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April 11, 2014 

TO:  Persons on the attached mailing list. 

RE: Freeport LNG Development, L.P. 
Permit Nos. 100114, PSDTX1282, and N150 
Permit Nos. 104840, PSDTX1302, and N170 

Decision of the Executive Director. 

The executive director has made a decision that the above-referenced permit application 
meets the requirements of applicable law.  This decision does not authorize 
construction or operation of any proposed facilities.  This decision will be 
considered by the commissioners at a regularly scheduled public meeting before any 
action is taken on this application unless all requests for contested case hearing or 
reconsideration have been withdrawn before that meeting. 

Enclosed with this letter is a copy of the Executive Director’s Response to Comments.  A 
copy of the complete application, draft permit and related documents, including public 
comments, is available for review at the TCEQ Central office.  A copy of the complete 
application, the draft permit, and executive director’s preliminary decision are available 
for viewing and copying at the Brazoria County Library, 410 Brazosport Boulevard, 
Freeport, Brazoria County, Texas. The facility’s compliance file, if any exists, is available 
for public review at the TCEQ Houston Regional Office, 5425 Polk Street, Suite H, 
Houston, Texas.  

If you disagree with the executive director’s decision, and you believe you are an 
“affected person” as defined below, you may request a contested case hearing.  In 
addition, anyone may request reconsideration of the executive director’s decision.  A 
brief description of the procedures for these two requests follows. 

How To Request a Contested Case Hearing. 

It is important that your request include all the information that supports your right to a 
contested case hearing.  You must demonstrate that you meet the applicable legal 
requirements to have your hearing request granted.  The commission’s consideration of 
your request will be based on the information you provide.  

The request must include the following: 

(1) Your name, address, daytime telephone number, and, if possible, a fax number. 

(2) If the request is made by a group or association, the request must identify: 

http://www.tceq.state.tx.us/


(A) one person by name, address, daytime telephone number, and, if possible, 
the fax number, of the person who will be responsible for receiving all 
communications and documents for the group; and 

(B) one or more members of the group that would otherwise have standing to 
request a hearing in their own right.  The interests the group seeks to 
protect must relate to the organization’s purpose.  Neither the claim 
asserted nor the relief requested must require the participation of the 
individual members in the case. 

(3) The name of the applicant, the permit number and other numbers listed above so 
that your request may be processed properly. 

(4) A statement clearly expressing that you are requesting a contested case hearing.  
For example, the following statement would be sufficient: “I request a contested 
case hearing.” 

Your request must demonstrate that you are an “affected person.”  An affected 
person is one who has a personal justiciable interest related to a legal right, duty, 
privilege, power, or economic interest affected by the application.  Your request must 
describe how and why you would be adversely affected by the proposed facility or 
activity in a manner not common to the general public.  For example, to the extent your 
request is based on these concerns, you should describe the likely impact on your health, 
safety, or uses of your property which may be adversely affected by the proposed facility 
or activities.  To demonstrate that you have a personal justiciable interest, you must 
state, as specifically as you are able, your location and the distance between your 
location and the proposed facility or activities.  A person who may be affected by 
emissions of air contaminants from the facility is entitled to request a contested case 
hearing. 

Your request must raise disputed issues of fact that are relevant and material to the 
commission’s decision on this application.  The request must be based on issues that 
were raised during the comment period.  The request cannot be based solely on issues 
raised in comments that have been withdrawn.  The enclosed Response to Comments 
will allow you to determine the issues that were raised during the comment period and 
whether all comments raising an issue have been withdrawn.  The public comments 
filed for this application are available for review and copying at the Chief Clerk’s office at 
the address below. 

To facilitate the commission’s determination of the number and scope of issues to be 
referred to hearing, you should: 1) specify any of the executive director’s responses to 
comments that you dispute; and 2) the factual basis of the dispute.  In addition, you 
should list, to the extent possible, any disputed issues of law or policy. 

  



How To Request Reconsideration of the Executive Director’s 
Decision. 

Unlike a request for a contested case hearing, anyone may request reconsideration of the 
executive director’s decision.  A request for reconsideration should contain your name, 
address, daytime phone number, and, if possible, your fax number.  The request must 
state that you are requesting reconsideration of the executive director’s decision, and 
must explain why you believe the decision should be reconsidered. 

Deadline for Submitting Requests. 

A request for a contested case hearing or reconsideration of the executive director’s 
decision must be received by the Chief Clerk’s office no later than 30 calendar days 
after the date of this letter.  You may submit your request electronically at 
http://www.tceq.texas.gov/about/comments.html or by mail to the following address: 

Bridget C. Bohac, Chief Clerk 
TCEQ, MC-105 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas 78711-3087 

Processing of Requests. 

Timely requests for a contested case hearing or for reconsideration of the executive 
director’s decision will be referred to the alternative dispute resolution director and set 
on the agenda of one of the commission’s regularly scheduled meetings.  Additional 
instructions explaining these procedures will be sent to the attached mailing list when 
this meeting has been scheduled. 

How to Obtain Additional Information. 

If you have any questions or need additional information about the procedures 
described in this letter, please call the Public Participation and Education Program, toll 
free, at 1-800-687-4040. 

Sincerely, 

 
Bridget C. Bohac 
Chief Clerk 

BCB/ms 

Enclosure

http://www.tceq.texas.gov/about/comments.html


 

 

MAILING LIST 
for 

Freeport LNG Development, L.P. 
Permit Nos. 100114, PSDTX1282, and N150 
Permit Nos. 104840, PSDTX1302, and N170 

FOR THE APPLICANT: 

Mark W. Mallett, P.E., Vice President 
Operations & Engineering 
Freeport LNG Development, L.P. 
333 Clay Street, Suite 5050 
Houston, Texas  77002 

Michael S. Johns, Director 
Regulatory Affairs 
Freeport LNG Development, L.P. 
1500 Lamar Street 
Quintana, Texas  77541  

Ruben I. Velasquez, P.E. 
Atkins North America, Inc. 
6504 Bridge Point Parkway, Suite 200 
Austin, Texas  78730 

INTERESTED PERSONS: 

See attached list. 

FOR THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
via electronic mail: 

Brian Christian, Director 
Texas Commission on Environmental 
Quality 
Small Business and Environmental 
Assistance 
Public Education Program MC-108 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas  78711-3087 

Amy Browning, Staff Attorney 
Texas Commission on Environmental 
Quality 
Environmental Law Division MC-173 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas  78711-3087 

Sean O’Brien, Technical Staff 
Texas Commission on Environmental 
Quality 
Air Permits Division MC-163 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas  78711-3087 

FOR PUBLIC INTEREST COUNSEL 
via electronic mail: 

Blas J. Coy, Jr., Attorney 
Texas Commission on Environmental 
Quality 
Public Interest Counsel MC-103 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas  78711-3087 

FOR THE CHIEF CLERK 
via electronic mail: 

Bridget C. Bohac, Chief Clerk 
Texas Commission on Environmental 
Quality 
Office of Chief Clerk MC-105 
P.O. Box 13087 
Austin, Texas  78711-3087 



ADAMS , C 

503 ANCHOR DR

FREEPORT TX 77541-8616

ADKINS , JERRY 

213 WAYNE DR

CLUTE TX 77531-4131

ALEXANDER , JASON 

2112 BRAZOSPORT BLVD N

RICHWOOD TX 77531-2306

ANTONETTE , RICHARD 

60 BLACKGUM CT

LAKE JACKSON TX 77566-5706

ARCHEN JR , R O 

190 SKY SAIL RD

FREEPORT TX 77541-7911

AYLMER , JACQUELINE 

190 SKY SAIL RD

FREEPORT TX 77541-7911

BLACKWELL , BARRETT 

2532 DEEP SEA DR

QUINTANA TX 77541-9102

BLACKWELL , JAMIE 

2532 DEEP SEA DR

QUINTANA TX 77541-9102

BLACKWELL , MEGAN 

2532 DEEP SEA DR

QUINTANA TX 77541-9102

BONNEN , THE HONORABLE DENNIS 

TX HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES DISTRICT 25

PO BOX 2910

AUSTIN TX 78768-2910

BONTEKOE , ANITA  & LARRY 

203 TUNA RUN RD

FREEPORT TX 77541-6003

BONTEKOE , ANITA 

190 SKY SAIL RD

FREEPORT TX 77541-7911

BONTEKOE , LARRY 

203 TUNA RUN RD

FREEPORT TX 77541-6003

BOWLES , BRENT K 

107 W WAY ST STE 16

LAKE JACKSON TX 77566-5237

BRADBERRY , TIM 

3210 FM 523 RD

OYSTER CREEK TX 77541-6613

BRINKMEYER , PATTY 

330 5TH ST

QUINTANA TX 77541-9747

BROWN , THE HONORABLE JACK 

309 PLANTATION DR

LAKE JACKSON TX 77566-6142

CALLAHAN , DAN 

175 KINGS DR

FREEPORT TX 77541-8938

CANNON , THURE 

604 W 14TH ST

AUSTIN TX 78701-1726

CAR , LONNIE 

333 CLAY ST STE 5050

HOUSTON TX 77002-4173

CARLSON , GLENN A 

200 W 2ND ST FL 3

FREEPORT TX 77541-5773

CARTER , TEDDY 

TIPRO

919 CONGRESS AVE STE 1000

AUSTIN TX 78701-2157

CASALE , BOB 

135 SNAPPER LN

FREEPORT TX 77541-9622

CENTANNI , DONALD 

2559 COMPASS CT

QUINTANA TX 77541-9101

CENTANNI , LORENA 

2559 COMPASS CT

QUINTANA TX 77541-9101

COLE , DAVID N 

155 FOUR MASTER RD

FREEPORT TX 77541-9680

COLLINS , DAVID J 

PO BOX 330130

HOUSTON TX 77233-0130

COLLINS , MICHELE 

DMB RANCH, LLC

18116 ALBERT VOELKER RD

ELGIN TX 78621-4180

COLLINS , MICHELE 

2727 W HOLCOMBE BLVD

HOUSTON TX 77025-1669

CONCERNED CITIZEN , 

2112 BRAZOSPORT BLVD N

RICHWOOD TX 77531-2306



CONNOR , CHRIS 

190 SKY SAIL RD

FREEPORT TX 77541-7911

COOK , LINDA 

2523 DEEP SEA DR

QUINTANA TX 77541-9102

COOK , WADE 

2523 DEEP SEA DR

QUINTANA TX 77541-9102

COOTS , MRS SUZANNE 

174 SKY SAIL RD

FREEPORT TX 77541-7911

COOTS , SUZANNE 

503 ANCHOR DR

FREEPORT TX 77541-8616

CORNELISON , ROGER 

506 KASTL ST

QUINTANA TX 77541-8737

CORNELISON , TERESA 

506 KASTL ST

QUINTANA TX 77541-8737

CORNETT , MARY K 

129 SANDDOLLAR ST

QUINTANA TX 77541-9103

CORNETT , SHARON 

2603 FM 1495 RD

QUINTANA TX 77541-9114

COULTER , MARY 

2538 DEEP SEA DR

QUINTANA TX 77541-9102

COX , HAROLD 

202 THIS WAY ST

LAKE JACKSON TX 77566-5255

CRADDICK , MS CHRISTI LEIGH 

RAILROAD COMMISSION OF TEXAS

PO BOX 12967

AUSTIN TX 78711-2967

CRESSMAN , GEORGE  & LINDA 

1551 BLUE WATER DR

FREEPORT TX 77541-9654

DALTON , MRS JANA 

118 CROWS NEST RD

FREEPORT TX 77541-9676

DARBY , THE HONORABLE DREW 

TEXAS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVE DISTRICT 7

PO BOX 2910

AUSTIN TX 78768-2910

DAVIS , JAMES P 

110 SAND SHOALS RD

FREEPORT TX 77541-7909

DAVIS , KATHY 

621 MONROE ST

PADUCAH KY 42001-1057

DAVIS , MARTHA P 

110 SAND SHOALS RD

FREEPORT TX 77541-7909

DAVIS , PAMELA 

503 ANCHOR DR

FREEPORT TX 77541-8616

DAVIS , STEPHEN 

503 ANCHOR DR

FREEPORT TX 77541-8616

DEL PRADO , ANNE 

190 SKY SAIL RD

FREEPORT TX 77541-7911

DOTY , HAROLD 

111 S LAKE DR

QUINTANA TX 77541-9792

DOTY, HAROLD  & KINDRED,DEE 

111 S LAKE DR

QUINTANA TX 77541

FARRIS , ASHLEY 

2927 COUNTY ROAD 723

QUINTANA TX 77541-9100

FLANIKEN , GREG C 

1101 N BRAZOSPORT BLVD

FREEPORT TX 77541-3503

FULLER , JOHN 

503 ANCHOR DR

FREEPORT TX 77541-8616

GASKILL , CHRIS 

2535 COMPASS CT

QUINTANA TX 77541-9101

GASPARD , ORREN 

400 COLLEGE DR

CLUTE TX 77531-4778

GRAFF , ERIC G 

503 ANCHOR DR

FREEPORT TX 77541-8616

GRIFFIN , ETHAN 

16209 SUNNY PINES CT

CONROE TX 77302-5568



GRIFFIN , HUNTER 

16209 SUNNY PINES CT

CONROE TX 77302-5568

GUENTER , GLORIA  & ROBERT S 

122 ANDERSON LOOP

OYSTER CREEK TX 77541-9649

GUEVARA JR , AL 

100 MEDICAL DR

LAKE JACKSON TX 77566-5674

GUIDRY , LOUIS 

333 CLAY ST STE 5050

HOUSTON TX 77002-4173

HALL , KENNY 

16209 SUNNY PINES CT

CONROE TX 77302-5568

HALL , RODERICK M 

215 W HWY 332

LAKE JACKSON TX 77566

HALL , SARAH 

16209 SUNNY PINES CT

CONROE TX 77302-5568

HAMMOND , BILL 

1209 NUECES ST

AUSTIN TX 78701-1719

HARRIS , FELICIA 

3112 SUMAC DR

PEARLAND TX 77584-8071

HARRISON , JOE 

606 N BRAZOSPORT BLVD

FREEPORT TX 77541-3806

HARTMAN , W M 

PO BOX 1760

ALVIN TX 77512-1760

HARWELL , DOUGLAS 

2927 COUNTY ROAD 723

QUINTANA TX 77541-9100

HASTINGS , DEBBRA MAMULA 

304 W 13TH ST

AUSTIN TX 78701-1823

HAWKINS , BARBARA 

114 SKY SAIL RD

FREEPORT TX 77541-7911

HAWKINS , BARBARA 

503 ANCHOR DR

FREEPORT TX 77541-8616

HEATH , JAMES B 

304 N GULF BLVD

FREEPORT TX 77541-4308

HEGAR , THE HONORABLE GLENN SENATOR

THE SENATE OF TEXAS DISTRICT 18

PO BOX 12068

AUSTIN TX 78711-2068

HENDRICKS , HAROLD 

503 ANCHOR DR

FREEPORT TX 77541-8616

HICKEY , DANNY 

PO BOX 2436

FREEPORT TX 77542-2436

HINOJOSA , JERRY 

126 LILY ST

LAKE JACKSON TX 77566-4647

HOFFMAN , MR VAL PAUL 

1563 BLUE WATER DR

FREEPORT TX 77541-9654

INFANTE , JAVIER 

1744 W 4TH ST STE 211

FREEPORT TX 77541-5052

JEFFERS , TERRY 

7207 STEPHEN F AUSTIN RD

FREEPORT TX 77541-8323

JONES , LARRY 

190 SKY SAIL RD

FREEPORT TX 77541-7911

JONES , MRS LAURA S 

190 SKY SAIL RD

FREEPORT TX 77541-7911

JOURNEAY , BETH 

445 E MULBERRY ST

ANGLETON TX 77515-4735

KALL , CHRISTOPHER 

2550 DEEP SEA DR

QUINTANA TX 77541-9102

KALL JR , JAMES 

707 BURNET ST

QUINTANA TX 77541-8103

KAPALA , JEFF 

2577 DEEP SEA DR

QUINTANA TX 77541-9102

KAPALA , MARY D 

2577 DEEP SEA DR

QUINTANA TX 77541-9102



KEFFER , THE HONORABLE JIM 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 60

