND267 Andrew Hernandez, page 1 of 1 
 
IND267-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND267-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND267-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND267-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND267-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND267-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-588 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND268 Beverly Walker, page 1 of 1 
 
IND268-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND268-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND268-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND268-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND268-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND268-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-589 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND269 James Flanagan, page 1 of 1 
 
IND269-1 Thank you for your comment.  The potential impacts from the 
Annova LNG Project on air, water, and land are addressed in the EIS. 

IND269-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND269-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND269-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND269-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND269-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-590 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND270 Thomas Nicolazzo, page 1 of 1 
 
IND270-1 Thank you for your comment.  As stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, 
solar, wind or other renewable energy project cannot meet the purpose for the 
Project and are not considered or evaluated as alternatives.   

IND270-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND270-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND270-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND270-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND270-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-591 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND271 Cindy Arellano, page 1 of 1 
 
IND271-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND271-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND271-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND271-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND271-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND271-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-592 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND272 Omar Elizondo, page 1 of 1 
 
IND272-1 The potential impacts on commercial and recreational fishing, and 
the Laguna Madre, are addressed in the EIS. 

IND272-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND272-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND272-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND272-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND272-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-593 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND273 Camilla Figueroa, page 1 of 1 
 
IND273-1 As stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, solar, wind or other renewable 
energy project cannot meet the purpose for the Project and are not considered 
or evaluated as alternatives.   

IND273-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND273-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND273-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND273-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND273-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-594 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND274 Regina Stanley, page 1 of 1 
 
IND274-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND274-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND274-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND274-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND274-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND274-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-595 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND275 Linda Hahus, page 1 of 1 
 
IND275-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking. 

IND275-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND275-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND275-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND275-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND275-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-596 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND276 Naomi Dove, page 1 of 1 
 
IND276-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND276-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND276-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND276-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND276-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND276-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-597 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND277 Yvonne Hansen, page 1 of 1 
 
IND277-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking, oil 
drilling, or a pipeline. 

IND277-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND277-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND277-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND277-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND277-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-598 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND278 Dawn Langerock, page 1 of 1 
 
IND278-1 Based on surveys and information known to date, including 
consultation with the Texas Historical Commission, the Annova LNG Project 
would not impact any known indigenous cultural sites.  See further detail in 
section 4.10 of the EIS.  The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include 
fracking or pipelines.  With respect to fracking and pipelines in the Eagle Ford 
and Permian Basin regions, see response to comment IND9-14. 

IND278-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND278-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND278-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND278-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND278-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-599 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND279 Jeff Tave, page 1 of 1 
 
IND279-1 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-600 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND280 Renee Reeves, page 1 of 1 
 
IND280-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.   

  



 L-601 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND281 John Nelson, page 1 of 1 
 
IND281-1 Thank you for your comment.  See the EIS for an assessment of the 
potential impacts of the Annova LNG Project on the environment and the 
region. 

  



 L-602 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND282 Lily Beaumont, page 1 of 1 
 
IND282-1 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-603 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND283 Steve Bradley, page 1 of 1 
 
IND283-1 The Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  As stated in 
section 3.1 of the EIS, solar, wind or other renewable energy project cannot 
meet the purpose for the Project and are not considered or evaluated as 
alternatives.   

  



 L-604 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND284 Steven Reilly, page 1 of 1 
 
IND284-1 Thank you for your comment.  The proposed Annova LNG Project 
is not proposed in South Padre Island. 

  



 L-605 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND285 Jean Finch, page 1 of 1 
 
IND285-1 The proposed Annova LNG project does not include planned 
fracking. 

  



 L-606 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND286 Jennifer Prevost, page 1 of 1 
 
IND286-1 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-607 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND287 Spike Werda, page 1 of 1 
 
IND287-1 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-608 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND290 Abbas Aboohamidi, page 1 of 1 
 
IND290-1 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-609 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND291 Phyllis Price, page 1 of 1 
 
IND291-1 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-610 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND292 Audrey H, page 1 of 1 
 
IND292-1 The potential impacts on wildlife, including the ocelot, are 
addressed in sections 4.6 and 4.7 of the EIS.   

IND292-2 As stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, solar, wind or other renewable 
energy project cannot meet the purpose for the Project and are not considered 
or evaluated as alternatives.   

  



 L-611 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND293 Mary Leon, page 1 of 1 
 
IND293-1 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-612 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND294 Venkata Kothapalli, page 1 of 1 
 
IND294-1 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-613 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND295 Marilyn Spivey, page 1 of 1 
 
IND295-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking. 

  



 L-614 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND296 Stacie Wells, page 1 of 1 
 
IND296-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking. 

  



 L-615 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND297 Sandy Schmidt, page 1 of 1 
 
IND297-1 With respect to impact on communities, the local environment, and 
local industries, these potential impacts on addressed in the EIS.  Based on 
surveys and information known to date, including consultation with the Texas 
Historical Commission, the Annova LNG Project would not impact any known 
indigenous cultural sites.  See further detail in section 4.10 of the EIS.   

IND297-2 Thank you for your comment.  

  



 L-616 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND300 Ann Sever, page 1 of 1 
 
IND300-1 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-617 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND302 Mike Harris, page 1 of 1 
 
IND302-1 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-618 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND304 Robert Arber, page 1 of 1 
 
IND304-1 Thank you for your comment. 

