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Consultation No. 02ETTXXO-2015-TA-0371

Dear Secretary Bose:

This constitutes the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's (Service) response to the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission (FERC), Rio Grande Liquid Natural Gas (LNG), LLC and Rio Bravo
Pipeline Company, LLC Project, Docket No. PF15-20, Draft Resource Reports.

GENERAL COMMENTS

The Service seeks to provide the coordinated views of the Department of the Interior. We are
aware that the National Park Service (NPS) is developing, and will be submitting to FERC,
comments and recommendations on the Rio Grande LNG, LLC (RG LNG) and Rio Bravo
Pipeline Company, LLC (RB Pipeline) Project resource reports. The Service supports the
recommendations of the NPS and recommends that they be fully integrated into the
environmental impact statement for the RG LNG and RB Pipeline Project.

Throughout the draft resource reports, the applicant frequently refers to details and decisions that
will not be made available until the applicant's formal application is submitted to FERC. The
Service anticipates that when those details become available, we will have additional comments
and recommendations and expect FERC to give them full consideration, particularly where the
applicant has not made those details available to the Service prior to inclusion in their final
application.

The Service is concerned that throughout the draft resource reports, there is only general
reference to mitigating impacts of the project on wetlands and other habitats. The Service
recommends and will seek mitigation for wetlands. The Service also recommends replacement
for the loss of habitat used by federally and state listed threatened and endangered species, and
migratory bird species that will be impacted by the RG LNG and RB Pipeline projects. The
resource reports do not provide reports for any species-specific pre-construction surveys, except
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for noting that surveys are planned for listed plants along the pipeline right-of-way (ROW).
Additionally, the reports do not include plans for construction, and post-construction monitoring
for endangered species. These kinds of surveys are integral to the Service's consultation with
FERC regarding the impacts of the project on federally listed threatened and endangered species
and critical habitat.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Draft Resource Renort 1.November 17.2015.General Proiect Descrintion

Section 1.1Purpose and Need, page RR1-4: In the applicant's list of objectives for the
development and siting of the project, note is made that location should be sufficiently close to
areas with a demand for disposing of by-products resulting from the pre-treatment of the
feedstock natural gas for the liquefaction process. The Service recommends that the effects of
the additional traffic that would be generated by the disposal of by-products be included in the
traffic analysis study.

Page RR1-6: The statement is made that air quality would be improved by displacing higher
carbon fuels. The Service requests Next Decade's documentation of higher carbon emitting
facilities that would be closed down as a direct result of their project's construction. Ifno such
documentation is available, the project would more accurately be characterized as potentially
"facilitating" or "promoting" improved air quality by making available a fuel that has lower
carbon content.

Table 1.1-1,page RRI-13: The Service requests that cross section views for each of the
proposed ponds at the terminal facility. The configuration of the ponds, particularly the side
slopes and depths will provide the Service with additional information needed to make site-
specific comments and recommendations regarding the potential fish and wildlife impacts of
these ponds. Additionally, information regarding the chemical makeup of the water proposed to
be diverted into the various ponds is important in determining if incidental or more extended, use
by wildlife, including waterfowl, is acceptable, or would pose a hazard to those organisms.

Figure 1.2-2 Terminal Overall Site Plan, page RR1-16: The Service is concerned that in this
figure, and elsewhere throughout the documents that identified wetlands on the east and west
ends of the terminal site are labelled "Wetland Offset/Restoration". No information is provided
regarding the baseline conditions of the wetlands or what characteristics of those wetlands
promote the need for restoration. The Service recommends that until that documentation has
been provided, these areas should be more appropriately labelled simply as "wetlands".

Section 1.2.1Terminal Facilities, page RR1-18: The Service requests that locations for all
offsite source sites for fill material be provided to the Service. Depending on locations and
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vegetative cover at these sites, use of these sites as sources for fill material could increase the
fish and wildlife impacts of the proposed project. The Service would like the opportunity to

review the proposed sources and provide comments and recommendations to the applicant.
Additionally, material identified as "clean" from a site could have adverse impacts if plant
species, not appropriate for the area into which they are introduced, germinate and establish in
surrounding vegetative communities.

Section 1.2.1.3Utility and Support System for the Liquefaction Facility, Firewater System, page
RR1-26: The Service requests that the applicant provide specific information regarding the
screen size on the proposed seawater firewater intake pumps, as well as the anticipated pumping
rate. Also, the Service requests that the applicant provide the details of the referenced "typical
industry protection methods to minimize entrapment of aquatic organisms" for review.

Section 1.2.1.5Marine Facilities and LNG Vessel Loading, page RR1-31: the Service requests
that the applicant provide additional information regarding their statement that "the potential for
an additional widening at the bend of the BSC near the entrance Channel may be necessary to
facilitate the transit of vessels calling on the Terminal". The Service would like to know if this
would be a project conducted by the applicant, the Brownsville Navigation District (BND), or
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), and whether this would be a new work project or
amendment to an existing project.

Section 1.2.2.1Pipelines, page RRI-37: The Service disagrees with the description of co-
location as defined in the resource report. Siting a pipeline 300 feet away from an ROW is not
"co-location" given the significant changes that can, and do, occur over short distances on the
landscape, such as presence of a lorna or shifts in vegetation communities. Lomas are elevated
dune features covered by dense, diverse woody vegetation and other plant species and which
provides important habitat to several species including the federally listed ocelot, and state listed
Texas tortoise. Grading along the edge of a lorna can initiate erosion which could result in the
loss of the entire lorna. If the proposed pipeline corridor is sited within an existing ROW, then it
is co-located; where it overlaps into an existing ROW, it is partially co-located. Where the
proposed pipeline ROW is outside of, but abuts and existing ROW, then it should be described as
adjacent. For all other alignments, the Service considers the ROW to be in new, greenfield,
areas. The Service requests details of the proposed pipeline ROW relative to existing ROWs be
provided for review using the parameters noted above.

Section 1.3.2.3Pipeline and Header System Access Roads, Table 1.2-5 Summary of Access
Roads, page RRI-61: The Service requests that the acres of impacts associated with the
expansion of existing roads and the construction of new access roads be compiled by habitat

type. Additionally, the Service requests the opportunity to review the specific locations of these
expansions and/or construction areas.
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Section L4.2 Pipeline Schedule and Employment, page RR1-72: For the pipeline, as well as for
the terminal, the Service requests the opportunity to review the training modules as they pertain
to fish, wildlife, and habitat issues. The Service requests the opportunity to provide comments
and recommendations with respect training components that could affect fish and wildlife
resources, including endangered species and migratory birds.

Section 1.5.1.16Dredging Requirement and Use of Dredged Materials, page RR1-85: The
applicant notes that RG LNG is evaluating use of federal dredge material placement areas
(DMPAs). The Service is concerned that all of the 3 LNG facilities in active project
development will seek to utilize the same DMPAs for placement of construction and
maintenance draige material. No information is provided in the resource reports regarding
available capacity of the proposed DMPAs, and if that capacity could accommodate both the
materials from the other LNG facilities along with dredge material from the planned deepening
and periodic maintenance of the Brownsville Ship Channel (Channel). The Service recommends
that this issue be analyzed as a cumulative impact of the proposed project. Additionally, the
Service is aware that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has advised the applicant and other LNG
project proponents that alternative non-federal dredge material placement areas should be
identified in the event that the proposed federal DMPAs are not available for use at the time of
project construction. The Service recommends that the applicant provide a location and
environmental analysis of the alternative non-federal placement areas to the Service for review
and comment.