PO BOX 2910

AUSTIN TX 78768-2910

KINDRED , DEE 

111 S LAKE DR

QUINTANA TX 77541-9792

KING , THE HONORABLE E J 

111 E LOCUST ST STE 102A

ANGLETON TX 77515-4642

KING , THE HONORABLE PHIL 

TEXAS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

PO BOX 2910

AUSTIN TX 78768-2910

LAURIE , NANCY 

140 CREEK DR

FREEPORT TX 77541-9675

LAURIE , PATRICK 

140 CREEK DR

FREEPORT TX 77541-9675

LAWS , SUSAN Q 

2525 COMPASS CT

QUINTANA TX 77541-9101

LAWS , TED 

2525 COMPASS CT

QUINTANA TX 77541-9101

LEEPER , JAMES A 

PO BOX 2308

FREEPORT TX 77542

LESTER , RAY M 

503 ANCHOR DR

FREEPORT TX 77541-8616

LINN , DIANNA 

2093 CLEMSON DR

KATY TX 77493-1515

LINN , RICHARD D 

2093 CLEMSON DR

KATY TX 77493-1515

LOCKETT III , ROBERT S 

1001 FM 2004 RD

LAKE JACKSON TX 77566-4012

LONGORIA III , JUAN 

105 LILY ST

LAKE JACKSON TX 77566-4646

LUYCX , MS SUSAN 

1557 BLUE WATER DR

FREEPORT TX 77541-9654

LYNSAVAGE , DAVID 

503 ANCHOR DR

FREEPORT TX 77541-8616

MADDISON , ROBERT 

151 SAND SHOALS RD

FREEPORT TX 77541-7909

MADDOX , TANA 

PO BOX 67

CLUTE TX 77531-0067

MARSH , MRS AIMEE COATES 

CANYON OFFSHORE

1675 BLUE WATER DR

FREEPORT TX 77541-9450

MARSH , ROY 

1675 BLUE WATER DR

FREEPORT TX 77541-9450

MARTIN , JIM 

910 DEWEY ST

FREEPORT TX 77541-9756

MARTIN , LINDA 

910 DEWEY ST

FREEPORT TX 77541-9756

MASCHET , ANTHONY 

2112 BRAZOSPORT BLVD N

RICHWOOD TX 77531-2306

MASSEY , BILL 

OYSTER CREEK ESTATES

127 KINGS DR

FREEPORT TX 77541-8938

MASSEY , BILL  & SUSAN 

OYSTER CREEK ESTATES

127 KINGS DR

FREEPORT TX 77541-8938

MASSEY , SUSAN 

OYSTER CREEK ESTATES

127 KINGS DR

FREEPORT TX 77541-8938

MASSEY , SUSAN 

10577 FM 1960

DAYTON TX 77535-5734

MASTERS , ROBERT 

602 LAMAR ST

QUINTANA TX 77541-9127

MATTHEWS , NATHAN 

SIERRA CLUB

2ND FLOOR

85 2ND ST

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105-3459

MCCLENDON , HENRY  & MAGDALENE 

626 JEFFERS RD

FREEPORT TX 77541-8658



MCCLENDON , MAGDALENE 

626 JEFFERS RD

FREEPORT TX 77541-8658

MCCLENDON , MARK 

503 ANCHOR DR

FREEPORT TX 77541-8616

MCCOY , REGINA 

503 ANCHOR DR

FREEPORT TX 77541-8616

MCKINNEY , ARCHIE L 

404 ALLEN RD

OYSTER CREEK TX 77541-9647

MELASS , BRIAN 

209 PLANTATION DR

LAKE JACKSON TX 77566-6140

MILES , AMANDA 

2112 BRAZOSPORT BLVD N

RICHWOOD TX 77531-2306

MILLER , TERRY 

127 SANDDOLLAR ST

QUINTANA TX 77541-9103

MIMS , REBECCA 

503 ANCHOR DR

FREEPORT TX 77541-8616

MIMS , REBECCA 

118 FOUR MASTER RD

FREEPORT TX 77541-9680

MOON , JAMES 

503 ANCHOR DR

FREEPORT TX 77541-8616

MOORE , EVELYN 

651 W MILLER ST

ANGLETON TX 77515-5522

MORENO , JUANITA 

138 SAND SHOALS RD

FREEPORT TX 77541-7909

MORGAN , BRUCE A 

2563 COMPASS CT

QUINTANA TX 77541-9101

MORIARTY , KEVIN 

2112 BRAZOSPORT BLVD N

RICHWOOD TX 77531-2306

MORRISON , JOHNNY 

137 S LAKE DR

QUINTANA TX 77541-9792

MORRISON , WILMA 

137 S LAKE DR

QUINTANA TX 77541-9792

MUELLER , MIKE J 

190 SKY SAIL RD

FREEPORT TX 77541-7911

MURRELL JR , L G 

117 FROSTWOOD DR

LAKE JACKSON TX 77566-4437

MUSIC , MARINELL 

333 CLAY ST STE 5050

HOUSTON TX 77002-4173

NAQUIN , SHAYNA 

2112 BRAZOSPORT BLVD N

RICHWOOD TX 77531-2306

NICHOLS , ANGELA 

2927 COUNTY ROAD 723

QUINTANA TX 77541-9100

ODOM , BRADY 

2112 BRAZOSPORT BLVD N

RICHWOOD TX 77531-2306

OLDHAM , MELANIE 

CITIZENS FOR CLEAN AIR & WATER IN BRAZOR

603 W 7TH ST

FREEPORT TX 77541-5627

PADDIE , THE HONORABLE CHRIS D 

TEXAS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

PO BOX 2910

AUSTIN TX 78768-2910

PALMER , PATRICIA 

702 BURNET ST

QUINTANA TX 77541-9112

PALMER , TERENCE 

702 BURNET ST

QUINTANA TX 77541-9112

PATTERSON , THE HONORABLE JERRY 

PO BOX 12873

AUSTIN TX 78711-2873

PAYNE , THE HONORABLE DONALD 

PO BOX 998

CLUTE TX 77531-0998

PERLANDEN , CONNIE 

715 BURNET ST

QUINTANA TX 77541-8103

PERRYMAN , HOWARD 

5650 E HIGHWAY 332

FREEPORT TX 77541-3113



PERRYMAN , ROBERT A 

PO BOX 577

CLUTE TX 77531-0577

PHANG , CLARENCE 

503 ANCHOR DR

FREEPORT TX 77541-8616

PIRTLE , LINDA L 

133 ARROWWOOD ST

LAKE JACKSON TX 77566-4303

PIRTLE , SHANE W 

133 ARROWWOOD ST

LAKE JACKSON TX 77566-4303

POGGEMOELLER , RONALD V 

1671 BLUE WATER DR

FREEPORT TX 77541-9450

PORTER , DAVID J TEXAS RAILROAD 
COMMISSIONER
PO BOX 12967

AUSTIN TX 78711-2967

PRAEGER , MR DON 

106 MARINER RD

FREEPORT TX 77541-9696

PRAEGER , MRS JEANNIE 

106 MARINER RD

FREEPORT TX 77541-9696

PRATT , BOB 

705 CENTER WAY ST

LAKE JACKSON TX 77566

PYNES , JEFF 

200 W 2ND ST

FREEPORT TX 77541-5773

QUINN , TRAVIS 

508 RILEY RD

CLUTE TX 77531-3328

RAMP , SHARON 

503 ANCHOR DR

FREEPORT TX 77541-8616

REIXACH JR , A J 

110 SCARLET OAK ST

LAKE JACKSON TX 77566-4352

RICHEY , JOHNNY L 

503 ANCHOR DR

FREEPORT TX 77541-8616

RICHEY , LIN V 

503 ANCHOR DR

FREEPORT TX 77541-8616

RICHEY , LIN V 

119 POOP DECK LN

FREEPORT TX 77541

RINEHART , THE HONORABLE JOE 

25 OAK DR

LAKE JACKSON TX 77566-5231

RIPPLE , JOE K 

512 OAK DR

LAKE JACKSON TX 77566-4219

ROBINO , DENISE 

615 JEFFERS RD

FREEPORT TX 77541-8666

ROGERS , SHARON 

220 HUCKLEBERRY DR

LAKE JACKSON TX 77566-4415

RYDER , DREW 

919 W 2ND ST

FREEPORT TX 77541-5250

SANFORD , COURTNEY 

2112 BRAZOSPORT BLVD N

RICHWOOD TX 77531-2306

SCARBOROUGH , MIKE 

PO BOX 69

CLUTE TX 77531-0069

SCHAEFER , DANIEL A 

PO BOX Z

FREEPORT TX 77542-1926

SCHNEIDER , THOMAS M 

190 SKY SAIL RD

FREEPORT TX 77541-7911

SCHWERTNER , SCOTT 

9001 AIRPORT FWY STE 700

FORT WORTH TX 76180-7781

SEBESTA , LM MATT BRAZORIA COUNTY 
COMMISSIONER

PRECINCT 2

DEPT 3

21017 COUNTY ROAD 171

ANGLETON TX 77515-8903

SEGALL , JACK 

2540 DEEP SEA DR

QUINTANA TX 77541-9102

SINON , KRISTEN 

2112 BRAZOSPORT BLVD N

RICHWOOD TX 77531-2306

SIPPLE , ROBERT H 

227B PARKING WAY ST

LAKE JACKSON TX 77566-5226



SMITH , GREG 

190 SKY SAIL RD

FREEPORT TX 77541-7911

SMITHERMAN , BARRY T 

RAILROAD COMMISSION OF TEXAS

12TH FLOOR

1701 CONGRESS AVE

AUSTIN TX 78701-1402

SORRELL , LORI  & MIKE 

PO BOX 2049

FREEPORT TX 77542-2049

SORRELL , LORI 

PO BOX 2049

FREEPORT TX 77542-2049

SPIEGEL , NATALIE 

SIERRA CLUB

2ND FLOOR

85 2ND ST

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105-3459

STANLEY , LARRY 

123 ROSEWOOD ST

LAKE JACKSON TX 77566-4936

STERKX , AL 

30 TROUT LN

FREEPORT TX 77541-7914

STOKES , D 

130 SKY SAIL RD

FREEPORT TX 77541-7911

STOKES , DIANA 

PO BOX 98

LAKE JACKSON TX 77566-0098

STOKES , J L 

PO BOX 98

LAKE JACKSON TX 77566-0098
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EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT 


The Executive Director of the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (the commission or 
TCEQ) files this Response to Public Comment (Response) on the New Source Review 
Authorization applications and Executive Director’s preliminary decision. 


As required by Title 30 Texas Administrative Code (TAC) § 55.156, before an application is 
approved, the Executive Director prepares a response to all timely, relevant and material, or 
significant comments. The Office of Chief Clerk received timely comments from numerous 
persons. Appendixes A through E list all commenters. Commenters listed in Appendix A 
submitted supportive comments using form letters with substantially the same content; these 
commenters are annotated with “Group A” in the comments. Commenters listed in Appendix B 
submitted supportive comments using a slightly different form letter with substantially the same 
content; these commenters are annotated with “Group B” in the comments. Individuals who 
submitted unique supportive comments are listed in Appendix C, and will be annotated with the 
commenter’s name. Individuals who submitted adverse comments on the document called 
“citizen petition to deny permit” are listed in Appendix D, and will be annotated with “Citizen 
Petition” in the comments. Individuals who submitted unique adverse comments in writing and 
orally at the public meeting are listed in Appendix E, and will be annotated with the 
commenter’s name. This Response addresses all timely public comments received, whether or 
not withdrawn. If you need more information about this permit application or the permitting 
process please call the TCEQ Public Education Program at 1-800-687-4040. General 
information about the TCEQ can be found at our website at www.tceq.texas.gov. 


BACKGROUND 


Description of Facility 
 


Freeport LNG Development, L.P. has applied to the TCEQ for a two New Source Review 
Authorizations under Texas Clean Air Act (TCAA), § 382.0518. These will authorize the 
construction of new facilities that may emit air contaminants. 


These permits will authorize the applicant to construct a pretreatment facility and a liquefaction 
plant to produce liquefied natural gas. The pretreatment facility is located on County Road 690 
approximately 0.25 miles north of the intersection of County Road 690 and County Road 891, 
Freeport, Brazoria County, Texas 77541. The liquefaction plant is located at 1500 Lamar Street, 
Quintana, Brazoria County, Texas 77541. Contaminants authorized under these permits include 
nitrogen oxides (NOX), sulfur dioxide (SO2), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfuric acid (H2SO4), 
ammonia (NH3), particulate matter (PM) including particulate matter with diameters of 10 



http://www.tceq.texas.gov/
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micrometers or less (PM10) and 2.5 micrometers or less (PM2.5), volatile organic compounds 
(VOC), and hazardous air pollutants including (but not limited to) hydrogen sulfide (H2S). 


Procedural Background 
 


Before work is begun on the construction of a new facility that may emit air contaminants, the 
person planning the construction must obtain a permit from the commission. These permit 
applications are for initial issuance of Air Quality Permit Numbers 100114, PSDTX1282, and 
N150, and Air Quality Permit Numbers 104840, PSDTX1302, and N170. 


The permit application for Air Quality Permit Numbers 100114, PSDTX1282, and N150 was 
received on December 20, 2011, and declared administratively complete on December 22, 2011. 
The Notice of Receipt and Intent to Obtain an Air Quality Permit (public notice) for this permit 
application was published in English on January 16, 2012, in the The Facts.1 The Notice of 
Application and Preliminary Decision for an Air Quality Permit was published on February 10, 
2014, in English in the The Facts and in Spanish on February 11, 2014, in La Voz. 


The permit application for Air Quality Permit Numbers 104840, PSDTX1302, and N170 was 
received on July 20, 2012, and declared administratively complete on August 6, 2012. The 
Notice of Receipt and Intent to Obtain an Air Quality Permit (public notice) for this permit 
application was published in English on August 20, 2012, in the The Facts. The Notice of 
Application and Preliminary Decision for an Air Quality Permit was published on February 10, 
2014, in English in the The Facts and in Spanish on February 11, 2014, in La Voz.  


A public meeting was held on March 4, 2014 in Lake Jackson. The notice of public meeting was 
mailed to interested parties on February 19, 2014. The public comment period ended on March 
13, 2014 for Air Quality Permit Numbers 100114, PSDTX1282, and N150. The public comment 
period was extended until March 26, 2014 for Air Quality Permit Numbers 104840, 
PSDTX1302, and N170. 


COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 


COMMENT 1: Permit Processing 


Nathan Matthews and Natalie Spiegel with the Sierra Club (Sierra Club) asked TCEQ to treat 
Permit #100114 and Permit #104840 as a single permit for new source review (NSR) permitting. 


RESPONSE 1: TCEQ treated Permit Numbers 100114 and 104840 as a single permit for 
purposes of air dispersion modeling analysis. No other aspect of the review of the permit 
applications changed compared to treating the two permit applications as applications for two 
different sites. The details for BACT and LAER review for the different parts of each facility are 


                                                      
1 The applicant was unable to publish a Spanish language version of the Notice of Receipt and Intent to 
Obtain an Air Quality Permit for these permits because of a lack of suitable Spanish language newspapers 
distributed in Brazoria County at the time the permits went to notice. The applicant submitted the 
required affidavit to the Commission to verify this lack of a suitable venue for publication of a separate 
Spanish language notice at the time. For both permit applications, the applicant published a Spanish 
language version of the required notice in the same paper in which they published the English-language 
notice. 
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described in Response 3 and detailed in the Executive Director’s Preliminary Determination 
Summaries for each permit (attached as Exhibit G). 


COMMENT 2: Air Quality, Health Effects 


Citizen Petition, David Cole, Harold Doty, Laura S. Jones, Christopher Kall, James Kall, Susan 
Luycx, Roy Marsh, Bill Massey, Susan Massey, Melanie Oldham, Save Our Subdivisions, Sierra 
Club, Diana Stokes, and James Stokes expressed concerns about the amount and type of air 
contaminants, such as carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, and sulfur hexafluoride, to be 
released by the facilities. They said that they did not want the overall air quality of the area to be 
negatively affected. 


Christopher Kall, James Kall, and Diana Stokes stated that they were opposed to adding to the 
already high level of emissions in Brazoria county, one of the smoggiest cities in the Houston 
nonattainment area. Laura S. Jones expressed concern that, according to the Texas Air Quality 
SE Texas Study of 2000 (part of the Great Waters Study), the area around the proposed facilities 
already had significantly higher pollution values. 


Melanie Oldham stated that the facilities could be improved by decreasing emissions and asked 
for the ESLs for all emissions at the proposed facility. She also noted that the proposed air 
contaminants can cause premature heart attacks and respiratory problems. 


Laura S. Jones, Bill Massey, Susan Massey, Diana Stokes, and James Stokes expressed concern 
about the air quality and resulting health impacts to the elderly and to others living or recreating 
in the area.  


Citizen Petition, David Cole, Laura S. Jones, and Susan Massey expressed concern about air 
quality and resulting health impacts to wildlife.  


David Cole, Laura S. Jones, and Susan Massey specifically noted that the facilities would be 
downwind of the Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge. Laura S. Jones stated that the Brazoria 
National Wildlife Refuge would be less than a mile from the proposed Pretreatment facility.  


David Cole questioned the cumulative impacts of the proposed facilities with other sources in 
the area. 


Diana Stokes stated, “According to data from the 2010 United States Census, Oyster Creek’s 
population of 1,139 individuals includes 277 persons living below the poverty level. You haven’t 
heard the voices of those people here tonight, so TCEQ, you are the voice responsible for 
protecting the respiratory health of those people.” 


Larry Bontekoe expressed concern about air pollution from the plant causing illness, and stated 
that he would like to know that TCEQ would inform him if such emissions would cause him to 
get sick. 


RESPONSE 2: TCEQ has reviewed the permit application and has found it to be in compliance 
with all applicable federal and state regulatory requirements.  
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For many permits, potential impacts to human health and welfare or the environment are 
determined by comparing air dispersion modeling predicted emission concentrations from the 
proposed facility to appropriate state and federal standards and effects screening levels.2,3 The 
specific health-based standards or guidance levels employed in evaluating the potential 
emissions include the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS); TCEQ standards 
contained in 30 TAC Chapter 111, Control of Air Pollution from Visible Emissions and 
Particulate Matter, specifically 30 TAC § 111.151, Allowable Emissions Limits, and 30 TAC § 
112.3, Net Ground Level Concentrations; and TCEQ Effect Screening Levels (ESLs).4 


NAAQS are created by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), are defined in 
the federal regulations 40 CFR § 50.2, Scope, and include both primary and secondary 
standards. The primary standards are those which the Administrator of the EPA determines are 
necessary, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect the public health, including sensitive 
members of the population such as children, the elderly, and individuals with existing lung or 
cardiovascular conditions. Secondary NAAQS are those which the Administrator determines are 
necessary to protect the public welfare and the environment, including animals, crops, 
vegetation, and buildings, from any known or anticipated adverse effects associated with the 
presence of an air contaminant in the ambient air. The standards are set for criteria pollutants: 
ozone (O3), lead, carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO2), nitrogen dioxide (NOx), and 
particulate matter (PM) including particulate matter with diameters of 10 micrometers or less 
(PM10) and 2.5 micrometers or less (PM2.5).  


For most permit applications, including the applications for these permits, air dispersion 
modeling is performed. After a permit application’s modeling review is complete, in most 
instances, the modeling results are then sent to the TCEQ’s toxicology section to evaluate 
whether emissions from the proposed facility are expected to cause health or nuisance problems. 
The toxicology section reviews the results from air dispersion modeling by comparing those 
results to the TCEQ Effects Screening Levels (ESLs). For these applications, the Pretreatment 
and Liquefactions plants were treated as a single site and modeled together.  