 



 L-619 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND305 Thomas R Smith, page 1 of 1 
 
IND305-1 Cultural resource impacts and mitigation are addressed in section 
4.10.4 of the EIS.  

IND305-2 Effects to economy and employment are addressed in section 
4.9.2 of the EIS. 

IND305-3 Permits, approvals, and regulatory reviews are addressed in 
section 1.5 of the EIS. 

IND305-4 Reliability and safety issues and associated requirements to ensure 
public safety are addressed in section 4.12 of the EIS. 

IND305-5 Production, extraction, and end-use of natural gas, including from 
fracking, are not part of the scope of the EIS. NEPA review of the Project is 
limited to the socioeconomic and environmental impacts of the proposal before 
the Commission; therefore, the effects of production and end-use are outside of 
the scope of this EIS.  Section 1.3 of the FEIS has been updated to clarify. 

 

 

 

 



 L-620 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND306 Linda Bedre Vaughn, page 1 of 1 
 
IND306-1 Thank you for your comment. 

 

 

 

 



 L-621 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND307 Diego Gavilanes, page 1 of 1 
 
IND307-1 Wildlife impacts and mitigation measures are addressed in section 
4.6 of the EIS. 

  



 L-622 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND309 Joel Quaintance, page 1 of 1 
 
IND309-1 As stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, solar, wind, or other renewable 
energy project cannot meet the purpose for the Project and are not considered 
or evaluated as alternatives. 

  



 L-623 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND310 Yesenia Ceja, page 1 of 1 
 
IND310-1 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-624 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND312 Mark Hellums, page 1 of 1 
 
IND312-1 Visual resources and impacts are addressed in section 4.8.5 of the 
EIS. 

  



 L-625 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND313 Cynthia Maguire, page 1 of 1 
 
IND313-1 Cumulative impacts, including impacts from other LNG facilities, 
are addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS. 

  



 L-626 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND315 Jim Jones, page 1 of 1 
 
IND315-1 See responses to comments CO10-005 and IND09-14.  

  



 L-627 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND316 Jim Boldin, page 1 of 1 
 
IND316-1 See response to comment IND09-14. 

  



 L-628 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND317 Ma Strange, page 1 of 1 
 
IND317-1 See response to comment IND09-14. 

  



 L-629 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND319 Sondra York, page 1 of 1 
 
IND319-1 The EIS addresses impacts on the environment from the proposed 
Project. 

  



 L-630 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND320 Monica Cortes, page 1 of 1 
 
IND320-1 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-631 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND321 Don Sawyer, page 1 of 1 
 
IND321-1 The EIS addresses impacts on the environment from the proposed 
Project. Impacts on land use is addressed in sections 4.8.1 through 4.8.4 of the 
EIS.  

  



 L-632 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND322 Ivy Buchanan, page 1 of 1 
 
IND322-1 See response to comment IND09-14. 

  



 L-633 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND323 Dr. Pat Smith, page 1 of 1 
 
IND323-1 See response to comment IND09-14. 

  



 L-634 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND324 Patricia Stinson-Sunbury, page 1 of 1 
 
IND324-1 Impacts on air quality are addressed in section 4.11.1 of the EIS. 

  



 L-635 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND325 Steven Smith, page 1 of 1 
 
IND325-1 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-636 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND326 Lisa Chung, page 1 of 1 
 
IND326-1 As stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, solar, wind, or other renewable 
energy project cannot meet the purpose for the Project and are not considered 
or evaluated as alternatives. 

  



 L-637 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND327 Laura Burns, page 1 of 1 
 
IND327-1 See response to comment IND09-14. 

  



 L-638 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND328 Steve Sears, page 1 of 1 
 
IND329-1 See response to comment IND09-14. 

  



 L-639 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND329 Charity Mccluskey, page 1 of 1 
 
IND329-1 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-640 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND330 Caroline Oneal, page 1 of 1 
 
IND330-1 See response to comment IND09-14. 

  



 L-641 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND331 Karl Brooks, page 1 of 1 
 
IND331-1 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-642 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND332 Robert Sendrey, page 1 of 1 
 
IND332-1 Future plans and abandonment are addressed in section 2.9 of the 
EIS.  Socioeconomic impacts are addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS. 

  



 L-643 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND333 James Klein, page 1 of 1 
 
IND333-1 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-644 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND334 Elizabeth Young, page 1 of 1 
 
IND334-1 See response to comment IND09-14. 

  



 L-645 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND335 Elizabeth Parker, page 1 of 1 
 
IND335-1 Fracking is addressed in the response to comment IND09-14. 
Impacts on water quality and wildlife habitat are addressed in sections 4.3 and 
4.6 of the EIS, respectively. 

  



 L-646 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND336 Linda Hanratty, page 1 of 1 
 
IND336-1 See response to comment CO10-005. 

  



 L-647 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND337 Dodie Sweeney, page 1 of 1 
 
IND337-1 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-648 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND338 Evelyn Sardina, page 1 of 1 
 
IND338-1 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-649 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND339 Roma Norwine, page 1 of 1 
 
IND339-1 The EIS addresses impacts on environmental resources. As stated 
in section 3.1 of the EIS, solar, wind, or other renewable energy project cannot 
meet the purpose for the Project and are not considered or evaluated as 
alternatives. 

