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Introduction 

 

Five liquefied natural gas (LNG) export terminals are slated for the Port of Brownsville, and the 

Brownsville Navigation District may grant leases for more.  These plants will refine natural gas 

piped from the Eagle Ford Shale gas fields and then supercool it to -261 degrees Fahrenheit, so 

that it liquefies and condenses to 1/600th of its normal volume.  This processing will make it 

possible to ship the gas overseas to Europe and China where gas prices are higher and companies 

can reap more profit. 

LNG and the fracking boom which will fuel it have been touted by some of our elected officials 

as a new economic engine for the Rio Grande Valley, transforming the region into a “new 

Middle East.”1  However, it will bring industrial pollution and the risk of disaster to the Rio 

Grande Valley on a scale we haven’t seen before: 

 LNG relies on an inherently risky technology, and disasters do occur. 

 Dangerous emissions will threaten the health of our most vulnerable citizens.   

 LNG facilities will emit tremendous amounts of greenhouse gases, contributing to 

climate change and sea level rise that threaten our coastal communities. 

 The export terminals’ proposed locations in undeveloped natural areas means a loss of 

essential wetland and upland habitat that could have grave consequences for marine and 

terrestrial wildlife species, including the endangered ocelot. 

 The environmental degradation caused by LNG could have serious impacts on the Rio 

Grande Valley’s vibrant industries of nature and beach tourism and commercial fishing.   

 LNG plants, with flare towers more than 100 feet tall, along with bright lights, visible 

emissions and dust, will be a blight on our communities and degrade our quality of life. 

 Exporting natural gas will encourage the destructive practice of fracking that is already 

damaging the environment and human health in other south Texas communities. 

 Analysts have determined that exporting natural gas will raise domestic gas prices which 

in turn will cause home energy rates and prices for consumer goods to increase and will 

discourage U.S. manufacturing.  

 

                                                             
1 Henry Cuellar,  “The New Middle East.”  Shale Oil and Gas Business Magazine.  July 24, 2014.  

http://shalemag.com/the-new-middle-east/ 

This report was compiled by the Lower Rio Grande Valley Group of the Lone 

Star Chapter of the Sierra Club.  Contact lrgvsierraclub@gmail.com or 956-

453-0754 for more information. 

mailto:lrgvsierraclub@gmail.com
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Hazards 

 

LNG processing and transport is inherently risky due to the high flammability of the methane 

itself and the other potentially explosive petroleum products that LNG plants use to refine and 

supercool the gas.  Predicted sea level rise and stronger tropical storms due to climate change 

mean that the LNG plants will be in jeopardy on the very day they are completed. 

 

Risk of Explosion 

If LNG spills near an ignition source, evaporating gas will burn above the LNG pool and expand 

as the LNG continues to evaporate.   This “pool fire” is intense, burning far more hotly and 

rapidly than oil or gasoline, and the thermal radiation it produces is capable of injuring people 

and damaging property even a considerable distance from the fire itself.  It cannot be 

extinguished by conventional means because first responders are unable to approach near 

enough.  In general, all the LNG must be consumed before the fire burns itself out. 2    

If LNG spills but does not immediately ignite, the LNG will form a vapor cloud that may drift 

miles from the spill site. At gas-to-air concentrations of 5 to 15 percent, this cloud will catch fire 

if it encounters an ignition source, eventually burning its way back to the LNG spill.3  

Explosions at LNG plants do occur.  The worst recent disaster occurred in Skikda, Algeria in 

2004. An explosion there caused by a leak in the refrigeration process killed 30 workers and 

injured 70 others. 4    

A March 31, 2014 explosion at an LNG plant in Plymouth, Washington injured 5 workers.  

