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UNlTED STATES OF AMERICA 
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMIMISSION 

BROADWATEH ENEKGY, L1.C 
BROADWATER PIPELINE L1.C 
BROADWATER PIPELINE LLC 

UNITED STATES ARMY C O a S  O F  ENGINEERS 
NEW YOaK DIS'FRICT 

APPLICANT: BROADWAmR ENERGY LLC 
PUBLIC NOTFCE NUMBER 2 

STATE o P  NEW Y o u  D E P a T M E m  
CONSISTENW aEVlEW UNIT 

DIVISION O F  COASTAL RESOURCES 

APPLICATIOX O F  BROADWATER ENERGY LLC 
AND BROADWATER PlPf:LINF: l.I,C 
NYSDOS PUBl.IC NO'TICE Ii-2006r0.345 

AFFIDAVIT O F  JOSEPH F. WILLIAMS IN SUPPORT O F  THE 
CQUNTV OF SUPFOLK, NEW YORK'S COMMENTS TO: (1) THE 
NOVEMBER 2006 DRAFT E N V I R O N M E m U  IMPACT 
STAEAQENT ISSUED BY TfIE FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY 
COMMISSION; (2) THE NOVEMBER 24, 2086 PU&LIC NOTICE 
ISSUED BY THE UNITED STATES ARMY CORPS OF mGINEERS; 
and (3) THE DECEMBER ti, ZW P m L l e  NOTICE BF THE NEW 
YORX STATE DEPARTMEIVT O F  STATE. 

STATE OF NEW YQRK 1 
) ss. 

CQUhlTV OF SUFFOLX 

JOSEPH F. UrECIAMS, being duly sworn, dwm and says: 

1. I am the Comrsionm o f  thc Suffak Counly Depmmt o f  RIB, Rescue & 

Emesgency Services r S C m S * ? ,  1 am hilly familiar with the frrcrs snl cimumdancm of this 

matter fmm my petcorn1 Inrowldge, fmm my amptopent ,  kslning and ducaboo, h my 
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review of penrnent hwnmts and f m  my diseuss~ons w~th employees of the SCFRES and 

othugovmental  employees. 

2 1 submit tkts affidavit in support ofthe comments ofthe County of SuFfalk, New 

VorL YSuffolk County") to the Dm& E n v h - I  [mpm Sbkment rLIEIS'7 p m &  by 

the Federal Enwgy Regulatory Camnissian ["FERC'"), ihe November 24,2006 Publ~c Notice 

isrued by the United States Army Corps of Engineers (""USAGEw) and the December 6, 2006 

Public Noti- of the Nzu, Yark State Departmmt of State ("WYSDBS"), all of whichvoncwn the 

proposed project of Brnadww Energy LLC and Emadwater P~peline LLC fcollectively 

"Br&water") in Long Island Sound. Suffolk CDunty opposes the Bmadwater project on many 

grounds, m e  of which are expiend tn greater detail in this affidavit 

e the Commimionw of SCPRES in October 22004. My ddutles and 

ffisponsibtlitia include supervising Suffalk County's adminktratia~ wmmlulrcattons, 

emetgmy medical sewlee systems, fire p m t i m  education, f i d m u e  scene mzdination, 

inspections, trainmng, tmhntcd mtstance Emergency manaement, incident command and 

criminal a d  civil fire ~rnvesrigartans for &e 105 Counry-b& fire d q m e t r t p  and rhe 29 

Cotmty-based EMS agencies, with mote &an 12,OW fireiEMS personnel. 1 am respofis~ble for 

developing aad ~mplmenting pmcedures and protocols for daily and emwgenrry operations in 

Suffoik County, incluhng the County Fza and EMS Mubual A:d Plan. 

4. My prior t m p l o ~ e n t  has 1 n v ~ 1 d  vn-iew aspects of fin kafety, s e e d y  and 

training I was a New Yo& City Police Bffim from 1966 to 1970, where i was a member oftha 

el~te Tachcai Fatrol Force. In 1W0,I JOL~& the New York City Fire B e p m e n t  CWYFD") and 

mimi Ftam that pos~tion is 1986, havlng ken promoted to ths rank of Lieutenant. Since renring 

Pmm the NYFD, I have held a seties of jobs in the fm and safeiy fields. Fmm 2002 to 2004,f 
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was (he Director of Fire Safety fw Bvs(on Prom~es, wU& mawges majer properties hated In 

Tics quam, m Manhatran. In particular, I wm r e p n a b i e  for the fite safety and swmity at #5 

and #7 Times Square. From 20M) to 2802, I worked for WeMan Technohgies, Ino. as their 

Mallanal Sides hlanaer for iht: Fire Dtvis~on I was mspnsible fwworking with rnmdwm 

and fine d~panmenls to help dezp* fim af&y products From 1999 la 2000,I w a k d  Ear the 

F~re Research Corporation as ther Vice President of Sales & Marketing I worked mth fire 

d q m m t s  throu&uf the USA on s p a l a l i d  qutpment and h m n g .  My backpirnd 1s mure 

fully set Forth on my e~unculurn vilae, a copy of which ts attached as Exhibit PL 

5. 1 have reviewed and evaluated many dwummts mtallng to the b d w a t e r  

proposal, In add~hon, members of my staff have been pmtnrtic~pants m several i n t e r - p v m m t a l  

Task Forces ~eiltcd ld evaluate Broadwacer. As a mu l l  of rhe wesmmt done by me and my 

sm, we have identified several major safcly and secunty concerns that are assodated w~th  

Braadwater which make it an unacceptable a1 .From a Ftn: safety and sccurity pornt of 

v im,  

6 To begin with, tf must be noted that SCFRES is  not a Rre Dqanment. It does 

not fight tires. Ralher, it coordinates the response of the local fire departmen& locatad in 

Suffatk County. SCFRES also works w t h  the Suffolk County Palice Dcparrment to mordinale 

responses to 91 1 calls. SCFRES is  respnm~ble for enforstng the ;tpplrcable fire codes on 

G o u n t y a d  or leased properly It rs not, b v e r  tespnsrble far Fie code enfolcmenr on 

pnvate or oths pvemmnttaUy owned or m e d  property. 

7, S C F m  IS 23so respo~ible  fat developing and implmenting the County's 

M w a l  Aid Plan, wlueh wm developed to respond lo mapcies of  all klnds A copy of thc 

current Mutud Aid PLm is attaehed as Exhibit 8. 

Local Government Agencies and Municipalities Comments 
N-305 



LA3 - Suffolk County Department of Fire, Rescue and Emergency Services 

Unofficial FERC-Oeaerated PDF of 20070124-0149 Received by FERC OSEC 01/23JZ007 in Docket# CP06-54-00 

8 Because of SCFRES' wwrdtnat~on mle, we are we11 a w m  OF the capabilkties, 

equtpmenr and rntning of the heal fire departments. There is no fire 

Suffolk County that has iequtpmenf that would permit i t  to fight a fire on the FSRU or on the 

LNG mpply uebsels. Indeed, there we no fire boats under fu%lk County's jurisdicticm or the 

jurisdic~tofi af any SuKoUc Caunxy baaed-Local fire departmanl, At be;%*, a few fire d w m m t s  

may have 3Q-foot or 35-faot Boston Whalers, but none of these boats could be used lo fight a 

watcr-b& fire a they lack rpatm-pumping abliity to fight a firim of this type 

9 Cumnily, :he only fire boats &at hSV6 water pump~np abihhes that am located 

near Long Island Saund an: certain pumper boatsowned by the New *fork C~ty Fire D E p e n t ,  

However, thane bosts g e n d l y  do not pump more than lQ,000 gallons per m~nute and nre 

I o w d  over 60 miles away &om the proposed location of the FRSU 

10. C m n t l y ,  rf there is  a mar tne -kd  fite in Mtis Wand S o d ,  the USCG 

responds. However, I understand that the USCG has formally admltted that ~t lacks sufficient 

tioafs and personnel to pmtecz Bt0adwatL.r Under these c t r c u m ~ c e s ,  ~t is impowible fur 

anyone to nspand to an emmgency of my kind on the FSRU 
~ 3 - 1  Asdescribed In Sed~on 3 10 6 of thef~nal EIS, Broadwater would be 

r 11. I have s t m  querrlons about q o n d t n g  to towgencles at the FSRU 01 its requl red to work with the approprl ate federal, state, and local qena es to 
prepare an Emergency Response Plan. The plan would incl udga Cost- 
Sharing Plan to provide funding for the qenciesthat qreeto participate in 
emergency response adi ons. FERC must approve the Emergency 
Response Plan prior to final approval to begin construdion. 

LA3-I 

I Ur shore? LQFd fmdt6~cu are r k g d  rB h e  mwnribilily of bring the fim respandm but 

supply taakm, quesbons wMch m a i n  unanswered by Bmdwm,  FERC, the? USCG or any 

other entity None of the loeal first r L s p o n d  re capable of a rapid mspmse to the marine-bad 

sttuctum Who w11 provrde the fue and r e w x  services? W o  wli t h y  the injued v~ctims aE 

;bey lack the trsining and equipment fo figbf a = a t a t a d  fire on the FS RW or supply vessels. 

Private finns alw lack L e  need& wujpment and m.inmg. Mureover, they would have to be on 

.I wrd 2417/365. Who will respond to such mey:m&es and wrth what types of iequipment? Who 
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i ~ 3 - 1  will pay for thls? Broadmta's grand expmment is nn the wrong place at the wrong time, Long 

Island Sound 1s not a iahor9tory 10 test out a new and unproven method of stonng and fueling 

LNG, 

12 1 understand that the USCE detennmd that a htgkly fiamsnable vapor cloud fmm 

the FSRU could travel its fa math as parts of Southold. As we leamd fmm the Shmham 
CA3-2 

srpmence, 11 1s ~mpossible to evacuate such large sactiom o f  bng Island, especially on a 

moment's mt~m of a pending canflamtion. 

13. 1 am also concerned about othw types of ehemieds used on the FSRU and supply 

vessels For mmple, tk FSRU will store and use dfgsel fuel, sodium hypachlonte, ammonia 

and ather hlghly replated trmtc chemicats Althougb BCFRES has the Legal obligation to 

coordinate. the hazarbus materials response for any d i schaw of these ehanrcal, it does nut 
LA3-3 

have the quipmeni or nairung to do so on a water-basd fac~lity. Who will conlam the spill of 

these materials? In Wition, even IS fin boats used on tong Jslanh Sound could get m the 

FSW, they do not t y p ~ d l y  have the equipnenr nmesssry lo atddness hmrdous chemical spills 

Once agatn, i t i s  the USCG rhat typically ~esportds to such = t e e s ,  yet they &it they lack the 

murces  to do MI. Again, why mpmrnenf in Long Island Sound? 

14. We arc, of course, concerned wth the thnA or ferrakn, especially m c e  

~erronsu have wnomd hat they intend to target LNG faeilitiee. 

15. We are dm m m e d  about cesponding fo firm and other emcrgencia at t h ~  on- 

shore facil~tiee ssgociated with Braadwater, Little is pmvidd abaur t h w  a p p m m t  mctweg. 

tfovmr, the anly way S&FRES a d  orher fimt ers can re5poad is to bave erner&~ncy 

respozm plans that are welEcstablighed sad based upon k n m  f'ts about what 1s storad at 

LA3-2 The Coast Guard's risk analysis did not indicate that a release of LNG from 
the FSRU could result in an unignited vapor cloud reaching Southold. The 
FSRU would be about 9 miles from the nearest shoreline, and as descri bed 
in Sedion 1.4.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of thefinal EIS) and in Sedion 
3.10.3.2 of the fi nal El S, the maxi mum possible di dance an ignitable vapor 
cloud would extend from the FSRU is 4.7 miles. For more detai I, please 
refer to Sedion 3.10.3.2 of the final EIS. Additionally, the calculations 
used to determine the extent of the unignited vapor cloud were based on the 
methods and information in the Sandi a Report (Sandia 2004) and other 
rd  want data avai I abl e at the ti met he WSR was prepared. 

LA3-3 If Broadwater receives initial authorization from FERC, it would be 
required to coordinate with federal, date, and local agenciesto dwelop an 
Emergency Response PI an (see Sedion 3.10.6 of the f i nal El S), an SPCC 
plan (see Sedion 3.2.2.1 of the fi nal El S), and a hazardous materials 
Facility Response Plan (as outlined in 33 CFR 154). These plans would 
address both the use and potential for release of hazardous materials and 
the emergency response proceduresthat would be followed if an incident 
wereto occur during construdion or operation of the proposed Projed. 
FERC must approve the Emergency Response PI an prior to any final 
approval to begin construction. If the plans are not sufficient, or if either 
FERC or the Coast Guard has additional concerns regarding safety, 
security, or environmental i mpads associated with implementation of the 
plans, FERC would not authorize Broadwater to operate thefacility. As a 
result, all aspeds of the emergency response needsfor Projed safety would 
be addressed by FERC and the Coast Guard, aswould the plansfor spill 
control and countermeasures. 

The onshore support faci Iities for the proposed Projed would be housed in 
existing buildings and therefore generally would be subjed to the same 
firefighting needsastheexistingor pasttenants. Weagreewiththe 
comment that information on stored materials would be required for 
firefighters. Broadwater would need to comply with hazardous materials 
reporting requirements under the Emergency Planning and Community 
Right to Know A d  (EPCRA), under which hazardous materials inventories 
are reported annually to state and local emergency response qencies. 
Hazardous materials information would be included in the Emergency 
Response Plan and the SFCC plan (see the response to comment LA3-3). 
Those plans would provide information on what would be dored at the 
onshore support faci I iti es, who would be responsible for response to 
emergency situations, what initial response adions and notifications would 
occur in the event of an emergency, and other information important to first 
responders. 

Local Government Agencies and Municipalities Comments 
N-307 



LA3 - Suffolk County Department of Fire, Rescue and Emergency Services 

Unofficial FERC-Oeaerated PDF of 20070124-0149 Received by FERC OSEC 0 1 / 2 3 J Z 0 0 7  in Docketti CP06-54-0 

CLA3-4 Continued 
Broadwater would not be authorized to I nltlate condrudlon untll a 
sat1 sfadory Emergency Response Fl an and SPCC plan are completed and 

LA'-&-4 I)C f~i l iues .  Hem, because of the lack of infamallon, no first re~ponder would know what is s1oted 
approved by FERC 

or done at these on-shore upemtiom 

16. Furthemore, much of the Brwuiwater project w~ll be located undemter - in the 

form of the YMS and 22-mile pipeline. There have. k e n  no studies done and no evidence LA3-5 Sed1on31093ofthef1nalElSprov1des1nformat1onregard1ngaleakof 
natural gas f rom the underwater pl pel I ne MI on 3 10 3 2 of the f I nal El S 

presented abul leaks occumng underwater. Rather, all we have is Broadwatcr's self-serving has been revised to address an underwater LNG release from the FSRU or 
speculation, which is  w h d ~ y  ~ d c l e n t  to sugporr any type of emergency planning or response an LNG carrler 

In particular, given rhe exireme cald ar which LNG is to be stored, we haw no informarton about 

s a hull f d w  and rapid release of a cryogmic liquid inlo Long Island S m d .  
LA3-6 Please see our response to comment LA3-3 

17, Finally, there may well be conflicting fire fighting technques that come Into play 
LA3-6 

as you do not fight a mural gas fire the m e  way you fight fires asswised wjtb the other 

chemicals that are to be scored on the FSRU 

7 

LA3-7 
18. O d l ,  SCFRES has grave concern about the ability of any lacai first tesponki 

- LA3-7 Please see our response to comment LA3-3 
or private compantes to respond to any mergency at the FSRU and supply kukers 

WHEREFOE, for the ream stated above, 1 resptfutly request that the Bmdwtm 

project be dented in all respects. 

Sworn to bcfoxe me this 
/? day of Jmanuary, 2007 - 
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I heeby cMtlfy that I have rhjs day send .the fmgoing dacurnent upon each 
dglgnated on the official service list in r?his pmceading in acurniiunce w~th Ihe raqui 
Rule 2010 of the Cornisdon's R u b  vf Practice irnd Pmcedm 

Web at Ilniondal~ New Ycrk, this 22nd day oFI 

Fane11 Fritz, P.C. 
Affumqsfar the 
Gamy of Sgafk, New York 
1320 Rcckmn Plaza 
Uniondah, NY 11556-1320 
Tel.: (516) 227-86 
Fsuc.; (516) 33&.2266 
cbrblvw@fmllhtz.com 
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Tel 16311 727-3777 Fax 1631, 727-312 I 
kkUS@l% G3m i*&VUe i t  

FERC Droadwater Public Lrearing - ~maouav 11,2007 Shorehorn, Kcw York 

My aame 1s Karen R ~ ~ s r a  T scrie on tlw: EXCGU~VC Baud d i h e  Long bland F m  Bureau, a 
memhrshrp msoctate of aver 6,000 1nd1vidw1.r ewefentmg farmers, f i l e m n ,  a p -  
businessmen, landscaprr and utdrvidtlirfs lnkrdsted in a run1 qusl~tv of lrfa Many of our 
mmbers are part ot the commorc~al f istungrndus~ Long Island Farm Bureau andNew 
York Farm Bureau are o w s e d  to the p r u p e d  sltrngofBraiid%nrer's Floar~ng Stcrage and 
Regas~liearron Und (FSRU) m the New Ymk matars of' Long Isfarid Sound, as this 
m;iustnali7at1on of the Sound wqll have a s ~ p f i a t  mgahve impact an thi cnmmerc~al 
fishmman in hew York 

C 1) This ~mpact rx,1l1 be felt as (isl~eitnenare hfiplaced ftom thew current pmducrive fish~ng 
areas by. 

a ~zhng the FSRU m praduct~ve lobster grounds and estabiishing rm off-iirnics 
safety yaw wth r radtus hi. 0 7 miles muad h a  FSRU 

b Tr;ln?ienl g a r  fishemen will be unahLe to fish near LNG arrstts wh~ch also 
have a sabty zmc 

mns~t fmffic m these lanes destroys their gem ... 

- conflrcts, or :u some casa no area at alL 

LA4-1 Sedion 3.7.1.4 of the final El S addresses impads on commercial fishing of 
the proposed safety and security zones surroundi ng the FSRU and LNG 
carriers. Sedion 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS has been updated to include a 
discussion on the i mpads to commercial lobstermen from the proposed 
moving safety and security zones around LNG carriers asthey enter and 
exit the Sound. The analysis considers the potential that other largevessels 
entering or exiting the Race may alter their course, taking them through 
areaswith high lobster pot density. 

W4-2 The assessment of potential i mpads to commercial fishermen in 
Sedi on 3.6.8.1 of the final El S includes consi derati on of the" reshuffling of 
fishing territory" dueto implementation of the proposed safety and security 
zone around the FSRU. Sedi on 3.6.8.1 also has been revised to further 
address i mpads to commercial fishermen from the proposed moving safety 
and security zones around LNG carriers. 

LA4-3 Flease see our response to comment LA4-1. 
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Thank rou for the oppoltunily to prcscnt comments at llus h n g  

LA4-4 S Sedion 3.5.5.1 of the fi nal EIS addresses potential i mpads to 
recreational fishing and tourism, and Sedion 3.6.8.2 of the final ElS 
describes potential economic i mpads to water-based recreation. 

Sedion 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS presents the impads to commercial fishing 
and states that the i mpads would be mi nor. Long Island supports about 
474 commercial fishermen, and Long l sland is only one component of a 
regional fishery. Because the impads to commercial fishing would be 
minor, if a catch redudion in Long Island Sound is attributable to 
Broadwater, it would bevery small. The magnitude of the potential catch 
redudion would not result in a measurable impad to the retail seafood 
indudry. 

