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January 23, 2007

Ids. Magalie Salas

Federal Eneray Regulatory Commission
888 First 5t, NE. , Eoem la
Washingten, DC 20426

Ee: Comments of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Broadwater LNG
Project. Docket o CPO6-054-000, CP06-055-000, CPO6-056-000

Dear Ms. Salas,

Citizens Campaign for the Environment (CCE) 15 an 80,000 member, not-for-profit, nen-
partizan advocacy organizetion working for the protection of public health and the natural
environment on behalf of its members in New York and Connectiout. The protection of
waterways, especialy estuaries, is of the utmost inportance to CCE. CCE has been
wotldng to protect water quality across Mew Yotk State and throughout the Nation sitice
its inception in 1985 Currently, CCE actively works on protecting many of Mew York's
largest and often most impacted waterways including the Hudson River, the Long Ieland
Seuth Shore Ectuary Reserve, the Great Lakes, the Finger Lakes, the Peconic River, and
Long Idand Sound. Additienally, CCE is an active member of the Long Island Scund
Study Citizens Advisory Committee

The immense value of the Long Island Sound cannot be overstated  The TS
Envirenmental Protection Agercy has ssimated that the Sound generates §55 billion
annually to the regional economy. Recreational activities, touriam, boating, fishing, shell
fishing and commercial enterprises all affirm that it would be shortsighted to allow the
leng-term use of mich awaterway to be utilized for a liquefied natural gas (LI1G) floating
storage and regasification unit (FSRT). This meve would ultimately change the Scund
frotn an open-water treasure to a closed private-interest waterway.

CCE has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact and believe ther e are several
deficiencies in the dorument that need to be addressed.
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Al ity

In the seoping process, CCT requested, otk i writing ind verbally at the publie
hearings, that FERC assess thepotential ivapact onthe increase of harmifil air pollutants
{othe surrounding ares,. Unforfunately; thisconcen s inadeguately addressed in the
DEIS, CCLoffeérs the follopang conmeiis!

62 1. Fhe BEIS veaches bo comclusion of Dipacts Trom increased air emiysions to
the surrounding region,

Tt shatos (page 3= 171, S thig timesve do not have the necessary nformation to makis a
conformity detartriiation.” A general confarminy analvsisw reguired for pollutart
ertissions that would boous fiva nonattaimmidnt wéa, or an area that does notmiest Pederal
Alr Quality standagds,

Manvieotntics surronnding the FSRUL in both New Yok snd CT, do niotmespaeviral
Federal wirgual ity standards, and are nenalisinment areas For bolly ozone-daod fine
particulate niatter,” The Cieneral Contormity Rule was desiened to require tederal
agéncies, kuch ay EERC, 10 ensure thatiproposed projects confur to'the applicabls Stife
Triplesmentation Plan o ensone that projects werenotworsening harmil air guality:
problems i nopattaininent areds:

Torcorrept this inconclusive portion of the DEIS (page 3- 172 FERC recommends that
“Broadwater provide afull aic qualin analysis identifying all mitigation recuirements

redqutsdio de 4 Virwenn T FERC goesion 40 e that Froad
aialyiis “provide a detatted ¢xplaativias twhether or not the projedt would sy cach
requirenent ™

COR s extremely converned that Broadwater s ashed to-analvee the aivemisgions

of Broadwater after the DEIS process has been completed. Thewnalysis NEEDS 1o

b dotie bv:iin indepeiident party fiv opder 1o dairy validity and gaid analveis Alse meeds to
0E22 bie-subject to public ooy, COE s noquesting FERC foset up-a-provess ihat would

alfovw menibers-of thepublic o chance toreview the aranalyas aed ofRer commentson

il documsent,

2. The DEIS does tiat account for the combined air émissions of the FAR1 wad
the LNG Carriers.

As CCK stated arthe seoping hearings and requested i writing diring the pubdic
cotiimett period, the project should bé evaluated g5 awhiole and fiot eviluated i sedtions,
i segmicnted thshion: The DEIS Bt the pollutanty of this FSRU wid lists the

pollitants of e TLNC Carriers:fonly as they aré offloading) and the shipport tugs: hat

OC2-3£

L BB et e Eovatr ddtanienat P T AU BA-Unite s 20 Sl

0OC2-1

0C2-2

0C2-3

N-614

Please see our response to comment FA2-5. Section 3.9.1.2 of the final
EI'S concludes that emissions fromthe FSRU, the LNG carriers, and
support vessels would meet regulatory criteria within 500 meters of the
FSRU.

Please see our response to comment FA2-5 and OC2-1. All analyses
submitted by Broadwater, reviews and comments by other agencies, and
FERC’ s conclusions have been available for public review and comment in
FERC’ sdocket. The docket is constantly expanding as new information
becomes available. We have repeatedly encouraged and continue to
encourage informed comment on the contents of the public docket

As stated in Section 3.9.1.2 of the final EI'S, emissions calculated for the
Project include those for the FSRU and LNG carriers. LNG carrier
emissions encompass the complete delivery cycle, beginning with the
vessel entering U.S. waters, as it travel sinbound to the FSRU, unloads
LNG at the FSRU, and travels outbound to the boundary of U.S. waters.
Tables 3.9.1-12 and 3.9.1-13 include emission summaries for the FSRU
and Project vesselsincluding LNG carriers and support tugs.
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OC2~3T‘

Ficks 2 somiprehensive review ontwhiat effect the combined air pollitants would have,
The DEIS also does nol evalvate the Tong=lerma’combined effects of the air pollutants,

Aecording to the DEIS the combined vearby pollutants wonld be 288,000 pounds of
Carbon Monoxide, 1. 1 million pounds of Mitrogen Oxide, 74,000 pounds of Volatile
Drganie Conipovnds (VOCS, 1.1 mullion pounds of Sulier Diokide and 166,000 povids
of Fine Partoulate Muttet:  Beondiater estinates the ol the project 1o be 20 vears. In
20 wedis the Tacility will have emitled over & miltion pounds of Carbon Mondxide, 20
millicn poinds of Mitrogen Onide, wver Lanillion poimds o VIOCs: 20 wiillion poands of
Siabfue Diossde, and over 3 raillion povnds of Fine Partieulate Matter,

FERC needs to provide an sialysis of Tiow these secumudating pollotaats will éffect
the air guality of the servounding region, nchoding the efect ol increaseld Nibrozin
in the water columu of the Sound, which has ot been evatoited in the DEIS. Air
deposition s cuvrenthy thie second Tesding sovees of nitvogen confamination in the
Soud:

FERC has oot done acomprehensive analvsis on the sffects ol the huemdil air polintants
that the Proadwater Bacllity will emit. "This section needs 1o be Auther expanded to be
vomprehiensive, combining e FRRL and the LNG carrer episgions: TUEalso beliaves
thint Ay analvsis needs ty be-condiceted By an independent ontity and available for pulilic
review

Eavirmmental Tmipucts

L. Geology, Sedimentsand Soils. The basic charavteristics of the geological
Femtures of Long Island Sound wsed ootdated sl therefore; invorrect
Titerivun in the DEIS. Aotare thorongh Htersitince veyiew Tor more pecent
anl sccarste information & needed to-assess the potential Impacis of the

Broadwater project,

Fo enarnple; Tveitchell ot al. 1998 & freiicnty tised bo reluricnos soveral Tdng Tslind
Boind studies. Twibihell e al. 1998 i used us o sébondary source Tor pealogieal
charastsristios, . Using ascoondary soyros of nfoomsation difutes the TIEIS s ability 1o
evituote nelevant duta that sy bive been megquined by reviewing the onginal
resiearch. istead o veviewing idividual stdies for thie glacud Tistory of the Boud,
whiich B viery pertinent to the disoussion ol sediment composition, He DETS relics

e hesvily on Tdatichiell 1998 o Compile this important fonmation: CCE belfeves this
B resulfted in il poor Tib eview for adiertaining nesdetl informintion
Tor the geology, ol and sedinenits ol e Lo Jshasd Sound.

CCE finds that decisions based vnrecormendations such as “Sinee Broadwaler has
wob et done Ure peotechmeal surveys necessary o determime the specilie hauelachon
potiential of the site, we recommund .. prior thooomsteuction thess Tnestigations
and analvees ste done (page 560 e nol sl 1o nake & Do doosion on The

pipeline, the: Yoke Mooring Systens (YNS), and othey infrastrocture from: the

OC2-4

0OC2-5

OC2-6

0C2-7

N-615

Existing nitrogen loading in Long Island Sound is discussed in Section 3.0
of the final EIS, and potential impacts of the proposed Project associated
with nitrogen are discussed in Sections 3.2.1.3 and 3.9.1.2. According to
the LISS (2006b), the more than 150,000 pounds of nitrogen discharged
each day from wastewater treatment plants results in approximately 40
percent of thetotal nitrogen that makes its way into the Sound. While
efforts to reduce this load have been successful, this source is still the main
contributor to nitrogen loading in the waters of the Sound. Nitrous oxides
or “NOx” isthe collective term for a group of highly reactive gases
containing variable amounts of nitrogen and oxygen (e.g., nitric oxide
“NO” and nitrogen dioxide “NO,”") thet are produced when fuel isburned
at high temperatures. It is estimated that 532 tons of NOx per year would
be emitted during operation of the Project, including emissions fromthe
FSRU, support tugs, and LNG carriers. Because natural gas is considered
the “ cleanest” fossil fuel, the NOx contribution from combustion engines
related to operation activities are far outweighed by the benefits of
increased “ clean” fossil fuel that would be brought to the region by
implementation of this Project.

Please see our responses to comments OC2-3 and FA2-2.

Section 3.1.1 of the final EIS has been expanded to provide more detail on
the existing geology and seismicity associated with the proposed Project
area

The geological information provided in Section 3.1.1 has been updated
based on more definitive details on geologic conditions at the proposed
YMS location, including expected depth to bedrock based on information
identified by Dr. Lewis. Complete responses regarding Dr. Lewis's
specific comments on the EI'S are provided in Table 2.2-5 (Appendix N in
this final EIS).
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potential environmental impacts of Broadwater for Long Island Sound. Analyses
should be completed prior to approval and prior to the FEIS being completed. In
regards 1o seismicity and faulting and soil liquefaction in particular, according to Dr.
Ralph Lewis, the former CT State Geologist, the DEIS s understanding of seismicity

is lacking and therefore a concem. He states that Broadwater can design for the
earthquakes, but the DEIS needs to address the potential for Long Island Sound.
Conneeticut has averaged two earthquakes per year and therefore earthquakes should
be assessed more thoroughly in the DEIS?.

ocz-7

2. The DEIS recommends, “Prior to construction, Broadwater file with the
Secretary. . .the estimated volumes associated with a worst-case spill seenario; an
appropriate evaluation of the associated potential impacts to water resources and
marine life. .. "This information is ¢ritical for an environmental impact
assessment and should be included in the Environmental Impact Statement. The
purpose of the DEIS is specifically to evaluate such scenarios and assess
environmental and public health damage. C'CF. asserts that waiting until after
approval to gather this critical information is hazardous to safety and
security and to the Sound’s health. In addition, not assessing a worst case
secenario is counter to the purpose and design of the NEPA Law,

OC2-8

3. The DEIS states on page 3-9 that both temporary and permanent onshore facilities
would be required for a Broadwater-operated support office, warehouse, industrial
dock, pipe storage. contractor headquarters, and docking area. These sites have
not yet been determined. ‘The Onshore facility should be evaluated for both
possible sites before approval of the project and impacts need to be
addressed in detail.

0Cz-9

4. Invasive Species

The DIIS states on page 3- 16 “during construction, a total of approximately 7.5 acres
of' seafloor would be converted from soft bottom sediments to hard substrate. .. While
some of the areas of sediment conversion could naturally become covered with native
substrate over time. we considered impacts from sediment conversion to be minor but
permanent.” This section does not assess the potential impacts from the conversion on
invasive species, an already existing chronic and serious stress to the Sound
ecosystem, Hard-bottom subsirates are “hot spots™ for invasive species, such as the
compound sea sqquirt (Didemnitm sp.). Referred to as fouling organisms, the funicates
attach to rocks, docks, pilings and forms encrusting mats on seafloor, usurping
benthic habitat? Feosystems which have reduced biodiversity or that arc stressed by
environmental depradation and climate change appear to be more yulnerable to
invagions, The “permanent” cotversion of the benthic communities from Broadwater
would already degrade those directly affected areas. in addition invasive species
would take over even larger areas.

0C2-10

? Conneeticut Department of Environmental Protection. http//dep stare etus/earthday/edfunweather, htm
3 The Mational Unders ea Research Center [S January 2007]. “Space Invaders; Non-Native Ascidians in the

Long Island Sound™ http:/Awww nure ucorm.edwabout/events/event00] 4/index litm

OC2-8

0C2-9

0C2-10

N-616

The quote in the comment is from Section 3.2.2.1 of the draft EIS, which
addressed refueling of marine vessels during construction. On virtually all
major construction projects, it is not possible to prepare a detailed SPCC
plan prior to contracting with an engineering, procurement, and
construction firm and development of detailed construction plans. The
information quoted is not complete since this section of the draft EIS also
included a recommendation that Broadwater’' s SPCC plan be filed “with the
Secretary [of FERC], for review and written approval by the Director of
OEP...." Asaresult, prior to construction, FERC would review
Broadwater’ s SPCC plan for fueling marine construction equipment and
vessels, and would authorize construction only if the plan is properly
protective of the Long Island Sound environment. We believe that this
approach meets the environmental review requirements of NEPA. FERC's
review and approval of construction-related SPCC plans would not change
any authority of the EPA to audit SPCC plan contents or enforce SPCC
plan implementation.

Impacts associated with potential use of both of the onshore locations are
addressed in Sections 3.5.2.3, 3.7.2.3, and 3.8.5 of the final EIS. As noted
in those sections, the onshore facilities would be used to support offshore
operations. Thiswould include providing warehouse space for supplies
and meaterials, office space for workers, and docking areas for tugs. By
selecting existing facilities for Project-related use that would be similar to
current use, we do not anticipate that significant impacts would be
associated with use of either of the onshore locations.

Thank you for your comment. Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS has been
expanded to describe the potential for invasive speciesto utilize hard
substrate. |n addition, the text describes the potential to minimize sediment
conversion along the 2 miles of trench where stone replacement was
previously proposed.
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0C2-11

oC2-12

oC2413

0C2-14

OC2-11

%

Also, e thousht that sex sqbitts originally ardved in durwaers by Asian ship s
What aifier invasive species could patertially be intradiesd by Broadwater’s fhidign

fagged vessel hulls? The IIEIS needs 1o gomiprghénsively evalyateall poteniial roules of
invasive specics. duc to Bioativater.

5 Contandnated Sediments (pg, 3-17) OC2 1 2

There'is a contradiction bebucen analysis and imap data fo the: contarminated sediment
sections. The DTS states, #sit ific sediment analyses have found that. cenfanmmant
concentrations o sediment along the pipsline route are below ER:Ls and TOGS

standards: Theretore, any impact sssoctated swith contamingted sedinents, P such
sedirgnts aré present. would he insignificant smd temporary,” However, when reading
The privios seolion its stateid that “copper, niereiny, and Tead were reported &t
eoticentrations betveten their BR-L and ER=M" i the vicinity ol the praject wrea. .. nol
belowr oy arted o1 3- 17, The map datg of Figure 3.1-2, 34 roprescuty contamitited
gedimdnt fivid-runige. Whille the présence i O overwheliting, ananalysis should he
corducted of possible dispersion and impacts to the estuary hefore making a
vonchasion of “nsipnificant and tempobary™.

6 Water Quality

Seciion 3.2.1.3, did not adequaiely alldress the impaiis. 1o waler-quality-of Tong Tsland
Somnd. Thesection is-divided into weater quality paraimeters; temperatirg, salinity

dhsgolved oxyion and turbidity. Whennealioiing the smtk-Touling paiot impacts to these
parametersand Gther biological parameters, the assessment selise o the applicant’s

report of “resulting copper voncentration would be belowy EPA s anibient water djuality
critetid”, CCE-asserts that an ndependent assessment needs to be completed for the
anti-fouling paint imipacts, Belving sofely on the information from the applicant
compromises thestudy and Jeaves puich ambiguity in the envivonmental impacts.

