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Impact fernent
Dear Secretary Salas:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Drafl Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
for the proposed Broadwater Energy Project, FERC Docket No. PFO5-4-000. Audubon
Connecticul, the state organization of the National Audubon Society with more than 12,600
members statewide, works to protect birds, other wildlife and their habitats using science and
consérvation, education, and legislative advocaey for the benefit of humanity and the earth’s
biological diversity

Auduben supports the utilization of safe, clean and reliable sources of energy. Global warming,
acid deposition, and smog pose an alarming threat to many species of birds, other wildlife and
their habitats, as'well as to contmued guality of life for humans. Natural gas is sronp the
cleanest ind mostefficient of all fossil fuels and should play & role in meeting the nation’s
energy reguirements as we transition to renewable energy sources such as wind and solar power,
Energy conservation and investiment in new; énergy efficient programs should also play a key
role in meeting energy detnands,

When secking to provide new and diversified sources of engrgy, however, we canngt overlook
our ebligation to profect and conserve our-nation’s nansral treasures such as Long Island Sound,
Thiat is what the DraRt Bnvironmental Impact Staterment (DEIS) for the Broadwater LNG Project
asks us .do, After reviewing this document, Audubon has serious concerns about the adequacy
of the natural resource data dnd analysis presented inthe DEIS: The document fails 1o provide 2
full and thorough evaluation of the potential environmental impacts of the proposed facility

during ci!hetrhtfc t;:lrlsw]c‘n:: or operation Pmeﬁm . The Dgissﬂi’?mm ﬁ;o b:hhg: ;in the.a priori OC7-1 Section 3.4.1 of the final EIS has been modified to include information
assumption that there wi no environmental impact to 0 m the water ; ial i
facility, but fails to provide sufficient data or justification for this conclusion. Individual regardl_ng poFentlal impacts to the federally endangered roseate tern based
résources are evahuated in fsolation, spparently without any consideration for the web of on available input from the FWS. In a letter dated June 8, 2007, the FWS
interconnestions that bind the Long Island Sound ecosystem into:a complex whole. Of particular concurred with FERC’s determination that the Project would not be likely
j mﬁhs !::;m‘h;l the gﬁfﬂ fagfm ﬂtlﬂw;iikﬂ)‘ mﬂ"ﬁflﬁ[ sipwie& iﬂnlugifg 'hel i;mmﬂmd S {md. to adversely affect federally listed species. FWS determined that the
o e, that are known 1o utilize the offshore waters of Long Is o ; . : : :
QC’Z"1 Without suck information, Audubon cammor support this propesal for a floating re-gasification p_roposec_l FSRU 18 not in the vicinity of likely forag ng arcas for cither
; and storage terminal in Long Island Sound at this time., 11_st_ed avian species _(sl_loal areas for roseate terns and intertidal zones f(_)r
: piping plovers) nor is it expected that the location of the FSRU is within
; major migratory pathways of these species or in the vicinity of migratory
:i' 1 stopovers or staging areas.
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Long Is| Sound is » Resource of National § H

Long Istand Sound was designated an Bdtuary of National Significance by Congress:in 1987 and
i a critical resource for birds and other wildlife in the Conmecticut and New York régton with
more than 400 species of bitds fouiid in or around the Sound at some point during their life
eycle. More than 10% of the LUL.S. population lives within 50 milés of the Sound and benefits
fromy its recreational, educational, and economic resources. According to the EPA’s Lovig Island
Soumd Office, the estuary contributes an estimated $8.25 billion 1o the regional economy each
year.

National Audubon Society has recogrized Long Island Sound as a resource of national
importance on & pur with the Chesapealke Bay, Florida Everglades, San Francisco Bay, and
Mississippi River. Audubon Connecticut, together with: Auiubion New York and National
Audubon Society’s Policy Office in Washington, D.C., have joined togetherin a joint Long
Island Sound Campaign that is dedicated to.improving water quality and protecting habitat in the
Sound, two key areas that will have the most benefit for people and wildlife. Audubon has
recogrized 29 Important Bird Areas (IBAS) around the Sound, 16 in Connecticut dnd 131 New
York, with many mors sites identified as potential IBAs in the future, A list of currently
identifed Important Bird Areas in the Sound and & map of their locations are included as
Attachments [ and 11,

I 1985, the EPA, along with the states of Connecticut dnd New York formed the Long Island
Sound Study (LISS), a bi-state partniership consisting of federal and state agencies, user groups;
concermned organizations; and individuals dedicated to restoring and protecting the Sound, In
1994, the LISS completed a Comprehensive Conservation and Managemient Plan (CCMP) that
identified seven issues of concern in the Sound: (1) low dissolved oxygen (hypoxia), (2) toxic
contamination, (3) pathogen contamination, (4) floatable debris, (5} living tesources and Habitat
management, (6) fand use and development, and (7} public involvement and education. Since
1994, the goals of the COMP have guided federal agencies and the states of Connecticut and
New York in investing billions of dollers in clean up, restoration, and conservation efforts in
Long Island Sound.

The Broadwater proposal must be assessed in light of its impact on the ecosystem of Long Island

Soundd, which continues to be stregsed by many of the problems identified in the CCMP, and the

longstanding commitment of federal, state, and local governraents, as well s the citizens of the

region, to its protection, restoration, and enhancement. Among the chief goals of the CCMP that OCc7-2
may be adversely affected by the Broadwater facility are: (1) protecting and régtoring the

Sound's aguatic habitats and living marine resources; and (2) improving and enhancing public

access fo the Sound, whose waters and marine énvironments imipact more Attiericans than any

ather estuary in the nation.

Assessment of Tmpscts to Bird snd Wildlife Habitat:

Given the importanice of the' Sound for birds and other wildlife, Audubon has previously stated
that the review process for the proposed Broadwater Energy Project must include careful studies

Audubon Page 2

N-722

As stated in Sections 3.2.3 (water resources), 3.3.1.2 (benthic resources),
3.3.2.2 (fisheries), 3.3.3 (fisheries of special concern), 3.3.4.2 (marine
mammals), 3.3.5.2 (avian species), and 3.4 (threatened and endangered
species) of the final EIS, construction and operation of the Project as
proposed by Broadwater would result in a limited impact to marine habitat
resources and public access. Impacts would be avoided or further
minimized with incorporation of our recommendations identified
throughout the final EIS. Additional information on potential impacts to
public access is provided in response to comment FA4-5.
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by recognized expents to ensure that o project of this seale is not detrimental to the natural
resources of the Sound. Intestimony submitied (o the FERC Pre-filing Process Review of the
Brondwater Energy Project dated May 18, 2005, and delivered to the U.8. Coast Guard Public
Scoping Meetinig 6n September 21, 2008, Audubon Connecticut detailed a number of specific
patural resource guestlons that needed to be addressed prior to the Broadwater proposal moving
forward. This testimony ts inchided with this document s Attachments BE and IV. The
information previously requested included:

*  Data on bird usage of Long Island Sound including
o Distribution and timing of water bird usage of the Sound duriog migration and
wintering seasons including but not limaited to! Red-throated Loon, Greater Scaup,
scaters, Long-tailed Duck, Red-bredsted Merganser, Razorbill, Northern Gannet
and Comimon Tern,
BC73 o Identification of foraging areas of the federally endangered Roscate Tems that
nest on Falkner Island including identification of specific areas in the Sound that
arg important for their prey base.

= Identification of habitats that occur in the Sound’s benthic enviroament including
o Distribution and relative sbundance of habitat types
o Determination of which are key resources-for wildlife.

v Potential adverse impacts to any State or Federally listed species from the construction
and-operation of the Broadwater facility.

QCT7-4 " Potential adverse impacts to water quality and the aquatic ecosystems of Long Island
Sound from the construction and operation of the Broadwater facility.

The DELS for the Broadwater LNG Project fuils to address these specific amiural vesouvee
issues; Tnstead, the DEIS draws conclusions about the proposad project’s lack of environmental
impact based on secondary sources, questionable methodologies, and sweeping generalities
while failing to provide spectfic habitat data and/or analyses. In'particular, the treatment of bird
usige of Long Island Sound in the DEIS provides & woefully inadequate bisis upon which to
evaluate the environmental impacts of this proposed project, specifically:

*  No.mention is made of any scientific liverature, field surveys, or data that were examined
10 justify the conclusions of what species would be found in the vicinity of the proposed
facilicy. The very general conclusion given is that the hinds would be “open water
species; such gs gulls” This is a grossly simplified characterization of the avian-usage of
the offshore waters of Long Island Sound. That the birds in the vicinity of the offshore
facilities would be open water species is.obvions, but please refer to Audubon’s previous
testimony of May 18", 2005 and September 21, 2005 (Attachments {11 and IV}, slong
with fiirther details provided in our November 29, 2005 testimony before Governor Rell’s
Long Island Sound Liguid Natiral Gas Task Force Public Hearing on the Broadwater
Energy Project hevein inclided as. Attachment V: for more detail on bird spedies found in
the Sound. None of the bird specics that Audubon identified in those documients is even

¥ mentioned in DEIS for the Broadwater LNG Project,

Audubon Page 3
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Thank you for your comment. Section 3.3.5 (avian species) of the final EIS
has been expanded to more completely address potential impacts to avian
species. Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS also has been expanded to include
details of the benthic habitats along the proposed Project and the potential
impacts to these habitats and marine resources associated with them.
Section 3.4 of the final EIS discusses potential adverse impacts to
threatened and endangered species. This section has been updated to
include information regarding potential impacts to the federally endangered
roseate tern based on information provided by FWS.

Section 3.2.3 of the final EIS discusses potential impacts to water quality
during construction and operation of the Broadwater facility. Potential
impacts to aquatic ecosystems are discussed throughout Section 3.3 and in
particular, in Sections 3.3.1.2 and 3.3.2.2.

Thank you for your comment. Section 3.3.5 of the final EIS has been
expanded to more fully describe avian species potentially present within the
proposed Project area and potential impacts to these species.
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OCTﬁl:

»  Lacking any data about what species might oceur'in the vicinity of the proposed uffshore
facility or the path of its pipeline, there is 1o way to evaluate the validity of Broadwater
LNG Project DEIS's conclusion that the construction and operation of the facility will
have little or no inpact on birds.

s Additionally, the DEIS appears to ignore the complexily of the Long Istarid Sotrid
ecosystem by evaluating resources individually and failing to examine the
witerconnigetivity of that many disparate taxa of organisms that rely upon the Sound.
Little consideration is given to the pofential impacts to prey species and the effiect those
impacts may have on food availability for predator species.

It remaing Andubon’s position that answering these basic questions about the natural resources
ofthe Sound, inchiding questions about bird usage, is essential to ensuring the yiaximum
protection of imporiant coastal and estuarine resources, including finfish, shelifish, birds, and
otherwildlife. Comprehensive studies by recognized experts to answer these questions must be
required by federal and state permitting agencies ag part of the environmental review process,
must be adequately funded by the applicant, and witist be peer-reviewed to ensure their accuracy
and confirin their findings. Appropriate State and Federal Wildlife Agencies, university experts,
and others with expertise in wildiife issues should be involved in the design and review of these
studies: The information provided in DEIS for the Broadwater LNG Project appears to ignore
available data and expértise on the natural resources of the Sound. Twokey examples of the
failure of the DEIS to consider available data are provided below.

OC7-6

Inad t & Importance of Stratford Shoal to Aguatic Life snd Birds:

In Auduben’s previous testimony submitied 1o the FERC Pre-filing Process Review of the
Broadwater Energy Project and dated May 18, 2005, we suggested that there be careful
evaluation of the relative importance of various benthic communities and other areas within the
Sound to birds. The DEIS is woefully inadequate in-evaluating the potenitial impacts of pipeline
construction on these benithic cominunities or other aréas, espevially the Stratford Shoal,
Stratford Shoal may be among the most productive open-water areas for birds in Long Island
Sound: This shioal has historically been an important wintering and migratory stopover area for
diving waterfowl, including Surf and White-winged Scoter and Long-tailed Duck. No mention is
miade of this in this DEIS. Additionally, litile is known about the relative importance of Steatford
Shoal to piscivorous water birds. Stratford Shoal may provide important habitat for many prey
specics upon which these birds rely. Nomention of this is made in the DEIS, Additional feld
shudies are warranted 1o rile out riegative impacts to the functicnality of the Stratford Shoal area
a5 4 winitering and migratory stopover ares for waterfowl and other open-water birds.

OC7-7

Inadequste Trea ‘gru: A Federally Endan Species:

Though more than 400 species of birds dre found in or around the Long Island Sound ecosystem,
Auduben hiss identified 35 species that regularly oceur in the offshore environs where the

OC7-8
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In general, the final EIS has been expanded to more completely describe
the environmental setting as it pertains to identification and evaluation of
potential impacts based on additional input from local experts from
academia, federal and state agencies, and the private sector. Specific
details are provided in response to specific comments below.

Thank you for your comment. Section 3.3.5 of the final EIS has been
updated to more completely describe avian species and potential impacts to
these species from the proposed Project. This section was updated to
include a discussion of potential impacts to avian species from construction
of the proposed Project through Stratford Shoal.

Section 3.3.5 of the final EIS has been revised to provide additional
information on the bird species that utilize the offshore habitats of Long
Island Sound.
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0C7-8

Broadwater facility is propaged. Comprehensive liats of avian species that ulilize the offshore
aguatic habitats of the Sound at some pointin the year, whether as a foraging area in'the nesting
sessorn, or-as wintering of migratory stopover habitat, are included 48 attachiments to all our
previons testimony and can be found in Attachments TIL TV apd 'V inicluded with these
comments and Jlabeled Attachments 1, 2,3 in each of these documents.

Specifically, no mention is inade of the presence of the federally endangered Roseafe
Tern in the vifshore waters of Lonj Island Sound. This species nests on Fallaier Island,
approximately, 12.miles from the proposed location.of the facility.

No mention is'made in the DEIS of the foraging studiss that were conducted by the
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection (CT DEP) in 1996 and 1997 or any
other studies {hat justify the conclusion that Roseate Terns would not be impasted.

Ins faist, thisse foraping studies show that the Roseate Terns that nest on Falloner Jsland

regularly travel o the North Shore of Long Island to forage. Since the proposed

Broadwater facility wonld le approximately between Falkner Island and the Nodh Shore

of Long Island, and at a distance and direction similar to-that the birds already fly to

forage, it is possible that the Terns™ flight path might carry themi over the site, or that the

site itaelf might be utilized ag a foraging area. This makes it impossible to conclude - as OC7-9
the DEIS does - that no State or Federnlly listed species of birds would gocur in the

offshore project area,

Additionally, sincé the CT DEP studies involve & relatively limited data set, collected for
Justovera 2-year period 10 vears sgo, additional field studies gre warranted torule out
the presence or any poteiitial impuacts to Roseate Terns resulting from the construction
andéor operation of the Broadwater facility. Foraging sreas may change as prey
distribution changes from year-tosyear and updated information is required to rule out the
oceurrence of Roseate Tern inthese waters, These birds regularly and repeatedly make
the trip from Falkner Island to foraging areas o the North Shore of Lang Island just to
bring back one small fish to their young. The proposed activities should be evaluated for
thigir potential to caise a significant perturbation of Roseste Tern flight pattems and
energetics resulitng in an adverse impact on this federally endangered species.

Eurther, litthe is known about the foraging behavior of Common Terns in Long Island
Sound, and since Common Terns are considered a Species of Special Concerniin
Connecticut and listed as Threatened in New York, there is again so Sasis to support the
conclusion that 1o state or federally listéd species oceur ti'the atéa of, or'woild be
impacted by this project.

Contmon Tems are additionally considered essential to the survival of the federally
endanpered Roseate Terns in Long Islaiid Sound becaiise Rossate Terns tiest ex¢lusivily
in close proximity to Common Tern colonies in the Northeastern US. Negative impacts to
Common Terms could alsoimpact the endangered Roseate Terns.

Aundubon Page 5
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Please see our responses to comments OC7-1, OC7-3, and OC7-5.