LA4-5 The potential i mpads of water intakes and discharges are described in 
detail in Sedions 3.2.3 and 3.3.2 of the final ElS. The estimated yearly 
entrainment and i mpi ngement i mpads woul d represent I ess than 
approxi matel y 0.1 percent of the standi ng crop in the central basin of Long 
Island Sound, and these lossesare not expeded to affed theoverall finfish 
or lobster population within Long Island Sound. 

LA4-6 Sedion 3.7.1.4 of the fi nal ElS addresses the i mpads to commercial 
fishing. Overall, i mpads to commercial fishing would be minor, 
temporary, and localized during LNG carrier transits for the I ife of the 
Projed. Many commercial fishing vessels Ii kely would not experience any 
conflid with an LNG carrier and its associated safety and security zone 
because only one carrier would be present in the Sound at any one ti me. 
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\lagdlie R Sel'rs. Secrrt,~n, 
Federal Enrt gy Regolatow Cotuiir~isron 
XSX FlriL Slrcit N F' 
CVash~ngtrn, D O. 2t lBh 

Re Br cladwater LNG Enetgil Project FERC Docket Urs CPOG-54-0011 CPOG-55-1100 

orlrcr a~ccictei. isstled I Drati F.n.c ~rilnmcrrtal Tn~pact ef~rare;neiit (DFIS) f,n tlri' 
Rroatltiater I,~quelied Ualu:a? (I UGr Filer@ Prqect Oiered'er, Rroadt*L~fd~) 
U~oad.~%mtei is a pfvposal to lnocr a tlot~tlng f~]ueficd nai~lmrd gas fxditv, appioxnnrrfely 
nrn2 tnrles of3 tlie cnact 0.f Riverlte~d. Uzn YorL The fnrlzllry, would rewii7e shlpmeirth 
ot I NCb. s hich nould lkeri be %tored rrzgasrtied and trmcporttd to T A I I ~  14a1d and Vex\ 
1 ork City lhruilgh ,an ullltaconnsettml atU1 ihc lrorl~to~s (far lrsn?;nltss~r>nn Sq~lcm. In 
stnil, the DLlS conilr~dsd t t~dt  nrth epproprlatc mtllgatrun tneasurcs. the Projc~L r4 otlld 
Bave llmrted envnonnketital r~-ilp,wts 

ha;* a denelrdahle snurcz of rellahle. aftorddrli: uid clear elecmar* As rhe 

the ahllit:) to e i m e  adequate annd &otdnbIe alectric1tJi ge11ztLttron lrsoluces here 

imorca. ttlncl~ %vodd wmpreharsr\el> asseas the Gliv'.; a i a l g  l~eeds and rzconir~~arid 
hp&llii pol~~id' ,  anti programs tn nirrl thncr ilrrds Ttw Taqk Fwcr rele.ard n*. 1n11tal 
fnldmgs u~ Jnnirnry 2004 m n Report ~nt1l1i.d Neu Yolk Olb Lncrgx. Yolic:. .An 
klwtrritt> Rzrour~c Koah~~dp" thd dduils an lntvgrdted stratvg ~c.n~pnit~~::enct Q 

suppl, energy deh5 er.i t~~frfi*tr-t~ctu~e, dwtrhrrted rz\~x~rcrs and got ernnlznhl I I I I ~ I & I \ ~ $  

Lmru \ t \ i  York CIL> I r ~ ~ ~ n i g  thii czntral rczot~~l~icndat~uns madc ni GIG lask Force 
R;pl~rt rh In ' "wpprt  dl\cnrt> of ~IIJ huppl~ '  ir~iludrirg t h ~  "'dciclijpmo~t oCgc~z \uppl) 
Inrqects " 
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.t< proposed, t?rond\rder would dzxwidv Ihc CIL*~ ".ni*rg\ '.~1pp11 b\ pru\ldmg $1 

s ~ g ~ ~ f i t n n t  ornocnlt d naturai gw that is not suhjsct to ex~strug Sorth .&nel~cnr~ soppl: 
and ndtranwmssion ionstrarr~ts at ptaqant, the pnttc~pal sours* of gas \upply to t1.a City 1s 
di;l,vcn 0% er ionphdui p~pt?l~ridii, pn111a11) ltoln tlie Gult CO~LS! rlnd X'e~iem Candd 11 
placid ~nto scrc Ice Rroad\+wrr ucnuld create an additional and tw nlmz prommate 
natural g&\ bupplk source 

At a pealisend-om ot approx~mmelr one bilhon e ~ t b ~ e  ieet pel da3. Broad1%ater 

31n dbundn~lt wppl) oindlitrrrd gds iiuuld nut dilly help ensure thsl afdrg3 
dtmw&s aie met '1% the C ~ i y  co~~t~true\  l o  gro~%, it x? cauld dit 9.0 with the most emi-lent and 
 lean-bummg fossrl Silcl In order to nidct snlinpafzd a t  qod~ l )  aud clinrdc chrlngu 
rcducl~ou #ml\ a d  10 TCp91ICI thi CII\ 5 Ofdm ponLl pliltltb 1 1  1% ~rllliill to h d i ~  an 
nrtindable and relidfir supply ofnaturd gas CncE. platlt., are chaai-tezized by lngllei 
Idvcl~ 01  nlr ~ I I I I % % I < > I ~ ~  and tlierr r ~ p l ~ ~ ~ ~ " n ~ e n l  w ~ u l d  ?Isell hsnetif the enlire regrnnal 
em itatlalent 

requfretnerrts, as ~r quggeeed hr  tlre DKIS ~ccued hy the Comni~qcion, I stroiigl] 
LA5-1 bncuuragc iuur consrder*trun 0 1 t h ~  Broa~d~~ater Pruj i~t  a\ a means tu hclp u ~ s u r c  Lilr: 

energv divawrty rel~al~zl~tj  ,tnd atft)r&%I>il~t! thai 1.. I itally needed ft?r the fi~tore ofWevt 
TatPc Cny md the metropolttmslreprm~ 

Ycrp I t l ~  3 ours, 

:/ Ciil C Q~iirn~w~., 

Gtl C Qunuones 

Scnior V~ce Prrtbtdtnt. 
Fncrgy 6E Ts lc~o t~ i~ l~ im~i~~ l iona  I)cp&n~cirt 
ken  k orji C t L i  I conomle 
no$ el irpmrn~ C~rrporatton 

p,5-1 Thank you for your comments. 
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l'kcsc con~mctrls me ss l rmr t~~d m opposition to an\ npprovitl af  the proposcd 

rlroadswiter I,V\l(r Prolzut \itbled of the ,2bo\e-retkre11ced Docket hhoc CM6-54-OM). CP06-55- 

000, CP116-56-OM) atid as dssmnbed m tlis Dsaft E~~vuo~menitnl Impact Stntemelit dntzd 

Novdmher ZOOG irhe "DFIS") I>> Ihr Federal Fnergy I<epJatonr Cotnrn~r*~on ("FKRC ') m hg 

.in> ui11er u~volved agcniy lhc l o ~ n a  of UrouIrha\cn. f iur~tegta t~  and East I.lamprun 

(10112~11\e1\ rel2rred to here111 a s  1112 -'T~tsu!iu"i ali.1 iupport and lo111 in t11s ~tymtii<titi of lbe 

Iot%ns of Rivcrhcnd nnd Southoid and thc CotuiQ of Stflolb 

The T m n c  oppnri: the Rrnluf~relrr I Nt; Prcile~t [relerred to herein also nc 

Broadt*.ater'- QI the ~"Pioject.') and are actlm mtri?mori m the pendkng FERC proczedmg 

Thest loinnrelits aLre ,~rhnr~lmd to %uppIi-rne~it ~ L I C > I I Y  colnnidnts fillngq and rnotlnni lnddc. In 

connet hon 5~1th the 1 DK1. p o ~ e s d m g  a\ \ b u l l  as bstlrnony made h) w o l ~  hehalr ofthe l o\\n% 

at pnoi pubhc meetmgs and hewings 

lJIIEbL1hilhA1<l Sl,% 1 EhIKFI I 

These cornmzr~t.i are provided to illcla the fa~lure of tliz DF.16 w cornply 'rr~th the 

pmcrdernl ,md iuhsrjntne reyiLmnrent% of tile Y,tt~ond 1 in,irtnrtnentdl I'ohsy .id p l?P.i'') 

S~tnply put, rBe I)F IS due\ not ~ o m p l v  *\irh NFP 'i and therefore :he limn? demand 11 hi: 

rqected clld anzxr ULIS ha prapaied 1 he ULIS E u l i  file 'hard look' \im~&rd ,a fdiiuoned by 

thz cour?s wlnii reviewing the adequam of it DElS The DEIS does not e ta1  meet ilie 

rnlnun,tm irqu~~eiuezri of prewnt~ng a R~ll di\clo\rlre of Ule err\m~unient.tl mrnpa*.1., of Ule 

propowd Rronbt%aet T U C i  Project Furrh~nnom thc DEIS 1 %  presented n ~ t h  a t o w  l a d  of 

pod f,~dli ohjobltr\.~li. and msted o&rs bbm% ailti wnclusol~  rowonmg m Ia%ur o f &  Yrojcr.1 
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Mweovct, with respect io the yotzntid prohlen~s witli and cntici~tm rarszd about tile Project, 

lhz U i l h  ntdral\ dlentpl5 %weep ll1mt " I~ I~LT 1110 lug' ir uul lo ' m a  i~li&t sa) 

W111lc a Iit,q offactors nluit be constdewd when esaluaung tliz ade~uacy ot a DETS, 

Lhi: tnosl. rmpurldtll ,ue 1) dssehsulg Ihc prrrpow and ~lced 01 Ihc prvposcd psvjcct rnblrhilrt~g ~ l b  

umts and benefits, n) eo~~ndernt~olt of sltmrat~\ri  .~tld the pra~e~ltallm~ of ;it1 ohjectlre h a w  

lor e h u ~ a l ~ o g  dcilcrnau\~s. mnld 11s) an ,u~aly%is of thr: d n \ u o f m ~ ~ ~ ~ t d l  constqtilc'nces of Ulr. 

~xqo'.rrl  ndion ~niliiding %uft?e~ent awaiqrnent of pclll~clioir pr er,ention 

,t iial-u%\ron ol arnlul~tlve rnv~rontt~cnldl clltct;lc i)T 1 prop**ed aclior lb also dl1 

essetriral pan ot rlrc erivrrorutlenral quality rex?e\v procciq and tlrr~efore, niwt be hilly 

presemcd 111 ,111 it11pac1 slatcincnr NLP.i t tnplr~ill~ rcynircs hootst mrligdlrun 111cdsurcs to b; 

co~r.iiderrd reguding diiy 3111efie nti~r~~vrnienldl effect- i.*h~clr amnot be n%o~dad, 111 ortler $0 

m~nurul~c en~nonniei~tal Impacts. rtw+&ii~g t l~c  itnpaci b) repamng. rcstor~t~g or rchabdllating 

th2 affratted en%rrunrne~?t r rd i~c rn~  w elmlrnatmng tlra ~n~fkacz o\er~mx Strroilgli preiematron ot 

ntnrminance 2nd coiopcrisnr~ny for thc n~ipzt ,  rrrcluciinp ndival rc\ourcc d;irnngc>. or 

pro\ rdr itg ruh.ititnlr r e ~ o u r ~ e <  

,is sot fut?h in rnure dctdll halcm. tirc DLlb doc\ nut iurnpl!, \+IUI tliusi b ~ t i b  imlimb of 

YEPA or tire I atp.uienlen& of an ei~v~romnetdnl r r u y n d  staten~etlt and ur domg sofalb to 21~s11re 

rlrc riitcgr~tq ot ihe dec!qron-mak~nl: p r t ~ c e s s h  swn, FFRC or an) ~nvo l~cd  agent\ zannot 

re13 on the ~ni;rnrn~&iun rheclosrd or cltialw~s prowkd I ~ I  the DFIS ac rl 1s i~~sc~tKcsent, bras, 

l ~ d i  critr,d rccaimrng i~nd prricnt. uniub~Li~iriaruJ uonilir\o~ *lat~rnotla 

It I.: ptepo~terourr to erpeLZ m x o i ~  to behave tnat the mimttucuo~> and opzratioa of a 

1,213 fool Ions 200 hu t  .ix,~dr, hugb filled w ~ t i ~  li billion C L I ~ L L :  feet ur I~il~nd natural g ~ \  1x1 

c t~oge~~:e  storage Lv&. al l~ch if released would freeze anv lrie tts coiltats mstzmtly and then 
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vaporize into a c l o ~ ~ d  \x111cli could a s p l ~ ~ s ~ a t e  Iite fesllrl Ignrte, v.lnch n~cluck~. fi%mllt~es ~ Q I  the 

ovm 2.000 acres of an Estuary at Uaiuial Sigr8&cauce along vr-trh a 2 1 7m1le subsea pipel~ne 

u ~ d  \;<.kc blovrrng S\siem lu.irermg 223 lee[ nbwu the scd llour md uiuup\mg urcr 13,000 

squat2 fed of Cssenttlitl 1 ~ s h  IInbltat 1111 Ytaie ~ a f r n i  and u ~ i d m a t e ~  land. Ileld ni p11h1~ h u e .  

as \<ell ,~s an ddrtlonal 118 LNG tankt~s dnnuallp tc8tricki~ tmc.ig~illon and wcmanou on 

I ong litand Sound. urll l ~ r i l t  in ' rnuioi enuironnlentd Inipact, ' and the linpnrts tn re*;cinrcec 

recomrt~ettdat~on~ "See pg 3-250 rtideed the DKIS comes to [lie unhel~e~al?ir conalu%rotl rhat 

not unl%t dn t i e  oocd UIS Urii~chdcr LhO Yrolcct bul -1: woctld result in li.wcr w6-1 The ElS was prepared in compliance with the environmental review 
dt~~rrinut~ental ~ m p a d i  that1 'iny i i ~ r a ~ ~ i l ~ i ~ ~  c ~ ~ ~ i ~ i d e r a d  to P T U I I ~ ~  IIB~IJI a1 p p  to L  MI^ ~ d m d  " requirements of NEPA and did not conslder in any way the" business 

interests of the Projed sponsors " AI l concl usions presented are supported 
Mrheu w c  ohje&?~ccl\ rri.glcx%b the DLIS lu ligllt of 1111s coll~lusiotl it IS 11ot dit3~11St to qqacstion quantitative4 y and/or by best professional judgment Sedion 4 0 of the 

LAB-1 rvltrth~r FFRC' and t h ~  cililpertlng agencle\ ha%e ~gnorad tlirrt ~esponsih~l~t~er to protect the  final El S presents the data and rationale for our determination that the 
alternativesto the Broadwater Projed would result in greater impadsthan 

human and narrrrsl arn ironnrent in Tax or of the huctncsa rn~aesis of thc Pro lc i~  \punsor\ those of the proposed Pro] ed 

TIIE DEIS IS MA;LIEOZI.'ITE 

Ihi. rallu~+.?.m:: przum~ltr ~pccllic qucstior~. raws ~r i l t c i i  ~sauci; a d  rdimhlies basic 
w6-2 As descri bed in Sedion 1 1 of the fi nal EIS, there is a general consensus 

that the demand for natural gas is expeded to increase due to a combination 
defisrencies ln thz DEIS of I ncreasl ng demand from 4 edrlca~ generators, I ncreasl ng population, and 

increasl ng per capita energy consumption At the same ti me, net pi pel ine 
1 Tlie tntwrnsttnir prewjted and airal>s~h prmrdi-d abnlrt the prrpwct and nezd of imports, pri marl l y from Canada, are expeded to decrease substantial l y 

t11~ I ' ~ ~ G L T  not O I I I ~  lach~ tbiect~wty. ~t also falls to prov~dz e-oemial mn~ormatton as ~OIIO%-,  Based on consideration of the studies referenced in the EIS, FERC has 
concluded that, if regional prices are to be stabi Iized and if the I ntegrity and 

d l  I h~ I)).~Ts dlirgtb 1h81th~ M r o d d t ~ l ~ r  1,NCj P ~ ~ ~ J C L I  M I S I  SIIPPI~ re4 lability of the region' s home heating and energy networks are to be 

needad tiaturn1 gas, as the reyon iu n~ lieen of strch gas and mai nta ned, new sources of natural gas - preferably from regions outsl de of 
theGulf of Mexico and Canada-are needed for the New York City, Long 

additional enurg> I l o ~ i c ~ ~ r .  UW WfilS 1.uk:ks ii&nrr*twn from Idand, and Connedlcut reg1 on 

thi. ~ u n g  I S I ~ ~ ~  FOIVS~ &ntl~or~tv ~XIPY'I  md I;a>&pau Enqr Sedion 1 1 2 2 of the final ElS describesthe relationship between natural 
gas as an energy source for end users and as input for eledrical generation, 
and also addresses the current generating and distri bution plans of LI PA 

4 
and KeySpan Energy 
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LA6-3 PI ease see our response to comment LA6-2 

("Koybpm') The DEIS ako enonomsly d~seuss,-s prov~ding 

atatlabla Tlti.se are clemlj- two separate notrons and a n  not 

mtwchaugc:i.nble L%crclurc. hi: UhIS >ho&rld i l~hcusa h.; ehdcl 

~%p.ic~l>* on Lung Island 

Zior6o%er we are told h: Ule DP14 and the Projerl'c ifhon.;or tlrurt 

Island Sound ("IJS") 1s tile befit locmrnii tr~rtlre tloating stntage 

dr~d rtgaadicatburr iina ( 1 SRLY) lor Long lsldnd 10 11'tvc a 

retluce the cost of nnturdl gab to Long Islanders and allow us ro 

LA6-4 As noted by the commentor, FERC has addressed the overal l need for 
hwe cleaner mid clrrapa~ p i i e r  lhilrci we Ixm thm frern~ LIP 4 natural gas In the region and alternatives to the Projed However, the cost 
t ivhon~ 1 011g I~I.~T*~.;W pa) rorlI1~1r ponet . ~ d  KC\ cpm, irh12t1 of natural gas to Long Islanders IS not a component of our environmental 

r w l w  of the Projed and thereforewas not addressed ~n the ElS 
proxrder ihe ~mlorit) n r p m e r  I.1P \ \e?lr to us and the mtural 

p a  whldl Long Lsldld ruskdcnk pur~hac ,  I hc s~  corn~~~cnts  ure 

mzarungless. IVe nesd LIFA and Beysplmro saj we nzed 

Rroadaakr tnr thts gas and thni Itr prescnce \?.ill m e a i  c l n n  

etrerp m a  redicic our rate% dit 19 true Ho%e\.et vre 

propcried Kejspnn pro]ed ro bru~g moxe natural gas to Long 
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mid purpose nothng nlore than a sabs d ' i e~ t l~c~xen t  firr Shell 

CI11 atrd Iran., C;umila. Urond-dtel'., p m n t ~  

Indeed, at page 1-5 of the DEIS. m a statenrezit that 1s certmflly 

ronluung lo an Lung bldnd rdlcp$)ir. LIPz'k ~b tlc~cr~bcd db i( 

'p 0% tdar of lnhi retort'. .;aid to onl% offar PM 9lppl> to any 

r.us1otn-x %+hi) LS i i~~w~lluig CO. unablc Lo arrmgs fur an alB1rnm1i~~c 

poxser suppi> In rex11t) ~t is I JP,1, thal iupphes e1ectnc.d ppnxser 

to L ung 151dtid r,tlep;lvero, tl1.11 81 ri-ipoitiib~l~ly itr a ~11at1er ol 

la-,$ and 1,IP -t dcknon ledge5 rr To say gmei ally *hat cuaojner s 

hat i. a rcdson~Mc .ilLorndlr\r: 1% tnisguidcd dnd Idcks crzdrhht', 

h) ?r I& fist p ~ g e  [LS-1) flu: l>I.LS states that the fh~adust6r  

LhG P~ojccl w11l " proi~dc a new source ot rcilabts, long- 

term, con:pet:tivel-, priced nattt~sl gm to the I.ong Island, 

Vcn "I urk CIQ. and Coiin~carcn nrarkd\ ' Tlrra ~ l ~ ~ t t ~ o e n i  is 

nn m)re lhii~i an unsuhr&nliard wn'lusitw li.0111 t i le  preparers 

ol'th< UklS ~ h o  are ob+~uitsl) p~opune118 ofthe PIOJW~ 

Indeed, thz DEIS ~ i ,  abssnt of my ~tlfonuittlo~~ ah0111 the p l i ~ i ~ c a i  

SotlrceS atSd taarkira fren-onl ~%lreie thc 1 XiCi 'ivtli ccom fronr to RI1 

~ n d  he processed rnto n a t ~ u ~ ~ l  g a  hhr. the R~oadi%aer FSRli  The 

IlOlS dL p:: FS-2 ,ncrcly \trti.i thrt Ihe 1,kb in ihb Krtrad-wLcr 

FSRL ttlli be irplerushed by a,ysommnteI\ 11S LNG tnnlie~a 

pt r \ rar  Ci;r,m iixr~yg~ bunrcc~ '111srb 1 5  nu ~nl'u~mailon 

preseraed ns to xhere the ostgmamg somce of nautai gas is. 