0C2-13

Alse, the Executive Summary of the DEIS states, “Sinde'soine water dischargsy for the
LNG carriers would be associated-with cooling on-hoard maehmery, walér discharped
from carriers bettheil at the FSRL Has been estimated 1o bean average of 36 degrees F
warmer than anmibient condifions. . .as o result, e dmpacts to water quality would be
ininor bt would ocew for the life of the Projed.™ Later on in the asyessinent kection the
pipeling thermal impacissiates “Diring periods of low gas Tow, e temperatire of The
vatiiral gaswthinthease wonld decrsase fom 130 degrees B ket 1o
approximately 120 degrees I al the foot of the tiser on the seafloor. , Ahe walsr
temperatyre approsimalely three Teel down-current of the exposed pipehine wonld. b
elevated to a maximuny of three deprees F above arbient temperstures, regardlass of
Bengoi.” It Boes o 'to Bay; < No sigiiificant iiipaét 1o ambisnt witsr teniperatines il Long
Tsland Sound:is expected To by assodiated seith this- thermal oxchange.™

0C2-14

No stindfes are cited inthe DEIS to back this siatement up foreither case, In
wddition the DEIS gavi wio consideration for the widely kinown: fact that therriial
pollution typically decreases the lovel of dissolved oxygoen in the wales: Low

N-617

Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS has been modified to include informetion
regarding potential impactsto Long Island Sound from invasive species
transported from foreign waters, although the LNG carriers would not be
expected to discharge ballast water in Long Island Sound.

There is no discrepancy in the two statements. One survey was conducted
in the general vicinity of the Project area and one was conducted
specifically aong the Project route. Metal concentrations along the Project
route were below effects range-low and Technical and Operational
Guidance. The reported concentrations from the two sampling efforts are
within the same order of magnitude, and all are below the effects range-
median screening thresholds.

Rather than use anti-fouling paint that contains copper, we have included a
recommendation that Broadwater use silicon paint for the hull of the FSRU
and any other structures requiring anti-fouling paint. Section 3.2.3.1 of the
final EIS has been updated to reflect this change.

Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS has been updated to provide additional
detail on the magnitude and extent of thermal discharges associated with
Project operations. As described, the FSRU water discharges would
approximate ambient temperature, the LNG carrier discharges would
approximate ambient temperature within 75 feet of the discharge point
(within 1.5 F), and there would be no impact to water temperatures 4 feet
or more fromtheriser. Additional details on thermal impacts are provided
in the FERC docket for the Broadwater LNG Project (Docket No. CP06-
54-000, Accession #20060130-4017 and #2006130-5060). Itisalso
important to understand the volume of heated water discharged relative to
the volume of water held within the Sound and the volume of fresh ocean
water that enters the Sound on a daily basis. Even a cursory review of
these parameters confirms that the Project could not possibly influence the
overall temperatures in the Sound nor the extent of seasonal oxygen stress.
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0C2-14

0C2-15 [

0C2-16 [

0C2-17 |:

disgolved oxygen i already a severe problem for LI Sound with numerous monitoring,
programs in place on both sides of the Sound, such as the 1.I Sound Water Quality
Monitoring Program, 1o start remedying this problem. Broadwater may compound the
problems associated with low dissolved oxygen and negate years of funding and rescarch
for mitigation efforts. OC 2_ 1 5
Aceording to the Long Island Sound Study, which was not referenced in this section of

the DEIS, low DO in Long Island Sound causes lethality in fishes, juvenile crustaceans,

planktonic larvae of crustaceans and crabs, and growth reductions in lobsters and

shirimp.”

7. Biological Resources

A diverse ecosystem thrives along the proposed pipeline route and in the general project
vieinity. Organisms that inhabit these areas are a variety of bivalves, hydroid. amphipod,
spider crab, whelk, shrimp, polychaete species, tunicates. burrowing anemones, lobsters,
fish, and other invertebrates. The pipeline would directly disturb a total of 2,235.5 acres
of seafloor. CCE asserts that disturbance of key species of an already threatened
estuary is not aceeptable, even if impacts would be “short term™ and “minor™,

0C2-16

The primary impacts to fish and other biological resources would be the impingement

and entrainment of ichthyoplankton and the subsequent discharge of biocide. Both the
FSR1T and ING carriers would annually kill millions of eggs and millions of larvae. The
surveys conducted in the project viciity demonstrate that the fishes most likely aflected
are; Weakfish/Scup (Cynoscion regalis/Stenotanuis chrysaps). Fourbeard Rockling
(Enchelyopus cimbrius), Tautog (Tautoga onitis), Sea Robin (Chelidonicthys spinosis),
Anchovy (Archoa mitchilli), Smallmouth Flounder (Riropus microstomus). Sand Tance
(Ammodytes dubins), and Butterlish (Porontus (riacanthiis). Many of the previously
listed are representatives of recreationally and conumercially fished species of Long

Island Sound. The DELS needs to evaluate the impacts in more detail to these species
and also the impacts that will occur from not only FSRU water intake, but also the
screening of water taken into the LNG carriers.

0C2-17

8. Fisherics

The American lobster is a representative of a recreationally and commercially fished
species of the Sound. There hag been a dramatic decline of lobster populations since the
Tiall of 1999, There are many possible factors that could have contributed to declines on
an ccosystem-wide basis. These environmental, physiological, and biological stre
include: water quality conditions including elevated temperature and changes in salinity,
environmental conditions such as storm events, pollution, lobster crowding, disease-
causing organisms, pesticides, and other anthropogenic canses. Broadwater would be vet
again, another pressure on our dwindling lobster population and thus loss of our historical
lobster industry.

* Long Tsland Sound Study. hitp./wa

N-618

The Long Island Sound Study is referenced multipletimesin
Section 3.2.1.3 of thefinal EIS.

With the implementation of the FERC staff recommendations, seafloor
impacts are expected to be 263.6 acres. Section 3.1.2.2 of the fina EIS has
been expanded to further characterize the extent and magnitude of impacts
to the seafloor. As described in Section 3.3 of the final EIS, we anticipate
that with active backfilling of the pipeline trench in coordination with
federal and state resource agencies, recovery of the disturbed seafloor
would be enhanced.

Thank you for your comment. As discussed in response to comment OC1-
135, Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS provides the estimated number of
ichthyoplankton that would be impinged and entrained as a result of the
proposed Project, including berthed LNG carriers. Estimated entrainment
and impingement |osses for EFH-designated species are provided in the
EFH assessment, which was provided as a draft in Appendix E of the draft
ElSand is found in Appendix J of the final EIS.
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0C2-18

QC2-18

0cz-20

0C2-21 £

The DEIS does siot adequately asscss the impacts to the Aieritan Lobster Industey. For
ingtanice, 1o giiote Dir. Siephen Tettelbach of Tong Tsland University, “the DFIS states,
without any relerences, hat juvemle o epibenthic phase lobsters are located i shatlow
water less than 30 et deep and thus pipciine installation swould bave Iifhe i any-cffeet

on jobsters-duting these stages ol thewr Hves. However, Sclalni (2007} stated that-more
juienile lobsters were expetted té.docur dn deeper than shallovier waters [in Long Tsland
Koimd].”*Thie DETS. alsb-coniludis tat installing the pipeling during winter wiuld avoid
ipacts to-a portion 'of the adult lobster population becanse they. would bave migrated
offthore. Dy Tettelbach reminds FERC that. It i well knowen that lobsters in’ LT Sound

e essentially noprmigratory and thus confining pipeline installation fo wintermonths
seould not be expected toreduce mortality of adult lohsters hacause they would ot have
miprated outof the arei.™  Beeause much of the Jobster impact assessmient section is
hased on misconeeptions, COL asserts the lobster section neads to be re-evaliated
with more aceurpte information.

Théoperatioiof the FRRT i concluded i the DEIS t have “little o no-imipacton
benthic tesouress. and no significant changes to:plaikeon populations or ifestages e
expected to oconr in the aveas of fhe FSRU™. CUE believes this conclusion can not bé
reached by the inforimation provided in the DELS, espécially since
impingement/entrainment of larval life stages.of henthic species would bea reality
with Broadwiter, DrStephen Tetfelbach of Long Iland Universty (whose omments
have alrgady’ been submilied by CCE) stated, “Fstimated impacts.off
impingement/antrainment of plankton. including fish larvag, by the Broadwater eperation
are probably’ grossly ded. . Phytoplankton and Zooplankion enfeiined in the
Broadwater intakestonld not only be lost to fhé futre redmitmistit of théir respéctive
populativng, hutthey wanld also be lost to the food web whicl siopports the valuable
finfishand shetitish popifations of the Sound.™ The DEIS.even slates that the-estimates

of PSRLT operation ars “likely conservative”™; This analysis needs to be completed with
a bovwend estimate and o high-end cstimate,

Thi megative impacts 1o the Sound’s planktoic populations not only: affect thé

econysten, huf alse’ the fonndation of the Sound fishing industry: Plankton pepulations,
arethe beginmings of Tobster and Anfish industics and beeavse of The already exdstent
declines of these species in the Sound, Broathwater would irtens iy this situation fiwther.
CEE believes: the DS needs to ve-evaluate the impacts on the Sound’s benthic
resouirces and fishing indostey with thenew inforniation from independent scientists
abveiady subimitted.

Broadwaterwill pot.only impact Bolomeal species, butalo will degrade the Sound’s
historical maritie culture and e sconorivy.. Financlally conpensating idividual
tTislisrinan for tlie lossof prinie Jobster and fishing grounds may act s an adequate

rerpedy fora fowe individhial Tobstérmatt owevar: compensating Tobstérman aind

fisherrua is riot § remedy to preserving this maritime colture and vse-of the water body:
Nogis ity remedy Tor the ovérall reduction in lobster numbers, COE believes this will
contribute to the docline of it region’s shielifishing and fin fishing ecanaiiies that

0C2-18

0C2-19

0C2-20

0C2-21

N-619

Thank you for your comments. The lobster assessment in Section 3.3.1.1
of the final EIS has been updated with the results of recent field surveysin
Long Island Sound.

Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS has been expanded to more fully describe
potential impacts to plankton associated with impingement and
entrainment. The comment misrepresents the use of theterm
“conservative’ because the quote in the EIS in the impingement section
specifically concludes that “these estimates are likely conservative
estimates (substantial overestimates) of actual entrainment or
impingement.” Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EI'S explains why we believe
the estimates are, in fact, over estimates.

Thank you for your comment. The final EIS has been expanded to
incorporate the results of recent field studies, additional literature, and
technical comments provided by federal, state, and local agencies,
organizations; academig; the private sector; and the public. Asstated in
Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS, impacts to the benthic habitat would
primarily be limited to construction and total lessthan 0.1 percent of the
benthic habitat in the Sound. During operations, the primary impacts
would be associated with impingement and entrainment which, assuming
homogenous densities of organisms in the horizontal and vertical profile,
would total less than 0.1 percent of the plankton community in the central
basin of Long Island Sound (see Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS).

Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS presents the impacts to commercial fishing
and states that the overall impact would be minor. Section 3.6.8.1
addresses the economic impacts and has been updated in the final EISto
present an assessment of impacts to commercial lobstermen fromthe
proposed moving safety and security zones around LNG carriers. Long
Island Sound supports about 474 commercial fishermen, and the Sound is
only one component of aregional fishery. Any catch reduction attributable
to Broadwater would not result in a measurable impact to the region’s
fishing economies.
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annually significantly contribute to the $5.5 billion per year getierated in the Tong
Tskand Bownil.

Seetion 33.3.2, stawds, "l general, the impacts to domitnercially and Fecrentionally
imporiant species would be comparablé to those: feserbed” for benthic comimunities and
finfish-and “irmpacts. . would bepmner but would sontintethveughort the Jife of the
proposed.projeet’’ Sinew 10y abieady: been established that the Benthiv conumunity
asvicssienl uind Dinlish asscssmient wire Based on' guidstionabld mfbrmation. and néed 10.bé
e avalnated it the new Fifornation aboot entraitmentipinzement of plankton and
epps the fighery coticlusioniieeds o be resevaliiated as well.

9. Tmpacts to Federeally-Listed Threatenred and Endangered Speeies.

Thi DELS needs - evaluate (i potential impact:fo the Fedeolly=listibd as hreatened
piping plover (Charadriics telodiis) and the Faderallv-listed éndangeted toseatd #8im
(Stermi donpall) Troat Broadwats s onghiore Tacilitics and ofishory facibitiss
respectively, COF agrees that cocidination:with thie ESA siid the National Mariie
Fisheries Servieeds ¥ d prior to.const

4

10 Global Cliinte Change.

Alse, the TIEES does ot address how elinste change fits into this enviconmental
assessmrent. Sinee Broadwateris 4 Tong-term preject ol betoeen tovenby and thirty years,
climate change impacts are yery real. Broadwater will ingrease the sutrounding waler
temiparatiire by 3.6 dégrces B Thi indraase of wardn temipdratint iy alidady strésefil for
the surrounding ecalopy bdd 16 that the Water terperituie ihereass Tromy clifate change
by just-dicouplyof degrets and e olfedts would be overahisinmig, Nocheast soa suilics
{emiparaiures have dlready: moreased, agording fuithe 100« vigar pecord, almost (wo
deptass sities 1970 and are projaatad 1o continue Tiibreasing. Aceording 1o-Global Clinate
Models (GUMg) utilized it the LS. National Assessment of the Potential Consequences
of Climate Variability and Change project wanming tor the New Yok Metro Region will
range from 1,735 dagrees I the 2020°s and 2.6-6.5 depress Finthe 2050°s7 The
DEIS ficeds to analyie Hiow projedted teimpierilune iicrgases fom chimate change and sea
level rise will eompound with the mmpacts-of Broadwater ineluding increases in
temperaturas to surrommding waters, potential merease n invasive species, and others,

The C1 TIEP Commussiencr Ging MeCarthy redently seid. “probably the greatest teeal
to'theiecology ol the Sound is ¢livate change” Climaie Change 1s projetiad 1o inake the
Sound miore ible: to/invasive speciéd ind Brdadwater's sedimerit sonversions and
femperatore incroases do the same. "The twoelfouts together-could hayie sibstaniial
imipagts to'the Sound ecosysten. Farthermores thie alieade warming LIS could bepartly
to. blaime: for tlig decling'in lobster 6}mpulaﬁons and.othercold-water species ones found in
abundance i Tong Isfand Sownd.” Tnereaging the ccctrence of thermal pollation:in Tong
Islanid Sound could imipact these fisheries further. While Liguefied Natural Gas dogs eini
less greenhouse pases than ether fossil fuels: this projeet may exacerbats the impacts of

# caburmbia B frghime Stody. Clinvate Change and e Global Cine Tdly 2001,
& Warskatiy, Johny “Warming Sowsd Has Lobsters e Piugh”, The dsvopaie, 2 Sl 2006
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N-620

We have expanded the text in Section 3.3 of the final EIS to more fully
describe the available literature and field studies associated with these
resources, based on additional input from federal and state agencies,
academia, non-government organizations, and the public.

In aletter dated June 8, 2007, FWS concurred with FERC'’ s determination
that the Project would not be likely to adversely affect federally listed
species. FWS determined that the proposed FSRU is not in the vicinity of
likely foraging areas for either listed avian species (shoal areas for roseate
terns and intertidal zones for piping plovers) nor is it expected thet the
location of the FSRU is within major migratory pathways of these species
or in the vicinity of migratory stopovers or staging areas.

As stated in Section 3.2.3.2 of the fina EIS, the proposed Project would
result in aminor and highly localized impact on water temperatures in the
immediate vicinity of the FSRU. It isimportant to understand the volume
of heated water discharged relative to the volume of water held within the
Sound and the volume of fresh ocean water that enters the Sound on a daily
basis. Even acursory review of these parameters confirms that the Project
could not possibly influence the overall temperatures in the Sound.

Thereis simply no technical basis for determining that the proposed
Broadwater Project would exacerbate impacts of sea-level rise or global
temperature changes.

No changes to water temperature would be associated with the subsea
pipeline or the FSRU operations. Minor and highly localized impacts to
temperatures could be associated with the riser (within 4 feet) and the LNG
carrier discharges. These minimal and highly localized impacts would not
be expected to affect conditions related to hypoxia or lobster die-off that
primarily occur in the western basin of Long Island Sound.
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climate change in the Long Island Sound. Relocating an LNG terminal out of this estuary
of National Significance would be the healthier altemative. CCE helieves Climate
Change is a factor when evaluating any long-term project for a water body,
particularly and estuary and the DEIS needs to assess potential compounding

impacts. OC2-2 8
11. Cumulative Impacts.