Page RR1-86: Note is made that 10'/a of the dredged material will be used as fill onsite or on-
land beneficial use. The Service requests additional information regarding proposed beneficial
uses of dredged material.

Section 1.5.1.19Site Drainage, page RRl-88: The Service requests sufficiently detailed
illustrations identifying the drainage system and flow patterns in order to evaluate and provide
comments and recommendations regarding the potential for direct, indirect, and secondary
impacts of storm water on adjacent habitats.

Section 1.5.1.20Site Landscaping, page RR1-89: The Service requests the opportunity to review
and provide comments and recommendations regarding the plant species to be used for
landscaping and revegetation work both at the terminal and for the pipeline. The Service notes
that plant species may be appropriate to use in one area, but within a short distance or in a
difierent vegetation community, be disruptive or damaging to the system.

Section 1.5.1.22Waste Management, page RR1-90: This section does not reference how sewage
waters would be managed. On page RR1-26, note is made that the BND is planning to construct
a pumped sewage collection header for the transport of sewage for treatment in the BND facility.
The Service recommends that the applicant confirm if this will be in place by the initiation of
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construction or, specifically, how these waste materials would be managed until the connection
is in place.

Table 1.5-1 Potential Sources of Water for Hydrostatic Testing, page RRI-104: The Service
requests additional information regarding how access to drainages will be made for acquiring the
water needed for the hydrostatic testing of pipelines. Any disturbance to vegetation around these
access points should be documented and included in the environmental impacts analysis for the
project.

Section 1.5.2.2Specialized Construction Procedures, Waterbody Crossing Procedures, page
RRI-109: The Service requests site-specific information regarding the methodologies to be used
for installation of the pipelines across each waterbody, including equipment and materials
staging areas, and existing vegetation and habitat conditions at each site. Post construction
restoration methodology and monitoring plans are also needed to determine whether the Service
will recommend additional mitigation for the construction impacts at waterbody crossings.

Section 1.5.4Quality Assurance/Quality Control —Inspection, page RRI-115: The Service
requests the opportunity to coordinate with pipeline and terminal inspectors that will be
responsible for overseeing actions which could impact fish and wildlife resources.

Section 1.5.2Pipeline, page RRI-118: The Service requests the opportunity to review and to
provide comments and recommendations on the plans for maintenance of the pipeline ROW.
Use of ROWs by nesting birds should be considered in planning mowing activities.
Additionally, the Service may have additional recommendation with regards to migratory birds
that could use these areas for foraging or wintering. Availability of these areas under certain
conditions could be key to the health of some migratory bird species.

Section 1.7.1.6Community Emergency Response, page RRI-124: The Service recommends that
contacts at Laguna Atascosa National Wildlife Refuge (LANWR) be included in RG LNG's and
RB Pipeline's emergency response planning.

Section 1.9.1Terminal, page RR1-127: The Service recommends that National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), because of their Essential Fish Habitat responsibilities be included in this
section's list of regulatory agencies.

Section 1.11FERC Non-Jurisdictional Facilities, page RRI-129: Regardless of whether FERC
plans to include facilities such as the power line, and municipal water and sewage lines in their
permitting review, the Service recommends that these components be included in the
environmental documentation for the project. These facilities would not be constructed but for
the proposed RG LNG Terminal. Additionally, the construction of these utilities will transect
and impact sensitive resources, such as Redhead Ridge Lorna, the Bahia Grande Channel, and
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several areas supporting vegetation communities designated as special aquatic habitats which are
given special consideration by the USACE in their permitting process.

Table 1.12-1Major Projects Recently Completed, Currently Under Construction, and/or

Proposed for Construction Considered for Cumulative Impacts Analysis, pages RRI-137 to 140:
The Service recommends that SpaceX Explorations, Inc. project be included in the cumulative
impacts analysis. With regard to the other proposed LNG facilities along the Channel, the
analysis needs to include the requests by each of the facilities to utilize the same DMPAs for
construction and maintenance sediments.

Draft Resource Reoort 2. December 13.2015.Water Use and Oualitv

Section 2.3.1.4Construction and Operation Impacts and Mitigation, Excavation and Dredging,
page RR2-28: The report states that turbidity impacts from construction of the marine facilities
would be similar to the disturbances from maintenance dredging in the Channel. The Service
does not agree with this assessment. Maintenance dredging of the Channel is well below the
surface waters. Construction of the terminal facilities will include excavation of shallow water
areas. The Service is particularly concerned about turbidity impacts from the dredging
construction of the materials offloading facility (MOP) on the Bahia Grande. The Service
recommends evaluating the turbidity effects from the terminal construction and assessing the
need for using silt curtains to eliminate or reduce suspended sediments from being carried into
the Bahia Grande Channel.

Stormwater Runoff and Spills, page RR2-29: The Service requests a copy of the stormwater
management plan, including planned flow patterns for the site. The Service is concerned about
the planned elevation of the entire terminal site and the secondary and indirect impacts that
runoff from storms and spills would have on adjacent habitats.

Section 2.3.2.4Construction and Operation Impacts and Mitigation, Pipelines, page RR2-41: The
resource report states that within uplands, the Header System and Pipeline will be installed
within a nominal 125-foot construction ROW with a 75-foot permanent ROW maintained upon
completion of Pipeline 1. Pipeline 2 is anticipated to be installed approximately 18 months later,
adjacent to Pipeline 1 within the same 75-foot wide permanent easement. The total construction
footprint of Pipelines I and 2 will be 150 feet in normal construction areas. The Service
recommends the construction ROW width of 150 feet to be reduced as much as possible and to
restore the permanent and temporary ROW using native vegetation. A diversity of native,
flowing plant species in the ROW will protect against erosion, but it can also shelter wildlife,
provide pollination sources, and provide aesthetic enhancement particularly along highways and
other public thoroughfares. Wild pollinators can provide important pollination services for many
food crops. Wild bees in particular can significantly augment and sometimes even replace
pollination services provided by the European honey bee. By understanding the landscape and
conservation needs of wild bees and other native pollinators like hummingbirds, butterflies, and
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other insects, ROW's can provide farmers and ranchers with enhanced pollination services on
their farms and ranches. Many conservation efforts are being funded through cost-sharing and
incentive payments made available through farm bill programs. Among these funding sources
are Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) programs such as the Environmental
Quality Improvement Program and the Wildlife Habitat Improvement Program, as well as the
Farm Service Agency Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) and the CRP State Acres for
Wildlife Enhancement program. The Service recommends that a carefully implemented
vegetation management plan using native flowering plants, forbs, and low growing shrubs be
implemented, instead of invasive species like buffel grass and other exotic species, for the entire
length of the pipeline.

Horizontal Directional Drilling, page RR2-43: The report states the Horizontal Directional
Drilling (HDD) method allows the entire bank-to-bank water crossing to remain entirely
preserved. However, additional workspace is required on the exit side of the HDD to allow for
pipe stringing and pull back, and would avoid the stripping of vegetation along stream banks
until the time of crossing. The Service recommends the exit area be sited away from the riparian
habitat along the stream. The lengths of the HDD segments should be extended to leave riparian
habitat undisturbed. Detailed descriptions of each of the HDD crossings should be included for
analysis in RB Pipeline's portion of the project's biological assessment for impacts to federally
listed species.