Because the explosion punctured an LNG storage tank, more than 200 people living in a 2-mile 

radius had to be evacuated. 5   The local fire chief estimated that had the gas exploded, everyone 

within three-quarters of a mile of the plant would have been killed.6  

                                                             
2  Paul W. Parfomak and Adam Vann, “Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) Import Terminals: Siting, Safety, and 

Regulation,” CRS Report RL 32205 (Washington, DC: Library of Congress, Congressional Research Service, Dec 

14, 2009), 5. 
3 Ibid. 
4 Simon Romero, “Algerian Explosion Stirs Foes of U.S. Gas Projects.” New York Times, 12 Feb 2004. 

http://www.nytimes.com/2004/02/12/business/algerian-explosion-stirs-foes-of-us-gas-projects.html 
5 “Four workers injured after a natural gas explosion in Washington state. The Guardian, 31 March 2014. 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2014/mar/31/washington-natural-gas-plant-explosion-injures-four-workers 
6 Kristi Pihl, “Evacuation Area Near Plant to Be Reduced.” Tri-City Herald. 31 March 2014. http://www.tri-

cityherald.com/2014/03/31/2904040/natural-gas-facility-on-fire-near.html 

http://www.theguardian.com/world/2014/mar/31/washington-natural-gas-plant-explosion-injures-four-workers
http://www.tri-cityherald.com/2014/03/31/2904040/natural-gas-facility-on-fire-near.html
http://www.tri-cityherald.com/2014/03/31/2904040/natural-gas-facility-on-fire-near.html
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A Chevron LNG export terminal in Angola had to be shut down in April 2014 after a pipeline 

rupture released enough gas to cause a serious explosion if it had ignited.  The plant had only 

been in operation for a year before the rupture, but according to Reuters it was plagued with 

“multiple electrical fires, pipeline leaks, and even a worker's death after a rig collapsed.”7  The 

facility is now being rebuilt.8 

 

Sea Level Rise 

These disasters were the result of mechanical failures or accidents.  In our region we have the 

added risk of tropical storms that can bring damaging winds and a storm surge up the ship 

channel, especially as sea levels continue to rise due to climate change.  In the event of a 

hurricane, the Brownsville LNG plants could suffer severe damage that would increase the 

likelihood of a spill or an explosion. The hurricane of 1933 struck the South Texas coast with a 

storm surge of 16 feet; Hurricane Beulah in 1967 had a 12-foot storm surge.  The planned LNG 

terminal sites are all from one to four feet above sea level. 

In fact, there’s a dawning realization among government officials and industry leaders that 

existing petrochemical plants along the coast from Corpus Christi to Port Arthur are vulnerable 

to sea level rise.  At meetings held in Houston in October 2014, U.S. Energy Secretary Ernest 

Moniz warned that action must be taken to protect energy sector infrastructure from rising seas 

and increasingly severe storms.9   

Houston is in the process of determining how to shield oil and gas refineries in its ship channel.  

Experts have proposed constructing a 600- to 800-foot gate close to the mouth of the channel to 

stop storm surges.  The 1.5 billion dollar structure would be paid for in part by Harris County 

taxpayers.10 

Given that there is a whopping 1-in-6 chance that a combination of higher sea levels, storm surge 

and high tide will overtop 4 feet by 2020, it would be accurate to say that the LNG plants will be 

in jeopardy on their first day of operation.11  If these volatile facilities are flooded by storm surge 

or damaged by high winds, the results could be catastrophic. 

                                                             
7 Ernest Scheyder, “Chevron vows to use ‘lessons learned’ after Angola LNG missteps.” Reuters. 18 Sept 2014. 

http://www.reuters.com/article/2014/09/18/us-chevron-angola-idUSKBN0HD11P20140918 
8 “Angola LNG shuts down until 2015 for major re-build” Gastech News. 03 Jun 2014. 

http://www.gastechnews.com/lng/angola-lng-shuts-down-until-2015-for-major-re-build/ 
9 Ryan Holeywell, “Cabinet Official Says Climate Change Will Affect Gulf Energy Facilities.” The Houston 

Chronicle. 9 October 2014. http://www.houstonchronicle.com/business/article/Cabinet-official-says-climate-change-

will-affect-5813015.php 
10 Eric Berger, “Gate proposed to protect Houston's industrial base.” The Houston Chronicle. 24 September 2013. 

http://www.houstonchronicle.com/news/houston-texas/houston/article/Gate-proposed-to-protect-Houston-s-

industrial-base-4840939.php 
11 “Surging Seas.” Climate Central, n.d. 

http://sealevel.climatecentral.org/surgingseas/place/cities/TX/South_Padre_Island?lookup=26.110983%2C-