Throughout the environmental assessment portion of the DEIS the probable impacts are
broken down into categories and subdivisions. In all sections the conclusions are either
“minimal impacts to”, “impacts would be minor”, “impacts would be minor and
temporary”, “impacts would be minor and permanent”. The cumulative impacts of all
these “MINOR™ impacts are not addressed adequately in section 3.11.5.

It’s widely known that in an ecosystern, stress factors, whether minor or major, can OC2 29
change or dramatically alter an ecosystem. For instance, a minor change in temperature n
a water body can cause phytoplankton population compositions to change. Broadwater
will increase temperature and will also have a water intake system that will kill millions

of planktonic species or perhaps billions when the analysis is redone with less
conservative estimates. The cumulative effect is not evaluated and currently unknown.
The Long Island Sound is a fragile ecosystem and these impacts should not so easily be
dismissed.

In addition. the chemical synergy ol the chlorine, sodium hypochlorite, anti-louling painl,

wastewater effluent, desalinization discharge, and other discharges from the FSRU and OC2_30
carriers should be evaluated, Individually they were found to have minor impacts, but

together the impacts have the potential to be greater. Additionally, the impacts of sodium

hypochlorite needs to be assessed for impacts to lobster and other aguatic organisms. The

PAN Pesticides database lists the chemical as having negative growth effocts on the

American Lobster larvae at concentrations of 150ppb, with larval LCsg of 2,500-16,300

ppb.” This information is not included in the DEIS for evaluation.

The DEIS needs to address comprehensively how these hundreds of “MINOR”

impacts will collectively atfect Long Island Sound. The DEIS should have looked at

the impacts to this water body more holistically, instead of by examining the

individual parts. Synergy, the interaction of two or more agents so that their 002-3 1
combined cffect is greater than the sum of their individual effeets, is a crucial

element when assessing any new stress to a marine environment especially.

Alternatives
The DEIS does not adequatelv address the alternatives to the Broadwater project. CCE is

not opposed to LNG and is not opposed to LNG facilities. CCLE opposes Broadwater
based primarily on the siting ol Broadwater in Long Island Sound. an Estuary of National

7 Pesticide Action Network (PAM) Pesticide Database (2006)
hitp Swww pesticideinfo org/List_AquireAll jsp?Rec Td=PC34390

N-621

As noted in responses to comments OC2-24 and OC2-25, it is not apparent
how the proposed Project would affect climate change or be affected by
climate change to the degree that there would be a direct link with an
impact on Long Island Sound.

Section 3.11.5 of the final EI'S describes the cumulative impacts of the
Broadwater Project with other recent, current, or reasonably foreseeable
projects in the offshore waters of Long |sland Sound. The potential
environmental impacts of the Broadwater Project are described throughout
Section 3.0 in accordance with NEPA.

As discussed in responses to comments OC2-19 and OC1-135, Section
3.3.2 of thefinal EI'S has been updated to describe the potential impactsto
phytoplankton and zooplankton associated with water intakes. Aswith
ichthyoplankton, Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EI'S concludes that the impact
would be negligible (less than 0.1 percent of the standing stock of the
central basin of Long Island Sound).

Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS has been expanded to more fully describe
expected concentrations and potential impacts of sodium hypochloritein
water, specifically as they relate to plankton communities, including lobster
larvae. All Project discharges would be conducted in accordance with
federa and state regulations and Proj ect-specific SPDES permit
requirements.

Holistically, the water quality problems that exist in Long Island Sound are
the result of hundreds of years of anthropogenic inputs. Specifically,
nitrogen from wastewater treatment plants has been identified as the most
significant contributor to hypoxia. The proposed Project is not expected to
appreciably aggravate the nitrogen |oading problem. Unidentified
incremental and synergistic impacts from the Project, if they exist, cannot
be expected to register on the holistic scale of an 18-trillion-gallon
waterbody. Thefinal EIS assesses the potential impacts of the Broadwater
Project based on the avail able information for the proposed Project as well
as the wealth of field studies, modeling, and literature on Long Island
Sound. Asdescribed in the final EIS, the various impacts of the proposed
Project largely would be very limited in extent and magnitude.
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Significanée dnd- & national, regional, and Tocal treaguie. CCE believes that there ate
vighle altarmatives that the DFIS slosses over. COF does not believe the answer fo any
vert fead By i onie gilver Bullet projectiather there several real solutions dhiat sill ol
élase off portions of the openawaters of LIS fo muiltinational, multbillion dofiar
corportons. CUE ofters the following comments:

1. Thie DELS hases its abrernatives on the dsswmption that aicidditionsl Thet ¢
dayis needed to the vegion, without:a compreliensive analysis of shether or
not-that is a REAL need.

Nowhere it the DEIS dg there a substantiated caleolated anatysis of what the futare need,
will bé. The DEIR points to LIPA's Ensegy Plan for 2004-2013 a8 svidencs of inereasing
demand For eriergy: Thé DETS then recogmized hat the LIPA Encrgy Plar lays oula
vornpréhensive plan togel The inereasing energy meed, which includes.a variely of
projects, The LIPA plan doss not indicate nor discussthe need for a LNG praject. Ttis
ielear hovthe DETS translanss oty soch oy these into, 4 demonstrated need for ai
additional 1 bef & day:

T e alternativies seelion ol thi DEIS, mang: proposed: and currenily snder constiition
prdjects appear to.only be-évaluated it the standird of Thefiper dav. The pinjecis-are nae
laoked at hohstically, rather sach profect is looked st and then elimmmated due fo'the fact
ihat the project.will not produce. 1 hel ol naitiral gas per day,

0C2-33

For exariple the DEIS looks al expanding additional pipelines such as the AWgpniguin
Pipelinéthat serves the Wortheast tegion. The document teady (page-4- Ty, “Tasupply an
additional 1.0:bet per dayof natival gas to the region, the: Algondquin svstem: would
require significant modifieation and expangion.”

The DEIS: neéds 1o look at pennitted pipdline expansion projects, such as Millennivm:
Pipeling, ot Pipeline; and Ishinder Bas, i conjonction with renewabie projects,
such a8 the-Liong Tsland Difshore Wind Priject, i confunction with the nbility o/ re-
power ofd, antiquated power plarts, sbich 3s estimated to inorease enerpy efficiency by
50:90%, - CCE believes that this comprehensive assessment provides For amerea
complete pictore and understanding of any frue energy need and any alleged Tack of
supply or.proposed infrasteactire.. OC2-34
v i pablic perspective smaller projects that are less ingrisive, less dapsaging. Tesy

dangevous.are preferable pver one farge misssive project,

2. CCEds dwith the abund of permitted,; proposed, and plannicd
LNG: projects i the Nation, particalarly i the Noitheast région. CCE
betieves that the DEIS does not adeqivately; nor objectively evialuate these
viablealteynatives,

N-622

As described in Section 1.1 of the final EIS, our analysis of energy and
natural gas supply and demand in the region that Broadwater would serve
included review of awide variety of studies. The reports we reviewed were
prepared by government agencies, task forces, industry groups, private
consulting firms, and utilities such as LIPA that may be concerned about
only aportion of the market area. Thus, LIPA’s energy plans were
considered only as a part of our overal| assessment. Asindicated in
Section 1.1, there is a consensus that the demand for natural gas is expected
to increase due to a combination of increasing demand from el ectrical
generators, increasing population, and increasing per capita energy
consumption. At the sametime, net pipeline imports, primarily from
Canada, are expected to decrease substantialy, although additional LNG-
derived gas could be available in New England if the Algonquin East to
West Hubline Expansion Project was approved and constructed.

As described in Section 4.3 of the final EIS, delivery of natural gas from
proposed but not yet constructed projects that could deliver incremental
supplies of natural gas from Canada or Massachusetts through existing or
improved pipeline systems (for example, Algonquin East to West Project)
would require infrastructure improvements to transport the gas to New
York City and Long Island. Although it would be technically feasibleto
provide gas through those systems, the infrastructure improvements would
result in environmental impacts that would be gregter than those of the
proposed Broadwater Project.

Section 4.0 of the final EIS evaluates a wide variety of alternativesto the
proposed Broadwater Project. The alternatives analyses compared
quantitative impacts and concluded thet the alternative projects, singly or in
concert, could not satisfy the projected natural gas and other energy
demands of the New Y ork City, Long Island, and Connecticut markets with
less environmental impact than the Broadwater Project. These alternatives
encompass energy conservation, renewable energy sources (including wind
and tidal power), and other existing and proposed LNG terminal and
pipeline projects.
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T 2005 FERC stated that %10 LN G términals would satisfl snersy demnd tathe
Natipwr, Currenthy 16 out of L7 prajects have beer approved by FERC. There arg
curterthy an additional 40 projects pending review andiapprovel,

Inihe Mortheast region there are projects. that have already heen approved that will
supplican additional 3.2 befd. There are aiother 3 propossd projects (skcludng
Broadwater) that woold supply an additionil. 3.2 beld. There are alse 2 pliongd projets
that would provide 8.3 bell CCE quesfions the nied for 167 beld of natiral gastothe
Kortheast région. FEREC rules outall of these approved, proposed; and plamied projects
because they are located to far away frorg NY/CT markets: Tt isunclear why FERC
waold-ohjeat and outright diseiss e potential for uilizing pipeline infrastractorg when

C, dnvthe past, hagalways approved sich infhastivenses Carssitly, NYCT cvrrently
suatoril gasand Sloetrivity Tom many ol the approvied, proposéd, and plamicd
Tercation areas.

The appraved Bear Head facility in Canada. swhich syould supply L3 Befd, has bieen
perinanefitly halted because they otld not gectire TNG sourees: Tropeheral, the Tnited
States vsed Toss LNG i 2006 than 162005 because the demand was 5o ligh b other
countrics and e veare willing W pay mord for it Much ofthe Droadwater LNG supply
will Gomg fromi hostilé countries Tii the Middle Fast-and Russii iilang the TS mire
dependent'on foreign sources Tor snergy,. Today, thost-of the LLS. natural gas comés
Framn: Canadiy and the ColColm Mexivo,

0OC2-36

CCE beleves that the IETS seeds torealistically evaluale the alternatives toithie
Broadivater praject.

3. The DEIS needs to fuvilier evaluate atrue offshore location

Broadwatsr i proposed in-atwosshore location, between NY and UT. Jtiz proposedin
an Estuary of Nagional Sighiificance; a federally designated Issertfial Fish Tabital arsi, o
commeretal trawl lane, .a prung lobster ground. ... yet; the DEIS elaims o Jocatior wrthe
Atlantic ocean would have greater environmental impacts Becnuse the pipeline would
Bave 10 be Jonger. Thivis simply NOT vorredt:

0C2-37

COE Believes that the DEIS: did not adeguately svaliale this impoitant al : This
project fieeds to he seronsly evaluated outside of the Long Island Soind estuaiy.

CLUE believes that this-oplion was handily rejected fn the DEIS because i would Toeresse
thecogl to the applicant.. FERC, agwell as Noew: York State s review; needs 1o consider
the cost of Broadwater to the many and seal nopative whipaets to theestumy’s coogystom,
public use aiid o wial aid vt I value and ist just infrastructure vosttoths
applicant;

0C2-38

In addition, the DETS states that the Atlantie Sea: Tsland Group has proposed an oflshore
Teland thit woild be capabile-of storing zind re- pasifving TNIG. The Island would be 13:%
mles.oll of New York, i the Atlantie- Ocean.. The Iland would serve the sanes markists

0C2-39

N-623

FERC is required to review the applications for LNG terminals thet are
onshore or in state waters irrespective of the number of applications
received, approved, or rejected. For those projects that have been
approved, the markets will determine whether they are constructed; and the
markets are regional, not national. The Neptune Project and Northeast
Gateway Project in Massachusetts have been approved by the Coast Guard,
and construction has been initiated on the Northeast Gateway Project. Only
afew FERC-approved projects are under construction, and those are in the
Gulf of Mexico area. Some of the approved projects have been terminated
by the owners prior to construction dueto business and market-related
issues. Thistrend is expected to continue in regions with multiple
proposals combined with an insufficient market base.

Section 1.1.5.4 of the final EI'S has been revised to address this comment.
In summary, regardless of the volume of gas displaced, displacement alone
cannot supply significant additional volumes of natural gasto the New
York City and Long Island markets. Currently, the 24-inch-diameter IGTS
pipeline isthe principal transportation route from the north; transporting
significantly more natural gas through this pipeline from Connecticut south
to Long Island and New Y ork City would require construction of a pipeline
“loop” (additiona pipe added to the existing system to expand capacity)
but would have associated impactsto the Sound. Further, additional
onshore or offshore compression would need to be added to transport a
larger volume of gas through the IGTS pipeline.

Pl ease see our response to comment OC2-34.

Asdiscussed in Sections 4.4.1 and 4.4.2 of thefina EIS, sitingan LNG
terminal in Atlantic waters outside Long Island Sound would not be
environmentally superior to the proposed Broadwater Project for a variety
of reasons, including environmental impactsto offshore, nearshore, coastal,
and onshore resources.

Please see our response to comment OC2-38. Infrastructure cost was not
considered in our evaluation of LNG terminal type and location
aternatives.

Organizations and Companies Comments

BW029923




OC2 - Citizens Campaign for the Environment

HOOTOLEIB0ET Redeived FERC OSEC QL/E3J200%F 040L7:00 P Docketlh: CROS-51-000

OC2-40

QC2-41

oC2-42

oc243[

ocz-aa]

QC2-45

0C2-40

a8 Briadvater anid be capable . of sendmyg out 2 befd, twice the capacity: of Bioadiwater,
The TYETY identifies the Atltic SeaTehind as a project that will serve the:smme market ag
Broddvater and then sids steps this as 4 potetial alternative with edonsoug Information;
Thie: IYELS identifios the pipeline connection.lor the Atlanlic Sua Isjand as being
problematic becavse of the distance that would be needed for the pipeline to-travelto
shiore. Howeéwver; when CCE tepregendatives mét with T d Bovers, Chaimian of the
Atlantic Sea Teland Group, he conveyved thal the necessary pipeline conniection wonld 14
s frove thie istand (o the eisting Transio Pipeline. Thin'is Boiles TESS that what 1
nigeded forthe Broadwater cormention. Tt is curons wiv the DEIS wdentities the Atlantic
Sea Island pipeline connection 48 problematie While ideniifving: Broadwater's pipéline,
wwhichiis-a Tonger pipehine-and m an estulry, a8 having, onfy mainirnal mpagts.

T addition, the DETS siles concerng fhatthe Ailantic Sea Island mavhic th dosd 1o
shipping Tanes: This same fact foi Broadtvater was addressed by dectaring that the ships,
commeércral and recreational boaters will just have to navipate around the strodtore; Also;
speording ke representatives of the Atlantic Sea Island the Tocation 15 between shipping
lanes as upposed 1o Broadwater which: is-divectly ity the middleof o Beavily tratficked

0C2-41

shipping Janc;

Thie Arlantic Sea Tiland proposalshould be asdessed s a real alfernative to Broadwatsr,
s altertmtive tiny prevent danags o lebiter populations and aveid public acesss
coeditiy i the estuary dnd.in'the Race, "CCFE belisves that this is i inadecuite
assessment:and believes that FERC should: firther analyze ihis alternative:

4. The DEIS viceds to further evalaate a SRV openwvocesn facility

The 8RY 5s:apipeline that rises up andaceeply re-gasilied TRG fromuinceming tarkers
and then Towers down, Massachusetts recently approved The Bay State Plan, which is 2
offshore BRY g This plantcameout AL TER  FSREwas proposed to the Massachusutis
arga.. Tewas delommined that the SRV, Tochted imhe open Gedan would haiic Toss
ervirofimental inpadts and deqiins Jesd seourity by the TS Coast Goard, while il beiig
able to:supply T befd ti the region.  This option 15 not adequately evaluated i ths DEIS:

0C2-42

It 3¢ Wipgrtait that eneréy piojacty dre-evaluated on REAL eneigy ndeds and RIEAL
energy altematives and options. The DEIS fails to- do'this: CCL is roquesting TERC do
a-gomprehensive analysisof the aliématives and notighors the publie’s opposition aind
REAL conceirns,

0C2-43

0C2-44

N-624

Section 4.3.2 of the fina EIS has been updated to provide the most recent
information on other proposed LNG terminal projects, including the Safe
Harbor Project proposed by the Atlantic Sea Island Group. At thetimethe
draft EI S was issued, the Atlantic Sea | sland Group pipeline proposa was
not yet developed. Only recently has the application to the Coast Guard
been accepted. The impacts of pipeline construction are dependent on the
sensitivity of the environment that would be disturbed. As described in
Section 3.3 of the final EIS, the Broadwater pipeline would be constructed
in an offshore area with a soft sediment bottom. To satisfy the objectives
of the Broadwater Project, the Safe Harbor pipeline would require onshore
and potentially offshore pipeline system improvements possibly including
crossing sensitive nearshore and shoreline habitats.