Organizations and Companies Comments

BW030024




OC7 — Audubon Connecticut

Unofficial FERC-Generatsd POE of 20010184-~01358 Received by FERC OSEC 0L/72/2007 in Docket#: PEUS~4-000

OC7-10

Conclusign;

Audubon Connecticut is deeply concerned about the lack of consideration for the natural
resources of Long fstand Sound evidenced in the DEIS for the Broadwater LNG Project and
respectfully requests that FERC require additional, and scientifically sound data collection prior
to rendering any decision on the futire of this propogal. The project should not be spproved untit
critical natural resource information is provided and shared with the public, and the
environmental impacts ofthe Broadwster LNG Project can be fully evaluated.

OC7-10

Thank you'in-advance for your consideration of our comments,

Bincerely,

Thomas R. Baptist
Executive Directar

ABu T

Attachments:

Attachment I —List of Audubon IBAs around Long Island Sound

Attachment II — Map of Audubon TBAs around Long 1sland Sound

Attachment Tl -~ Tesiimony submitied to FERC Pre-Filing Process, May 18%, 2005

Attachment TV — Testimony submitted to Coast Guard Scoping Hearings, September 21, 2005
Anachment V - Testimony subimitted to Governor Rell’s Long Island Sound Liguid Natural Gas
Task Forge Public Hearing on the Broadwater Energy Praject, November 20th, 2005

To coniserve and Festore natural ecosystems, focusing on birds, other wildlife and their habitais
Jor the benefit of kumanity and the earth’s biological diversity.
—Audubon Mission

Audubon Page 6
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As described above, the final EIS has been expanded to incorporate
additional information on species occurrence in the vicinity of the proposed
Project. This information was incorporated into our assessment of impacts,
as described throughout the final EIS.
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NAL W ENGLAND )
ENERGYALLIANCE N*

Januery 21, 2007

Ms. Magalie R. Salas, Secretary
Federn] Enecgy Regulatory Commission
888 First Bt. NE; Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

Subject: Brosdwaler LNG Project

Refersace: OEP/DG2E/Gaa Brunch 3
Docket No,  CPOG-54:-000
CP06-35-000

The New England Energy Alliance represents diverss interests within the energy
industry.. However, Alliance members, whe in¢lude the largest encrgy providers in New
England, share s commeon concern sbout the adequacy of the region's ensrgy
infrastricture to ensure affordable and relisble slectricity and patural gas to constmers.
With members that include electric trunsmission and distribution companics, power
generators, energy marketers and fatural gas providers, the Alliance was esiablished to
advacate for informed decision making and tmsly sction on proposals to build energy
infrastructure considered vital to the region’s economic well-being.

The proposed Broadwater LNG Project now before Federal and state licensing and
regulatory agencies, ag well 4 otber similar projects inthe region, are amaong the projects
considered by the Alliance to deserve timely action. 'While the Alliance does not
sdvocate for specific projects, it believes the case for sdditional LNG facilities within the
region i¥ compeliing and the need well sstablished. 1t also believes the regulatory
process hag been thorough and reflects the nieed to balancs carefil considersfion of
potential advarse impucts and mitigating actions with the nead for timely decigions to
snstzre that enigrgy projects sre built and ready 1o operate whiex they are needed.

The DEIS provides an assessment of the need for additional LNG supplies. The Alliance

commendy the agencies involved in the develupment of the DEIS for incorporating key
factors that demenstrate néed and would-like to o ffer some additional information.

Organizations and Companies Comments
N-727
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e

The Allisnce believes there is ample evidence to support the nesd for new natural gas
fucilities within the region. In September 2003, the National Patroleum Council issued 8
report that clearly described the conflict between policies that encourage increased
wmsumption of patural gas and those thet seemingly discourage now supplics:. New
England is:a prime example-of that dichotomy.

For the past decade, public policy in the region has encouraged power generators to build
power plants fueled almost exchusively by natural gas, “The result has been s 70 percent
ereass in notural gas consumption in just s decade. More than 40 percent of the
region’s electricity now comes from natural gas-fired power plants and that percentage is
Ukely toincrease because natural ges remaing the fuel of choice. Adoption récently by
most Northeastern states of the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initistive will Ruther increase
dermand for natural ges. Yet, there hes been little action in the past decade that has
resulted in greates supply, )

‘That lack of new supply 16 kéep pace with growing demand prompted the Analysis
Gtwpma:q:ortcommmmadby Alliange (issued in November 2005) to conchide
that there gre “plansible seenarios of demand exceeding available supplies and delivery
capacity for both eleciricity and natural gas...as soon o within the next twio years, and
the need For additional supplies muy already be upon us.” The Analysis Group and others
have conicluded thai the need for aew supplies will be upon us by 2010-"a1 the latest™
SmmmlmmwmmmeWMumNmﬂnﬂmd
Govertiors” Power Planning Conmmittes,

I & separate report iggusd carlier in 2005, the New England Council concladed thist a'two
yedr delay in bringing new natural gas supplies to New England could cost the region $3
billion by 2010 This econonmic penaity would be one additional disincentive to
evonomic development and would serve 1s 8 significant handicap to the region as it
compeies for business with other regions of the U.S. gad in global markets.

Regarding the snalysis of sliernatives, in purticular other potential LNG facilities,
especially those riot losated near mejor Toad centers in New England, the Alliance
believes thar thers are sconomic considerations that wrgve sirongly for LNG facilities
Toeated in or neer Southern New Bngland, The demand for natural gas in Canada is
likely to increase for & mimber of redeons: Canada is 8 signatory to the Kyoto Protocol
and some provinces are shutting down coal-firsd power plants in favor of natirsl gas. As
s result, Canada may be experiencing the same demand pressures felt in New England.
In fact, the Energy Informstion Administration in {ts most recent International Energy
Outloak projects that demand for Canadisn gas for power plants will double by 2030,

0OC8-1

0C8-2

0Cs8-3

N-728

Thank you for identifying this report. We considered this report in the
revisions to Section 1.1 of the final EIS. We also revised that section to
include the most up-to-date projections available at the time of final EIS
preparation.

Please see our response to comment OC8-1.

The information referred to by the commentor regarding the potential
decrease in Canadian natural gas exports is consistent with the projections
from several other studies reported in Section 1.1 of the final EIS.
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There is also substantis! cost associated with transporting natueal gas from Canadato
markets in Southern New England. While the Allisnoe recognizes the importance of
Canads 88 so-¢nergy trading partner, it docs not think it wise 1o forgo development of

LNG facitities in Southern New England with the expectation that facilities in Canads
can meet anticipatad need hudefinitely,

The Alliance agrees that & thorough assessment of environmental impacts and safety
concerns is a nocessary w important part of the spproval process. It believes that issues
raised during the review provess should be well documented sind sddressed and that
actions-outlined in the E1S provide reasonable essursnce that appropriste actions will be
taken to mitigate potential adverse Impacts. As noted sbave, the Alliance believes the
need for Broadwater, and other similar fcilities, is well-docurentad aod compelling:

Sincerely,

GVTAY )

Carl Gustin, President

New England Energy Allisncs
77 Franklin Street, Suite 507
Boston, MA 02110
617-216-5765

N-729
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OCo-1
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Comments by Amy Terland, Harbot Seal Census Researcher
with: The Maritime Aguaripmedt Nerwalk

FERC Dodket Nos, CPUG:54-000, CPOG- 35000, and CPO6-36-000
Janudry 23, 2007

Hello,my name 15 &my Ferland.  Foi'the past 6 yeavs, [have been the ITarbor Seal
Censws Researcher-at The Maritime Aquarivay af Norwalk, Connecticut: Tam weiting to
identify inadcouracies in the information oi pinfiipeds. i the Diraft Eivirenmamtal Tnpact
Stateiment (or the

I section 23,4, 1 o0 page 366, the primary-prey.of harbor and gray seals is incorrectly
identificd. For both spoties. the docoment indicates that thie seals Reed primarily upon
schouling fish, salmon, cephalopods; wnd critstaceans, This i a mindérdl description ol
prev conzuined by pianipeds across the world-aid available in most field euides.
However; itis ot specitic anough'to draw any conclusions aboiit the impact this project
hai upon pinnipeds i Tong Tsland Sound,

According to-my regearch, the major component of hidrbor seal prévis benthic species of
fish.. These data was gathered from 71 seal scat sanmples gollected at (ireat' Gull Tsland;
NN indee our NMES General Authorizalion No. 1011-1643,  From th amples, 64%
af the prey wag fed Bake, T0% winter ounder, 790 Bladk - 8ed bags, 4 5% Ao hieridtig
and 4:5% buttertish.  The remaining 10% was comprised of squid, skate, windowpang
Hounder, sitch Tounder; redfish, yellowiail flonder, bluchack hemrmg and unknown
Mounderspeeies,

0OC9-1

Bexides providing your pansl with more deéirate data on the ptey spedied of harbsi seals
i Long Island Sound, Twant to idicate that the majority of their prey s not just
schogling figh sueh a8 horring but benthie fsh spocies: The Long sland. Soond harbor
seal feeding habits wresintilar to studies. i Maine, Massachusetts and Now Jorsey that T
have:conducted, Tn'these lotations, the inajority of the prey was benthic fish species;
73, 5% i tnid-oast Maing; U3%. in Nantucket Bound, 76.6%% 1 Cape Cod Buy.and 37%
i New Jorsew,

Peeding huabit research on-gray sealy i Long tdand hasnotbeenperfommed. However,
reseqich conducted do Nantuiket Sound by Kriston Ampeln of CUNY Btaten Iiland and
mysall does provide infopmation on gray seal feeding halits in Nantudket Sound and nray:
be useful in dssessing themipact of this project. T addition, 1t provides more specific
infGrmation for region than 1§ cuiréntly used inthid deall TS, - Similirto barbor seals; The
magority of proyolgray sealy is comprised of benthie fish, The wajority of prey i oup
siudy wan sandlanee (38%), red/white hake (23263, winter flounder{ 7%, sanid (6:5%),
setilpin (6%e), skate (5%) and wiidawpane Hloundge (4%). The rémuning 10.5% was
camprised of sixteen other fish gpecies

0C9-2
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Thank you for your comments. Section 3.3.4 of the final EIS has been
updated based on this information.

Please see our response to comment OC9-1.
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Six of hyrbor seal prev species are listed in Table:3.3.3-1. agspecips with osentinl habitat
in the proposed project area. In Long Island Sowund (LIS}, all age classes of harbor seals
are present including pregoant temgtes. Pupping season. starls in lafe May in Maine just
after.most seals Teave sauthern Nesv England, the Tength-of tiie on-avérage asedl Tives in
LIS isonkaown.. A Tew sealg liveyear round bt tha mydjority of harbor scald migrate
from Naine and southern Canada to LIS, Sealyatvive in sastern LIS in Augistand in
western LIS i October, They migratd back to Naing and southery Canada starting in
Aptil through May.  Peak counis at ShelTicld Tland jin Norwallkeand Fighers [sland in
New York ave in March. Aerial and boat'based survevs indicate that most seals
overwinter'in LIS from Decemberto April. Althoueh the exact amount-of ting anv-ope
seal overvanters in LIS iy wiknown; thie harbor scal papulation spends approximately: 3
ionithis risiing anid foraging it the waters of L18 incloding pregnant fenales. Witli the
project’s impact upon essentipl hiabitatof their prey, Lamy vonceriied about: prey.
availability in LIS and the potential negative ifipacts on, energy availability to-developing
seal pups.

Thank you for the opportuiity to commeitt on the draft IS -and provide firther
information onthe feeding habits of geals in Long Teland Sound. Please consider these
votrections and addifions as vou assess the dralt EIS and the potential impuets this project
hgs-on piniipeds,  Please foel frec to contaet me for Turther information,

Singerelv.
Ay Ferlaid

Harhor Seal Censug Researcher

The Margitime fquarivmeal Norwalk
10 Morth Water 8T

Norwalk, CT 06854

203 852.0700ex1::2270
aferludamaritimeagquarinnorg

0OC9-3
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Thank you for your comment. Sections 3.3.1.2 (benthos) and 3.3.2.2
(fisheries) of the final EIS describe potential impacts to biological
resources that may serve as prey items. Operation of the proposed Project
would be expected to result in a negligible impact on prey species,
including ichthyoplankton (less than 0.1 percent of the standing stock in the
central basin of Long Island Sound) and juvenile and adult fish.
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Jarigry 8, 2007
T Honomble Magalio R Salas

Secratary

Federal Erergy Regulatory Commission
888 Firsh Street, N.E., Rooen 154
Washingion, DG 20426

RE: magmmmmmmmtlmmmmfwmmm@m{cm
54 gtal

Dear Secretary Salas!

Repsal. Energy: North Amernica. Corporation (*Repsol’) heraby files: comments to clarify the descripbon of
the Canaport LNG poject in the Draft Ervironmantal Impact Stalement CDEIS’] that wes stted & the
Broadwater LNG Project under CPO8-64 o al on November 17, 2006, Spacdifically, Repsol would ke to
clanlfy some of the siatements made in the DEIS regarding the abilty of he Canaport LNG lerminal in
Saint John, MMMMWWMMMMY&&MM&QWW Ganapoﬂ
LNGownsdnpartbyanaﬁhho! . Is developing an LNG import and regasification terminal

Fepsol Energy North America Corporation
Philiig B, Ribback
Pragidant

e

PN 08w oy

mmmmmmmwon&ﬂp«mmmmmamm&mm
the northeaslem Unied Sistes markel

With this briat backaround, Repsol henetiy comiments in. clanfy certain descripions of the Canaport LNG
project in'the Broadwater DEIS.  First and foremost, Saction 4.3.2 of the DEIS states on page 4-19 that
the Maritimes & Northeast Phass IV pipeling would trangport 0.4 bofd of neural gas from the Canaport
ENG-terminal. -Whils the Martines Phesae. [V Prolect Wikt resull in' ane incroesa In: capechty on the
Maritimes pipeimi of 0.4 beld, the fact is that Repsol has contractsd o transport 0.73 bold of natural gas:
froen the Canaport LNG terminal on #Marftimies, as shown in the Amendment to the Maritmes & Northoast
Phase IV Projact (CP0B-335 et al) that woe fled with the Commission. on September 8, 2008, The:
capacity inder centract 10 Repsol ' combination of incremental cspacity tasulling from the Prase [V
projact and aidsting capadly made availebis 1o Repsol The fact I be considered in the
Broadwater analysis 15 that Repsol wil be-sbie to defiver of leatt 073 bokd of gas sourced frorn Canaport
LNG, WMWUMMMMQMWMMHINMWWbYM
grd. it s ales important to note that the Canaport LNG teminal cain be expanded o provide addtional
Incremental supply that can soosss northeastam US markets, ncluding New England and New York:

Second, the DEIS states in Section 4.2.2 (page 4-20) that the: Canaport LNG terminal would not be able
o supply the nesged volume of gas o the mpional marets and that substantial upgrades b the
downsirear intersiate pipeine: systems would be requited to reed regional. market needs,  Howeser,
wince the DEIS does not dentify specific: markels Biat have commifted o utifize gas supply from the
Broadwater LNG Project, it 16 dfficult 1o judpe the accuracy of such & broad statement. - For exampie,
since the manket growth i e Neww York and Mew: England tegion pritr to. Broatwater's: proposed

1330 Liake Robbins: Dr., # 400} & The Woedlands, TX 77380 » Telephone: 281/681-7200

Received by FERC OSEC 0171072007 in Docket#: CPOE-54~00
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For comparison purposes, only the additional gas (0.4 befd) is relevant.
Section 4.3.2 of the final EIS has been modified to reflect that
approximately 0.7 befd of natural gas from the Canaport LNG Terminal
would be delivered to the Maritimes & Northeast pipeline and would be
available for transport and delivery by all pipelines interconnected with the
Maritimes & Northeast pipeline system.