Trench Dewatering and Hydrostatic Testing, page RR2-44 to 45: The Service is concerned
about the reference to open trenches along the pipeline installation route. Regardless of whether
water has accumulated in these trenches, uncovered trenches can become traps to wildlife,
particularly species such as the State-listed Texas tortoise and other herptiles. The Service
recommends that RB Pipeline follow Texas Parks and Wildlife Department's (TPWD) Best
Management Practices (BMPs), including having a biological monitor be on-site to direct the
covering of trenches at the end of the workday, or survey and remove trapped wildlife from the
trenches. With regard to the plans for dewatering and hydrostatic testing of the pipeline, the
Service requests the applicant's site-specific plans for discharge of pumped water. Discharge
points could, if poorly sited, could result in secondary impacts to adjacent habitats which might
be damaged by project-induced flooding. The Service would like to be apprised of the entities
that the applicant expects would approve the locations for discharged waters.

Section 2.4.2.1Existing Wetland Resources, page RR2-54: The report states that none of the
Header System has been surveyed, and that portions of the Header System and Pipeline System
workspaces for which field survey access has not been granted, rather were evaluated for the
presence of wetlands via desktop analysis using aerial imagery, infrared imagery, and the
Service's National Wetland Inventory mapping. The applicant notes that these areas will be
surveyed once landowner approval is received. The Service would like to emphasize the
importance of field verification to document actual type and acres of wetlands impacts. The
Service requests a copy of the final field surveys for the project.
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Section 2.4.2.3Construction and Operation Impacts and Mitigation: Pipeline, page RR2-57: The
report states that construction may result in adverse impacts from site preparation in wetland
construction, and site restoration. Additionally, over the course of construction of the two
pipelines, wetlands would be crossed twice, with the same impacts anticipated to occur during
construction of both Pipeline I and Pipeline 2; however, all clearing would be completed during
the construction of Pipeline I, and no additional clearing of woody vegetation is anticipated
during the construction of Pipeline 2. Many bird species protected under the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act (MBTA) nest in these areas. As the Federal agency responsible for the protection of
migratory birds, the Service recommends that any disturbance to vegetation, occurring at any
stage of the project development, avoid the general nesting period of March through August. A
trained biologist with bird identification experience should survey the areas proposed for
disturbance. If clearing cannot avoid the nesting season, BMP's should be implemented to avoid
the inadvertent destruction of nests, eggs, and fledglings in violation of the MBTA. This
recommendation should be applied to all construction with ground disturbance and impacts to
habitat for all phases of the RG LNG and RB Pipeline project.

Wetland Construction Methods, page RR2-6: The Service requests a copy of the referenced
Project-Specific Plan and Procedures for review, comment and recommendation. Additionally,
the applicant should plan for 5 years of wetland restoration monitoring and that restoration goals
be characterized in terms of replacement of the functions and values of the wetlands and
vegetation types that had been impacted. Re-growth of native species would not necessarily
signify successful restoration if those species are not those associated with the wetland habitat
complex that was impacted by the project, or fail to replace lost wetland functions and values.

Header System and Above Ground Facilities, page RR2-62: The Service recommends that
wetlands which could be vulnerable to indirect impacts from stormwater runoff and spills at
these project components be identified in the construction plan and included in post-construction
monitoring for 5 years. Annual reports of the condition of these wetlands should be provided to
the Service. Impacts to these wetlands should be included in a wetland mitigation plan.

Draft Resource Renort 3.December 13.2015.Fish. Veuetation. and Wildlife

Table 3.2-1Common Invertebrates and Finfish Species at the Terminal Site by Habitat Type,
page RR3-5: The table identifies three habitat types, tidal flats, estuarine wetlands, and open
water. For purposes of calculating mitigation for the impacts of the project, the applicant should
identify, specifically, the location and acreage of open water habitat less than 6 feet deep. The
Service will recommend that the applicant mitigate for the loss of shallow water habitat because
the enhanced light penetrating conditions in these areas are important to marine species, as
refuges for juvenile organisms, nursery sites, and potentially seagrass habitat.

Section 3.2.1.3Construction and Operations Impacts and Mitigation, Operation, page RR3-14:
The Service requests details regarding the mesh size and intake rate for any hoses withdrawing
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water from the Channel. The Service would like to have the opportunity to provide
recommendations on screen size and rate of water intake that would minimize the impingement
and entrainment of marine organisms.

Page RR3-15: The Service recommends that RG LNG monitor and document erosion in the
Channel as part of their operations plan and includes the monitoring of Channel erosion in their
cumulative impacts analysis. The areas to be monitored should include all parts of the Channel
that would be transited by vessels to their terminal facility, not just the shoreline at the terminal.

Page RR3-16: The Service requests additional information regarding the anticipated volumes,
chemistry, and temperatures of ballast waters introduced into the Channel. Also, the report
concludes that local species, because of their tolerance to impacts of ballast discharges, would be
little impacted. The Service requests the site-specific studies referenced or conducted by Rio
Grande LNG that support this determination. The Service recommends that information
regarding non-native species in the ballast also be included.

Table 3.3-2,page RR3-25: As noted in our comments on Table 3.2-1,acreages for open water
habitat should be calculated separately for areas less than 6 feet deep.

Invasive Plant Species and Noxious Weeds, page RR3-27: The Service recommends that RG
LNG and RB Pipeline consult with botanists familiar with the plant species of South Texas.
Even though none of the listed invasives have been documented on the terminal site, monitoring,
and development of a plan to track and remove invasive plants should be included in the
construction plans for the terminal and the pipeline. Ground disturbing activities allow for the
establishment of invasive plant species inadvertently transported to the site by wind, birds and
other animals, and on vehicle tires.

Section 3.3.1.2Construction and Operation Impacts and Mitigation, Construction and Operation
Impacts, page RR3-27-28: The report notes that habitat loss includes 50.7 acres of South Texas
Lorna Evergreen Shrubland, and 138 acres of South Texas Salty Thorn Scrub. These are habitat
types important to endangered ocelots and jaguarundis. Also, the proposed loss of 3.5 acres of
South Texas Lorna Grassland, 175.4acres of Coastal Sea Ox-Eye Daisy Flats, and 15.3acres of
Gulf Coast Salty Prairie habitat are vegetation types important to the endangered Northern
aplomado falcon. In the Lower Rio Grande valley of Texas, aplomado falcons typically occur in
coastal prairie or savanna grasslands containing low-growing halophytic plants such as sea oxeye
daisy, and with scattered, but pmminent woody vegetation such as yuccas or mesquites (Perez et
al. 1996). The proposed 249.2 acres of wetland impacts includes the habitat types known to be
used by the threated piping plover and red knot. The Service requests the applicant's plans for
replacement of the losses of these important habitat types.

Table 3.3-5 Linear Miles of Vegetation Communities Crossed by the Header System, Pipeline,
and Access Roads, page RR3-33: The Service requests that the impacts to the vegetation
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communities be documented by acres and be accompanied by maps showing the locations of
each impacted community. Notation of linear miles of impact is not sufftcient to characterize the
severity of the impact or I'ragmentation of the vegetative communities, nor afford an opportunity
for the Service to provide recommendations for avoidance and minimization of impacts.

Section 3.3.2.2Construction and Operation Impacts and Mitigation, Pipelines, page RR3-36:
The list of measures proposed to reduce impacts of the pipeline construction includes minimizing
the footprint of the proposed work activities, and the duration of disturbances, to the extent
practicable. The Service requests more detailed descriptions that identify both the boundaries of
the work area and the location and footprint of the staging and laydown areas. The Service
recommends post-construction surveys for both Pipeline 1 and Pipeline 2 which document the
locations and acreage of disturbance. Additionally, the Service notes that timely revegetation
efforts, with appropriate species, will minimize the potential for invasion of undesirable plants,
and future need for additional repair to the vegetation communities.