LA6-5 As stated in Sedion 1.1.2.2 of the final EIS, LIPA is designated asthe 
" provider of lad resort" for Long Island. This is a legally defined term that 
simply means that L I PA is responsible for offering power supply to any 
customer unwilling or unable to arrange for an alternative power supply. 
As the provider of lad resort, LI PA has assumed much of the responsibility 
for ensuring that Long Island has sufficient generating capacity. We qree 
with the commentor that, except for the providers of power for the Green 
Choice Program, L I PA is in practice the provider of el edrical power for 
residents of Long Island. 

LA6-6 At the ti me this fi nal El S was prepared, Broadwater had not specified the 
planned sources of LNG for the Projed. As indicated in Sedion 1.1 of the 
final EIS, evaluation of pricing and long-term availability of non-U.S. 
sources is not within thejurisdiction of FERC and isthus beyond thescope 
of this EIS. 
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t where rt 1.; Itq~ietied alto LXC t?~r: tosrtes oftlio ssuppl) tat~kclr 

I Llid uwntqs) uf the t d ~ t b e ~ s  or i p e c ~ l i t a l l ~  tllc. u\i~ts~lihtp iltld 

control of rite ING going mts the Eroadxratrr FSRL Theretors, 

based (pun the 9 0 ~ ~ i s a l  id rhc DEIS. lr I\ unpos5rhlr lor I l ~ c  

publw. tmolvad npmctes the iead ngzlicg or  an? dzcl.;lon ntakei 

dl all to Born< lo ihc scm~lusion  hill ills coiucd 01 UIO LSG is  

- reh,rble, imig-tenn 131 smi~net i r~v~lv  ~izlced 

F%eu more im(~~nattl% 15 lbLtt ithen: I\ no inlornidtlon akrM the 

relialnlrty or prrcing of the natitrai gas intended to con12 to  I orig 

transported to New York City, Long Island, and ~innedicut.  The 
distribution of natural gaswithin communities isthe responsi bility of local 

The ultanratrcd qudibon la tlon does t112 rlaturd gaq n~tttnalli ctt dlstrl butlon c o m ~ a n l & ( ~ ~ ~ s ) ,  not Broadwater or I GTS The ~ncreased 

t 1,ony lblmld user> n i  1XIc IGTS ht~a landkll rn Northport. Kcn 

Yorh m9 irrntmae.i III South Cnmrn.3ch, \e\h I'orh 4.1~0, ~ 1 %  

volume of gas that wouid be &ail able in the I GTS pipeline if the 
Broadwater Projed is implemented could be used by LDCs in exiding 
distribution lines. 

ilk? cu..lmg undsrs~a curr;nt$ h n n ~ p r t a  nalurdi gdh south lkom 

Com~a&:cut to Lung Irland.rirr qtteshon rmaitir as to how is the LAG-8 As dl scussed In MI on 4 5 1 of the f I nal El S, I GTS (In a I etter to FERC 
canis p~rilllnc gonrg ro rralrrpolr ttre namral gn.. horii the dated Aprl l I I, 2006) I ndlcated that the proposed Broadwater Pro] ed 

would allow gasto flow through the IGTS plpel~neto markets ~n 
Rroadlrater F9Rl' to Co~inect~cia h e  DFlS Ir &ent ni an? Connedlcut, Long Island, and New York Clty wlthout ~mprovementsto the 
11Tor~1tron o f  who a111 a i t ~ ~ a i l r  SLII ~Irc ngljrad g , ~ .  to I ong exlstlng IGTS plpellne Thls would be posslble sncethe pressurewould 

be prow ded at the FSRU, not by addltlonal compression along the I GTS 
Island uazrs pitd hols ~twtll he pncd  pl pel I ne 

C) lhi: U1,lS at pg 9-17 rcpolts Lhd Ihc t3ruddn dtor 1 '41; Pmjc~i  

is tiot only esseittid to supplv gas and powet to Long I S ~ I I ~ ,  but 
LAG-9 l nformatlon on who would ,I1 natural gas to Long Island users and at what 

cost IS beyond the scope of our envl ronmental rw l  ew and therefore has not 
been ~ncluded In elther thedraft or flnal ElS 

Local Government Agencies and Municipalities Comments 
N-320 



LA6 - Towns of Brookhaven, Huntington and East Hampton 

timt "'I?Iz proposed Projuct ~ w ~ l l d  lesutt 111 f e s n .  en\irommi@d 

ln~pmk ll1,m an) d~fcmdlva% i(ni%idi.d " I1 dufii.5 &haSilul. 

a pipelirw, FSRL' atld Mooring Systeni in LIS \\auld 11ilr.z 

h e r  ~n5uoluu;ntdl tnlpdeLs lhnn tncrch s n  & p~prlmc 

Vcn~rrdemlg tli~r, one nilgzt \taw the U~ondwatar LhG Ptojed ns 

hsmg p~undrilr ior New YoA Clfy and no1 the best B~~LTLI~IIILC 

i'cr I o t ~ ~  lclrmd .it all In tlri.; ~ m r p z ~ t i i r ,  the I>C.IS falls to 

rriugicie the ddidder 01 abuse ~rdlcrutd br, [,IS resulting f ~ t m  

the tmlurcs ot Kew Y ~ r k  C ~ t j  to rnlpl-niknt adequate 

cn! w<)nmcnl~i1proic~non mc-isurts 

Simllmlx. it IS cltficult to accept that tttr Uinaiiv~~~et I,NG 

Projcd UI L15, agdn~ 'an Ehtualv of Ndllonal itg~~tic;?tlic, could 

ha3 e f2xer erntror~n~rntal ~mpaics thm sq oflcho~e ocean I \ t i  

I;?iilrl) llkc r h i  F ~ f r  N~~bi.bor Fnsts) Pn)jcit, propoicd lo bc t%iiirG 

than $wen rii~le*. all'lhe ~cri1t11 shore oi I tmg Inlarid and a l n i t ~ ~ f  

Lt%unl) rri~fw oll ttx cod..LuT\s~r, Jsncg m ik dccp wdtcr of thi  

Atlai t~c Oseat~ nlileb could rzyorrediy sc,ppl.* moie tlratl two 

rrincs mare Sas m Nerr Y,nk C I I ~  rlran Rro~dx%imr 

Jnsi based nu thts ginrple n \mzl rw ft I$ ohxruw the w,llvsn of' 

alicrri~tlvcs i h ~  1)1.'JS lrclks n.a\c~n and objc~tlrr~ty 

2 In the Gzrrzrnl hilrpoei ksessnaz~lt of Chnpter 3 1, of tlltlle DEIX. ent~ttsd 

Lnurunn1~n1.d z\ml>~ai,. ill page 7-1 ~i &ies lhdt 

LA6- 10 The commentor made a general statement about comparative i mpads, but 
that comment does not include consideration of the specific environmental 
conditionsthat are relevant to the i mpad analysis for the proposed 
Broadwater Proj ed versus those of the alternatives. These conditions hme 
been addressed throughout M i o n  3.0 of the final ElS and in M i o n  4.0, 
which also present the data and rationale for our determination that the 
alternativesto the proposed Broadwater Projed would result in greater 
i mpads than those of the proposed Proj ed. 

LA6-11 The environmental regulatory policies of New Y ork City are beyond the 
scope of our environmental review of the Broadwater Proj ed. However, 
those policies, as we1 l as those implemented by Long Island and 
Connedicut, hme affeded the health of Long Island Sound. The condition 
of the Sound is descri bed in great detail throughout M i o n  3.0 of the final 
EIS. We hme also discussed the causes of the decl ine, which are beliwed 
to be related primarily, though not stcl usively, to historical and current 
dischargesespeciall y wastewater and stormwater-into the Sound. The 
Broadwater Projed and alternativesto the Projed were evaluated with 
regard to the ability to provide the needed gas to the region, not just to 
Long Island. 

LAG-1 2 M i o n  4.3.2 of the final EIS has been updated to include the most recent 
avai I abl e information on other LNG terminal proj eds, including the Safe 
Harbor Projed and other offshore LNG projeds in the region. This 
updated analysis concludesthat the Safe Harbor Projed would not reduce 
envi ronmental i mpads relative to those of the Broadwater Proj ed. Further, 
the Safe Harbor Projed could not use the Transco pipeline, as proposed, to 
deliver natural gas to New York City in comparablevol umes without 
additional pi pel i ne and compressor station construdi on. 
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"Conclusions and om teconmndnttms ns this BIS iue based on o m  
ilnalyris of potcn~rai ~m~rontne is~s l  ~nipa~"ti, u h the follov tng 
.i5stintpt1ors\ 

* f3roadwater u oald eotnplv WI~II aS1 npphcablc law5 aml icgulat~ons " 

1 hc Uruad~*rat;r lJrujeit NIII no1 iunlplj wrth all appl l~~hl i .  laus arsd rcguld~otts and mdwd ~i 

16 iror even n f~aslhle projeff ll12 Prujed IS not fea<ible becairse ~t rsijliues easeu1211ts Prcani 

Ltle Stale irl Z d ~ v  Ywii Lor t,he 01 Sldtr undcn\alrr land% and 1 ilng Island Sonnd, %b,lb~.ch lidbe 

nor b m i  grmted Knr is &ete ant reason to be l~z te  such gants nil! be nude by tli; Smte 

\ i o ~ ~ w \ c r ,  no1 on14 has Brwadna1cr h 1 ~ d  10 ~ C I I  LIIIT~LLI' apply rur lhcbi ~ ~ I C ~ C O L C .  11 mould 

appear t l~at  tibe ~pplicabie State qtrrtnte~ nlny 110~ e%cn allow for sueis an easemaat ffar tlie 

mourmg tu\+et %>stan proposed m d  md~c P&Kl 'Ilriu could inom actudl new ,\eg~sl;ltlon \*auld 

Isaye to  be adopted for tithi: State to  even consider 5uch a L I , ~  of Lone Island Sonnd To do so, 

~hii Stale auuld hb.: to set m ~ d e  rlu rteww<kl~rp 01- Long lsldnd Somd under tlic publr~ trt~sl 

dr~iru?rrr, \xirich cali.; for the Stde lo llold tIre5e v,,~ter,, uadet+i.xt-r laniir iutd 11~1trunl i e ~ o i u z ~ s  

XI trtrsl Tot dl 1110 publlc .~nd not 10 cucumber them Tor the psrposc ofpmetc pmfilr Lhcrc IS 

nu mote tlian a p a ~ ~ ~ n g  tnentlotl In the DEIS of tliere eisant~al dareinent1t~ arid ahsolnta 

imlxdtmmh ti) thc Prqdcr 

I he DFlS mere11 l ~ . ~ f c  ttir rrrq~~lred e.r%einont< in the ~li,lrt regarding dppr(waIs rrquimd, 

hut i a l a  Lo pivrrdc an\ dr\cus.jlotl ul the rcqoracmrnts s~tltl ~omnpizulrc* of t11c ~ppltciibls Skak 

lam nr p~ 1 20. Tabla 1 3  1 Rather the DCIS .~pyarentl> as.;imiitig ihz Sinie lam not only 

LA6-13 Section 3.5.5.2 of thefinal ElSdescribestheproceduresrequired to obtain 
an easement for the Project and Section 3.5.7.4 of the final ElS addresses 
the Project in relation to pub1 ic trust issues. The legal issues associated 
with granting easements and the use of pub1 ic trust lands are not 
components of our environmental review and therefore have not been 
included in the El S; however, it is worth noting that several utilities and 
numerous dock and harbor facilities use public trust lands for profitable 
endeavors. 

1 m ~ c m p l a t n  uw of LlS b? (hr Urondirrlir 1 SRU nud mwnlng s y t + n ~ .  but ihd ihr. yrob ulil LAG- 14 PI ease see our response to comment LA61 3 

I be nmde by Ute St& hoidl) coiwludec that the re%enue? generated by the Prqzct u~l l  ttwlude 

caicnidnl aiqui%ttlun fck? paid h? R n ~ d w a t c r  to tlic sidti r i l  yagL 3-1 15 of itir DETS if crlisz 

one ol the d~mct  effectq on tak revenuec recutting trnm the Project 1.; an Increase in goxrrnmmi 
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3 TIE DEJS ptor*tdz. t hd  prior to constn~ctton Rroadwatzr .rcrll tile 

da~\mlcmt~&r(lue ul cvniurreais Irom Xb; hew l o b  St&% Dcppadmcat or  Slaic u l  rJh5 Prq~ci's 

uonclstrncu \%1t11 thls \st% Xesk Lo,~.;tiC Loiia \Ia~i,tzen*ent ("C /Ll"r Rogram Uirt tlion. 

bs@nrimg 11 p,!gc 3-103. tlu ULIS prwv!iIcs d o r m a t a n  lfvm rha spplrcdnt's ptrrpwled CLM 

crnrrlrtrric~ dzteimrnation mid an imd~cat~on of %hers Ihe nnp.xt aridl,vs~r oisnciaied w~tli the 

pul~e!es 41% prefented m the t. IS Llii% 1.; nill 0t11y pro~edu-dfl% L(~II!USIII~, bill arguItbI\~ 
iA6-15 

deceptme and si an? caw. an inadequate apprtx~l-lr atid arralpi'; 

I hr: UOlS ihudd not nttrcl) sst us1 a reqriironlcnl uTLl~s iilmg 01 ihc wnsibiencv 

doc~mmtatiun piror lo ~onrtnrdlon i ~ u h  r l~ rL iun rn~&~o~~  innst he put of d ~ e  i. IS I lie 

Summaries of the information Broadwater filed in its Coastal Zone 
Consistency Determination were presented in the draft El S to provide 
readerswith an understanding of what Broadwater's position was for each 
pol icy and then referred to our impad analysis that related to the topic. As 
stated in Sedion 3.5.7.1 of thefinal EIS, it istheresponsibility of 
NYSDOS to determine whether the Broadwater Projed compl ieswith 
coastal policies. It is our understanding that NYSDOS wi ll make that 
determination after the fi nal EIS is issued. Consequently, FERC cannot 
provide documentation of the decision in the EIS. Finally, because 
NY SDOS is responsible for reviewing Broadwater' s consistency 
determi nation and either concurring or disagreeing with the information 
presented based on its regulations, policies, and guidelines, it would be 
inappropriate for FERC to separate1 y assess the Broadwater determi nation. 

I S~~r red i t l g~~>f thc :  C7hI pol!c:e3 a dpplied to the f3mlec( w~I1 ~btriu drdt the 

Uroadsatcr LhCi r r g c ~ i  IS plaml\ ~nioiisi.iLcnl s l th  Ihc Lou&~l Lorii Xlmgdmncnt 1'im for 
LAG-q6 please, O U ~  response t0 comment LA6-15 

m6-17 r Long Ishid  Sound a*  elin ins va ious Local Warerfiorlt Re~rtaltzattilu Plans of the Towns on 
L 

i mig lclarld aErich are not men d1ozur,ed in the r)FIS The u ~ c  at out coaital matelo h\,rlie LA6- 17 Please see our response to comment LA6-15 I n add~t~on, we have rev1 sed 

con:rdr). t i t  l l ~ c  I ong l i i iu~d 8uusid Coastal hldnsgcnicnl Prugr;im pwlrcrci lircsc pu11cli;s arc 

oo1~1pie1:msive and teflect ex~sttng stat2 lm*: mld autl~orrt!. reprasznru~z n balance betv ea-n 

be~ieficrd use of. but prextlt advetse zffects on. tile Sound'i. coastal iesources mzd 

Sedion 3.5.7 of the final ElSto include information on ~bca l  Waterfront 
Revitalization Plans of the towns. 
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colmnututti.5 ',VIule the DEI5 artenlpts to asiess the Broad~~otcr  Prqcct agadist thesc policres. 

LA6-18 Uld bti~.ed revlet? 15 r e d v  JUFI cmutl~w ihd~~ler ~ i i  Ihe Butlo'i~ nu\ dl 1 bItC want% to label a  

DEIS 

Is 411 c w m p k  s irrhral pulrcx 1% lu prllleci iu~d rcilore Ihc qu*~lri\ aad lriuiltui~ ul I l ~ c  

LIS trcoi>stem Ihl. pullc\ wn.; reinforced bt  the \zs+ 'rorl, Ocann atxi &rat L A e l  

Lconslem C'orrrm~z~liun Aci z~cifipr~d bq Lhd Slt~tc Lcgislalnrr. .tnd sig1c.d lulo la\* 1x1 2006. 

whrih IS ,rlin r i t ~ t  e l a n  rnrrrtroned in the I>F IS T i  ir iloM file prt l tc~ of tlre St& to inrylmmr 

eco\%\tnl, ha,ed mJilagrnxol lor iwcr coa+kl %ater\ I1 I\ d~f l ic t~ l t  10 4c)e hub( an 111du5lrldl 

energy cfoinpleu hucli ah R~oadwder could bo coiisistenr nitlr inch a poiicy 4 constztencx 
LA6-I 9 

de~cmmi~l~fon h i  UIG N I  SDOS. mcludmng rclcrcn&c- to Ihrs I I ~ L L  AL'L I'blh~~ ~ l m  111~ appSPhcmL 

ibui~ld he prr\mntrdui I t ~ r  h1S 

4 Ihc DL18 la115 to prurtdc a f i l l  deta~lcd dis~losnrc and dnahsts ot  Ihc pubhe 

hezltti arid iafen riihi and ha7ardq of the Rroadnaier I hCi Prolad. cpec1ficall~ the FSRT arid 

mocrrmg .)stem Ihlnrli. ihc DEIS at p a s  1-130 slates that tllc itprrauun ol ihi: Pmlect " 

p o w  a pctknltal hac,rrd Ih& ~ o u l d  afY'wt l l~r pul?llc ~a te ty  ". 11 iirrlllrr \tate\ fi2,tt " 1It 

d s o  im[~arl;mt to I ~ . L O ~ I I I C  the btrnlgcnt rbymrcn~snt* Tar fib dkslg1. ~uml~rr~Llun. uperahan, 

and timmntetiance ofthe factiitv, as x\aU as the e.itmsx\a sniexj sxsternu that \iorild be 111 pl,lce 

to d c t m  and co~itrol pate~itral Ira?ardsS Cll?icfouil>, FFRC and the Project gsporrsnrs are 

M6-20 
unWm~bar unh I itng I4nnd.s etprnencr x ~ t t l r  thr; Shorehim1 Uuclzar Power Plant \fore 

i r t h d w l ~ r u l ~ .  Ihc diacu*blon of hudrds do noi111-1g aiore thm nnlust~iid~l\  n1m*irtzc t h o  rshh 

of poterd~nl Ironfic conuaipences ofDtoad%tatet to  t l ~  p~ibltc I-Ie~e ale some of the 

harardb AS dcwibzd on pages 3-192,7-226 dnd 3-227 eftl~c L11.IS 

.'LVG's pitlrtpnl llazards result from bs cqogemc tanpetatwe (-24WFt. 
fl.uril:iabrlrgi. and t q o r  d~sper\im hsrsztcri-ucr, 1% a lirlu~d. I N 8  %till 

LA6-18 The commentor has fai led to read the text clearl y provided on page 3-103. 
We date that the policy summaries listed on pqes 3-103 through 3-107 are 
" . . .summaries of key information from the applicant' s consi dencv 
determi nation" (emphasis added). At no point did we suggest that those 
were FERC' s determi nations of consistency. We hme not attempted to 
infringe on the responsibility of NY SDOS and assess Broadwater' s 
compliance with the policies, and we clearl y did not provide a biased 
review. We simply stated in the draft El S what Broadwater had 
determined. To moid confusion, we omitted the text on Broadwater's 
review in thefinal ElS. 