ESLs are constituent-specific guideline concentrations used in TCEQ’s effects evaluation of 
constituent concentrations in air. These guidelines are derived by the Toxicology Division and 
are based on a constituent’s potential to cause adverse health effects, odor nuisances, and effects 
on vegetation. Health-based screening levels are set at levels lower than levels reported to 
produce adverse health effects, and as such are set to protect the general public, including 
sensitive subgroups such as children, the elderly, or people with existing respiratory conditions. 
Adverse health or welfare effects are not expected to occur if the air concentration of a 
constituent is below its ESL. If an air concentration of a constituent is above the screening level, 
it is not necessarily indicative that an adverse effect will occur, but rather that further evaluation 
is warranted. Generally, maximum concentrations predicted to occur at a sensitive receptor 
which are at or below the ESL would not be expected to cause adverse effects. 


                                                      
2 See the document “Air Quality Modeling Guidelines” for details on air modeling at the TCEQ website at 
www.tceq.texas.gov/permitting/air/guidance/newsourcereview/nsr_mod_guidance.html. Also visit the 
agency air modeling page at www.tceq.texas.gov/permitting/air/nav/modeling_index.html. 
3 Documents referenced in this response that are available on the TCEQ website are also available in 
printed form at a small cost from the TCEQ Publications office at 512-239-0028. 
4 To view the ESL list or obtain more information on ESLs, visit the TCEQ website at 
www.tceq.texas.gov/toxicology/esl/list_main.html 



http://www.tceq.texas.gov/permitting/air/guidance/newsourcereview/nsr_mod_guidance.html

http://www.tceq.texas.gov/permitting/air/nav/modeling_index.html

http://www.tceq.texas.gov/toxicology/esl/list_main.html
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For this specific permit application, appropriate air dispersion modeling was performed with the 
air quality model AERMOD. The likelihood of whether adverse health effects caused by 
emissions from Freeport LNG’s facilities could occur in members of the general public, 
including sensitive subgroups such as children, the elderly, or people with existing respiratory 
conditions, was determined by comparing each facility’s predicted air dispersion computer 
modeling concentrations to the relevant state and federal standards and effects screening levels. 
The permit reviewer used modeling results to verify that predicted ground level concentrations 
(GLC) from the proposed facilities are not likely to adversely impact off-property receptors. 
TCEQ background concentrations from the geographic area surrounding the site or other 
appropriate background are added to the modeled concentrations when applicable. The overall 
evaluation process provides a conservative prediction that is protective of the public. The 
modeling predictions were reviewed by the TCEQ Air Permits Division, and the modeling 
analysis was determined to be acceptable. 


An air dispersion modeling analysis was performed for the following criteria pollutants: PM, 
PM10, PM2.5, SO2, NO2, and CO. Air dispersion modeling is not required for O3 because ambient 
O3 in the atmosphere is caused by complex chemical reactions between NOX and VOC. Freeport 
LNG is proposing a major modification with a significant increase in NOx emissions for the 
project, which includes both facilities. The facilities were treated as a single site and modeled 
their potential emissions were modeled together for this project. The applicant proposed 65.8 
tpy of NOX, which is above the major source threshold for NOX. TCEQ has incorporated the 
requirement of the Clean Air Act to offset major sources and major modifications in 
nonattainment areas in 30 TAC 116.150(d)(3). The required offset ratios are listed in Table 1 of 
the major modification definition at 30 TAC 116.12(18). Since the ozone nonattainment area is 
classified as severe, the offset ratio is 1:1.30. Freeport LNG is required to offset the NOx 
emissions from the project by an additional 30 percent to provide an environmental 
contribution and represented they will comply with this requirement in the application.  


Particulate matter consists of solid particles and liquid droplets found in the air. PM10 is referred 
to as “coarse” particles and PM2.5 is referred to as “fine” particles. Sources of coarse particles 
include wind-blown dust, dust generated by vehicles traveling on unpaved roads, and material 
handling. Fine particles are usually produced via industrial and residential combustion 
processes and vehicle exhaust. 


The NAAQS for PM10 is based on a 24-hour time period. The measurement for predicted 
concentrations of air contaminants in modeling exercises is expressed in terms of micrograms 
per cubic meter (µg/m3). One microgram is 1/1,000,000 of a gram, or 2.2/1,000,000,000 of a 
pound (approximately the weight of a dust mite) of air contaminant per cubic meter of ambient 
air. The air volume of a cubic meter is approximately the size of a washing machine. Predicted 
air concentrations occurring below the 24-hour NAAQS of 150 µg/m3 are not expected to 
exacerbate existing conditions or cause adverse health effects. Modeling for this facility resulted 
in predicted maximum GLC of PM10 concentrations to be 4.95 µg/m3 (24-hour) which is below 
the de minimis level for the NAAQS of 5 µg/m3 and therefore will not cause significant 
deterioration of the ambient air. 


The NAAQS for PM2.5 is based on 24-hour and annual time periods. Predicted air concentrations 
occurring below the 24-hour NAAQS of 35 µg/m3 and the annual NAAQS of 12 µg/m3 are not 
expected to exacerbate existing conditions or cause adverse health effects. Modeling for this 
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facility resulted in predicted maximum GLC of PM2.5 concentrations to be 32.63 µg/m3 (24-
hour) and 11.35 µg/m3 (annual) which are below the NAAQS. 


SO2 was also evaluated for Freeport LNG’s facilities. The SO2 NAAQS is based on one-hour, 
twenty-four hour, and annual time periods. Predicted SO2 air concentrations occurring below 
the one-hour, twenty-four hour, and annual NAAQS of 196 µg/m3, 365 µg/m3, and 80 µg/m3, 
respectively, are not expected to exacerbate existing conditions or cause adverse health effects. 
Modeling of this facility resulted in predicted air concentrations of SO2 to be 4.34 µg/m3 (one-
hour), 1.67 µg/m3 (twenty-four hour), and 0.39 µg/m3 (annual), which are below the de minimis 
level for the NAAQS of 7.8 µg/m3 (one-hour), 5 µg/m3 (twenty-four hour), and 1 µg/m3 (annual), 
and therefore will not cause significant deterioration of the ambient air quality.  


Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) was also evaluated for Freeport LNG. The NO2 NAAQS is based on one-
hour and annual time periods. Predicted NO2 air concentrations occurring below the one-hour 
and annual NAAQS of 188 µg/m3 and 100 µg/m3, respectively, are not expected to exacerbate 
existing conditions or cause adverse health effects. Modeling of this facility resulted in predicted 
air concentrations of NO2 to be 4.64 µg/m3 (one-hour) and 0.49 µg/m3 (annual), which are 
below the de minimis level for the NAAQS of 7.5 µg/m3 (one-hour) and 1 µg/m3 (annual) and 
therefore will not cause significant deterioration of the ambient air quality. 


Carbon monoxide (CO) was also evaluated for Freeport LNG. The CO NAAQS is based on one-
hour and 8-hour time periods. Predicted CO air concentrations occurring below the one-hour 
and 8-hour NAAQS of 40,000 µg/m3 and 10,000 µg/m3, respectively, are not expected to 
exacerbate existing conditions or cause adverse health effects. Modeling of these facilities 
resulted in predicted air concentrations of CO to be 550 µg/m3 (one-hour) and 325 µg/m3 (8-
hour), which are below the de minimis level for the NAAQS of 2000 µg/m3 (one-hour) and 500 
µg/m3 (8-hour) and therefore will not cause significant deterioration of the ambient air quality. 


In summary, based on the potential concentrations reviewed by the Executive Director’s staff, it 
is not expected that existing health conditions will worsen, or that there will be adverse health 
effects in the general public, sensitive subgroups, or animal life as a result of exposure to the 
expected levels of PM, PM10, SO2, NOX, CO, or VOC. The applicant did perform a cumulative air 
dispersion modeling analysis for all proposed facilities at the Pretreatment Facility and the 
Liquefaction Plant for the criteria pollutants SO2, NOX, PM, PM10, PM2.5, and CO that is 
consistent with EPA guidance (1990 EPA Draft Guidance for PSD). When predicted 
concentrations of a criteria pollutant for the project were greater than an applicable de minimis 
level, the applicant included all known sources of that pollutant within the Radius of Impact 
(ROI) plus 50 kilometers, which is also consistent with EPA guidance.  


Additionally, the applicant performed an air dispersion modeling analysis for the following non-
criteria pollutants according to TCEQ’s guidance entitled, “Modeling Effects and Review 
Applicability.” The following pollutants were below their respective ESLs and would not be 
expected to cause adverse effects: ammonia, benzene, n-butane, isobutene, isopentane, and n-
pentane. 


TCEQ’s guidance provides that a PSD Class I impact analysis is required if the proposed source 
is to be located within 100 kilometers of the nearest Class I area to determine if the project will 
have an adverse impact on the Class I area. As demonstrated in its application, the proposed 
plant will be located approximately 610 kilometers from the nearest Class I area, Caney Creek 
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Wilderness Area. Thus, the TCEQ has determined that a Class I area impact analysis was not 
required. 


The Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge is not a Class I area. However, it is a Class II area and the 
applicant was required to show that the project would not consume the allowable PSD 
increment for all pollutants with an established PSD increment: NOX, PM10, PM2.5, and SO2. 
PSD increments prevent the air quality in clean areas from deteriorating to the level set by the 
NAAQS. Since the project was de minimis for NOX, PM10, and SO2, a full increment analysis is 
not required for those pollutants as they are already presumed to not cause significant 
deterioration of the ambient air quality. A full PSD increment analysis was required for PM2.5 
for both 24-hour and annual time periods. The applicant showed that its projects and all other 
increment consuming sources in the area would have maximum increment consumptions as 
follows: 4.88 µg/m3 of the 24-hour PM2.5 increment of 9 µg/m3 and 0.89 µg/m3 of the annual 
PM2.5 increment of 4 µg/m3. These results show that the Class II area of Brazoria National 
Wildlife Refuge should not be adversely impacted by the proposed emissions from the facility. 
Additionally, as noted above, the secondary NAAQS are designed to protect the public and the 
environment, including wildlife, from any known or anticipated adverse effects associated with 
the presence of an air contaminant in the ambient air. So long as the facilities are operated in 
accordance with their permits, no adverse impacts to wildlife are expected. 


In addition to complying with the federal and state standards and guidelines mentioned above, 
applicants must also comply with 30 TAC § 101.4, Nuisance, which prohibits nuisance 
conditions. Specifically the rule states, “No person shall discharge from any source whatsoever 
one or more air contaminants or combinations thereof, in such concentration and of such 
duration as are or may tend to be injurious to or to adversely affect human health or welfare, 
animal life, vegetation, or property, or as to interfere with the normal use and enjoyment of 
animal life, vegetation, or property.” As long as the facilities are operated in compliance with the 
terms of the permit, nuisance conditions are not expected. According to the facilities’ maximum 
allowable5 emission rate tables in the draft permits, the facilities will emit approximately 87.2 
tons per year (tpy) of PM, 65.8 tpy of NOX, 24.8 tpy of SO2, 94.2 tpy of CO, and 24.96 tpy of 
VOC, 2.04 tpy H2SO4, 1.86 tpy H2S, and 74.62 tpy of NH3. These emissions are not expected to 
create nuisance conditions. 


Individuals are encouraged to report any concerns about nuisance issues or suspected 
noncompliance with terms of any permit or other environmental regulation by contacting the 
TCEQ Houston Regional Office at (713)767-3500, or by calling the 24-hour toll-free 
Environmental Complaints Hotline at 1-888-777-3186. If the facility is found to be out of 
compliance with the terms and conditions of the permit, it will be subject to possible 
enforcement action. Citizen-collected evidence may be used in such an action. See 30 TAC § 
70.4, Enforcement Action Using Information Provided by Private Individual, for details on 
gathering and reporting such evidence. The TCEQ has procedures in place for accepting 
environmental complaints from the general public. Under the citizen-collected evidence 
program, individuals can provide information on possible violations of environmental law and 
the information can be used by the TCEQ to pursue enforcement. In this program, citizens can 
become involved and may eventually testify at a hearing or trial concerning the violation. For 
additional information, see the TCEQ publication, “Do You Want to Report an Environmental 


                                                      
5 The term “allowable” means the maximum emission rate of a specific pollutant from a given source, as 
specified in the permit. 
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Problem? Do You Have Information or Evidence?” This booklet is available in English and 
Spanish from the TCEQ Publications office at 512-239-0028, and may be downloaded from the 
agency website at www.tceq.texas.gov/ (under Publications, search for document number 278). 


COMMENT 3: Best Available Control Technology (BACT), Lowest Achievable Emission Rate 
(LAER), and New Source Review (NSR). 


Melanie Oldham requested an explanation regarding how emissions were calculated and 
modeled, and asked TCEQ to explain BACT and LAER. 


Melanie Oldham and Bob Pratt asked if BACT was calculated for a cumulative lifetime of the 
facility.  


Diana Stokes commented that the NOX and PM emissions at the proposed facilities would be 
significant enough to warrant a PSD/Nonattainment review.  


Roy Marsh stated that the proposed facilities should use BACT to reduce emissions by 98 
percent instead of 90 percent. 


David Cole asked what the purpose of a PSD permit is. 


RESPONSE 3: Before a new facility is constructed that may emit air pollutants, an applicant 
must apply for and receive an air quality permit. The requirements for obtaining an air quality 
permit in Texas are established by both the EPA and by TCEQ, acting under direction of the 
Texas legislature. The requirements for PSD and NA permits are established by the EPA, and are 
codified in Texas in 30 TAC Chapter 116, Subchapter B. The purpose of a PSD permit is to 
protect public health and welfare while insuring that economic growth will occur in a manner 
consistent with the preservation of existing clean air resources, and assuring that a decision to 
issue such a permit is made only after careful evaluation of possible consequences and 
opportunities for meaningful public participation have been provided.6  


The TCAA and TCEQ rules require an evaluation of air quality permit applications to determine 
whether adverse effects to public health, general welfare, or physical property are expected to 
result from a facility’s proposed emissions. As part of the evaluation of applications for new or 
amended permits, the permit reviewer identifies all sources of air contaminants at the proposed 
facility and assures that the facility will be using the best available control technology (BACT) or 
Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER), as applicable, for the sources and types of 
contaminants emitted. The applicant submitted permit applications under 30 TAC Chapter 116. 
A permit application submitted under 30 TAC Chapter 116 is required to use BACT or LAER 
depending on the type of review that is required for the specific pollutant.  


The EPA determines whether an area of a state is in attainment or nonattainment of the NAAQS 
for each criteria pollutant based on a specific averaging period. When the ambient air 
concentration is below an applicable NAAQS, an area is deemed to be in attainment of that 
standard. When the ambient air concentration is above an applicable NAAQS, EPA declares an 
area to not be in attainment of that NAAQS. The area is then referred to as a nonattainment 


                                                      
6 See, http://www.epa.gov/NSR/psd.html. 



http://www.tceq.texas.gov/
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(NA) area. In addition to other requirements, once an area is in nonattainment of a NAAQS, 
more stringent permitting rules and emission limitations are required. 


BACT is applicable in attainment areas for all facilities, and in nonattainment areas for all 
facilities that do not require LAER. The attainment status designation of an area is pollutant-
specific. Both minor new source review (NSR) and PSD NSR require the use of BACT. BACT is 
defined in 30 TAC 116.10(1) for minor NSR and in 40 CFR 52.21(b)(12)7 for PSD NSR. 
Generally, BACT takes into account technical practicability and economic reasonableness in 
determining an emission limitation. BACT is based on continuous compliance by a facility so it 
is based on the lifetime of the facility taking into account maintenance and operating costs of 
any control devices. PSD rules are outlined in 30 TAC § 116.160 - 116.163 and 40 CFR § 52.21. 
BACT sets emissions limit requirements for the new facilities that would be constructed if these 
permit applications are approved; BACT for these permit applications does not require any 
reductions of emissions that are currently present in the airshed. 


The proposed projects are major sources of greenhouse gases (GHGs), and any application that 
triggers major NSR for GHGs must be considered a major source and undergo review for 
regulated NSR pollutants in TCEQ’s rules. Therefore, the applicant compared the proposed 
emission rates to the major modifications thresholds for PSD located at 40 CFR §51.166(b)(23). 
The project is subject to PSD NSR for NOX, PM, PM10, and PM2.5. The project is subject to minor 
NSR for VOC, SO2, CO, H2SO4, H2S, and NH3. The bases for the BACT determinations are 
available in the Executive Director’s Preliminary Determination Summary (attached as 
Appendix G). The applicant applied to EPA for the required GHG permits for these facilities.  


In areas that have been declared NA, LAER is required if a project is a major source or major 
modification. This is a pollutant-specific control requirement. The definition of LAER is located 
at 30 TAC 116.12(15). Generally, LAER is the most stringent emission limitation that is achieved 
in practice by a specific class or category of facilities. A major source is one that has the potential 
to emit (PTE) greater than the major source threshold for a NA pollutant. A major modification 
is a project that has the PTE greater than a significant emission increase. If an applicant 
proposes a project that is a major source or major modification, then the project must undergo 
NA review. A table listing the thresholds for major source and major modifications for various 
pollutants and classifications is located at 30 TAC §116.12(18)(A). Texas NA area designations 
are specified in 40 CFR § 81.344. The Houston-Galveston-Brazoria (HGB) area consisting of 
Brazoria, Chambers, Fort Bend, Galveston, Harris, Liberty, Montgomery, and Waller counties is 
in nonattainment of the ozone NAAQS. It has been classified as severe. Therefore, the ozone 
precursors of NOX and VOC may be subject to LAER. The applicant proposed a project which 
includes both a Pretreatment Facility and a Liquefaction facility in Brazoria county, which is 
part of the HGB NA area. The site, which includes both of these facilities considered together, is 
not an existing major source of either NOX or VOC, therefore the threshold for a major source 
project is 25 tpy for each pollutant. The applicant proposed 65.8 tpy of NOX, so the project is 
subject to NA review which includes LAER for NOX. Since LAER is more stringent that BACT, it 
is the standard to which NOX is subject. The applicant proposed 24.96 tpy of VOC which is less 
than the 25 tpy threshold, so the project is not subject to LAER for VOC. This is verified through 
emission calculations submitted in the application. However VOC is still subject to BACT. The 
basis for the LAER determination is available in the Executive Director’s Preliminary 
Determination Summary (attached as Appendix G).  