Section 4.3.2 of the final EIS has been revised to provide additional
information on the Canaport LNG Terminal and the infrastructure required
to transport natural gas from the terminal to the region that the Broadwater
Project would serve, if implemented. The target markets for the
Broadwater Project are New York City, Long Island, and Connecticut.
New York City is the largest of the three and also the one that would
require the most infrastructure upgrades to receive Canaport gas. To
transport significantly more natural gas from Connecticut south to Long
Island and New York City, the IGTS pipeline would need to be modified to
increase its volume. We determined that those infrastructure changes
would result in greater impacts than those of the proposed Project.
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B Page 2 Janusry 8, 2007

commencament date of Decamber 2010 is ool nearty-large enough to absorb Broadvater's 1.0 boid of
e Gixs supply; then 1t must be. assumed that Broadwister intisnds to iniially Wilize most (If not ak) of its
supply o serve exeting markets in those regions.. Since thess axisting markets are aleady recelving gas
through' axisting: mfrasirichuns, then & 8 not dleer that infrastriciive: addidons or rmoodifications: are
nacessary, and if they ane; the magnitude of such additions or mudifications wil depend on the stipply
path. requined .t tansport ha ges ko theas markets. mcmmmamwwmmda

new: markets that emergs a8 a result of the: market growth thet the: DEIS reports that - Broadwater
anticipates, mmwammmmmnw,|mumm
necessary ¥ merve them and which supply source(s) an most efficient for them

Repsol suppors: new nitistives ta bring clean, safe, and efficiont natural ges o enagy deficient regions
such a8 New York aid New Engiand. In assessing such iniisivas, Repeol gimply warts 16 efisiire that
the Commission does so in 8 mannal that scourelely chamchnzes and asseseses e Canapo LNG
karninal and i abilty o safely, relebly, Bnd economically serve the ges markets in' fhosa regions.
asmwamtywmmmmmmmmmmmmnmmsm
suggest that Rapsol carnot sarve therm. Repeol also acknowledges thet those mariets, in their sols
discration; Wi deteiming which gas slipply 18 utieed i satialy thelr energy neads.

Y 74

PhiupR:bhwk
Repaol Enengy Norih America Corp

oo Mark Lewis, Balsr Botts, counsiel for Repsol Enengy Morth America

N-733
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SOUTH FORK GROUNDWATER TASK FORCE

=
0 =] -~
BY CERTIFIED MAIL RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED NO. 7005 S110.0004 38650094 __
T
o B
.lanua; 8, 2007
Sadat:
Magalie ®. Salas, Secretary &

Federal Eneryy Regulatory Commission fot
888First St NE: Room 1A o
Washington, DC 20426

=3
£

RE: OEP/DGIE! Gas Branch 3
Broadwater LNG Project
Docket No.  CP04-54-000

CPH-55-000

Dear Mg, Salas:
Attached herewith please find an original and 2 copies of:
1. Apeighteen page letter addréssed to you with comments from the South Fork
Grommawater Task Force on FERC s D E LS. for the Beoadwater LNG Project; und (b)
accompanying sppendices 1 through 8

2. A complete set (leteer & appendices) for ~Gus 3, PE11.3" with Reférence Docket No.
CP06-54

3. Anextra.copy of the complete set.

Very wily youts,

I’M
Tulie Penny, Co-Chair

Encls;

Ce: ‘Govener Eliot Spitzer; Senator Hillary Clinton; Senator Chuck Schumer; Reprosentative
Tirny Bishop: Suffolk County Execiitive Steve Levy; Assemblyman Fred Thiele; Senator Ken
LaValle; Legislmor Jay Schneiderman; Tom Pohl, NYS Office of General Services; NYS
Secretary of Siale

PO Box 2360 = Sag Harbor « New York 11963 » Phone/Fax: 631 329-9560
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ORIGINAL

SOUTH FORK GROUNDWATER TASK @RC

s
o

A,

E‘;n;
Jamaary 6,200 % o2
v T

Magalie R Salas, Secretary @ &
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 5. ¥
888First §t. NE; Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

RE: OEPMDGIE/ Gus Branch 3
Broagwater LNG Project
Docket No,  CP06-54-000

CPo6-55-000

COMMENT ON BROADWATER D.E. LS.
By Julie Penty

B sl DearMs. Salas:
INEFFABLE BENEFITS OF BEAUTY AND QUALITY OF LIFE

My hushand grew up on the North Fork of Long Island in the ‘40°s and.‘50°3, polling through
the:creeks in his rowboat; crabbiog, fishing, clamening, scalloping—it was a dreamy boyhood
paradise with crystal waters and unimaginable abundance. T was 8 summer visitor to_ Peconic
Bay and the L.1. Sound in the 50"s and 60’s—a:city kid, and relished and was filled with-awe at
the beauty of its beaches; my days filled with swirnming, clamming, collecting scallop shells
bleached duzzling white and, to me, perfect jowels, as were all the other seashells Iittered deep
afong the sand.

We are not uniquein pur love of LT, Sound and ihe waters surrounding the Twin Forks,
Psycholugically and spiritually, for locals and vistiors alike, these waters are our therapy and.our
cathedrals, gving peace, joy, and sustenance 1o oiis psyches and our souls. Beauty and &
cherished natural resource provides for health and psychologica! benefits. L.1. Sound must not
be wibjected 102 jeopardy we can do without.

HUGE FINANCIAL INYESTMENTS MADE TO PROTECT L.L SOUND

That the federal governiment has already “spent $400 million of Taxpiayer’s money to revitalize
the Sound Fom pollution, and this year mandated $2% million to presesve public land for
ecological and recreational reasons that mchude the Sound, and has a'$1 million doliar efforr 1o
restore the devastated lobster population of the Sound ™ tells:us whatan integral part L. L. Sound
playsin the lives and in the economy of Long Island,

Now we have a grasping multi-pational corporation coming in'to tread upon people and
miuncipalities slike saying, “Cave us'950 acres of your Sound so we can make a profitand
destroyall your efforts™ OF course; that the rebber-stamp, Bush-compliant FERC is pushing

PO Box 2360 = Sag Harbor s New York 11963 + Phone/Fax: 637 329-9560

Organizations and Companies Comments
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Broadwater's etforts comies as so surprise given the Bush Administvation”s reckless and caminal
disregard of the environment. and for people’s health and welfare.

ECONDMY
The Sound represents a Mm-mfor the region: for which its beaury-and

ecological-productivity-is essential, ity sine qua non. Commercial and recreational fishenman and
boaters, mrmnemal a:nd rﬁ:featmnal arqdarws——mdwd all of Long Island’s residents and

i h es, hnmm iy i | - e
i mppeled migvempnt 1k, OF, this vitsl
. o enjov {o recreate free snd without tign
FEAR AND ANXIETY

Nuor, should we be affficted visually, or be subjected 1o 6 féar and anxiety that we never, in our
enfire history, ever had to countenance. That is' Fear of ‘degradation of destruction of this, tur
critical resource upon which our livelihoods derive (from the tourist trade, commerce,
recreation, and from money spent by the poputace themselves). Fear for our life and lanb and
that of our children, grandehildren and gmnbgmxichildren fear of destruction of our property
and real estate values dug (o acmdcms 1ervonist acts; hurncanes to the platform or 1o the tankers.

1n 2004 it rin mun ol’ & va) 0 pEns A 1.3
i€, one min ndig X bs haz now [ t dins
Wmmm%

See below from the website of Consumer Protection attorney;, Tim Riley:

Ignitable LNG Vapor Cloud

OC11-1

N-736

The Sandia assessment referred to in the comment was conducted
specifically for the proposed Cabrillo Port Project. We have revised
Section 3.10.3 of the final EIS to compare the Cabrillo Port analysis to the
risk analyses conducted for the proposed Broadwater FSRU. In summary,
due to project-specific differences, which include tank sizes, spill sizes, and
operating environments, the consequence analysis specific to the Cabrillo
FSRU is not applicable to the proposed Broadwater Project.

Organizations and Companies Comments
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{PRWEB) May 2, 2006 -~ I Manch 2005, the U, 5. Coast-Guard requested that Sandia National
Laboratories review the Tndependent: Risk Assessment of the Proposed Cabrille Port LNG Despwater
Port. Project” off the coast of Malibu, California.

Aceording to the newest Sandla Report, based upon the worst credible intentional or actidental event
release of S3 miliion galions (200,000 m3) from two tanks of LG, it was determined that a wind
speed of 2 mfs (4.5 mph) resufted In the ‘worst case” In which the flammable vapor doud extended
about 7.3 miles (6.3 Nautical Miles-or 1 1.7 k) downwind from the ‘proposed piishore LNG Floating
Storage and Regasification Lnit.

Consumer protection advocates and Rimmakers Tim Riley angd Hayoen Riley, progducers of the NG
docurnentary fitm The Risks and Danger of LHG, are very concemed about the ever-changing “worst
case’ scenarios for LNG spills;

“This new Sandia 7 il 'worst case’ scenario is even more irightening than their eariier “worst case’
reported in Degamberof 2004, which determined an offshore flanmmable LNG vapor clout could extend
appeaximately 2 miles,” said co-producer Tim Riley:

“wWhat is equally disturbing, according to co-progucer Hagpden Riley, "Sandia agmitted Inits 2004
report that it is refying on, .. the dynamics and dispersion of a large spit, and the hazaids of sUch 3
spill, are not fully understood.” 50 that weans Sandia doesnt really know hiew: mucts furthér an LNG
vapor cloud could actuslly extend.”

“Sandia further disciosed that, "It [s evident that there 5  lack of rge-scale spilk data for mede|

comparison.” Sandia also urged that, ‘experimental validation should: be undertaken;” and weagree,”
%310 Tim Riley

Apiil 21, 2005

Text from US Congressional Record House Fioor Arguments over
Energy Bill H.R.6 Energy Policy Act of 2005 SEC. 320, LIQUEFACTION OR GASIFICATION
NATURAL GAS TERMINALS at page HI344:

Mr. KENNEDY (D., RE)

“Twill tell my colleagues; in Rhiode Ialand we would welcome the chance to have our gis
piped in from some other country because the fact of the matter is, our State knows, as every
other State that has an LNG facility knows, that if we were to ever have that explode, 3 would
decimate & S0-mile radivs,

We will take our lives over onr jobs, over our taxes; over our security.”
Mr. Markey (D,, MA,)
I you just want the Federsl Government to decide in the-middle of your district-where this
must attractive of all terrorist targets will be located, then you vote “nw;" but understand
the consequences-on the floor today.™

FYL My, Markey i also the Senior Member of Hoise Hontelond Security Comntifiee

Organizations and Companies Comments
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Does The U 8§ Coast Guard

Consider LNG Dangerous ?

Currently, Savannah, Georgla

Hus one of the four operationsl LNG importation fucilities in the continental LISA.
Below Is A& Copy Of the Coast Guard Standing Orders

At The Savannah Port for Initial Action To, Take
Upon'LNG Discharge

"INITIAL ACTIONS TO TAKE IN THE EVENT OF A WORST-CASE DISCHARGE
OFLNG

FTEDP ACTION ”99

1. Order the evacuation of all USCG
personnel from affected area.”

Pave 1.5G Proponents & Tnvestors Call Uur United States Cons
Gooard Adarmisis?

N-738
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Why is

OLNGO®

Vulnerable & Dangerous

And Why

Would Dur Brave Coast Guard Evacuate

?

N-739
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Liquid Natural Gyas

Is Not Flammable
So long as It stays in its
"Thermos Bottle"
But...
Upon breach of its bottle
It Rapidly Becomes An

Ignitable Vapor Cloud

That ' Will Diift Dovnwingd - On Shore

Bitlowinyg and Spreading as it Becomes Ignitable

Onee the Gug Dispersion Level Reaches
[anywhere between 5% to 15% of Gas to Oxygen]
It Will Jgnite From Any Source it Encounters

Ceil Phone, Cigarette Lighter, Attic Fan_ Light Switch, Auto or Boal Engine Spark
Plug, Carpet Spark, efc...

Result...

N-740
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Fiery Mass
Destruction

{From congumer Protection Attorney Tim Riley's Website:

b dmrleyed SorihL PRGN

T N P PR |

FOOTING TRE BILL

Nor should federal and tocal taxpavers have tu pay munigipalities for the exira services that
Broadwater will be- dunning us for fire; police; escort services as the Coast Guard does nit have
the résources to carry them out {and, even if they did, it’s taxpayer’s money’ that absolutely
should not be-going for providing safe passage for private corporations) s seems as indicated in
the DEIS ihey are looking to municipalities 1o assist tanker transit.

AR POLLUTION

Nor, should we be subjected to the increased air pollution cavsad by the FSRLL g boats and
tankers, “The Ameri jation S Air rt 20067 says “The marine
sources of air pollution include vessels ranging from tug boats and fersies o recreational boats
that too many LS. cities still suffer from air pollution,™ Emissions from bosts like tugboals and
tankers are huge poliuters and “foul the air in port cities like Houston, Los Angeles, und New
York™

Diesel exhaust is a major source of dangerous particle pollution (soot), which shortens the
Tives of miflions of Americans ench year. Diesel exhaust threarens the health of children,
seniors, people with asthma and other Tung diseases, as well as people with sandiovascular
diseuses and diabetes. Diesel exbaust plso has been linked 1o asthma attacks, heart attacks,
strokes and Tung cancer. The EPA calls diesel exbaust o “likely human carcinogen.™
Cleaning up diesel exbanst is a public bealth imperative.

Yet, Broudwater 18 thinking of “Port Jeffergon™ or Greenport for its onshore facilities.
Tughoats and tankers create great amounis of air pollution. “ * will possibly bé-the
berth for tughoats facilitating the tankers. 'Why should the North Fork, Shelter Island, and the
South Fork be unnecessarily exposed to air pollution wrought by Broadwater’s operations?

While'the DEIS tables gives a 1able of existing meaninements that inchides those from
“Riverhead” from 2000-2008 for “Ozone”—the closest monitoring 1o the Twin Forks for
baselines of Carbon Monoxide, Nitrogen Dioxide, Sulfur Dioxide, Particulate Maiter are
considerably farther away from the Twin Forks (Holtsville; Babylon, Eisenhower Park).

OC11-2

OC11-3

N-741

As described in Section 8.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), if
FERC provides Broadwater with initial authorization for the Project, the
Coast Guard would prepare a proposal to obtain additional personnel and
equipment to implement its safety and security recommendations. The
Coast Guard provides escorts for LNG carriers elsewhere in the country
and for some other privately owned vessels, such as gasoline tankers. The
Coast Guard would not seek the assistance of municipalities in escorting
carriers. Municipalities would be invited to assist in development of the
Emergency Response Plan, as described below, but they would not be
involved in providing security for the LNG carriers.

As described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS Broadwater would be
required to prepare an Emergency Response Plan; development of the plan
would include participation by federal, state, and local agencies, and the
level of involvement of those agencies in response to an emergency would
be determined at that stage. The plan would need to be approved by FERC
before Broadwater could receive approval to begin construction. If the
needed resources are not available and properly funded, FERC and the
Coast Guard would not allow the Project to go into operation. The
Emergency Response Plan would include a Cost-Sharing Plan, as described
in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, to provide funding for agency
participation in emergency response actions.

All Project emissions would comply with federal and state regulations and
Project-specific permitting requirements. For additional details on
potential impacts of emissions, please see our response to comment [LE4-2.
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Bageline testing should be done in the areas that will specifically be affected (from Wading
River/Shoreham on ¢ast to all of the Twin Forks, snd especially Greenport it they plan to
use it to locate tugbosts there.

We should ot have 1o have increased emissions foisted uponus. Page 3-172 ot the DEIS suys
Broadwater has'yet to “provide a full air guadity analvsis™ (but-doesn’t pinpoint the sxact area
that must beanalyzed) “identifving all mitigation reguiremeris requived 10 demionsirate
conformity,, "

The East End hasone of the highest breast cancer and prostate cancer rates in the country.
Why should we compound this with emissions due to this project that would increase lung
cancer, asthma, ete? It's vaconscionable.