LAG- 19 Please see our response to comment LA6-15. 

LA6-20 FERC and the Coast Guard have conduded extensive assessments of 
safety, security, and hazards. We believe that the statement that the draft 
ElS" unjustifiably minimizes" the risk of " potential horrific consequences 
to the public" is inaccurate and misleading. Sedion 3.10 of the ElS 
identifies the potential risks and hazards posed by the proposed Projed, 
i ncl udi ng eval uati ons of the potential consequences from a I argescal e 
releaseof LNGtowater. In addition, Sedions4, 6, and 8 of theWSR 
(Appendix C of the final El S) address hazards, risks, and consequences of 
major incidents. As described in both documents, Hazard Zones 1 and 2 do 
not extend to shorel ines for releases from the FSRU or from the LNG 
carriers while along the proposed transit routes. The individual resource 
sedi ons of the final El S have been revi sed to i ncl ude i nf ormati on on the 
potential impads of a release from an LNG carrier while in the proposed 
transit route. Sedi on 3.10.4.4 of the final El S has been revised to address 
the potential hazardsassociated with an incident that results in an LNG 
carrier grounding. 

Local Government Agencies and Municipalities Comments 
N-324 



LA6 - Towns of Brookhaven, Huntington and East Hampton 

200501235038 Received FERC 05EC" 3 . ~ 1 2 3 1 2 3 0 ~  0 1  15 O d  F M  W~ket f t  CPCi0-54 0.30, ET BL 

nei th~r  bum not explode .?rs a ctyognnc itq~ttd, LNG 5~111 qurcN? cool 
matertaf.: ti L V I I I J ~ \ .  2411<tng i h c ~ r n ~ ~ l  itrbii In tnuterial.: not spectfieallp 
dailgriad FOI trlt~a-cold colul~t 011s Sr*cll thrltnal itwisa.: could sitl.;etloe~ltl-a 
su~cett lu:nt~teti ;r l  tu b n t t l a ~ c s ~ .  f i c t u t ~ .  or other 1osb oftc\ll~.tlc sttength "' 

"hlcthanr the pnnran conipneni at 7 h G  1c ~oI,>rless ndorlecs and tadeless, 
and ts c f d ~ ~ f i c d  as a s i i~~pls  asph~sranl hlctl~ai~c could. howc:n, cditsc 
e-.ileme hcairh h'uards. uicludu~g deal1 it i d d e d  an stgntficait qoait~ttltles 
m ~ t h ~ n  n lrni~ted tlnre 4t \ar> cold tcniperatnrei n~ett~ane vrzpom could c a ~ s e  
i r e e ~ ~  b i t n ~ ~  .' 

-'%hen releaied timn ~ t s  coitrtu~ment ~ a r s z l  nndor ii;nirfe~ %!stern. LNG ~ ~ 1 1 1  
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hazard to rhc puhllc LhG \ a p o n z c ~  rapidly w h i l  exposod to arnhlairt hcat 
SOLILLLI'. \ U L ~  ds \?diet. ox soil, p m d r ~ i ~ n g  620 ti. 6.30 sknddsil c n h i ~  real o r  
natural ga:ns ('or each cuhrc fiiot of  I~quid I UC; w p o n  In a 5- to I?-pricrnt 
w~xturc a i U ~  drr ~rrrc B~glilz bmn~&l.: Ihi: a~loilnt  ui llaimab1blc xdpor 
pri-diacd pcr urrrt uf ilmc dcpcnda i>ir Ia~lur., b u ~ h  fi wind c i~ndi t~~mi .  thc 
~111ourr1 I I ~ "  \I; spilled, .md nirnber r i  1s sp~lled 011 aster 01 lilnd '' 

"Once A tlainmahle vapor-wlr rrnrtum trofn a11 T.NCr bplll 1 1 s  been csiirted. flie 

rneil~ane-air m i m r e  '1st11 hum $lowlv tznding u, tgtrtz combuetthle rnatendi, 

storcd I3owi>cr. LYO vapor\ (prtrndrti? mnctharw) can rxplodc d currtcilncd 
mithln n confit-ed \pace, iuch a hn~tdlng ot \ t t l ~ t n r e  and ignited " 

"Ihu dxtration of 'ul zg~itcd occidzntd LYG sp~ll  dctaiiod n3 S e c t ~ o ~ ~  3 10 4 3 IS 

d v u ~ o x i ~ n a t e l ~  48 rnsnufe5 I'or 'in zm>~ted i n ~ n t t o ~ ~ a i  Lhti axtlll. the dataiton rc . . 
appror~rnaielv 7 nr~nxittc Tlte maurmrrm tncr<a\a\ m unrblant pnllutrz~it 
concsi~trations dtrc lo thc miuriil g<t+ lin- %%auld ovcnr doan+wld o f t l ~ c  Lhti 
spill Arnl>1~12t a r  pullulacit cot~ecillr~rionu 111 do~itrit txrd arcas iould pdctiinrll) 
e r c d  ~ l i ~ s ~ - t e n n  N4AQS and ?tat< xmilient air rlual%tj %i,tnrrd;ard\ o \e r  the 
durattan o t  the f i n .  as well ab erymencz soot depvsitwtt and dn?ut~tshed 
~ntbrllt-, rlut to ww! lr4tnsport Giscn rhc itnt~nincc I-) shore ;ntm ,I potenrfiilfirc 
along nia\t of tha translf ~orarr m the Lanz Island Sonnd. 11 la wilkal> that 
scnsitiw tecqtors, snch aas scliool~. d q  cnru cet~tem, hospltak, tctrdmunt 
hotrreli. cotrvalencerice facrl~ttel, and res1deflccs,16ortld hi. etpocrd to %%l:?stanrtal 
pullutanl ~on~cnt ra t iom Ijr A signtliimt pdnoil llierd v ~ o t ~ l d  bc. 110 long-term 
ere& ' 

"LT a pool I?K oicurrcd ~ t ~ c r c  thc IFATISI~ rtlutr, ts CIGLLI to hhom. I~rus~nu+c\ 
wrl11n1 2.193 lccl ol Ihc ionlor ul A bp~il could bc butqccl to Ivilg-lcnu iu*. u 1  
use Vegetation and a oodm Frmdttres subjei2cd to gr5atiti.r than 3.000 EtTI fi2- 
hr ma> lgntte PJc\eau~c thc :)a7aid arm ~.~rrroundiitg an IXG earrter IS Cralirlent 
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tmowne wsth the c m m  a l o n ~  it< mute1 tt 3$11sx 0ossib1e to acc~iratellr' ~ l ~ k t l f \ .  

'In the event s t  n aol11ston or alliswn of suEcrent rnag~itnde 10 rupture ,211 LKG 
cargo taiih. ~t 1.; liheli, rltat ypatL\ or flame', U O I I ~ ~  Igute t112 tlrllnmable %apoic 
dl the bpi11 brlr In Ihc riulrkcl~ e i ~ a l  U ~ i t  1gn111on did not u ~ i u r .  rn LVQ \pdl 
would rap~dlv -\npor~ze on water and fonrt a potax~aU~rilammnble cloud If the 
flannnable \ a p o ~  iloiid e~~coiu l t~rad  an igntlon soimce, the ~llond wouid hum 
h a d  lo the &pill ctlr rather than oetaard shorehne hahatdt\ ' 

" f i ~ c n  tltzsc eons~deratram, mlpztits tu shmlrne habit& n5 a lcbult ol' an 
nccrdentsl i NC; \p11i are nnl~kei> to ~ ~ L L I T  qnll L I I O U I ~  he iuli~Lely to m'idr 
m ~ ~ g n ~ l i i a t ~ i  tn)l)aci~ 10 ihoirolt~ie hao~lilf\ <tnd wildltle lhill niiur dlimg the 
Lrans~t route Hdtard dtitrncc\ Ccor ~ntcntron~il hhreikhci &re rrilceus5ed 1.1 Seilloe 

malor n~traitntdure popnlntin~~ a id  counrnerclal center\ rather than to 
cti.vtro~zncnlaltv son.irtr\c aru& dung Ulilc carrier ~ l . 1 ~  Also, glvcn Ilic 
aavlgatmrx coriticls ruld sali- -md sec~ultr ptocedures m place to speclficnllv 
~mvi.nl sucli ,ti.sldrnt\ niid mntentlonal sprll \iena~to.s. the aldirei~ ~nrpnct 
aes~)cin;ed u ~ l h  Codtit Guard adriot-pi gird niit rrau)nal?l\ iorrtecahlr e~atrl, " 

LAG-2 1 The alternatives analysl s consl sted of a screen1 ng process that fl rst 
TO the extetrt that the Broadwater I ~ N G  hoject praimts iuch hanl;d\ &S dcwnbad. ttit consldered the ablllty of an alternatlveto meet the purpose of the proposed 

rtral>s~c ol ~ltcmrtrsci  t<> tlrc Pru>jcat slicruld alw moludo s qtcrghiag of thc r ~ i k i  +f 111c 
LAB-2 'i 

R r o n d n , ~ ~  I hCi Pmlitcl mtl II\ ha~drds aga~nit  mi dlr\nctaled riv~th the ditmaii\elr \Ce also 

requiat tile LIS ~ n ~ l n d c  an rndcpcndcnl r ~ s b  &>\b\arncnt urll~cao llarada 

5 The DEIS proslrizs an es-trarnely lrn~ltad ~ I S C U S S I O ~  on the rellab~ht\ oi the 

Yohi. Vanrrrg $'stern wlriclr 1% nitendird to hold thc FSRT" and tho acvrual ccrnioqueners or 1tc 

k ~ i u r e  

L 11,: 1)F IS nl p a y  3-20 1 akili-, 

'Rie ~ahnhilny and r d d v  of the TSRt- ntid iw spelntcan IS depe~~ctent 
upon the r o l ~ d h ~ l ~ t j  of tltc ThlS Ttw rthk and sakQ cconccr lr a%.;octatltzd aith 
lbc 'f MS rn~ludc W71 follob~mng 

e Accsdotltal dekhmunt of ffi.: TSRU nloorir~g slructurc fmlu 1112 ~ o l ~ o  - 

the FSRI- could tl~cit m:crtete wrch other vessd': atidtur could rrnpaet 

Projed and then considered the potential environmental i mpads of the 
alternatives. Based on thosetwo criteria, none of the alternatives were 
superior to the proposed Project, and we did not find it necessary to 
wal uate the comparative risks of alternatives with those of the proposed 
Proj ed. 

We believe an additional independent risk assessment of the hazards 
associated with the Projed and alternatives to the Projed is not warranted. 
(FERC didn't do a risk assessment. Risk = consequencex probability. We 
did a"  consequence" analysis but wemoid the" probability" fador for 
numerous reasons). 
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~hoteltno famlltm, debqchrneia would dso damage or dtsconned the 
tlcx*hld lunrpen aird cnuld lead 10 a irarrrrhl ga\ releare 

* Ilechmncal fklure of rSKL -to-YUS flexlbla ~ m i ~ p r r i  the YXL? to- 
subsen pipeluic nsms. ot f,ululwe of tllc LYSIS g , ~  swlvci :lid atnor 

0 Failure ui conlrol r?ileni cable& frrnn tiw FSRi 1 l o  the i'\ls; Lh io  ~ttruld 
impede the ah~llty to ~htltdot%n the sub.ica ilr~~oltoft valse at rhc ha56 of 
Lhb nioorrng tin+,- dnd 

Tlttlse failure si.enit~~os txould renrlt from exeeiiixe forczq actuig on the \>IS 
Llitremr; naatt~ei condtions mcludng utnd naves and me floe, u utild md~icz 
lorue direell\ on the f \JS pclcl and dlredli on the FSUI T, uhich wodd 
tr<mmrt forccs tluongi~ tile v o k ~  to 1 1 1 ~  nioormg h c ~ d  and L >1S jilckct " 

It lhzn goti on to recilmnii~end ~ e r t ~ l n l  prvmmdllrt! 1iIeitSnre% Ho~lever \*ha IS Id~htng IY 

~ o n l p l ~ i r  aiveasnlent aid anells~s ol'tli.: corrseqLlniods oi'llie Clltuil vf the ,noolmg .rwteni, 
LA6-22 

jncludmg tlie fate of the FSRI-, tlic xi-suiting datmlgec and any rzniedtai or correcti-\e act~~.tloii 

plan fm bath ti12 kl~nnan m d  riatrlr a! en\ ~ ronn~mt  1% hioh ouuld resat from n runnl.tn-, f SRL 

6 Stmtlar to the DF.1S do&~rrplq cot the hwads  of rhi. Rroadu.ater i YCT Prqecr ro 

publtc ssei?. its x t t ~ a l  and polirtrt~al n lxuo~u~~ct~ta t  impnds iuc mrnmrzcd bit an ob\~ous 

prejiidlc; m fd&or ol l l~c Prrycit LII sntn. Ulc 13E1S kith lu l*ko the rccli~ecd - h i d  look" dl 

'4% &I eunnrple, the DETS aclriu~iiedgcs tirat the Nstronal Marine Fnhenm Sct~ice, 

('NhlTQ") the I e d e ~ i  o p n c y  re~poriribir for the plotection and mjlrlageinent ~f 68rhenes. hm 

dc.;rgnxi:d lhc sw floor w.~d 1l1c \%.*Lei colunln or 115 a\ Ebsan:~nl Flih Habitat ('"FFH ) In 

addition hkf1 S has ~dont~fiod 19 fish species an LI 11 - doqtgnated spcctos, itrcludf~~gearh lfe 

stage.; o i  9 thh specie? m 1 IS 'Re I)F,IS ~"3te- that ihc prunaq tmpa~rt to the FFH m,uraged 

w6-22 Asdated in Sedion 4.3.5 of theWSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) and in 
Sedions2.1.2, 3.2.1.2, and 3.10.2.3 of the final ElS, the YMSwould be 
designed to withstand the forces equivalent to those of a Class 5 hurricane; 
and all design r w i w s  of the facil ity would be conducted by an 
independent certifying entity, as addressed in Sedion 4.6.2 of the WSR. If 
the Projed is authorized to proceed to operation by FERC, that 
authorization would be based on the detailed design information required 
for thecontinuing waluation of safety and security. Sedion 3.10.2.3 of the 
final ElS and Sedion 4.3.5 of the WSR address the possibility and the risk 
oftheFSRU breakingmayfromtheYMS. Inaddition,asdescribedin 
Sedion 3.10.6 of the fi nal El S, Broadwater would be required to prepare an 
Emergency Response Plan in cooperati on with the appropriate federal, 
date, and local qenci es prior to construdi on of the FSRU. That plan 
would address emergency situations and appropriate responses for a vari ety 
of situations, including the FSRU breaking may from the Y MS and the 
appropriate response procedures. FERC must approve the Emergency 
Response PI an prior to final approval to begi n construdi on. 
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fish speclm would he asomated n ~ t h  unpallgcruent m d  etdtauuneut ddi~rtng ofleratton of the LAG-23 The commentor mlsre~resents Our cOOrdlnatlOn NM FS NM FS Is a 
federal cooperat1 ng qency In the preparation of the El S FERC has been 

L SICC . ~ l i l ~ h  wo.lld F ~ ~ I I ~ I  front the dad! 11lt.h 01 ~ o t t i ~  28 z nlgd o r i e a ~ a t a r  ~>soc~.i ted n ~ t h  coordlnatlnq with NM FS for over 2 years reqardl nq flsherles issues 

FSRV and LXG carrier iY)srattol>$ Honever. the p11rpoEti.d rmpect analgsis 11s rhe DETS, 

pdri~iulisi?! a, ie LbH, rs prcsenicd ivllhur~l d ~ 1 ~ 4 1  ~ousulLdl!lt~ tlillh VMl S 1~ p~*pcr l \  

as.;a.s thz ~rnpnl;.ts oftha 1'1ojcct on L17I tha L S  must msotpolde comment, Eon1 NIII-b. 

In ,~~kiit lun Ihcm are ulcotliritcnc~i.~ iu mnttsls o! polonl~ill mImlpar.l< lo t~~tlural 
- 

rewuria h n t  cn~nlit  apesic of the ct~nitr~icTttxi atrd opetnt~oti of the Projed A h m  

pretmrmg 11s Ct'11 ~.atnrstenct delernunaiun rhc Project i p ~ i s o r  regonc on lslr: ~ s e  vI d 

closed-loop -rapor izat.on s\s?crrt~ to  avoid ttre need for water nrthdrd%~al fjom IdS prnpxtlng 

io juslllt ;l ci,\tcinc~~l that the Projivt vould proltct sound taaicr ~luliitry (Scc ULIS p 3-105) 

Ilu\se\e~, tila 1)I IS dlsu keb115se\ ar aru~ad cLttl', %aim aiinlie of wine 23 2 nigd re~vJtiilg m 

substnr~tml Imptnpi1cnt virtraum1cnt of isi~tl~~opl~mk(un. the tn;l~u111> of wh1c11 nould bc 

d ~ s c h a r g d  along iitth clirrei~al d d ~ t ~ \ e i  hack mto the Sourid effectmg tlia en\trotrri%rd 

""""1 turd have an anpat3 on pubile sewszs, t ~ ~ u d t o g t h a s e  of the  Coast Guard ~ h l c h  does not have 

L46-25 

(including EFH) and threatened and endangered spkies. This coordination 
has included a vari ety of interagency meetings and conference cal l s, and 
submittal of the interagency draft of the El S, interagency final El S, and the 
EFH assessment to NM FS for revi w and comment prior to pub1 ic 
distribution. 