                                                      
7 Incorporated in TCEQ rules at 30 TAC §116.160(c)(1)(A). 
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COMMENT 4: Permit Processing 


Teresa Cornelison asked what permits TCEQ has denied in Brazoria County. 


RESPONSE 4: Air quality permit applications are evaluated to determine whether standards 
outlined in the Texas Clean Air Act (TCAA) and applicable state and federal rules and 
regulations are met. As part of the permit evaluation process, the permit reviewer identifies all 
sources of air contaminants at the proposed facility, assures that the facility will be using BACT 
or LAER as applicable for the sources and types of contaminants emitted, and determines that 
no adverse effects to public health, general welfare, or physical property are expected to result 
from a facility’s proposed emissions. The TCEQ cannot deny a permit if the applicant 
demonstrates that all applicable statutes, rules, and regulations will be met and the TCEQ will 
not issue the permit until the demonstration is made. Typically, applicants withdraw an 
insufficient application or the TCEQ voids the application for failing to respond to a request for 
information. The TCEQ does not maintain a list of applications that fail to ultimately complete 
the application process to obtain a permit. 


COMMENT 5: Emissions Reduction Credits 


Roy Marsh suggested that the applicant purchase NOX emission reduction credits for the 
proposed facilities from Brazoria County instead of the Houston/Galveston Zone. 


RESPONSE 5: TCEQ has incorporated the requirement of the Clean Air Act to offset major 
sources and major modifications in nonattainment areas in 30 TAC 116.150(d)(3). The required 
offset ratios are listed in Table 1 of the major modification definition at 30 TAC 116.12(18). Since 
the ozone NA area is classified as severe, the offset ratio is 1:1.30. Freeport LNG is proposing a 
major modification for NOx. Freeport LNG is required to offset the NOx emissions from the 
project by an additional 30 percent to provide an environmental contribution and represented 
they will comply with this requirement in the application. Other than the rule requirements for 
obtaining and using emission reduction credits for offsets, the Executive Director does not have 
the authority to require an applicant to obtain specific reductions from certain areas within the 
HGB nonattainment area.  


COMMENT 6: Public Notice  


Laura S. Jones and Harold Doty stated that the posted notice signs were placed too far away 
from the road for the public to see. 


Laura S. Jones stated that Freeport LNG filed during holidays so the application would be 
missed by the public. 


Melanie Oldham asked why the residents of Bridge Harbor and Turtle Cove were not invited to 
quarterly meetings held by Freeport LNG. 


RESPONSE 6: 30 TAC 39.604 requires that signs be placed, at the applicant’s expense, at the 
site of the existing or proposed facility. The sign(s) must declare the filing of an application for a 
permit and state the manner in which the commission may be contacted for further information. 
The applicant must provide verification to the commission that the sign posting was conducted 
in accordance with TCEQ rules. Each sign placed at the site must be located within ten feet of 
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every property line paralleling a public highway, street, or road. Signs must be also visible from 
the street and spaced at not more than 1,500-foot intervals. A minimum of one sign, but no 
more than three signs shall be required along any property line paralleling a public highway, 
street, or road. The applicant certified that it met the requirements of the rule. After the concern 
about the visibility of the signs was raised at the public meeting on March 4, 2014, TCEQ region 
investigators visited the two sites. An investigator noted that one of the three required signs at 
the pretreatment facility was down on the ground. Subsequently the applicant represented that 
the sign was re-posted and the ED extended the comment period an additional two weeks for the 
pretreatment facility. 


The Executive Director prepares the public notice package for the application once the draft 
permit is complete and the application is ready for Notice of Application and Preliminary 
Decision. The applicant then has 33 days after the chief clerk mails the package to publish the 
notice. The Executive Director does not control when within this 33 day period that the 
applicant must publish the notice. 


The Executive Director directs applicants to provide public notice as required by commission 
rules, in accordance with statutory requirements. As part of that public notice, the public is 
notified of the opportunity to request a public meeting. That meeting was held on March 4, 2014 
and was open to the general public. Any additional meetings held by Freeport LNG are not part 
of TCEQ’s process and TCEQ cannot direct the applicant to invite particular groups.  


COMMENT 7: Specific Emission Incident 


Harold Doty cited a specific emission incident from the existing export facility on Quintana 
Island that occurred on December 2, 2009 that refutes the company’s claims that no incidents 
have occurred since they began operation.  


RESPONSE 7: During the technical review, a compliance history review of the company and 
the site is conducted based on the criteria in Title 30, Chapter 60 of the Texas Administrative 
Code (TAC). These rules may be found at the following website: 
www.tceq.texas.gov/rules/index.html. The compliance history for the company and site is 
reviewed for the five-year period prior to the date the permit application was received by the 
Executive Director. The compliance history includes multimedia compliance-related 
components about the site under review. These components include the following: enforcement 
orders, consent decrees, court judgments, criminal convictions, chronic excessive emissions 
events, investigations, notices of violations, audits and violations disclosed under the Audit Act, 
environmental management systems, voluntary on-site compliance assessments, voluntary 
pollution reduction programs, and early compliance. 


This permit application was received after September 1, 2002, and the company and site have 
been rated and classified pursuant to Title 30, Chapter 60 of the Texas Administrative Code. A 
company and site may have one of the following classifications and ratings:  


o High: rating of less than 0.10 (above-average compliance record) 


o Satisfactory: rating of 0.10 to 55 (generally complies with environmental 
regulations) 



http://www.tceq.texas.gov/rules/index.html
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o Unsatisfactory: rating of greater than 55 (performs below minimal acceptable 
performance standards established by the commission) 
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The Pretreatment Facility site is unclassified as the site is greenfield and has none of the above 
mentioned components associated with it. The Liquefaction Plant site has a rating of 2.5 and a 
classification of Satisfactory. The company rating and classification, which is the average of the 
ratings for all sites the company owns, is 2.5 and Satisfactory. 


30 TAC § 101.201(a) requires regulated entities to notify the TCEQ regional office within 24 
hours of the discovery of releases into the air and in advance of maintenance activities that could 
or have resulted in emissions in excess of a reportable quantity of an air contaminant as defined 
in TCEQ rules (an emission event). This quantity varies based on the air contaminant released. 
These notifications are available to the public upon request and on the TCEQ’s website. TCEQ 
has no record of a reportable emissions event from the facility. In the event a citizen is adversely 
impacted by air emissions from this or any other facility, they may register a complaint with the 
Houston Regional Office (telephone (713) 767-3500, toll free 1-888-777-3186). The TCEQ 
investigates all complaints received. 


All complaints are investigated either by an on-site visit and/or a review of the data. Violations 
are usually addressed through a notice of violation (NOV) letter that allows the operator a 
specified period of time within which to correct the problem. The violation is considered 
resolved upon timely corrective action. A formal enforcement referral will be made if the cited 
problem is not corrected in the time allowed, if the violation is repeated, or if a violation is 
causing substantial impact to the environment or neighbors. In most cases, formal enforcement 
results in an agreed enforcement order including penalties and technical requirements for 
corrective action. Penalties are based up the severity and duration of the violation(s). Violations 
are maintained on file and are included in the calculation of a facility and a person’s compliance 
history. 


COMMENT 8: Air Monitoring 


Laura S. Jones, Melanie Oldham, and Save Our Subdivisions requested new air monitors be 
placed close to the proposed facilities in a timely manner in order to start receiving baseline data 
as soon as possible. 


Laura S. Jones suggested that the monitors deliver real-time data available to the public. 


Harold Doty asked that the air monitors measure VOCs. 


Harold Doty, Laura S. Jones, Christopher Kall, James Kall, Susan Luycx, Roy Marsh, Bill 
Massey, Susan Massey, Melanie Oldham, Bob Pratt, Save Our Subdivisions, Diana Stokes, and 
James Stokes said that the area needed air monitoring systems closer to the proposed facilities 
and that the monitors’ positions need to consider prevailing wind direction.  


David Cole said that TCEQ needed to better research air monitoring in the area, and that there 
were not any monitors placed to measure the Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge that would often 
be downwind of the facility. 


Bob Pratt and Christopher Kall stated that there is a lack of air monitoring that can be relied 
upon in the area. 
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Melanie Oldham stated that Brazoria County has had the highest readings of ozone in the state 
of Texas for the last two zone seasons. She is concerned about the current location of ozone 
monitors in the county. 


Bob Casale stated that monitoring is the only effective way to protect the community. 


RESPONSE 8: The air quality analysis performed by the applicant showed that 
preconstruction monitoring was not required as the predicted impacts were below PSD 
significant monitoring levels. The TCEQ does not have the authority to require an applicant to 
install ambient (off-site) air monitoring as part of an air permit application. In order to obtain 
an air permit, an applicant must demonstrate proposed emissions are protective of human 
health and welfare. The potential impacts to human health and welfare or the environment are 
determined by comparing air dispersion modeling predicted concentrations from the proposed 
facility to appropriate state and federal standards and effects screening levels. The Applicant 
used TCEQ background concentrations from the geographic region to model predicted values, 
and assumed a worst-case scenario, i.e., all processes at the site operating simultaneously at 
worst-case emission rates and worst-case meteorological conditions. The overall evaluation 
process provides a conservative prediction that is protective of the public and the environment. 
The modeling predictions were reviewed by the TCEQ Air Dispersion Modeling Team, and the 
modeling analysis was deemed to be acceptable. See Response 2 for further explanation of that 
analysis. The Air Quality Analysis Audit which is part of the permit file contains the results of 
the analysis. This information can be obtained from the TCEQ permit reviewer, Mr. Sean 
O’Brien, by calling (512) 239-1250. 


The siting of ambient air quality monitors is outside the scope of an air permit application 
review. The applicant was required to justify any monitoring data relied upon in the permit 
application for the air quality modeling analysis. 


COMMENT 9: Facility Emission Controls 


Commenters in Group A, Felicia Harris, James B. Heath, S. M. King, and Juan Longoria III 
expressed support for the applicant’s plans for emission controls at the proposed facilities. 


Laura S. Jones asked for Freeport LNG to use carbon capture and other more environmentally 
advanced emission control equipment. 


RESPONSE 9: TCEQ appreciates the support. 


TCEQ is not currently the permitting authority for emissions of greenhouse gases. Since carbon 
capture is exclusively for control of carbon dioxide, a greenhouse gas, review of carbon capture 
was not required for these applications. Comments about carbon capture should be made on 
Freeport LNG’s greenhouse gas permit which is being reviewed by EPA Region 6. The TCEQ 
cannot deny a permit if the applicant demonstrates that all applicable statutes, rules, and 
regulations will be met. See Response 3 for the control requirements to which the applications 
were subject. Also, see the application and the Executive Director’s Preliminary Determination 
Summary for more specific information about control technology applied to the proposed 
facility (attached).  


COMMENT 10: Electric Motors at Facility 
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Commenters in Group A, Group B, Felicia Harris, James B. Heath, E J King, S. M. King, Juan 
Longoria III, and Randy K. Weber expressed support for the applicant’s plans to use electric 
motors at the proposed facilities because they are energy efficient and have fewer emissions. 


RESPONSE 10: TCEQ appreciates the support. 


COMMENT 11: Fugitives 


Bob Pratt stated that there will be a large number of vessels and fugitive components such as 
valves, flanges, and other connections. He questions how well the applicant will perform the 
fugitive monitoring. Additionally, he questions the monitoring and enforcement of the permit. 


RESPONSE 11: The Pretreatment Facility and Liquefaction Plant combined have the potential 
to emit less than 5 tons per year of VOC from equipment fugitive leaks. While VOC BACT does 
not require leak detection and repair (LDAR) for pipeline quality natural gas (or LNG), the 
applicant is applying TCEQ’s 28MID LDAR with the addition of connector monitoring to receive 
VOC control credit. This is a quarterly monitoring program intended to detect leaks above a 
certain threshold and require corrective action of the permit holder to repair such leaks. See Air 
Quality Permit Numbers 100114, PSDTX1282, and N150 Special Condition Nos. 9, 10, and 17 for 
fugitive monitoring requirements and recordkeeping for the Liquefaction Plant; and Air Quality 
Permit Numbers 104840, PSDTX1302, and N170 Special Condition Nos. 14, 15, and 34 for the 
Pretreatment Facility. See Response 7 for more information on reporting and enforcement. 


COMMENT 12: VOCs from Valves 


Sierra Club is concerned that the draft permits understate the potential to emit volatile organic 
chemicals (VOC). Notably, the pretreatment facility will incorporate 115 pressure relief valves, 
and the liquefaction facility will incorporate another 60 pressure relief valves. Although the 
emissions calculations include estimates of fugitive emissions from these pressure relief valves, 
it appears that all emissions calculations exclude emissions associated with venting through 
these valves—i.e., the pollutants these valves will emit when they are actually operating to 
release pressure, according to their intended function. As demonstrated in the fugitive emissions 
calculations, the gas coming to these valves contains VOC, so venting through these valves will 
be an additional source of VOC emissions. It may be that these valves are intended to operate 
only in unusual conditions, such as startups, shutdowns, or malfunctions. As with flares and 
other such equipment, however, these emissions must nonetheless be included in emission 
totals. Inclusion of these emissions is especially important because the draft permit finds that 
the project will have a potential to emit 24.96 tons per year (tpy) of VOC – only 80 pounds of 
VOC below the major modification threshold. 


RESPONSE 12: The TCEQ requires applicants to calculate the fugitive leak rate of pressure 
relief valves (PRVs) based on a leak rate of a PRV that is not relieving. PRVs are designed to 
prevent catastrophic ruptures of vessels and piping. The theory is that the emissions from 
relieving pressure (i.e. releasing process fluid) would be far less than if the vessel or pipe 
ruptured. When the pressure of a vessel or pipe exceeds the pressure setting of the PRV and a 
release occurs, the permit holder has allowed an upset to occur. The only emissions authorized 
in the permit are from the connection where the relief valve is attached to the vessel or pipe. 
Upset events are defined in 30 TAC § 101.1(109) as an unplanned and unavoidable breakdown or 
excursion of a process or operation that results in unauthorized emissions. A relief occurrence 
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from a PRV is always considered an upset event because no one designs a plant to relieve from 
PRVs as part of normal operation. Upset events are considered an emission event as defined in 
30 TAC § 101.1(28) and are not included in a permit allowable calculation. Upset events cannot 
be authorized by a permit and no allowance is made for them in a potential to emit calculation 
as they are not allowable emissions.  


The permit holder is responsible for following emission event rules in 30 TAC Chapter 101 
Subchapter F including reporting the event, noting what actions were taken to reduce the 
emissions from the event, and possibly being subject to a corrective action plan to reduce future 
emission events. Additionally, enforcement action may be taken against the permit holder for 
the emission event. 


TCEQ does not agree that startup and shutdown are ‘unusual conditions.’ Planned startup and 
shutdown have been included and authorized in the permit as they are considered part of 
normal operation. The applicant has not indicated that the PRVs release during planned startup 
and shutdown and any releases are not authorized during those times. 


COMMENT 13: Noise/Lighting/Safety/Zoning and General Location/Property Value Concerns 


Citizen Petition, Harold Doty, Laura S. Jones, Christopher Kall, James Kall, Bill Massey, Susan 
Massey, Bob Pratt, and Diana Stokes expressed concerns about the general safety of people 
living and recreating in the area due to the close proximity of facilities that have explosion and 
fire hazards. 


Bob Pratt stated the Pretreatment Facility should be located next to the Stratton Ridge Metering 
Station instead of next to the local communities. He also noted that the proposed location and 
wind speeds would give between three and five minutes of response time for an emergency. He 
stated an explosion at the plant could destroy houses. 


Magdalene McClendon is concerned about the safety of the plants. 


In addition to the safety hazards already listed, Laura S. Jones and Diana Stokes also noted that 
the pipeline that goes to the Pretreatment facility runs parallel to the only road in and out of 
nearby neighborhoods. They expressed concern about residents safety should an incident at the 
facility or with the pipeline result in the road being closed, preventing residents from 
evacuating. 


Harold Doty, Laura S. Jones, Roy Marsh, Melanie Oldham, Save Our Subdivisions, and Diana 
Stokes requested that the applicant implement safety measures at the facilities such as an 
evacuation plan that includes an automatic alarm system. 


Harold Doty, James Kall, and Christopher Kall stated that they did not want to see Quintana be 
another West, Texas disaster. Bob Pratt stated that an explosion at a plant in Henderson, 
Nevada was parallel to what could possibly happen if something were to go wrong at the 
proposed Pretreatment facility. 


Melanie Oldham was concerned about levee inspection and repair on Quintana Island. 


Harold Doty, Christopher Kall, and James Kall requested odorizing the gas for public protection. 
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Diana Stokes expressed concern that the city of Oyster Creek is adjacent to the proposed 
location for the Pretreatment facility. Therefore the city would be inside the levee with the 
facility, which could increase the potential for danger for residents in the event of a flood. 


Laura S. Jones requested that the applicant implement fail-safe valves for all pipelines at the 
facilities. 


David Cole, Harold Doty, Laura S. Jones, Christopher Kall, James Kall, Bill Massey, Susan 
Massey, Bob Pratt, Save Our Subdivisions, Diana Stokes, and James Stokes expressed general 
concerns about the close proximity of the facilities to residential areas. 


