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Jerry C. Shaw

188 Thimble Islands Road
Branford, C'T 06405
February 14, 2007

Ms. Magalie R. Salas, Seeretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First SL. N.E., Room 1A
Washinglon, De 20426

Re: Docket CPO6-54-000 BroadWaler

Dear Secretary Salas:

In a recent publication of the draft environmental impact statement (DLIS) for
BroadWater, the following report from Sandia National Laboratory was not referenced.

SAND2005-7339, Unlimited Release, Printed January 2006, Cabrillo Port Report

hitp:/Awww sle.ca gow/Division Pages DEPM/DEPM _Programs and Reporis'BHP Dee
p_Water Port/RevisedDrafiLIR/1aCabTransport/ Appendices/C2_Sandia%e20Review.pdf

What is particularly alarming about this report is that it was conducted aller the initial
Sandia report published in 2004, SAND2004-6258 that the USCG used as the basis for
their Water Suitability Report, as documented in the DEIS for the BroadWater project
(BW). and neither the USCG. Sandia, the FERC, nor the DOF have decided to notify the
public of the possible consequences.

I've confirmed that SAND2005-7339 was never referenced in the BW/FERC DEIS.

Apparently, there were significant errors in the dispersion modeling that was used for
BW. See pp. 24-26 of the above report. These errors have resulted in a significantly
smaller estimate of the extent of the vapor cloud and potential firestorms used by USCG
for BW, than those in the Cabrillo Port project.

‘The Cabrille Port project looks just like BW. IT the BW LNG carrier route maps are
redone using the Cabrillo S8andia study, it will result in almost a doubling of the width of
Hazard Zone 3. with significant overlaps with recreational fishing and shoreling
populations.

What is unknown at this time is the rationale for the decision to use single-tank
assumptions by BroadWater’s modeling contractor. Obviously, the volume of the source
ol an LNG release matters. We should understand why the 2-lank assumption was used
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We revised Section 3.10.3.2 of the final ElSto refer to the Sandia National
Laboratory risk analysis of the proposed Cebrillo Port Project, and to
describe why that analysis was specific to the physical properties of the
proposed Cabrillo Project and is not applicable to the Broadwater Project.

Please see our response to comment IN59-1.

Please see our response to comment IN59-1.

Please see our response to comment IN59-1.

Please see our response to comment IN59-1.

Therisk analysis described in Section 1.4.3 of the WSR (Appendix C of the
final EIS) assumed the simultaneous | oss of three cargo tanks fromthe
FSRU aswell asfroman LNG carrier. As noted in our response to
comment IN59-1 Section 3.10.3.2 of the final EIS addresses the differences
between the risk analysis conducted for the proposed Cabrillo Port Project
and for the Broadwater Project.
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Tor Cabrilio, and oot BW. Nonetheléss, whitiher T -tk or Ztank, errors in the prévibus

IN59-6 mindels used igsipnificant reason 1o question the USCE DW tesults haged on the 2004
Sandia study;
Several pointy
INEG.T [ 1) Amnewer (Cabrillo Port) report on the extent of Hazard Region 3. suggests almost
adoubling v size to over7 miles from over iniles,

2y Hneetainty irmodeling has never beon prosented inthe DEIS. Hazard regions
INGD-8 I: are depicied as hard lines of demarcation without any uncertainty bands shown
(Fzzivess), and pow with o pew Sandiareport it has beea revealed just iow latge
thils undertaingy realiv is,

Pait of the validation of dny inedel s i Somparison with experinintal data There
have neyer beer experimients conducted by the DOL:on the effects of areleasé of
NG elouds overwater, and their subsequent trassport and dgnition in difforing
atmosphicric sonditions:

Thiis vispresenty o signilicant ineréase in the wize of e saléy sonps surrounding
BW LNG tankiers and the FSRLT, ag shown iy the LNG carfier route maps
ireluded fithe BW DETS, wwhich now, with thiznes: Cabeille study, shold have
ingreased caletygones redrawn,

The possible, predicted danger to a mueh larger recreational fishermen soud shore
community population: from avapor ¢lond and possible firestorm events is
substantiallv mcreased, counter toithe daims of BW not to-affect substantial
populations:

Axnoied by the Conteticut Goverinors: Broadwater Task Fotice, okyged
depletion trom such above-zarth overkead firestorms conld result in substantial
loss of life.
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Conclusion

i eonclusion, the modeling ey of several vreanizations; ncluding Sandia; a
inpdéling contractor Tor Sandia — ACE, the modeling consultant for BroadWater; and the
FERC have all resolied in substantial differenses in estimates ol the dispersion of vapors
ihat defing hazard region 3. These uncertainties ard notréflesad giaphically inthe
Broad Water/ TERC DEIS, and, thus, prossly. under-emphasize the lagk of definitive
scientific support for theextentol potential hurman fatalities. due fo TING carvier vénting
af natvral gas vapors and firestorms in this vieitity of TG tankers in the eventof
dcpidental of tetrorist actions,

Bincerely,

Jerey . Shusw
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Please see our response to comment INS9-1.

Please see our response to comment IN59-1. The outer edges of the hazard
zones presented in both the final EIS and the WSR (A ppendix C of the final
EIS) are considered the reasonable outer limits of the zones, and account
for estimates and assumptions included in the modeling.

Please see our response to comment IN59-5.

Please see our response to comment INS9-1.

The resource sections in Section 3.0 of the final EIS have been revised to
address potential impacts from an LNG vapor plume.
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Peter B. Brown

January 25,2007

tagalie R Salas, Secretary
Federal Energy Begulatory Commigsion
AR First Street, NE

Washington, DiC:, 120426 .

A TG
PRSI

Rei Broadwater Engrgy Dogkel Nos. CPO6-54-000, CPOS-55-000, and CPO6-56-000
Dear Secretary Balas:

Iive on Pot Rock Island, ene of the THimble Islands, off the coast of Branford, CT. If
mnot the resident nearest to Broadwater, 'm one of the nearest. By virtue of
hothing in between, miadjacent to this proposed LNG Gasification plant: T'am
abgolitaly oppoged to the Broddwater proposal. T'would be immediately and
nersonally éffected by this project. This industrial éye sore would, day and night;. for
ever and ever scar the horizon: It would detract from the value of my real estate.
The EIS could not be more neglectful in how it failed to realistically address the
negative affect of the visual Impactthat this ugly industdal project could have on
property-values on shoreline and Thimble Island property, especially those directly
facing this plant..

INGO-1

INGO-1

Broadwater.can not mitigate the aesthetic degradation of our most beautiful naturat
surrounding. The flare tower is 285 feet tall. By day we'll view the moared barge, %
of a mile long and 100 feet tall, Tt is by all soccounts massive and nasty, All during
the riight the wark lights,  security lights; safety and navigation Tights will disrupt our
gkylirie. Beacung and perliaps fames will ilfuminate off the tep of flare tower. They
ried o place this “uglification” plent in an ares alfeady affected by Industrislization.
Do pot permit this monstrosity ta be built inthe center of pur pristine PUBLIC open
space. IS a nasty evesore smack in the middle of pur public "view shed”.

IN6O-2 l:

Plain-and simple, the proposal is no'less than a'taking by a private company. it's's
government give'away; It's a condemnation and Yaking of our public rights, Why is
this niot-a sale? Where are the proceeds being sent? Is this the result of the secret
Cheney: Epergy Policy Meetings? How much money hag Shell contributed to the
Federal politiclans. who in turn have secured your FERC. jobs? This 1s.a shameful
harmful proposal and it should pever-have advanced as far as it has. Be honest, Is
the fix-already in? Havethe powerful enerdy company interests riser) above the
democratic pringiple of “of the people, by the people; for the people™?

IN6O-2

Based on miore arguments of publicinterest this permanently anchiored Liguefisd
Natural Gas (LNG) protessing plant witl negatively affect the ecology of Long Island
Sound. Consider-the traffic frem forgign ships carrying forsign erganisms on their
bélow waterline indercarriages and thelr cleaning of ballast-and bilgés. Condider
Wibricants spilled from the yoke mechanism. Consider the cataclysmic events:
Reriember the Exxon Valdez, Bemember the Cole. Combine the two. Wow! Pow! The
ElS was ingdequate and tainted by Broadwater, Itis-a sham: Alternative energy

IN6O-3

!NBG-S[

N-1011

In preparing Section 3.6.5 of the fina EIS, we reviewed the existing
economic literature to assess the potential impacts to property values
associated with the FSRU. This literature, which includes studies related to
LNG fecilities, indicates that effects do not extend beyond a few miles.
Because the Broadwater Project would be a unique facility and would be