- 
Strnll~trl\., m dncwt.ing tlx trenching tor rhr ~lppurteri,mt 4uhxr.1 p~pal~ne.  the DFIS 

auggcsti Urusd\rai;r p n p s c a  to l c x ~ c  t h ~  tmdjwii\ ufthz Itduih lo hxiickiiil naturallt In laim 

d~seus<~ons. u~oIr:&ng zhosi. about ;uuntiat~\e 1ru1~&&, the DEIS uld~catrs a rr;oot~rniendntlotl 

m hackfill ?he zntirc Isngr!~ of the trdt~clr rnrtudtatcl~ &cr ~ n n % ~ t o * ~ ,  I c a ~ * t ~ g  i.eerulmt$-\ 

unhrttled nhat .mi11 haw the Izaqt Irnp~tct atrd.rsliich approach n d l  ac-tudl~ WCUI Wh~le  it niav 

Irr ptan>~ble :o p o ~ l r f c  a mcnn d m i t ~ g a t ~ o n  rnia\urs\. Ihc 015 m~151 ilcdrl, di.*c!oss ths n ~ t u r c  

- of t lx Project. ~ v h o h  it doee uot 

LA6-24 The commentor misrepresents the datements throughout the El S. 
Section 3.2.3.2 (among numerous others) repeated1 y identifies the specific 
water volumes that would be used by the proposed Projed. However, the 
statement in question explicitly relates to the closed-loop regasification 
process, which does not use seawater for vaporization. Open-loop 
vaporization, which has been proposed for other offshore LNG terminals, 
can use over 100 million gallons of water per day. In addition, these 
terminals with open-loop vaporization would also require vol umes of 
cooling water and ballast water for FSRU and LNG carrier operations, 
similar to that proposed for the Projed. 

r 7 I mall\, rhi. Dl IS ~oni.ludcs ilxit thi. Prtrjbd n r W  pressni a \igr~iiiba~tc n o d  Fta 

Me-25 Section 3.1.2.2 has been updated in the final El S to provide more 
information on this topic. FERC recommends that Broadwater condud 
pod-construdi on monitoring to assess backf i I I i ng and successful burial of 
the pipeline, rather than allow the trench to backfill natural1 y. 

LA6-26 As descri bed in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, Broadwater would be 
required to develop an Emergency Response PI an and the plan would need 
to be approved by FERC before Broadwater could receive approval to 
begin condrudion of thefacility. Consequently, prior to condrudion, all 
aspeds of the emergency response needs for the Proj ed would be 
addressed by FERC and the Coad Guard. 
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+f 
the capactty to meet t l~c  Project noeds. and local go~,etm*nhl mrlt~tts<, yz~~%iltllzularly m the fbm 

LA6-26 I Irervices in11 he protrdrd. rf at all Hs~e. n IS not a question of u~cor{joratlng tnttrgat~tig 

itl&&IITL'\, hilt d CdSe 01 fnl5bUlg 4Ild Or ~ t l d ~ l h b l ~  bV:LICCb V ~ \ L " J U ~ ~ \  llCCt5%dPI (1) the PII)ILTI 

rhe LIS 11iu\1 dlso~xs.; the inm~~aclc, of the l 'rojed to the eiTerrt thtie senwri nla? 11a: c i ~ s t  LAG-27 Sedlon 3 10 6 of thef~nal ElS descr~ bes the requirements of the 
Emergency Response Plan that Broadwater must prepare, I ncl ud~  ng t~ ml ng, 

s~I!*, ~ h c  DLIS oii~lmes t h ~  11wd lor all Lmrgei~cy Kc~pnnbc plan, n~cluding qency part1 CI patlon, and cost shar~ ng FERC must approve the plan prior 
to author~z~ng construd~on of the proposed Projed 

i i ~ c e i ~ a n  e t x n ~ l s o ~ ~  n~eas~we': 1111we~e~ absent fix~rn Ule D$IS 1% .tny drsouiuw of llre 

Ihc lowm. ha+lng rcxls\wd thc ULlS p~c~culcd for ths Htoad~.vatcl LIti Prqcct, 

i...,46-27 

conclude that the DEIS 1% ~tlndaqunte and fa113 tn corrrpl% m~th t l ~ r  requ:re~iie~its of h F P 4  

lrn~eimr. meihan~~m ~ n d  ohl~g*~tli>:~s, 1 1  nit? 01. the respeckibe pilrllrk a*ld pi ibh~ to a\tu&ll\~ 

partielpats. fisrnrulate, ~i~iptei:rnont alrd pay fot suclr a Plan Tns E15 t~l~tfit tnclude .iucli 

Further tlic Ti)i,~ni tuncludc ftctrn tltc tnfonndtliin prciirrtd h) R ~ ( i d d \ l ~ ~ l l ~ ~  and ilie 

~ooparaiiitg ~ g e n ~ i r s  Iri the 11Fi': that h e  ai t twl  n ~ d  lor and purpow t)rltlie Rrn~d\\ater J WG 

Pmjrd has not b u m  aicnralblq pmwnlcd. thc ULlS has l.d~lcd lo I&c lhe rcqu1rcd"hard look ' 

at the inq>acts ofthe Ptojrd to the l~u~t iaa  en%~roruuei~t and natural resources ar~d tlta a1 

rthjtctirie .inal;s~i nf alwmnrner to the Project iiai nor hoen ~ridetrakeri Thztefntc, tlre 

Rroaiiisater 1 hi> I'rolzct or aitt aspect of such I'rolcctmat nor he appro~dd h\ FFKC or w: 
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By s > f a m e n  T Liceiorre 
\la~reen l Ltilc~or~e 
Criunxel Iiw T m n q  rsl Htncmgtnn Urnokha~ en 
and Last Ilamptmr 
300 Gardm C~ts P l a d  
Garden C ~ f j  \ ew  York I 1530 
(5161393-$295 
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
FEDERAL ENmGY m U M T O R Y  COWIISSION 

BrCOAaWXTER mXRGV LLC 

BROAm\"JA;l'm P1PELTNE LLC 

DRIS mMfvlENTS 
SC1BRIITTEI) M 

TEE TOWN OF BllOOlCSIAmN 
TOWN BOAR% 

INTRODUGTIOT* 

The Town of Braoh%+ en is  just to the west of the FRSU The norUtm border of the 

Tomrs  the &mecircui l a e  m Ure Sonnd and the ea~tern border e in W & I ~  hver  The 

pipeline will travel fh*ough the State mnad waters w a h  the T o m  

The DEIS insrtFficlently revlows sevcral adverse eav~rormental impacts whtch am 

pae~eular to *he Toum of Brookhaven, \vheh are discussod beloup- 

T11E DEIS 1C;UKKS I LIE YOL'k'Y'1'141 Lh.IP4C'l'S 01. 'l'1IE 
I'KOPOS1:U C)NSiiOI<E SUPPORT F.\C ILITY . \XU THE 

\ l ) \ l l  1  l ' t : l )  P O I  F \  I I j l  0 k . l  l i t '  0 1 ' 1  h l i O I < l  \I I +. 
I 0  l\k: 4 I  I ~ : K K O K I S I  'l'A&i;C;l' . - - . - - - - . -. - - - 

Tilo DEIS lltscusslon on dxe p tenhd  Peat JeETerson onshorn support facility 1s conhstng 

and mounts to an mroperly seamtted YEPA =pi- 

r The DEE io&c&s the neeetaarty f ir  "ao onshore fmhl?, that wmld pmvtde office 

1 suppfi, wmcl~odu~g and u a t h n i  access fmtoyr and vereln nanekg  the FRSU". The D I S  
LA7-1 L sugedr loirflons m e~iher Oreulpon or Pork leffemn, but ~rnpmpnly defers iolection and 

LA7-1 M i o n  4.8 of the ElS discusses both onshore facility alternatives and states 
that Broadwater is not proposing any modification to either site except for 
install ation of a perimeter fenceand a security checkpoi ntlguard stat~on. 
Use of these sites would not result in significant impacts, and neither site 
appears to offer an environmental advantage over the other. As stated in 
the El S, we do not believe that construction of a perimeter fence on a 
disturbed site warrantsfurther reviw 
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envimmenial review uunl an l-rd. future t w .  DEB 3 5 2.3 &%%, 40 CFR 1502.qa) 

and 1508 25(aX1) 

h d e d ,  Section 3 5 2.7 of thn URIS nuiicates that. ."prior to conmotion, ISradwater 

VJIII ~dent~fji a spectfic s~ tc  and eo- that no m w o m e d a l  impacts would result Erom theuse 

of these fac~lttler;". In the next p a r a m &  howevors Brodtvater lndieates that such an onshore 

facrltty '"would not msulr mn lwd use mnvcrtstoils or impts", conttactiilg the sta~menc a line 

earher that Impacts ~vould be cadmi.d. 

Sectton 3.5 2.3 aiso refers to Section 2 1.4 The reforend Seerioo 2 1.4, homevm, does 

not disouss onshore facilittes Sect~on 2 I 3 5,  kdtcates ttlalonsbore support f&xl~€~es "such m 
LA7-3 

those desenbcd in Secfroo 2 3.2.5 wrould be utrbz+d" However, Section 2.3 2 5 does nor ex~st  

Sect~on 2 4.4 of the DEIS farther describes the proposed onshore EaciIaty as"oflice space 

for 6-10 siafi; a warehouse COT stnrage Itandltlrg: and handltl~g of fpare parts, tools aid eqmpment, 

dock spacc for bertlnng 4 rugs, a wrorkshop for tug mintemnee, and a wwderrront stapng area 

cap&leof suppoi%mg m o w e r  w a d e r  cranes, large hucks, and a pemru~et m s f e r  end 

boardmng area Apari h m  fhe imk1larion of apflmeter securi@fe~ce m d v d p o s t s ,  

Broadxratcx does nor antrclpate modrfmg the existmng Fanlitrfs in any waf' 

Sect-ion 2.4.4 o f b e  DBIS also refers to fipm 2 4-2 and 2.4-3 for maps of the pamodal 

sites. These maps are no1 in the DEE. wllieh refew the reader to the E R G  webstie A aearch of 

the iuebsiteuiih key words did not Ionale the Gpms 2 4-2 or 2 4-3. 

An e-mil nrqurrq of FWC, atwhed hereto, ~ndieaten that the map of the Pt Jeffeaen 

ate was not ~ncluded m the DEE because i t  is ~'comidefd Nan-hmet  Publrc Womabon 

under Comtssmon Ordm No 630, FERC St tm  and Regs P a r q q b  31,140 (2003) C"Ol;dm 

630") Exh~bd "A'" 

MT I D S ~ I : S I V ~ I M W ~ S ~ ~ ~ ~ I I I I ~ ~ ~  
12387 

2 

LA7-2 As descri bed in Sedion 3.5.2.3 of the final EIS, Broadwater proposes to 
useaiding facilitiesand hasidentified theareawithin which thefacilities 
are located. Therefore, as currentl y proposed, no i mpads woul d be 
expeded with the use of the existing onshore faci Iities by the Projed. 
When the specific faci Iities are chosen and the final use plan is prepared, 
FERC is requiring Broadwater (1) to confirm that no environmental 
impadswould beassociatedwiththefacilities; or (2) if thefinal useplans 
indicate a potential for currentl y unforeseen impads, to comply with 
environmental permit requirements in order to ensure that any impads that 
may occur are acceptable to date and local permitting authorities. 

LA7-3 Thank you for identifying these discrepancies. Onshore support facilities 
are discussed in Sedion 2.4.4 of the final ElS. 

LA7-4 All of the mailed copiesof thedraft (over 5,000) and final EIS contain 
Figures2.4-2 and 2.4-3. They were designated " Non-l nternet Public" for 
the draft El S and were not available on the FERC website. We hme r e  
evaluated the figures and removed the" Non-l nternet Public" designation 
forthefinal ElS. 

Local Government Agencies and Municipalities Comments 
N-332 



LA7 - Town of Brookhaven 

The refereneed Order 630 "establ~sheg a p m d w e  for 

hire i h m a o a  ('"CEII") that would otherswse not be awlable under the Freedom of 

InSomalron Act j"'FOlA'7 p e  wore ~(ecessaafed lip the termrist 

aetf canrtttlffed an Seeiernkr JJ,2r)l,I ,  and rhsam~#iwterre&nr threat" T"hi? of 

Rule 630 go= on io stale that ibe nik wviil " 

a e c ~ f e  terrorist ar8~1eks"! 

In ather mds, themap dw~eirn$ the p ~ t m t l d  site for the on-shore 8upport facilitj vas 

kept out ofthe D E E  because themte 1s agotenbal twrvlrtst target Yet, ~ncredlbly, the DEIS 

1 iaidoneoa directly aeiogi the namw street. I... Be& SY rrl, Fmm the propsed omhorr facilrty 

LA7-5 

1 Certainly, them rrrldnicea would be adrc~sely imyalid h) such an *d~~xil(idly dangnaiir 

asserts there will be no encumenrat impacts hiunUlrs mshm s q p m  Earihty Of course, m 

r s ~ ~ h i n g  th1m0 unpact concluaan, the DEB fa118 lo mmaon that m surgla-fmlj 

proposed usd 

Figure 2 4-3, which u as &ally &xed f30m FERC, n a 40-qeiu old geo load  mq of 

an area in Port SeKeraon Villagc whrch does not refled cument uses in the area. 

The mdangular area marked in figure 2 4-3 includes ae~erd  parcels of propeey w~th a 

m&ll?lude of owaen. A s p i f i c  ate  Should hdve been located aod d e a ~ n b d  fhhcr  in 

accordance wtth the h"EP.2 regdations, Which requtre that e~ivimnntonial ~mpwts of this onshore 

facttity on the hrnbarshould net be s e ~ e n t e t i  and d s f e d  @. 40 CFR 1502 4(s) and 

1508 2S[a\(l) Other than the terronsl threat, ahien must result ut !media= mjeclton of Ulrs 

site as an dtemt~ve,  truck traffic, harbor k&c and thr: presence of an m e d  ""secunv outpcst" 

at a site would have to be analyzed, 

MTSiD53lOi~vl Iliiiv)iVrCbM??rT~O 113 0'0 
I 7307 

3 

LA7-5 The figure was not excluded from the draft El S (see response to comment 
LA7-4). We have reevaluated the figures and removed the" Non-l nternet 
Public" designation forthefinal ElS. 

LA7-6 The purposeof Figures2.4-2 and 2.4-3 isto depict theareaswithin which 
Broadwater has proposed locating the onshore facilities, not to specify land 
uses in that area. Broadwaterwould useexisting facilitiesthat would be 
consistent with existing uses. Nwertheless, in response to this comment, 
we have revised the figures in the final ElS to use morecurrent base maps. 

LA7-7 I mpacts associated with use of the onshore facilities are addressed in 
Sedions3.5.2.3, 3.7.2.3, and 3.8.5of thefinal EIS. Asnoted inthose 
sedions, the onshore facilities would be used to support the offshore 
operations. This would include providing warehouse space for supplies 
and materials, office space for workers, and docking areas for tugs. By 
seledi ng existing facilities for Projed-related use that would be si milar to 
current use, we do not anticipate that there would be a greater threat of 
terrorist adivity at thefacilitiesthan currently exists. 
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The Coast Guard wen? on to note. 

Ll.7-8 

(Coast Guard Repen pp 1511-357) 

- 
Potentla1 for inoons~stay w~tll  the Part Jefferson Harbor Carupla Manageromt Plan 

{Tt JeEHarbor Plan") of M m h  1999 and, in turn, tbe W Policy 4, Subpoltcy 7 requues the 

Stdie to cotiadvr local harhl nlanagement plans developed by food p v e  Among other 

h@, rhePt I e E H d o r  PIm carks to improve publio sows aimg t b e w a t e h L  ivhch 

cettruniy would be reduced by BroaG.vator"s heavrly seed ongbore 5upport Fdekl~ty ~ 0 m . i ~  

with Lbe k~nd o f m i l i w  waponry necessary for Homeland Sec*mty pwpo8es c e d y  wtll not 

- enhance the eomerctal wmterfras~t of Port Jeffe~sol~ Harbor! 

LA7-8 Broadwater submitted a coastal considency certification to NYSDOS and 
to FERC that contains Broadwater' s analysis of the Projed' s consi dency 
with New York State coastal policies, including applicable policies of the 
Long Island Sound CM P and applicable local land management programs. 
NYSDOS is responsible for determining whether the Projed is consistent 
withthosepolicies. It isourunderstandingthattheagencywill fileits 
determi nation with FERC after the final El S has been issued. However, the 
determination wi I I not address a " heavily secured onshore support facility . 
. . with the kind of military weaponry necessary for Homeland Security 
purposes. . ." because the onshore facil ities would hme on1 y a smal I 
guardhouse at the entrance to prevent unauthorized entry. The proposed 
use of the facil ity (as descri bed in response to comment LA7-7) does not 
require a higher level of security. 

Tne DEE also rout renew the potential incenslstaency of thrs pmpo~sd onshorn -cuppurl 

fae~liiy wit11 the Long Isiandhorth Shre  Nentnge . h a  h h a g m e n i  Plan, which includes in t t s  

gods tho mamtamce and rerrtalization of tgunstn m the area. Of course, tho presence of 

heavtty mad guards and a securtty fen~ovnll not edance those goals 

SAFETY AND SECURXTV 

Obvtously, based on the foregoing dis~usgon elf the onshore support facrltw, h e  DElS 

c o n w s  an inadequnte assessment of safety B(X1 security As the Umted States CoM G ! u d  

stded In tbe seemly assessment eontatad in the feplemha ZOO6 W a t e m a ~  Suobility Rqoit 

(Toast Guard Rqxxt''] 

~ 7 - 9  Sedion 3.5.7.2 has been revised to addressthe Long Island North Shore 
Heritage Management Fl an. 
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i 

! 

Ihe bottom lrite of the Coast Guard Report 1s that the ctljzens and taxpayers of the Town 

of BrooBaveu would be shpped with the burdm of providing artd payrrrg for much oftlie 

1 r simply cbeq not ilavc the rnmunn. lt will be the %fightem end EMT'r hum BmuXhseo who 

: 1 snlia ~uodical e m m g ~ n c i ~  n d  injlmer The d m  ofl)mo%anen should not be raddled vrth 

7 -  I 

c~Ibor bernsnckq ar the humn msiof this fni profit mrp0faf.e venture 

%+ill be burdmd with respending to emergencies . poienilal catitsimphio eewtrs, 8s well as 

r e s p o d q  to the workers on the FRSU, pmonncl on the tnnkers nnd the onshorn faciliewh 

YYCONSISTENCV WITH TEE LOXG ISLAW 

The IIXS sidesteps a key issue--namely, that the -we of tbe Town's coastal water8 by the 

1 Orordwater Pmject i s  phidy ~ncomxHeot with Stat1 Costal Poiiiies gaterally, and, aperibally, 

1 conom to the long Island Saund Coastal Man~gement Pimpcl11~1 There pohies are 

L coriimun~ties. 

The Omadwater proposd i s  ~ n m n s a m t  ~wth at least throe policlcs of tho Long Island 

L~T- I  2 
d 

1 Sound Coastal Managmat Plan, 1 e , Paircres 1.9 and 10 These policies are set forth below 

cornprzhmsrire and reflect exrrhng Federal and Stale La%+ and authority, qmsenting a balance 

beiwm eeommm dwetopmat and preservmon that are tmt~ea and mrp imeo~d  to p e m t  the 

beneficial use of--and prevent adverse effect6 an--the Sowid's coastal resources md 

!'LIII: t'clatrr u pnttrrii I I I ' I I C \ ' P I I > ~ I I I L ' I I I  iit II i t  I ( 1 r 1 ~  Isl~ntl  ~ I ~ I I I I I ~  (I 15) (.UUII;II 
area rhwt rlrhirncrs conlnlunic) ~h:rrrrtrr, prca\crr cs upcn sprcr, rnahcr rffiricnt usc 01' 
iolractructurc, 111akcs hrncficial use of a cuastnl locatiotx, and tr~uiir~rizrs adbe1 sc effvctc of 

: Mshtain and enbanm natural a ras ,  recreation, open spaee 
and agricultu 

1 Bnlicv 9: Provide fur public scccss to, and recratiunal UI)C wf, eoastnl waters, public 
Isndka, and public resoarem afthe LIS eosstal area. 