As described in Section 3.7.1.3 of the final EIS, there are no shipping lanes
in Long Island Sound, and the FSRU has been located to avoid most
commonly used transit routes. There are defined shipping lanes on both
sides of the proposed Safe Harbor terminal site and the impacts associated
with establishing appropriate safety and security zones around the terminal
will need to be evaluated by the Coast Guard. For Broadwater, the Coast
Guard has completed this evaluation and determined that, with
implementation of the recommended mitigation measures, the impacts
would be manageable. Section 4.3.2.1 of the final EIS has been updated to
present additional informetion on the Safe Harbor Energy Project location.

We have conducted an adequate review of the proposed Safe Harbor
Project as a potential alternative to the proposed Broadwater Project in the
revised Section 4.3.2 of the final EIS. Our conclusion is that this
alternative is not environmental ly preferable to the proposed Broadwater
Project and would not meet the objectives of the Broadwater Project.

We are not aware that an FSRU was &t any time proposed for an LNG
terminal offshore of Massachusetts. Suez, the applicant for the Neptune
LNG Project, did not propose an FSRU at any point in the application
process, and Excelerate Energy, the applicant for the Northeast Gateway
Deepwater Port Project and the firm that first introduced the SRV systemto
the U.S. (Gulf Gateway Deepwater Port) does not include an FSRU in its
projects.

Pl ease see our response to comment OC2-40.
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CCE believes 2 Fial Envicommental Tapact 8 (FEIS Y on the Broadwarer projact
must g acomprehensive, complete dnalysiv of thi proposed project. The FEIS mivst
aduress theabove commenty:

Thawk you for this opportunity to comment,

Sincersty,

Maiween Polan Murphy
Progriin Coardinator,

Kasey Jagobs
Program Coordingtor

€ Senator Hillary Clinton

Senater Chuck Schirer
Congresstnan Thii Bishop
Congressuvan Sleve Lstuel
Congrossmag Peter King
Congresswornan Carolyn MeCartly
Congressrun Gary Ackeoman
Ciingrésswiiman Nita Lowiy
Gioverner Eliot Spitzer

Seeretary of Btate Torraine Corfes-Vazgquez
Conrity Executive Steve Tavy
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Section 1.1 of the final EIS presents our analysis of the energy supply and
demand for the region based on a review of technical reports prepared by
government agencies, task forces, utility companies, private consulting
firms, and others with appropriate expertise. Section 4.0 of thefinal EIS
addresses a wide spectrum of reasonable and very real alternativesand has
been prepared in compliance with NEPA regulations and CEQ
implementation requirements and guidelines.
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MEMORANDUM §

January 8, 2007 n ;

FOR: Cifizens Campaign For The Environment . w

FROM: Dr. Stephen T. Teticlbach, Ph.D. ‘ ;
Professor of Biology, C.W. Post Campus-of Long Island University Q ;qf_ ’L . 5 L{ _D

SUBJECT: Comments on the Broadwater LNG Project Drafi Environmental Imipact Staternent

The overall conclusion reached inthe Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
Broadwater LNG Project proposed for Long Island Sound (November 2006 document) is that minimal
imipacts would result from the construction and operdtion of the LNG terminal; however, several
asgurnptions upon 'which these conclusions are based appesr to reflect misinterpretations of the
seientific literature: In some cases, quantitative data cited in support of conclusions are not provided in
the report or attached references. In other cases; potential impacts are summarily dismissed with very
little discussion. I will address two areas specifically in my comuments: the potential effects of the
proposed LNG terminal on marine life of Long Island Sound and the potential effects of the onshore
support facilities proposed for Greenport and/or Port Jefferson, New York.

The discussion of the potential impacts of the ING pipeline-on marine life focuses on American
lobsters, Homarus amiericanus, sad commercially and recreationally important finfish species, but
oftits some inportant scientific evidence which is integrel to the discussion of these potential impacts.
The DEIS states, without providing any references; that fuvenile or epibenthic phase lobsters are
located in shallow water less than 30 feet deep (pg. 3-45) and thus pipeline installation would have
lintle i any effect on lobsters during these stuges of their lives. However, Sclafni {2001) stated that,
when plansing surveys of distribution of juvenile lobsters in western Long Island Sound, more juvenile
lobaters were expected to.ocsur i deeper than shallower witers. The DEIS states (pg. 3-45) that
“Installing the pipeline during winter would avoid impacts to & portion of the adult lobster population
because they would have migrated offshore.” It-is well known that lobsters in Long Island Sound are
essentially non-migratory (see review in Howell et al., 2008), and thus confining pipeline installation
to-wititer months would not be expected 1o reduce mortality of adult lobsters because they would ot
have migrated qut of the aren. The potential impacts of crossing Stratford Shoal with'a 54 R-wide, 4000
1t long tench are dismissed 4s “tegligible™ (pg. 346 DEIS) due {0 the Himing of planned excavation
activities associated with pipeline installation, but sgain, this is based on the incorrect notion that
lobsters will have migrated out of the area; The recent mass montality of Tobsters in Long Istand Sound
and the poor condition of the remaining stock are well documented; further damage to this impertant
resource caiv only exacérbate the problem,

In discussion of backfilling of the proposed pipeline trench with rock (pg. 3-44 DEIS), the
suggestion is made that this would provide habitat for potential attachiment of oysters and mussels,
This is.an incorrect assumption: oysters (Crassosired virginica) and mussels (Mwtilus edulis) found in
Long Island Sound are known 1o oecur from the intertidal Zone to & depth of 10 mieters (Abbot! and
Dance, 1986) which is much shallower than the depth of the proposed trench (~95 ft =29 meters). One
potential impsct of backfilling the proposed trench with rock, which is not mentioned inthe DEIS, is
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Thank you for your comments. Section 3.3.1 of the final EIS has been
updated to reflect the results of recent lobster studiesin Long Island Sound
as they relate to depth distribution and migration.

Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS has been updated to identify the species that
may utilize hard substrate, including invasive species. As stated in thefinal
ElS, the final backfilling methods would be determined in concert with
federal and state resource agencies; and the 2-mile portion of the trench that
Broadwater has proposed to backfill with engineered material could be
covered with alayer of native substrate, thereby eliminating the conversion
to hard bottom substrate and potential invasive species habitat.
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that it may provide better substrate for attachment of larvae of the colonfal wicate Didenyuon, which
fiss had major impacts on sea scaltops and other benthic fauna on George’s Bank, and which h;ats peen
newly reparted in eastern Long Tsland Sound (National Undersea Research Ceniter; 2006). Providing
additional hard-Bottom substrate I the form of rock lining the pipeline trench might contribute fothe
spread of this invasive species in Long Island Sound. o .

Anather significant omission in the Draft EIS ixthe data from the quantitative benthic surveys done
by the Broadwater téam, which are briefly deseribed on pg. 3-39. Methods and specific results are not
provided, and no réferences are provided either. A general listing ismade ol benthicinveriehrates
encoumtered during video surveys, but without knowing the particular species and the numbers
encounteted there s o way 1o judge the potential impacts of the proposed dredging. The invertebirate
species mentioned, e.g: amphipads, shrimp, crabs, are very important prey items for the commercially
and recreationally important finfish species found in Long Island Sound.

Thiere are several incorrect assumptions and mistntetprétations which plague the discussions of
potential impacts to marine [ife from the infake of seawater for normal operations of the FERU and
NG carrior operations. The intake is:proposed from adepth of 40 i below the waler line (pg. 2-8
DEIS). The statement is made that *. .. phytoplankion and zooplankion communities generallyare
canfined o the fop (0-16'11) of the water column in'Long Jsland Sound during surnmer and late fall”
and the implicit assumption i that since the intake is well below this depth range that impacts 10
plankton will be greatly reduced. First of all, while some stratification of waters in Long Tsland Sound
does oceur during summer months, Conover (1956) showed that the vertical distribution of
phytoplankton was fairly uniform front surface 10 bottom i Long Island Sound. Peterson (1985)
studied the vertiesl disteibution of different 1ife stages of the abundant copepod Temora longicornis in
Long Island Sound and found that while ¢ggs were most abundant in the top 5 m of the water column,
cach suceessive life stage {i.e. larvae, juveniles and adults) was found deeperin the water columing
adults lived at or near the sediment surface. The latter authoris cited ay the source for the statement
noted above, fromi pg. 3-8 of the DEIS, so it appears that this information was misconstrued.

Fstinated impacts of impingement/entrainment of plankton, including fish larvae, by the
Broadwater operation are probably grossiy underestimated. Results of the Poletti Tehthyoplankton
Program (PBS & JIMS 2003) and the Broadwater study-of plankion are summarized in the Draft EIS;
and are used as the basis for ealculation of the numbers of larval fish expected to be
impinged/entrained by the Broadwater operstion: A mesh size of <0333 mm{=333pm) is commonly
uged for such sampling, however; Houde and Lovdsl (1984 indicated that only-about 1% of fish
larvae may be retained by 0.333-mm mesh in inshote areas of Biscayne Bay, Florida, Ttis stated on pg.
3-3% of the DEIS that seawater iniake for the Broadwater LNG ferminal will impinge/entrain millions
of fish egos and larvac, but based on the retention efficlency quoted sbove their estimated mortality
tates for fish larvae may be indersstimated by a fattor of 10, Calculated estimates provided inthe
Draft EIS of entralment/impingerment mortality due to the estimated infake of 28.2 mpd of seavater
(=103 billion gallons per year) for normal operations of FSRU and LNG cartier operations speak-only
of ichthyoplankton and lobsier Jarvag, but say nothing of the myriad species of phytoplankfonand
zooplankton, which-support the Long Island Sound food web: Deevey {1956) reported maximuim
debsities of net zooptankton from Long Island Sound that were higher than 200,000 individuals per
cubic metar. Thus, losses of zooplankton and phytoplankion fom entrainment/impingement will easily
bt it the trilliotis; The proposal is made in'the DEIS to-usé a fine=mesh sereen (0.2 inches) on
intake pipes to Tower the fate of impingement/entrainment. If, forargurmient’s sake; a sereen of 0.1
tnches (=2.54.mun) is used, this will exclude virmally no plytoplandion and only the largest
invertebrate larvae (Johnson & Allen, Z005). But this is & moot point because the proposed flow rate
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As discussed in response to comment SA2-17, Section 3.3.1 of the final
ElS has been updated to provide additional detail on the benthic
communities documented along the pipeline route, based on Broadwater’s
field studies. Additiona details regarding the benthic studies conducted by
Broadwater in April and May 2005 can be found in Resource Report No. 3
—Fish, Vegetation, and Wildlife in FERC'’ s docket for the Broadwater
LNG Project (Docket No. CP06-54-000, Accession #20060130-4018). The
document describes the protocol and provides detailed results of the video
surveys of the seafloor and, more importantly, the collection and laboratory
analysis of benthic samples along the proposed pipeline route.

While Peterson (1985) did report that the depth distribution of an individual
copepod species varied by lifestage, Peterson (1983) reported that the
general phytoplankton and zooplankton community of Long Island Sound
was generally confined to the surface waters during summer and fall.

As discussed in our response to OC5-15, the final EIS has been updated to
identify the expected impacts to phytoplankton and zooplankton associated
with water intakes. As with ichthyoplankton, Section 3.3.2.2 of the final
ElS concludes that the impact would be negligible (less than 0.1 percent of
the standing stock of the central basin of Long Island Sound). Becausethe
percent of plankton loss was calculated based on the proportion of the
volume of central Long Island Sound that would be used by the proposed
Project, changes in the density estimates due to net efficiency would not
alter the conclusion that the proposed Project would impinge/entrain less
than 0.1 percent of the standing stock in central Long Island Sound.

Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS has been updated to more clearly describe
potential impacts to phytoplankton, although it was never intended to
convey that intake screens would prevent phytoplankton entrainment. In
fact, entrainment esti mates assumed that there were no screens. The
comparison of the impacts to water resources for the proposed Broadwater
Project to the Port Pelican Project is grossly inappropriate because the Port
Pelican Project would use over 100 million gallons of seawater a day to
vaporize gas, resulting in reducing the seawater temperature by 20 F as
explicitly described by Thompson (2004). The Broadwater Project would
not use any seawater to vaporize LNG. Because FSRU water would
primarily be used for ballast, the temperature of discharges from the FSRU
would approximate ambient water temperatures.
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{051t pei- second) iv-well beyond the swimming speeds reported (Johnson & Allen, 2005) Tor marine
zooplankton, including crab and shrirmp larvae (001 fi/sec), bivalve mollusk larvae (0.01 fsec), fish
larvae (0.1 f'sec), and adultcopepods (0,005 fi/sec). Thus, the thought that plankton will somehow
wvold impingenient and/of entrainmment in the intake warer of the Broadwater facility is nonsense. Ina
discussion of the Port Pelican Liquid Natural Gas (LNG) processing facility proposed for coastal
Louisiana, Thompson (2004) concluded that use of a fine-mesh screen intake (<0.2 inches)and inteke
flow rate.of 0.5 f/sec (the same as proposed for the: Broadwater project) .. would allow mest larger
arganisms to avold impingerment at the Intake structures, but water passing through the facility will
undergo mechanical, pressure, femperature, and chiemical (NaOCl = chlorine Meach]) shock, Some
entrained eggs and larvae ouy survive aiy one'of these advesse conditions (Cada et al. 1981, Muessig
et al. 1988), but the-combination of these stresses will be lethal to-abmost all organisms passing throngh
the facility.” She further stated that “{ulntil shown otherwise, we must assume that all fish and
invertebrates will die after entiainment and simultaneous exposure to these four environment stress
factors:™ Thompson (2004) concluded by stating that the Port Pelican Liguid Nataral Gas (LNG)Y
processing facility would effectively “steritize” the entire Wwater coluin (83 1. depth) of a large area
around the faeility:

Phvtoplankton and zooplankion entraived in the Broadwater intake would not only be-lostto the
future receuitment of their respective populations; but they would also belost to-the food web which
suppoits the vahiable finfish and shelifish populations of the Sound. These losses of plankion will be
exacerbated by the daily discharge of sodinm hypochlorite (e, chiorine bleach) and wastewater
deseribed for nommal operations of the Broadwater facility {pg. 3-59 Draft EIS). Lighting of the
external areas of the FSRU, which would be visible to a distance of 0.6-miles {pg. 3-59 Draft EIS),
would potentially atiract marine organisms from an arca of ~1.13 square miles; light is knovwn asa
powerful cue for the depth regulation of larvae of several species of bivalve mollusks and other marine
mvertebrates { Levinton, 2001) and thus the process of larval attraction by Broadwater Hghts might
Further amplify losses du fo 8 impingeémsnt/entrainnient in itake water at the FSRU. It should be
emphasized that impactsdue to entrainment/impingement of plarktan will océur on acontinual basis
while the Broadwater project is in.operation.

Potential impacts of onshore support facilities to the villages of Greenport and Port Jeffesson are
effectively dismissed inthe DEIS. Butthe fact is thal, using Greenportay the éxample, the proposed
15.1 acre operations site winild docupy most of the Greenport waterfront, The existing waterfront here
includes Mitchell Park, with its carouse] and ice skating rink: docks for transient vessels, commercial
fishing boats, and the Shelter Island ferries; as well as fnerous restauranis and shops. The proposed
site plan calls for .. a - warehouse for storage and handling of spare parts, fools, and equipinent; dock
space for berthing four tugs, a workshop for tug mainfenance; and a waterfront staging area capable of
supporting container transfer eranes, large trucks, and a personnel transfer and boarding area.” Larpe
containers would also be'stored here. The facility would all-be surronnided by a perioeter secirity
fetice, which can be éstitndted to bie 3100 R, (~0.6 miles). The statement thal =, .use of these onshore
facilitics s proposed by Broadwater, would not result in Tand vse conversion or impacts™ (pg. 390
DEISY is patently absurd. Additional details of the impacts of the activities associated with the land-
based facility can be surimised froth the mention of “container trausfer cranes™, This implies that the 4
tugs will be bringing in large containers o the land-based fagility, to be carted away by “large trucks”™,
Large containers brought in by water necessitate barges. The movementof tugs with barges in tow
through the narrow entiance to Orient Harbor and into Greenport Harbor raises serious coricérns about
potential navigational hazards to the heavy recreationil boat traffic in this area;
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Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS has been updated to provide additional
detail on potential impacts to phytoplankton, and the final EIS concludes
that there would be no significant impact to phytoplankton communities
associated with water discharges or lighting. Any minor influences of
lighting on predator-prey relations and plankton could negligibly affect
plankton populations but a so could result in a correspondingly beneficial
effect on the species that prey upon them.

