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IN591 We~i&~on3.10.3.2of thef ina lElStorefer tothe~draNat ional  
Laboratory risk analysis of the proposed Cabril lo Port Projed, and to 
describewhy that analysiswas spe~ific to the physical properties of the 
proposed Cabri Ilo Project and is not applicable to the Brodwater Project. 

l N59-2 PI ease see our response to comment I N59-1 

lN59-3 Please seeour responseto comment lN59-1. 

l N59-4 Please see our responmto comment IN59-1. 

IN5.9-5 Please see our response to corment IN59-1. 

lN59-6 The rrsk analyisdmribed in SecQron 1 43 of theWSR (Append~x C of the 
fr nal EIS) assumed thesimultaneous lass of threecargo tanksfrom the 
FSRU as wel l as from an LNG carrier. As noted in our response to 
c~mment IN591 Section 3.10.3 2 of thefinal ElSaddrexesthedifferen~e~ 
b d w m  the riskanalysis conducted for the proposed CabriIlo Port Project 
and for the B roadwater Project. 
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1 N59-7 Please see our responseto comment IN59-1 

1 N59-8 Please see our response to comment I N59-1. The outer edges of the hazard 
zones presented in both the fi nal El S and the WSR (Appendix C of the fi nal 
El S) are considered the reasonable outer I i mits of the zones, and account 
for estimates and assumptions included in the modeling. 

1 N59-9 Please see our response to comment 1 N59-5. 

I N59-10 Please see our responseto comment IN59-1. 

IN59-11 Theresourcedionsin M i o n  3.0 of the final ElS have been revised to 
address potential i mpads from an LNG vapor plume. 
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January 25,2007 

Pmer B. Brown 

Wasll#ngtor, 5.C 

Re Broadwater Energy Docket Nos. CP06-54-ODO, CW6-55-000, and CPO 

Pagalte R SaIas, Seirrrctr y 
Federal Energy R q u l a t o r y  Commission 
088  First Street, PJE 

,, 20426 

Dear Secretaw Seias. 
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I N60-1 In preparing M i o n  3.6.5 of the final El S, we reviewed the existing 
economic I iterature to assess the potential i mpads to property values 
associatedwiththeFSRU. Thisliterature, which includesstudiesrelatedto 
LNG facilities, indicatesthat effeds do not extend beyond afew miles. 
Becausethe Broadwater Projed would bea unique facility and would be 
9 mi I es f rom the nearest shore1 i ne, and even greater distances from most 
properties (approximately 10.5 miles from Outer Thimble Island), we also 
reviewed dudi es assessing potential i mpads to property values associated 
with landfills, power lines, and offshorewind farms. Based on our 
literature rwi  ew, the visual i mpads assessment reported in M i o n  3.5.6, 
the risk assessment reported in M i  on 3.10.3, and the conclusions reached 
for the i mpads of the proposed Cabri I I o Port Projed' s FSRU (CSLC 2006), 
we consider it unlikely that implementation of the proposed Projed would 
affed property val ues. 

I ~ 6 0 - 2  M i o n  3.5.6 of the fi nal El S descri bes the i mpad of the Projed on visual 
resources. As noted in that &ion, we anticipate that the FSRU would 
have a moderate i mpad on visual resources. 

IN60-3 M i o n  4.0 of the final EIS waluatesawidevariety of alternativesto the 
proposed Broadwater Projed; and it was concluded that they could not 
provide si milar volumes of natural gas or energy equivalents to the New 
York City, Long Island, and Connedicut markets with less environmental 
i mpad than the Broadwater Projed. These alternatives include energy 
conservation and renewable energy sources (including wind and tidal 
power), as well as other existing and proposed LNG terminal and pipeline 
proj eds. 
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TO Siimmartre and mnclude please deny this LNG plant an gmunds that Include any 
one or more of the iollow~ng: 

* Extreme Aesthetic ClegirtdabOn, 
r Safety. 
e Environmental Impact on LI Sound. 

Doubtful need. 
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I N61-1 Seafloor i mpads would largely be temporary to short term and would 
constitute less than 0.1 percent of the seafloor in Long Island Sound. 
Water usqe would constitute less than 0.1 percent of the volume of Long 
Island Sound, with the large majority of it serving as ballast water using 
standard shipping pradic&. ~ i g h t i n ~  would be minimized to the maxi mum 
degree al Iowabl e whi le providing a safe worki ng environment in 
compliance with navigation and aviation requirements. 

I N61-2 M i o n  1.1.5.4 of the final EIS addressesthe Synapse report and updatesto 
that report. As noted in that section, although we qreethat 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 proj eds and a major 
commitment by energy users to change use habits, including financial 
commitments to rep1 ace existing equipment. These commitments are not 
proposed and may not be presumed. 

Asdescribed in M i o n  4.3.2 of the final EIS, delivery of natural gas from 
Canadian LNG facilitiesto the market Broadwater would servewould 
require installation of a substantial amount of new i nfrastrudure. We have 
determined that the envi ronmental i mpads associated with the new 
i nf rastrudure woul d be greater than the i mpads of the Broadwater Proj ed 
with implementation of our recommendations. 

I N61-3 M i o n  4.3.1 of the final ElS has been updated to provide additional 
charaderization and quantification of potential impads associated with 
pi pel i ne system alternatives. 

I N61-4 M i o n  3.5.2.2 of the final ElS indicatesthat the Projed would not 
represent the first time that the waters of the Sound would be used for 
private purposes. Commercial and industrial structures in or under the 
waters of the Sound include cable crossings, natural gas and petrochemical 
pipelines, and two petrochemical platforms. Because the Projed would 
provide a benefit to the pub1 ic by he1 ping to meet the energy needs of the 
region with minimal impads, the Projed could be considered to be 
consistent with the objedives of the Public Trust Dodrine. M i o n  3.5.7.4 
of the final ElS addresses environmental issues associated with the Public 
Trust Dodrine. However, legal issues related to pub1 ic trust lands are not a 
component of our environmental review process and therefore are not 
included in thefinal ElS. 
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eonwnntr m y  k lefl at tho FERC table or 
mlld to the FERC: 

Thetext in thefinal EIS has been correded to identify Mattituck Sill asthe 
del i neati on between the central and eastern basi ns. 

Cornmenis may be submmed lo the FERC via 
the Intomot on tho FERC'a whit#: 

Thank you for your comment. M i o n  3.3.1.1 of the final EIS has been 
expanded to more fully describe the benthic communities along the 
proposed pi pel ine route based on exiding literature and quantitative benthic 
sampling. Video was not used, solely, to characterize the benthic 
community. The sampling protocol and laboratory results for the Projed- 
specific sampling are pub1 icly available in Resource Report No. 3 - Fish, 
Vegetation, and Wi Idl ife in FERC' s docket for the Broadwater LNG 
Projed (Docket No. CP06-54-000, Accession #20060130-4018). 
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1 N62-3 The ferry from Noank to Fishers Island was not included in the ElS 
becausethe LNG carrierswould not affed ferry traffic using that route. 
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