Construction, Pipelines, page RR3-37: The Service requests the opportunity to coordinate with
RB Pipeline regarding restoring or replacing the 230.5 acres of shrubland/woodland habitats and
439.3 acres of grassland habitats for Pipeline 1 and 578.6 acres of grassland habitat, and 98.1
acres of shrubland/woodland habitats for Pipeline 2. The report notes that impacts to coastal
vegetation communities (Coastal Sea Ox-Eye Daisy Flats, and Gulf Coast Salty Prairie, were not
included in the above grassland habitat for these purposes. It is not clear how restoration and
revegetation of these vegetation communities is proposed to be included in the post-construction
plans. The Service recommends that impacts, both long-term and temporary, be calculated and
included in the applicant's mitigation plans for impacts of the project.

Page RR3-38: Note is made that the impacts to terrestrial vegetation communities would be
short-term and minor, with the exception of woody vegetation and that shrub/scrub and other
areas associated with woody vegetation which may recover in 5 to 50 years, depending on the
availability of water. Clearing trees and shrubs within upland and riparian forest communities
will result in long-term impacts to these vegetation communities. In the 75-foot-wide permanent
easements, trees will be removed and will not be allowed to reestablish due to periodic mowing
and brush clearing during pipeline operation. The Service recommends that a coordinated
review include an assessment of the proposed conservation measures, conservation easements,
and restoration efforts that will be implemented for the permanent loss of this shrub/scrub and
other areas associated with woody vegetation from these projects. Additionally, as these habitat

types, particularly the shrubland/woodlands will take several decades to fully restore; the
mitigation plans should incorporate long-term financial responsibility and monitoring of the
restoration efforts.

Page RR3-38,: The report states that approximately 44 percent and 54percent of the Pipeline I
and Pipeline 2 workspaces, respectively, would be within disturbed grassland or row crops that
are already disturbed from grazing, ranching, and agriculture practices, or previous construction
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activities. As further disturbance in these areas, from the construction of the pipelines would
provide favorable habitat for spreading noxious weeds, RB Pipeline would adhere to measures to
ensure revegetation of native species and minimize the potential spread and establishment of
invasive plants and noxious weeds. Wild pollinators can provide important pollination services
for many food crops. As noted above in our comments on Draft Resource Report 2, restoration
with plants that attract wild bees and other native pollinators can provide farmers and ranchers
with wild pollinator habitat and enhance pollination services on their farms and ranches. The
Service will coordinate with RB Pipeline to locate expertise and other guidance needed to plan
and implement a vegetation restoration and management plan utilizing species that are useful and
attractive to wildlife and that incorporates a diversity of native plants, forbs and low growing
shrubs instead of invasive species like buffel grass and other exotic species.

Operation, Pipelines, page RR3-44: Of a total of 1,212.0acres that would be needed for the
pipeline ROW, over 65 percent of the pipeline ROW is existing grassland or disturbed land and
would be allowed to return to its former state during operation. Former grassland areas are more
likely to become overrun by opportunistic, noxious weeds if not seeded with native grasses,
forbs, and nectar plants. Additionally, delays between impacts and the start of restoration efforts
can be detrimental to successful restoration efforts. The Service recommends an in-depth
analysis of conservation measures, conservation easements, and restoration efforts that will be
implemented for impacts to grasslands and the permanently impacted 303.9acres of shrub/scrub
and other areas associated with woody vegetation. The Service recommends mitigation for the
lost woody vegetation habitats.

Section 3.4.1.5Construction and Operation Impacts and Mitigation, Construction, Terrestrial
Wildlife, page RR3-53-54: The report states that construction of the Terminal will result in the
permanent loss of approximately 774 acres of wildlife habitat, but does not anticipate direct
mortality to more mobile wildlife species to occur as a result of construction activities, as the
majority of wildlife would be expected to avoid active construction areas in response to
disturbance from vehicles and equipment. The report also states that although increased traffic
associated with construction activities could result in increased wildlife mortality from vehicle
collisions on State Highway 48 (SH 48),the highway currently operates as a high-speed, high
volume roadway with, as is noted in this section, 6,334 recorded daily traffi counts. Since the
terminal site is to be fenced, wildlife impacts would be minimal. The Service notes that vehicle
impacts to wildlife trapped inside the terminal fence would certainly occur if the fence design
prohibits wildlife from easily exiting the site. Vehicle speeds within the terminal fenceline
should be reduced and speed limits enforced to minimize wildlife/vehicle collisions. If the
security fence prohibits the ingress and egress of species, then terrestrial species, including the
State-listed Texas tortoise, within the 774-acre site will be completely extirpated. With regards
to the applicant's assertion and assumption that mobile species such as birds would be minimally
impacted because they would avoid the area and/or find refuge in the adjacent Bahia Grande area
is at the very least misguided, and for some species, patently untrue. Many species are territorial,
and movement to adjacent, already occupied habitat, would likely be fatal if not in the short-term
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due to competition for limited food sources, then long-term due to lack of available breeding
habitat. Furthermore, displacement of species to adjacent habitat could adversely affect
individuals in those areas due to crowding and competition for limited resources. The permanent
loss of 774 acres of habitat would be a major impact to the already fragmented habitat
surrounding the area. The thornscrub/shrub habitat for the ocelot is limited habitat within the
project area, and to the southeast, the Annova LNG will have impacts to some ocelot habitat that
is used as a wildlife corridor. The habitat to the west on both sides of the SH 48 wildlife
crossing is a conservation easement between BND and the Service that will expire in 2023 along
with the Lorna Preserve Conservation Easement which, if not extended, will revert to the BND.

There would be no guarantee that this ocelot habitat would continue to be protected. The land to
the east in the Texas LNG, 625 acre site, will incur similar permanent habitat impacts. The
Service requests the opportunity to review RG LNG's conservation measures, conservation
easements, and restoration efforts that will be implemented for the permanent loss of these types
of habitats as part of the long-term impacts from these projects, as well as the analysis of the
cumulative impacts of this project in association with other planned projects.

Migratory Birds, page RR3-55: As noted above, the Service strongly disagrees with the
applicant's assertion that the direct loss of nesting, foraging, and stopover habitat at the
Terminal site from construction activities would not expected to be significant, because
migratory birds on the site would be permanently displaced to suitable nearby habitat. The
permanent loss of 774 acres of habitat would be a major impact to the area's already fragmented
migratory bird habitat. Also, the cumulative impacts from all the other LNG sites along with
other BND proposed future projects, roads, wind energy, and development will further reduce
the amount of cover, forage, and other resources for migrating birds during stop overs. There is
a limited number of natural resources left in the Rio Grande Valley and less than 5 percent
Tamaulipan thomscrub as an example; cumulative impacts keep adding up with every project.
The Service recommends that the applicant mitigate for the 774 acres of habitat that would be
lost as a result of this project.

Operation, Terrestrial Wildlife, Migratory Birds, page RR3-57-58: The Service recommends
that although the terminal would, post-construction, have only minimal areas not be converted to
hard surfaces, such as roads, buildings and other structures, and where vegetation is planned, that
native plant species, rather than exotic ornamentals, should be used for landscaping. As noted
above, wild bees and native pollinators can utilize thoughtfully selected species, even within the
fenced terminal. These species can then have a positive impact on the health of surrounding
vegetation communities. Although it is likely that the population of birds that have been
utilizing the 774-acre terminal site will be extirpated, birds from adjacent areas could benefit
from appropriately selected landscaping plants.