  



 L-650 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND340 Vernon Berger, page 1 of 1 
 
IND340-1 See response to comment IND09-14. 

  



 L-651 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND341 Mary Kennedy, page 1 of 1 
 
IND341-1 Impacts on aquatic resources and marine life are addressed in 
section 4.6.2 of the EIS.  Coastal zone management is addressed in section 
4.8.6 of the EIS. 

  



 L-652 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND342 Irene Martinez, page 1 of 1 
 
IND342-1 Fracking is addressed in the response to comment IND09-14. 
Permits, approvals, and regulatory reviews are addressed in section 1.5 of the 
EIS. 

  



 L-653 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND343 Jaen Lawrence, page 1 of 1 
 
IND343-1 See response to comment CO10-005. 

  



 L-654 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND344 Julisia Jackson, page 1 of 1 
 
IND344-1 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-655 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND345 Coleen Vincenti, page 1 of 1 
 
IND345-1 Future plans and abandonment area addressed in section 2.9 of the 
EIS. The EIS addresses impacts on environmental resources in section 4; and 
addresses cumulative impacts in section 4.13.  

  



 L-656 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND346 Michael Spradlin, page 1 of 1 
 
IND346-1 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-657 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND347 Jane Chischilly, page 1 of 1 
 
IND347-1 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-658 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND348 Lorelei Lambert, page 1 of 1 
 
IND348-1 Fracking is not proposed as part of the Project.  See also response 
to comment IND09-14. 

  



 L-659 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND349 Elaine Byrne, page 1 of 1 
 
IND349-1 See responses to IND305-1 through IND305-5.  

 

  



 L-660 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND351 Lynn Rich, page 1 of 1 
 
IND351-1 The EIS addresses impacts on wildlife and human interests 
including socioeconomics, recreation; as well as water and air quality.  

IND351-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND351-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND351-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND351-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND351-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-661 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND352 Martin Pesaresi, page 1 of 1 
 
IND352-1 The EIS addresses impacts on environmental resources. 

IND352-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND352-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND352-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND352-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND352-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-662 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND354 Cathy Chesser, page 1 of 1 
 
IND354-1 Fracking is addressed in the response to comment IND09-14. 

IND354-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND354-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND354-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND354-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND354-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-663 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

v 
 

IND355 Jan Vaughan, page 1 of 1 
 
IND355-1 Fracking is addressed in the response to comment IND09-14. 

IND355-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND355-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND355-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND355-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND355-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-664 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND356 David Ruda, page 1 of 1 
 
IND356-1 See response to comment IND76-001. 

IND356-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND356-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND356-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND356-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND356-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-665 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND357 Hector Medellin, page 1 of 1 
 
IND357-1 Fracking is addressed in the response to comment IND09-14. 

IND357-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND357-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND357-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND357-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND357-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-666 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND358 Kelly Hobbs, page 1 of 1 
 
IND358-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND358-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND358-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND358-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND358-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND358-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-667 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND359 Sandy Ransom, page 1 of 1 
 
IND359-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND359-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND359-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND359-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND359-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND359-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-668 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND361 Ed Breidenbach, page 1 of 1 
 
IND361-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND361-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND361-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND361-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND361-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND361-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-669 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND364 James Smith, page 1 of 1 
 
IND364-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND364-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND364-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND364-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND364-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND364-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-670 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND365 Patricia Schon, page 1 of 1 
 
IND365-1 Fracking is addressed in the response to comment IND09-14. 

IND365-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND365-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND365-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND365-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND365-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-671 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND366 Karen Sterling, page 1 of 1 
 
IND366-1 Fracking is addressed in the response to comment IND09-14. 

IND366-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND366-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND366-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND366-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND366-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-672 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND367 Turney Maurer, page 1 of 1 
 
IND367-1 Impacts on communities and recreation are addressed in sections 
4.8.3 and 4.8.4 of the EIS, respectively.  

IND367-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND367-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND367-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND367-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND367-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-673 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND370 Ken Odell, page 1 of 1 
 
IND370-1 Fracking is addressed in the response to comment IND09-14. 
LNG export is addressed in the response to comment CO10-005. 

IND370-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND370-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND370-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND370-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND370-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-674 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND371 Christopher Hathaway, page 1 of 1 
 
IND371-1 Fracking is addressed in the response to comment IND09-14. 
Environmental impacts, including impacts on coastal resources, are addressed 
in the EIS.  

IND371-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND371-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND371-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND371-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND371-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-675 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND372 Terri Mckeegan, page 1 of 1 
 
IND372-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND372-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND372-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND372-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND372-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND372-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-676 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND374 Margaret Little, page 1 of 1 
 
IND374-1 Impacts on water resources and water quality are addressed in 
section 4.3 of the EIS. Impacts on socioeconomic resources, including 
economic resources, are addressed in section 4.9 of the EIS. The Project 
purpose and agency involvement related to the NEPA process are described in 
section 1 of the EIS. 

IND374-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND374-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND374-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND374-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND374-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-677 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND375 Tracy Mcmillan, page 1 of 1 
 
IND375-1 Impacts on water resources are addressed in section 4.3 of the 
EIS. 