Laura S. Jones, Save Our Subdivisions, Diana Stokes, and James Stokes stated that the nearby 
residential areas are predominantly elderly and low income. Neither of which would normally 
have the means to move easily. 


Laura S. Jones, Susan Massey and James Stokes stated that the facility would not be in the 
correct zoning district. 


Citizen Petition said that Freeport LNG had signed a contract that it would not expand past the 
existing industrial district boundaries on the North end of the island, and the proposed location 
would break that contract. 


Laura S. Jones and Diana Stokes expressed concerns about the nuisance of construction 
particulate for the residents in the area surrounding the proposed facilities. 


Citizen Petition, Laura S. Jones, Susan Massey, and Diana Stokes noted that light and noise 
pollution are nuisance concerns for both people and wildlife surrounding these facilities due to 
their close proximity to residential and natural areas. 


Laura S. Jones pointed out that the local geography intensifies the problem of noise pollution 
since there are no trees or other natural barriers to the sound. 


Bob Pratt expressed concern that the proposed facilities would increase the population living 
and working in the area, thereby increasing emissions caused by traffic. 


Citizen Petition stated that the location of the proposed facilities would ruin their view of natural 
wildlife and lessen the aesthetic enjoyment of their property. 


Harold Doty, Laura S. Jones, Susan Massey, and Diana Stokes expressed concern that the 
proposed facilities would reduce residential property value. 


Laura S. Jones, Bill Massey, and Susan Massey expressed concern that the proposed facilities 
would discourage tourism in the area. 


Citizen Petition and Harold Doty suggested that the facility build a dike around the Liquefaction 
Facility to reduce visible impact as a solution to multiple concerns ranging from safety to 
decreased property value concerns. 
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Christopher Kall stated his concern about the visual impact the Liquefaction facility will have on 
surrounding houses. 


Melanie Oldham expressed concern about the amount of time the ship channel would be closed 
for ships coming in to the facility, loading, and then going back out.  


RESPONSE 13: The TCEQ’s jurisdiction is established by the Legislature and is limited to the 
issues set forth in statute. Accordingly, the TCEQ does not have jurisdiction to consider noise or 
light pollution, zoning, or effects on property values when determining whether to approve or 
deny a permit application, unless state law imposes specific distance limitations that are 
enforceable by the TCEQ. Zoning and land use are beyond the authority of the TCEQ for 
consideration when reviewing air quality permit applications and such issues should be directed 
to local officials. Use and closure of the ship channel are also beyond the scope of TCEQ’s 
authority. 


The maximum concentrations are evaluated at the property line, at the nearest off-property 
receptor, and at any schools located within 3,000 feet of the facilities. The site review indicated 
that there was no school within 3,000 feet. The recommendation of the regional office was to 
proceed with the permit review, and the site review indicated no reasons to deny the permit 
application. 


The permit application must meet standards outlined in the Texas Clean Air Act and applicable 
state and federal rules and regulations. Applicants must comply with 30 TAC § 101.4, which 
prohibits nuisance conditions. Specifically the rule states, “No person shall discharge from any 
source whatsoever one or more air contaminants or combinations thereof, in such concentration 
and of such duration as are or may tend to be injurious to or to adversely affect human health or 
welfare, animal life, vegetation, or property, or as to interfere with the normal use and 
enjoyment of animal life, vegetation, or property.” The TCEQ does not have jurisdiction to 
consider additional traffic when determining whether to approve or deny a permit application. 
However, 30 TAC 101.5 states , “No person shall discharge from any source whatsoever such 
quantities of air contaminants, uncombined water, or other materials which cause or have a 
tendency to cause a traffic hazard or an interference with normal road use.” As long as the 
facility is operated in compliance with the terms of the permit, nuisance conditions are not 
expected. The TCEQ cannot deny authorization of a facility if a permit application demonstrates 
that all applicable statutes, rules, and regulations will be met. 


The law governing air permits deals specifically with air-related issues. The scope of this air 
quality permit application review does not include a fire control and contingency plan or a 
prompt notice of emergency communication plan. The scope of this air quality permit 
application review also does not include a plan for the permit holder to communicate with area 
response agencies and adjacent neighbors; or for the permit holder to demonstrate financial 
responsibility for risk management through the provision of commercial general, 
comprehensive auto, and property liability insurance policies, or self-retentions, to protect 
against losses incurred by innocent third-parties. In the event of an emergency, the Local 
Emergency Planning Committee (LEPC) and the regulated entity have the primary 
responsibility of notifying potentially impacted parties regarding the situation. 


As set forth in 30 TAC § 101.201(a), Emissions Event Reporting and Recordkeeping 
Requirements, regulated entities are required to notify the TCEQ regional office within 24 hours 
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of the discovery of releases into the air and in advance of maintenance activities which could or 
have resulted in emissions in excess of a reportable quantity. This quantity varies based on the 
air contaminant released. These notifications are available to the public upon request. In the 
event a citizen is adversely impacted by air emissions from this or any other facility they may 
register a complaint with the TCEQ Houston Regional Office (713) 767-3500, toll free 1-888-
777-3186. These complaints would then be addressed according to TCEQ procedures.  


Occasionally, depending on the chemicals handled, the location of the facility, and the processes 
involved, a permit application may require a disaster review. Proposed projects which involve 
toxic chemicals that are known or suspected to have potential for life threatening effects upon 
off-facility property in the event of a disaster, and involve manufacturing processes which may 
contribute to the potential for disastrous events, are candidates for disaster review. This 
application did not require disaster review.  


COMMENT 14: Facility Moved Proposed Construction Site 


Rep. Drew Darby, Group B, Felicia Harris, and E.J. King praised the company for working with 
local residents to move the location of the proposed facility due to resident concerns. 


RESPONSE 14: TCEQ appreciates the comments. 


COMMENT 15: Economy 


Rep. Drew Darby, Pamela Girouard, Group A, Group B, Felicia Harris, James B. Heath, Hon. E. 
J. King, S. M. King, Juan Longoria III, Randy K. Weber, Peggy Yates, and Roy Yates stated that 
the proposed facility would benefit the local economy and would create new jobs. 


S. M. King, Peggy Yates, and Roy Yates stated that the proposed facility would benefit the 
national economy. 


Laura S. Jones and Diana Stokes stated that there would be fewer jobs created by the proposed 
facility than the numbers of people that would be negatively affected by it. 


Bob Pratt stated that the community is overloaded with no housing for the new jobs to be 
created by the facility. 


Christopher Kall stated that the export LNG will raise prices of natural gas and take away 
manufacturing jobs. 


RESPONSE 15: TCEQ appreciates the comments of support. 


For more information on the health effects review, please see Response 2. For more information 
on safety, zoning, or property value concerns, please see Response 11. As part of the 
nonattainment review, the applicant was required to perform an analysis of alternative sites, 
sizes, production processes, and environmental control techniques for such proposed source 
demonstrates that benefits of the proposed source significantly outweigh the environmental and 
social costs imposed as a result of its location, construction, or modification. The results of this 
analysis are available in the application. During the permit review, information regarding the 
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application can be obtained from the TCEQ permit reviewer, Mr. Sean O’Brien by calling (512) 
239-1250 or the TCEQ Houston Regional Office (713) 767-3500. 


The TCEQ’s jurisdiction is established by the Legislature and is limited to the issues set forth in 
statute. Accordingly, the TCEQ does not have jurisdiction to prohibit owners and operators from 
seeking authorization to emit air contaminants; nor can the TCEQ prohibit owners and 
operators from receiving authorization to emit air contaminants if they comply with all statutory 
and regulatory requirements. Further, as part of its review of the air quality permit the TCEQ 
may not consider a company’s impact on the economy, whether positive or negative, when 
making its determination about whether the permit application meets all applicable rules and 
regulations. 


COMMENT 16: Water Quality 


Laura S. Jones and Diana Stokes expressed concern regarding the continued health of the water 
in the area surrounding the proposed facilities for drinking and recreational use. 


David Cole requested routine water quality testing in the estuaries surrounding the proposed 
facilities. 


David Cole, Laura S. Jones, Susan Massey, and Diana Stokes expressed concern about the 
continued quality of the water in the wetlands and estuaries in close proximity and downstream 
from the proposed facilities. 


David Cole and Susan Massey specifically noted that the proposed facilities would be 
downstream of the Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge. 


Laura S. Jones and Susan Massey expressed concerns that the proposed facilities would use 
large volumes of water, creating problems for residents who use well water. 


Laura S. Jones expressed concerns that the proposed facilities would negatively affect the soil 
and water quality in the surrounding area. 


RESPONSE 16: This is an application for an air quality permit. While the TCEQ is responsible 
for the environmental protection of all media (including water), the TCAA specifically addresses 
air-related issues. The scope of this air quality permit application review does not include a 
water assessment or consideration of issues involving the quantity of water used at the proposed 
facility, nor the amount of water that is recycled at the proposed facility. Depending on the 
nature of the facility’s operations, the Applicant may be required to apply for separate permits 
that regulate water quality or water usage. It is the Applicant’s responsibility to secure all 
permits and authorizations necessary for operation of the proposed facility. The issuance of an 
air quality permit does not negate the responsibility of an applicant to apply for any additionally 
required authorizations prior to constructing or operating a facility. 


In addition, the TCAA does not give the TCEQ authority to regulate air emissions beyond the 
direct impacts (inhalation) that the air emissions have to human health or welfare. Therefore, 
the TCEQ does not set emission limits to restrict, or perform analysis to determine impacts 
emissions may have (by themselves or in combination, with other contaminants or pathways), 
after being deposited on land or water or incorporated into the food chain. 
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Air quality permit applications are evaluated to determine whether standards outlined in the 
TCAA and applicable state and federal rules and regulations are met. As part of the permit 
evaluation process, the permit reviewer identifies all sources of air contaminants at the 
proposed facility, assures that the facility will be using BACT or LAER, as applicable for the 
sources and types of contaminants emitted, and determines that no adverse effects to public 
health, general welfare, or physical property are expected to result from a facility’s proposed 
emissions. The TCEQ cannot deny a permit if the applicant demonstrates that all applicable 
statutes, rules, and regulations will be met. Special conditions and a maximum allowable 
emission rates table are created to establish guidelines for the operation of the facility. The 
permit conditions are developed such that a facility that is operated within the terms and 
conditions of the permit should be able to operate in compliance with standards outlined in the 
TCAA and applicable state and federal rules and regulations.  


COMMENT 17: Deny the Air Permit 


Citizen Petition, Roy Marsh, Melanie Oldham, and Diana Stokes specifically asked that TCEQ 
deny the air permit based on their comments. 


RESPONSE 17: The TCEQ appreciates the interest from the public in environmental matters 
before the agency. TCEQ staff evaluates air quality permit applications based on whether the 
application meets the standards outlined in the TCAA and the applicable state and federal rules 
and regulations.  


COMMENT 18: Swiftly Grant the Air Permit 


Rep. Drew Darby, Pamela Girouard, Group A, Group B, Felicia Harris, James B. Heath, Hon. E. 
J. King, S. M. King, Juan Longoria III, Comm. Jerry Patterson, and Randy K. Weber specifically 
asked that TCEQ promptly grant Air Permit Numbers 104840 and 100114. 


RESPONSE 18: TCEQ appreciates the support. TCEQ is required to follow the requirements of 
the TCAA and the applicable rules located in the Texas Administrative Code when considering a 
permit. This includes the specific public notice requirements of the TCAA and the public notice 
rules found in 30 TAC Chapters 39 and 55, which include the opportunity for comment and to 
request a contested case hearing (CCH). A request for a CCH will be granted if the request is 
made by the applicant or the executive director. A request for a CCH may also be granted if it is 
made by an affected person, in writing, and if the request raises disputed issues of fact that were 
raised during the comment period, and not withdrawn by the commenter, and that are relevant 
and material to the commission's decision on the application. The request for a CCH must be 
timely filed with the chief clerk, sought pursuant to a right to hearing authorized by law, and 
comply with the requirements of Title 30 Texas Administrative Code § 55.201. If a contested 
case hearing is granted, the commission will refer the application to the State Office of 
Administrative Hearings (SOAH).  


COMMENT 19: Laura S. Jones suggested that the applicant should donate the Pretreatment 
Facility site’s property to the Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge. 


RESPONSE 19: The TCEQ does not have the authority to direct the applicant to donate its 
property to an organization. 
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COMMENT 20: Comments on the original location for the Pretreatment Facility on County 
Road 792. 


The following commenters submitted comments in response to the Liquefaction Facility first 
public notice between January 16, 2012 and March 28, 2012:8 Richard Antonette, Dan Callahan, 
David N. Cole, Michele Collins, Suzanne Coots, Kathy Davis, Barbara Hawkins, Val Paul 
Hoffman, Nancy Laurie, Richard D. Linn, Robert Maddison, Aimee Coates Marsh, Roy Marsh, 
Don Praeger,  Jeannie Praeger, Ronald V. Poggemoeller,  Robin Rio, Josephine Session, Al 
Sterkx, D. Stokes, Diana Stokes, JL Stokes, John P. Williams, Floyd Winkler of behalf of 
Commodore Cove Improvement District (CCID), and Anthony Paul Zuma. These comments 
primarily concern the proposed Freeport Pretreatment facility, and the commenters specify 
concerns about health effects, potential effects on wildlife, potential for flooding and water 
contamination, proximity to local homes and businesses, concerns about noise, truck traffic, and 
dust, emergency planning, and proximity to Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge. Many of these 
comments specifically reference the prior proposed location for the Pretreatment Facility on 
County Road 792. 


RESPONSE 20: Freeport LNG evaluated their options for locations for the Pretreatment 
Facility and submitted the application for the current proposed location of the Pretreatment 
Facility on County Road 690, for which notice was initially published on August 2, 2012. The 
new proposed location for the Pretreatment Facility renders the specific concerns of these 
comments regarding a location on County Road 792 moot. The general concerns of these 
commenters regarding health effects, potential effects on wildlife, potential for flooding and 
water contamination, proximity to local homes and businesses, concerns about noise, truck 
traffic, and dust, emergency planning, and proximity to Brazoria National Wildlife Refuge, and 
others were made by many commenters on both current permit applications. These concerns 
have been addressed previously in this Response. 


 


  


                                                      
8 This is the date range in which these specific comments were received by TCEQ. These comments were 
timely submitted for the Liquefaction Facility, Permit Nos. 100114, PSDTX1282, and N150, as the 
comment period began on January 16, 2012 and closed on March 13, 2014.  







Executive Director’s Response to Comments 
Application by Freeport LNG Development, LP  
Pretreatment Plant, Permit Nos. 104840, PSDTX1302, and N170  
Liquefaction Facility Permit Nos. 100114, PSDTX1282, and N150 
Page 23 of 56 
 


 
 


CHANGES MADE IN RESPONSE TO COMMENT 


No changes to the draft permit have been made in response to public comment. 


 


Respectfully submitted, 
 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality 
 
Richard A. Hyde, P.E., Executive Director 
 
Caroline Sweeney, Deputy Director 
Office of Legal Services 
 
Robert Martinez, Division Director 
Environmental Law Division 
 
 
 
Ms. Amy Browning, Staff Attorney 
Environmental Law Division 
State Bar Number 24059503 
PO Box 13087, MC 173 
Austin, Texas 78711-3087 
(512) 239-0891 
 
REPRESENTING THE  
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF THE 
TEXAS COMMISSION ON  
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY  
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Appendix A (“Group A”) 


Commenters listed in this appendix submitted comments in support of the permit using form 
letters with substantially the same content. 


Jason Alexander  


Brent Bowles 


Patty Brinkmeyer 


Glenn Carlson 


Harold Cox 


Greg Flaniken 


Orren Gaspard 


Al Guevara 


Roderick Hall 


Joe Harrison 


Jerry Harrison 


W. M. Hartman  


Danny Hickey 


Jerry Hinojosa 


Javier Infante  


Beth Journeay 


Robert Lockett  


Tana Maddox 


Anthony Maschet


Bryan Melass 


Amanda Miles 


Evelyn Moore 


Kevin Moriarty 


L. G. Murrell 


Shayna Naquin 


Brady Odom 


Howard Perryman 


Robert Perryman 


Linda Pirtle 


Shane Pirtle 


A. J. Reixach 


Hon. Joe Rinehart 


Joe Ripple 


Sharon Rogers 


Drew Ryder 


Courtney Sanford 


Mike Scarborough 


Kristen Sinor


Robert Sipple 


Lori Sorrell 


Mike Sorrell 


Larry Stanley 


Miguel Suarez 


Joe Talbott 


David Terry 


Mark Troyer 


John Truer 


Millicent Valek 


Art Vandaveer 


Chibea Wil 


Duane Williams 


Nancy Wollam 


Robert Worley 


Thomas Yandre 


Roy Yates
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Appendix B (“Group B”) 


Commenters listed in this appendix submitted comments in support of the permit using form 
letters with substantially the same content. 


Jerry Adkins 


Rep. Dennis Bonnen 


Tim Bradberry 


Hon. Jack Brown 


Thure Cannon 


Lonnie Car 


Teddy Carter 


Comm. Christi Craddick 


Rep. Drew Darby 


Louis Guidry 


Bill Hammond


Debra Mamula Hastings 


Terry Jeffers 


Rep. Jim Keffer 


Rep. Phil King 


Linda Martin 


Marinell Music 


Rep. Chris D. Paddie 


Comm. Donald “Dude” 
Payne 


Shane Pirtle 


Comm. David Porter


Travis Quinn 


Daniel Schaefer 


Scott Schwertner 


Comm. Matt Sebesta 


Barry Smitherman 


Rep. Joe Straus 


Eddie Venne 


Gary Wilson 


Rep. Gene Wu
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Appendix C 


Individuals who submitted unique comments in support of the permit are listed in this 
appendix. 