SAFETY

‘While méntion i§ made in the DEIS (3-191) to'the 1944 LNG fire in Cleveland and.a blast a1
Sonatrach’s Skikda in Algeris, there is o mention in the DEIS of other disasters, such as: the
explosion of 8 28-inch Nigenan LNG underground pipeline engulfing an estimated 27 sgusre
kilometers in Migesia killing once-rich mangroves, killing seafood and cash erops; vr that an
LNG pipeline leak leveled a house in Maryland in March 2605,

The Washington Post reported “it was found that subtie molecular differences in the imported
liguefied natural gas the wility began using in-August 2003 were drying up the mibber seals of
aging metal couplings that link sections of the pipe.”™ It also seems that leaks are caused by the
very composition of the imported gag ilself—which differs fom our domestic natural gas.
Apparently, the imported LNG “causes the rubber seals in underground pipe couplings to
shrink™  s-How does this apply to the Broadwater project, as there is po piention of this
incident either in the DEIS? (See sttached: Broatdwater, Fraudwater, 11 - The Sag Harbor
Express, January 19, 2005). FERC must sddresy this,

SAFETY LAPSES CAUSED BY HUMAN ERROR

There is absolutely no way for Rroadwater to protect LI Sound and its populous from safety
lapses caused by humans,

A Seattle-Post Intelligencer aiticle by Investigative Reporter, Eric Nalder, says regardsa spill in
the Pacific Northwest:

“docording to twerformer Polar Texas officers - chief éngineer asnd o chief mate --and o
former fleet president whe knows the ship well the Polar Texas could have spilled the oil in
Dalco Possage without knowing, if a foul-weather ballasting operation: taking in Watéi 1o keep
the ship's profile fow aned moke B more stable i high-seas—was done incorrectly.”™
(“How tanker might have caused spill in Dalco Passage
But pumpman tells grand jury the oil couldn't bave come from Polar Texas”
By Eric Nalder, Seatile Posi-Intelligencer, March 25, 2005)

OC11-4

OC11-5

OC11-6

OC11-7

OC11-8

N-742

Section 3.9.1.1 of the final EIS discusses current ambient air quality.

Section 3.9.1.2 of the final EIS has been updated to provide additional
detail on air emissions and coordination between Broadwater and the
federal and state agencies responsible for identifying appropriate mitigation
(namely EPA and NYSDEC).

Our assessment, as described in Section 3.9.1 of the final EIS, indicates that
Project emissions would have a negligible impact on regional air quality,
and there is no indication of any impact to human health.

The incident that occurred on August 2005 in Nigeria was not associated
with an LNG pipeline; it involved a high-pressure natural gas supply
pipeline. The incident was widely reported as an LNG incident because the
pipeline that ruptured provided natural gas to Nigeria Liquefied Natural
Gas (NLNG). NLNG operates a liquefaction plant that produces LNG
from natural gas.

The Maryland incident referred to did not involve an LNG pipeline. The
explosion was due to a natural gas leak that was reportedly caused by
changes in natural gas composition after a local gas company switched to
LNG as its gas source. FERC investigated The Washington Gas Light
(WGL) assertion that gas composition was a “key contributing factor” to
gas system leaks. We found that the application of hot tar and the increase
in operating pressures on WGL’s distribution system were the principal
causative factors of the leaks experienced in Prince George’s County,
Maryland, since the reactivation of the Cove Point LNG Terminal.

We have addressed most of the issues raised in this comment in our
response above to comment OC11-7. However, we revised Section 2.4.2
of the final EIS to provide additional information on the agreement
between IGTS and Broadwater to address gas interchangeability issues as
documented in the IGTS letter dated April 11, 2006 and filed in the FERC
docket for the Project.
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A program—AIR: America’s Investizative Reporis—on PBS channel 13, which aired o Friday,
Jan 5, 2006 presents an epilogue of the spill first reported by Nalder in March 2005 1t interviews
and follows Eric Malder as he tracks dowh his story onvthe spill from the tanker, Polar Texas

It hiappens that & whistleblower; Jim Legg, videotaped (surreiptitiously} the Poler Texus™ officers
who tried to-coverup the spill by hatmessing and danghing & man over the side of the tankevas it
was underway to-clean up the evidence of the spifl un the boat, by power-hoging its sides clean.
Tim Legg also had documentation—ihe ship’s lhgs that said (nor that they were wakhinig off' the
oil; buit that it wits "a fhan overboaid dnll”.)  All this way later corobuirated by anothes crew
snember, an evewiiness; Alex Dalspsard saving “they did s camoflage job™ The ship’s officers
did not report the spill 1o the Coast Guard as they were supposed to. . it was Jim Legg who did so.
What inakes FERC or the Coast Guard think that human efror and cover-ups won't also-plague
Broadwaier? And, how can the FERC and the Coist Guard guarantee us that it won't?

SAFETY LAPSES & ALCOHBOL AND DRUG RELATEDR ACCIDENTS

~Aleohol and drug impairment cause accidents of every kind, including tanker ships —The
Exxon Valdez and the Staten Island Ferry spring to mind. . The aforementioned program
tracking Malder on his investigations into tanker problems revesly the pericions and prevalent
use ard sbuse of alcohol that is epidemic among tanker crews.  Quite distirbing, as it escalates
the potential for serigus accidents and damage.

Here’s another sxcerpt from article in the Seatile Posi-huelligencer by Nalder discussing how
our owi federal regularors undermine safity;

“A Keattle Post-Intelligencer investigation fornd disturbing evidence that efforts to reduce crew
work howrs, crack dows on alcohol wse and improve fug escorts are being evaded or
srdermined.

Al cdong the West Coast — from Prince Wiliiam Sound o Puget Sovnd, o San Francisco o
Long Beach — state and federal regulators ave laking steps to reduce requiremsents for g
escords. [ty emphasis]

The P-Linvestigation focused on Houston-based ConovoPhillips and its subsidiary. Polay
Tarikers, o fleer thar was recently wamed by the Coast Guard as a prine suspect i the mystéry
oil spill in Puget Sound in October:

Interviews with crew members and internal company documents reveal serious safety lapses.on
vessels that are consideved fo be the best tankers in the wodd.”
(“Safety Lapses Plague Oil Tankers,
Post-Exxon Valdez changes in operations are being evaded, undermiined”
Seaitle Posi-Intetligencer, Eric Nalder, 3/22/05)
HUMAN ERROR & MACHINE FAILURES

Here's another article, this one an Human ' Error, also from the

N-743

OC11-9

The Coast Guard has made the preliminary determination that operation of
the FSRU and the LNG carriers in the waterways proposed for use by the
Project would be manageable with implementation of the recommended
mitigation measures (see Section 8.4 of the WSR [Appendix C of the final
EIS]). Asdescribed in Section 3.10 of the final EIS, the Coast Guard
would periodically inspect the FSRU and would inspect each incoming
LNG carrier; in addition, FERC would conduct inspections of the FSRU.
One of the primary purposes of these inspections would be to find and
correct any problems associated with operation of the FSRU or the LNG
carriers.
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SEATTLE POST-INTELLIGENCER
hitpi/fseattlepi nwsource comispecials/oiltankers/217359 - polarfire24: html

“Even best-built tankers have had problems
Human error, machine failuies ahways leave rigk of major oil spill
Thursday, March 24, 2005

By ERIC NALDER
SEATTLE POST-INTELLIGENCER INVESTIGATIVE REPORTER

More thav ever, oil-iiker safely hinges ow the high-tech equipmenit that guides, steers i SIops
wht hove beere called the wost reliable siips oncearth,

Uperited By fallible humons,

Take. for example, the Polar Resolution, ot of Jour new ships that are the pride of
CanocaPhitlips’ flvet,

Tu Febrars 2003, the Polar Resolution was offiooding oif in Martinez, Calif when o ting fuel
feak it a-high-pressire-fine cansed hot buviker oil to collect.on the deck plating aromd the pipe.
Thiat's sk good, becamse mistv. Kot fuel is explosive.

The ship satled oni of the: Golden Gate gven as enginéers worked afl day and all mght, jearing
ontand rewelding huge sections of pipe.

At least-one engineer worked 22 hours straright — a violotion of federal work linits institnted
afier the Fxxon Valdez, thongh there are excepiions v an emiergency.

One seaman reporied thar when e wos called to help around 3. 30 am.. the other engineers
were “red-eved, goofy aid incokerent”

The the shipwas rocked by an explosion.

The blast, unrelated 1o-the feak, destroved a 6,600-volt elecivical breaker. The tanker scurried
Back o anchor in Sen Frameisco Bay.

The Coast Griard knew nothing of the episode when the Seatdle Post-Tmielligencer repecitedly
inguired aboutit. Apparently neither the tanker's officers nov its owner réporied if.

he P-1 Jound out whin it contacted a crewman who siffered smoke. inhalation in the aftermath
of the explosion. In what could be construed as an gitempt to evade reporting requirements, o
miedical report signed by the captain claxsifies the smoke inhalation not as an accident-caised.
ingfiery, but as an'iflness. The capuain, D Ellison of Fouritain Valley, Calif., did not relurn
phone calls:

Organizations and Companies Comments
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bailure jo report sich a damaging explosion aud aivinfiry — an apporent law vielation
reflecis i breakdown i post-Faxon Valdez reforms,

A litany of incidents

This I forrd move examples to emper € Phillips' confidence in diible bitly, hvin
indeprendenit engivie rooms aid redundant STeeTing SVstenis.

The first of the new spper-redupdant ships, the Polar Edeavour; has experivaced at least for
Fovmans errov. and machine failures incritical sitations. JElost both engives momemiarily iva
wildlife ared near Anacortes i April 2002. Lasi November, its steering systeny suddenly veersd.
3 degrées i Prince Willian Sownd.

Dnring just-one voyage fast year, twoineidents rocked the Endeavor: 4. spill in Mereh eansed by
amoverfilled bnnker fuel tank, and an Aprit coilision in.the South Ching Sea.

The 854-foot ship sirck a Chinese bulk carrier in deep Jog ot uniike: the songy ihe Endyovony
erconnlers regularly in the tareow passageivays of the San hune Iskands and in Sar Franciser
By,

Hridge officers failed o slow dovinin "severely restricied visibility" and they didv't micke
adeguate conrse aapesanents, soad s Biternod company report obiaied hyv-the oL

After-the collision, a Coast Grard report shows, the ship's-high-tech variable speed propeller
wees stuck in the "100 percent aheod” position, forcing the crew 1o sinit down the starboard
engine, Lising its portenging, the ship fimped inio the Singapore shipyvard, where it hod been
headed at the time for routine work.

The collision cansed mwo Tnfuries apd only aiinor damoge - a scraped bl — but such collisions
caii b far more violent, and a hard, direct hit conld peneirate a donlle hill. ConocoPhillins
Peet geveral mensger Antosio Valdes told his ship:capiains ia Jure 17, 2004, lenier thot “dire
10 the: seriows pature of the incidend; whick cowld have bad mrich more serions consequsrces,” he
wanted them 1o belter follive compemy rules.”

“Even beat-bietlt tankers have had problems
Husren esror, machine failures always leave risk of major oil spill”
By Eric Madler, Seattle Post-Intelligencer, March 24, 20035)

Tocidents like the abeve, which took considerable sleuthing to wncover, and, incidents
Tike the massive spils in Alsslia doe to corrosion-induced bresks in pipes becanse British
Petrolesm (BP) peglected to keep their pipes in good repair, coupled with weak oversight
by state and federal reguintery entities that—under the oily Buzh Admicitiratioo—seekd (o
underming safety rather than toughen it—only goes o show that we would be prudent not
toallow Brogdwater into LI Souad. 1 have o reston to belicve that Broadwater, owned
by Shefl/TransCanada is any more honest or ferthcoming than the corporations depicted
above. In fact, I have every ressun to believe that theve sre every bil as dishonesi and
untrustworthy.

OC11-10

N-745

The British Petroleum pipeline incident involved oil pipelines that were not
regulated as interstate pipelines. However, as described in Section 3.10.9.1
of the final EIS, the design, construction, operation, maintenance, and
testing of the Broadwater pipeline would be conducted in accordance with
the regulatory requirements of an interstate gas pipeline. Sections 3.10.2.1
through 3.10.2.4 of the final EIS address the regulatory requirements for
the design, construction, operation, and maintenance of the FSRU and the
YMS. We have included a recommendation in Section 3.10.2.2 which
would require that the facility be subject to regular FERC staff technical
reviews and site inspections on at least an annual basis throughout the life
of the facility.
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oCH-15 [

OC11-16

QCH-17

QUESTIONS OF LIARILITY NOT ANSWERED IN DEIS:

Whis pays tisr degradation to ecology?  (ballast, ballast accidents, intake/outtake of millions of
gallons of Sound water to-cool machinery which will be“warmer”™ and contain “biockles”

Who pays for accidents—ffom small to-catastrophic? (Damage to people’s property; to their
health, injunies or death? Who pays for first-fate medipal care in case of injuny?)

Whig pays lur remediation to Sound’s-—if rémediations is even possibile piven the chrcumstances?
{Will be on our pwn as are Katrina victims).

Whyshould taxpayers have to-pay for services to ourmunicipalities for personnel and equipment
that would be used facilitate the interests of 3 multinational corporation™ Every aspect should be
paid for from Broadwater’s own pocket.

Will FERC require Broadwater 1o post 4 51 billon fund (1o be renewed back to $1 billion after
subiracting any claims ageinst it-due to injusy. to-health or property damage?

HURRICANES AND NOR'EASTERS

Gilobal warming will make hurricanes more riamerous and ferocious. This was not dealt with in
the DEIS. While it makes mention of hurnicanes that have hit us, 1938 being the most severe;
global warming is peoceeding more rapidly than had been predicted. While we haven™t
experienced a CAT 4 or 5 to date, we're entering an uncertain time. During Hurricane Katrina
many platforms were ripped, from their moorings (1 assume those were supposed to withstand
Cat § hurricanes too; as they clatm Broadwater could withstend ) A brave whistleblower at the
EPA spoke.outon'just how bad the damage was i the Guif] (¥ refer you 1o my earlier
sitbimssion of Septemnber 5; 2006.)

Recenlty, a missive ioo shelf just broke away in the Canadian Arctic due to global warming:
There is fear of its icefields eventually impacting shipping lanes. ‘Surely; this adds a new
wrinkle,

NEED AND DEMAND

ad } A8 Phlus, LNG, comes
from zbe same pobm!l) volziile areas of li:e wc-rld s does oil. I refer you to: the Final January
23,2006 Report: “The Proposed Beoudwater LNG Impint Teeminal — An Analysis and
As.mmncnt of Alternatives™ by Syniapse Energy Economics, Tt elucidates how Broadwater's
“riged™ assessment is migleading debunks it 55 an “hexpensive” source a3 prices are ahways
regulated by the owpers of the gas from which this commodity comes. (1 say, just look gt
Rugsia's price threats in Eutope last yiear ) And, by antificial manipulstion from companies
themselves {look at trumped up gesoline prices, for example.} Listen; their game plan and
modus operandi is to monopolize a market then drive up the prices.

Broadwater is there salely to benefit itself and to milk the public.

OC11-11

OC11-12

OC11-13

N-746

As described in the final EIS, the applicant, Broadwater Energy LLC and
Broadwater Pipeline LL.C, would pay for construction and operation of the
proposed Project, including implementation of all mitigation measures and
regulatory compliance designed to avoid and minimize potential
environmental impacts throughout the 30-year life of the proposed Project.

As stated in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, Broadwater would be required
to develop an Emergency Response Plan that includes a Cost-Sharing Plan
to provide funding for federal, state, and local agency participation in
emergency response actions.

We have addressed potential impacts to people and property in the final
EIS for the proposed Project;, however, legal issues related to financial
liability are not included in our environmental review process and therefore
have not been addressed in the EIS.

Section 3.10.1 of the final EIS provides information on the properties of
LNG and natural gas. Asnoted in the section, when released on water,
LNG does not mix with water but rapidly vaporizes (regasifies) to natural
gas. The resultant natural gas would either readily burmn (if an ignition
source is present) or form a vapor that would either quickly dissipate or
bum if it encounters an ignition source and the gas-to-air ratio is sufficient
to allow ignition (5 to 15 percent). Thus, an accidental or intentional LNG
release may result in a temporary impact to the environment, but would
likely not require longer-term remedial clean-up actions. Additional
information on the potential environmental impacts of an LNG release is
provided throughout Section 3.0 of the final EIS.
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OC11-14  Please see our response to comment OC11-2.