97.165717#center=12/26.0469/-97.3253&show=cities&surge=4 

http://www.reuters.com/article/2014/09/18/us-chevron-angola-idUSKBN0HD11P20140918
http://www.gastechnews.com/lng/angola-lng-shuts-down-until-2015-for-major-re-build/
http://www.houstonchronicle.com/business/article/Cabinet-official-says-climate-change-will-affect-5813015.php
http://www.houstonchronicle.com/business/article/Cabinet-official-says-climate-change-will-affect-5813015.php
http://www.houstonchronicle.com/news/houston-texas/houston/article/Gate-proposed-to-protect-Houston-s-industrial-base-4840939.php
http://www.houstonchronicle.com/news/houston-texas/houston/article/Gate-proposed-to-protect-Houston-s-industrial-base-4840939.php
http://sealevel.climatecentral.org/surgingseas/place/cities/TX/South_Padre_Island?lookup=26.110983%2C-97.165717#center=12/26.0469/-97.3253&show=cities&surge=4
http://sealevel.climatecentral.org/surgingseas/place/cities/TX/South_Padre_Island?lookup=26.110983%2C-97.165717#center=12/26.0469/-97.3253&show=cities&surge=4
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LNG Tanker Ships 

The LNG tanker ships used to transport the gas represent yet another hazard.  Although no LNG 

tanker has yet been breached, a study by Sandia National Laboratories sets a series of hazard 

zones around tankers. 12  These zones depend on whether the breach is accidental or deliberate.  

In the event of an accidental spill, the high-hazard zone, called Zone 1, is confined to the ship. 

However, the medium-hazard zone, or Zone 2, extends to almost half a mile around the ship, 

which, as an LNG tanker passed through the ship channel, would encompass the shrimp basin, 

the Jaime Zapata boat ramp, and Isla Blanca County Park and Beach.  In this zone, there is still a 

risk of fire and dangerous thermal radiation, so Sandia recommends the establishment of “areas 

of refuge” and “community warning procedures” with this zone.   

The risks to the community increase significantly in the case of a deliberate breach, such as in a 

terrorist attack.  The high-hazard zone or Zone 1 extends to a 1/3-mile radius in the event of an 

intentional spill, and the populated areas along the ship channel are well within it.13  Areas within 

Zone 1 would suffer extreme damage from fire or deadly thermal radiation.   

In the event of a deliberate breach, Sandia National Laboratories sets the medium-hazard zone, 

or Zone 2, at 1 mile.14  In this zone, people can be injured and property can be damaged by 

thermal radiation and fires can start well away from the ship by the ignition of vapor clouds that 

travel on the wind.  Schlitterbahn Water Park, the Queen Isabela Memorial Causeway, and 

Keppel Amfels are all within Zone 2 of passing LNG tankers.   

Zone 3 hazards in case of an intentional spill extend from 1 mile to 2.2 miles, which would 

encompass much of South Padre Island and Port Isabel.15  Although Sandia calls Zone 3 hazards 

“minimal,” they nevertheless state that measures should be taken in Zone 3 “to ensure areas of 

refuge are available, and community education programs should be implemented to ensure that 

persons know what to do in the unlikely event of a vapor cloud.”  

                                                             
12 Sandia National Laboratories, “Guidance on Risk Analysis and Safety Implications of a Large Liquefied Natural  

Gas (LNG) Spill Over Water.” Dec 2004, 22. http://www.energy.ca.gov/lng/documents/2004-12_SANDIA-

DOE_RISK_ANALYSIS.PDF 
13 Ibid, 23. 
14 Ibid, 23. 
15 Ibid, 24. 

http://www.energy.ca.gov/lng/documents/2004-12_SANDIA-DOE_RISK_ANALYSIS.PDF
http://www.energy.ca.gov/lng/documents/2004-12_SANDIA-DOE_RISK_ANALYSIS.PDF


5 
 

 

With the potential for four or more export terminals shipping over 5.5 billion cubic feet per day 

of liquefied natural gas, the potential for disaster is real, and with cities, public recreation areas, 

and the public highway so close at hand, these projects will put thousands at increased risk. 

 

Toxic Emissions 

 

The process of purifying and freezing natural gas at the LNG plants will release harmful 

emissions that will pollute our air and put our most vulnerable populations—children and the 

elderly—at risk.   

