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The Lone Star Chapter of the Sierra Club and the Lower Rio Grande Valley Group of the Sierra Club 

are submitting these comments regarding Texas LNG’s proposal to erect a liquefied natural gas (LNG) 

export facility on a 625 acre site on the north side of the Brownsville ship channel.  We are strongly 

opposed to this project, and believe that if the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission thoroughly and 

impartially examines this project it will be clear that the harm that it will inflict upon local communities 

and the environment far outweighs the financial benefits that will be reaped by Texas LNG’s 

shareholders.   

 

Both the Lone Star Chapter of the Sierra Club and the Lower Rio Grande Valley Group of the Sierra 

Club should be considered stakeholders, and should be provided with announcements, updates, and 

copies of NEPA documents. 

 

It is important that FERC oversee the creation of a thorough Environmental Impact Statement for this 

proposal.  It is equally important that FERC produce a Programmatic EIS that examines the cumulative 

impacts of the 5 LNG export facilities that have been proposed for the Brownsville ship channel.  Both 

the Texas LNG EIS and the Programmatic EIS should examine the network of pipelines and the 

dramatic increase in hydraulic fracturing that will necessarily accompany these facilities, and which 

would not occur without them. 

 

 FERC’s comment system is an obstacle to accessing the NEPA process 

 

There needs to be an email address that public comments regarding this docket can be sent to.  We 

have had several reports of the E-comment site being unresponsive and of people having to try multiple 



times to submit comments.  Public comments are crucial, because the local populace will be directly 

impacted if these projects go forward, and they may be aware of issues and details that neither the 

company nor federal regulators know about.   

 

Cameron County, the proposed site of these LNG facilities, is one of the poorest counties in the United 

States.  It has a sizeable population of people who lack daily access to computers or who may not have 

enough computer experience to navigate the multiple steps required by the E-comment site, especially 

if your site continues to be plagued with technical problems.  In order to make the scoping process as 

accessible as possible, you should create and distribute a dedicated email address for the comments. 

 

In addition, LRGV Sierra Club Executive Committee member Scott Nicol handed 25-30 handwritten 

comments regarding this project from members of the public who attended the Texas LNG “open 

house” meetings to a FERC representative at the Texas LNG “open house” in Port Isabel on May 6.  

These have yet to be posted online, and we are concerned that they may have been misplaced by 

FERC.  Even if there is simply a long delay before they are posted it raises concerns about whether 

FERC takes comments from the public seriously. 

 

 

In the development of an Environmental Impact Statement FERC must ensure that the following issues 

are described and addressed in great detail: 

  

 Emissions of greenhouse gasses and toxic chemicals 

 

While the Texas LNG employees at the “open house” were eager to say that they would merely be 

refrigerating natural gas, not refining it, that is not true.  The gas that they will receive via pipeline from 

the Eagle Ford fracking wells will only be around 91% or 92% pure methane.  To supercool it for export 

they need to get that gas to well over 99% pure.  So they will be refining the gas before they refrigerate 

it, taking out impurities including carbon dioxide, hydrogen sulfide, volatile organic compounds, and 

mercury.  Some of these, they say, they will try to capture, though the details are still to be determined.  

But some will be released into the environment.   

 

Texas LNG General Manager David Glessner told Channel 5 News that “we generate it in a stack and it 

gets dispersed in the air.”  The prevailing wind will carry the emitted carcinogenic compounds, along 

with substances that trigger asthma attacks, straight to nearby Laguna Heights, and to Port Isabel’s 

schools.  Mr. Glessner said that “we don’t generate that much,” but no one at Texas LNG’s “open 

house” could say exactly how much would be released, and even relatively small amounts breathed in 

day after day by children sitting in their classrooms has the potential to cause long-term health 

problems.  The EIS should provide accurate estimates of Texas LNG’s likely emissions of these (and 

other) harmful substances, along with a full and detailed explanation of the processes that will be used 

and the basis for the estimates. The emissions report should be modeled on a wide range of feed gas, 

with varying amounts of non-methane substances mixed in that Texas LNG will need to remove before 

cooling it for transport.   