Marine Wildlife, page RR3-59: The Service recommends that the stormwater management plan
be reviewed for the effects of increased freshwater discharges to the adjacent ship channel.
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Wandering, threatened manatees have been documented attracted to sources of warm fresh water
when encountered during extreme cold-weather events. Rio Grande LNG should incorporate
training, reporting and response procedures should a manatee wander into the vicinity of the
terminal.

Managed and Sensitive Wildlife Habitat, page RR3-59: The Report should also note that
wildlife, displaced from the terminal site, and wildlife in adjacent habitats would suffer from
competition for resources as well as, potentially, increased occurrence of disease due to
overcrowding. Unless the traffic noise &om SH 48 is expected to disappear, and even though the
report indicates the noise levels will not be higher than from the traffic on SH 48, the increase in
noise from operations will have a cumulative impact on wildlife behavior. The Service requests
additional coordination with RG LNG regarding the noise impacts of the project.

Section 3.4.2.4Managed and Sensitive Habitat, page RR3-64: The report notes that the Service
has two easements, established in 1991,located between The Nature Conservancy tracts, for a
total of 2,740 acres of protected habitat in the El Jardin and San Perlita Conservation Area. The
El Jardin and San Perlita Conservation Area lies 1.7miles east of the pipeline ROW centerline at
mile point 76.3 and provide one of only two known denning habitats for the endangered ocelot in
the United States. Based on the relative proximity to these conservation areas, it is possible that
the ranging ocelot could utilize existing habitats proposed to be traversed by the RB Pipeline.
The Service recommends all employees and contractors are required to participate in an
environmental awareness training on environmental concerns in and adjacent to the pipeline
corridor and for the nearby management areas. Additionally, vehicle speeds to and &om the
work site should be reduced and these speed limits should be enforced in order to minimize the
probability of hitting an ocelot while travelling. Awareness training and reduction of travel
speeds should be applied where work is near all other Nature Conservancy, TPWD, LANWR,
and Lower Rio Grande Valley NWR tracts of land, as well as any other sensitive habitats within
the project areas.

Section 3.4.2.5Construction and Operation Impacts and Mitigation, Terrestrial Wildlife, page
RR3-65: The report concludes that the impacts to terrestrial wildlife &om the two pipelines
would be minor. Given the wide range of species that are encompassed by the term "terrestrial
wildlife", it is the assessment of the Service that this is overly simplified and likely untrue for
some species: however, the Service does not have the scientific data used to make this
determination. The Service recommends that the applicant share the scientific studies conducted
for other similar projects that were referenced to reach this conclusion.

Migratory Birds, page RR3-66 and 68: The report notes that the permanent conversion of
shrubland and woodland habitat within the permanent ROW would displace some migratory
birds; however, RB Pipeline has routed the pipeline to minimize impacts to these habitats such
that only 25 percent (303.9acres) of the pipeline ROW and permanent access roads would be
within shrub and woodland habitats. Given the availability of suitable shrub and woodland
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habitat in proximity to the Pipeline System, the report concludes that this loss of habitat would
have a minor impact on migratory birds. This assessment fails to take into account that the
project will add to the cumulative impacts from previous pipelines, transmission ROW's, oil and
gas wells and explorations, wind farms, and roads in the surrounding areas, including the loss of
suitable shrub and woodland habitat. The result of these impacts over time has resulted in the
fragmentation of migratory bird habitat and the species that depend on large blocks of
undisturbed habitat to minimize predation &om other birds. Since very few if any of these past
projects did any restoration or preservation of this shrub and woodland habitat to replace the loss
of this type of habitat, the impacts to migratory birds has continued to increase over time. The
Service recommends coordination with regard to conservation measures, conservation
easements, and restoration efforts that will be implemented for the permanent loss of these types
of habitats &om the impacts of the pipelines. Additionally, The Service recommends that the
impacts of the pipelines on the fish, wildlife, and habitats be incorporated into the cumulative
impacts analysis for the RB Pipeline project.

Section 3.5 Endangered and Threatened Species, page RR3-70: The Service recommends that a
single biological assessment (BA) be prepared for the impacts of the RG LNG Terminal and the
RB Pipeline project. The BA should analyze the impacts of the terminal's construction,
operation, and maintenance and the pipelines'onstruction, operation, and maintenance on
federally listed threatened and endangered species and critical habitat. The Service recommends
that this analysis be prepared and evaluated by species. The style employed throughout the
reports where the impacts of the project have been presented and analyzed by project component
will not be sufficient to determine species-specific impacts. Additionally, where a determination
is made of may affect, not likely to adversely affect (MANLAA) a federally listed species, the
BA should include conservation measures that support such a determination.

Table 3.5-2 Natural Resource Element Occurrences in Proximity to the Terminal Site, page RR3-
83: The Service recommends that the applicant seek out other databases or references for
species occurrence on and around the terminal and pipeline areas. The referenced TPWD
database will only provide the applicant limited and not necessarily current, information
regarding species occurrence. For example, the report notes an observation of the Texas tortoise
on the terminal site during field surveys while the table notes the most current observation as
1987.

Section 3.5.1.3Construction and Operation Impacts and Mitigation, Construction - Federally
Listed Species, Northern Aplomado Falcon, page RR3-85: The applicant has made a
determination of MANLAA this species, but no conservation measures are noted that support
this determination.

Red Knot, page RR3-86: The report states that RG LNG believes that the construction of the
Terminal would have no effect on the red knot. As the habitat for the red knot is similar to the
piping plover habitat, and likely occurs in the area, the Service does not concur with this
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determination. The Service recommends that a shorebird survey be conducted, by a qualified
biologist, for the terminal and adjacent areas, and applicable habitats that occur along the
proposed pipeline ROW.

Ocelot, page RR3-86: The report states that construction of a perimeter fence around the
terminal site during Stage 1 of construction, will discourage access to the terminal site by ocelots
during the remainder of construction. The impacts to ocelots by vehicles could take place inside
the security fence; unless the fence design is a barbed-wired or similar fence instead of a high
enclosed mesh fence. A wire mesh or similar security fence could trap animals inside the project
site during construction and so increase the probability of vehicular strikes within the facility.
Incorporation of slower speed limits and their enforcement are an important conservation
measure. Additionally, environmental awareness training to employees should be developed and
implemented.

West Indian Manatee, page RR3-87: Conservation measures, including employee and contractor
education regarding identification, response, and reporting are recommended by the Service and
should be included in the BA.

Sea Turtles, page RR3-87: The BA should make a determination for effects of the project on sea
turtles in the water and on nesting sea turtles separately. Authority for consultation regarding the
effects of the project on sea turtles in the water is the responsibility ofNMFS, and for nesting sea
turtles, is the responsibility of the Service.

State-Listed Species, Texas Tortoise, page RR3-89: The report states that the construction of the
perimeter fence during Stage 1 would discourage the movement of tortoises onto the site during
the later stages of construction; therefore, RG LNG believes that impacts to the Texas tortoise
would be short-term and negligible. The Service does not concur with this assessment as any
tortoises trapped within the security fence would be negatively affected, likely extirpated, due to
the permanent loss of its habitat.

Section 3.5.2Pipeline System, page RR3-93: As already noted, the Service will need to receive
a BA where the effects of all of the projects components are analyzed for by species, not divided
into components of the RG LNG and RB Pipeline projects.

Section 3.5.2.1Federally Listed Species, Northern Aplomado Falcon, page RR3-93: Although
no observations of this species were made during the referenced 2015 field surveys, the Service
recommends that surveys continue and follow recommended survey guidelines since, if
authorized, the applicant has indicated that the project would take several years to construct.