OC11-15  Please see our response to comment OC11-13.

OC11-16  As stated in Section 3.10.2.3 of the final EIS and in Section 4.3.5 of the
WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the design basis for the YMS is a 100-
year storm, which equates to a Category 5 hurricane on the Saftir-Simpson
hurricane scale.

OC11-17  The EIS was not prepared by Broadwater. Section 1.1 of the FIS presents
FERC’s analysis of need in the region. In addition, in Section 1.1.5.4 of
the final EIS, we have addressed the January 2006 and March 2007
Synapse reports, updates to the report, and additional information provided
by Synapse during the public comment period.
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The following 15 from the May 13, 2005, “'Patitic Coast Business Times”

W e i B G T T O G e TRy

Consumers get shafted as politicians debate LNG
Hevry Dnbroff Business Times Editor
Liguified nutsral gax kas beem big mews lately in California.

The Bush Administranion Is voutivg the weed for the [hited Staves to.build facilities 1o -import
miassive queatities of this super-covled €nergy source (o fuel i econony-of the West Coost,

The admintstration wants federat-authorities to pick whether the Port of Long Beach, iwo
Iocations off the coast of Vestura Connty or arother: focation will be the point of entry for fuel
shipped thowscnids of miles from Qater or Australia. Over the objection of local politicians, wuch
as Veninra Uouniy, Supervisor John Flynnand {1.5. Rep. Lois Cappy; I-Sawnia Borbara, it wans
1o bypass Jocal envicoimental reviews and put LNC: ports onw a fast Irack:

The rationale for LNG is:that natiral gasis in short suppiy.

But the realily is that North America-is swimming in natural gos, so much so thef sume
of the world's largest energy companies believe prices could plunge by 30 percent or
more if just one aew suirce come on Hne. ™ [my emphusis}

"I v read Betweer the Irnexof the NG debote, you will see clearly that the poliics of natural
gas have inmiped ihe economies of natiiral gas at every turn: American 5 avad
businesses ore geiting ripped off every time we take wshower o furivon a heater.

Thint 's becenise the current mjarket price for satural gas, something ke 36.63 per thousind cibic
Jeer, assunres then huige reserves in Alaska ond Mexico will never be tapped. Indeed, 1t only.
makes sense. 10 ship LNG from Qaiar or Augsiralia to Cxnard or Long Beach if North American
sources remain bottled np. That seems to-be'a very safe-bel, for now,

How minch gas is there? In Alaska, supplies conld be a3 muck os 200 trillion cubic feet. enongh
lo-meet U5, demamd for decodes; perbxaps centuries,

Lasity available is 20 trillion cubic feet that ExxonMobil, Conoco Phillips, and BP have been
irjecting hack into the grovnd as part of their North Slope oil dritling.

This reservoir alone is st vast that it could disploce one-third of current UL, imports for
decades; if a single 48-inch pipeline were constracied fo bring it 1o the lower 48 starey.

Biit the pipeline plan is going nowhers becanise evervbody involved in Alaska wents g free hinch
Comsiriction compsmies wenl governmeni-graranteed loans. Camade, a major exporter 1o the
LS., wants to collect charges for counwcting the Alaska pipeline to.its Mackenzie River gos
pathering Operafion.
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Fven worse, the piggishoil giants are-insisting on a gnarmtee that the .S, governmwent - that
meais our- will sapport-natiral gas prices shovld they Jolt below: 34.25 per thowsiend cubit feet.
This o5 v ontrageons denand that carvies with it the implication that North Americo reserves
are 50 vast that prices conld plunge 80 percent from current levelx

il fisis ave equally piggish. They would rather oppose the Alaske pipeline, then stage
confromations pver plans to.open up hard-to-feill vrecs in Colorado in Byoming & meet
growing demand. These high-profile fights are great for fund raising, But they dow't solve onr
long-term energy problems.

The phird putrage is Mexico, whick currently soaks up | percentof UK Mmrm’ gas oy even
throngh- i1y supplies dre st vastas-fo. be incololable. Mexico is ¢ lagge ash

Pemex, the government-owned 0il company. refuses to brivg inprivate parties jo develop m
warnral gus fields:

OC11-18

Jui the Wall Street Journal onMay 6, Pemex Chief Liis Ramirez begged for ontside help to
develop the gas fields “evenif they erncifvme.”

Natural gas isaclean fuel for credting eleckricity. It probably will have wider nse a3 & fiwl to
Rewerale hvdrogen for the next generation:of cutos,

Natural gasiis abuindant, avid there’s no reason Jor the chrrént price other than the fact that
srttral gas does ot have the kikd of political constignency: that miads errv-Schiavo front page
FRES,

Depending o vour perspective. LNG is either a shom or-a scam. And the curvent price of
watural gas is oie of the bigpest rip-offs of the: 2isr centiry:

COAST GUARD'S SAFETY AND SECURITY ASBESSMENT IS INADEQUATE
1 fournd these Coast Guard"s conmments ol page ES-6'of the DEIS pussing:

“The WER concludes thal there are curvenily no known, credible threats agaivst the proposed
Broadweter faciity, although periodic threat assessments niust be conducted to ensure that the
Secnrity meastires in place remain appropriate. The proposed location of the FSRE has a
mimber of significant safety and secrity benefits associated with iis repioteness, especially with
respect to threat and consequence since it wonld be remote from population cemers. The Coast
Cinard has siared that would serve to lessen the FSRU s antractiveness as.a targed, but the remote
location woidd creaie some low enforcement challenges.”

Itig still proximateto great populitions snd 2 worst<case scenatio disaster-—terrorst or
dcoident—with a 30 mile dispersion could create havoc and great death. So, What about
sabotage? —Not distussed in the DEIS. Worker “Sabatoge”™ accountsfor the greatest damage in
industries. So, What if the FSRU and/or tankers were damaged by one or more of the workers?
Even, taken over? The damage terrorists could wreak upon the FSRU or LNG fanker(s) could

OC11-19

H

N-749

The 30-mile radius suggested by the commentor is not applicable to the
Broadwater Project. As described in Section 3.10.3.2 of the final EIS and
in Section 1.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the public could
experience burns at locations up to 1 mile from a pool fire (the worst-case
heat hazard distance, or Sandia Zone 2). Section 3.10.3.2 also lists the
maximum extent of an unignited vapor cloud (Hazard Zone 3) as 4.7 miles
from the FSRU, and Section 1.4.3 of the WSR lists a maximum Hazard
Zone 3 distance of 4.3 miles from a release from an LNG carrier.
However, FERC staff believe that scenarios that would cause a large
enough hole to result in a vapor cloud of this extent would require the use
of explosives. Therefore, an ignition source would be present to ignite the
vaporized LNG and create an LNG pool fire; there would not be a vapor
cloud. Even if an unignited vapor cloud would be present 4.7 miles from
the FSRU, that would still leave more than 4 miles between the edge of the
cloud and the nearest shoreline. If a release from an LNG carrier along the
proposed route occurred and the maximum size unignited vapor cloud
formed, it could extend onshore in some areas until reaching an ignition
source, but there would not be a “30 mile dispersion” that “could create
havoc and great death.” The individual resource sections throughout
Section 3.0 of the final EIS provide information on potential impacts due to
ignition of a vapor cloud within Hazard Zone 3.

The safety and security analysis performed during the development of the
WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) included potential terrorist actions as
described in Section 5.5 of the WSR. Sabotage can be considered a
terrorist activity and was therefore considered in concept in the Coast
Guard’s assessment of security and safety.
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generate quite o glant and ignitable vapor cloud indeed. The FSRUAankers coiild be attacked by
stuba divers, mini-subs; by airplane, shoulder-to-air missiles. Tervorists are determined and
ingenious.and have expressed their “intert™ to destroy oil and gas infrastructures in the USA.

I take it that FERC/ USCG has not bothered to read “LNG Facilities in Urban Areas. " by
Richard Clarke, -our former anti-terrorism caar during 971 L. Lreferred it to FERC in submissions
to.you of September 19, 2005, Attached herewith are 12 puges from said Report. I thought the
buue}veads i Homedand: Security comributed to this DEIS—haven't they read Clarke’s Report?
NTS OF CLARKE'S REPORT MENTIONED IN THE DEIS?
Sharnefl that it 15 not either conssdered or disputed. (SEE; -attached 12 pages of Clarke's report.
Also;
2

0OC11-20

T AT AR R TR G
Tng report, LG Fadlnh’ In Urban Arsas,” was pmpar@d bv Dhuntenterrgnism expert Richard
Clarke who has served In both Reputiican and Democratic ..

B ot ]

The first paragraph of Clarke's Report starts:
“Key dndements

“Fhisaalvsis focnses o Security Risk Memcmgement involving intentiongd damage by é
determived group. It does notaddress Safely Risk Memagement.

"1 METHODOLOGY: Traditional risk nramagement colowlation methodologies are inmfficient
{or degl effectivelv with the seourity risk now posed by terrorists groups. . Traditional risk
miarigemient methodologies wonld hurve dewrmined thar ihe probobility of tervorists emploving
hijacked commercial passenger aircraft 1o destroy the Worid Trade Center was ze0,. The
probability-of o terrovist altack ocourring can pot be effectively measnred, bt is novw “a
Joreseealde visk™ in the United States. Instead of colewlations involving probability of atiack; we
suggest an alternative five part methodology for determining secnrity visks and cost
caloulations” -GU READ THIS REPORT BY OUR EX-TERRORISM CZAR! NOT TO,
IS A DERELICTION OF FERC AND THE COAST GUARD'S DUTY!

INDUSTRY CORRUPTION & ENERGY MARKET MARIPULATION

Below is information condensed from the website of Consimer Protection Attorney, Tim Riley's
Web Site:

ENERGY INDUSTRY CORRUPTION & ENERGY
MARKET MANIPULATION

N-750

Richard Clarke’s report relates to other LNG facilities and locations,
specifically to LNG in urban areas. The proposed location of the FSRU is
more than 9 miles from the nearest shoreline and even farther from the
nearest population center. The security and safety assessments conducted
by the Coast Guard and reported in the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS)
are specific to the FSRU and LNG carriers and incorporate some of the
concepts mentioned in the Clarke report.
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Ponder the Following Questions as You Fill Your Gas Tank
1. Would The Energy Industry Ever Manipulate The Fuel Marker or Fuel Prices %

2. Would the Enérgy Industry Ever Mislead Us With The Appearance’ Of an Engrgy Supply
Shortage 7

3. Would The Energy Iadissiey Ever Mislead Us With False Safety Claims 7
4. Should We Be Suspicious When the Energy Industry Claims - Exactly As They Did'in ihe

1970 - That We Are Running Out of Domestic Natural Gas -Ingisimg That'We Need To
Impors Forelgn LNG ? . .

&
Wnshingmn - The US justice department is looking into-allegations that s subsidiary
af Halliburton was involved in payment of $180:million in bribes to win & contract for & natural
gas project in Nigena, dccording 1o officials.
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The 34 billion liquefisd natural gas plant veas built i the 1990s by @ consonium that
included Kellogg, Brown & Boot during a time when US vicespresident Dick Cheney heuded
Hulliburton.™ {Business Report Online, Feb.6, 2004]

“Reliant Energy and the state of California said today that the company will pay $460 million 1o
settle claims that it profited from the Californis energy crisis in 2000 and 2001.”
(New York Times; Aug, 15 2005)

“NEW YORK (Retters) - U5 oil services giant Halliburton Co., plagued by several probes into
its offshore operations, disclosed in a regilatory fifing that improper payrments 1o Nigerian
officials may hiave been made in order 10 Win g multibillion. dollsr contract™

NN Money, Nov 8 2004

“MONTGOMERY, Ala. ~A jury ordered Exxon Mobil Corp. to-pay $1 1.9/ billion in damages
Friday after finding the oil giant had cheated the state of Alabama oiit of natural gas royalties.”
{Ventura Star, Novi$, 2063)

“SEC probes bribery allegations involving Halliburton subsidiary”
{ercuny News, une 17, 2004)

“HOUSTON < Enron Corp. traders openly discussed manipilating the California power marker
and joked sbout stealing from grandmothers during the Wester energy crisis i 2000-2001,
according to transcripts of telephone calls filed with the Federal Energry Regulatory Commission.

“The transeriprs, some litered with profanity, were filed by a public utifity distriet near Seatije;

“The calls on the franseripts dre central tothe Justice Depantment's investigation.of Enran's
rading praciices.” (Ventura County Stat, June 3, 2004)

“Federal energy regulators seldom seem to do their jobs until the state of California pives thema
switt kick, This time; state Atty, Gen Bill Lockyer had 1o deliver a Florsheim 1o the fanny of
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Chairman Patrick H. Wood I inthe form of a lawsuit
agaipst Enron Corp.

“True to form, FERC officials ignored recondings thut demonsirated the outrageous tactics Enron

traders used to game the Californis energy market — until Lockyer's suit made it difficult to

keep pretending they didn't-exist. During the height of the state's énergy meltdown, fraders

boasted of creating false congestion on power lines, ignoring price caps and promising to make

available power that the company never intended 1o deliver. They eveninvented & aame for ther

fictional victim: Grandma Millie. As Lockyer said Thursday, ‘Grandma Millie pught to get her

troney back,” ™ {14 Times, Editorial, June 19, 2004}

“Retiant and its four of its top-level workers were indicted by s federal grand jury Thursday on 0OC11-21
accusqtions that, among other things, they illegally manipulated prices by shutting down the
power plants during a rwosday peried.” {Ventura County Star, Apnil 9, 2004)

To-sum up—In‘an industey tiven by comuption and manipulation and-unaccountability, FERC,;
Broadwater and the under-resourced Coast Guard has not demonstrated s need for LNG that
17
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Section 1.1 of the final EIS provides information on energy demand and
supply in the region that would be served by Broadwater if the Project is
implemented. Section 4.0 of the final EIS provides our assessment of
alternatives. Although some alternatives or combinations of alternatives to
the Project could meet the energy needs of the region, those alternatives
would result in greater environmental impacts than those of the proposed
Project.
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alternatives can not provide | Broadwater, the Coast Guard, and our local fire; police can net
protect us in the event of a “worst-case stenario.”| I fact, according to " Standing Orders”™ at the
Port of Savannah, Georgiais: " 1. Order the evactiation ofalf 11SCG persoinel from the affected
area."—What gre the Cosst Guard’s “Standing Orders” for s “wonst-case scenarie” with
Broadwater's FSRY, or tankers?

LIST OF SUBMISSIONS

OC11-23

\. “Broadwater, Fraudwater, I — The Sag Harbor Express, January 12, 2006

2. “Broadwater, Fraudwater, 1I” - ¥he Sop Harbor Express, lanvary 19, 2006

3. “How tanker might have caused spill in Dalco Passage, But pumproan tells grand jury
the oil couldn’t have come from Polar Texas” - By 'Eric:Nalder, Seatthy Posi-
Imelligencer, Marth 25, 2005

4, “Safery Lapses Plague (4l Tankers, Post-Exxon Valdez changes in operations are being
evaded, undermined” - Seattle PostIutelligencer, Evic Nalder, 3/22/05

5. “Ewven best-built tankers have had problems, Human error, machine failutes always
{eave tisk of major oil spill” - By Eric Nadler, Seaule Post-ktelligencer, March 24,
2008

6. “LNG Frcilities in Urban Aceas = A Security Risk Management Analysis For Attorney
Ceneral Patrick Lynch Rhode Island™ by Principal Investigator Richard A. Clarke, May
2006, pp 1-12

7.. “The Proposed Broadwater LNG Import Terminal — An-Analysis and Assessment of'
Alternstives” by Synapse Energy Economics, Ing, Frontispage; Table of Content, p. 1

8. ‘Excerpts from Web Site of Tim Riley, Consumer Protection Attomey re, LNG

Very gy

Jl:xlic Penny, Co-Chair é

South Fork Groundwater Tusk Force

PO Box 2360

Sag Harbor, NY 11963
Phone/Fax 329-9560
Jpenny [@optonline.net

Engls.