 

This is important because the prevailing wind in the area will put the nearby cities of Port Isabel, 

Laguna Heights and Laguna Vista, and their homes and schools, downwind from Texas LNG’s facility.  

Residents, including vulnerable populations such as children, pregnant women, the elderly, and those 

suffering from asthma and other lung conditions, will inhale Texas LNG’s emissions on a daily basis.  



The impacts of the expected emissions on these different populations (not just healthy adults) should 

be thoroughly examined in the EIS. 

 

In the process of refining the natural gas that reaches them via pipeline, Texas LNG will be a major 

emitter of greenhouse gases.  Sea level rise associated with global warming will have a severe impact 

upon South Padre Island and Port Isabel, as both are barely above the current sea level.  It will also put 

Annova’s facility at risk.  Rising waters will undermine the site that Annova has chosen, risking the 

foundation upon which the facility will be built.  Increasingly powerful hurricanes and higher storm 

surges will also threaten the facility, with the potential for damage leading to leaks of polluting and/or 

dangerous chemicals or releases of the gas, pre- or post-liquefaction, that Texas LNG will be 

processing for export.  The impacts of Texas LNG’s operations upon climate change, and the impact of 

climate change upon Texas LNG, should be addressed in the EIS. 

 

 Risk of vapor cloud and explosion 

 

Texas LNG’s liquefied natural gas plant will be built less than 2 miles from the Wal-Mart in Port Isabel, 

and about 3 miles south of the Port Isabel Junior High and High School.  If there is a breach of either 

the LNG facility or an LNG tanker there is the potential for the release of a vapor cloud, which in the 

proper concentration could travel for miles before igniting and burning too intensely for first responders 

to extinguish.  For this reason Sandia National Laboratories has recommended a 2.2-mile outer hazard 

zone LNG tanker ships.  Chemical engineer and LNG safety expert Dr. Jerry Havens recommends a 3-

mile hazard zone.  

 

Texas LNG therefore poses a serious hazard to Port Isabel and South Padre Island, as well as to the 

tourists who flock there every year and the shrimpers and fishermen and –women who ply the ship 

channel and dock in the shrimp basin.  Tankers taking the LNG to foreign markets will pass within a 

mile of Port Isabel, the causeway leading to South Padre Island, the Schlitterbahn Water Park, and Isla 

Blanca Park.  A leak within range of any of these could be catastrophic.  Texas LNG should publish 

detailed plans, which take into account the limitations of the local first responders, for dealing with such 

catastrophes.  Areas of refuge, evacuation plans, and community warning procedures should be 

developed to ensure the safety of the population in the event of an accidental or intentional breach. 

 

Texas LNG will also be less than 6 miles from the Space X commercial rocket launch site that is 

currently under construction.  If there is a mishap with one of Space X’s rockets, causing it to either fall 

into the Texas LNG site, or hit one of the LNG ships in the channel or at sea, or there is an explosion 

that rains shrapnel upon either Texas LNG facility or an LNG tanker, the results could be terrible.  An 

EIS should look at the potential impacts of such a scenario, coordination between Space X and Texas 

LNG to address it, as well as detail the emergency actions that would be initiated in response. 

 

 Negative impacts upon threatened and endangered species  

 

Texas LNG’s site stands between the Laguna Atascosa National Wildlife Refuge to the north and the 

Lower Rio Grande Valley National Wildlife refuge that lines the Rio Grande.  A federally endangered 

species, the ocelot, inhabits both refuges.  According to USFW, fewer than 50 ocelots are known to 

exist in the United States, nearly all of which live in this portion of South Texas.  They are already 

showing signs of inbreeding, and it is critical that they have sufficient habitat – habitat loss being the 

primary cause for their severe population decline – and access to mates.  If a facility with fencing, 



lights, noise, flares, and increasing land vehicle and tanker ship traffic goes up in Texas LNG’s 

proposed site it will negatively impact the corridor that ocelots currently have open to them. 