9 miles from the nearest shoreline, and even greater distances from most
properties (approximately 10.5 miles from Outer Thimble | sland), we also
reviewed studies assessing potential impacts to property values associated
with landfills, power lines, and offshore wind farms. Based on our
literature review, the visual impacts assessment reported in Section 3.5.6,
the risk assessment reported in Section 3.10.3, and the conclusions reached
for the impacts of the proposed Cabrillo Port Project’s FSRU (CSLC 2006),
we consider it unlikely that implementation of the proposed Project would
affect property values.

Section 3.5.6 of the final EI'S describes the impact of the Project on visual
resources. As noted in that section, we anticipate that the FSRU would
have a moderate impact on visual resources.

Section 4.0 of the final EIS evaluates a wide variety of alternativesto the
proposed Broadwater Project; and it was concluded that they could not
provide similar volumes of natural gas or energy equivalents to the New
York City, Long Island, and Connecticut markets with less environmental
impact than the Broadwater Project. These alternatives include energy
conservation and renewabl e energy sources (including wind and tidal
power), as well as other existing and proposed LNG terminal and pipeline
projects.

Individuals Comments
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sources need to be revisited gnd thgroughly explored in-the Diraft Environmental
Impact Statement, You cah deny this based simply oo that there is no sufficient case
Bullt for the rieed for-this Hoating monster,

Broadwater 5 not a selution; itis.a:sympton. This project would delay the
implernentation of dlt¢rnative domestic energy sources, intresse dur dependence,
upon foretgn suppliers, and put at risk our coastal enviroriment, let alons treate
satety risks forirhy: family and mavbe thousands of othérs, This praject would ditract
friem, not enhande, the overall quality of all our lives,

Ta'surmmarize and conclude please deny this LNG plant on-grounds that include any
one aromore of the following:

Extreme festhetic Degradation,
Safety,

Efivirofimenta!l Impact 6n L1 S6ind,
Doubtful need.

Security.

R R I S

N-1012
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My, Thomas G, Cleveland
26 B School Street
Branford, CT 06403

Phone: 203-488-3544

Jamery- 16, 2007
Ms, Magalic Salas, Secretary = -
Federal Engsgy Regulatory Commission - I
%88 First Strect NE. Room 1A . g -
Washington, DC 20426 . o

Dear Ms. Salas: g

Thausk yous for the opportunity to/ present my ingt and reactiol to the Draft Eavironmental Impact
statemert onf the Broadwater propogal o sitn an LNG termived in the middle of Long Island Sound.

Toppose the project as presentesd and foel that the EIS is deficient i thioes primiary arcas.

First, the EIS undersstimaies the cumulative sevironmental impacts that the conatryction and yse of the
terminal will have on the Sound. “We caniol expect that the trenching, the water wsage, and the contimal
lighting will not have a significant impact on the way life. i the Sound is lived.The very presence: of the
indistrial activity destrovs marine habitat that cannot be replaced.

Secand, this draft refiuses to scknowlodge that there is currently no clearty defined nead for the LNG it
proposes to provide, NSWMMWWW&WG:&S&MM&
CT Fund for the Environment shows that pletely cffset

Broadwater’s bong term forooast of natiral gas dermand. Fmﬂm the: two Canadian terminals, adresdy
wnder consiruction, and mwant 10 service the Northeast markes, will prove imoné fhish adequate to
supplernent ary shorifall of supply. Talso foel that the EIS fiils 4 adequately explore the enviraments]
impacts of pipeline constraction 1o increase existing pipeline capacity. The BIS has no information 1o
siggest that Broadwater's proposed ferminal will bave a smaller environmental impact than increasing
Lasily, the Sound is 4 public resotirce. Tt should not be taken for private gain by anyone, no matter how
big; no matter how influetial, no metior iow adept that anyone 1. The EIS Sails 1o addreas the impact of
this taking on'the public.

Tt i now up to you, the memmbers of FERC, to camy out your duly to protect this public rescurce and to
denry the Broadwater application,

Regards,

et

Tom Cleveland

IN61-1

IN61-2

IN61-3

IN61-4
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Seafloor impacts would largely be temporary to short term and would
constitute less than 0.1 percent of the seafloor in Long Island Sound.