The commentor has stated that the onshore facilities would be on a 15.1-
acre site. We do not know the origin of that number. Broadwater did not
state that it would use 15.1 acres onshore, and we did not use that number
inthe EIS. If the commentor used the borders depicted in Figures 2.4-2
and 2.4-3 to estimate the area of the facilities, the calculation is not
appropriate. The borders depicted in those figures indicate the area within
which afacility would be selected, not the actual border of the facilities
themselves. We have clearly repeatedly, and correctly described that new
construction for the offshore facilities would be limited to a security fence
and checkpoint. Impacts associated with use of the onshore facilities,
including impacts to marine traffic, are addressed in Sections 3.5.2.3,
3.7.2.3, and 3.8.5 of the final EIS. As noted in those sections, Broadwater
would use existing onshore facilities to support offshore operations. By
using existing facilities for Project-related activities that would be similar
to current use of the facilities, we do not anticipate significant additional
impacts.
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Sound and the communitics of Greenport and Port Jefferson, NY are grossly understated and, as such,

IN4O-8 In summary, the potential impacts of the Broadwater LNG facilities proposed for Long Island IN40-9
dernot accurately portray the environmental and soeial costs of the project:
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The comments provided have enhanced the review of the Project and, had
they been provided during the lengthy scoping process, would have
enhanced the draft EIS. However, as explained in our previous responses,
we have conservatively assessed the impacts of the Project and supported
our conclusions with field surveys, scientific literature, and the professional
judgment of numerous scientists who have spent the last 2 years carefully
understanding and evaluating the project. We appreciate that a document
of the size and scope of the draft EI S would contain some mistakes and are
thankful for reviewers who pointed out those errors and drew appropriate
conclusions based on their magnitude and content.
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CY STOP THE PIPELINE POST OFFICE BOX 578 BRANFORD CT 006408
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Janwary 22,2007 w23 A2

The Honoreble Magalie R. Salas, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street, NE

Washingion, D.C, 20426

#e: ‘Broadwater Energy Company, L.L.C.
Docket Numbers: CPOS-54-000-and CPO6-55-000

Dear Ms. Salas:

‘The following comunents address concerns, inscovracies and further stadies raised by the
DEIS. Thank you very much for the opportunity fo comment on the DEIS,

The comments on the DEIS will be organized according to topic.

PROJECT NEED

Acconding to the DELS, the need for Broadwater is predicated on the assumption that the need
for natural gas is rising in the' Conneeticut, Long Islsnd snd New York energy markets. This
increased need sppears 1o be primarily relsted to electric generation’s fuel mix moving
towards increasing use of natural gas “driven by the cost effectiveness of natural gas
genemtion.” (. 1-7)

However, this is speculative. Maturel gas prices have substentially increased rocently and the
market remaing volatile. Furthermore, the design aspect for Broadwater is expected to take
thrée years and is unlikely to be completed before 2010, During this three year period, given
the increased price for natural gas dnd the increased buying power of other countries (e.g:
China) the projecied incréase in natural gus usage and conversion of electric generation to
ncreassd use of natural gas may not ocou,

In light of these unknowns, FERC should perforsi a revised patiiral gas need analysis closer to
the date of expected construction, e.g: 2009, inonder to gain & more accurate understanding of
this region’s natural gas demands and costs, We further request that & Fina) Certificate is
withheld from Brosdwater nntil this revised analysia is performed and evaluated. A projectof
this magnitide should only be built based on timely and valid data 1t is 4 dissetvice o both
ratepayers and those impacted by the projest to provide any final approvals several years
shead of the expecied installation.

OC3-1
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The Final FERC Certificate shiould only be issned after o reviied unalysis of need is
completed closer to the time of conatruction. This revised analyshs must indicte that the
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Section 1.1 of the final EIS has been revised to provide a summary of the
most up-to-date information on supply and demand for the region from a
wide variety sources. We recognize thet these estimates will change over
time, but as reported in Section 1.1, there is a consensus that demand for
natural gas is expected to increase due to a combination of increasing
demand from electrical generators, increasing population, and increasing
per capita energy consumption. At the sametime, net pipeline imports of
natural gas, primarily from Canada, are expected to decrease substantially.

The Commission must review applications for proposed LNG and natural
gas projects when they are submitted. Thisincludes an analysis of
environmental impacts, safety and security, and the Project need. If a
company receives authorization to build and operate an LNG terminal or a
certificate to construct and operate a natural gas pipeline system, the
company then will decide whether to construct the project based on the
need in the areato be served at that time. The substantial investment
needed to construct LNG terminals and pipeline systems weighs heavily
against their deployment in areas that will not provide a supportive market.
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incrensed demand for natural gas in the specified euergy markets is vabd. Wike
projected demand for natursl gas has not muteriatized, thew final FERC approvais
should be withield.

EROJECT DESIGN

Broadwater proposea to begin “detailed engineering and design studies™ (p. ES-3) only afler it
reveives all necessary FERC spprovals,

While: it is understandable that Broadwater would prefer this arrangement because of obvious
cost factors, this arrangement provides no perceivable benefit to the publicgood:

& There is no opportunity for public comment on or analysisof Broadwater’s final
design schema.

» Both Brosdwater's FSRU and YMS are novel designs that have yet to be developed
and more impontantly, tested. In fact, Broadwater’s FSRU and YMS would likely be
the first of its kind and is therefore in'a unique situation in comparison 1o other tested
energy projects. If approvals have already been granted, there is diminished incentive
for Broadwater to ensure that their novel designs for the FSRU and YMS are
technologically optimized to the best and safest design. After the approval processis
complete, it is possible that Broadwater’s primary goal will be 1o complete the design
and construction as quickly ss possible in order to gain their market share rithér than
1o spenud additional time perfecting their design. Although this is understandable from
Broadwater’s perspective; this does hot serve the public good.

e A FERC approval with design conditions will not incresse Broadwater’s incentive to
perfect their design s much as s withholding of the permit aliogetber untit the design
process is complete. There have been instances in which permitting agencies have
stipulated specific conditions in their approvals but when thiese conditions are umable
1o be met, the penmitting agency has granted variances to the conditions (e.g. blasting
in Long Island Sound 1o install the Cross-Sound Cable) when, if the spproval had been
withheld until further testing vwus done, the overall design of the project may have
been altered and/or the approval may have been withheld.

Thevefore, beceuse the design for Broadwater ls novel, unique and uniested, FERC's
Final Certiffcate shonld not be granted unth the detailed engivecring design phsse ting
bees completed by Brosdwater aind there has beow an opportanity for poblic scrutiny
amd comment,

PROJECT SCHEDULE

Broadwater plans to begin in-water pipeling installation during the winter of 2009 to 2010,
However, the YMS would not be installed until after the pipeline, in the fall of 2010, While
this may serve Broadwater's interests, it does not serve the public good.

The YMS has yet'to be designed, Furthermore, only speculative projections for the depth of
glacial lake s&dimment in the area of the YMS currently exist, The depth of sediment fo-bedrock
is presently unknown and has not been quantified by testing: There is a possibility that, given
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As described in Section 2.0, we believe that the level of engineering detail
provided by Broadwater is sufficient to determine the likely Project impacts
inthe final EIS with alevel of certainty consistent with NEPA objectives.
Further, Section 5.0 of the final EIS includes many recommendations
requiring Broadwater to provide detailed design features.

FERC, the Coast Guard, and the certifying entity would continue to review
the design, construction, and operation of the facility, if it receives all
necessary approvals.

Please see our response to comment OC3-3. Final FERC approval to
construct and operate the Project would be contingent upon Broadwater
satisfying the requirements included in the Commission Order.

Thank for your comment. For the reasons given in responses to comments
OC3-3 and OC3-5, the final design specifications would not be required
before FERC could satisfy its NEPA review requirements.

Section 3.1.1.1 of the final EIS has been updated to more fully describe
geologic conditions at the proposed Y M S site including the approximete
depth to glacial deposits. In addition, Sections 2.3.1 and 3.2.3.1 of the final
EIS provide supplemental informeation on YMS installation, and there is no
geologic evidence that the YMS could not be installed at the proposed site.
Those sections describe the standard engineering methods as well as
additional information relative to geological conditions &t the site. VWhile
additional geotechnical investigations would refine YMS installation
methods, the refinements would not be expected to increase the magnitude
or extent of the potential environmental impacts described in the final EIS.
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conditions unknown af this time, the 'YMS may not be ghle to be installed; either in that
location or near that Jocation.

The trenching activities to install the pipeline will disrupt the seafloor habitat and degrade the
water column, an essential fish habitat. If the YMS needs to be installed in a different
location, then the pipeline will need to be extended, creating additional habitat disruption and
degradation. If the YMS-cannot be safely installed, then the pipeline will be unnecessary and
the entire pipeline installation will have been an unnecessary degradation of Long Island
Sound.

OC3-8

Therefore, piease alter Brosdwater’s project sehedule so that construction of the
pipeling begins AFTER the installation of the YMS is completed snd determined to be
safe, opernble and fewnible,

RO A

1. Benthic Community Recovery

The DEIS statos that “the seafloor would begin to recover immediately following
construction, and the benthic comunity should recover within 1 10 2 years"(p. ES-8.)

Broadwater's construction and operation will alter the local sedirment as well ag change the
local geothermal and biochemical environs. The concern here is not only with recovery but
with what type of benthic community will develop, if any, in the arca of disrupted sediment
snd aliered environs, A different type of benthic community may settle there with either
subtle or substantial remifications for other ‘organisms in Long Tsland Sound.

For Long Island Sound, there exists an sdditional important stractiring feature on the benthos
in addition to those (e.g. sediment characteristics, geomorphology, and hydrodyamics)
mentioned by Zajac, ¢t al. (2000): This - one of the most important structuring feature for
soft-sediment communities, especially for temperate urban estuaries like Long 1sland Sound -
id the geochemical stte of the sediments and the water columin, Mumerous papers have been
written stressing the relationship between benthic community types and the geochemistry of
an ates (Rhoads & Germans, Cuomio,) yet little 10 no geochiemisti'y has been sddressed within
the DEIS specifically as it relates 1o the cyeling of organic matter; the development of
hypoxic and anoxic sediment pore water and bottom water eonditions, its influence on
mucrobenthic commumity development, and its relationship to the release of sediment
contaminanty pader changing redox conditions,

Many benthic species; especially the ones in the decper parts of the Sound, belong to s
community that has been defined us being a late stage community (Rhoads, 1978), Sich
communities develop over the course of many years and only if the eonditions are right.
These commonities gre not adapted to frequent disturbance and, as & result, are hard hit by
physical disturbance.

N-633

OC3-9

0OC3-10

As indicated in our response to comment OC3-7, the existing geologic

information supports that the proposed YMS site is feasible, and thereis no

substantial basis for moving the YMS location associated with geologic

conditions. Further, Broadwater would be required to provide FERC and

the Coast Guard with final design information for the Y MS prior to

receiving final authorization to initiate construction as described in Section
3.10.2.3 of thefinal EIS. Therefore, FERC would not authorize
construction of the pipeline if the YM S cannot be safely and securely
installed in its proposed location.

YMS ingtallation and pipeline installation would both use standard

installation methods and existing information supports the feasibility of the
proposed construction.

The extent of seafl oor impact would total lessthan 0.1 percent of the
seafloor acreage in Long Island Sound and would therefore not be expected
to have substantially influence the overall geochemical cyclesin the
softbottom habitat of Long Island Sound. Because of the physical
disturbance that would occur during plowing, it is expected that the benthic
community would be physically disrupted and displaced, and would
experience a high degree of mortality in the area of plowing. However,
recolonization of the plowed area is expected within 1 to 2 years following
the disturbance (Newell et. al. 1998). In addition, post-construction
monitoring would be conducted by Broadwater to ensure that agency-
approved success criteriaare met. This discussion has been expanded in
Section 3.3.1.2 of thefinal EIS.
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In LIS, these communities may take snywhers from 3 1o 10 vears to fully establish themselves
(Rhoads and Germano, 1983) under ideal conditions. Late successional siage conununities,
especially in the deeper areas of LIS, will take a9 long a9 10 vears to recover, and even longer
if condittons are not idéal, This should not be considersd & minor impact.

OC3-11

Recolonization of the pipeling aren, even if back-filled, will occur mainly from the water
column and not from adjacent ureas. Only the extreme margins of this impacted area are
likely to be recolonized by migrating adjacent benthic organisms, a5 the majority of the region
will be affected, leaving undisturbed regions s significant distance away from: the central
trench, even if flled in,

Larva) resruitment from the water column will depend on the season of the year and the

presence of particular larval species. [t is most likely that amall polychaetes, like Capitella-sp.,

would recruit to the ares (Rhoads, McCall, & Yinst, 1978). These organisms are part of a

community identified 9 an early colonizer and do st form g significant partof the later stage

community that i normally present. The communities formed by early colonizérs are vastly

different in their function from later stage communities. Capitella are often used as pollution-

indicator organisms as they are known to be able 1o tolerate extremely low levels of oxygen

and can exist in the presence of hydrogen sulfide; ammonia; and other reduced end-products

of organic matter decomposition.

Furthermore, since the effects of back fillng the trench Is “uncertain” according to the DEIS, 0C3-12
it is also a possibility that the arca will never recover (the benthic community in rasny areas
near the Troguois pipeline has still not recovered since 1991.)

A more thoreugh anseesment, including ares testing, of the blogeochemical effects of the
constructivn/operntion of Broadwater and its pipeline should be required before
sesumptions regarding beothic community recovery sre made, Farthermore, in the
FEIS, please clarify kow the recovering benthic community might differ from the pre-
existing benthilc community and how that will lnspact the water column as well g other
Long Islsud Sound orgenbims that interface with the benthic community, both dirsetly
and indirectly. In sddition, how would the nember and ¢y pes of invaalve species change
because of possible alterntion of the origlnal benthic community?

dudnchor Sears

In the DEIS, the number/impect of anchor scars created during pipeline construction is
veelear; In addition; will how these anchor scars be treated i.e. will they be filled in? This is
not addressed in the DEIS,

These anchor scars are physically, chemically and bislogically anslogous to other
anthropogenically crested depressions in the floor of LIS, such as borrow pits that exist in
ather areas in the central and wester areas of LIS; both represent new depressions in the
seafloor. These new depreasions in the floor of LIS have the potenitial 1o alter the local
hydrodynaimics present in the area. For example, borrow pits are known W-accumulate fine-
grained sediments and organic materials (Swartz & Brinkhuis, 1978). The sediments that

OC3-13

N-634

Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS has been expanded to more fully discuss
benthic habitat recovery estimates based on available and pertinent
literature. All available Rhoads and Germano literature was reviewed;
specific recovery times were not reported, although at 10 years past,
recovery was observed. Section 3.3.1.2 also discusses post-construction
monitoring reports and results for several similar linear projects some of
which indicate successful recovery of the seafloor within afew monthsto 2
years after installation. |n addition, FERC has included a recommendation
that Broadwater file plans describing methods to mechanically backfill the
trench (Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS). The plan must incorporate
interagency coordination to identify the appropriate methods for backfilling
and detailed post-construction monitoring criteria to assess recovery
SUCCess.

As gtated in response to comment OC3-11, the discussion of benthic
recovery has been updated in the final EIS (Section 3.3.1.2). This
discussion specifically documents the available information on the seafloor
recovery associated with the |GTS pipeline project. The information
indicates that recovery has been problematic in nearshore oyster beds but
that offshore areas have largely or completely recovered where a plow
comparable to the proposed Broadwater plowing method was used.

Federal and state agency representatives would determine appropriate
backfilling methods and post-construction monitoring criteriato ensure
successful recovery.

Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS has been updated to more fully describe the
number, size, and potentia impacts of anchors based on an expert review of
anchoring methods.
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accumulate in borrow pits are usually more organic rich than the surrounding sedirnent and
are typically hypoxic or anoxic; thus they attract 8 diffevent type of benthic community.