 

In addition to ocelots, it is potentially good habitat for the even rarer, and also federally listed, 

jaguarondi.  The coastal prairie areas of the site are also prime nesting habitat for endangered 

Aplomado falcons.  Piping plovers also call it home, as do brown pelicans.  The EIS must describe the 

impacts of the project on all of these federally listed endangered species.   

 

It will be difficult for Texas LNG to locate similar land to purchase as mitigation, as is often the case 

when a company attempts to make amends for the destruction inherent in their projects.  A set number 

of acres – 3 acres for every acre destroyed, or 10, or 50 – would not be functionally equivalent, 

because they would not only need to find a similar ecosystem, they would need to find habitat that links 

up to the wildlife refuges to the north and south of the ship.  The EIS should spell out precisely what 

mitigation would be proposed, and if land is to be purchased the specific sites, rather than simply 

providing numerical ranges of acreage that do not speak to the purchased lands’ equivalency to that 

which is to be destroyed. 

 

Texas LNG would fill wetlands to prepare the site for its export facility.  Wetlands are critical nurseries 

for fish, shrimp, oysters, crabs, and other aquatic life that are important both ecologically and 

commercially.  They also filter runoff and prevent coastal erosion, which reduces turbidity and improves 

the cleanliness of the water.  Texas LNG has also announced that it plans to dredge the ship channel 

(or, more likely, convince the navigation district or the state of Texas to use taxpayer funds to do the 

dredging), which will stir up sediment, release toxins that have settled to the bottom, and necessitate 

the burying of land elsewhere under an enormous spoil pile.  Before such dredging occurs the channel 

bottom should be tested to see if there are heavy metals or other toxins that would be released.   

 

The EIS should also examine the impacts of Texas LNG’s facility and the increase in ship traffic upon 

dolphins, sea turtles, and other aquatic life.  There are pods of dolphins that utilize the ship channel, 

and with increased pollution of the water, and especially the tremendous increase in ship traffic, they 

would be at great risk of injury and death.  The same would be true of sea turtles, including the 

endangered Kemp’s Ridley that nest along the beaches on either side of the mouth of the ship channel. 

 

Impacts on local communities and economy 

 

The industrialization and pollution that Texas LNG will bring could erode important economic drivers 

such as commercial fishing, shrimping, and beach and nature tourism. Thousands of jobs here in the 

Rio Grande Valley depend on clean air, clean water and high quality fish and wildlife habitat.  The 

facility’s lights and fiery flare stack will light up the sky less than two miles from Port Isabel, and within 

sight of South Padre Island’s beachfront hotels and condos, and the smog-producing emissions will foul 

the air. At Texas LNG’s “open house” events posters touted projections of the jobs that the facility 

would bring, but they did not include the potential job losses that would be suffered in the existing 

tourism-based economy.  Looking only at the numbers that bolster Texas LNG’s case while ignoring 

those that counter that rosy picture is dishonest, and the EIS should use only jobs numbers that are 

accurate and credible (rather than suspiciously high and out of step with the actual numbers realized at 

similar facilities that have been built), and should also examine the facility’s negative impacts on 

tourism. 

 



The fishing and shrimping industries will also be impacted.  In addition to increased turbidity and 

pollution in the ship channel, the hazards posed by tankers laden with liquefied natural gas may require 

that the channel be closed to other traffic when a full LNG ship heads out to sea.   This could seriously 

disrupt the activities of the shrimpers who dock in the shrimp basin, which is farther up the ship channel 

than Texas LNG’s site.   

 

Texas LNG may also avoid paying property tax for at least the first ten years of operation.  One of its 

competitors, Annova LNG, has requested this tax abatement, ensuring that the funds that would 

otherwise go into county coffers to pay for roads and schools will instead go back to its parent company 

and investors.  The EIS should therefore also examine the impacts to roads and other infrastructure that 

taxpayers would have to pay for, without the tax payments from Texas LNG that would otherwise contribute 

to those expenses. 