LA7-10 Sedion 3.10.6 of the final EIS describesthe requirementsof the 
Emergency Response PI an that Broadwater must prepare, including a Cost- 
Sharing PI an for both emergency responses and security. FERC must 
approvethe plan prior to authorizing construction of the proposed Projed. 
Sedion 3.6.6.2 of the final ElS presents an assessment of the expeded 
changes in local government revenue associated with construction and 
operation of the proposed Projed. 

LA7- 1 1 please see our response to comment LA7-10. 

LA7-12 Please see our response to comment LA7-8. 
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Sut~pulio 9.3: Prcscrvr rhc public intrrrrt ill and uur ul I X I I ~ \  2nd ~ a t e r s  
held iu pal~lic Irli\l t ~ v  tht- \tatr, \ew l'orl, C it?. and town5 in 5assau and Suff<~ll, ci~unlics .  

Subaolies 9.4: Assure public access to public trust.luudr snd navigable 
wabers. 

Poliev 10: Protect the LfS% water-dependent use8 and pronote ddng of new wnter- 
dependent us= in s n i M k  IoeaHons. 

Broad%*aterk hcontiatmey with each of these pelicim is  dtsntssd below. 

m: 1 wlrr a paftrru ol 'de\rI~tp~~~enr ill the 1.011% Island So1111tl ( t~n+Lal irrr;r\ 
tli.ar crll~~llces com~~~uni fy  ch:tractrr, prc\rrvc* ttprn \pace, ~llillr~h ~f f i c i~u t  ux of 
inlr:~>tructiirr, 111a1.c-r I~c~teticial ucc oi'a coastal lurati~?n ant1 nlinin~urs udvrr.r cfl'ccr~ uf 
development, 

' h e  Broahater proposal conflrcts with the goal of pesmtng open space. The C a w  

Guard Repport md DElS m w l s  the fact that some 2,000 arcs of the Long bland Sound will 

be made ~mavailabte for publrc use 

Br~ad\4otw will punoanentlq dqnse&e ppubllc of accws of 950 acres of the surface of 

the Lnng IslmdSound by virtue of this circular securily exclusion zone wrth a radius of 1,210 

yards (IJSCG Watmays S~l~tability Repob Section 4.6 1 5 ,  p 130). Since the LNG tmkers 

umd to supply ING to the EtSll will hsve movmg s e c ~ ~ n o n e s  around ibm that arc 1,500 

yards wide and 5,000 yards long plus the length ofthe camer rtself. Tbe moving security zone6 

ad1 prohrb~~ pubitc ucct?ss to 1,222 acres elthe surface of the Long Island Saund at least 4-6 

rimes a week. (The W;tlers;aqs Su~t&lllty Report, Section 4 b 1.4, pp. 128-1 30) 

Pumuaru to the Public Tmd Ihctnne, Ncw Yak State; holds undervvaer lands add I& 

navigable water& m ~ t s  so+crelgn c - d ~ t t )  aa tmstee fol t b  bmefictal use and enjommt of the 

public. In nhnors Central Riulw~au..Cov. lllmuts, 146 U S  387 /18921, the S u p m e  Court 

explanmi the pnbii~ trust doctnoe to prohiblt easemmb .such as firc m e  Broadanatcr seeks from 

Be New York State OWce of General Semees h the I l b o ~ s  lepslatwe cianned to 
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have Iransferred, nghtr to a onathousand-acre portion of the bed of Lake M i o h m  d~acent  ?a 

Chrcago tn the nlmrs Central Ratlroad Company. at 452. The. Supmme Court ruled t h t  the 

bansfer was a "gms perversion of the Wsi over the prop* under wh~ch it was hdd" by the 

State of Illmois .& 1455.  The S u p m o  Court explantd that d e i  the public (ntst daclnne, 

the State holds undenmtcr lands lo mtst for tbpubhc so that the pubhc .'may en104 the 

navlgatlonof the waters, carry on c o r n m e  over them, and have lifierty of fishing thac i r lped  

f i r n  fLir3 obstnrctior~ or zrif~rfirenee ofprtilatepollim &. at 452 cap&& add@. 

Brandwater" apphmtion +iolaies the Gansns of the publtc trust doctr~ns sat forth loirg ago by the 

Sopcmo Court and adoptnd by the k&mr cow of New York la &xMjge of New York 

144 IrJ Y 396 (1885), a phys~cal obstruction af the puhllc'8 awess tn navigable watm was found 

ro i~solare the public (ntst doctrine. In Cgxc, tho State I~pslaturs  purponed ?a transfer the 

State's tlcle (o ail of the sohmorgrged lands adjacent to Staten Island and Long lsland Tho Court 

of Appeals rqeced that M s f s u s  belog "'absaiutcly vord", stating that "'so far as the statares 

[cootqm~g the ldrdl Atompied to confer titles to such a vast doraaru \vhch the state held ofrhe 

benefit of thcpubiic, t h y  are itbsoliitety vo~d '" at 405. The -court atticuhted the test 

for a pubbe twst doctrine aoidt~on It held that. "trilt. whchthe state holds and &e power of 

dispnsitiot? 1s an t i ~ ~ d a b  and part: of Its sovercfigty t h t  c w o t  be bummdereti, dl-&, or 

delegated, ermpifor son~epblscpiuyloae, or soma muonable use what& cat? befarrlv be said to 

befor LdrepMbtit h e z r  "& at 406 (enlpkis added) Tbe w c o r n t  Eurtbernoted that the 

public h t  dochine 1s so broad axat it wooid also pmkbrl ~ m f e r s  that are "for tbe piihlrc 

benefit" ~f they ''mqht serrously iRterfere with the navlgahon upon the waters.. " Irl, at 408 E 

Bmadwder 18 p m ~ l t e d  to go forth wxth tbemProjed, like ihevoideti transfer in Coxc, ~t would 

"seriousiy lntorf" wrth the nav~gation upon tho waters"",epriving the public of the use and 

enjoymmt of thounads of a c m  ofthe emface of Long Island Sound. As -tad m 

hITUDU1053ul i\nadiQ03,CO: 13 50 
23 07 

7 
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of New Yorb. 26 Nlsc 177 (I  8981, ""[]be right of navig&on is a publlc right, bolo@@ not 10 

touns, villages or ~ities as ~ ~ q o r a b o n $  but. iathur, to alI eihxens in scveralty " a at 178 The 

Bmdwater Pmject attempkg to side-step the long eshbhshed and com~stafiy held p~aciplos or 

the Public Tmst Doctrine A fbr-profit ventm cannot be granted pemancot and exclusive 

access and ma~gemai t  of a sig~tificattt poitiall of the unique public trmawe of tbe Long island 

Sound, 

W: P1.ovitle for ncrcs\ to rr.cl.eationa1 u\e n f c u ~ ~ t a l  \varer, public Ia~lcl\ aad 
pt~t,lic. rrsrturr.ra 01 i l ~ r  I . u l t ~  I r l v ~ ~ d  Sound co~stnl  area. 

Of course, the same armment appbes lo Palicy 9 as to Pvbcy I. The Publrc Trust 

doctnne w~l l  be violated 

l'trllcx I I): Yrottct t l ~ e  I.onp I t l r u ~ d  Suund'a water-d~pcndcst n,cs aud promute 
\iting (11'11rn ir31r1.tlrjlr11drut o\c\ ill \u~tel,lv I~JC~~IUII\. 

Once agmn, the h n g  Island Sound water-depend- uses wlU bep-empfed by the 

lrqueiied natural gas facility, which i s  not necessarily a wirisa-defondrtnt use. Recreairanal 

boaters and fishemen utibze tbe area of the secunty zone and the LKG, particulasly, the Race to 

imbel io parts oEConneehcut and Block Island 

Dated. January 23.2007 

Respeclfully, 

Bnan X .  Foley, Supmsor 
Steve Fiore-Rosenfield, Cow~r l  %fernher 
Kevm T IvlcCmek, Counc~l k4mher 
Kathleen Walsh, Counei l Member 
C m e  K e p a  Counc~l Member 
Timothy P h.i*zzei, Council Mmber 
Carol Btssonrslb* Council 1Imjber 
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Message P a p  1 of I 

Maureen T. Liccione 

From: Publrc Rabrem Room fPubhc ReWnznmRaom@ferr. gev] 

Sent. Monday, January 22 2001 3 09 PM 

To: Maureen 7 Liminru: 

Subled' RE Broadwater DElS 

AtLachmenir. ZO[K11117-4004(1B351551)[~ pdf 

Attached is Figure 2.3-3, per your mqnat 

"This informat~on is considered Non-Internet Public lofamhon under C m s n i o n  Order 
Ko. 630, FERC Stnts & Regs. 7 31,140 (2003). For tbat reason, Be request that yyw not post 
]ton tile Internet." 

'Ihank you, 

From: Y III,IZ.I. . I I )I~c. -~u!~!o.II: C: ~.n-.i_~j>.~llp wlUtll 

Sent: SdtirJd,., : ~ , I u A ! )  i0, 2OC7 1 C; I'M 
To: P ~ i l c  Re'ae.i:c Pwv~ 
Subjen. FLY: Fm-ii:.vntf-I 7F-5 

From: FIaureeur T. L~ccionrr 
5ent: Sahi&y, 3anuaw 20, 2007 1:00 PM 
fa: puM~creferencereamQfen.gav 
Subject: Bondwater DEE 

Re doc nos PFO6 4,6SI@3 54 000, CP06-55-000 

There ere instiuGLions m tqe DElS on p 2-59 that public access io figure 2 4-3 on the proposed Pt Jeff Onshore 
facl~ity locabon ts avaliable Iheugh the an line publ~mfiuBnm mom Nathlng came up Them also are 
8rslfuCirons on page 2-34 lo e mail this addmsa to abtaln this Rpuw Plmse send It tn me via a ma11 ASAP Thark 
yoir 

Maureen i itccione 
R**..ar , ",.,." 
Jespan Schleamger Hoffman, LCP 
3w Garden Ctty Plaza 
Garden CQ, New York I i 530 
Phone 516 393 8295 
Fax 516 393 8252 
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200701235041 Received FEPC OEEC 01i53l3007 00 52 00 PI4 Docket# CW6-54-050 ET XLI 

1 mi the Chiel I h ~ h o n ~ ~ ~ s r e r  oftlre Town of' Ca%t lImrpton and the Corer~ttarrdri~g C)Oi~xr  

of are Lm Ilant@m "lorbe Vmnr Patrol I st.itertretrt ofnr) qnal~iicaio~ri 19 ntlaclted 

o1tPaA=d 1 5 Coast Ouivd Walenra?s Surrab~l~ri kpri {the "Coast Chard Repod '1 fcirtlre 

propied Nroddwalor L?uO ft~cilrtt ilie Coast Gnad 12epoII adm;ta on page 156 and IS7 Ihat 

rdct~rrfied Irr managing pola~rl~al nzh to nianttme ? ~ C C I U ~ ~ \  

ar~*+octatcd nrih tlic pmpred f3mrtdrr.tior I,rrca\ Project l11tr 
asirttmdi; tho 51,tie lakt onforcenont agencl hm amn?prinicl) 
trmcwd m d  iliatiifled ~ X R O I ~ I I C I  111 addttioii 90 %r11aII hueb o~ph l i l  of' 
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200701235041 Received FPRC OSEC P 1 * 2 3 / Z 0 0 7  12 5:: O D  FH Daoket# fP06 5 4  003 ET AL 

p,8-1 There is currently no plan to requiretheTown of East Hampton to assist in 
- 

hfuch ofthe above-refk~encd bnvden for provtdu~g adr-cyuate lti-eeunty for the LNG 
security activities associated with the proposed Projed Sedion 3 10 6 of 
the final El S has been revised to provide additional information regarding 

‘ a m *  inid the11 ~ ~ C U I I ~ \  Z O ~ I ~ ,  as M ~ U  as soma of tire +earnit> 10 tlla 1 ~ 5 ~  ~tietf, wonld fa11 I mpl ementati on of the proposed safety and security zones around the LNG 
carriers As noted in that sedion, the Coast Guard would bethe agency 

upon the T o w  of Eakt Hanipton and rhc hlartne Pritro! tTndt winch I c,>mnl&id 31i- Rroadnsxrr with primary responsibility for enforcing the safety and security zone 

Ytoposal would rcqulrc LW cilforcvin~nL *'rum the 'IOWII of Last I I U U ~ R ~ ~  to kccp ~c\scls oul of around each carrier but may allow local agencies to awst in security 
activities However, the proposed LNG carrier route is about 8 mi les from 

the s e z ~ n ~ h  ?-one to rccorf tanker;, to = m i t  nnd tniy*nunid fiililng a id  titha boats ohqtrnotlng €ha Montauk Point and much farther from other ~ortions of the Town. 

searriW z o i ~ .  atd md  &%$at t lme  ~ ~ t l l  med~cd eniergencles on file vsssels &?lid to deal wit11 1st 

e~rfirreeinrnt lsiuei on the ekrrlen atid ewlt the J YG facilrt% In dddit~on. the rown ~ n u l d  he 

r q w l i ~ 1  to &slit  \.,llh uledsmg dnii assl+tmg ve5selu &d Idnkm m nn\~g<t~un nilsha~x. 111 (Ilc 

~11,tlloa aavn OI hlonlaik Chdntizl 111c Z m n  r i  nut ,ii aLl ilqtilpp~d ~n mczL lhsse deimiid\ 

r.;peusll> l:.mr the her~etit of a kr-1)rofit ofmmrirnl .;i~ch a% 131~~1~1bva td t  Ihe I t l ih~~ ' ( r  fled 

suggesting that other state or local agencieshould be involved in'assisting 
the Coast Guard, if any are requested to assist. 

Sedion 3.10.6 of the final ElS also descri besthe requirements of the 
Emergency Response PI an that Broadwater must prepare, including a Cost- 
Sharing PI an for both emergency responses and security activities that 
involved federal, state, and local agencies. FERC must approve the plan 
prior to authorizing constructi on of the proposed Proj ed. 

~urrcnil) coni1qt5 o f  r\%o 2R to(\t mantle part01 hr~at% nne 32 foot wcrrk boat and w ~ c r a i  20 fo,lt 

outimllidi yo112 ot thece boati ir srmed hone I? aderpxte Ma-2 AS descri bed in Sedlon 3 7 1 3 of the final EIS, the Montauk Channel 
Route is an alternative route for LNG carriers that would not be used on a 

r ~ ' h c  U ~ I S  and tho coast. ~iudi.d ~ t g o ; ~  whish 11 rircorporaii.c, , i ~  Iirl 10 o~~ i~ i ldc r  the Id- regular basis The shortest distance between the proposed Montauk 

anforcemem aid %dcilrit\ 1s$neb 13~tIadihaler aonid present on-%!lore b i x  e.tampla mzidmts 

ntvolring LYC cmiers with poti.tai~d1~~ dtmgcrous civgos uccurriug m tile East 

IJunpti>n kfont~uk area u o~.ld require rn\ agzncy to clace Xlonta~k inlet and the Imal pmcllr-e to 

L?LIICI ~m-\horc Fniihlri.\. lour~b: artraiirsn? md lhi: rlncK.ki rn il:s "\.ont& haibin ~ s c n  

L The DE15 doe6 iiot nrldcesi t h s ~  ricrrcc ndtqLl(eiy 

Dated Jaauasv 23. 2ODTi 

channel Route and M ontauk Point would be about 8 mi I es (due east of 
M ontauk Point), and the remainder of the route would be substantially 
farther. Hazard Zones 1 and 2 (see M i o n  1.4.4 of the WSR [Appendix C 
of thefinal ElS] and Sedions3.10.3 and 3.10.4 of thefinal ElS) would be 
approximately 7 mi I es offshore from M ontauk Point and substantial ly 
farther from the other shord i nes of the eastern end of Long Island. 

As described in Sedion 3.10 of the final ElS and throughout the WSR, 
LNG carriers have been in operati on for decades without a major rd  ease of 
LNG. Further, LNG carriers ply waters throughout the world, including 
major ports, channels, and rivers, without onshore faci I iti es being shut 
down during transit, with theexception of carrierstransiting through 
Boston Harbor which is located in a highly urbanized area Finally, as 
described in Sedion 3.10of thefinal ElSand in Sedion 8.3of theWSR, 
the Coast Guard has made the prel i mi nary determination that the transport 
of LNG in carriers in the Proj ed Waterway would be a manqeable risk 
with implementation of its recommended mitigation measures. Therefore, 
it would not be appropriate to close Montauk Inlet, onshore faci Iities, 
tourist attradions, or the docks in the Montauk harbor area when an LNG 
carrier is in transit. 
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LMTED STATES OF a E N C A  
6PBERAL EmRGy REGIJTATORY CObMSSION 

-+-- -"--*-*+------------- 

RROADWARR E m M  LLC Docket Nos @06-541000 
CP05-55-000 

BROmWATER PTPELW LLC CP06-961000 

LA9-1 Resource requ~rementsfor safety and z u r l t y  enforcement would be 
determ~ned dur~ng dwelopment of thesafety and z u r ~ t y  plan for the 
Proj ed, and ~n part, dur~ ng dwel opment of the Emergency Response PI an 

BY descr~ bed ~n Sed~on 3 10 6 of the f~nal EIS Broadwater would be 
BILL TAYLOR responsl bl e for coord~ nat~on wlth re1 want federal, date, and local agencl es 

w ~TERW,,I~YS B I ~ A G E ~ ~ ~ T  SUPERFTSOR If the Coad Guard determ~ nes that an adequate force for proted~on of the 
TO~VH OF EAST ~ M B T O W  Projed IS not mallable, or lf e~ther FERC or the Coad Guard has add~t~onal 

concerns about safety or z u n t y ,  FERC would not further author~ze the 
1 am the Eaat Haptoo Watestvayg Management S~~pervuor I am fmihar w1tb the area Pro] ed 

descrdxd iu the DDEIS A statement of my expeneocc 1s allshiiched 

The inuvement of'lne LUG earners wth tllea lmge safety zones 1s gojag to have a huge. 

detrrmenlal rmpg~t on the East hnd of l ~ n g  Island The sltips are so dangerous that the Cow 

Guard reqmes a moving safory around hem 6,000 yards :ong md 1,600 yards wde That a 60 

fmtbai.1 fields long and 16 football Gelds wvde, mob~flgvrith the ship at 16 kuoto. 

The Race, the most dangarous pad of the route: forthe LNG csmer j  to navtgate, is one of 

the most heady used fishmg spots on the Eaat End Vessels utthze that m a  almost e i w y  day, 

weather pemiflmi: 

LAS-1 [ The sir prnposod passages awmk (three in and thme out) emmot kc ~mplolncntd withmi 

a huge dedrcared federal pteit.tlue force m place. Locsl assets wrll not be a%irulable 

The use of the pascage batweeu MonBuk Pomnt aud Block Bland ts 11mrted by weather 
LA9-2 

condttiolls and vessel draft and cannot be rrsed by Lh"G carrims at all times. Ths  route 1s 

tnappropnate for this cargo 

LA9-2 We qreewith the comment that use of Montauk Channel by LNG carriers 
would be limited by weather conditions and vessel draft. As dated in 
Sedion 3.7.3.1 of the final EIS, Montauk Channel is an alternate route: 
" Point Judith Pilot Station is considered the primary pilot boarding station, 
with M ontauk Point Pilot Station considered an alternate. Vessel draft and 
weather conditions I i mit the use of the M ontauk Point Pilot Station: vessels 
with a draft in excess of 38 feet may not be piloted through Montauk 
Channel; and pilots using M ontauk Channel may not pi lot a vessel if 
weather conditions, sea date, or vessel traffic ' pose a threat to the safety of 
any person, vessel, prudent navigation, or safety of the environment." 
However, asstated in Sedion 8.4 of theWSR (Appendix C of thefinal 
EIS), the Coast Guard has made the prel imi nary determi nation that the 
proposed use of the Projed Waterway by the LNG carriers would be 
manqeable with implementation of the recommended mitigation measures. 
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Allhngh the Coast Guard Report, on page 74, elaims that them are only 5 to 10 

cmn~i~acid Wag*essds  m S$ont& this umber IS a ppY65 mkcount  MmW is 
LA9-3 

homeport to qproximately 1,345 vessels, commorcld and rcereat~onal. East tS8mpbo Town i s  

home to over 2,800 born of aU types. All these vessels sill  be impacted. 