Pamela Girouard 


Felicia Harris 


James B. Heath 


Glen Hegar


Hon. E. J. King 


S. M. King 


Juan Longoria III 


Comm. Jerry Patterson


U.S. Rep. Randy Weber 


Peggy Yates 


Roy Yates 
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Appendix D (“Citizen Petition”) 


Commenters listed in this appendix submitted comments in opposition to the permit using a 
petition with a list of signatures. 


Pama Abercrombie 


Barrett Blackwell 


Jamie Blackwell 


Megan Blackwell 


Cathy Brown 


Donald Centanni 


Lorena Centanni 


Linda Cook 


Wade Cook 


Teresa Cornelison 


Mary K. Cornett 


Sharon Cornett 


Mary Coulter 


Linda Cressman 


Amanda Dodge 


Trudy Dodge 


Harold Doty 


Ashley Farris 


Chris Gaskill 


Douglass Harwell


Mark A. Hess 


Russell Hess 


Christopher Kall 


James Kall 


Kathy Kall 


Jeff Kapala 


Mary Kapala 


Dee Kindred 


Susan Q. Laws 


Ted Laws 


Jim Martin 


Linda Martin 


Robert Masters 


Terry Miller 


Bruce A. Morgan 


Johnny Morrison 


Wilma Morrison 


Randall D. Mosman 


Sylvia Mosman 


Mark Napier


Angela Nichols 


Robert Oczkowski 


Patricia Palmer 


Terrence Palmer 


Connie Perlander 


Jack Segall 


Karen A. Summers 


Jose Torres 


R. C. VanAverbeke 


S. A. VanAverbeke 


Gary Wilson 


Nath Womack 


Bryan Worthy 


Jennifer Worthey 


Randy Wright 


Shari Wright 


Shela Wright 


Concerned Citizen 
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Appendix E (“Save Our Subdivisions”) 
 
C. Adams 


R. O. Archen Jr. 


Jacqueline Aylmer 


Anita Bontekoe 


David J. Collins 


Michele Collins 


Chris Connor 


Suzanne Coots 


Roger Cornelison 


Teresa Cornelison 


George T. Cressman 


Linda Cressman 


Jana Dalton 


James Davis 


Martha Davis 


Pamela Davis 


Stephen Davis 


Anne Del Prado 


John Fuller 


Eric G. Graff 


Ethan Griffin 


Hunter Griffin 


Gloria D. Guenter 


Robert S. Guenter


Kenny Hall 


Sarah Hall 


Barbara Hawkins 


Harold Hendricks 


Laura Jones 


Nancy Laurie 


Patrick Laurie 


James A. Leeper 


Ray M. Lester 


Dianna Linn 


Richard D. Linn 


David Lynsavage 


James T. Maher 


Roy Marsh 


Bill Massey 


Susan Massey 


Henry Gene McClendon 


Magdalene McClendon 


Mark McClendon 


Regina McCoy 


Archie L. McKinney 


Rebecca Mims 


James Moon 


Juanita Moreno


Mike Mueller 


C.A. Owens 


Clarence Phang 


Ronald V. Poggemoeller 


Don Praeger 


Jeannie Praeger 


Sharon Ramp 


Johnny L. Richey 


Lin V. Richey 


Denise Robino 


Thomas M. Schneider 


Rebecca Smims 


Greg Smith 


Kareen P. Townend 


Rick Townend 


Eriko Valk 


Randall Valk 


C. Lynn Waters 


Richard Waters 


Floyd Winkler 


Peggy Sue Winkler 


A. Paul Zuma 


Starlet C. Zuma
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Appendix F 


Individuals who submitted unique comments and gave oral comments at the public meeting in 
opposition to the permit are listed in this appendix. 


Larry Bontekoe 


Bob Casale 


David Cole 


Teresa Cornelison 


Harold Doty 


Laura S. Jones


Christopher Kall 


Susan Luycx 


Roy Marsh 


Bill Massey 


Susan Massey 


Magdalene McClendon


Melanie Oldham 


Bob Pratt 


Nathan Matthews and 
Natalie Spiegel with the 
Sierra Club (Sierra Club) 


Diana Stokes 


James Stokes 
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Appendix G 


The Executive Director’s Preliminary Determination Summary for Permit Nos. 100114, 
PSDTX1282, and N150, and 104840, PSDTX1302, and N170 are attached. 







Preliminary Determination Summary 
Freeport LNG Development, L.P. 


Permit Numbers 100114, N150, and PSDTX1282  
 
I. Applicant 


Freeport LNG Development LP 
333 Clay St Ste 5050 
Houston, Texas  77002-4101 


 
II. Project Location 


Freeport LNG Liquefaction Plant 
1500 Lamar St 
Brazoria County 
Quintana, Texas  77541 


 
III. Project Description 


 
Freeport LNG Development, L.P. (Freeport LNG) owns and operates a Liquefied 
Natural Gas (LNG) import terminal located on Quintana Island near Freeport, 
Texas (referred to as the “Quintana Island Terminal”).  The terminal was 
designed and constructed to receive LNG by tankers from around the world.  The 
imported LNG is intended to be stored at the terminal, vaporized, and discharged 
to the Texas natural gas pipeline system for delivery to the end-users.  The 
authorized facilities include two LNG ship berths, three LNG storage tanks, 
associated vaporization facilities, and a 9.6-mile-long, 42-inch diameter natural 
gas send-out pipeline.  These facilities are permitted by the Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality (TCEQ) under Air Quality Permit No. 55464. 
 
Freeport LNG is proposing to construct a natural gas liquefaction plant 
(Liquefaction Plant) that uses the Air Products liquefaction process adjacent to 
the Freeport LNG terminal facility on Quintana Island.  The Liquefaction Plant 
will consist of three mixed refrigerant trains with propane pre-cooling, each 
capable of producing a nominal 4.4 million tonnes (metric tons) per annum of 
Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG), which equates to a total liquefaction capacity of 
approximately 1.98 billion standard cubic feet per day of natural gas.  Due to 
operational constraints, when the Liquefaction Plant is operational, Freeport 
LNG will not operate the regasification or BOG liquefaction facilities authorized 
under Permit 55464. 
 
In support of the proposed Liquefaction Plant, Freeport LNG plans to construct a 
natural gas Pretreatment Facility to purify pipeline quality natural gas to be sent 
to the Liquefaction Plant for the production of LNG.  The Pretreatment Facility 
will be located approximately 3.5 miles inland to the northeast of the Quintana 
Island Terminal along Freeport LNG’s existing 42-inch natural gas pipeline 
route. 
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A separate air permit application for the Pretreatment Facility is pending TCEQ 
review (Air Quality Permits No. 104840/PSDTX1302/N170). Collectively, the 
proposed development of the Liquefaction Plant and the Pretreatment Facility is 
referred to as the “Liquefaction Project”. Because of the interdependency of these 
facilities, Freeport LNG has requested that the TCEQ review the two applications 
and the air emissions for both plants together as a single site, so that the 
applicability of Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) and Nonattainment 
New Source Review (NNSR) may be considered for the Liquefaction Project as a 
whole. 
 


IV. Emissions 
 


Air Contaminant Proposed Allowable Emission Rates 
(tpy) 


VOC 24.96 


NOx 65.8 


SO2 24.8 


CO 94.2 


PM/PM10/PM2.5 87.2 


H2SO4 2.04 


H2S 1.86 


NH3 74.62 
 


V. Federal Applicability 
 
The site is located in Brazoria County which is nonattainment for ozone and 
attainment or unclassified for all other regulated NSR pollutants.  The existing 
site is a minor source for PSD and NNSR.  The project is a major source for 
greenhouse gas emissions and therefore TCEQ is permitting any significant 
amounts of the other criteria pollutants.  The project emissions for nitrogen 
oxides (NOx) and particulate matter, including particulate matter including 
particulate matter less than 10 microns and less than 2.5 microns in diameter 
(PM/PM10/PM2.5) were above the (PSD) major modification significance level; 
therefore, PSD review was triggered for these pollutants and full modeling and 
impacts analyses were performed.  The carbon monoxide (CO), volatile organic 
compounds (VOC), and sulfur dioxide (SO2) project increases were below the 
PSD major modification significance level so PSD review is not required for CO, 
VOC or SO2 emissions.  The project is not a major modification for VOC for 
NNSR but is a major modification for NOx.  The following chart illustrates the 
annual project emissions for each pollutant and whether this pollutant triggers 
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PSD or Nonattainment (NA) review.  These totals include SS emissions and all 
facilities in this permit and the Pretreatment facilities in Air Quality Permits Nos. 
104840/PSDTX1302/N170. 


 
Pollutant Project 


Emissions 
(tpy) 


Major Mod 
Trigger 
(tpy) 


NA 
Triggered 
Y/N 


PSD 
Triggered 
Y/N 


VOC 24.96 25 for NA 
40 for PSD N N 


NOx 65.8 25 for NA 
40 for PSD Y Y 


SO2 24.8 100 n/a N 


CO 94.2 100 n/a N 


PM 87.2 25 n/a Y 


PM10 87.2 15 n/a Y 


PM2.5 87.2 10 n/a Y 


H2SO4 2.04 7 n/a N 


H2S 1.86 10 n/a N 


 
 


VI. Control Technology Review 
 
Emission sources for the proposed project consist of one ground flare, two fire 
water pump engines, seven emergency generators, nine small diesel tanks, and 
associated equipment leak fugitives.  Compression is provided by electric motors 
which the TCEQ does not classify as a facility. 
 
Since the project was a major source for NOx in an ozone nonattainment area, 
lowest achievable emission rate (LAER) is applicable for facilities that emit NOx.  
Best available control technology (BACT) applies to all other pollutants. 
 
In addition to a review of control technology for steady state operations, the 
BACT and LAER analyses include startup and shutdown emissions and the 
numerical emission limits in the draft permit reflect this analysis. 
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As part of the BACT and LAER review process, the Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality (TCEQ) evaluates information from the Environmental 
Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse (RBLC), on-going 
permitting in Texas and other states, and the TCEQ’s continuing review of 
emissions control developments. 
 
A. Flare and Maintenance, Startup, and Shutdown 
 
The ground flare is a pressure-assisted flare.  Its main purpose is for emergencies 
(emission events) and for use during maintenance, startup, and shutdown (MSS).  
During normal operation, the plant’s emissions will consist of mostly equipment 
fugitive leaks.  Emissions were calculated based on the assumption of continuous 
pilots and one startup and shutdown per year.  The flare will be designed to 
achieve 99 percent destruction of molecules with three or less carbon atoms and 
98 percent destruction of molecules with more than three carbon atoms.  This 
meets BACT for control of VOC emissions during MSS.  LAER for NOx from the 
flare is no control as no control technology is available. 
 
B. Fire Water Pump Engines 


 
The two fire water pump engines at the site are diesel fired and each one is rated 
at 660 horsepower (hp).  Annual non-emergency operation of the engines is 
limited to 100 hours per year.  BACT for SO2 is the use of ultra low sulfur diesel 
containing no more than 15 parts per million by weight sulfur.  BACT for CO, 
VOC, and PM/PM10/PM2.5 is limited hours of operation.  LAER for NOx is the use 
of a 40 Code of Federal Regulation (CFR) Part 89 Tier 2 engine and limited hours 
of operation. 
 
C. Emergency Generators 


 
The seven emergency generators at the site are diesel fired and each one is rated 
at 755 hp.  Annual non-emergency operation of the engines is limited to 50 hours 
per year.  BACT for SO2 is the use of ultra low sulfur diesel containing no more 
than 15 parts per million by weight sulfur.  BACT for CO, VOC, and 
PM/PM10/PM2.5 is limited hours of operation.  LAER for NOx is the use of a 40 
CFR Part 89 Tier 2 engine and limited hours of operation. 
 
D. Diesel Tanks 


 
The fire water pump engine diesel tanks are 830 gallons in size each.  The 
emergency generator diesel tanks are 300 gallons each.  The tanks are fixed roof.  
Given the low vapor pressure of diesel and the size of the tanks, no control is 
economically reasonable for small diesel tanks.  This is BACT for VOC.  
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E. Equipment Leak Fugitives 
 


The site has the potential to emit less than 5 tons per year of VOC from 
equipment fugitive leaks.  While VOC BACT does not require leak detection and 
repair (LDAR) for pipeline quality natural gas (or LNG), the applicant is applying 
TCEQ’s 28MID LDAR with the addition of connector monitoring to receive VOC 
control credit.   
 
The definition of BACT at 40 CFR §52.21(b)(12) states that if technological or 
economic limitations on the application of measurement methodology to a 
particular emissions unit would make the imposition of an emissions standard 
infeasible, a design, equipment, work practice, operational standard, or 
combination thereof, may be prescribed instead to satisfy the requirement for the 
application of BACT.  Such standard shall, to the degree possible, set forth the 
emissions reduction achievable by implementation of such design, equipment, 
work practice or operation, and shall provide for compliance by means which 
achieve equivalent results. 
 
Given the limitations on directly measuring the VOC emissions from the leaks at 
the site there is not an ability to prescribe a specific emission standard to the 
fugitive leaks.  The applicant’s proposed use of TCEQ’s 28MID LDAR program, a 
work practice, in lieu of an enforceable emission standard is BACT for VOC 
emissions from equipment fugitive leaks. 
 
 


VII. Air Quality Analysis 
 
Because of the proximity of the Pretreatment and Liquefaction Plants, one air 
quality analysis was performed for all facilities in both permit applications, Air 
Quality Permit Nos. 100114/PSDTX1282/N150 and 104840/PSDTX1302/N170. 
 
The air quality analysis (AQA) is acceptable for all review types and pollutants.  
The results are summarized below. 
 
A. De Minimis Analysis 


 
A De Minimis analysis was initially conducted to determine if a full impacts 
analysis would be required.  The De Minimis analysis modeling results 
indicate that PM2.5 exceeds the respective de minimis concentrations and 
requires a full impacts analysis.  The De Minimis analysis modeling results 
for PM10 and NO2 indicated that the project is below the respective de 
minimis concentrations and no further analysis is required. 
 
The justification for selecting the EPA’s interim 1-hr NO2 De Minimis level 
was based on the assumptions underlying EPA’s development of the 1-hr 
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NO2 De Minimis level. As explained in EPA guidance memoranda9, the EPA 
believes it is reasonable as an interim approach to use a De Minimis Level 
that represents 4% of the 1-hr NO2 NAAQS. 
 
The applicant provided an evaluation of ambient PM2.5 monitoring data, 
consistent with draft EPA guidance for PM2.510, for using the PM2.5 De 
Minimis levels.  If the monitoring data shows that the difference between 
the PM2.5 NAAQS and the monitored PM2.5 background concentrations in 
the area is greater that the PM2.5 De Minimis level, then the proposed 
project with predicted impacts below the De Minimis level would not cause 
or contribute to a violation of the PM2.5 NAAQS and does not require a full 
impacts analysis.  See the discussion below in the air quality monitoring 
section for additional information on the evaluation of ambient PM2.5 
monitoring data. 
 
While the De Minimis levels for both the NAAQS and increment are 
identical for PM2.5 in the table below, the procedures to determine 
significance (that is, predicted concentrations to compare to the De Minimis 
levels) are different.  This difference occurs because the NAAQS for PM2.5 
are statistically-based, but the corresponding increments are exceedance-
based. 
 


Table 1. Modeling Results for PSD De Minimis Analysis 
in Micrograms Per Cubic Meter (µg/m3) 


Pollutant Averaging 
Time 


GLCmax 
(µg/m3) 


De Minimis  
(µg/m3) 


PM10 24-hr 4.95 5 


PM10 Annual 0.88 1 


PM2.5 (NAAQS) 24-hr 4.5 1.2 


PM2.5 (NAAQS) Annual 0.76 0.3 


PM2.5 (Increment) 24-hr 4.95 1.2 


PM2.5 (Increment) Annual 0.88 0.3 


NO2 1-hr 4.68 7.5 


                                                      
9 www.epa.gov/nsr/documents/20100629no2guidance.pdf 


10www.epa.gov/ttn/scram/guidance/guide/Draft_Guidance_for_PM25_Permit_Modeling.pdf 







Preliminary Determination Summary 
Permit Numbers 100114, N150, and PSDTX1282 
Page 7 
 
 


 
 


Pollutant Averaging 
Time 


GLCmax 
(µg/m3) 


De Minimis  
(µg/m3) 


NO2 Annual 0.53 1 


 
The 24-hr PM2.5 (NAAQS) GLCmax is the highest five-year average of the 
maximum predicted 24-hr average concentrations determined for each 
receptor across five years of meteorological data.  The annual PM2.5 


(NAAQS) GLCmax is the highest five-year average of the maximum 
predicted annual average concentrations determined for each receptor 
across five years of meteorological data.  
 
The 1-hr NO2 GLCmax is the highest five-year average of the maximum 
predicted 1-hr average concentrations determined for each receptor across 
five years of meteorological data. 
 
The GLCmax for all other pollutants and averaging times are the maximum 
predicted concentrations associated with five years of meteorological data. 


 
B. Air Quality Monitoring 


 
The De Minimis analysis modeling results indicate that PM10 and NO2 are 
below their respective monitoring significance levels. 
 


Table 2. Modeling Results for PSD Monitoring Significance Levels 


Pollutant Averaging Time GLCmax 
(µg/m3) 


Significance 
(µg/m3) 


PM10 24-hr 4.95 10 


NO2 Annual 0.53 14 


 
The GLCmax are the maximum predicted concentrations associated with 
five years of meteorological data. 
 
The applicant evaluated ambient PM2.5 monitoring data to satisfy the 
requirements for the pre-application air quality analysis. 
 
Background concentrations for PM2.5 were obtained from the EPA AIRS 
monitor 482010058 located at 7210 1/2 Bayway Dr., Baytown, Harris 
County.  The three-year average (2010-2012) of the 98th percentile of the 
annual distribution of the 24-hr average concentrations was used for the 24-
hr value (21 µg/m3).  The three-year average (2010-2012) of the annual 
average concentrations was used for the annual value (11.1 µg/m3). The use 
of this monitor is reasonable based on the applicant’s analysis of county 
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emissions, population, and a quantitative review of emissions sources in the 
surrounding area of the monitor site relative to the project site. 