Although none of the Brownsville LNG companies have released their expected emissions, we 

can calculate rough estimates of the emissions of each of the proposed Brownsville operationss 

for which we have information by comparing them to a recent expansion of Louisiana’s Sabine 

Pass LNG facility, for which expected emissions have been reported. 16    Based on the capacity 

of the Sabine Pass expansion and its reported potential emissions, the Brownsville operations 

could emit pollutants in the following amounts:   

                                                             
16 Sabine Pass Liquefaction LLC et al., FERC DKT. PF13-8, Draft Resource Report 9 at 11-12, Table 9.2-10. 

http://www.cheniere.com/CQP_documents/SPLQ%2011-15-

10_FERC%20draft_resource_reports_2%20_thru_9.pdf 

http://www.cheniere.com/CQP_documents/SPLQ%2011-15-10_FERC%20draft_resource_reports_2%20_thru_9.pdf
http://www.cheniere.com/CQP_documents/SPLQ%2011-15-10_FERC%20draft_resource_reports_2%20_thru_9.pdf
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LNG COMPANY GULF 
COAST 

TEXAS ANNOVA NEXT 
DECADE 

SIDECO 
 

TOTAL 

SITE ACREAGE 559 625 650 1000 No info 
available 

>2834 acres 

SIZE 3 train 2 trains 6 trains 6 trains   
GAS PROCESSED 
 

2.8 bcf/d 0.54 bcf/d .93 bcf/d 2.4bcf/d  >6.67 bcf/d 

NITROGEN OXIDES 3641.7 tpy 702 tpy 1209 tpy 3120 tpy  >8672.7 tpy 
CARBON MONOXIDE 5601.2 tpy 1080.2 tpy 1860.4 tpy 4801 tpy  >13,342.8 

tpy 
VOLATILE ORGANIC 
COMPOUNDS (VOCS) 

180.8 tpy 34.9 tpy 60 tpy 155 tpy  > 430.7 tpy 

GREENHOUSE GASES 5 million 
tpy CO2e 

1 million 
tpy CO2e 

1.7 million 
tpy CO2e 

4.3 million 
tpy CO2e 

 >12 million 
tpy CO2e 

SULFUR DIOXIDE 12.4 tpy 2.4 tpy 4.1 tpy 10.6 tpy  >29.5 tpy 
PARTICULATE 
MATTER 

235.8  PM 
10/PM 2.5 

45.5  PM 
10/PM 2.5 

78.3  PM 
10/PM 2.5 

202.1 
PM10/PM2.5 

 >564.7 PM 
10/PM 2.5 

 

bcf/d=billion cubic feet per day    tpy=tons per year       CO2e=carbon dioxide equivalent 

 

Nitrogen oxides (NOx) are poisonous gases that give smog its familiar brown color.  They 

worsen asthma symptoms and damages lungs.  They are also a component of acid rain which 

could raise the acidity of our coastal waters and harm marine life.  If all proposed plants are built, 

their annual NOx emissions could be greater than the NOx emissions produced annually by all 

the vehicles in Cameron County.17  This density of NOx could produce a visible brown cloud in 

the area of the facilities. 

Carbon monoxide (CO) is a poison produced when fossil fuels do not burn completely.  It can be 

particularly harmful to pregnant women, fetuses and babies, and people with heart conditions.  

Adding more than 13,342 tons per year of carbon monoxide would mean a 25% increase in 

Cameron County’s total CO emissions.18 

Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) are chemicals that contribute to smog, pollute water, and 

some, like benzene and toluene, are carcinogens and neurotoxins.  There is no safe level of these 

highly toxic chemicals, so any amount is a problem.  More than 430 tons per year represents an 

increase in the standing sources of VOCs in Cameron County as measured by the EPA.  VOCs 

are coming under increasing scrutiny for their association with cancer clusters and higher 

incidence of rare cancers. 

                                                             
17 EPA State and County Emissions Summaries http://www.epa.gov/cgi-

bin/broker?_service=data&_debug=0&_program=dataprog.state_1.sas&pol=NOX&stfips=48 
18 Over 2011 total emissions. EPA State and County Emissions Summaries http://www.epa.gov/cgi-

bin/broker?_service=data&_debug=0&_program=dataprog.state_1.sas&pol=CO&stfips=48 

http://www.epa.gov/cgi-bin/broker?_service=data&_debug=0&_program=dataprog.state_1.sas&pol=NOX&stfips=48
http://www.epa.gov/cgi-bin/broker?_service=data&_debug=0&_program=dataprog.state_1.sas&pol=NOX&stfips=48
http://www.epa.gov/cgi-bin/broker?_service=data&_debug=0&_program=dataprog.state_1.sas&pol=CO&stfips=48
http://www.epa.gov/cgi-bin/broker?_service=data&_debug=0&_program=dataprog.state_1.sas&pol=CO&stfips=48
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To put the LNG facilities’ estimated 12 million tons of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in 

perspective, the EPA lists only two large facility sources of GHG in Cameron County: the Silas 