IND375-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND375-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND375-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND375-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND375-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-678 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND376 Sandy Phillips, page 1 of 1 
 
IND376-1 See response to comment IND76-001. 

IND376-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND376-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND376-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND376-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND376-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-679 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND377 Rick Boykin, page 1 of 1 
 
IND377-1 Fracking is addressed in the response to comment IND09-14. 

IND377-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND377-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND377-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND377-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND377-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-680 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND378 Kent Rylander, page 1 of 1 
 
IND378-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND378-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND378-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND378-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND378-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND378-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-681 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND379 John Langston, page 1 of 1 
 
IND379-1 See response to comment CO6-19. 

IND379-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND379-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND379-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND379-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND379-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-682 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND380 Gilberto Lopez, page 1 of 1 
 
IND380-1 Fracking is addressed in the response to comment IND09-14. As 
stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, solar, wind, or other renewable energy project 
cannot meet the purpose for the Project and are not considered or evaluated as 
alternatives. 

IND380-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND380-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND380-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND380-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND380-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-683 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND381 Yvonne Zepeda, page 1 of 1 
 
IND381-1 Fracking is addressed in the response to comment IND09-14. 

IND381-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND381-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND381-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND381-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND381-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-684 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND382 Crystal Frias, page 1 of 1 
 
IND382-1 Impacts on wildlife and aquatic resources are addressed in section 
4.6. of the EIS. 

IND382-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND382-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND382-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND382-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND382-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-685 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND383 Marissa Williams, page 1 of 1 
 
IND383-1 Impacts on air quality are addressed in section 4.11 of the EIS. 

IND383-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND383-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND383-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND383-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND383-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-686 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND384 Linda Hataway, page 1 of 1 
 
IND384-1 Fracking is addressed in the response to comment IND09-14. 
Environmental impacts, including impacts on water, wildlife, and vegetation 
are addressed in the EIS. 

IND384-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND384-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND384-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND384-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND384-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-687 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND385 J. Talbot, page 1 of 1 
 
IND385-1 Fracking is addressed in the response to comment IND09-14. 

IND385-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND385-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND385-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND385-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND385-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-688 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND386 Janet Phillips, page 1 of 1 
 
IND386-1 Fracking is addressed in the response to comment IND09-14. 

IND386-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND386-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND386-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND386-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND386-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-689 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND387 Michelle Emmitt, page 1 of 1 
 
IND387-1 Overall conclusions and recommendations are addressed in 
section 5 of the EIS. 

IND387-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND387-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND387-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND387-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND387-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-690 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND388 Lisa Barrett, page 1 of 1 
 
IND388-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND388-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND388-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND388-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND388-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND388-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-691 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND389 Nika Dunn, page 1 of 1 
 
IND389-1 The purpose of the proposed Project is addressed in section 1.1 of 
the EIS.  Environmental impacts are addressed in the EIS. 

IND389-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND389-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND389-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND389-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND389-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-692 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND391 Kathryn Brown, page 1 of 1 
 
IND391-1 Fracking is addressed in the response to comment IND09-14.  
Socioeconomic impacts including environmental justice issues are addressed in 
section 4.9 of the EIS. 

IND391-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND391-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND391-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND391-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND391-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-693 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND392 Karin Ascot, page 1 of 1 
 
IND392-1 Impacts on visual resources are addressed in section 4.8.5 of the 
EIS. 

IND392-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND392-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND392-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND392-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND392-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-694 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND394 Jane Miller Langley, page 1 of 1 
 
IND394-1 Fracking is addressed in the response to comment IND09-14. 

IND394-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND394-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND394-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND394-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND394-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-695 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND395 Michael Phipps, page 1 of 1 
 
IND395-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND395-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND395-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND395-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND395-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND395-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-696 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND396 Dr. Stern, page 1 of 1 
 
IND396-1 Fracking is addressed in the response to comment IND9-14. 

IND396-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND396-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND396-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND396-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND396-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-697 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND397 Rhonda Boehm, page 1 of 1 
 
IND397-1 The alternatives evaluation is addressed in section 3.0 of the EIS. 

IND397-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND397-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND397-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND397-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND397-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-698 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND398 Joseph Krause, page 1 of 1 
 
IND398-1 Impacts on recreation are addressed in section 4.8.4 of the EIS. 

IND398-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND398-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND398-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND398-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND398-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-699 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND399 Tanya Kasper, page 1 of 1 
 
IND399-1 Impacts on visual resources are addressed in section 4.8.5 of the 
EIS. 

IND399-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND399-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND399-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND399-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND399-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-700 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND400 Julie Mayfield, page 1 of 1 
 
IND400-1 Fracking is addressed in the response to comment IND9-14. 

IND400-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND400-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND400-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND400-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND400-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-701 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND401 Gary Kasper, page 1 of 1 
 
IND401-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND401-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND401-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND401-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND401-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND401-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-702 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND402 Sabrina Cook, page 1 of 1 
 
IND402-1 Fracking is addressed in the response to comment IND9-14. 