Ce: Govenor Eliot Spitzer, Sendtor Hillary Clinton, Senator Chuck Schumer, Representative
Tim Bishop, Suffulk County Executive Steve Levy; Assemblyman Fred Thiele, Senator Ken
LaValle; Legislator Jay Schneidermian

18

N-753

Broadwater would be required to develop an Emergency Response Plan as
described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS. The plan would address the
emergency response and security requirements for a wide spectrum of
scenarios, including worst-case scenarios.

Details of the protocols for the Coast Guard, Broadwater, and state and
local agencies would be included in the Emergency Response Plan that
would be developed, as described in response to comment OC11-22.
However, some Coast Guard protocols would be Sensitive Security
Information and would not be released to the public. FERC must approve
the Emergency Response Plan prior to final approval to begin construction.
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SOUTH FORK GROUNDWATER TASK FORCE

Magalie R. Salas, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888First 5t. NE; Room 14
Washington, DU 20426

RE: OEP/DGIE/ Gas Branch 3
Broadwater LNG Project
Docket No. CP06-54-000

CPos-55-000

Dear Ms. Salas;

Attached herewith plesse find for FERC an original and 2 copigs of

I, Follow-up comments from the Sonth Fork Groundwater Task Force on the Public
Hearing on Broadwater at Prodell Middle School, Shoreham, on January 11,
2007, and two resolutions from the Town of Southampton

2. Acomplete set (letter & attachrments) for “Gas 3, PI-11.3" with Reference Docket
Na. CP05-54

3. An‘extra copy of the-complete set.

Very truly yours,

jwftl gcx "’“ﬁ/

Julie Penny, Co-Chair

Encls.

Ce: Govenor Elwot Spitzer;  Steve Ressler, NYS DOS;: Richard Tomer, US Army Corp
of Engirieers, NY District

PO Box 2360 & Sag Harbor « Mew York 11963 = Phone/Fax: 631 329-9560
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ﬁSﬂUTH FORK GROUNDWATER TASK FORCE

BY CERTIFIED'MADL RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED #; 7006 21500001 1032 3482
January 17,2007

Magalie R. Salas, Secretary
Federal Encrgy Regulatory Commission
EREFirst S, ME; Room 1A
Washingion, DC 20426
RE: OEP/DG2E/ Gus Branch-3
Broadwater LNG Project
Duockit No, CPO6-54-000
CPD6-55-000

FOLLOW-UP COMMENT ON PUBLIC HEARING
BY Julie Periny

This constitutes the follow-up to my wiitteh comments and criticisms of FERC’s DEIS for Broadwater

dated January 6, 2007 .and senl 16 FERC by Certilied mail retum receipt requested, and, my-oral
crititisms atthe “Fublic Hearing™ at Prodell Middle School in Shoreham, NY og January 11,2007,

FERC's CORRUPTED PROCESS
‘Fhére was & thunderous standing, cheering ovation that Sen. Ken LaValle received at ths hearing when
heechoed what the general public feels, when he conctuded his remarks saying:
* . .this procesy with FERC is as corripied o procesy thes went before with Shoreham.”

AIN BO N H.& CAN'T ANSWE|

When ['asked. USCG Captain Boyton—at the Broadwater’s public hearing in Shoreham on 1/11/07-—
“What are the " Standing Ovnders” in n “Worst Case Scenario™? - Capiain Boyton looked absolutely
sheepisk and could not answer me. In fait, he was dumbiinick and speechless.

People in the audience said sloud: “He can’t aniswer! See! He can't answer!”

Fhad just read what the “Standing Orders” were for s LNG importation facility in Savannah, Georgia
which says:

“INITIAL ACTION TO TAKE IN THE EVENT OF A WORSTACASE DISCHARGE
OF LNG
YSTEP ACTION 9999

“1. Order the evacuation of wll USCG personnel from affected area.”

PO Box 2360 = 5a3g Harbor « New York 11963 « Phone/Fax: 631 329-9560
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N-755

BW030054




0C12 - South Fork Groundwater Task Force

URofEIE

i 0C12-1

0Cc12-1

QG122

0C12-3

oc124

QC12-5

OC12:6

ial FERC-Generated POF of 20070130-00564 Recelved by FERC OSEC 0L/29/2007 ii Docketh: cp0e+54~00Q

Captain Boyton also couldn’t answer me when [ asked—"Where does thar leave us?”

— How could he answer me? ‘How can anybody with a consclence answer knowing that his orders would
be the same—"1. {lrder the evacnation of alt USCG personviel from the affected area”? —which
means ABANDONING us, niot coming, to olr aid, feaving us to our fate—the first responders (police,
fire, emergency workers), EVERYONE OF 1JS. I’m sure Captain Boyton is sickened at having to bea

— -part of FERC’s Charade—so transparént to-all ofus.

— ‘While CATEGORY 3 hurricanes were mentioned in the D.E.L'S —thers was nothing about how the
Broadwater's FSRU (or tankers) would withetand & CAT 4 or 5 hurricane—which will come in'time

| now that “Global Warming™ has entered the equation.

NDLA NATIONATL LABOHA Y: IGNITABLE VAPOR D

[~ Nothing in the DLE.LS. about the report the Coagt Guard commissioned from Sandia National
Laboratories {in relation to-Cabrillo’s potential degp-water LNG project) and-in-which Sandin revised
its worst-case scenarip-estimates for an igniable vapor cloud extending 1o 1.3 miles {(which would
cause second-degree bum: at 1.3 miles {one minute away) in 2004, to extending the vapor cloud to
*73 miles” in2006.—NO COMMENT FROM CAPTAIN BOYTON ON THIS EITHER—and, in
which ' Sandiz speaks about the threat expressed by £l Qaeda to hit LNG facilities. While Sandia notes

.. the threst, it doesn’t say how to prevent if.

When 1 said the tankers would be traversing within 7 miles of shore at certain points, Captain Boyton
couldn’t comment on that either, (Sandia Lab’s report not mentioned in DEIS, nor Richard Clarke’s
L ‘Report on the Terronist risk of LNG.)

LMNG 1 TE. PIPE P

To FERC & the NYS Army Corps of Enginereers | reilerate what ! read aloud from my written
comments to FERC dated January 6, 2007:

» SAFETY

[~ “While mention is made in the DELS {3-191) to the 1944 LNG fire in Cleveland and a blast ot
Sonatrach's Skikda in Algeria, there is #o iention in the DEIS of other disasters, such s the
explosion of a 28-inch Nigerian LNG underground pipeline engulfing an estimated 27 square
kilometers.in Nigeria killing once-rich mangroves, killing secfood and cash crops, or that an ING
L pipeline leak leveled a howse in Maryiond in March 2005.

 “The Washington Post reported "it was found that sabde moleculor differences in the imported
liguefied nataral gas the uiility began nsing in Augw 2003 were drying up the rubber seals of aging
M@mw

It alsp seems fhatm ggmw by the very

poried goy it kick & : tatweal gav.  Apporeatly,
the mrpnrmi LNG ‘canses the rwbb:r .wals in under,gwmld pipe cmqrby@s 10 shrink. " ~How does
this apply fo the Broodwater project; as there is o mention of this incident either in the DEIS? (See
attached: Broadwailer Frenidhaner, i1 The Sag Harbor Express, Jomnary 19, 2003). FERC musi

| gddress this.” ~Mr. Martin, Mr. Tomer: How will FERC & the US Army Corp address this?

N-756
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Details of the protocol for the Coast Guard, Broadwater, and other
participating agencies would be included in the Emergency Response Plan
that would be developed as described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS.
FERC must approve the Emergency Response Plan prior to final approval
to begin construction. However, some Coast Guard protocols would be
Sensitive Security Information and would not be released to the public.

As stated in Section 3.10.2.3 of the final EIS and in Section 4.3.5 of the
WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the design basis for the YMS,
including its connection with the FSRU, is a 100-year storm which equates
to a Category 5 hurricane on the Saffir-Simpson hurricane scale. An LNG
carrier would not be present in any of the waterways used by the Project
during a major storm such as a hurricane. Incoming LNG carriers would
remain at sea, outside Long Island Sound, until there is a sufficient time
span of suitable weather for the carrier to enter and complete berthing,
unloading, deberthing, and departure transit.

Please see our response to comment OC11-1.

Section 3.2 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) describes the
proposed routes that would be used by the LNG carriers and identifies the
areas within the hazard zones along the transit route. We also would like to
remind the commentor that the public comment meetings are designed to
allow the public to comment on the draft EIS. When a large number of
speakers are involved, the forum is not conducive to a question-and-answer
format. Although the Coast Guard and FERC did respond on occasion,
particularly when a commentor made an inaccurate statement, neither the
Coast Guard nor FERC responded to the vast majority of verbal comments
at the meetings.

Please see our response to OC11-7.

Please see our response to comment OC12-5. The issue about molecular
differences in natural gas adversely impacting rubber seals in old pipelines
is not applicable to the Broadwater Project and is not addressed in the EIS.
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And, apparently, as snother speaker mude clear, there biave been dozens safety incidents with LNG
tankers: Add themito-my list thatcan be found in my: January 6, 2007 written comments to FERC,

SPEAKERS & FTHE PUBLIC

Tosumup. Many of the spealers had done their homework—on the issues of “Need'.”
“Safery,” “Ecology,” “Air Quality,” “Aesthetics,” *Quality of Lite” (to-name just a few)—they put
FERC's THE1S -to shame.

Asgemblyman Steve Englebright—a geologist—and teacher, “was particulardy damning and outspoken
inthe poor-quality of the DEIS and of its blatant biss towards Broadwater:

The fisherman and their wives who spoke were especislly eloguent from pure experience alone, and
brought up peints FERC neve- thought of, or, could conceive of. They also made poiins about L.1.
Sound's fishing grounds and how they would be fragmented and displace fisherman in'a doming effect
wasicompelling indeed, s weie Bill Taylor, East Haropton Town Waterways Manager, Stuart
Vorpahl, an East Hampion bavmman both whe also made terrific points. These people know what
thiey're talking-about, You don't. Livithoods are on the line—the Sound is u billions-of-dollars
indusity:

Listen to what these people said. To-what ©said.. To the environmentalists: To the scientists, To pur
elected officials. 'TO EVERYONE OF US WHO LIVES HERE, The COLLECTIVE wisdon,
koowledge, expertise of the people, and their deep fecling about the Long Islind Sound and our waters
and bottomiands that have been presented to you, fir outweighs and is superior to your inferior,
bigsed DEIS which you aré using as & vehicle-—as the patsies youw sre—in ranuming Broadwater down
ourthroats  YOU WORK FOR US, NOT FOR SHELL / TRASCANADA.

I'miattaching herewith two resotutions that the Town of Southampion passed in apposition to
Broadwater: Broadwaier flies in the face of N'Y’s Coastal Management Policy.

Very truly ypurs,
J&a’c{ %ﬂwy"'

ie Penny; Co-Chair
South Fork Groundwater Task Force
PO Box 2360
Sag Hatbor, NY 11963

PhoneFax, (6313 329-9560
Jpeany Hoptoatine. et

Eanel.
CC: - Govsroor Eliol Spiizer; Sieve Ressler, WY 8DOS; Richard Tomet, US Coepy of Engitieers; NY. District

! Masy slematives: Millenius pipeling cic, And. not 16 meiion the vast depositss of plain old sarra) pas in the Gulf -in

alt:ol Nofth America-—which, if txppe would fower our costs by 8%

Section 3.10.4.1 of the final EIS lists LNG carrier incidents. Historically,
in more than 44,000 transits performed by LNG carriers, there is not a
single example of a significant LNG release.

Both the draft and final EISs were prepared by experienced scientists and
engineers in compliance with NEPA guidelines, CEQ regulations for
implementing NEPA, and FERC’s regulations for implementing NEPA.
We have revised the final EIS to address the issues raised by commentors
where appropriate, including comments made by scientists with Long
Island Sound expertise. FERC is neither a proponent nor an opponent of
the Project, as suggested by the commentor. We consider the commentor’s
statement that FERC is “ramming Broadwater” down the throats of the
people of the region to be wholly inaccurate and not reflective of the
extensive efforts by the state and federal agencies involved in performing
the review of the Project.

Broadwater submitted a coastal consistency certification to NYSDOS and
to FERC that addresses the applicable policies of the Long Island Sound
CMP and the applicable local land management plans. Section 3.5.7.1 of
the final EIS lists the coastal policies but does not present an opinion
regarding consistency because NYSDOS is responsible for determining
whether the Project is consistent with those policies. It is our
understanding that NYSDOS will file its determination with FERC after the
final FIS has been issued.
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Town of Southampton Meeting: 01/09/87 01:00 P9
116 Hamptorn Road Department: Town Attormey:
Southamplon, NY 11968 Category: Miscelizrecus.
Prepared By! Eileen Halek

ADOFTED Trdtistor;: Garrett Swenson
Sponisors: Heaney, Graboski, Kabot, Xenny, Nuzzi

RESOLUTION 2007-116 DOC 11; 5891
IR PRI

Resolution Regarding the Broadwater LNG Project

WHEREAS, by Resclution Nu, 807 of June 13, 2006, this Board expressed concerns and
oppaosition to the jocation of heavy Industrial uses in coastal areas, which would include the
project known as the Broadwater LNG Project, and

WHEREAS, there is currently an environmental review being tonducted by the Federal
Energy Reguistory Commission with regard to the Broadwater LNG Project; and

WHEREAS, numerous concems over the project have been expressed including:

~~inappropriateness.of permitting a heavy industrial use in Long Island Sound, a
public resource, by a private entity;

«=the: proposal is. iInconsistent with the Long Island Sound Coastal Management
Program and the Long Island North Shore Heritage Ares Mapagement Plan;

«sthig project could pose safety and security threats for residents of the East End;

«swoncerns that cooling water released from the terminal could have a detrimental
effect.on marine Ife in the Long Island Sound and surrounding waterways;

~-heavy industrial uses are incompatible with protecting the natural resources and
with' recreational uses in coastal zones along the shores of Long Isfand

-<the project Is oot Tn the best inténests of the Town of Southampton and the East
End of Long Island

WHEREAS, this Board is desirous of the aforementioned concerns, and this Town Boand’s
epposition, belny made known and tonsidered in connection with the Federal environmental
revigw process, and now thersfore be it hepely

RESOLVED, that the Town Board of the Town of Southamptan affirms its strong opposition
t the Broadwater LNG Project; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Town Clerk 15 hereby ‘authorized and directed to provide
copies of this Resolution, and the prier Resolution No. 807 of June 13, 2006, to the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commisslon for consideration with the current Federal environmental
rayiéw, and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Town Planning and Development Adminlstrator is authorized
and directed to provide any additional information and take any other action which may ba
required in connection with the current Federal envinonmental review to ensure this Town
Board's concerns and opposition sre adequately considered, and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Town Clerk is authorized and directed to provide coples of
this Resolution and the prior Resclution No. BO7 of June 13, 2006 to the following;

Updated: 1/9/2007 4:36 PM by Lisa Dunlap Page t
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Resolution 2007-116 Meating of January' 9, 2007

Han. Timothy Bishop, Member of Congress

Hari Eliot Spitzer, Governor of the Stare of New York
Han. Kenneth F, Lavalle, New York State Senator
Hon. Fred W. Thigle, New York-Assemblyman

Hon. Steve Lewy, Suffolik County Executive

Members of the ‘Suffolik County Legislator

Finaneial Impact

None
RESULT: ADOPTED AS AMENDED [UNMANIMOUS]
MOVER! Patrick Hoaney, Supervisor
SECONDER: HNancy Graboski, Councliwoman
AYES: Heaney, Graboskl, Kenny, Kabot, Nuzzi
Updated: 1/9/2007 4:35 PM by Lisa Dunlap Page 2
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Towen of Scuthampton Meeting: 06713708 01,00 PH
116 Hampion: Hoad Bepartment: Town Councl
Southampton; NY 11968 Category: Miscelianedus
Preparsd Byt Janioe Wilsos

ADOPTED Eritintor: Nency Graboski
Sponsors: Mesney, Graboskd; Kenny, Kebot, Nuzzl