Ray Power Plant and the Municipal Waste Dump.  Together they produced 130,815 tons of GHG 

in 2012.19 Thus the LNG facilities together would represent a more than 9073% increase in GHG 

emissions.  As a region that is on track to suffer the impacts of both drought and sea level rise 

from climate change, we should work to minimize, not supersize, our carbon footprint. 

Sulfur dioxide damages plants, acidifies water, and also harms human health.  Twenty-nine tons 

per year represents more than a 10% increase in sulfur dioxide emissions in the county.20  

Particulates are bits small enough to be inhaled and which cause respiratory damage.  

Brownsville/Harlingen already has among the highest levels of airborne small particulate matter 

(PM-25) in the state.  The people of Cameron County should not be made to suffer even higher 

levels.21 

 

Significant Habitat Loss 

 

The land along the Brownsville Ship Channel is a critical wildlife corridor that links Lower Rio 

Grande Valley National Wildlife Refuge tracts near Boca Chica with the Laguna Atascosa 

National Wildlife Refuge north of the channel.  The coastal habitat along the lower ship channel 

allows endangered ocelots to travel between the two refuges.  Losing the connecting habitat will 

make this trip impossible and may doom the ocelot in Texas. Other threatened and endangered 

wildlife that will be put at risk include the aplomado falcon and the piping plover. 

The projects will also require destroy mangrove habitat and filling in wetlands.  Wetlands are 

protected under the Clean Water Act because they are important nurseries for aquatic life, they 

act as water filtration systems, and they prevent the erosion of our coastlines.   

Two of the LNG leases are immediately adjacent to the Bahia Grande, site of the largest 

wetlands restoration project in North America.22  This bay and wetland area could be damaged 

by the toxic emissions and polluted runoff from the LNG.  Wildlife will be disrupted 

                                                             
19 2012 EPA Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Large Facilities http://ghgdata.epa.gov 
20 EPA State and County Emissions Summaries. http://www.epa.gov/cgi-

bin/broker?_service=data&_debug=0&_program=dataprog.state_1.sas&pol=SO2&stfips=48 
21 “Air Quality Data and Evaluations.” Texas Council on Environmental Quality. 18 Mar 2014. 

https://www.tceq.texas.gov/agency/data/aq-data.html 
22 Karen Hastings, “Return of the Grand Bay.” Texas Parks and Wildlife Magazine. July 2006. 

http://www.tpwmagazine.com/archive/2006/jul/ed_6/ 

http://ghgdata.epa.gov/
https://www.tceq.texas.gov/agency/data/aq-data.html
http://www.tpwmagazine.com/archive/2006/jul/ed_6/


8 
 

by the noise, lights and activities of LNG production.  Large swaths of vegetation will be 

cleared.  The projects will also almost certainly end the recreational fishing, boating, and birding 

that take place at the boat ramp, restoration channel and in the bay. 

The LNG plans also entail massive amounts of dredging, both in the ship channel itself and, for 

several of the companies, the creation of new turning basins.  Dredging disturbs marine life and 

can stir up toxic sedimentary contaminants. The dumping of the spoils destroys the wetland and 

upland habitats where it is dumped.   

 

Pipelines 

 

With five LNG plants proposed, there are likely to be numerous pipelines, hundreds of miles 

long, running through the Rio Grande Valley from various points in the Eagle Ford shale region, 

which cuts across the state in a broad arc from Laredo to Bryan.  LNG-related pipelines would be 

3 to 4 feet in diameter and would carry non-odorized gas at a very high pressure (up to 1,400psi).  