IND402-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND402-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND402-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND402-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND402-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-703 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND404 Linda Cooke, page 1 of 1 
 
IND404-1 With respect to the potential to increase fracking in the Eagle Ford 
shale and Permian Basin, see response to comment CO0-14.  With respect to 
the Project’s contribution to climate change, see section 4.13.3.9 of the EIS.  
Other cumulative effects from construction of the three proposed LNG 
terminals are addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS. 

IND404-2 The non-jurisdictional pipeline that would be associated with the 
Annova LNG Project would be about 9 miles in length.  Potential impacts from 
that pipeline are included in our assessment of cumulative impacts in section 
4.13 of the EIS. 

IND404-3 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-704 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND406 Linda Bedre, page 1 of 1 
 
IND406-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment CO0-14.   

IND406-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND406-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND406-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND406-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND406-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-705 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND407 Katheryn Rogers, page 1 of 1 
 
IND407-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment CO0-14.   

IND407-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND407-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND407-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND407-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND407-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-706 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND408 Alan Ogden, page 1 of 1 
 
IND408-1 The potential impact of the Annova Project on the region, 
including on wildlife and residents of the area, is evaluated in the EIS. 

IND408-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND408-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND408-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND408-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND408-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-707 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND409 Micki Cansino Gerardi, page 1 of 1 
 
IND409-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment CO0-14.  The potential environmental and social 
impact of the Annova Project on the region, as well as the two other proposed 
LNG projects, is evaluated in the EIS. 

IND409-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND409-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND409-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND409-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND409-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-708 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND410 William Parham, page 1 of 1 
 
IND410-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment CO0-14. 

IND410-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND410-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND410-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND410-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND410-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-709 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND411 Suzanne Taylor, page 1 of 1 
 
IND411-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND411-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND411-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND411-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND411-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND411-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-710 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND412 Donna Matthews, page 1 of 1 
 
IND412-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.   

IND412-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND412-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND412-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND412-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND412-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-711 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND413 Sybil Morgan, page 1 of 1 
 
IND413-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment CO0-14. 

IND413-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND413-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND413-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND413-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND413-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-712 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND414 Linda Maher, page 1 of 1 
 
IND414-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND414-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND414-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND414-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND414-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND414-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-713 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND416 Dennis Deacon, page 1 of 1 
 
IND416-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND416-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND416-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND416-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND416-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND416-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-714 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND417 Amy Maxwell, page 1 of 1 
 
IND417-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment CO0-14.  As stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, 
solar, wind, or other renewable energy project cannot meet the purpose for the 
Project and are not considered or evaluated as alternatives. 

IND417-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND417-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND417-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND417-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND417-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-715 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND419 Laura Brush, page 1 of 1 
 
IND419-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment CO0-14.  Based on surveys and information 
known to date, including consultation with the Texas Historical Commission, 
the Annova LNG Project would not impact any known indigenous cultural 
sites.  See further detail in section 4.10 of the EIS.   

IND419-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND419-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND419-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND419-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND419-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-716 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND420 Mary Hancock, page 1 of 1 
 
IND420-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment CO0-14.   

IND420-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND420-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND420-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND420-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND420-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-717 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND422 Melissa Guynes, page 1 of 1 
 
IND422-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment CO0-14.   

IND422-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND422-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND422-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND422-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND422-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-718 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND423 Jo Boies, page 1 of 1 
 
IND423-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment CO0-14.    

IND423-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND423-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND423-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND423-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND423-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

 



 L-719 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND424 Yanira Aguirre, page 1 of 1 
 
IND424-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking. 

IND424-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND424-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND424-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND424-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND424-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

 

 

 

 



 L-720 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND425 Zara Barron, page 1 of 1 
 
IND425-1 Thank you for your comment.  The potential impact on businesses 
and the local economy is evaluated in section 4.9 of the EIS. 

IND425-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND425-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND425-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND425-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND425-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

 

 

 

 



 L-721 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND426 Robert Gary, page 1 of 1 
 
IND426-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND426-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND426-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND426-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND426-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND426-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-722 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND427 Patsy Sasek, page 1 of 1 
 
IND427-1 The Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  With respect 
to use of solar and wind power, as stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, wind or 
other renewable energy project cannot meet the purpose for the Project and are 
not considered or evaluated as alternatives.  Potential impact of the Project on 
plants, animals, and ecosystems, and potential socioeconomic impacts, are 
assessed in the EIS. 

IND427-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND427-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND427-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND427-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND427-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-723 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND428 Cheyenne Weaver, page 1 of 1 
 
IND428-1 As stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, wind or other renewable 
energy project cannot meet the purpose for the Project and are not considered 
or evaluated as alternatives.   

IND428-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND428-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND428-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND428-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND428-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-724 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND429 Laura Carbonneau, page 1 of 1 
 
IND429-1 As stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, wind or other renewable 
energy project cannot meet the purpose for the Project and are not considered 
or evaluated as alternatives.   

IND429-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND429-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND429-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND429-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND429-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-725 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND430 Jacob Fakheri, page 1 of 1 
 
IND430-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND430-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND430-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND430-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND430-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND430-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-726 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND431 Judy Clark, page 1 of 1 
 
IND431-1 The Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.   