Ocelot, page RR3-94: The report notes that there is potential suitable habitat to support the
ocelot in portions of the pipeline ROW; however, much of the habitat has been degraded due to
the history of human disturbance from agriculture practices (e.g., ranching, farming) and oil and
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gas exploration. The report concludes it is unlikely that the pipeline ROW supports any denning
habitat for the ocelot, and the ocelot would be considered rare and transient within the footprint
of the pipeline corridor. Also, any potential occurrences of the species would be likely limited to
woodland and shrubland portions of the pipeline ROW in Willacy and Cameron counties. The
Service notes that there is also suitable habitat in Kleberg and Kenedy counties for the ocelot
although we do not have site-specific information Irom these private lands. The BA should
evaluate the habitat in these counties as well. Even though the pipeline impact to the habitat may
not be denning habitat for the ocelot, there are large patches of habitat in some of the areas in and
adjacent to the pipeline ROW that ocelots could use as part of their home range and travel
corridors. Cumulative impacts from past oil and gas exploration should also be included in the
environmental analysis for evaluating the relative importance of the additional proposed impacts
of this project.

Black Lace Cactus, page RR3-94: The Service requests a copy of the field surveys for this and
for the other federally-listed plant species.

Section 3.5.2.3Construction and Operation Impacts and Mitigation, Construction Pipelines,
Federally Listed Species, page RR3-103: The report states that while transient individuals could
occur in construction workspaces, the pipeline ROW is characterized by highly disturbed
habitats when compared to nearby conservation areas and LANWR; therefore, individuals would
be expected to avoid active construction areas. The Service notes that these conservation areas
are not all ocelot habitat, and ocelots are also known to travel through thin strips of brush land,
vegetated drainage ditches, and grassy sites in agriculture areas to get from one large habitat
patch to another. There are other large private lands up in Kleberg and Kenedy counties which
have good, possibly prime, ocelot habitat. Also, ocelots cross highways which are also noisy.
There is reason, therefore, to conclude that an ocelot could cross through a construction site in
order to travel from one area to another.

Spragues's Pipit, page R3-102: The Service requests a copy of the plan that details the
referenced post-construction restoration plan and how it would assure replacement of impacted
habitat suitable for use by this species.

State-Listed Species, Black-Spotted Newt, page R3-104: Severity of impacts to this species will
depend on the time of year and conditions of the water body at the time of impact. Therefore,
BMPs will need to be developed and implemented for construction activities as well as for
restoration of the water bodies.

Operation Pipelines, Federally Listed Species, Ocelot, page RR3-107: The report states that due
to the pipeline ROW's proximity to known ocelot areas, this species has the potential to occur in
the area of the pipeline ROW throughout the operating life of the pipelines. Following
construction, restoration of temporarily disturbed workspaces would return these areas to their
former function; however, maintenance of the permanent ROW would preclude growth of dense
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brush during operations. The report concludes that since only 4.5 percent of the proposed
permanent ROW currently provides suitable canopy cover for the ocelot, the permanent loss of
habitat associated with the permanent ROW represents an inconsequential loss on the landscape
scale and would have a negligible indirect impact on the ocelot. The Service maintains its
concern that restoration for temporarily disturbed workspaces will utilize grass species.
Considering the cumulative losses to this important habitat type from past oil and gas exploration
activities and land clearing, the effects of this additional impact should not be discounted or
diminished, and should be evaluated as part of the cumulative impacts to ocelot habitat.

Draft Resource Reuort 4. December 21.2015.Cultural Resources

The Service is aware that the NPS has developed and submitted to FERC, comments and
recommendations on the RG LNG and RB Pipeline resource reports. The Service supports the
recommendations of the NPS who has particular expertise regarding cultural resources, and
recommends that their comments and recommendations be fully integrated into the
environmental impact statement for the RG LNG and RB Pipeline projects.

The Service is aware that the NPS anticipates adverse impacts to the view sheds, night skies,
soundscapes, and cultural landscapes resources of both of the National Historic Landmark
battlefields Irom the development of the RG LNG and other proposed LNG terminals at the Port
of Brownsville. The NPS has submitted additional concerns for the potential of impacts to the
prehistoric archeological record of the Rio Grande Delta. The proposed RG LNG terminal site
contains two documented prehistoric sites (41CF135 4t. 41CF191)and has the potential to have
previously undiscovered sites buried within the natural lomas. Furthermore, the prehistoric
archeological resources of the Rio Grande Delta lack prior widespread intensive professional
investigations. The few professional investigations performed confirm the generally ephemeral
nature of the resources. They are characterized by thin archeological deposits, low artifact
densities, clay ball cooking features and elements, and small cemeteries that are buried in clay
dunes and natural levees of all sizes. The few researchers that have studied this area agree that
the prehistoric archeological record of the Rio Grande Delta is unique from other regions of the
Gulf Coast and needs further study. The NPS emphasized that it is important that the cultural
resource consultants working for RG LNG and RB Pipeline do not use prehistoric sites from
other regions of the Gulf coast as a baseline to make comparisons to determine or assign
significance, integrity, or the research potential of any of the sites in the Rio Grande Delta. It is
also important that the consultants have an accurate understanding of the geomorphologic
processes that create and continually modify the clay dunes that contain the majority of the
prehistoric archeological record in this portion of the delta. The prehistoric archeological record
of the Rio Grande Delta is distinct from other regions of the Gulf coast, and must be understood
and appreciated in its own terms. Unfortunately much of the prehistoric archeological record has
been severely impacted or erased by agricultural activities and urban development. If the three
LNG terminals that are in pre-filing status proceed there is potential that another critical piece of
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the prehistoric archeological record is lost without gaining much needed insights and
understanding of the people who occupied the Rio Grande Delta.

Section 4.5 Cultural Resource Investigations, page RR4-10: The Service requests that RG LNG
provide the NPS with copies of Appendices 4D-4F to review so that they can make further
comments on this section.

Draft Resource Reuort 5.December 13.2015.Socioecouomics

Section 5.2.1.2Construction and Operations Impacts, page RR5-15: The report states that based
on typical worker patterns for large scale construction projects, many construction workers
would not relocate their families to the region during construction. Although it may have been
incorporated, the Service did not get a sense that the analysis took into account that wage levels
and current overall economic conditions would allow workers in these temporary positions to,
essentially, support two households. Since the Lower Rio Grande Valley is already
characterized by a suppressed economy, the Service is concerned that if out-of-area workers
bring their families, then, after construction is completed, and the job market closes, would these
families remain and so increase the burden on social services in this area? The Service
recommends that RG LNG, with local authorities conduct a thorough analysis of the long-term
effects of the proposed short-term increases in job numbers as a result of this project.

Operation, page RR5-16: It is unclear in this section whether the reports estimate of 270 workers
includes outside servicing contractors such as various concessioners, office supplies and others.
The Service recommends that the analysis include all direct and indirect impacts.

Section 5.3.2Construction Impacts, Terminal, page RR5-29: Although the report states that
construction of the terminal is not expected to displace any existing businesses, the Service is
concerned that competition for needed skilled workers will cause competition with existing
businesses. The Service recommends an analysis be undertaken to address cumulative effects
with regard to the proposed construction deadlines on skilled worker availability and the
potential to adversely affect the local economy.

Section 5.4.2.2Tourism, page RR5-53: The report notes that construction of the terminal is not
anticipated to impact designated birding and wildlife watching locations; however, since
construction is anticipated to take up to 7 years, the Service recommends that RG LNG conduct a
traffic analysis that specifically looks at the traffic patterns along SH 48 during peak tourist
seasons. This analysis could be important both to a real understanding of the impact of the
project, seasonally, on tourism in the area as well as, potentially, safety issues for traffic entering
and exiting the project site.
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Sections 5.4.3.3Recreational Fishing and 5.4.3.4Commercial Fishing, page RR5-57-59: It is
unclear in these sections how information regarding closures of the Channel for vessel passage,
particularly with regard to smaller vessels that might not have marine radios will be
disseminated.