Though none of the companies have provided details about their feeder pipelines, other LNG 

pipelines have required a construction right-of-way (ROW) of 100-120’ and a permanent ROW 

of 50’ which must remain cleared of vegetation.  There is a 700’ hazard area that could be 

acutely impacted in the event of a rupture or leak. Because of eminent domain, property owners 

will have no choice about whether the pipelines slice through their land.  And the lines will 

surely cross numerous waterways including sensitive estuarine areas along the coast.   
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Impact on Tourism and Commercial Fishing Industries 

 

Besides despoiling wetlands and uplands around the Bahia Grande and the Restoration Channel, 

the proposed LNG terminals, with flare towers from 200 to 500 feet tall would be visible from 

Port Isabel and South Padre Island.  A 2011 Texas A&M study on nature tourism in the Rio 

Grande Valley documented a $344 million dollar economic benefit.23 Brownsville and Port 

Isabel together are the largest commercial fishing ports in Texas, and the eleventh most 

productive port in the U.S. for commercial fish and shrimp landings.24  The shallow and 

hypersaline Laguna Madre is the most productive marine nursery on the Texas coast, largely 

because of its extensive sea grasses and high water quality.  They remain so productive precisely 

because there is no adjacent petrochemical industrialization, as there are in other Texas coastal 

cities. 

Tourists flock to South Padre Island because of its near-pristine beaches, clean water and the 

perception that this is an area of natural beauty, not of industrialization.  These visitors add an 

estimated $300 million to the Valley’s economy.25  Nature and beach tourism along with 

commercial/recreational fishing are major economic engines for the Rio Grande Valley, 

contributing over three-quarters of a billion dollars to the economy, while adding to our quality 

of life.   

The dangers and hazards, the pollution, the pipeline damages and the environmental degradation 

associated with LNG terminals could impact all of these economic drivers, while degrading our 

quality of life.  The Rio Grande Valley has thus far been spared the construction of refineries and 

other highly polluting industries.    

The LNG companies and some elected officials would have you believe that this degradation 

will be worth it because of the jobs it will bring.  However, the projected job numbers associated 

with the LNG terminals are questionable and are likely to be inflated.  At least one of the LNG 

companies plans to build their facility outside of the U.S. and barge it to their Brownsville site, 

so local construction jobs could be minimal.26  The proposed Cheniere LNG terminal in Corpus 

                                                             
23 Kyle M. Woosman, Rebekka M. Dudensing, Dan Hanselka, Seonhee An, “An Initial Examination of the 

Economic Impact of Nature Tourism on the Rio Grande Valley.” Texas A&M Univ. 1 Sept  2011. 
24 National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, “The Gulf of Mexico at a Glance: A Second Glance.” June 

2011. http://stateofthecoast.noaa.gov/features/gulf-of-mexico-at-a-glance-2.pdf 
25 Isaac Garcia, “Beach Adds Big Time Value to South Padre Island.” The Monitor. 17 Jun 2013. 
26 “Texas LNG Receives DOE Approval to Export LNG to Free Trade Agreement Countries, Forges Strategic & 

Engineering Alliance With Samsung to Develop Brownsville LNG Export Project, and Signs Feed Gas Supply 

Cooperation Agreement.”  Global Newswire. http://globenewswire.com/news-

release/2014/06/12/643542/10085491/en/Texas-LNG-Receives-DOE-Approval-to-Export-LNG-to-Free-Trade-

Agreement-Countries-Forges-Strategic-Engineering-Alliance-With-Samsung-to-Develop-Brownsville-LNG-Export-

Project-and-Sig.html 

 

http://stateofthecoast.noaa.gov/features/gulf-of-mexico-at-a-glance-2.pdf
http://globenewswire.com/news-release/2014/06/12/643542/10085491/en/Texas-LNG-Receives-DOE-Approval-to-Export-LNG-to-Free-Trade-Agreement-Countries-Forges-Strategic-Engineering-Alliance-With-Samsung-to-Develop-Brownsville-LNG-Export-Project-and-Sig.html
http://globenewswire.com/news-release/2014/06/12/643542/10085491/en/Texas-LNG-Receives-DOE-Approval-to-Export-LNG-to-Free-Trade-Agreement-Countries-Forges-Strategic-Engineering-Alliance-With-Samsung-to-Develop-Brownsville-LNG-Export-Project-and-Sig.html
http://globenewswire.com/news-release/2014/06/12/643542/10085491/en/Texas-LNG-Receives-DOE-Approval-to-Export-LNG-to-Free-Trade-Agreement-Countries-Forges-Strategic-Engineering-Alliance-With-Samsung-to-Develop-Brownsville-LNG-Export-Project-and-Sig.html
http://globenewswire.com/news-release/2014/06/12/643542/10085491/en/Texas-LNG-Receives-DOE-Approval-to-Export-LNG-to-Free-Trade-Agreement-Countries-Forges-Strategic-Engineering-Alliance-With-Samsung-to-Develop-Brownsville-LNG-Export-Project-and-Sig.html
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Christi, a facility that will be larger than all but one of the proposed Brownsville plants, estimates 