The creation of & series of enoxic depressions will significantly alter the normal geochemical
environment in the pipeline region, especially in the summer, when areas of the Sound can
sometimes experience severe seasonal oxygen depletion. These additional bypoxic and
potentially anoxic areas will only add 1o this seasonal and needs to be addressed further in the
FEIS, Funthermore, hypoxic areas, while known to attract bottom-feeding fish because of the
sbundance of small polychaste worms, like Capitells, ars not favorsd by most macrobenthic
organisms, including oysters, lobsters; crabs, hard clams, razor clams, nmussels, scallops, and
horseshoe crabs.

Additonally, long-term exposure to hypoxia is detrimental 1o most finfish and their larvae. In
exsenoe, the anchor scars will create permisnent degraded sreas within an otherwise sinble,
healthy community critical o the overall functioning of the deeper parts of LIB. The area
might recover 1o 8 pre-construction profile if the anchor scar pits am filled immediately with
clean fill; leaving the anchor scars unfilled will degrade the overall LIS ecosysten:

The DEIS does micotion s “dynamically positioned lay barge” that would eliminate all
anchoring impacts and cable swoeps although it might disturb sediments and cause increase
nurbidity in shallower waters.

I the sinchor sears ave left unfilled, they will become hypoxicmnosic sress thet will
likely be colonized with organiyms different from thoae prior o the Iaying of the
plpeline. Therefore, in the FEIS pleass inclnde s greater discussion of the
numberfimpast of anchor scars and whether or not they would be filled. Please contrast
this with s deeper discussion sbout the tmpacts from the aliérmative comstruction wee of
& dynsmically positioned lay barge.

. Ballasi ind Cooling Water

The volume of Long Island Sound water used fior the FSRU ballast and LNG ballast and
sooling approaches 10 billion gallons per year and 300 billion gallons for the enticipated life
of the project. Most of that water will be trealed with & biccide and warmed by 3.6 degrees
Fahwenheit sbove the dmbient temperature. The sxsumption that thiz will be a mivor impact is
an‘untested hypothesis that requires further research. How will an ares biocide, even within
EPA levels, and increased temperature impect local organisms and influence the growth of
invasive species?

Further research and selentific testing should be done o be lneluded In the FEIS In
order to determine the sctual impscts on native snd aveaive species of heating
spprozimately 10 billion gallons of seswater annually and tremting it with s biocide.

OC3-14 Firg, the comparison of minor depressions from anchors to borrow pitsis
inappropriate. Second, hypoxia affects large continuous areas of the Sound
and does not appear sporadically in depressions, as would be necessary to
justify the direction of this comment. Sections3.1.2.2, 3.2.3.1, and 3.3.1.2
of the final EIS have been updated to provide more detail on the potential
impacts of anchoring.

OC3-15 Please see our response to comment OC3-14.

OC3-16 Please see our response to comment OC3-13.

0OC3-17  Section 3.2.3 of the final EIS has been expanded to discuss concerns
regarding water discharge temperatures, biocide, and invasive species.
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4. Seimic dctivity

Although the DEIS cites the USGS 2006 survey that no fauits run through Long Tsland Sound,
it should be noted that Conpecticut hae | 102 earthquakes per vear and therefore thers sre
active faults in the region; howeyer, these faults are likely subsurface and thercfore not
available for surveys and cannot be inchuded in the USGS Datsbase. The prirary concern, 85
detailed in the DEIS, has to do-with soil liquefaction in the area.of the YMS. How would
Broadwater mitigate to minimize this risk?

In the FEIS, please incinde a discussion of setsmic history in Long Istand Sound and how
that will be mitigated sgainat in both the deslgn sud operstion of Brosdwater,

& Confumingnt Releases

The DELS fails to consider the major impact that trenching/plowing will huve on the release of
contaminants, including heavy metals, from the sediments of LIS,

Although Brosdwater did test samples in 2005 along the pipeline route, their sampling
technique is not included and their results are ot consistent with other scientific sampling
studies.

In much of central and western LIS, the organic rich and fine-grained sediment tend to anoxic
and hiypoxic pore water conditions; these conditions can begin at the LIS floor to 10 cm below
the surface (personal communication Cuonio:) Under anoxic conditions, the majority- of
metals and other contaminants remain bound {o particles and are unavailable (Khalid, etal,
1978). When trenching/plowing occums, the anoxic sediments will come into contact with
oxygensted water and result io a release of the bound beavy metals and other contarinants
into the water column whiere they will bécome biclogically wvailable (Khalid, et al., 1978).

These heavy mefals have the potential to bicsccumulate in the tissues of the polychaste
worms and other small infauns living within these sedimentary pits. These organisms, in tara,
are fed wpon by demersal fish, such as founder, which further bloaccumulate the hedvy
metals and continue to move them up the food chadn, potentislly resching humans.

Furthermore, scoompanying the release of metals and other contaminants from organic-rich
sediments into the water column will be s relesse of several reduced chemical species,
including hydrogen sulfide, anmnonia, and methane, Sulfides sre known to be toxic to most
organisms at varying concentrations, Ammonia has been shown 1o cause deleterious effects in
lobsters at even very low concentrations in the marine environment (McLeese, 1970)
Sediment resuspension will aiso lower the level to which PAR (photosyntbetically sctive
radiation) can penetrate. Sediment resuspension will also cause problems, such s clogging,
for Rlter-feeding organisms like oysters and other bivalves,

Any tresching/plowing sctivithes will relénse hesvy metals nod other toxic contaminants
(sulfides and ammonis) Into the water column that will not be *insignificant and

24-0146 Received by FERD OSEC 0172372007 in Docket#: CROS-54-00
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The potential for liquefaction is a function of both material type and
earthquake size. Section 3.1.1.3 of the final EISincludes a
recommendation that would require Broadwater to determine the potential
for seismic soil liquefaction beneath the YMS, and identify mitigation
measures/design features necessary to minimize the potential for damage to
the YMS due to liquefaction.

Section 3.1.1.3 of the final EIS provides a discussion of the seismic history
of Long Island Sound.

Thisissueis discussed in Section 3.1.2.1 of the final EIS based on

historical sampling in Long Island Sound (Mecray et a. 2000) and Project-
specific sampling. The Project-specific sampling protocols conducted by
Broadwater were provided to the appropriate federal and state agencies for
comment prior to the field effort. The results from this effort also were
provided to appropriate agencies for review and comment. Because
analytical results fromthis study were generally below ecological screening
thresholds, the existing heavy metal concentrations in sedimentswould not
significantly affect aquatic or benthic resources.

Section 3.1.2.1 of the final EIS has been updated to include additional
information about the environmental sampling conducted by Broadwater.
The specific sampling protocol and detailed laboratory results are publicly
available in the FERC docket for the Broadwater Project (Docket

No. CP08-54-000, Accession #20060130-4014). The reported
concentrations from both the historical sediment sampling (Mecray et al.
2000) and Project-specific sampling efforts are within the same order of
magnitude, and all are below the effects range-median screening
thresholds.

Please see our responses to comments OC3-20 and OC3-21. Section 3.1.2
of the final EIS has been updated to include a discussion of ammoniaand
sulfides in sediments.
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temporary;” this signifieant process needs to be further sddreased in the FEIS throngh
farther stady of the geochemistry of LIS snd the crestion of x mitigation plan.

6. Lobsters

Lobster populations in LIS have dreadybmnmmﬁmﬂydcplﬁedfmavmdynffmm
including hypoxic/anoxic conditions and disease. The pipeline construction, through sediment
andl contaminant relesse and the FSRU operation, through thermal stress, will add further to
Tobster miorbidity and mortality.

The DEIS states that the project will be located in s “dense lobster fishing area ™ (p. 365) and
that jo “fall 1999, & massive die-off of lobsiers in Long Island Soind has been attributed to
above-average water temperstures and low DO levels near the seafloor™ (p. 3-41.) The DEIS
states in & qualitative way that lobsters would die during construction (p. 3-45) but the DEIS
fiils to address the impact of Broadwater o Jobsters in a quantitative way, especially through
worsening DO levels through pipeline construction and thermal stress dus 1o Broadwater’s
thermal iropacts during operation.

Please evalusie in the FEIS the npact of additional biochemical snd thermal stresses
from Broxdwater on the lobeter population in & qusntitative vay over the Wetlme of the

Project.

Anti-fouling paint will not be reapplicd for the life of the project. Most of the copperis
leached into the water column during the first few years of use. After that, the copper levels
decresse and the effectiveness of preventing marine build-up end sttachment of organisms
presumably lessons s well. Since the FSRU and YMS will be siationgry, it is unclesr why
arti-fouling paint will be necessary at all, especially since there will be a release of copper
into the water columa,

0C3-23

1o the FEIS, please inclhude o discussion about whether the initial use of snti-fouling
paiot on the FSRU and YMS can be climinated.

ESTUARY OF NATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE

The DEIS notes that Long Island Sound has been designated an Estuary of National
Significance by the U.8. Congress (p. 3-107) and that over $80 million has been invested o
restore and irprove the health of Long 1sland Sound. Indeed, there has been a “long-term
trend of watershed and waler quality degradation” ougmngmus.ltahw.ldbemm
according 1o the USEPA, the water quality in LIS hag undergone significant improvement
over the past 15 years and is expected 1o continve o do so. Anthropogenic point sources of
nitrogen have and are in the process of being controlied and there are & numbes of programs in
place that are educating the public about controlling non-point source inputs of pollution to
the: Sourid.

0C3-24

N-637

As stated in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, pipeline construction could
result in a highly localized and temporary impact to DO levels at the point
of active plowing, and DO levels would return to ambient conditions
immediately after plowing. As discussed in response to comment LA15-6,
discharges from the FSRU would primarily be ballast water, and the
discharge temperature would approximate ambient conditions. As
discussed in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, discharges fromthe FSRU
would not influence water temperatures. Broadwater estimates that the
cooling water discharge from steam-powered LNG carriers would
approximate ambient temperature conditions (within 1°F) within 75 feet of
the point of discharge from the vessel, which would readily comply with
NY SDEC thermal water quality criteria. Impactsto lobster would not be
expected because water temperatures would return to within 1 °F of
ambient levels within 75 feet of the point of discharge from the vessels.
While it seems obvious, it is worth re-stating that the volume of discharged
warm water is orders of magnitude less than the volume of the Sound and it
cannot possibly influence the overall water temperature. In addition, warm
water rises and would not affect the bottom habitats used by |obster.

Section 3.2.3.1 of the final EIS includes a recommendation that Broadwater
avoid the use of copper-based anti-fouling paint and use silicone paint for
the hull of the FSRU.
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However, the DEIS states that Broadwater will *not affect DO levels, introduce new toxic
contaminants, incresse pathogen contamination. . .or result in tiet degradation of habitat™ (p, 3+
108.3 This is a falss staternent and needs 16 be remioved from the FEIS. Broadwaier will canse
& decresse in DO levels s s result of the construction of the pipeline (via trenching and
anchor scars.) Broadwater will introduce new toxic contaminants (the enti-fouling paint.}
Broadiwater will increase contamination (the thermal chunges and sediment
disturbance) and Broadwater will result in net degradation of habitat (benthic comniunities,
Tobsters and finfish will be negatively impacted through pipeline and YMS constriction and
throughout Brosdwater's operstion. )

Moareover, the DEIS statés that Broadwater is “consistent with the Plan’s stated objective of
encouraging environmentally sensitive development and land use planning” is also an
inaccurste interpretation of the imtent of the Flan and should be removed from the FEIS,

OC3-26

As anaside, it is distoried statements like these that raise the ire of the public and csuse
citizens to distist other statements either made by FERC or contained in the DEIS. It would
serve FERC better in terms of public trust to cease with the suggestion that Broadwater is
congistent with protecting Long Island Sound. This also goes 1o the several siatements
throughowt the DEIS reganding the issue of “industrislization.” Clearly FERC preparers have
minundersiood many of the comments regarding this topic: it is pot that Broadwater will
contribute to “widespread” industrislization, slthough that remains a possibility and should
niot be treated so dismissively in the DEIS; it is that Broadwater 1S the industrialization of
Long Island Sound. Placing the FSRU in the central basin with the necessary exclusionary
zone 15 the creation of an industrial zone completely off-limits for other commencial,
recreational and naval uses, To reiterate; Broadwater IS the Industrialization of Long Island
Sound. This is the same as if'a stracture the size of Broadwater were placed in the Grand
Canyou or Yellowstone National Park. 'When a natoral resource is perveried to an industrial
use even in part, there is's loss, even partial, of the gverall value as & patiral resowrcs and the
zres affected is, indeed, industrialized.

Brosdwater is not comsistent with the gosb of protecting Long Istand Sound. Please
remove fabie sintementy to this effect from the FEIS. To nddition, plesse include some
acknowledgement that Broadwater—in part beeause of the creatlon of the exclusionary
zonts ~creates sn lodusirialized ares in Long lilund Scund and constitutes, st least in
pary, the industrisiestion of Loog Istand Sound.

ALIERNATIVES

Itis not clear from the DEIS whether or not the Safe Harbor Energy Project, 8 LNG facility
planned by the Atlantic Ses Island Group has besn includesd in the list of proposed/planned
LNG Iacilities to be considered a9 an aliernative to Brosdwater.

0C3-27

Thia facility would be located 13 miles offshore and be able to tie into an important pipeline
hub in Linden, New Jersey. No interconnecting pipeline would need o be built and this would
decrease environmental impsets in comparison 1o Brosdwater. Moreover, this LNG transfer
anid storage station would not require as extensive and new éngineering technology like

0C3-28

N-638

Section 3.5.7.3 of the final EIS has been revised to more clearly identify the
Project impacts as they relate to the Comprehensive Conservation and
Management Plan (CCMP). The CCMP focuses on finding a baance
between development and protection of the environment. As such, the
proposed Project would be constructed and operated in compliance with
dozens of federal and state environmental regulations, as well as many
Project-specific federal and state permits that are more protective of the
environment than existing federal and state regulations. Therefore, we
believe that the Project would be consistent with the CCMP.

Broadwater submitted a coastal consistency certification to NY SDOS and
to FERC that contains Broadwater’ s analysis of the proposed Project’s
consistency with New Y ork State coastal policies, including applicable
policies of the Long Island Sound CMP and the Local Waterfront
Revitalization Programs adopted by Smithtown, Southold, and Greenport.
NY SDOS is responsible for determining whether the Project is consistent
with the applicable policies. Itisour understanding that NY SDOS will
make that decision after the final EISisissued and will provide FERC its
decision.

Section 3.5.2.2 of the final EIS acknowledges that the exclusionary zones
represent industrialization of the Sound. Specifically, the EIS states that
commercial and industrial structures in or under offshore weters of the
Sound include cable crossings, natural gas and petrochemical pipelines, and
two petrochemical platforms. However, approval of the Project would
result in an industrial/commercia use of the Sound that would differ from
most existing industrial or commercial uses for two reasons. First, the
Project would be a permanent visible structure as opposed to most current
industrial applications conducted on the shoreline, below the surface of the
water, or as atransient activity on the surface of the water. Second, it
would be farther offshore than the two petrochemical transfer stations
currently in operation.

The potentia impacts of the Safe Harbor Energy Project are described in
Section 4.3.2 of the final EI'S based on the available information.

Please see our response to comment OC3-27. Safe Harbor proposes to
ingtall a pipeline between the island constructed offshore Long Island to the
existing Transco pipeline.
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Broadwater (e.g. YMS) and it would not be located in as fragile an area gs Long Island
Sound, an Extoary of National Significance. The Safe Harbor Energy Project would be sble to
serve the New York and Connecticut markets through existing pipeline connections

Plesse include # discussion of the Safe Harbor Energy Project in your ahernatives
section in the FEIS.

CONCLUSION
In conclusion, T oppose the constraction and operation of Broadwater in Long Island Sound.

T s, this is because the Sound i sill wo fragile W support the intnision of &h eneigy
project that has vet to be engineered and tested and exists nowhere else on earth. There are 100
many unknowns fo risk devastating a water body 22 delicately balanced and important as
Long Island Sound. Millions of people nse the Sound for s million different reasons. Noone
use trumps anyone else’s use; Broadwater would. Morsover; today’s volatile energy market
raises questions shout the future of natural gas in terms of cost, availability and demand.
Developments in altemnative fuel sowces; including clean coal and fusl cell technologies,
make the assumption of an incresse in use of natursl gas unceniain. Finally, alternatives to
Broadwater nesd w be more fully considered.