 
C. National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) Analysis 


 
The De Minimis analysis modeling results indicate that PM2.5 exceeds the 
respective de minimis concentrations and requires a full impacts analysis.  
The full NAAQS modeling results indicate the total predicted concentrations 
will not result in an exceedance of the NAAQS. 
 


Table 3.  Total Concentrations for PSD NAAQS (Concentrations > De 
Minimis) 


Pollutant Averaging 
Time 


GLCmax 
(µg/m3) 


Background 
(µg/m3) 


Total Conc. = 
[Background + 


GLCmax] 
(µg/m3) 


Standard 
(µg/m3) 


PM2.5 24-hr 10.63 22 32.63 35 


PM2.5 Annual 2.35 9 11.35 12 


 
The 24-hr PM2.5 GLCmax is the highest five-year average of the 98th 
percentile of the annual distribution of the maximum predicted 24-hr 
average concentrations determined for each receptor across five years of 
meteorological data.  The annual PM2.5 GLCmax is the highest five-year 
average of the maximum predicted annual average concentrations 
determined for each receptor across five years of meteorological data. 
 
Background concentrations for PM2.5 were obtained from the EPA AIRS 
monitor 483550025 located at 902 Airport Blvd., Corpus Christi, Nueces 
County.  The three-year average (2008, 2009, and 2012) of the 98th 
percentile of the annual distribution of the 24-hr average concentrations 
was used for the 24-hr value.  The three-year average (2008, 2009, and 
2012) of the annual average concentrations was used for the annual value.   
The years 2010 and 2011 do not contain a sufficient number of samples to be 
complete, but the applicant evaluated monitoring data for years 2008 and 
2009 for this monitor and showed that the monitor values were comparable.  
The use of this monitor is a reasonable representation of the current air 
quality levels of PM2.5 associated with non-industrial emission sources near 
the project site.  In addition, the monitor is located near the industrial 
emission sources of the Corpus Christi ship channel.  Lastly, industrial 
emission sources of PM2.5 located near the project site were included in the 
model. 
 
The applicant performed an analysis on secondary PM2.5 formation as part 
of the PSD AQA.  The applicant evaluated the project emissions of PM2.5 
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precursor emissions (NOx and SO2).  The project will result in a proposed 
increase of NOx emissions greater than 40 tons per year (tpy) and a 
proposed increase of SO2 emissions less than 40 tpy.   
 
Since the project SO2 emissions are less than the PM2.5 precursor significant 
emission rate (SER) for SO2, significant secondary PM2.5 formation due to 
the proposed SO2 emissions is not expected.  Significant secondary 
formation of PM2.5 is not expected based on the following information: 
 


• The predicted primary PM2.5 impacts fall below the respective De 
Minimis levels approximately two kilometers (km) from the project 
sources.   


• The predicted NO2 impacts are also below their respective De 
Minimis levels. 


• Secondary PM2.5 formation occurs as a result of chemical 
transformations that occur in the atmosphere gradually over time 
and only a portion of the NOx emissions would be affected.  
Furthermore, secondary PM2.5 formation from NOx is unlikely to 
overlap in time or space with nearby maximum primary PM2.5 


impacts associated with the project sources. 
 
Freeport LNG Development LP is located in Brazoria County, which is part 
of the Houston-Galveston-Brazoria ozone non-attainment area.  Therefore, 
an ozone analysis is not required as part of the AQA. 
 


D. Increment Analysis 
 
The De Minimis analysis modeling results indicate that PM2.5 exceeds the 
respective de minimis concentrations and required a PSD increment 
analysis. 
 


Table 4 .Results for PSD Increment Analysis 


Pollutant Averaging Time GLCmax (µg/m3) Increment (µg/m3) 


PM2.5 24-hr 4.88 9 


PM2.5 Annual 0.89 4 


 
The 24-hr GLCmax is the maximum predicted high, second high (H2H) 
concentration associated with five years of meteorological data.  The annual 
GLCmax is the maximum predicted concentration associated with five years 
of meteorological data. 
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E. Additional Impacts Analysis 
 
The applicant performed an Additional Impacts Analysis as part of the PSD 
AQA. The applicant conducted a growth analysis and determined that 
population will not significantly increase as a result of the proposed project.  
The applicant conducted a soils and vegetation analysis and determined that 
all evaluated criteria pollutant concentrations are below their respective 
secondary NAAQS. The applicant meets the Class II visibility analysis 
requirement by complying with the opacity requirements of 30 TAC 111.  
The Additional Impacts Analyses are reasonable and possible adverse 
impacts from this project are not expected. 
 
The ADMT evaluated predicted concentrations from the proposed site to 
determine if emissions could adversely affect a Class I area.  The nearest 
Class I area, Caney Creek Wilderness, is located approximately 610 km from 
the proposed site. 
 
The H2SO4 24-hr maximum predicted concentration of 0.13 μg/m3 occurred 
along the northern property line.  The H2SO4 24-hr maximum predicted 
concentration occurring at the edge of the receptor grid, approximately 11 
km from the proposed sources, in the direction of the Caney Creek 
Wilderness Class I area is 0.006 μg/m3.  The Caney Creek Wilderness Class 
I area is an additional 599 km from the edge of the receptor grid.  Therefore, 
emissions of H2SO4 from the proposed project are not expected to adversely 
affect the Caney Creek Wilderness Class I area. 
 
The predicted concentrations of PM10, PM2.5, NO2, and SO2 for all averaging 
times, are all less than de minimis levels at a distance of approximately 2 km 
from the proposed sources in the direction of Caney Creek Wilderness Class 
I area.  Caney Creek Wilderness is an additional 608 km from the location 
where the predicted concentrations of PM10, PM2.5, NO2, and SO2 for all 
averaging times are less than de minimis.  Therefore, emissions from the 
proposed project are not expected to adversely affect the Caney Creek 
Wilderness Class I area. 
 


F. Minor Source NSR and Air Toxics Review 
 


Table 5.  Site-wide Modeling Results for State Property Line 


Pollutant Averaging Time GLCmax  
(µg/m3) 


Standard  
(µg/m3) 


SO2 1-hr 4.34 1021 


H2SO4 1-hr 0.33 50 
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Pollutant Averaging Time GLCmax  
(µg/m3) 


Standard  
(µg/m3) 


H2SO4 24-hr 0.13 15 


H2S 1-hr 0.86 108  


 
The justification for selecting the EPA’s interim 1-hr SO2 De Minimis level 
was based on the assumptions underlying EPA’s development of the 1-hr 
SO2 De Minimis level. As explained in EPA guidance memoranda11 , the EPA 
believes it is reasonable as an interim approach to use a De Minimis Level 
that represents 4% of the 1-hr SO2 NAAQS. 
 


Table 6. Modeling Results for Minor NSR De Minimis 


Pollutant Averaging Time GLCmax  
(µg/m3) 


De Minimis  
(µg/m3) 


SO2 1-hr 4.34 7.8 


SO2 3-hr 3 25 


SO2 24-hr 1.67 5 


SO2 Annual 0.39 1 


CO 1-hr 550 2000 


CO 8-hr 325 500 


 
The GLCmax are the maximum predicted concentrations associated with 
one year of meteorological data. 
 


Table 7. Minor NSR Site-wide Modeling Results for Health Effects 
Pollutant & 


CAS# Averaging Time GLCmax (µg/m3) ESL (µg/m3) 


Ammonia 
7664-41-7 1-hr 113 170 


Benzene 
71-43-2 1-hr 0.06 170 


Benzene 
71-43-2 Annual 0.004 4.5 


Butane, n- 
106-97-8 1-hr 93 66000 


                                                      
11 www.epa.gov/region07/air/nsr/nsrmemos/appwso2.pdf     
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Pollutant & 
CAS# Averaging Time GLCmax (µg/m3) ESL (µg/m3) 


Isobutane 
75-28-5 1-hr 126 23000 


Isopentane 
78-78-4 1-hr 10 3800 


Pentane, n- 
109-66-0 1-hr 3 4100 


 
The 1-hr GLCmax for ammonia is located along the western property line.  
The distance between the GLCmax and the property line is not provided for 
all other pollutants given the approach used by the applicant to determine 
the model predictions (individual source predictions were summed 
independent of time and space). 
 


VIII. Offsets 
 
The proposed project was a major source of NOx in an ozone NA area.  The 
permit holder is required to offset the 65.8 tons per year of NOx emissions with 
85.5 tons of emission reduction credits (ERCs).  These ERCs provide offsets at 
the rate of 1.3:1.0 since the Houston-Galveston-Brazoria ozone NA area is 
classified as severe. 
 


IX. Alternative Site Analysis and Compliance Certification 
 
The applicant demonstrated that the benefits of the proposed locations and 
source configurations significantly outweigh the environmental and social costs 
of that location.  The applicant certified that all sites owned by it are in 
compliance or on a schedule for compliance with all applicable state and federal 
emission limitations and standards. 
 


X. Conclusion 
 
Freeport LNG Development, L.P. has demonstrated that this project meets all 
applicable rules, regulations and requirements of the Texas and Federal Clean Air 
Acts.  The proposed facilities and controls represent BACT (LAER for NOx).  The 
modeling analysis indicates that the proposed project will not violate the NAAQS, 
cause an exceedance of the increment, or have any adverse impacts on soils, 
vegetation, or Class I Areas.  In addition, the modeling predicted no exceedance 
of ESLs at all receptors for non-criteria contaminants evaluated. 
 
The Executive Director of the TCEQ proposes a preliminary determination of 
issuance of this permit for Freeport LNG Development, L.P. to construct the 
Freeport LNG Liquefaction Plant as proposed. 
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Permit Numbers 104840, N170, and PSDTX1302  
 
I. Applicant 


Freeport LNG Development LP 
333 Clay St Ste 5050 
Houston, Texas  77002-4101 


 
II. Project Location 


Freeport LNG Pretreatment Facility 
CR 690 approximately 0.25 miles north of the intersection of CR 690 and CR 891 
Brazoria County 
Freeport, Texas  77541 


 
III. Project Description 


 
In support of the proposed Liquefaction Plant pending TCEQ review under Air 
Quality Permit Nos. 100114, PSDTX1282, and N150, Freeport LNG plans to 
construct a natural gas Pretreatment Facility to purify pipeline quality natural gas 
to be sent to the Liquefaction Plant for the production of LNG.  The Pretreatment 
Facility will be located approximately 3.5 miles inland to the northeast of the 
Quintana Island Terminal along Freeport LNG’s existing 42-inch natural gas 
pipeline route. 
 
Pipeline quality natural gas will be delivered from interconnecting intrastate 
pipeline systems through Freeport LNG Development’s existing Stratton Ridge 
meter station. The gas will be pretreated in the Pretreatment Facility to remove 
carbon dioxide, sulfur compounds, water, mercury, BTEX, and natural gas 
liquids. The pre-treated natural gas will then be delivered to the Liquefaction 
Plant through Freeport LNG’s existing 42-inch gas pipeline. 
 
The major equipment in the natural gas pretreatment system for Trains 1, 2, and 
3 will include the following: 
 


• Amine sweetening system; 
• Molecular sieve dehydration system; 
• Mercury removal unit; 
• Additional electrical compression units and connecting laterals for 


natural gas supply to the Liquefaction Plant; and 
• Miscellaneous storage vessels. 


 
The Pretreatment Facility includes a heating medium system that is integrated 
with power production.  The heating medium is circulated from the combustion 
turbine waste heat exchangers to low and high temperature heaters in the amine 
units. 
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IV. Emissions 


 
These emissions represent the combined total for the Liquefaction and 
Pretreatment Plants since they are considered one site for Federal New Source 
Review Purposes. 
 


Air Contaminant Proposed Allowable Emission Rates 
(tpy) 


VOC 24.96 


NOx 65.8 


SO2 24.8 


CO 94.2 


PM/PM10/PM2.5 87.2 


H2SO4 2.04 


H2S 1.86 


NH3 74.62 
 


V. Federal Applicability 
 
The site is located in Brazoria County which is nonattainment for ozone and 
attainment or unclassified for all other regulated NSR pollutants.  The existing 
site is a minor source for PSD and NNSR.  The project is a major source for 
greenhouse gas emissions and therefore TCEQ is permitting any significant 
amounts of the other criteria pollutants.  The project emissions for nitrogen 
oxides (NOx) and particulate matter, including particulate matter including 
particulate matter less than 10 microns and less than 2.5 microns in diameter 
(PM/PM10/PM2.5) were above the (PSD) major modification significance level; 
therefore, PSD review was triggered for these pollutants and full modeling and 
impacts analyses were performed.  The carbon monoxide (CO), volatile organic 
compounds (VOC), and sulfur dioxide (SO2) project increases were below the 
PSD major modification significance level so PSD review is not required for CO, 
VOC or SO2 emissions.  The project is a major source of NOx for NNSR but not a 
major source of VOC.  The following chart illustrates the annual project 
emissions for each pollutant and whether this pollutant triggers PSD or 
Nonattainment (NA) review.  These totals include startup and shutdown 
emissions and all facilities in this permit and the Liquefaction facilities in Air 
Quality Permit Nos. 100114, PSDTX1282, and N150. 
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Pollutant Project 
Emissions 
(tpy) 


Major Mod 
Trigger 
(tpy) 


NA 
Triggered 
Y/N 


PSD 
Triggered 
Y/N 


VOC 24.96 25 for NA 
40 for PSD N N 


NOx 65.8 25 for NA 
40 for PSD Y Y 


SO2 24.8 100 n/a N 


CO 94.2 100 n/a N 


PM 87.2 25 n/a Y 


PM10 87.2 15 n/a Y 


PM2.5 87.2 10 n/a Y 


H2SO4 2.04 7 n/a N 


H2S 1.86 10 n/a N 


 
 
 


VI. Control Technology Review 
 
Emission sources for the proposed project consist of five heating medium heaters 
rated at 130 million Btu per hour (MMBtu/hr) each, three amine treatment units 
with thermal oxidizers, one GE 7EA 87 MW simple cycle combustion turbine with 
waste heat recovery, one ground flare, one fire water pump engine, six emergency 
generators, seven small diesel storage tanks, and ammonia and VOC equipment 
leak fugitives. 
 
Since the project was a major source for NOx in an ozone nonattainment area, 
lowest achievable emission rate (LAER) is applicable for facilities that emit NOx.  
Best available control technology (BACT) applies to all other pollutants. 
 
In addition to a review of control technology for steady state operations, the 
BACT and LAER analyses include startup and shutdown emissions and the 
numerical emission limits in the draft permit reflect this analysis.  BACT and 
LAER for each pollutant include the numerical limits in the Maximum Allowable 
Emission Rate Table (MAERT). 
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As part of the BACT and LAER review process, the Texas Commission on 
Environmental Quality (TCEQ) evaluates information from the Environmental 
Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse (RBLC), on-going 
permitting in Texas and other states, and the TCEQ’s continuing review of 
emissions control developments. 
 
A. Heating Medium Heaters 


 
The five, 130 MMBtu/hr heaters will combust boil-off gas (BOG) or pipeline 
quality natural gas as fuel.  Because BOG is a cleaner form of pipeline natural gas, 
hereafter, either one or a mix of the two will be referred to as natural gas.  BACT 
for PM/PM10/PM2.5 and VOC is the use of gaseous fuel.  BACT for SO2 is the use 
of low sulfur natural gas.  BACT for CO is the use of natural gas as fuel and good 
combustion practices to meet an emission limit of 25 parts per million by volume 
dry at 15 percent oxygen (ppmvd @ 15% O2) on a one hour average.  LAER for 
NOx is the use of ultra-low NOx burners to meet an emission limit of 5.0 ppmvd 
@ 15% O2.  The RBLC does not show a lower NOx limit for heaters. 
 
B. Amine Treatment Units 
 
Amine Treatment System 
Control of the vent is required as Tier 1 BACT.  The two feasible options are either 
a flare or a thermal oxidizer.  The applicant proposed a thermal oxidizer which 
achieves 99% control for the VOC emissions and 95% control for any sulfur 
compounds.  This is BACT for an amine treatment system. 
 
Thermal Oxidizers 
While the thermal oxidizer is a control for VOC and sulfur compounds, it emits 
NOx, PM/PM10/PM2.5, and CO in addition to SO2.  The use of low NOx burners 
emitting 0.06 lb NOx/MMBtu is LAER for NOx.  BACT for CO is the use of natural 
gas as fuel and good combustion practices to meet an emission limit of 25 ppmvd 
@ 15% O2.  For air quality impact reasons, the applicant additionally proposes a 
wet scrubber and electrostatic precipitator (ESP) to control SO2 and 
PM/PM10/PM2.5.  The wet scrubber will achieve 98% control of SO2 as BACT.  The 
ESP will limit PM/PM10/PM2.5 to 0.008 grains per dry standard cubic foot as 
BACT. 
 
C. Combustion Turbine 


 
The GE 7EA turbine will be fueled by natural gas.  NOx will be controlled by 
selective catalytic reduction to 2.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2 as LAER.  A search of the 
RBLC does not show any lower permitted emission rates for the type of facility 
and fuel mix being proposed.  Maryland recently issued Dominion Energy’s Cove 
Point LNG permit for the same turbine and fuel mix at 2.5 ppmvd @ 15% O2 as 
LAER.  VOC and CO will be controlled by an oxidation catalyst to 2.0 ppmvd @ 
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15% O2 and 4.0 ppmvd @ 15% O2, respectively.  BACT for PM/PM10/PM2.5 and 
SO2 is the use of low sulfur natural gas.  Ammonia slip will be limited to 10 
ppmvd @ 15% O2 as BACT. 
 