I p q d  a count of tbc boat shps md moomgs m 2002. fn  order lo prepare lhrs  wunt, 

I nlld upon a report the Town Planntng Dep-enr and I had prepared for the apphca~on the 

Town sdmliled for a Fedexally Desiga& No Reehge Zone Pennrt. I also ltttlized data fiom 

manna webs~tes. aenal photographs and onsite ~nsptrons,  The rtrsu1~ of that 2002 count wezre 

as fiollo\va. 

IRNWNTORY OF MOOTtINCS A m  SLIRS 

LA9-3 Thank you for providing the slips and mooring data. The comment 
compares the number of commercial fishing vessels based in Montauk, as 
presented in the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), with the total number 
of vessels, including recreational vessels, in Montauk. This comparison is 
therefore not appropriate. The impads to recreational boating and fishing 
are presented in Sedion 3.5.5.1 of the final ElS and the impacts to 
commercial vessels are descri bed in Sedion 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS. These 
analyses consi der all vessels, including the vessels of concern to the Town 
of East Hampton. As noted in the fi nal EIS, the impacts to thosevessels 
due to operation of the LNG carriers and their associated safety and 
security zoneswould be at most temporary and localized during LNG 
carrier transits, which would periodically continue for the I ife of the 
Proj ed. 
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Bated January 23,2007 
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DEIS COMMENTS 
BY 

BEE. TAYLOR 
WATERWAYS M 4iV.4GEMECVT SUPERVISOR 

TOWN OF EAST HMWTON 

PUALIFICATIONS: 

1977 io Aurd 1489 1 worked as merchant mantter on the East Coast of LheUrnted States, tkom 

&ne to Fion& pnmanly uo the hkew York Harbor mad I was -ley& as a barge capLa~n, 

wtlh The requlmd United Staim Coast Guard lssucd F r d c  A tankmans cedificate I was 

respcnf~ble Ear tl~e loading. drsct~m~ag and safe hartdl~w ofvartous petroleuul pieduets 

mcludmg jL.1 Funl and gasoline I also wdr respns~ble Jar the mamiemwe md snfe operat~on of 

thc vcsrcl 

h n l  1969 iu Wav 2000 1 m employed as The Senlor Warbom%ler for the rown of East 

Wmpton 1 was r e ~ n s ~ b l e  for the operaion af the Mmne Patmi. and edercenrenl of dl Town 

walmays and sl~ellfis'h regulations I rceavcd peace officer certificatton at the Wirssau County 

Pohce Acadenry and receri& m othzr areas mcludinp. h t  not luartdto, bonung 

accidenl mv&qlig&ron, safe hating rmmctron, aad palm1 vessel o m b o n .  I rcecrued and 

mmnW16d a license as a Kew Yo& State Joint Ptlot and Ewlleer. 1 also haw acqn~red a great 

deal of locad hnowleclge related In the Town waters and manfirno tradihons. 

I was proniotd ii W~stervueys Manqemeni Supcrvrser and have been 

~ork tng  on restoring and mainta~nlng tlic envimmental qudity of Bast Hmpton. i deal wrth 

such issues as \+ethds restorahon, shellfish reatoration aad mainminng water qnalrty 3 dfo am 

involved wit11 environinaltal planning, and the development of the Town" all hamad mitigat~on 

plan and beach erosion ISSUB 

Datad January 23,2007 

M V D S J I  b 3 r I i h M I 6 5 ~ 0 1 1 5 Y ~  
12107 
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200701235041 Recelveri FERC OSEC (ILl?.3/?.iiO" 01.52.0~1 FM Doclcctft CPOo-54 000. ET BL 

RRO,ID'iVATFR ENFRGY 1,IC 

BROADI?'.STCR PIPLLINC LLC 

The pwrp,%e ofthic %tntrmmt hy the F a a  Flampirtn l o a n  Cotnmercrnl Fnhaner 

.Idvlson Comltti-c la lo and3er: and cxplalaltox ill< a ~ l i \ ~ i i ~ %  uof Lhc Rru,~d\r,rltcr LSU cmrcru 

t b l l l  nlipu,t lliz Toun 01 Ed31 I1avip11111 and (>LIT ~4 of l t l r  These nnpditc are cmzrlooked 111 tile 

DL19 

[lie C'onimrrcial Fiqherres "\d\~cog C'ornmitke i s  tnadr up ofrepre~mtat~ies  ot tlie 

lohstdr~ng and ~\holezali: and relsll llsh snci shell1'~h mrheh. m d  has sb 11s laik t i i  advise t lx  

Iu\vn Uuad u 11h regad to LIPUSE. Irnpddlng the C U ~ I I I I ~ I ~ ; I ~ I ~  and rzcivntlonnl fislnng 'wd 

The ppln fnrtlre nroadiraisr hquefied natural gai, (T hi?) taminal III IB-g isl.md Sound 

%i 111 rcqilrrc lranzrl ihrvugh XEuntdi~k Channzl snd Pi .furkt11 Channd uTldrgc T,hG c.trnir? to 

supply the ttmu1al Dtoad\wtst expw.%i sts ups b\ these LXG c m e m  pct week 

CYnd oof ths safcl:, rnrd5trrur that lire Oi~dil  Guard nil1 irrlpoie 1s nzone ur mnes hat wll 

requln \eiselstcr cease t k r r  actctrinl*~ and leatc the area w h i l ~  the LUG carr1er~ are ~ ~ ~ I I S X ~ ~ E S I I I ~  

locd! w a l w  Rlthi'rrgh t1xr cansrrr itnd (hi: bi~rgc H I I ~  i ~ c l  vrllor til\l i I ~ ~ ~ i p i o u ' \  butderrr, c u ~ c p l  

LA, 1 0- 1 As proposed by the Coast Guard, the moving safety and security zone of 
each LNG carrier would cover an area of approximately 2,040 acres (3.2 
square mi les), and on1 y one carrier would be present inside the pi lot 
stations at any one ti me. Only the moving safety and security zone around 
each carrier would be an exclusion zone, not the enti re transit path that 
extends in front of and behind the proposed safety and security zone of an 
LNG carrier. The amount of time for the LNG carrier and its associated 
safety and security zoneto pass any single point would be about 15 
minutes. Only vessels in the path of the LNG carriers and their safety and 
security zoneswould need to "leave the area" during LNG carrier transit; 
however, that departurewould betemporary, lasting only for thetime 
required for the carrier and its safety and security zone to pass. As 
described in M i o n  3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, somevessels not in the path of 
the carriers may be required to make mi nor alternations in their routes to 
pass behind or ahead of a carrier and its safety and security zone. Very f w  
vessels would be required to "cease their adivitiesand Ieave the area." 
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tnrthc occit~~itttb on whroh the! inay travol otTcamic tlic protect tail1 cautusc sm~cuc drsnlption to 
LAIO-2 

Tast tIatn@on conmtrizrcr and ourrxai of life Rrondwntrr n.111 craata h,ud.;Inps tortranipcn-t 

canters iuz eonrrt~ercral hand lme fibhuig f~a~vlfkhtbig aud. In& ot all. lobstzrfi<lung 

LA1 0-3 

Carnimlcmial hsud l u x  iislliirg i s  wr\. drt crbc 111 lllc r~~lrgo ,md \ u~ctrvs oi spcclek usugh1 

1 2 1 ~  t ~ m ~ ~ i t  iuea oftlie LZG camels o \er lap~ the rueah alvrrr comnlarcrnl Plitttd lrniug occu~s  It 

LA1 0-4 
i* snfc to cstmatc that up lo 30"" of f h n g  tu11c would bbe lost '1111s :s a sr@~#rcant lm.; to 

indlt ~ & t i l  tkhennzn and ta rite ~ ~ i i n o n w  of Fast Hanipto? 

are an econotluc nwrmtnq of the Towu a i d  rtui d~sn~pt ien  \vill ha%c a sxions trupad 

The cuninier;ial fiqhrrrzq flid vcrll It6 rmp.rctrd acixerwly h\ thi. moknnant at 1 h G  

I hi: ln~pai t  on Irdwl lishlng c m  bc dtrdlq d a s ~ u c d  bwaurir thc Lrdi%I~r6 mc iontincd iu 

grounds 

[lie 1 NC; c,mer.i x ~ l l  enter the Sowidlhr~)ugh the area hdnheeii 'Ilt>fl~iuli Portrt nnd 

ram~ayhed JJT the J,hli cdrrtcro 7hrs 89 ,I srito,\l licl~rogared used corr*r%lotll% Iron? iprrl 

thou& Ueit-n~be~ on aiemgc o f  15 da\s pet tnontb, 11) the h a a f ~ n g  urdu\tti Ihr oSo+ure of 

tlitz area tot apnmoa of the dat is Irkely to el~m~iiate the profftdhility ot tiatal~ng fnr the cnt~r: 

dal SIX I NCr calmer tnpq per i w e k  ~ ~ i i l  re%ult in a ow tnfnza~lv 50% of the fiihrng ttrm el 

rbcsc \ crq \ atuJlr l~ grounrl* 

I Teti vassals from East IIatrmptm trawSi these grounds Depef~duig on tho w e  of tiia 

vaiwl, Lhr ~rusi  illLorna pel per vuisel. 1% Irulu,ecn $SOU atld 61.000,101 an a,rErqe of 

$7.5011 per dat  of omhmed go&< income hlultultrplnd b?, a conservallve 15 day tnoilthl~ axerage 

We hmeassessed the impadsof LNG carrier transit and hmefound, as 
presented in Sedions 3.5.5.1 and 3.7.1.4 of the final ElS, that disruptionsto 
recreational and commercial marine traff ic would be mi nor, I ocal ized, and 
temporary when they did occur during LNG carrier transit. Our responseto 
comment LA10-1 also addresses this comment. If authorized, it is 
expeded that Coast Guard would require Broadwater to schedule LNG 
carrier transits to minimize impad to other waterway users, to the extent 
practical, as recommended by the Coad Guard in Sedion 8.4 of the WSR 
(Appendix C of the final EIS). Sedion 3.7.1.4 of the final ElS has been 
revised to more clearly describe FERC1s approach to this issue. Based on 
the proposed mitigation measures recommended by the Coast Guard and 
our impad assessments, the passageof LNG carrierswould not likely cause 
"serious disruption" to the Ead Hampton economy. 

LA1 0-3 Sedions 3.6.8.1 and 3.7.1.4 of the final ElS have been revised to address 
the potential i mpads to commercial l obstermen, trawl ers, and commercial 
hand Ii ne fishing from the proposed moving safety and security zones 
around LNG carriers as they enter and exit the Sound, as wel l as throughout 
the Sound. This analysis considered the potential that other largevessels 
entering or exiting the Race may alter course, taking them through areas 
with high lobster pot density. As noted in those sedions, implementation 
of the proposed Proj ed would result in mi nor and temporary i mpads to 
some commercial fishermen during LNG carrier transit, with many 
fishermen not affeded at al I. 

LA 1 0-4 Our response to comment LA1 0-1 provides information on the temporary 
and localized conflicts with the LNG carriers and their proposed safety and 
security zonesthat some fishing vessels may experience. Hand line fishing 
would be able to continue immediately outside the proposed moving safety 
and security zone around an LNG carrier. If a fishing vessel had to relocate 
to exit the path of an oncoming LNG carrier, the interruption would be 
temporary when it did occur and would not occur morethan once per day 
for the life of the Projed. 
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p,10-5 Our response to comment LA10-I provides information on the temporary 
and localized confl ids with the LNG carriers and their proposed safety and 
security zones that some trmlers may experience. In addition, as stated in 
Sedion 3.7.1.3 of the fi nal El S, the Montauk Point Pi lot Station and the 
area between Block Island and Montauk Point would be used as an 
alternate route for the carriers; most carriers woul d use the Point Judith 
Pilot Station. As a result, there would not be six LNG carrier trips per 
week through Montauk Channel, and any interruptions of trawl fishing due 
to the presence of a carrier and its safety and security zone would be 
temporary and localized during LNG carrier transit. Trawling would 
continue while a carrier is in the area without interruption for many 
trawlers, and those in thevicinity of a carrier and its safety and security 
zone could continue trawli ng by either slight1 y altering their routes for 15 
to 30 mi nutes, or by delaying trawling for the 15 mi nutes required for a 
carrier and its safety and security zone to pass. 

LA1 0-6 Thank you for providing this information. We hme revised Sedion 3.6.8.1 
of the final El S to include the data provided in your comment. 
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of worh day\. tlie moittlilq gms\ rs $1 12 5MJ h f ~ ~ l t ~ p l ~ d d  b j  the 9 ntonth icasr)~), the groih 1s LA1 0-7 Asdescribed in M i o n  3 7 1 4 of thefinal ElS, an LNG carrier and its 
$1 012,500 proposed movi ng safety and security zone woul d pass through the 2 3-mi le 

length of the Race in 25 to 35 minutes, depending on the speed of the 
T l l ~  lohskr m d u ~ t ~  -111 he impacisd dlc ~ I C I , L  sevcr~l!, T , U ~ J % I C ~  cr.ipi .IYY c t r t~o~ar j  carrier The entire safety and security zone would pass a s  ngle point 

gem Lubstcmleil lcz%a the11 gear 111 one spot for at1 entlre 3 ear rt ts nnpossibla tu rnow tlx within about 15 minutes As a result, if a carrier entered the Race when 
lobster fishermen who are adively worki ng pots, the l obstermen may be 

trapc OUI el the any of An T VG carrtzr d11dt11s etcluilnii ,lint L I I ~  c o ~ t  &mid W I I I  lmpe,< The requi red to temporari ly move from the1 r fish1 ng positions, dependent on the 

tubst p r o d ~ ~ c ~ n  elobsteru&g ground., ws ut rhe Race at the mtrmce to Lot~g Isimd Soni~d, a very 

tlxrokb p~~bitgi:  ~ h c r i .  lubstcr hips are C U ~ I C I I I ~ I ~ ~ ~ ~ L I ~  Ihi I ~ b ~ t c r ~ u e ~ ~  will br: 1i)rtid 10 Icd\ e Ihlr 

m a  dln~rig each zzd el d i j  LhG ilrp tlnough the R ~ o a  I'lns araa lnxposai a strict ttmr svhrdula 

for fichttlg due to t k  strong t~dee.thi.ie hbs t cm~cn  CAW only iworh &old fmu hotus a mriw 

m a  Given the chort icia ho~nuorL dag, eaclr dey at I ZG carrier Iravcrhei tlie aiea tli~it dnr. 

wtli he lvhl lo the lvb~tmnc.rr Beiausv oSndtmd trnpcdur~vi~lu mld rn i~dmonn Lrmsit sehdiidc 

ol the I KG shrp*. lohiternizn ccruld louc all Lhtrr liih~ng tune l n d  %hen one conurizrv lhe Kcice 

exad I ocation of the carrier and its proposed safety and security zone. 
However. as stated in M i o n  3.7.1.4. Broadwater has committed to 
moiding LNG carrier transit throughthe Race around slack tide (contingent 
on Coast Guard approval of specific transits). Further, FERC expedsthat 
the mitigation measures presented in M i o n  8.4 of the WSR (Appendix C 
of the final EIS) would be required if the Broadwater Projed is authorized. 
M i  on 3.7.1.4 of the f i nal El S has been revised to more clearly describe 
FERC' s approach to this i sue. Therefore, LNG carrier transits of the Race 
would not cause lobstermen to lose afull day of fishing time or Iosa total 
gross income of $330,000. 

prowtie.; at least 9Q0u of a lobstcnnm's u~col~ie. flus 1- s ~ p t i c m t  

LA1 0-8 Please see our response to comment LA10-2 
i t  IT ea-~nlated the g o i i  n\zr.ige InLome per I o k t e r n ~ a ~  r~ho has the malnrrg nl  geai ~ r i  

the Rwa is 5110.0OV pw year There iirr Uuee East Hmptutifubstztme~~ w h  would iose a total 

r In co~alratctt~. the lrtuzs~l of LNG iarrfzla through tlw fiilnng _munds near bast llnmplon 
LA 1 0-9 As descri bed in the responses above and in M i  ons 3 6 8 1 and 3 7 1 4 of 

the final EIS, implementation of the proposed Projed would result in minor L urll caw8 sigt~ltiiam hzntt IOLIIO coitnnerc~al li\hmg tnduiiry at dthc r ronor i  of thr Toun 

r The DFIS callauil? \ngsr~ts that the Inb.;tenom md trawl fishetma~~ racmlra nron&?,?ty 

COnIpCnbdl<nI Tor  heir lo\scu prupoocd nil~gdlwn mcdi.urc 1% rn~ulcqfidl~ bccnuw 11 h ~ l s  to 

col~s~dct thc linpacfs cm hIotltrutk itarhoi, out atlorxotn\ and, trtcst trpottattt. rt rpores tlxe 

and temporary i mpads to commercial fishing during carrier transit for the 
Iife of the Projed. LNG carrierstransiting to and from the FSRU and using 
the alternate Montauk Channel route would be no closer than about 12 
miles from Montauk Harbor, with no more than one transit per day; 
however, as descri bed in M i o n  3.7.1.3 of the final EIS, most carriers 
would usethe Point Judith routeand would be farther from Montauk 
Harbor. The carriers would appear similar to other commercial shipping 
vessels and would represent an increase i n commercial shipping traffic i n 
Long Island Sound of about 1 percent. The FSRU would not bevisible 
from Montauk Harbor. As a result, the Projed would likely not measurably 
affed the economy of the Montauk area, would not impad Montauk 
Harbor, and would result in at most a minor effed on the character of the 
community and theway of Iife. 
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M+ie R. Salsr, Secretary 
ttdcral E m g y  Replalory Commrston 
8x8 Firs! 9. hT. Roon 1 A 

'lhc Ofice of the St iyc~wr of the Town of Oymr Bay har r r f d  h e  above capttmrrd maticr to 
W i n  Sp~nelli & Fcrreni (CSF) fw review. CSF IS a technical comul'mr ro h e  Tom's Drparcmcnt a i  

CSF aitended the public kimp fw the proposed acnm which uras beM on k g  klsland OD January 10 
and 11, 2007 m Smithtom and Sh4nham. and we have m t W C d  the DElS F i w  'thi pp& 
aftlw, We mpenhJly lo the offirat record 
and that the following c , be addressed in the 

pimlwrn w t  &lurl h ttce middle of brig W Sound, whish suves as &a critical 
bPclrdmp fix bt rbttire N@ Share aria, does not con- t@ tttc @a and o b j m m  of the LA1 I 
LWSNA Plan. 

ng to the parsing a Rw e h n m  of the 
Ian w uld my mnfom latfrer, the FEE 

should eaamne che prale's cca9kncy. or k k  ihrreof, with each a& every goal, wmhvc and 
m n n d a t i o n  vf the Plan. 