1 disagree with FERC"s sssessment in the DEIS that the snvironmental impacts of Broadvater
are essentially minimal, [ urge FERC to reassess their environmental analysis using sdditional
quantitative studies and to consider the suggestions discussed in my comments. Furthermore,
Yurge FERC to delay any spprovals for Broadwater until after the desiga is fully engineered
and mvailable for another round of public comment. In sddition, 1 urge FERC w perform a
revised needs analysis closer to the time of installation to-oblain & more valid undersianding
of the need for Broadwater and to withhold any final approvals until that need is established.

If Broadwater is constructed, then [ urge FERC to consider the dynamically positioned lay
barge to minimize seafloor disturbance and 1o install the pipeling only after the YMS has been
sucoessiully constructed. Furthermore, Brosdweater should be reguired 1o ke out 8 bond for
thie life of the Project to cover the costs of any incidents that cause property and
environmental damage or to compensate for loss of life.

Again, thank you very much for the opporiunity 1o comment on the DEIS, Plesse donot

hesitate to contact me for funher information or questions regarding my comments. [ can most
easily be reached by phione st my office: 203-772-2090 or by writing to the following address.

EC™

Sincerely yours,

4{ s “‘ﬁ!,” i
Katherine G. Kennedy, M.D.
Post Office Box 578
Branford, CT 06405

0C3-29

OC3-30

OC3-31

0C3-32

N-639

Thefinal EIS has been updated to provide additional information on the
environmental setting of Long Island Sound and additional detail on
potential impacts. As described throughout Section 3.0 of the final EIS,
construction and operation would result in minor impacts to the
environment because of incorporating Project siting, design, and mitigation
measures, our recommendations specified in the final EIS; and constructing
and operating the proposed Project in compliance with al federal and state
regulations and permitting requirements.

Section 2.5 of the final EIS has been updated to provide additional
information on the engineering design that is pertinent to understanding
potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed Project. In
addition, Section 1.1 of the final EIS has been updated to describe the
energy needs of the target market at the time the final EIS was prepared.

In Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS, FERC includes a recommendation that
either mid-line buoys or adynamically positioned lay barge be used to
minimize the anchoring impacts to the seafloor during construction. As
described in our responses to comments OC3-7, OC3-8, and OC3-9, YMS
installation is readily feasible based on specific geological information, and
there is no valid technical rationale for scheduling YMS installation before
pipeline installation based on geologic conditions.

Itis not FERC's practice to require posting of performance bonds as
conditions in the EI'S process. However, other regulatory bodies at the
federal, state, and local levels could, if deemed necessary and appropriate,
include performance bonds as conditions to their permits.

Organizations and Companies Comments

BW029939




OC3 - CT Stop the Pipeline

Unofficial FERC~Geferated PDF of 2D070124-014%8 Recdived by FERC OSEC 0L 2372007 in Dockek#: CRUG-DA-0Y

Beferences:

KhalidR.A., Patrick Jr., W.H. & Gambrell BLP, 1978, Effect of dissolved oxygen on
chemical transformations of heavy metals, phosphorus, and nitrogen in an estuarine sedintent.
Eat. Coast. Mar, Sci. 6:21:35.

MeLeese, DWW, 1970, Bebhavior of lobsters exposad 1o bleached krafy mill effloent.
J.Fish. Res. Board Can, 27:731-736.

Rhoads DUC MeCallP L. & Yingst LY., 1978, Disturhance and Production on the
Estuarine Seafloor. American Sci. 66:577-586,

Swartz,5.M. & Brinkhuis.B.H. 1978, The Impact of Dredged Holes on Oxygen
Deinand in the Lovwer Bay, New York Harbor. Mar. Sci. Res. Center Special Report # 17, 78-
5, 80 pp.

Zajac RN, Lewis RS Poope,L.J., TwichellD.C.,Vozarik J. and Diliacomio-
CohenM.Li, 2000. Relationships: Among Ses-Floor Structure and Benthic Communities in
Long Island Sound at Regional and Renthoscope Scales. Jour. Coastal Res. 16(3):627-640.

EPA (2000). Estuarine and Coastal Marine Waters: Bloassessment and Biocriteria
Technical Guidance, USEPA.

10

Organizations and Companies Comments
N-640

BW029940




OC4 - Cross Sound Ferry Services, Inc.

Yaoffieial FERC-Gemerdted PDE of 20070124-0150 Received By FERC OSEC QLy2372007 Ln Dogksi# CpOE~54~00

RIGINAL
Cross Sound Ferry Services, Inc.

-

2 Ferry St % Reservations  {360) 4435281

PO Box 33 — Faox {860) 4430263

Wew London, CT:06320 Bemail mio@lionglslsndferrycom
wyrw ongidendferry:com

Jarivary 22,2007

Magalie R. Salas, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE; Room IA
Washington, DC" 20426

RE: Docket No. CPU6-54

Dear FERC:

Wi dre writing to comment on the Draft Environmental Impait Statement, daied November 2006,
for the Broadwater LNG Project in Long Island Sound.

Crioss Sound Ferry Services i 4 privately owned and operated passenger and vehicle ferry setvice
operating between New London, CT and Orient Point; Long Island, Wew York, ‘'We own and
operate-eight vessels, seven of which carry cars, trucks, and passengers, and ope high speed-
passenger-only vessel. We also own and operate the ferry tenminal facilities which serve these
vessels: (terminal buildings, parking lots, docks and ramps, etc.), Additionally, we own a subsidiary
company, Block Island Ferry Services, which operates one high-speed ferry seasonally from New
London 1o Block Istand, RL. These operations carsied over 500,000 vehicles and ovér 1.4 million

passengers last year.

The potential impact of the Broadwater LNG project on ferry transportation between New London,
Orient Point, and Block Island will be determined by the frequency and timing of the LNG ¢arrier
transits, the-size of the safety/secarity zone that is established around these ING corriers, and
whether ¢onmimencial ferdies will be permitted to travel within the safety and security 2otes. Our
vessels will ¢ross the intended route of the LNG carriers iip 10 68 tiines per day between the hoirs:of
0600 and 2400, Due to the time sensitive nature of our operation, any deviation from our vessels’
normal routes 1o accommodate LNG carriers will cause delsys, potentially disrupting an entire day"s
schedule. Que ferry schedule is precisely structured based on the maximum speed of our vessels,
public demand, and the limited availability of docking facilittes. The delay of one vessel hasa
snowball.effect on the entire fleet, négatively impacting thousands of travelers and interstate
cornmierce in general,

“our high-speed ferry service from New London to Block Istand will be especially susceptible to
delgys, Our ferry, JESSICA "W, transits “the Race”; the entrance {0 Long Island Sound, 8 to 10
times per-day from May through Octeber.. The intended route of the LNG carriers will also transit
the Race. As represented in the Draf) EIS, the Race is 4 navigational choke point where LNG

N-641
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0C4-3

0OC4-1

F carrier transits may cause-delays of other traffic. The Draft EIS concludes: that *if vessels ate
delayed, the wait could be approximately 30 minufes. Asa result; delaysto cormmertial traffic in
the Race are not expected to be significant” (p.3-145). ‘We strongly disagree withthis conclusion.
Any delay; @nd especially a delay of 30 milnutes, would have a very significant negative impacton
our high-speed service to Block Island, Elsewhere in the Draft EIS, a “worst-case delay of 15
minutes applies” (p. 3-150) w our high-speed Block Island ferry, These delay estimates seem'io
conflict. Regardiess of whether the delay is 15 minutes or 30 minutes, our high-speed ferry does not
have reserve power {speed) to make up for lost time and its schedule does not allow foridelays. This
ferry serves thousands of people per day and frequently operates st maximum capacity (530
passengers per trip). Delaying this ferry 15 or 30 minutes would disrupt an entire day’s schedule,
negatively affecting thousands of passengers’ experiences. Our passengers pay 4 premiugn for high-
speed ferry service. ' They expect 1o save time by using-ourservice. I we cannot guarantee our
high-speed schednle, we will lose our-customers to other altesnative modes of transporiation such as
the less expensive slow speed ferry operators; or the airflines. This would be financially detrimental
1o .oy business and could wltmately lead 1o its default.
[~ “Impacts on Ferry Systems” are discussed beginning on page 3-149 of the Draft EIS. Inthe 0OC4-2
discussion, sstimates are made for the likelibood of potential conflicts between existing ferry rotites
and the proposed LNG carriers’ routes. We agree that “the probability for delays due to ferry and
LNG carrier schedule conflict was found to'be greatest for Cross Soind’s Oriént Point-New London
poute.. (g 3-150) However, we strongly disagree with the methodology used to compute the
likelihood of conflict. First, in éaleulating transit frequency from New London 1o Orient Point, 46
crogsings per day were used. This numiber does not include 12 additional crossings on the same
route by our high-speed ferry, SEA JET. Through ourown calculations, we estimate that during
peak season, at least oneof pur vessels will nccupy somis portion of & 3-mile long section of the
proposed trunsit track of the LNG carrier’s safety and segurity zong raughly 75% of the time during
daylight houes. We also estimate that there would rarely be a greater than a 10-minute interval,
during which at least one of our vessels did not occupy some postion of the 3-mile section.
Assuming each LNG cardier would noed at legst 15 minutes to transit the 3-mile section, during
peak season at least one of our vessels would have to deviate course to'avoid the safety and security
zone for every LNG carder transit. Based on the assumption that the LNG carriers would transit
Long Island Sound ‘once s day diring duylight hours, six times per week (incoming and cutgoing)
(. 3-150%, we would anticipate that the proposed LNG carrier safety and security zone would delay
our service § days per week orroughly 85% of the time during peak season. The Draft EIS
estimates the probability of conflict as “less'than 0.2%". In reality the percentage will probably fall
somewhere in between. We present our methodology to emphasize that the presentation of a
skewed analysis in the Draft E18 does not adequately represent the significant impact that the 0C4-3
proposed LN project could have on ferry operations; -

™ The conclusion of the Draft BI85 discussion of “Impacts o Ferry Systemns™ gtates *The potensial
impacts of LNG carrier traffic 10 ferry operations would range from no effect to periodic minor
impacts thet would ocour over the Jife of the Project.” As s “ferry operator”, we estimate the
potential impacts of LNG carrier traffic fo range from periodic minoe impacts 1o frequent major
iripacts over the life of the Project. Many of our customers are repeat customers and much of our

growth ig influenced by word of mouth. Delays in our service will produce dissatisfied customers;
who will choose alternative means of travel in the future. Owur service competes diréctly with

N-642

In response to the concerns expressed by Cross Sound Ferry, the
assessment of impacts to ferry operations has been revised in Section
3.7.1.4 of thefinal EIS.

The 30-minute delay includes the estimated time required for a slow-speed
vessel to move from the path of an LNG carrier, wait approximately 15
minutes for the LNG carrier to pass, and then return to its previous
position. The 30-minute delay is a worst-case estimate for slow-moving
vessels inthe Race. It does not apply to ferries in the open waters of Long
Island Sound or Block Island Sound, or to high-speed ferries transiting the
Race.

In response to the concerns expressed by Cross Sound Ferry, the
assessment of impacts to ferry operations has been revised in the final EIS.
The draft EIS presented an assessment of the combined probability, over
the course of aweek, of a conflict between aferry and an LNG carrier. In
the final EI'S, we addressed the impact of an LNG carrier that arrives during
ferry operating hours to assess the likelihood of conflict.

As noted in the response immediately above, the assessment of impacts to
ferry operations has been revised in the final EIS. Thefinal EISreflects a
potentially higher impact of LNG transits to Cross Sound Ferry than was
presented in the draft EIS.
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, ancther férry service, which does not cross the proposed LNG carrier route. Bridges, trains, and
planies also offer reasonable alternatives to our service.  Certainly if the proposed Project is built
and is successful, LNG carrier traffic could increase above 6 transits per week, further impacting oar
service, With each ENG carrier transit potentially delaving pur service, we estimate that the impact
o ouroperation could be severe. As with our Block Jsland Ferry Service, this potential delay could
| be fingnicially detrimental to our business and ultimately lead to its default.

~ We are cautiously optimistic that our concerns will be sddressed if the Coast Guard permits
commercial ferry transit within the LNG safety and security zones. This possibility 15 stated with 0OC4-4

varying language repestedly in the Draft EIS:

“Commercial ferries may be allowed within an LNG carvier safety and security zone under certain

conditions” {p. 3-122)

“Asnoted in the WSR (Appendix 133 the Coast Guard could sMow regularly scheduled ferries

inside the LNG carriers” safety and security zones, assuming that the specific safety and security

conditions at the time of passage are scceptable to the Coast Guard™ {p. 3-149)

“To alleviate potetitial ferry and LNG carrier schedule conflicts in the Race and elsewhere along the

LNG carrier routes, the Coast Guard generally would allow ferry operation within the ENG carrier

safety and seciirity zone.” (p, 3-150)

“The potential impacts of LNG carrier traffic to ferry operstions would range from no effect 1o

periodic minor impacts that would secur over the life of the Project. By allowing conditional ferry

wansit of LNG éarrier safety and security zones, the Coast Guard would reduce the potemtial impact

1o the ferry systems to the lowest level possible.” (p. 3:150)

We are advocating that a stronger position be taken by the Coast Guard which would guarantee
commercial ferries, regulated under 33CFR 104, be allowed 1 ransit within an LNG carrier’s safety
and security zone st MARSEC | {Maritime Security Level 1) The curvent language in the Drafl
ElS does not commit 10 an exception for ferries, but states it as'a possibility. We respect that the
security environment is fluid and that circumstances may be different in 2010, However, Federal
Regulations ereated different security postures based on threat levels when they created the
MARSEC systemn. 'We believe that allowing commercial ferries totransit LNG carfier safety and

seeurity zones at MARSEC | will limit potential negative impact to ferry operations, while
- preserving the safety and secunty of the LNG carriers.

Thank you for the opportunily to comment on the Draft Environmental Tmpact Statement.

Bincerely,

Adam Wratiowski
Vice President, Cross Sound Ferry Services, Inc.
Crwvnier, Block laland Perry Services, LLC

Cer. Communder, USCG Sector Loog Island Sound

N-643

Although the Coast Guard would generally consider allowing ferries to
pass through the safety and security zones around the LNG carriers, it
cannot commit to a formal agreement to allow that activity. |f the Project
is approved for operation and if the threat environment of the waterway
remains &t its current level, the Coast Guard would permit ferries to transit
through the proposed moving safety and security zone around the LNG
carriers. The Coast Guard would discuss the specifics of such transits with
Cross Sound Ferry. Asdiscussed in Section 5 of the WSR (Appendix C of
the final EIS), the threat environment is dynamic. Therefore, as the threat
environment changes, the Coast Guard would re-eval uate the specifics of
the transits by the ferries and communicate any required operational
revisions to the ferry company. The Coast Guard may a so re-eval uate
allowing ferries to transit the safety and security zone based on changes to
MARSEC levels. In addition, if authorized, it is expected that Coast Guard
would require Broadwater to schedule LNG carrier transits to minimize
impact to other waterway users, to the extent practical, as recommended by
the Coast Guard in Section 8.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS).
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22 January 2007

Magdlie B, Salas, Sectetary

Federal Energy Regilatory Commiission
&HE First Street, NE; Room TA
Washington, T 20428

RE TERC Nos, CPO6- 34000, CPUG6-3 5000

Denr M, Sufias:

With this letter. The Nature Conservaney hereby exp its:xerious conceing
regarding the proposed. placement of g Mowtng storage and wegasilieation ait
(FSEUTY dttgéhed 1o-g yokémporing systern LY ME) it Long Tsland Souud, -only
miles fronythe-densely populated coasts of Comecticut and Long Tsland, 40 g
waterbody of significant biological eponomic and recreational impertance.

Asoneof the world"s Ieading esnservation organizations, with amission of
protecting the land-and waters-on which Biodiversity depends; The Natuie
Conservangy will Tiniit its commieniy to-the environmental issues raised by the
proposed Broadwater projett dg diseussed in the deall Fovironmental Tmpact
Statemient (E18): Pleasy nole Thal a8 4 Gonseridtion organization wommilted to Torgiing
cooperative partnerships that preserve eoologinally sighifitant habitats, The Naturz
Consgrvancy does not often dake positions-on speeifiv development proposals:in the
aréas-where we work, However, the potential severity of the-ecological threats posed
by the proposed Bivadwater projéet, and ilué inadequacies of the draft EIS; comypel us
o articulate-our views at this time.