D. Flare and Maintenance, Startup, and Shutdown 


 
The ground flare is a pressure-assisted flare.  Its main purpose is for emergencies 
(emission events) and for use during maintenance, startup, and shutdown (MSS).   
The proposed ground flare will consist of a Warm Flare System and a Cold Flare 
System.  Both the Warm and Cold Flare Systems will use multipoint ground flares 
that will be located in a common enclosed radiation fence.  Emissions were 
calculated based on the assumption of continuous pilots and one startup and 
shutdown per year.  The flare will be designed to achieve 99 percent destruction 
of molecules with three or less carbon atoms and 98 percent destruction of 
molecules with more than three carbon atoms.  This meets BACT for control of 
VOC emissions during MSS.  LAER for NOx from the flare is no control as no 
control technology is available. 
 
E. Fire Water Pump Engine 


 
The fire water pump engine at the site is diesel fired and rated at 660 horsepower 
(hp).  Annual non-emergency operation of the engine is limited to 100 hours per 
year.  BACT for SO2 is the use of ultra low sulfur diesel containing no more than 
15 parts per million by weight sulfur.  BACT for CO, VOC, and PM/PM10/PM2.5 is 
limited hours of operation.  LAER for NOx is the use of a 40 Code of Federal 
Regulation (CFR) Part 89 Tier 3 engine and limited hours of operation. 
 
F. Emergency Generators 


 
The five emergency generators at the site are diesel fired and each one is rated at 
755 hp.  There is also one 300 hp emergency air compressor engine.   Annual 
non-emergency operation of the engines is limited to 50 hours per year each.  
BACT for SO2 is the use of ultra low sulfur diesel containing no more than 15 
parts per million by weight sulfur.  BACT for CO, VOC, and PM/PM10/PM2.5 is 
limited hours of operation.  LAER for NOx is the use of a 40 CFR Part 89 Tier 2 
engine and limited hours of operation. 
 
G. Diesel Tanks 
 
The fire water pump engine diesel tank is 830 gallons in size.  The emergency 
generator diesel tanks are 300 gallons each.  The tanks are fixed roof.  Given the 
low vapor pressure of diesel and the size of the tanks, no control is economically 
reasonable for small diesel tanks.  This is BACT for VOC.  
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H. Equipment Leak Fugitives 
 
The site has the potential to emit less than 5 tons per year of VOC from 
equipment fugitive leaks.  While VOC BACT does not require leak detection and 
repair (LDAR) for pipeline quality natural gas (or LNG), the applicant is applying 
TCEQ’s 28MID LDAR with the addition of connector monitoring to receive VOC 
control credit.   
 
The definition of BACT at 40 CFR §52.21(b)(12) states that if technological or 
economic limitations on the application of measurement methodology to a 
particular emissions unit would make the imposition of an emissions standard 
infeasible, a design, equipment, work practice, operational standard, or 
combination thereof, may be prescribed instead to satisfy the requirement for the 
application of BACT.  Such standard shall, to the degree possible, set forth the 
emissions reduction achievable by implementation of such design, equipment, 
work practice or operation, and shall provide for compliance by means which 
achieve equivalent results. 
 
Given the limitations on directly measuring the VOC emissions from the leaks at 
the site there is not an ability to prescribe a specific emission standard to the 
fugitive leaks.  The applicant’s proposed use of TCEQ’s 28MID LDAR program, a 
work practice, in lieu of an enforceable emission standard is BACT for VOC 
emissions from equipment fugitive leaks. 
 
Ammonia fugitives will be monitored by an audio, visual, and olfactory program 
once per day as BACT. 
 


VII. Air Quality Analysis 
 
Because of the proximity of the Pretreatment and Liquefaction Plants, one air 
quality analysis was performed for all facilities in both permit applications, Air 
Quality Permits 100114/PSDTX1282/N150 and 104840/PSDTX1302/N170. 
 
The air quality analysis (AQA) is acceptable for all review types and pollutants.  
The results are summarized below. 
 
A. De Minimis Analysis 


 
A De Minimis analysis was initially conducted to determine if a full impacts 
analysis would be required.  The De Minimis analysis modeling results 
indicate that PM2.5 exceeds the respective de minimis concentrations and 
requires a full impacts analysis.  The De Minimis analysis modeling results 
for PM10 and NO2 indicated that the project is below the respective de 
minimis concentrations and no further analysis is required. 
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The justification for selecting the EPA’s interim 1-hr NO2 De Minimis level 
was based on the assumptions underlying EPA’s development of the 1-hr 
NO2 De Minimis level. As explained in EPA guidance memoranda12, the EPA 
believes it is reasonable as an interim approach to use a De Minimis Level 
that represents 4% of the 1-hr NO2 NAAQS. 
 
The applicant provided an evaluation of ambient PM2.5 monitoring data, 
consistent with draft EPA guidance for PM2.513, for using the PM2.5 De 
Minimis levels.  If the monitoring data shows that the difference between 
the PM2.5 NAAQS and the monitored PM2.5 background concentrations in 
the area is greater that the PM2.5 De Minimis level, then the proposed 
project with predicted impacts below the De Minimis level would not cause 
or contribute to a violation of the PM2.5 NAAQS and does not require a full 
impacts analysis.  See the discussion below in the air quality monitoring 
section for additional information on the evaluation of ambient PM2.5 
monitoring data. 
 
While the De Minimis levels for both the NAAQS and increment are 
identical for PM2.5 in the table below, the procedures to determine 
significance (that is, predicted concentrations to compare to the De Minimis 
levels) are different.  This difference occurs because the NAAQS for PM2.5 
are statistically-based, but the corresponding increments are exceedance-
based. 
 


Table 1. Modeling Results for PSD De Minimis Analysis 
in Micrograms Per Cubic Meter (µg/m3) 


Pollutant Averaging 
Time 


GLCmax 
(µg/m3) 


De Minimis  
(µg/m3) 


PM10 24-hr 4.95 5 


PM10 Annual 0.88 1 


PM2.5 (NAAQS) 24-hr 4.5 1.2 


PM2.5 (NAAQS) Annual 0.76 0.3 


PM2.5 (Increment) 24-hr 4.95 1.2 


PM2.5 (Increment) Annual 0.88 0.3 


                                                      
12 www.epa.gov/nsr/documents/20100629no2guidance.pdf 


13www.epa.gov/ttn/scram/guidance/guide/Draft_Guidance_for_PM25_Permit_Modeling.pdf 
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Pollutant Averaging 
Time 


GLCmax 
(µg/m3) 


De Minimis  
(µg/m3) 


NO2 1-hr 4.64 7.5 


NO2 Annual 0.49 1 


 
The 24-hr PM2.5 (NAAQS) GLCmax is the highest five-year average of the 
maximum predicted 24-hr average concentrations determined for each 
receptor across five years of meteorological data.  The annual PM2.5 


(NAAQS) GLCmax is the highest five-year average of the maximum 
predicted annual average concentrations determined for each receptor 
across five years of meteorological data.  
 
The 1-hr NO2 GLCmax is the highest five-year average of the maximum 
predicted 1-hr average concentrations determined for each receptor across 
five years of meteorological data. 
 
The GLCmax for all other pollutants and averaging times are the maximum 
predicted concentrations associated with five years of meteorological data. 


 
B. Air Quality Monitoring 


 
The De Minimis analysis modeling results indicate that PM10 and NO2 are 
below their respective monitoring significance levels. 
 


Table 2. Modeling Results for PSD Monitoring Significance Levels 


Pollutant Averaging Time GLCmax 
(µg/m3) 


Significance 
(µg/m3) 


PM10 24-hr 4.95 10 


NO2 Annual 0.49 14 


 
The GLCmax are the maximum predicted concentrations associated with 
five years of meteorological data. 
 
The applicant evaluated ambient PM2.5 monitoring data to satisfy the 
requirements for the pre-application air quality analysis. 
 
Background concentrations for PM2.5 were obtained from the EPA AIRS 
monitor 482010058 located at 7210 1/2 Bayway Dr., Baytown, Harris 
County.  The three-year average (2010-2012) of the 98th percentile of the 
annual distribution of the 24-hr average concentrations was used for the 24-
hr value (21 µg/m3).  The three-year average (2010-2012) of the annual 
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average concentrations was used for the annual value (11.1 µg/m3). The use 
of this monitor is reasonable based on the applicant’s analysis of county 
emissions, population, and a quantitative review of emissions sources in the 
surrounding area of the monitor site relative to the project site. 


 
C. National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) Analysis 


 
The De Minimis analysis modeling results indicate that PM2.5 exceeds the 
respective de minimis concentrations and requires a full impacts analysis.  
The full NAAQS modeling results indicate the total predicted concentrations 
will not result in an exceedance of the NAAQS. 
 


Table 3.  Total Concentrations for PSD NAAQS (Concentrations > De 
Minimis) 


Pollutant Averaging 
Time 


GLCmax 
(µg/m3) 


Background 
(µg/m3) 


Total Conc. = 
[Background + 


GLCmax] 
(µg/m3) 


Standard 
(µg/m3) 


PM2.5 24-hr 10.63 22 32.63 35 


PM2.5 Annual 2.35 9 11.35 12 


 
The 24-hr PM2.5 GLCmax is the highest five-year average of the 98th 
percentile of the annual distribution of the maximum predicted 24-hr 
average concentrations determined for each receptor across five years of 
meteorological data.  The annual PM2.5 GLCmax is the highest five-year 
average of the maximum predicted annual average concentrations 
determined for each receptor across five years of meteorological data. 
 
Background concentrations for PM2.5 were obtained from the EPA AIRS 
monitor 483550025 located at 902 Airport Blvd., Corpus Christi, Nueces 
County.  The three-year average (2008, 2009, and 2012) of the 98th 
percentile of the annual distribution of the 24-hr average concentrations 
was used for the 24-hr value.  The three-year average (2008, 2009, and 
2012) of the annual average concentrations was used for the annual value.   
The years 2010 and 2011 do not contain a sufficient number of samples to be 
complete, but the applicant evaluated monitoring data for years 2008 and 
2009 for this monitor and showed that the monitor values were comparable.  
The use of this monitor is a reasonable representation of the current air 
quality levels of PM2.5 associated with non-industrial emission sources near 
the project site.  In addition, the monitor is located near the industrial 
emission sources of the Corpus Christi ship channel.  Lastly, industrial 
emission sources of PM2.5 located near the project site were included in the 
model. 
 







Preliminary Determination Summary 
Permit Numbers 104840, N170, and PSDTX1302 
Page 10  
 
 


 
 


The applicant performed an analysis on secondary PM2.5 formation as part 
of the PSD AQA.  The applicant evaluated the project emissions of PM2.5 


precursor emissions (NOx and SO2).  The project will result in a proposed 
increase of NOx emissions greater than 40 tons per year (tpy) and a 
proposed increase of SO2 emissions less than 40 tpy.   
 
Since the project SO2 emissions are less than the PM2.5 precursor significant 
emission rate (SER) for SO2, significant secondary PM2.5 formation due to 
the proposed SO2 emissions is not expected.  Significant secondary 
formation of PM2.5 is not expected based on the following information: 
 


• The predicted primary PM2.5 impacts fall below the respective De 
Minimis levels approximately two kilometers (km) from the project 
sources.   


• The predicted NO2 impacts are also below their respective De 
Minimis levels. 


• Secondary PM2.5 formation occurs as a result of chemical 
transformations that occur in the atmosphere gradually over time 
and only a portion of the NOx emissions would be affected.  
Furthermore, secondary PM2.5 formation from NOx is unlikely to 
overlap in time or space with nearby maximum primary PM2.5 


impacts associated with the project sources. 
 
Freeport LNG Development LP is located in Brazoria County, which is part 
of the Houston-Galveston-Brazoria ozone non-attainment area.  Therefore, 
an ozone analysis is not required as part of the AQA. 
 


D. Increment Analysis 
 
The De Minimis analysis modeling results indicate that PM2.5 exceeds the 
respective de minimis concentrations and required a PSD increment 
analysis. 
 


Table 4 .Results for PSD Increment Analysis 


Pollutant Averaging Time GLCmax (µg/m3) Increment (µg/m3) 


PM2.5 24-hr 4.88 9 


PM2.5 Annual 0.89 4 


 
The 24-hr GLCmax is the maximum predicted high, second high (H2H) 
concentration associated with five years of meteorological data.  The annual 
GLCmax is the maximum predicted concentration associated with five years 
of meteorological data. 
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E. Additional Impacts Analysis 
 
The applicant performed an Additional Impacts Analysis as part of the PSD 
AQA. The applicant conducted a growth analysis and determined that 
population will not significantly increase as a result of the proposed project.  
The applicant conducted a soils and vegetation analysis and determined that 
all evaluated criteria pollutant concentrations are below their respective 
secondary NAAQS. The applicant meets the Class II visibility analysis 
requirement by complying with the opacity requirements of 30 TAC 111.  
The Additional Impacts Analyses are reasonable and possible adverse 
impacts from this project are not expected. 
 
The ADMT evaluated predicted concentrations from the proposed site to 
determine if emissions could adversely affect a Class I area.  The nearest 
Class I area, Caney Creek Wilderness, is located approximately 610 km from 
the proposed site. 
 
The H2SO4 24-hr maximum predicted concentration of 0.13 μg/m3 occurred 
along the northern property line.  The H2SO4 24-hr maximum predicted 
concentration occurring at the edge of the receptor grid, approximately 11 
km from the proposed sources, in the direction of the Caney Creek 
Wilderness Class I area is 0.006 μg/m3.  The Caney Creek Wilderness Class 
I area is an additional 599 km from the edge of the receptor grid.  Therefore, 
emissions of H2SO4 from the proposed project are not expected to adversely 
affect the Caney Creek Wilderness Class I area. 
 
The predicted concentrations of PM10, PM2.5, NO2, and SO2 for all averaging 
times, are all less than de minimis levels at a distance of approximately 2 km 
from the proposed sources in the direction of Caney Creek Wilderness Class 
I area.  Caney Creek Wilderness is an additional 608 km from the location 
where the predicted concentrations of PM10, PM2.5, NO2, and SO2 for all 
averaging times are less than de minimis.  Therefore, emissions from the 
proposed project are not expected to adversely affect the Caney Creek 
Wilderness Class I area. 
 


F. Minor Source NSR and Air Toxics Review 
 


Table 5.  Site-wide Modeling Results for State Property Line 


Pollutant Averaging Time GLCmax  
(µg/m3) 


Standard  
(µg/m3) 


SO2 1-hr 4.34 1021 
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Pollutant Averaging Time GLCmax  
(µg/m3) 


Standard  
(µg/m3) 


H2SO4 1-hr 0.33 50 


H2SO4 24-hr 0.13 15 


H2S 1-hr 0.86 108  


 
The justification for selecting the EPA’s interim 1-hr SO2 De Minimis level 
was based on the assumptions underlying EPA’s development of the 1-hr 
SO2 De Minimis level. As explained in EPA guidance memoranda14 , the EPA 
believes it is reasonable as an interim approach to use a De Minimis Level 
that represents 4% of the 1-hr SO2 NAAQS. 
 


Table 6. Modeling Results for Minor NSR De Minimis 


Pollutant Averaging Time GLCmax  
(µg/m3) 


De Minimis  
(µg/m3) 


SO2 1-hr 4.34 7.8 


SO2 3-hr 3 25 


SO2 24-hr 1.67 5 


SO2 Annual 0.39 1 


CO 1-hr 550 2000 


CO 8-hr 325 500 


 
The GLCmax are the maximum predicted concentrations associated with 
one year of meteorological data. 
 


Table 7. Minor NSR Site-wide Modeling Results for Health Effects 
Pollutant & 


CAS# Averaging Time GLCmax (µg/m3) ESL (µg/m3) 


Ammonia 
7664-41-7 1-hr 113 170 


Benzene 
71-43-2 1-hr 0.06 170 


Benzene 
71-43-2 Annual 0.004 4.5 


                                                      
14 www.epa.gov/region07/air/nsr/nsrmemos/appwso2.pdf     
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Pollutant & 
CAS# Averaging Time GLCmax (µg/m3) ESL (µg/m3) 


Butane, n- 
106-97-8 1-hr 93 66000 


Isobutane 
75-28-5 1-hr 126 23000 


Isopentane 
78-78-4 1-hr 10 3800 


Pentane, n- 
109-66-0 1-hr 3 4100 


 
The 1-hr GLCmax for ammonia is located along the western property line.  
The distance between the GLCmax and the property line is not provided for 
all other pollutants given the approach used by the applicant to determine 
the model predictions (individual source predictions were summed 
independent of time and space). 
 


VIII. Offsets 
 
The proposed project was a major source of NOx in an ozone NA area.  The 
permit holder is required to offset the 65.8 tons per year of NOx emissions with 
85.5 tons of emission reduction credits (ERCs).  These ERCs provide offsets at 
the rate of 1.3:1.0 since the Houston-Galveston-Brazoria ozone NA area is 
classified as severe. 
 


IX. Alternative Site Analysis and Compliance Certification 
 
The applicant demonstrated that the benefits of the proposed locations and 
source configurations significantly outweigh the environmental and social costs 
of that location.  The applicant certified that all sites owned by it are in 
compliance or on a schedule for compliance with all applicable state and federal 
emission limitations and standards. 
 


X. Conclusion 
 
Freeport LNG Development, L.P. has demonstrated that this project meets all 
applicable rules, regulations and requirements of the Texas and Federal Clean Air 
Acts.  The proposed facilities and controls represent BACT (LAER for NOx).  The 
modeling analysis indicates that the proposed project will not violate the NAAQS, 
cause an exceedance of the increment, or have any adverse impacts on soils, 
vegetation, or Class I Areas.  In addition, the modeling predicted no exceedance 
of ESLs at all receptors for non-criteria contaminants evaluated. 
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The Executive Director of the TCEQ proposes a preliminary determination of 
issuance of this permit for Freeport LNG Development, L.P. to construct the 
Freeport LNG Pretreatment Plant as proposed. 
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