- 

.I Sedion 3.5.7 of the final EIS has been revised to address the Long Island 
North Shore Heritage Area Management Plan. 
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lead to any auch rmpacts, I> baxd largely on assl?t,on 1h.1 a p d n t  already has k n  sn 
fw t n d m a l  Mnlnw rn Inna Illand Sound. in the form of the hna4crm exincncc or industmi 
lnnd uses along thc ;horclin;and occurenre of uanaient wmmm~a~lrduanal procrun on the 
opcn ualen of  the Sound tfowever. the DFIS f . 1 1 ~  lo acknow'cdge that the propom xuor: 
u w l d  q m n t  a d n m u l c  ~hange In !he cluraclff of &rml dcvelopmni in thr Sound ma 

- 3 Thc IUI that cxluing i b m r l  f x i l ~ t ~ c a  on iht Sound's wsvrfrunr m wmc c a m  have ken  
opmting 'Tor &o&m". as ~mkaltd us thc DTIS. tlhurarn a wcll-cstabl~ahcd ppaacnr of land 

L by (he Sure af N w  YmBL 

4 

LA? 1-4 

LA1 1-2 As descri bed in Sedion 3.5.2.2 of the fi nal El S, the Broadwater Projed 
would not serve as a stimulusfor future offshore industrialization of the 
Sound. Further, future proposals would be reviewed for compliance with 
then-exi d i  ng and applicable environmental regulations, coadal zone 
management policies, and other applicable requirements. 

LA1 1-3 Broadwater submitted a coadal considency certification to NYSDOS and 
to FERC that contains Broadwater's analysis of the Proj ed' s consistency 
with New York State coastal policies, including applicable policies of the 
Long Island Sound CM P and the applicable local land management plans. 
In Sedion 3.5.7.1 of the fi nal El S, we summarize the coastal policies but 
do not assert consi dency because NY SDOS is responsible for determining 
whethertheProjedisconsidentwiththosepolicies. It isour 
understanding that NYSDOS will file its determination with FERC after the 
final EIS has been issued. 

LA 1 1-4 The El S text did not make a di red comparison between the transi ent 
industrial activities on the open waters of the Sound and the presence of the 
FSRU. In Sedion 3.5.2 of the El S, summary information on the 
commercial activity on the open waters of the Sound is provided to make it 
clear that the LNG carrier activity would not add substantially to the 
commercial use of the Sound. I n our environmental review process, we 
have assessed the impads of the Projed, including operation of the FSRU 
at its proposed location, for all of the appropriate natural resources, visual 
resources, land use, and socioeconomics. We determi ned that the overal I 
i mpads woul d be mi nor. 

Local Government Agencies and Municipalities Comments 





LA1 1 - Town of Oyster Bay 

LA1 1-9 t lhcrc should k s m m  dna~lcd Inbeniory o f  criulng u l a  and acl~nl ies In ihc projwi area and an 
in-depth, objmivc c v ~ L ~ ~ o n  of mliop3lcd Impam. 

LA1 1-1 0 The Commission is responsible for reviewing applications for authorization 
to construct and operate natural gas pipelines, compressor stations, LNG 
terminals, and other associated faci I ities. We are not proponents for any of 
the thousands of applications that we revi ew each year. We are proponents 
for our review process. We do recognize that the expanded use of 
renewable sources of energy is important to the nation. However, as 
described in Sedion 4.2.2 of the fi nal El S, the use of renewable resources 
and conservation measures could meet on1 y a smal l portion of the region's 
growing energy demands. Sedion 4.2.5 has been updated to address the 
potential i mpad that implementation of the proposed Projed may have on 
development of renewable energy sources. 

d ~ n g  tool. 

rupplres fmm the ~nvolvoJ fwllrun W wrw lung I&wd, New York C'lty and Connrcticui. 
pmtcularly IR l ~ ~ h t  o f  the fact that chc crrnrni gas suppllu io th.s r g o n  KT ptpd  from w c c s  

Sedion 4.3.2 of the final ElS has been updated to clarify FERC's rationale 
for not granting a Certificate for the proposed KeySpan LNG Projed. 
FERC denied granting a Certificate because the KeySpan Projed, as 
proposed, failed to adopt the current federal safety regulationsfor the 
existing LNGfaciIities. 

Sedi on 4.3.2 of the final El S has been updated to i ncl ude the most recent 
information available on the Safe Harbor Projed and other proposed LNG 
terminal proj eds in New England and northeastern Canada. This 
information presents quantified environmental i mpads for each alternative 
projed and compares them to the i mpads for the proposed Broadwater 
Projed. There is no bias in the comparison. This updated review confirms 
that these alternative proj eds coul d not satisfy projeded natural gas needs 
for Connedicut, Long Island, and New Y ork City with less environmental 
impad than the proposed Broadwater Projed. 

We have not stated that gas could not be transported long distances. As 
noted in response to comment LA1 1-12, the impads associated with 
constructing the pipelines to alternative LNG terminals would be greater 
than those of the proposed Proj ed. 

1-1 4 Please see our response to comment LA1 1-12 
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LA? 1-1 4 

1 1 - 1 5 The El S was prepared by a team of experl enced sclentl sts and engl neers 
Sed~on 1 2 of thef~nal EIS I~sts the regulat~ons and requirements that we 
followed ~n preparl ng the document 

r the h e t ~ t y  of ofk ~nd~v~dusls  who iuluslly wrw or p q a r n l  any pornon of the VklS. 
. A1 1-36 

LA1 1-1 6 The I~st of the preparers of the EIS, ~nclud~ng ther aff~l~at~ons and t~tles, IS 

~ncluded as Append~x L of the f~nal EIS Appl~cants are expl~c~tly 
stcl uded from be ng ~nvolved I n preparl ng FERC t h ~  rd-party El Ss 

bc st (5i6)  677-3824. My Broadwater was not ~nvolved ~n any way ~n preparat~ on of the El S 

v.a T o m  of- Bay 
150 Wlcr Plaa 
S m ,  Ncw "f& 11791 

JurrsM B ~ . P k . C a m n u r * o m  C * p v o r r m o f D c p u m r m o f M ~ W &  
tadc+.l Emrsy R q u l u a q  Canrmsum 12 mp?s, MW to the mumon brGu B m h  3 UCp2t) 
L !I Army Corps o l h y n x r r .  New Y u k  hprn 
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rnRODlJt"nCIPi 

T%c Town offlunr~ngton ts the western mod north shore town in StiRoIf; County Its 

northern msr, border 1s at the Connecticut bonier In the Somd 

Tho Town's i~orih shore eontaus many miles nfcoasthite and tmcs of ernbaymen&, 

mcludlng fish hah~tah  and wella~tds Feeding ~nto the h a g  Islaitd Swmd. 

The DElS rnsuEfiomtiy reviews seleral attverrse envrranmental Impacts which am 

part~cuiaf M. the Town of Eiunbngon, whtch are d~scussod below 

IROOUQ'LS PIPET,TT,4;UE EXPANSION 

Tito DEIS fads ro medion, as is detaild m the zompanying statement of Margo blyles, 

A I C,P tbdt Lho koquo~s Prpeltne travels dwough State and Tom*\mod mdemater laads 

wrthm the bnundartm of the Town of on and makes t d f s l l  m HimOn@on 

As b59 Myles describes in her shtement, there 1s porenual for expmion of tho Iroquois 

Pqrlma grven the mcrease in natural gas supply from Brnadwakr. The BETS must address the 

MI 2-1 Sedion 4.3.1 of the final EIS provides information on portions of the IGTS 
pi pel ine that are not associated with our environmental review as part of the 
proposed Broadwater Project. 

2-2 As discussed in Sedion 4.3.1 of the final EIS, IGTS has not indicated that 
improvements to the I GTS or Eastchester pi pel i nes are contemplated 
beyond the proposed tiein to the Broadwater pipeline as addressed in the 
El S. If improvements are proposed in the f uture, FERC would wal uate 
project i mpads and alternative through a separate or supplemental NEPA 
document. 
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potentla1 cumulative. homeland security and e n v ~ m m m ~ l  jusdce ~mpacts vftbe expanded gas 

lines convewng an and on  he Town of Huntinaon 

i'he DEIS contir~rts an readquate assessineitt of safety and secuirty Ps the United States 

MI 2-3 As described in Sedi on 3.10.6 of the final El S Broadwater would be 
required to prepare an Emergency Response Plan; development of the plan 
would include participation by federal, state, and local agencies. The plan 
would need to be approved by FERC before Broadwater could receive 
approval to begi n construction of the facil ity. Consequently, prior to 
construdi on, all re1 want aspeds of the emergency response and security 
needs for the Projed and for the other users of the area would be addressed 

Coast Guard statcd in the socunty messment ccuhined m the Septmbai 2006 Watmays 

Suirablt?ry Report (Toast F n d  Ropnrt") 

T h e  Coast Ciuurd 
measures % hlclr [asej neeeeaary to 
afnawgaiion ssfdy and rnantirnesecut~ty " 

I he Coast Guard wcnt or, to note 

(Coast &aid Report pp 156-157) 

r Aa d e s m w  by the l.iunt@on Duector of Mmne S d c e s ,  en tapc ies  ereated by 

2 J I  Hmdwater wlli leave the EviuroHn w a r n a p  ulUlavt C w t  riuatd, State or C a u a ~  

protectton or aomga~cy s m c e s  l l u s  fact is pan~cdarly iaoubling since the Nofipnrt Power M12-4 Broadwater submitted a coastal consldency certlflcatlon to NYSDOS and 
to FERC that conta~ ns Broadwater's anal ysls of the Pro] ed' s consl dency 

Statlon and the Mobd 011 fanhty requtre a secuniy presence w ~ t h  New Y ork State coadal pol~c~es, ~ncl ud~ng appl  cable pol ~ c ~ e s  of the 
INGONSIS~~'~~CY wm81 TKE IBNG fs1~4m Long I sl and Sound CM P and the appl I cab1 e local land management plans 

SOWD CY)ASTAL M A Y A C X I ' M E ~  PLAN NY SDOS IS responsl bl e for determ~ nl ng whether the Proled IS consl dent 

r The DEIS srdesteps a key issue---ely, &at the use of the long Island Sound by the 
with th~se~olic'iesand it isour underd&ding that NYSDOSW~II fileits 
determi nation with FERC after the fi nal EIS has been issued. 

131nadwtm Project i s  plainly incons~smt with State Coastal Poltdes genadly, and, specriically, Sed~on 3 5 7 4 of the f~ nal El S addresses envl ronmental ~ssues assocl ated 
oonkary to the Long Island Sound Coastd Mlilxgement Pian poberes These poheres; arc with the Public Trust Dodr~ne However, legal issues related to public 

trust lands are not a component of our envl ronmental revlew process and 
eomprehenslve and reflect exrstmng Fd-1 and State law and nduthoniy. reprcsmcvng a balance therefore are not I ncl uded ~n the f I nal El S 
between economtc development and pmwalion that are w&en and mplementd to pamit the 
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LA 1 2-4 (Continued) 

beneficic*d uus oG-and prevent adverse eEects on--tho Sound's cu;isral r m w e s  and 

coinrnunrltcs 

B e  Brosrdiuatm proposal n loeonnasrm with at least three pnl~cles of tfie Long Island 

Staund Coaloaskd Management Plan, I e., Pntieres 1,9 and 10. These polreies are set furth blow. 

I'ulicb 1 :  t rJ\lel a pativru ut decelopnicrrl UI the 1.uug Islaud 3uuu~l  (1.15) uoasrltl 
arc3 11131 cuhat~~es coin~~~ullil\ chsraefcr, prc,crrtr open spacv. m.ilit.s cfieieut uhc of 
infraskudnre, makes benefidal use of a eoilstal loeation, and minimizw adverse effects of 
dovelapmeat. 

: Mnirnhiu and enhauee naihrral areas, rrecreation, open space 
and agriculturd lands. 

Polie,: Provide for publie aceess to, and recreatioua1 use of, coashl waters, public 
lands, and public mowcer of the U S  coastal area. 

S11 t1~cw2.1 :  I1re\rr\r 1111~ 11~1I)lic i111e1mt i ~ t  ~3ntl nw or It~ntI, :III<I \\alcr, 
hcltl ill public 11.usc by tht. slalr. h'cL%v l orh City and towns ill SLLSS.IU R I I ~  Suffolk counrica. 

: Asvufe publie s c c ~ s  to piahtic trust lunds and na>ipuble 
waters, 

Pallcv 10: Protect the LKS" water-dependent uses and prontos siting of new nater- 
depeadenl uses in suilable luealims. 

Bmakater's irtcotrnistmy 11.1% eaeli of Ulese policies 15 discussed bebw 

Policy I: Foster a pahiern of develupmmt In the Long Islalui Sound (Saastal areas 
that enhances eommuniQ character, pr=enr= open spa= malies efficient nee of 
infrastruclun?, laaltes beneficial ase of a coastal localion nnd minimlzw adverse effects nf 
development. 

The Brodu6atm proposal cunfli~ts with rhe ma1 of p i e m n g  open space Tlie Coast 

Guard Report and DEIS mphaas fhe fact that some 2,000 acres of the Lung Island f ouid wlU 

be made uttavailablc fcr puhiic use. 

Bruadwatm w1L1 oemanently doprive the pubhc of access of 950 acres of the surface of 

the Long Island Sonod b) vlme of this errcular Zcuniy exelusloo zone with a rad:us of 1,210 

y&s 0:SCCS Waterways Suriabrlity Repor? Sect~on 4 6.1.5, p, 130). Smnw Ule ILFJG t&ers 
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yards wtde ,md 5,000 y&s long iilur the length of the earner ]iself The m w n g  &wrurTy zones 

will prohlb~t publ~c access to 1,222 aaes ofthe surface of h e  Long Island Sound at least 4-6 

&mas a week (The Waternays Surtsbjlr& Report, Scsiion 4.6.1.4, pp. 129-1301. 

Pursuant to the hhl ic  Tmat h $ i n e ,  New 'jiarii State holds w d e w a a  i d s  8nd i ts  

novr@le waters in i i a  wvemr@ eqdetly tmctsr: for the beneficrai use and etgoynent of the 

public h nliuois Central R a r l ~ v  Co v llliois, 146 U S 387 ( 1  8921, the Supreme Court 

explatad Che pablte b u ~ t  doctnue Lo pmhbri easemenls such as. 0ie one Bxasdwater seeks fitri 

the N w  Vurk State Ofice of Gcoeral Services In the illinois legisla~cclsrmcd to 

have t rmsfmd nghts to a on*thaumd-acre portion oftho bed ofLuke Miehisn ;mjur?nr to 

C h e e p  to Be Iliinois Centmi Rsilmsd Company ISI_ a1 452 The S u p m e  Coun ruled tha the 

Lransfei was a ""gross peneesslan ofthe trust over the property rindizr wh~ch rt was held" by tho 

Stale of IIl~nors at 455 fhc Suprcrtne Cued exp1atne;d tllal under the public trust docdine, 

the Stale ilolds ui~dcnvrrter lazxds in lwst fm the psblrv w-l that Che public "may enjoy the 

mvig~tian ofthe wsiers, carry on mmmee OVW them, and have irberiy af fishing thmtn, f i~ed 

porn r k  of~srrctiea or m8erferdnce ofprivarrrparats. at 452 (empba&i;s adbed). 

Gwadsater's applrcalion violates the canons of the public Imec doctr~ne set fndh tong ago by the 

Supreme Caurt and adcrpted by the &&at mm of New Vork. In Caxc v. State of New York, 

144 N Y 396 (1 895), a php~cai obstruction of the public" access ta navigable watm wars found 

to violate the public rnrsr doctme Xn m, fire Stare I ~ ~ d a n r r e  purported to bansfer the 

%&'t3 iltk LO dl of tht: ~uhubmeqed hIldfi ad~;lcml 1~lZNld ZNld Long I~hlId. The CCXIrl 

of Appeals ropmxl &at transfer as h ~ n g  'kabu~lutely void"', sralhng that "so far ex tho damtas 

jconveyeg the Idnd] aitenrptd to canfor titles to such a vast itanialii whrch Ibe stdie held of tho 

benefit ofthe public, they .arc absolutely void " at 405 The c o w  arirculatd the tcst 
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lor a public t m t  doctxttte violation. It heid that, "title which the stale holds and the powox of 

di~posrtion is an incident and part o f ~ r s  soverelgty tlmt w o t  be aumeodmed, alien&& or 

dclopteb, cxepifir someparliJci. prpos* or soma masonable use w h d  caa bejairb bg mid ro 

&,Gar rhepubtic beniifit '" &I- at 406 (mphitsrs added) T h e w  court further noted that the 

public trust doctrine 1s so broad that tt  would also prohbit transbts that are "for tho pabite 

benefit'" if they '*nught seriously inkcfern with the navigutlan upan €hc waters .'"at 408 If 

Brodwrctit 8s pemltted to ga forth wtth theirmjeci, l i b  Ulr: volded wmsfm m rt would 

"'sonarsly ~Merkm with the navrgatlon upm tho waters", dcpnv~ng the publre of the use a d  

mjo3mcnt of rhausads of acres of the s w f ~ e  of Long lslmd Sound. As stated in 

26 Msc, 177 (189&), '"fllhe n&t of rwvrgdrren a a pubire n@t, beionpng not to 

toms, villages or cines as ooqorations, but, rather, tn all cio~cns L sovmirj. " " at 178 The 

Bmadwalor Pm_lecI at8empts ro srda-step the Long esbblrshed dnd nd-entty held pnnorples of 

the Public Tmst Docmno A for-pmtii vmtnre annot be pant& pmanent and oxclusi~c 

suoss itnd managnrrzrt o f  it up16cmi porilon of thr? unique! puhlrc t r w m  ofthe Long Island 

&und 

Palifr2: Provide for afcess to recreatiunal uae ufeomtal water, public lands and 
puhtic resourer?s o i&e  Lnag laland Sound coastal area. 

Cffmurse, the same m m e n t  applies to Policy 9 as to Policy 1 Tho hblre Tmst 

doctme w11l he vlff1816d. 

: Prot=t the Lang Island Souod's water-dependeat usm md promote 
siting of new wrrler-dependent nses in sni(ilble loearion#. 

Oiice a ~ a ~ n ,  the h n g  Island Sound water-dqc7idonI esus wtil be pn?-empM by the 

l~qucfred natvioi gm fecJity, whl& 1s mt noewmly a watcf-ddeuht um, Racreatiod 
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boaters and f i s h m a  utd1ze the area of the secunly m e  and the LNG, pmarularly, the Rane te, 

travel to pa& of Comecttcul and Block Island. 

Further, as the Huntin@on Director of Mmne SeFtioec: warns in has Saternmt, ins?; o f  

fishng and lobs(- ~ m s s  f idvx  east m the Sound will tax tthe? rasioorca to ox omr 

I ' lwm~ton Nunhgton cornmercid fi&emaen and recreation boaters will lose aoms to the 

Race and areas tn the -tern sound d m $  unpdidable closums of &me arms to mcum the 

safety of the IHG cmoxs 

Dated, Jariuiuy 23,2007 

Frank Petrune, Supswisnr 
M& Cuthbenson. Cnunmlperm 
Susan A Berlarid, Comcilwmon 
S M  A, Bsm-r,, Co~mctlpenao 
Glenda A. Jacksair, Comcrlperson 

w12-5 Impadsto commercial fishing are addressed in M i o n  3.7.1.4 of the final 
El S, which has been updated to include i mpads to commercial fishing in 
the eastern portion of the Sound. I mpads to recreational boating and 
fishing are addressed in M i o n  3.5.5.1 of the final EIS, which also has 
been updated. As noted in those sections, interruptionsto lobster fishing, 
trawling, hand I i ne fishi ng, and recreational boating and fishing would be 
localized and temporary during carrier transit, including in the Race. In 
addition, M i o n  3.6.8.1 of the final EIS has been updated to address 
potential impadsto commercial fishermen who may beaffeded by the 
proposed moving safety and security zonesaround LNG carriers. 
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