Draft Resource Renort 6.December 9.2015.Geoloalcal Resources

The Service does not, at this time, have comments or recommendations on this report.

Draft Resource Renort 7.December 14.2015.Soils

Section 7.2 Investigative Methodology, Revegetation Potential, page RR7-7: The report notes
that the site's soils could present problems with revegetation. The Service would like to
emphasize the importance of using native vegetation. Not only would use of natives benefit
wildlife, but introduction of exotic species for landscaping could have secondary adverse effects
on adjacent habitats if they escape and colonize areas outside of the terminal. The Service
recommends selection of native plant species which meet the post-construction revegetation
goals of for the facility.

Section 7.4.1Terminal, page RR7-12: The report notes that the construction activities that
would occur in the two natural buffer areas which would result in impacts to soils will be
included in the FERC application. The two buffer areas have been described elsewhere in the
resource reports as avoided areas. Any activities proposed for these areas, either involving
disturbance of soils or vegetation negates, at least in part, the assertion by RG LNG that these are
protected areas. Any impacts to these areas will need to be included in the mitigation plans for
the project.

Page RR7-13: Reference is made to a site in Port Isabel that will be used as a source for fill
material for the project. The Service requests the specific location for this site in order to
evaluate and provide comments regarding the fish and wildlife impacts of soil disturbance and
removal.

Section 7.6 Mitigation, 7.6.1Terminal, page RR7-16-17: The Service requests a copy of the
noxious weed list being used to identify species of concern as well as a copy of the proposed
noxious weed maintenance plan for review and comment. Additionally, the Service continues to
recommend that horticultural plantings utilize native species, including the selection of grass
species proposed for planting the northern levee.

Section 7.6.2.4Workspace Restoration, page RR7-20: The Service would like to be informed
regarding the agency that is being consulted for acquisition of an "agency-approved seed mix" to
be used in revegetation efforts. The Service is concerned that RG LNG proposes to use non-
native species, such as Bahiagrass and Bermudagrass rather than native grass species.
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Section 8.2,4.1 Terminal, Construction and Operation, page RR8-19: The report notes that 210
acres, in two parcels, within the terminal property boundary will be established and preserved as
a natural buffer and for potential wetland restoration. In Resource Report 7, and elsewhere, note
is made that these areas may be impacted by construction activities. To the extent that this
occurs, the impacted areas need to be excluded from acres avoided, and included in evaluation of
project impacts and mitigation for impacts of the project. Additionally, the 249.4 acres of
wetlands proposed to be impacted at the terminal site, shallow water portions of the open water
areas, and impacted wetlands in the construction and maintenance footprint of Pipelines 1 and 2
should be included in a wetland mitigation plan.

Section 8.4 Public Land, Recreation and Other Designated Areas, page RR8-31: The resource
report references that the proposed route of the pipeline will cross the boundaries of two National
Historic Landmarks. The NPS notes that FERC will need to issue a "Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity" for the pipeline and the USACE will need to issue RG Pipeline a
permit since the pipeline will cross wetlands. These actions would constitute federal
undertakings and trigger the compliance process with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 as Amended.

Section 8.5 Aesthetics, page RR8-41: The NPS has concerns about indirect affects related to
visual intrusion on the setting of both Palmito Ranch NHL and Palo Alto Battlefield NHP and
NHL. The landscape that encompasses both of these battlefields is extremely flat and the
vegetation screening is ephemeral. Because of these existing conditions, the NPS believes a 0.25
mile buffer is meaningless. Additionally, night time lighting and flaring will impact dark skies
as well as the isolation and natural setting of the area. Lighting could also have impacts on
nesting sea turtles and migrating birds. The NPS recommends, and the Service supports
preparation of an evaluation of the impacts of light from the terminal.

Table 8.5-1 Key Observation Points, page RR8-44: The Service supports the NPS
recommendation that the applicant include Key Observation Points at Palo Alto Battlefield NHP
and at Palmito Ranch Battlefield NHL for assessment of the impacts of the terminal facility.

Section 8.5.3.1Terminal, page RR8-46-48: Although RG LNG proposes to utilize downward-
oriented, shielded lighting to minimize visual effects of the terminal, the potential effects of light
from the ground flares on night skies is not addressed. The Service and NPS request information
on the night time effects of the flaring operation at the RG LNG terminal. Additionally, the
Service recommends that more information on lighting mitigation be included. To prevent
potential cumulative impacts or adverse effects on historic properties &om light, the NPS
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recommends the following minimization (direct mitigation) measures for all phases of the
project, including construction:

light only where it is needed,
light only when it is needed (consider using sensors or timers),
shield lights and direct them downward,
use the minimum amount of light necessary,
select lamps with warmer colors (less blue light),
select the most energy efficient lamps and fixture,
avoid unnecessary flaring of gas at night, and
when flaring of gas is required, use a screen or enclosed combustion chamber
("combustor") to prevent adverse visual effects on historic properties.

Draft Resource Renort 9.December 23.2015.Air Oualitv and Noise

The Service supports the recommendations of the NPS that given the proximity of the facility to
Palo Alto Battlefield NHP, the applicant should include an assessment of near-field impacts to
park air quality and air quality related values in the air dispersion modeling analysis to be
completed, Resource Report 9, Appendix 9C. The NPS could provide additional guidance
regarding the following recommendations:

AERMOD: The proponent should run the EPA-approved near-field dispersion
model, AERMOD version 15181 to assess criteria pollutant concentrations and
impacts to NAAQS and increments downwind of the facility. NPS requests that
several discrete receptors in Palo Alto Battlefield NHP are included in the
AERMOD assessment to evaluate air quality impacts within the park. If impacts
are significant, the NPS may also request a deposition analysis.

VISCREEN: The NPS requests that the project proponent complete a near-field
visibility screening assessment using the VISCREEN screening model. The
VISCREEN model should be run according to guidance found in the FLAG
document (2010). The model requires input of background standard visual range
(SVR); the assessment should use the estimated annual average natural SVR
values for most representative nearby class I area, the Breton Wilderness, found in
Table 10 of the FLAG document.

Because this facility includes multiple emission units, and the VISCREEN model is only capable
of assessing a single stack at a time, the NPS generally recommends that RG LNG sum the
emissions from each of the emission units and assume they are coming from a single stack. The
inputs should include NOx emissions, primary particulate emission and primary SO4. The NPS
can provide specific recommendations for how this can be accomplished.
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The VISCREEN assessment includes two levels, with the Level 1 assessment being the most
conservative. If the Level I analysis exceeds the FLAG thresholds for color change and contrast,
it is requested that the applicant complete a Level 2 assessment (which utilizes less conservative
meteorology).

Emissions: The assessment should model the impacts of emissions Irom
construction and operation of the Brownsville LNG facility (phase I and phase II),
as well as the anticipated maximum emissions year (phase 1 operations plus phase
2 construction). The NPS is interested in reviewing the emissions scenarios that
will be input into the model(s).

Once it is completed, the NPS is interested in reviewing the Fugitive Dust Control Plan and
associated emission calculations post controL

The Service is also concerned about the noise impacts of the construction and operation of the
terminal and other components, such as the compressors, on wildlife given the close proximity of
the facility to federal properties. Although the report mentions that background noise sources
included insects and birds, no evaluation of the impacts of the noise proposed to be generated is
included in the report. The Service recommends that future drafts of this resource report include
a more comprehensive analysis of the noise impacts on birds and other terrestrial wildlife.