 

Need for a Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for cumulative impacts of all 5 

LNG export facilities in addition to an individual EIS for each 

 

It is important that in addition to individual Environmental Impact Statements for each of the liquefied 

natural gas export facilities that have been proposed for the Brownsville ship channel, a Programmatic 

Environmental Impact Statement be developed for them collectively.  These facilities will be built at 

roughly the same time, and examining each in isolation will not provide an accurate prediction of the 

cumulative impacts.  The combination will magnify many of the impacts, and this magnification should 

be studied before any of the facilities are approved. 

 

In examining the impact of a given LNG export facility on federally endangered ocelots and the wildlife 

corridor that links their habitat in the Laguna Atascosa national Wildlife Refuge to the north of the ship 

channel with the Lower Rio Grande Valley National Wildlife Refuge that follows the Rio Grande to the 

south, it could be argued (though the argument would be strained at best) that the cats could travel 

around a single facility and it would therefore not put their continued viability in the United States at risk.  

But in lining the ship channel with up to 5 export facilities, with their fences, lights, noise, and increased 

road and ship traffic, it becomes clear that the cumulative impact will be far greater.  The barrier will be 

far greater, effectively cutting off the two refuges. 

 

The cumulative effect of multiple facilities is also apparent in regards to air pollutants.  While a single 

facility may release an amount of volatile organic compounds or carbon monoxide that the FERC 

considers to be within acceptable levels (though the people breathing downwind may not agree with the 

assessment), 5 LNG export terminals releasing toxins simultaneously may push past that “acceptable” 

threshold.  Individual EISs would ignore the accumulation of toxins, and instead be premised on the 

fallacy that a child attending school in Port Isabel will be breathing the quantities emitted by one facility, 

rather than the actual amounts that will enter their body on an annual basis.  

 

A Programmatic EIS is particularly important in looking at emergency planning.  Each facility will need 

to have an emergency plan in place, including an exclusion zone in the event of the release of a vapor 

cloud or explosion.  Likewise, this will be necessary for the LNG tankers that will come up the ship 

channel, passing close to Isla Blanca Park and Port Isabel.  A Programmatic EIS should examine the 

possibility of an accident or explosion at one LNG export facility impacting a neighboring facility.  What 

steps are being taken to ensure that an explosion or shrapnel from one does not damage or cause a 



leak or explosion at an adjacent facility?  If such a cascading incident were to occur, what would local 

first responders do, and are they equipped to handle the situation? 

 

A Programmatic EIS should also look at the cumulative impacts of these 5 proposed LNG facilities 

outside of the Brownsville ship channel.  The gas that these companies plan to export would be 

produced by hydraulic fracturing, and by providing a larger market for fracked gas they will inevitably 

lead to a dramatic increase in fracking in south Texas and northern Mexico.  The Energy Information 

Agency estimates that 60 to 80 percent of the gas feed for LNG exports will come from new fracking 

production.  A Programmatic EIS should examine the certain increase in fracking, and the associated 

environmental impacts of that fracking, including (but not limited to) air pollution and greenhouse gas 

emissions, use of water, and earthquake clusters.   

 

The PEIS should also examine the hundreds of miles of pipelines that will be constructed and which will 

deliver the gas to the LNG export facilities.  These will require the condemnation of private property and 

the clearing of vegetation.  They will also place neighboring residents and communities at risk in the 

event of an accident or breach.  To what extent are local, often remote, municipalities capable of 

responding to a natural gas pipeline breach?  The more LNG facilities that are built the greater need for 

pipeline capacity there will be. 

 

We would like to reiterate that both the Lone Star Chapter of the Sierra Club and the Lower Rio Grande 

Valley Group of the Sierra Club should be considered stakeholders, and should be provided with 

announcements, updates, and copies of NEPA documents. 

 

 

Thank you, 
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