RESCLUTION 2006-807 DOC 1D 4111

Memorializing Resolution In Support of NY State Assembly
Bl AS257 and NY State Senate Bill 58549 Regarding Certain
industrial Uses In Coastal Zones

WHEREAS, the Town of Southampton, as a seaside comimunity, hias long valued fbs maritime
heritage and, accordingly; its coastal natural vesources; and

WHEREAS, the 1970 Master Plan and the 1999 Comprehensive Plan Update dearly
articulated gouls that have guided the Town over the years and defined strategles necessary
to pristect our quality of Iife and - natural resources, induding s coastal waters, bays and
beaches, estuarine waters and tidal wetiands; ‘and

WHEREAS, the Town has adopted aws, policies, management plans and procedures
providing for sound protection and management of all-coastal watersheds; vital to
maintaining the quality of the Peconic and south shore bays, as well as the network of
ponds and streams which tie In with the shore; and

WHEREAS, bills before the NY State Assembly (A9257), introduced by Assemblyman Fred
Thiele; and before the NY State Senate {S6549), Introduced by Senator Kenneth P, Lavalle,
entitied, “An act toamend the executive law, in relation to lndustrial uses in coastal areas,”
are currently under consideration; snd

WHEREAS, these proposed bills provide for certaln Industrial Uses in coastal 2ones, establish
a-state coastal zone Industrial-control bosrd, and authorize certsin Industrial uses with a
permit; and

WHEREAS, these proposed bills seek to prohibit, entirely, the construction of new heavy
induskry in coastal areas, Including offshore bulk prodick transfer faciiities and terminals to
recelve, store and process llquefied natural gas (LNG); and

WHEREAS, It Is found that these kinds of heavy Industrial uses are not only Incompatible
with protection of the environment, natural beauty and recreation potential of these coastal
areas, but alse that they are declared to be against public policy, and, furthermore,
represent a potential significant danger of pallution to the cosstal zone; and

WHEREAS, these Initiatives on the part of Assemblyran Thiele and Senator LaValle to
advance legistation restricting heavy industrial uses in coastal aneas will serve t further
expand the efforts of the Town of Southamplon to protect our quelity of life and our coastal
riatural resources; now, therefore, be it

RESCLVED, that the Town Board of the Taven of Southampton strongly supports A9257 and
56549:and urges the Assembly snd the Senate, respectively, to move forward to adopt the
proposed legislation, that would provide for certaln ndustrial uses but would pephibit heavy
industrial uses, including offshore bulk product transfey facilities and terminals, theraby,
helping to protect the viabillty of our coastal natural resources and to ensure ourquality of
life for years to- come.

Updated: 6/6/2006 12:59 PM by Janice Wilson Page 1
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Resolulion 2006-807 Mesting of June 13, 2006
Fingncial Impact

Ko financial impact
RESULT: ADOPTED [UNANIMOUS]
MOVER: Nancy Graboski; Councliwoman
SECONDER:  Patrick Hearey, Supervisor
AVES: Hesney, Graboskl, Kenny, Kabot, Nuzzi

Updated: 6/6/2006 12:59 PM by Janice Wifson Page 2
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Tanuary' 23,2007

Niggalie R. Salas, Sewretary

Federal Enciigy Regulatory Conimission (FERC)
Office.of Energy Projecis

888 Vins S N1 Rootr T-A

Washingtorn, DO, 20426 —via email transmission

RE: Draft Brivirotmental Impact Statement (DRIS ) for the Brosdwater LNG Peoject
Docket Numbers— CPOG-54:-000:& CPO6-55-000

Drear-Secratary Salag:

Sunmnsary Statement

Tyrite on behalf of the Graup:for thie: South Fork tocuprass oppesition to the Broadwater
Lagielied Natural Gaz {LNG) project ay-defined and gvaluated in the sbovereferanced
DEIS:

Backgroutid

Forthe réeord; the Grawp for the South Torkis-a professionally staffed, nonprofit
songervation srgniization. dedicated to preserving the fagile natiral respuscss that
defing the Lomg Islard’s Tast End and fovm ths Foundation of its Togal ceanomy forthe
fast 35 veirs.. Lhe Group for the South Tk obtains Tunding from: 2,000 member
liguseholds: individuals and busineses throughont the region,

Ganeral Connmionts

Afvera capeful atsessmcnt of the Sntive DEIS for the proposal, we aie decply songeried

that significanceand magnitude of p ial e wental, o ic, and publicsatety
inipacts will fai sutweigh this advertised bensfitg promited by Broadwater Engray: Afa
resull we ask that vo-reject this proposal, as it [aily (o meet the policy objectives.of the

National Envionmental Poliey Act (NEPAY

As yowkoow, NEPA clesrby calls apon ol fediwal agencios bo veeall practicablemeins
to “assure forall Ametican’s-a.safc; healthful, productive;and-acstheticallvand cultural
pléasing siioundings.” WEPA alsa calls Yipon fodetal againcios 1o “attitn the widdst
beneficial uses of the envir without'd i visk o health or safety, or other
undesizable and unitended consequenies. ™

Caonitrary o fligse clearly slated policy objectives, the proposed astion seeks o losate o
potentially Hazardous flodting oas terminal. with 2 243 00D square foot regasification wpit
(ol unproven fechnology) and a 22xmile subsurlace pipeline in a nationally recognized
extiary that supports ananiual water quality dépendant seanofny of soms §5:3 bitlion.
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Moregver, the proposed acticm ageks to-develop thiy ficility in ong of the okt heavily
populated coastal metropolilan regions.in the: Uniled Stafes -~ a region hat has already
been the target of thémation s most horrfic térrorist atiack and which contanngs ta be
reangnized by United Statek ofticials as 4 virlosrahile and Tikely teivorist tavget. Clearky it
1§ Tneseapable that the praposed Broadwater teriminal wnd theragalar pasvige of its
attondant LG tankers would reprosent a high valug terrorist tarpet ina heavily populated
metropolitan region where the effect of any successful attack would be substaniially
magnified,

Recommendation for 2 Nationwide LNG Azsessnvent

Lriven the mumber of TRG terminal applications now pending hsfors TERC -westrongly
recomigid that o agency taka the infliativie to idei’ this-application in he dorlext
aftan pverall LNG strateey, for the nation. Thisstrategic evaluation:should cxtend well
hevaid the potential risks of each individual temiinal to include a compreheisive satsty
and aceurity assessnont that wouldaltmately slentify the sost apprapriate Jocations for
any futuse lérminals bused ona more Gomprehensive approach. o ervitonmsental did
security considerations.

Thiis nationwide assessment should carefully incorporate the best thinking and ceonomic
dssesunent of the US Coast Guard as well s the Brepurtment of Homeland Security and
lagal officials ti-assuig that ticre svill be sufficicit tesonrcss gvailable 1o provide
adiguiite pratection of any Tutars favililies that may. come v Tine. Clearly, given The
siubier of applications pending, it is-all but certain fiat the TS Coost Guard will Tagk
sufficient sesources in many GF not all) ports to handle e multitude of security
respotsibilitics that itwill encounter if several NG projects areanithorized as anticipated
throughait the nation, The federal sovernment Tiag an obligation o provide a-specific
asyessmdnt ol projécted sécurity' costd to the Coast Gusrd nationwide well shead of
FERG s ineremental authorization of mew LMNG faclities across the country:

Trthe absence of a wellsdofined naticnal stratogy the placcment and opcration of LG
termmals will be doiven inore by indeiedual corporate inforests-imnd mitucnpe than the'best
environmental and ssenurity needs of the public at large. Wedind this approach completely
unaccaptable;

Moreover, we reject the prospeet that thesafety and seturity of these LN ferminals anid
tankers san he left tothe private ssctor: T much the same way that arport security hag
boon transferod to thé publie $cttor Booaukse of avigtion’s oritical rofe in ous national
infrastructure and its hish valueas o target For terrorist attack, itvis eszential that the
federal goveninignt b held secpuntable for the long=term safity and sectitity of LNG
Tagilitics wod tankion agwell:

Ohbvious: Threat Scenarivs for Long Iskand Sonnd:

Tthe months that followed terrorist attacks of Septeniber 11,2007, the public was
hoerified to Jeaniy that FBT analysts had identificd thc eniollent of middle castern fen in
Lig:Mhght schogls as a possible-means of providing Al-Qaeda operatives with specialized

0C13-1

0C13-2

0OC13-3

N-763

The Commission is responsible for reviewing applications for natural gas
pipeline projects and LNG terminal projects, as required by the NGA and
the EPAct of 2005. If a nationwide assessment were conducted, it would
certainly identify the New York City region as a market in need of
additional natural gas both for projected growth and for needed reliability.
Section 4.0 of the final EIS evaluates multiple alternative systems and
terminal locations for providing a new energy source to the region.

The comment that the safety and security of the FSRU and LNG carriers
would be “left to the private sector” is incorrect. As stated in

Section 5.2.2.2 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the Coast Guard
is responsible for accomplishing the tasks that by law, only the Coast
Guard is authorized to conduct, but may share other law enforcement
responsibilities with state or local law enforcement agencies. Enforcement
of the safety and security zones is a law enforcement function that cannot
be delegated to private security forces. Private security forces could
provide notification to vessels approaching the safety and security zone
around the FSRU and provide onboard security for the FSRU, but private
security forces cannot act as law enforcement representatives. Broadwater
would provide funding for state or local law enforcement agencies for their
involvement in the Emergency Response Plan, and for enforcing the safety
and security zone as described in Section 6.2.3.2 of the WSR (Appendix C
of the final EIS) and in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS.

As explicitly described in the final EIS, preparation of the EIS and the
WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) included consideration of the existing
literature regarding various LNG release scenarios and terrorist threats.
Specifically, Section 5 of the WSR addresses risk associated with the
proposed Project, including potential aerial attack scenarios and the use of
stand-off weapons (Section 5.3). In addition, Section 5 of the WSR
includes risk management strategies. The Coast Guard has made a
preliminary determination that the risks associated with the FSRU and
LNG carriers would be manageable with implementation of its
recommended mitigation measures (see Section 8.4 of the WSR). Further,
both the WSR (Section 1.4) and the EIS (Section 3.10.3) address worst-
case accident scenarios and have listed previous LNG-related incidents.
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training that.could bensed tosupport temorist activities at lgast a manth before the
aftacks in New Youk: ' We now know that this information svas ignoted.

Toithivse of U8 living i the New York Metropolitiiv area, we are-cghtfulty vigilait that
suchetions regirding legitmate thesats not bie ignored again. Régrettably, wis have
learigd. from our caperienice that the government officials {evion with:the best:of
intentions) can be-all toewilling to ignore, deny. or minimize legitimate threats ar issues
that confhict witlia Targer poliey objectives of their iéspective agencies:

To-that end, wa wish to' go on veeord ag calling your attention th an obvions satity and
security thrat that will Toom indefinitély scrss our region should the FERC anthatize
the constrietion dnd operaiion of this Broadwater LNG facility: Tehas oflen bédnsaid of
the %11 attaicks thit intclligencs offieialy had fajled to coineet the. dots: For vour §éripag
consideraion weotter the tollowing thrent scainaitoy and ask that itrot e ionoved.

Wewish o point ot that:our agessment was miade with,onily the lightest sindunt.of
onlincrescarch. Weo canonly assmie that these who $ock o do the nation haim would go
mich gréater Tengths to accomplish theirobjectives,

1 On Wovembiér 21, 2003, the Diepartment of Homelands Secueity issncd a presiiclease
ttled *Statem et by the Departurent of Honreland Secarity on Continded A-Oueda
Thicats” The released noted that “the Depar tof Homeland Secirin: rebicd

Vbt AR s borlinied Tnterdse Dy aviation ingluding usiog Gangi jets
Caryy out aiaeks on critical infrastriietye as well astergeng fgnid natal gay,
hemtionl anid ofher s sterinls freiliting ™

2. T Fanwaryiof 2004 the Congress” indej ressarch.artn, the Co
Regcarch Service (TRS jropoited on the loeation; safety and regulation of LNG import
terminals. The CORS specifically noted that “LAG 45 inferénily dangerous and ity

¥

§ &y difractivé 1o tesrorises.” The réport went ot note: “igiferhunitely, few
LNG sufety stidies © hensivel) fress the p Biltiyof a catastrophic secident o
cltgehks avtoally podurting:”

3O Farnoey 19, 2004 an-giplosion atan LG termvinal i the Algerian port of Skikda
killod 30 poople and injured: 70 morgand did some $800 million in damage. Althoushrihe
speeitic fermimal was liquefaction, rather than a regassification facility; 1t cortainly
indérweored the potential muopinide of LNG tefminal fires.

4 NMajor TRG exportes include the riatiotis of Indonésia;Algéris: Qalar; Malaysia, the
Tndted Arab Emerites, Nigeria and Libya,

3 InOxetober of 2004 the Congressional Research Swrvies issusd areportiitled
“Homieland Seourity: Protecting AdrTiers from Terrorist Missiles™: Although the study
Tocuses primatiby on the mani Asks posed by hepotential wseof smallshoulder-tived
imissiles (Man-partable Xir Diefense Systems - MANPADIS Sirface to Adr Missiles -

N-764
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SAME) it reveals vielassiticd ostimates that-some 2530 non-8tate protips possess yueli
missiles:up through 2001, Al the time it was written, the document identilied several non-
shate groups including ARQasds; and sevoral vther gon-siale groups from Alperia, Afriga,
anid the Middle East. The study indicated that sindi the seivimencsmcnt of the war 1 Trag,
the U Ariy had wonidueed a study ol thie Tosg o helicoptens to as many a8 4 different
kmds of portable SAMS, Thestudy goes o 1o degentbe someof the siforts hemy
employed to reduce the prolifeationof these-weapons indloding amissile byback
progran in both Trag and Afghantstan: Such proframs cledrly demonistrate, the
profiferation of these sweapons fito the géneral population,

6. In. Augustiof 2004, the Heritage: Foundation publishied anarticle titled “The Tlscinf

i d-Energy Weay toProfect Caitical Tnfiastiucture” (Spencer and Carafano].
Althoiighithe ariicle was fosiged o this protection of vulngrablé tifrastrustong within the
United States, it provided some valuable msight into the proliferafion and capabilitics of
mdi-portable aly défense systems. and thon coniitcrparts the Anti-tank guided missiles
(ATGY onthe black market. The fellowing ckesrpt from this study provides an
instructive summary.

Munsportable s defenze sostemy (ANPAD S bivere originally developed i
wpainst miltarviairorg o Hebvever, terrariils: Bive nsed themi 00 arget
passengerairprall They have presision strike vapobilities, are globolly
anvarkable; and cure. i a yariety of configiiralions wnd capodilities. Not vnfy
potdd MANFALLS ke wsed fo-dowiy tn wirlingr, bt they coidd elya Beiised to
el valnerible poimty atigroind fagiiies sush ai power plants.Arabout 33
pends and O fest omg MANPADE aré velatmosly sisy foconcedd and
mansport; Apti-rankt sitided missiles (ATGME have sillar sopedalities. An
AT sweapon, grideance svstery and o colld 11 i ear triml, ond
ATCRare veadily avaidable onthe aras Bldek wieakets: Thase systoms conld
hased fo lgrgel any of ritival infrastricline odes; such &8 major

i ! water 15, andevian prifiary governnent

g £
hirlefngs.

7. Nlthough thers is apparentlya widéamay of portable missile teehnology avalable to
nigti-state detors, some of the most saphisticated weapons of tag elass are miade i e
USA and exported abroad to:Trag (1o ¢ i thewar) and apparently to othee Middle
Tastern eountries.

800 particular corrent interest 15 this so-called Javglin anti faek missike, which wag
developed by Ratheon snd Lockbeed-Martin. This remarkable anti-tank weapomn 1s only
48dnches Tong; weighs only 501 ibs: (fully Toadsd), has asetfoniding ("fire it and forget
Whlow réeail latinel wystom, o top-atiack profile, a reload time o 20 seconds. and an
actrate missile range oFngarly two miles:

9.-Aceording to army-technplogy.com (a website Yor the defonso industry), some 20,000
Javelin missiles have been produced with'3.000 command launch units, The website

N-765
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indicates that thovgaids of these nussilegystams have begn gxpoited all around thic woild
to ountries incloding Jordan, United:Arab timerites;. Omany and Babrain, to namea few,

10, The proposed sate of weapans to ’\de]e-E'«stmm nationg gan'he coroborated by the
Federal Defense § iy € Agengy, which lsts specilic press releases
contimming the “possible for algn military -salc “oF Tavelin missiles to several countries
whers the risk of tarrorist activity is coainly siguificant.