IND431-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND431-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND431-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND431-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND431-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-727 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND432 Haiden Wattley, page 1 of 1 
 
IND432-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND432-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND432-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND432-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND432-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND432-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-728 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND433 Shawn Troxell, page 1 of 1 
 
IND433-1 As stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, wind or other renewable 
energy project cannot meet the purpose for the Project and are not considered 
or evaluated as alternatives.  The Annova LNG Project does not include 
fracking.  See also response to comment IND9-14. 

IND433-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND433-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND433-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND433-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND433-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-729 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND434 Choky Alvarez, page 1 of 1 
 
IND434-1 The Annova LNG Project does not include fracking. 

IND434-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND434-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND434-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND434-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND434-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-730 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND435 Jane Lundquist, page 1 of 1 
 
IND435-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND435-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND435-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND435-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND435-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND435-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-731 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND437 Sharon Daly, page 1 of 1 
 
IND437-1 The Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  As stated in 
section 3.1 of the EIS, wind or other renewable energy project cannot meet the 
purpose for the Project and are not considered or evaluated as alternatives.   

IND437-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND437-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND437-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND437-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND437-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-732 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND438 Gail Williams, page 1 of 1 
 
IND438-1 The Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  See also 
response to comment IND9-14. 

IND438-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND438-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND438-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND438-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND438-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-733 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND439 Robert Bauer, page 1 of 1 
 
IND439-1 The Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  See also 
response to comment IND9-14. 

IND439-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND439-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND439-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND439-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND439-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-734 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND440 Deena Berg, page 1 of 1 
 
IND440-1 The Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  See also 
response to comment IND9-14. 

IND440-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND440-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND440-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND440-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND440-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-735 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND441 Roger Knudson, page 1 of 1 
 
IND441-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND441-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND441-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND441-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND441-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND441-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-736 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND442 Bonnie Clements, page 1 of 1 
 
IND442-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND442-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND442-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND442-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND442-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND442-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-737 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND443 Linda Fielder, page 1 of 1 
 
IND443-1 Based on surveys and information known to date, including 
consultation with the Texas Historical Commission, the Annova LNG Project 
would not impact any known indigenous cultural sites.  See further detail in 
section 4.10 of the EIS.  With respect to potential impact on the coastline of 
South Padre Island, the Project is located about 8 miles from the island. 

IND443-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND443-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND443-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND443-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND443-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-738 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND444 Susan Bussa, page 1 of 1 
 
IND444-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND444-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND444-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND444-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND444-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND444-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-739 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND445 Margaret Schulenberg, page 1 of 1 
 
IND445-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND445-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND445-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND445-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND445-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND445-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-740 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND446 Samuela Walker, page 1 of 1 
 
IND446-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND446-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND446-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND446-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND446-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND446-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-741 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND447 Rebecca Mccuistion, page 1 of 1 
 
IND447-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include a pipeline.  
A non-jurisdictional pipeline would provide gas to the Annova Project 

IND447-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND447-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND447-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND447-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND447-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-742 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND448 Clif Jordan, page 1 of 1 
 
IND448-1 Thank you for your comment.  See our assessment of Project 
alternatives in section 3 of the EIS. 

IND448-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND448-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND448-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND448-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND448-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-743 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND449 Debbie Hyde, page 1 of 1 
 
IND449-1 The Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  With respect 
to use of solar, wind, and other renewable energy, as stated in section 3.1 of the 
EIS, renewable energy project cannot meet the purpose for the Project and are 
not considered or evaluated as alternatives.   

IND449-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND449-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND449-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND449-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND449-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-744 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND450 Sharon Haywood, page 1 of 1 
 
IND450-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND450-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND450-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND450-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND450-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND450-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-745 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND451 CJ Vaughn, page 1 of 1 
 
IND451-1 As stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, wind, solar, or other renewable 
energy project cannot meet the purpose for the Project and are not considered 
or evaluated as alternatives.   

IND451-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND451-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND451-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND451-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND451-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-746 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND452 Kay Mcbrayer, page 1 of 1 
 
IND452-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND452-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND452-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND452-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND452-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND452-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-747 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND453 Judith Stueve, page 1 of 1 
 
IND453-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND453-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND453-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND453-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND453-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND453-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-748 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND454 Pat Johnson, page 1 of 1 
 
IND454-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND454-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND454-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND454-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND454-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND454-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-749 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND455 Sara Straube, page 1 of 1 
 
IND455-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND455-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND455-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND455-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND455-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND455-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-750 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND456 Claud & Sharon Bramblett, page 1 of 1 
 
IND456-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND456-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND456-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND456-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND456-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND456-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-751 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND457 James Clark, page 1 of 1 
 
IND457-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND457-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND457-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND457-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND457-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND457-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-752 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND458 Crystal Bowling, page 1 of 1 
 
IND458-1 The Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  With respect 
to fracking in other parts of Texas, see response to comment IND9-14.  As 
stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, solar, wind or other renewable energy project 
cannot meet the purpose for the Project and are not considered or evaluated as 
alternatives.   