Draft Resource Renort 10.December 13.2015.Alternatives

Section 10.4.9Alternative Flare Design, page RR10-44: The report states that two alternatives
for flare design were considered for the terminal's main flares: elevated flares and ground flares.
An elevated flare, typically over 500 feet in height and requiring pilot flames and aircraft
warning lights, reduces ground level emission concentrations but has significantly higher visual
impacts, and may require a larger sterile area within the plant pilot space, may negatively alter
wildlife behavior, and could result in avian mortality (e.g., bird strikes). The terminal's proposed
option is to use ground flares for the main process areas, which provide the least visual impact to
the surrounding areas, both in normal non-flaring and during startup/shutdown and emergency
flaring situations, and yet have acceptable ground level emissions. The ground flare burner tips
will be approximately 6 feet high over surrounding grade, and will be enclosed in an
approximately 67-foot high vertical louvre wall for heat protection. The Service notes that there
are simple solutions to prevent raptors and other birds from perching on flare stacks. The more
difficult problem to solve is light entrapment which occurs when the light emitted I'rom a flare
creates an illuminated zone at night or low-light conditions during dense fog, drizzle, or other
precipitation. Water droplets in the atmosphere will refract the light and increase the extent of
illumination. The light attracts and disorients the birds which then can fly around the light
source. In the case of a flare, the birds can fly too close and suffer burns. Enclosed flare stacks
shield the flame so very little light is emitted. In Colorado, oil operators install "reburners" to
reduce air emissions. Below are some publications on artificial lighting and impacts to birds.
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Gauthreaux, S.A. Jr. and C. G. Belser. 2006. Effects of artificial lighting on migrating birds.
Pages 67- 93 in C. Rich and T. Longcore, editors. Ecological consequences of artificial night
lighting. Island Press, Washington, D.C., USA

Artificial lights attract birds during migration especially when sky is cloudy and ceiling is low.
Little is known about how birds are attracted light at night. One study by Herbert (1970) suggests
that birds use lights as visual reference resulting in spatial disorientation.

Birds congregate around flares on misty and foggy nights. Below are links to enclosed flare
designs that will reduce carbon monoxide emissions and conceal the flare flame. The Service
recommends these or similar designs to reduce bird mortality, and reduce night lighting.
.http: //bakerfumace.corn/products/enclosed-ground-flare? gelid=CL2a —fguMoCFc9
gfgodRJoCDQ, and http: //www.zeeco.corn/flares/flares-ground-enclosed.php

Section 10.4.10Alternative Power Supply, page RR10-45: The terminal is proposed to be
powered with electricity &om the construction of two new overhead feeders along the south side
of SH 48 to be constructed by AEP. The Service is concerned that RG LNG has not yet
evaluated the impacts to birds flying across the power line as they move from the Bahia Grande
area to the South Bay area. Although RG LNG would like to discount their responsibilities for
the impacts of this new line, since it would be constructed by AEP, it seems that this new line
would not be constructed but for the proposed RG LNG facility. Additionally, since the RB
Pipeline would be constructed parallel to the proposed power line, there will be cumulative
impacts on the areas traversed by these two components. The Service therefore recommends that
the fish and wildlife effects of the construction of the power line be incorporated into the NEPA
documentation for the RG LNG and RB Pipeline projects.

Section 10.4.12Dredged material Management, page RR10-50-52: The Service is aware that the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has advised the applicant and other LNG projects proponents that
alternative non-federal dredge material placement areas should be identified in the event that the
proposed federal DMPAs are not available for use at the time ofproject construction. The
Service recommends that the applicant provide a location and environmental analysis of the
alternative non-federal placement areas to the Service for review and comment. The report notes
that BND indicated they are not opposed to creating a new DMPA if needed. The Service
recommends that regardless of whether a new DMPA is created by BND or by RG LNG, the
proposed site location and design should be included in the NEPA documentation for this
project.

Section 10.5.3.3Pipeline Route Alternative, Major Route Alternative I, page RR10-75: The
report states that the preferred route would traverse privately-owned land that is part of the
Service's Texas Prairie Wetlands Program, which works to restore, enhance, or create wetland
habitat and associated systems to protect and conserve waterfowl populations pursuant to the
North American Waterfowl Plan. The applicant is not proposing an additional re-route around
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this privately-owned land because such re-route would require a considerable increase in linear
feet of pipeline due to public land located to the east and a large lake located to the west of the
privately-owned land. The proposal is to work closely with the Service to restore the pipeline
ROW to pre-construction conditions of these herbaceous wetlands. The Service requests site-
specific information regarding the acres of wetland habitat under this program that would be
impacted and a detailed restoration plan for each of those sites.

Section 10.5.4Compressor Stations, page RR10-9: The report states that RB Pipeline analyzed
several environmental factors when selecting the compressor station sites, including proximity to
sensitive resources, noise impacts, current land use, and viewshed impacts. The Service requests
additional information and clarification on the meaning of "proximity to sensitive resources", if
that evaluation included endangered species habitat as, for example, federally listed plants; and
whether site-specific surveys were conducted for endangered species. The Service requests a
copy of any surveys along with the qualifying criteria used to make these assessments.

Draft Resource Renort 11.December 16.2015.Reliabilitv and Safetv

Section 11.3.1.1LNG Storage Tanks, page RR11-14: The report notes that a levee would be
constructed around the terminal to protect the facilities from flooding due to storm surges and as
a tertiary containment the LNG tanks. The Service is concerned that presence of the levee could
have secondary and indirect impacts to surrounding areas by diverting flood waters which, prior
to the construction of the facility, would flow across the area, onto adjacent areas, including SH
48. The Service recommends that RG LNG analyze the secondary effects of the levee on
adjacent areas and include this information in the impacts of the project.

Section 11.5.1Emergency Response Plan, page RR11-20: The Service recommends that
LANWR staff be included in the development of RG LNG's Emergency Response Plan, and be
added to the coordination team for responding to incidents.

Draft Resource Renort 12.December 28. 2015.PCB Contamination

The Service does not, at this time, have comments or recommendations regarding this report.

Draft Resource Renort 13.December 11.2015.Enmneerinu and Desiun Material

The Service does not, at this time, have comments or recommendations on this report.

Concludinu Comments

The Service appreciates the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations on the draft
resource reports produced by Rio Grande LNG, LLC and the Rio Bravo Pipeline Company, LCC
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as part of the pre-filing process. The Service looks forward to receiving the additional
information requested as well as responses to our questions.

Charles Ardizzone
Field Supervisor

cc: G. Johnson, Project Manager, Office of Energy Projects, FERC, Washington, DC
D. Sloan, Regulatory Project Manager, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Galveston, TX
R. Jess, Project Leader, South Texas Refuge Complex, Alamo, TX
M. Spier, Superintendent —South Texas Group, National Park Service, Corpus Christi, TX
R. Garza, Chief, Res. Mgmt., Palo Alto Battlefield Nat'l Historical Park, NPS, Brownsville,
TX
L. Lerma, Ecosystem Resources Program, Texas Parks and Wildlife Dept., Brownsville, TX
J. Robinson, Ecosystem Resources Program, Texas Parks and Wildlife Dept., Corpus
Christi, TX
H. Young, Habitat Conservation Div., NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service, Galveston,
TX
K. Teague, Environmental Scientist, Wetlands Section EPA Region 6, Dallas, TX
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