Water usage would constitute less than 0.1 percent of the volume of Long
Island Sound, with the large magjority of it serving as ballast water using
standard shipping practices. Lighting would be minimized to the maximum
degree allowable while providing a safe working environment in
compliance with navigation and aviation requirements.

Section 1.1.5.4 of the final EIS addresses the Synapse report and updates to
that report. As noted in that section, although we agree that the proposed
solutions to the long-term energy needs of the region presented in the
Synapse report are conceptually sound, they are not practical because they
would require major (currently unidentified) commitments of capital for
development of renewable resource energy projects and a major
commitment by energy usersto change use habits, including financial
commitments to replace existing equipment. These commitments are not
proposed and may not be presumed.

As described in Section 4.3.2 of the final EIS, delivery of natural gas from
Canadian LNG facilities to the market Broadwater would serve would
require installation of a substantial amount of new infrastructure. \We have
determined that the environmental impacts associated with the new
infrastructure would be greater than the impacts of the Broadwater Project
with implementation of our recommendetions.

Section 4.3.1 of the final EI'S has been updated to provide additional
characterization and quantification of potential impacts associated with
pipeline system alternatives.

Section 3.5.2.2 of the final EIS indicates that the Project would not
represent the first time that the waters of the Sound would be used for
private purposes. Commercial and industrial structuresin or under the
waters of the Sound include cable crossings, natural gas and petrochemical
pipelines, and two petrochemical platforms. Because the Project would
provide a benefit to the public by helping to meet the energy needs of the
region with minimal impacts, the Project could be considered to be
consistent with the objectives of the Public Trust Doctrine. Section 3.5.7.4
of the final EIS addresses environmental issues associated with the Public
Trust Doctrine. However, legal issues related to public trust lands are not a
component of our environmental review process and therefore are not
included in the final EIS.

Individuals Comments
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ORIGINAL FeperaL ENErRGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

BroADWATER LNG ProJECT (CP0B-54-000 Anp CP(6-35-000)

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
COMMENT FORM

Commants may be left at the FERC table or
malled to the FERC:

I yous prefier to:mail your comments, please send-an
original and two-copies of your comments to;

Magaio R Salas; Secrstary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
BB8 First 5L, NE, Room 14
Washington, DC 20426

Reference. Dockiet Nps. CPOG54-000 and CPOSSS-
000 on the:original and both coples, and label one copy
of your comments for the attention of the Gas Branch 3,
DG2E.

Comments may be submitted tothe FERC via
the Intemet on the FERC's wabsite:

Bea the instractions 2t Mip: e ferc.gov under the "s-
Filing”™ ink and the link fo'the User's Guide, - Prapare
JOUr comments in the same manner you would if you
wara providing a kefter and save the vomments 1 a fie
on-your hard drive. ‘Bafore you can: submit comments
you will nesd to craste an account by clicking on "Sigh-
up’ undet “New User?™ You will ba asked to select the
type-of submission you are making. ‘This submission is
congidersd. 8 "Comment on Filing "

COMMENTS (PLEASE PRINT) —addifional space on oppasits sidé of paga
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Thetext in the final EIS has been corrected to identify Mattituck Sill as the
delineation between the central and eastern basins.

Thank you for your comment. Section 3.3.1.1 of the final EIS has been
expanded to more fully describe the benthic communities along the
proposed pipeline route based on existing literature and quantitative benthic
sampling. Video was not used, solely, to characterize the benthic
community. The sampling protocol and laboratory results for the Project-
specific sampling are publicly available in Resource Report No. 3 —Fish,
Vegetation, and Wildlifein FERC' s docket for the Broadwater LNG
Project (Docket No. CP08-54-000, Accession #20060130-4018).
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Utiof ficidl FEHC-Geperated PDF Of '20070302-0140 Received: by FERC OSEC 02/05/2007 ii. Docketl#: CPOE-58-

COMMENTS {continued)
Alse vou did pot include hhe deiry Fhab IN62-3  Theferry from Noank to Fishers Island was not included in the EIS
INB2-3 J: i & . , 3 b ) because the LNG carriers would not affect ferry traffic using that route.
¥ - _—" ‘ o
’h"rq—.'c. ra ffu?r
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