IND458-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND458-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND458-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND458-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND458-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-753 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND459 Carina Ramirez, page 1 of 1 
 
IND459-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND459-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND459-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND459-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND459-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND459-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-754 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND460 Pam Sohan, page 1 of 1 
 
IND460-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment IND9-14.  Based on surveys and information 
known to date, including consultation with the Texas Historical Commission, 
the Annova LNG Project would not impact any known sacred cultural sites.  
See further detail in section 4.10 of the EIS.   

IND460-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND460-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND460-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND460-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND460-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-755 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND461 Caroline Ysasaga, page 1 of 1 
 
IND461-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment IND9-14. 

IND461-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND461-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND461-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND461-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND461-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-756 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND462 Kim Sanders George, page 1 of 1 
 
IND462-1 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND462-2 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND462-3 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND462-4 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND462-5 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-757 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND463 Wanda Kirkpatrick, page 1 of 1 
 
IND463-1 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND463-2 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND463-3 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND463-4 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND463-5 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND463-6 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND463-7 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND463-8 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-758 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND464 Rick Gordon, page 1 of 1 
 
IND464-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment IND9-14. 

  



 L-759 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND465 Susan Finley, page 1 of 1 
 
IND465-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment IND9-14. 

IND465-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND465-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND465-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND465-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND465-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-760 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND466 Janice Kidd, page 1 of 1 
 
IND466-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment IND9-14. 

IND466-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND466-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND466-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND466-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND466-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-761 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND467 Catherine Croom, page 1 of 1 
 
IND467-1 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND467-2 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND467-3 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND467-4 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND467-5 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-762 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND468 Harvey Collen, page 1 of 1 
 
IND468-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND468-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND468-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND468-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND468-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND468-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-763 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND469 Nancy Walsh, page 1 of 1 
 
IND469-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.   

IND469-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND469-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND469-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND469-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND469-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-764 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND470 Fatimah Quraali, page 1 of 1 
 
IND470-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND470-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND470-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND470-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND470-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND470-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-765 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND471 Cris Nelson, page 1 of 1 
 
IND471-1 Thank you for your comment.  The proposed Annova LNG 
Project is about 8 miles from South Padre Island. 

IND471-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND471-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND471-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND471-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND471-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-766 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND472 David Allison, page 1 of 1 
 
IND472-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND472-2 Thank you for your comment. 

IND472-3 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-767 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND473 Roberta Beckman, page 1 of 1 
 
IND473-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment IND9-14. 

IND473-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND473-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND473-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND473-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND473-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-768 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND474 Laura Tabor, page 1 of 1 
 
IND474-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment IND9-14. 

IND474-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND474-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND474-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND474-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND474-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-769 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND475 Lilli Pell, page 1 of 1 
 
IND475-1 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND475-2 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND475-3 See response to comment IND17-3. 

  



 L-770 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND476 Lucia Carter, page 1 of 1 
 
IND476-1 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND476-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND476-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND476-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND476-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND476-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-771 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND477 Elizabeth Whitlow, page 1 of 1 
 
IND477-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment IND9-14. 

IND477-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND477-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND477-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND477-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND477-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-772 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND478 Stephen Brown, page 1 of 1 
 
IND478-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment IND9-14. 

  



 L-773 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND479 Stacey Schodek, page 1 of 1 
 
IND479-1 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND479-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND479-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND479-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND479-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND479-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-774 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND481 Susan Hradsky, page 1 of 1 
 
IND481-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment IND9-14. 

IND481-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND481-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND481-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND481-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND481-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-775 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND482 Laura Sander, page 1 of 1 
 
IND482-1 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND482-2 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND482-3 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND482-4 See response to comment IND17-4. 

  



 L-776 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND483 Diana Wheeler, page 1 of 1 
 
IND483-1 Thank you for your comment.  The proposed Annova LNG 
Project does not include fracking.  See also response to comment IND9-14. 

IND483-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND483-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND483-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND483-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND483-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-777 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND484 Liz LaFour, page 1 of 1 
 
IND484-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment IND9-14. 

IND484-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND484-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND484-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND484-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND484-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-778 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND485 Diana Gamez, page 1 of 1 
 
IND485-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment IND9-14. 

IND485-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND485-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND485-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND485-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND485-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-779 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND486 Patricia Thomson, page 1 of 1 
 
IND486-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment IND9-14. 

IND486-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND486-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND486-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND486-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND486-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-780 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND487 Fran Wessel, page 1 of 1 
 
IND487-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment IND9-14. 

IND487-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND487-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND487-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND487-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND487-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-781 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND488 Jerry Bailey, page 1 of 1 
 
IND488-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment IND9-14. 

IND488-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND488-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND488-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND488-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND488-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-782 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND489 L. Fielder, page 1 of 1 
 
IND489-1 Thank you for your comment.  With respect to fracked gas 
infrastructure, the proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking, 
and we do not address the potential upstream sources of natural gas.  See also 
response to comment IND9-14.  The concerns identified in this comment are all 
address in the EIS. 