11, Ttds well documentad that the inspection of cargo and contdiners, at TIS ports remains
astly under funded andthat the deen with recint additonal appropridiions; Cargo
ingpeation will romain;a significant sceur ity congerii, for the future. Grven the small size
of any, pm‘talﬂe missile system, and their ’mdmpie’id proliferation, we find it unlikely that
poitis i 1d be iy el torinterept any small missilé syetem that
mw:ht be pagkod aboard u hibge contatrics ship.

12: The praposed rovte envisioned for bringing NG tanky into: thie Gastern basin of
Tong Tsland Sound will bring these huge ships within vory clos proximity tothe
shoreliine of Fishers Island, the Raoe Rock lighthouse, Plur I5land, and much 6f the
nofthern shofeling 67 Crient Point and East Marion. The size and seale-of these vessels,
conplod with theirslow spood.as they transit the Race would make them cavy targete for a
terrorist atiack hased ona-portable migsile ormissiles, and Hs difficalt to imagine jusi
what w cireling armada of Coast: Guard oF private seeurity patral Boats could do about it

13, Giwen:the case with sldel one-ean coneeal and fire a portable nissile, its-also
conceivabléthat a boat-lautichied missile attack coutd be easily pérpetrated; anywhers
{hroughout the:Sound as LN fankerg fransit the easlern basindy reach the: Broadwaler
toriingl, The range of many portable missiles appears to egoced the sascalled prctccﬂon
zone that would exist around, the tavker, leaving - vulngrable: along its entive journey
through the hightytrafficked waters of the Sound. Sitilarly; itwould sesim that a-direct
attackion the fetminal and tanket during its 25-hour wiilodding period would make yet
another filly casy target for a boal-based missile altack:

Conclusiois:

Althoneh there st malty fmpottant, soononme, sinvirenmentalandsafety comeerms rased
by the Broadwater TN téemiinal propasal, its wilngrability to @ high profile téirorst
atack v aheavily populated voastal arsa s aridable and seeptable: In justa few
heis: ol vasual vesearch e were ables o identify a Togical and regréttably viahle thrgat
seenario:that could be perpetrated by a singlesindividual with:a weapon that could be
storod in the wunk of a:car and fived from a local beach.

Ulriless the possibility of such g thigat wan beehiminated, there will bevio effectivevalug
iihaving a wrcath-of patrol boats swirovnding TNG tankirs, or the Broadwater ficility.
Givenwhat we now knew about the conseiuences ol tgnoving ebvieus and viable
infortation that dould prevent a ferrovist plot from reaching fiuition, we ask that vou bot
discount eur tomments o tgject sur assumnplions-sipiply bocause we ate not sseurity

r

OC13-4  The waterways suitability assessment conducted by the Coast Guard and
reported in the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) includes a Project-
specific security assessment. Although it is not possible to eliminate all
threats to security, as stated in Section 8.4 of the WSR, the Coast Guard
considered the risks of operation of the FSRU and LNG carriers and made
the preliminary determination that with implementation of its
recommended mitigation measures, the risks would be manageable.
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experts. W havi identificd an obyous and likely scomario, the risks:of whichifto-our
knowledge) neither the Coast Guard nor Broadwater can effectively manage (other than
the hope (hat it wouUhappen. I we thought of this scenarie, and the Departmentof
Huieland - Seeurity alrsady considers portablc inisgiless $Srious sk and LG facilitiss'a
major target, ils hard to-imaging that any tnore dole would need 1o b d

B of these prable risks to human health, scenrity-and the local suvironment,
we beligve the Broadwater termanal will impart imaceeptable risks to the comnunity, the
seonony and the- precious environment of the Long Teland Sourid that will far nutweigh
any energy infrastooctons valis that will be provided by its operation, For these ieasing
we recommend that yvouwrcicet dhis proposal and sot-abous the task of completing a

o R e of LNG projects outhined above:

W thank vou Lo your smie and consideration of vur domiments and rompin available to
respond to-any questions o conoerns your ey have,

Sincerely,

Robert 8. Deluca
Presidert

Cer Senawor Hillary Clinton
Senatin: Charles Schumier
Congressman Tim Bishiop
Governor Eliot Spitzer
State Senater Kenw LaValle
Stite-Agremblymiaa Fred Thiele
Stale Assemblyinan Mark Alessi
Suffoll County Excontive Steve Levy
Suffolle County Legislator Jay Sehndideoman
Sutfolk Coanty Legislater BEd Romaing

6

N-767
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Norwalk River Watershed Association, Ine., P.O. Box 197, Georgetown, CT 06829, wwww norwalkriver.org OC 1 4-1
Magalie R. Salas, Secretary Tanuary 22, 2007
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, N.E., Room 1A
Washington, D.C, 20426

Rel: Broadwater LNG Project

Dear Ms. Salas: Dockets #CP06-54-000 and CP06-55-000
The Board of Directors of the Norwalk River Watershed Association respectfully requests that its OC 1 4'2

comments be included in the public record in opposition to the proposed Broadwater project.

Our 501(c)3) organization was founded ten vears ago to improve the water quality and quality of life in
the Norwalk River Watershed, which encompasses major sections in Lewisboro, NY, and in the
Fairfield County towns of New Canaan, Norwalk, Redding, Ridgefield, Weston, and Wilton, CT.

Over the years, we have educated thousands ol individuals, businesses, local community groups, and

government agencies about watershed environmental issues and ways both to improve point and non-

peint pollution and to protect our essential natural resources and habitats. 'We have funded studies o OC 1 4-3
identify upriver sources of pollution as the first step in correcting the violations. We have recruited and

partnered with countless volunteers Lo assist in protecting, improving, and monitoring water quality of

surface waters in the watershed and beyond, to the Norwalk Harbor and Long Island Sound, because the

water from our rivers affects local drinking supplies, wildlife, the fish and shellfish industry, recreational

opportunities, and the economy of the region which, in turn, affects how properties and wastewater

systems are maintained.

From what we have learned about the proposed Broadwater Energy LNG Project, there are a number of

environmental threats to the Sound posed by the marine installations and the underwater pipeline

transportation of pressurized and regassified (hot) LNG. Possible effects include localized mortality of

fish, fish eggs, and plankion due o released biocides and other pollutants, underwater climate change

(two sitvations both acknowledged in the Draft Environmental Impact Study), plus possible alterations OC 14-4
in migratory fish patterns, threats to the fish and shellfish industry, risk to homeland security, and

degration of property values. All potential threats must be thoroughly studied and ultimately mitigated

before further consideration of any plan.

We ask that the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission consider a different. environmentally sound
plan in combination with incentives and regulations to encourage individuals and businesses to conserve
energy and produce new, renewable energy sources, rather than approving this and similar projects
which pose high-risk strategies in a highly populated arca located close to New York City. The progress
that we and others have helped to attain in the improved health of Long Island Sound and the waters that
supply it should not be jeopardized in favor of a plan with acknowledged deficiencies, uncertainties, and
potential security risks. In addition, we believe that the Broadwater plan, developed using aging data,
proposes risky and inefficient technology that may exacerbate global warming.

Therefore, we ask that you deny the current proposal submitted by the foreign commereial/ for-profit
entities TransCanada and Royal Dutch Shell ple (“Broadwater Lnergy™).

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely.

Tillian Willis. President. NRWA Board of Directors

N-768

As partially acknowledged by the commentor, the EIS describes potential
Project-related impacts to fish eggs and larvae (Section 3.3.2.2) fish
populations (Section 3.3.2.2), property values (Section 3.5.6.5), and safety
and security (Section 3.10 and Appendix C). With implementation of
Broadwater’s proposed mitigation measures and our recommendations
identified in the final EIS, these impacts would be minor.

Section 4.0 of the final EIS describes a wide variety of alternatives to the
proposed Broadwater Project that could meet projected natural gas and
other energy demands of the New York City, Long Island, and Connecticut
markets. These alternatives include energy conservation; renewable energy
sources, including wind and tidal power, and other existing and proposed
LNG terminal and pipeline projects.

FERC, with input from our cooperating agencies, has included many
recommendations in the EIS that would avoid and minimize impacts and
enhance safety and security. Implementation of these conditions would
result in minimal impact on the existing environment of Long Island
Sound. It is especially important to recognize that the water quality
problems in the Sound are primarily related to nutrient enrichment from
wastewater treatment plants. Continued efforts to improve nitrogen
removal will continue to improve the Sound’s water quality. We do not
believe that the Project would exacerbate eutrophication of the Sound.

The Coast Guard and FERC have evaluated the technologies proposed for
use in the Broadwater Project, as reported throughout both the WSR
(Appendix C of the final EIS) and the final EIS. While the combination of
technologies proposed for the FSRU is a new concept, the separate LNG
receiving, storage, regasification, and send-out technologies are proven.
The American Bureau of Shipping, a certifying entity, reviewed the
preliminary design of the FSRU and stated the following in a July 27, 2005
letter to Broadwater: “Whilst the concept of combining a floating re-
gasification unit and distribution network with a yoke moored LNG hull
can be viewed as a first time combination of systems, the technologies
employed are not in themselves novel and are covered by established Rule
criteria.”

Further, as stated in Sections 2.1.1.1, 2.3.1.1, 3.10.2.1, and 3.10.2.2 of the
final EIS, federal regulations, industry standards, and classification society
rules would govern the safe design, construction, and operation of the
FSRU. Projects that provide energy also add to the total emission of
greenhouse gases, but we do not have any evidence that the proposed
design of the Broadwater Project would unduly exacerbate global warming.

Organizations and Companies Comments

BWO030067




OC15 - Miller Marine Services

unofficial FE ated POF of 200701830009 Received by FERCDSEC 01/1F2067 in Docketd: CROE~54-00
January 11, 2007 FILED
CFFICEOF ThE
Magalie R. Selas, Secretary CEERET YT
Federal Energy Regulatory Cominission po
888 First 3t N.E., Room 1 4 WS Py
Washington, DC 20426

Docket Nos, CP06-54-000 and CP05-55-600.

1.am a life-long Suffolk County resident Yving on the North Fork. My family and
Lall started our careers #s commercial fisherman.on Long Island Sound. We now aperate
4 fleet of commercial work vessels engaged inn hydrographic survey data collection and
miaring platform support services for the petrolensm industries, Additionally, we provide
marineenvironmental emergency response and remedistion services to indusiry and
government. Collectively, the Miller Group of companies is responsible for o good living
wage and secure employiment for gver 200 familics.

We obivioasly were excited with the prospect of 8 commercial marine project of
the scope and size proposed by Broadwaier: This kind of facility and operation requires
near term and ongoing services of the exact nature we offer. Quite frankly, ‘we'see the
mdrine support services this project réquires as a perfect hand-in-glove ft for Broadwater
and our family of companies,

One of the strongest berigfits that Broadwater has professed as a réason our
community should support this project is the promise of the enhancement of jobs and
apportunities for business here in'Suffolk County. The Draft Environmental Impact
Staternent concludes that there would be a peak workforce of about 400 workers during
the construction period and about 60 full-time workers would be employed to operate
Broadwater: These jobs would provide good salaries, which in tum would be used to

SeEA puichase goods and services on Long Island. Together with the $300 savings cach Long OC15-1 We would like to clarify that neither the draft EIS nor the final EIS address
: iﬁ:‘g‘é h"“‘“;’;::‘f;gﬁ;‘ifg‘ ;’s':a‘i‘j,‘; :x;)e;%ymbl“s cach year, the economic benefits Broadwater’s specific claims of homeowners saving money. However, we
pem £ v address the general issue of price stability in Section 1.1 of the final EIS.

1 believe the project is & benefit to residents and businesses on Long Island. Just
because it igan industry doesn’t mean it is bad;

Thanks very much for your time,
Sinverely;

Jarnes Miller, President
Miller Marine Services

Organizations and Companies Comments
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My organization has looked at this proposal and has made & tentative sssessment.

We feel that the evidence presented so far indicate there 19 a need for this Tacilny if we
are going to build modem gas larning baseload electric power plants.

‘We slso believe that there will be minimal damage 1o the marine environment. In
uddition there will be & very positive supact on air guality when the electric power plants
are repowered.

Let the examination of this proposal continue, We need the additional energy supply. If
for any reason this facility cannot be built, then let's figure out what else may be done.

0C16-1

N-770

Thank you for your comments.
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0 Rl Gl NA L Norwalk River Watershed Initiative

Surving New Canaan, Norwalk, Redding, Ridgefield, Weston, and Wiitor, CT, and Lewisboro, MY
~. 11 January 2007

WY i
Fedatal Erisrgy Regulatory Cormission W P13
8R8 First Street. NE R .
Washinglon, DG 20426 JEEI S

RE:  Uraft Enwvirormental impact Staternent on Broadwater LNG Project (Docket Nos: CPO 8+
54-D00; of al)

ToWhom it May Concem:

The Norwalk River Watershed Inlliative-is a voluniary private-public environmental partnership
in Bauthwestern Connecticut that addresses water quality and resourcd protaction issues inthis
watarshed, which discharges directly into Long Island Sound at Morwalk Harbor.. Initiative
mambers Includa the seven watershed towns {six in Conngcticut and one In New York}, federal
and stale governments, environmental groups, business, and the public. The document
guiding the Initiative’s ongoing activities, The Norwslk River Walsrshed Aclion Plan (adoplted by
all watershed fowns and federal and stete partnars in Oclober 1698 and reaffimed in June
m} iﬂdudaa r:? ar goﬁfs thiat ¢all for habitat pramﬁon and consarvation, sustainable land

surfsca and ground water protction and resioration; and stewardship and
aduqn!ign itis f\rom this parspective that the Mvisory Commmee provides the following
camirmnl . -

Ths effect of the groposed Broadwatar LNG terminal on diadromous (anadromous and OC17-1
catadromous) fish specles in Long Island Sound'is of concem to the Initiative. One goal of the
Action Plan 18 to restore anadromaus fish passage in the Norwalk River, which is home to
glewife, Amarican eel, biuaback Raming; and saa-run brown rout, The Inltiative is parliculary
ACATA concarmad abaut the effect of the proposed Broadwater terminal on these fish species.
The draft Enviranmental Impect Siatement{EIS] does not address the potentiat impacis of
construction and operation of the Broasdwater LNG terminal on'these fish species. Should the
praposed Broadwater facilily negatively affect these fish spedies, it would undermine the
progress made by our partnership In restoring diadromous fish 1o thelr historic rangs within the
Norwalk River's main stem. 'We urge the Commission to:considar both tha shott term and long
tarm impactsof construction and operation of the proposed terminal on diadromous fish in the
final EIS.

Wa appraciate the-opportunity to provide this comment.

Sinceraly, Lol S B ¢ w ST
'Kalhfeen Hdlland :

- ”n:” :_.”'.” Helt 7.. K }-'“( .
Co-Chair, Amlsuwcpmmae : 7 Co-Chalr, Advisory Commitiee

#3%6 Theyee Ponid Road ¢Witton, CT 08507 ¢
#Talsphone (203) B34-0033 +Fax (203) B34-2788 ¢

N-771

Thank you for your comment. Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS discusses
potential impacts to a wide variety of finfish species in Long Island Sound,
including diadromous species such as the alewife, American eel, blueback
herring, and sea-run brown trout. As stated in the final EIS, the primary
impact to finfish species would be entrainment/impingement. Based on
these data and the volume of water taken in, the total potential
impingement/ entrainment of ichthyoplankton would be less than 0.1
percent of the estimated total ichthyoplankton stock in the central basin of
Long Island Sound. This represents a negligible long-term impact on
ichthyoplankton and on the general fisheries resources of the Sound.
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