only 175 full-time jobs.27  Such low numbers, even if all of the plants are built, are dwarfed by 

the number of people whose livelihoods currently depend on fishing and tourism. 

 

Wider Implications 

 

The LNG rush is not aimed at energy security or energy independence for the United States, or 

boosting the local economy; the point is for companies to make money on exports of natural gas.  

According to the government’s Energy Information Agency, exporting LNG will drive domestic 

gas prices up.28 Several large U.S. manufacturers including Dow and Alcoa are strongly opposed 

to exporting natural gas as it will drive up their production costs, thereby increasing the cost of 

the products that they make. 29   That will make their products more expensive and less 

competitive. Higher natural gas prices will also mean higher electricity rates, which in addition 

to driving up consumers’ electricity bills will increase the prices of goods and services that 

Americans rely on.     

The Energy Information Agency also estimates that 60 percent to 70 percent of U.S. gas exports 

will come from a ramp-up of production.30  Three-quarters of that new production would come 

from shale through horizontal drilling and fracking.  Building LNG terminals in the Port of 

Brownsville would therefore lead to a tremendous increase in fracking in the Eagle Ford Shale 

region, with devastating consequences.  Already rural south Texas is being transformed into an 

industrial zone.  Scarce Texas water resources are being depleted, and in some instances 

permanently contaminated, and the pollution associated with fracking is making people sick.31 

Increased seismic activity has followed the expansion of fracking, and is increasingly being 

linked to fracking in general and injection wells in particular. 

Natural gas is a relatively clean-burning fuel.  But when it is fracked, piped, purified, liquefied, 

transported overseas, and re-gasified, the emissions picture is starkly different. Recently the U.S. 

Department of Energy (DOE) released a preliminary environmental report analyzing the 

lifecycle greenhouse gas emissions resulting from LNG exports.32  In regards to climate change, 

                                                             
27 Corpus Christi LNG Project DEIS, June 2014, 4-74 FERC DKTS. CP12-507-000 and CP12-508-000 
https://www.ferc.gov/industries/gas/enviro/eis/2014/06-13-14-eis.asp 
28 U.S. Energy Information Agency, “Effect of Increased Natural Gas Exports on Domestic Energy Markets,” Jan 

2012. http://www.eia.gov/analysis/requests/fe/pdf/fe_lng.pdf 
29 Jen Alic, “Dow Chemical Opposes US Natural Gas Export Plans.” OilPrice.com. 27 Jan 2013. 
30 U.S. Energy Information Agency, “Effect of Increased Natural Gas Exports on Domestic Energy Markets,” Jan 

2012. http://www.eia.gov/analysis/requests/fe/pdf/fe_lng.pdf 
31 Jim Morris, Lisa Song, and David Hasemyer, “Big Oil and Bad Air: Fracking the Eagle Ford Shale of South 

Texas,” Center for Public Integrity and the Weather Channel, 18 Feb 2014. 
32 U.S. Department of Energy, “Life cycle Greenhouse Gas Perspectives on Exporting Liquefied Natural Gas from 

the United States: Rep.no.DOE/NETL-2014/1649 Office of Fossil Energy, 29 May 2014.  

 

https://www.ferc.gov/industries/gas/enviro/eis/2014/06-13-14-eis.asp
http://www.eia.gov/analysis/requests/fe/pdf/fe_lng.pdf
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DOE’s results show that LNG exports would do nearly as much harm as coal when exported to 

Europe, and would have a carbon footprint much worse than local coal when exported to Asia.  

When politicians say that South Texas will be transformed into a new Middle East, they tend to 

leave a lot out of the picture.  Liquefied natural gas export terminals will fundamentally change 

our region, but the harm to our communities and the land that we live in and love will be severe.  

This is not the direction that we as south Texans, as Americans, or inhabitants of this finite earth, 

should be heading.   
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