IND489-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND489-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND489-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND489-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND489-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-783 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND490 Nancy Rosenberg, page 1 of 1 
 
IND490-1 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND490-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND490-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND490-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND490-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND490-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-784 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND491 Karen Ricks, page 1 of 1 
 
IND491-1 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND491-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND491-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND491-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND491-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND491-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-785 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND492 Edward Lackey, page 1 of 1 
 
IND492-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment IND9-14. 

IND492-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND492-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND492-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND492-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND492-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-786 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND493 Darvin Oliver, page 1 of 1 
 
IND493-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND493-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND493-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND493-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND493-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND493-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-787 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND494 Cynthia Meyer, page 1 of 1 
 
IND494-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND494-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND494-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND494-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND494-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND494-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-788 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND495 Allison Vitek, page 1 of 1 
 
IND495-1 Thank you for your comment.  As stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, 
wind, solar, or other renewable energy project cannot meet the purpose for the 
Project and are not considered or evaluated as alternatives. 

IND495-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND495-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND495-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND495-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND495-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-789 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND496 Debra McCawley, page 1 of 1 
 
IND496-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND496-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND496-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND496-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND496-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND496-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-790 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND497 Frederick Chase, page 1 of 1 
 
IND497-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.   

IND497-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND497-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND497-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND497-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND497-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-791 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND498 Stephen Stoker, page 1 of 1 
 
IND498-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND498-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND498-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND498-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND498-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND498-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-792 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND499 Theresa Martinez, page 1 of 1 
 
IND499-1 Thank you for your comment.  As stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, 
wind, solar, or other renewable energy project cannot meet the purpose for the 
Project and are not considered or evaluated as alternatives. 

IND499-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND499-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND499-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND499-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND499-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-793 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND500 Bettie Winsett, page 1 of 1 
 
IND500-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND500-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND500-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND500-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND500-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND500-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-794 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND501 Kathleen Younghans, page 1 of 1 
 
IND501-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND501-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND501-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND501-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND501-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND501-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-795 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND502 Luis Perez, page 1 of 1 
 
IND502-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking. 

IND502-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND502-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND502-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND502-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND502-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-796 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND503 Cynthia Prince, page 1 of 1 
 
IND503-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment IND9-14. 

IND503-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND503-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND503-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND503-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND503-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-797 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND504 Natasha Tuckett, page 1 of 1 
 
IND504-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND504-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND504-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND504-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND504-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND504-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-798 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND505 Billiejean Jones, page 1 of 1 
 
IND505-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND505-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND505-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND505-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND505-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND505-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-799 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND506 Severa Krausse, page 1 of 1 
 
IND506-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND506-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND506-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND506-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND506-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND506-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-800 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND507 Leonor Smith Zacarfas, page 1 of 1 
 
IND507-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment IND9-14. 

IND507-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND507-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND507-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND507-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND507-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-801 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND508 John Browning, page 1 of 1 
 
IND508-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND508-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND508-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND508-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND508-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND508-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-802 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND509 Pam Turlak, page 1 of 1 
 
IND509-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND509-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND509-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND509-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND509-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND509-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-803 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND510 Monica Arsate, page 1 of 1 
 
IND510-1 Thank you for your comment. 

IND510-2 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND510-3 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND510-4 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND510-5 See response to comment IND17-4. 

IND510-6 See response to comment IND17-5. 

  



 L-804 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND511 Monica Montalvo, page 1 of 1 
 
IND511-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment IND9-14. 

  



 L-805 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND512 Gena Sadler, page 1 of 1 
 
IND512-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment IND9-14. 

  



 L-806 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND513 Jeff Warmer, page 1 of 1 
 
IND513-1 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-807 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND514 Alexandra Canei, page 1 of 1 
 
IND514-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.  
See also response to comment IND9-14. 

  



 L-808 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND515 Edward Grigassy, page 1 of 1 
 
IND515-1 As stated in section 3.1 of the EIS, wind, solar, or other renewable 
energy project cannot meet the purpose for the Project and are not considered 
or evaluated as alternatives.  The proposed Annova LNG Project does not 
include fracking.  See also response to comment IND9-14. 

IND515-2 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.   

  



 L-809 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND516 J. Iverson, page 1 of 1 
 
IND516-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking.   

  



 L-810 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND517 Joshua Jacinto, page 1 of 1 
 
IND517-1 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-811 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND518 Robert Martin, page 1 of 1 
 
IND518-1 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-812 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND519 Patricia Brooks, page 1 of 1 
 
IND519-1 See response to comment IND17-1. 

IND519-2 See response to comment IND17-2. 

IND519-3 See response to comment IND17-3. 

IND519-4 See response to comment IND17-4. 

  



 L-813 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND521 Noemi Silva, page 1 of 1 
 
IND521-1 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-814 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND523 Aguedys Whittaker, page 1 of 1 
 
IND523-1 Thank you for your comment. 

  



 L-815 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND524 Waldo Castro, page 1 of 1 
 
IND524-1 The proposed Annova LNG Project does not include fracking, 
mining, or manufacturing.  See also response to comment IND9-14. 

  



 L-816 Appendix L – Comments and Responses 

 
 

IND526 Lori Namapee, page 1 of 1 
 
IND526-1 Thank you for your comment. 
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