Twa broad sefs-of offvety of this proposed project st be addrossed Twomore: detail in
the final EIS:
0 What effects will constroction.and operation of the FSRU have on the Twng
Island Sound estuary as-a whole, and
0 ‘What ave:the likely envivommental e« 1 if something goes wrong, such
asative, leak, sxplosion, or fulive of the Y MR, whether due o negligende,
intetitional humiam, aets, o aots of name?

Environmental Harm

Broadwaler Energy, b partnérship betwasan Shelt and the TravsClnnda Corpapition,
propdses o H700 million floating storaps and repaification vt This variantofa
Ligid nataral gas: terminal, itvelvitigeold storage of natural gas o redice storage:aind
transporiation costs, wonld e the Hirst of its kind, - The design dsa ship-like vessel
atachied toa Y NS thiat 48 it wbengion oD other floating produchon vessely vied inihe
energy industry. In Long Island Seund, Broadwater propodes the FSRU to be
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approxiiately 9 niles o the Towi of Riverhedad to the south and 11 milss from
Newv Haven, CT to the north, Only about 30 such floating platformy exist in the
world (Axtman 2005},

Wi hiive revicwed the Dralt oy al Impacl-S it and we hiave Tound that
it raised iy tiiote questions than it has answered, Perhapt most importantly, why
would FERC even ¢ondider siting an FSRLT in & Tocation as biclogicallv diverse and
productive as Long Island Sound, whon the:effecis ol the projoet ol best -« will run
coutfter to the efforts of numerous federal agenviss and theirpartners;” which have
invested vears of wotlcand taxpayer dollars to-malitain and improve the Sound’s
chiendical and Biological viabilitg?

I/ 1987, 1he United States P identified Long Island. Souind a¢ one:of 28 estuarics: of
national dipnificance as part of the National Fstuary Prograny (NEP). The NEP
Tovuses on ipproving water gquality nCar estuary and mantanang te alegrity ol ihe
whisle systen - g chemieal, phveicaland bislogival properties, ss well asils
ceanomic; recteational and agsthetic values (US EPA 2001 Nothing sincethe
designation has diminished the Seound’simponance: To thieontrary i 1994 aplan
Termianage the Seund for the region’s benelivenerged from the Lone Tsland Sound
Study ("LISS™), and more thai 3500 siillion in tax dollars Have beetrallocated o
implement the TISS play to-preserve healthy Biological aspeetd of the Sound and
abate primary-threats: Tn September 2006, federal legistation was passed by the Houge
and Benate creating the Tong Island Seund Stewardship Aot This act suthorizes 523
millign-atmially ind fédiral Ninds under e duspices 0 The EPA 10 protect kiy doastal
sites along the Long Iiland and Connecticut shore i an effort to savethe Sonitd,

Sugeesstul ¢fforty inglude reductions in nitrogen. digcharges to the Sound’; the exfent
and dusation of hypoxia (lack of oxyeen), and taxic releases to surface watcrs™.
Efforts dieniideray 1o régiore tidal wétland habitat and approXimately 35 miled of
river fintgratory corridors foranadrémous fish passage by installing dish ladders and
removing dams (LINS-2001)

Like other estuaties, Long Tsland Sound is an important-and produgiive ecosystem
1hat supporty significant abindanee and diversity bl organisms.” Maring life and
bivds inliabit thie Souiind Tor all of part of theii livey for feeding, festing and nurssry

VT faderal agencies and patnors indlede BFA Kew Bagland, Connectiout Uepartment of
Erwronmental Protection Mew ke Diggar et of Envionmental Conserestion; MNew York
Departmiant of State. New Tork Oty Departmentof Ehviror al ¥ o DEDANRES, Neaw
Nork Sen Grant. Connectiont Bew-Grant, Long Iskand Sound Watershed. Allianee, U8, Fighand:
Wildlife Sérvice, WS, Army: Corps of Bnginsers, 1L5. sisolbaical Burtey, Univeérsity of Conmedticut,
Tlnnersity ol Conrecticut Cooperative BExtsosion:: Y Steany Brook, MNew Einpland

I Water Polluti trol insion and the Tnterstafe Eny ronmendal Commission

* Approriiartly 47000 Feviet poameds of nitréasn ke eirering Long tland Sownd sach day compared
o B9 (LISE 2006%

* Bines 1958 towio chentical discharges divecthy ity the Seundand itstributaries love decrsased by 88
percent (LISE 2008)

* Torbesure; the Sourd is st withoutiits problems. There are sl walerquality soncerns and divaofis

af ok devastating i Jocal jal Bishery:

OC5-1

N-645

To clarify, the proposed location for the FSRU was developed by the
applicant with input from agencies and stakeholders. As part of our
regulatory responsibility, we have reviewed and analyzed the impacts of
the proposed Project. A great deal of effort and resources have been
expended to restore Long Island Sound. Notableisthe attempt to limit
nitrogen inputs from sewage treatment facilities. Our review indicatesthat
the Project would contribute minimally to the existing overall nitrogen
inputs to the Sound. 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 mammal's), 3.3.5.2 (avian species), and 3.4 (threatened and
endangered species) of the fina EIS, construction and operation of the
Project as proposed by Broadwater would result in a limited environmental
impact. |mpacts to resources would be avoided or further minimized with
incorporation of the recommendations we have identified throughout the
final EIS.
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areas-as wall ag forshelter, whivh is supplied by the Sounds divérse habitats
including extensive tidal wetlands, rocky tntertidal areas, beaches; dunes, bluffs,
seagrass; kelp beds and other types of submerged agquatic vegetation, shelifish beds
anil veefy and iklands (Strich 1993} Commercial and recriational fishing activities
résult in-anantal economic benefit 6f muore than $1.2 billon tothe region and
averall sconomic benetit of $5 billion from recreational uses (LISS 2004). The
sitarshies of the systen hislp filter water, and absorh stoini impacts.”

Benthiic Commuiities

Thé praject involves canstructionof an vitdetwater pipeling o conneet the FSRTL to
the existing subsea Trotuisds Gas Transmission System pipeline in the Long Tslund
Sound, The FSRU pipeline vill be approxinyately 30 inches wide and 22 miles long;
The:pipeline will be concrete-coated and installed heneath the seabed ising a slow-
spiged, lowsenergy subsea plowe s allowed Lo back i Doaturalby, although i ihe
repoimendation in ihe DEIS. is followid, the treneh will be back:lilled following
Gonstruction; T arcag where this method is nof possible, dtrenchiwill be dredged and
then backfilled with imported “elean materral.” In “vulneeable” locations, additional
proteetion of this pipelitie may be ndeded and Will be doverad with: conoiels miatling of
armior stofie:

The mooriigs of the FSRT would be comected to a:pernanent fower attachzd to the
gealloor by TourTégs. The tvwer would Rave & Tooipring of approximately 13,000
squiare feetwnd wauld sectre the PSR 0 plaie and bé asiipport steudre Tor he
cennecting pipelineg,

Excavation.of thesea loor for The connegtor. pipe and monring tower will severely
affect benthic hiabitat and create sadi I and sticup and
particulates thiatcan redult it 4 series of témporary threars ifcluding derrimental
imipacts to phytoplankion (shading). filter-feeders (clogging), planktivoreus fish and
other-animals, The full effect could discupt the lacal ool web for an undeterminied
- Tenpth of time.

4 4

0C5-2

Tnsedtion 3;3.1,1 of the DEIS, it statss thai Broudwater condudied stadies of benthic
coniimitiss in Aprdl and hav 2003 but o detaily of hide these studies werg

cted dre provided exicept that they micluded videogriphy of the sea floor to
assess the infagnal community,  Aswas pointed outintestimony-given by Dirs,
Ronian Zajacand Peter Auster o 7 Decomber 2006 at'a hearing of the Connectiput
Stale Senate’s. Long Island Liguid Natural Gas Task Foroe, assessing and quaniilying
the campasttion and strocture of benthic sommnmniiies by nse of videography is
extremnely-difTicultas mosl species thatl lvein thy sediment are Jillivnli 1o séeand
ideutify,

%)
Lot

OC5:3

3 TPrespiie theit ispoitanitw humandand ather spaciss, such constal ardes fre sipiniencing some of
theeintst dramatic chanpes of any type of ecosystem workhwidedue to developmentsrelated loss of
abitats and sévvices. Over 40 percent bl the vearidhs popralation: lives within Stoules ol'a coast)
{Agardyelal 2005

0OC5-2 Impacts associated with the temporary turbidity plumes during active
construction are discussed in Section 3.2.3.1 of the final EIS. Theturbidity
concentrations associated with subsea plowing would be largely assimilated
into Long Island Sound within 12 hours of sediment disturbance. A review
of scientific literature indicated that the lowest suspended sediment
concentration and duration combination that caused sublethal effectsin
estuarine fish was 650 mg/L for 5 days (Wilber and Clarke 2001). The
maximum estimated concentrations during active plowing for the
Broadwater Project do not approach the range at which sublethal effects
have been demonstrated to occur in estuarine fish. Based on therelatively
small size and short duration of the turbidity plume, construction would not
result in any significant impact to water quality or marine resources; any
temporary impact would exist during and immediately following active
construction.

0OC5-3 Details regarding the benthic studies conducted by Broadwater in April and
May 2005 can be found in Resource Report No. 3 — Fish, Vegetation, and
Wildlifein FERC' s docket for the Broadwater LNG Project (Docket No.
CP06-54-000, Accession #20060130-4018). Neither the text in the draft
EIS nor in the final EIS characterizes the benthic community based on
video surveys. Benthic community characterizations also included benthic
grab samples at 27 sites along the proposed pipeline route. However,
Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS has been expanded to more fully describe

the benthic communities.
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The DEIS provides some sweepiiig peneralities reparding the benthic commiumiities
thatare TargeTy baged on gross, dilTeréices in scdument isped dnd thedisirbutionof,
these sediments iz Long Islard Sound (Section 3.5,1.1). "The DEIS provides no
quantitative assesstnent of the benthile commuiities presetit-along the route of the
proposed pipelines or at the Y NS,

OC5-5
Tow. argwe 1o know that:the beénthic compmunities hive recoverad following
consteuction of the pipeline.cud the TAS i we don't bave any dota onthe Melogload
eHEraCIeRSICS £ the Denthie Compuities prior io consimergn?
Questions linger over the ability of benthic canumunities torecover froin disturbances OC5 6
asgociated with theconstruetion of pipelines; indasge pat beciuse data ave difficult to
ablain. Subtle diflerenves i lopography or grain dizg of The sedimentar thsse sites
miay-affect spécies composition. | Exposing nev, uninhebited substrates to
colonization by benthic ergamsms could resull fn a-change in compmmity
composition and sbruchure or provide:apporfunities: for the extablishment of 'non-
vative Invasive specivs.

Westrongly encowrage arenewed effort fo.guariitatively characterize the benthic
companitios gl the YMSsite andtalong-the roniz of the proposed pipeline. We olso
ask the applicant to conduel a move detutled review of the Titerature as i relates to
the FEEOVERY OF Renthis: commninitiés from pipeline Tastallatans:

Tanker Traffic

Beginming in 2010 the FSRU would receive two iy three LNG shipraents perwiogk. OC5-7
front-dcem-going carrigrs; incréasing the amount of traffic in the Long Island Sound

by approximadely 130 large vessels pot yearor 21% abeve Tevels for tank ships and

Treighters regorded ini 2004 (DETS Table 3.7:1-4). Each large vessel typroally carrics

approxitustely 140,000m" of LNG:

Ary additional tanker traffic into Long Iland Sourdd poses the threat.of bringing 0OC5-8
miafing invasive species (via batlast waler and detachment from gearhulis) intoihe

Sound and oeigliboring waters. Bven fullyeloaded tankers coming frory torkiin prorts

typically have a small-amdunt of baflastwater, Which could contain invadive speciés

(Stiles 20063 Thie DEIS sigbests that most ballastwater wiould beeschangelin

international waters (200 nattical miles offshore; Bection 3:2.3:2) sonie Ballast vvater

wainld bareleqsed i Long Island Sougd;

What sefegudrdy existif i ianker drrives from CLST waters from more southeri
Ltituele sethine 200 saitival miles?

The DEIS also suggest that more stringent standards fo protect-against the
introduction of Tnvasive species Through ballast water vxchaiges wreup foradoption
by the International Maritime Orpanization, but these standards have not been ratified
and we shiowld iot ount on than pecurring as put of this réview.

N-647

Please see our response to comment OC5-3.

Please see our response to comment OC5-3.

Potential impacts to benthic habitat are discussed in Section 3.3.1.2 of the
final EIS. This section also discusses post-construction monitoring reports
and results for several similar pipeline projects. The findings of several
post-construction monitoring reports in the region are described, including
some areas where recovery appears to have occurred successfully. In
addition, FERC has included a recommendation that Broadwater file plans
describing methods to successfully mechanically backfill the trench
(Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS). The plan must incorporate interagency
coordination to identify the appropriate methods for backfilling and
detailed post-construction monitoring criteria to assess backfilling success.

Thank you for your comment. Please see our responses to comments
OC5-3 and OC5-6.

Thefinal EIS has been updated to include the draft \Water Quality
Monitoring Plan (as Appendix |) that was designed to monitor discharges
from the FSRU and LNG carriers (while berthed to the FSRU). LNG
carriers are not expected to discharge ballast water into Long Island Sound
because they would arrive in Long Island Sound full of cargo (see

Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS). Inthe unlikely event that a carrier did
discharge ballast water, the discharge would be conducted in accordance
with federal and international regulations. These regulations would include
EPA’ s pending ballast water measures for foreign vessels, to be enacted in
2008, thet is intended to minimize potential impacts of invasive species.
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0OC5-9 Please see our response to comment OC5-8. All potential sources of LNG
would be obtained at |east 200 nautical miles fromthe U.S. coastline.

OC5-10  Section 3.2.3 of the final EISidentifies the current status of regulations
being considered by EPA and the IMO. All Project-related vessels would
be required to adhere to all applicable state, federal, and international
regulations and conventions designed to prevent operational or accidental
pollution of the marine environment by ships. Asis regulated for all
international shipping traffic in Long Island Sound, vessels associated with
the Project would be required to comply with applicable federal and
international regulations, including the International Convention for the
Prevention of Marine Pollution from Ships (MARPOL).
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0Cs-11

QCs-12

0@543[

OCs-14

0C8-15

OC5-11

Invastve species may also sttach 1o gearand hullv of boats, The PSRU and YMS
pravide stabile sites i the center of Long I8land Sound For potential alien species to
calonize, become established, and disperse to.other sites within Dong Island Bound.

As diseussed i the DEIS, tankers will pasy throvgh important habitat ocoupsied of
certain times of thia viear by rare and endanpérad whalss and fea toitles; dolligions
between tankers and these'animalscan be Icthal . Inaddition tothe tankers, support
iraffic providing profection and asgistange 1o tankers will haveto travel out to-méet,
tonikers, and gride tankers to the FERE and backeout to sea.. Although the amonnt of
tamker traffic has been quantified. a thorough agsessment of additonal support boat
traflic has not,

This addivionat bonttratfic and how it is conducted posey o additiohal #isk 1o these
rare gad engingered spocies: this shonld by auaniified (o wssesy the risk v these
spedies.

Weemal Teakage of fuels from sueh TNG vesselawill introdice:pedbutants n direct
contrventipn ol the carelul ¢tforts 1o decrense Toxing in the Sound.

0C5-12

Entraiimment

Thi frozen gag would bésterad withindhe hull oDihe PERI inspecially designed
tanks, warmed info gis, and thier séot to e pipeline, The warming, 16 be
accomplished through a subrmerged combustion vapotization process, would send
I MG thronghtubes inawaterbath heated by Buming natusal gag. The infention
sould be o retain the heated water-withiii aelosed Toog systeny to avold discharge
into the Sound.

The FSRU mad tankers are expacted 1o uge about: 282 mad of seawater: most of the
venter is assoviated with the vaporization progess bob W alse iocludes vonling veater Tor
the tankers while moored at the FSRU as-well as water associated with a small
wasteavater treah toplant

OC5-13

The sectionon entiainmisnt déals only Wity entrainitent of ikhthyvoplankton but-does
ot discuss a4l the effedts of etittarmmnsnt of phvioplinkion 6 zooplankion. "We
halieve this 1y o gross oversight as the dengities of these other plankion Tar exceed the
dansities of ichthyvoplanikton and they serve ag the base of the food sweb for all.of
Long Island Seund and adjeining marine systems: Duringmuch of the vear, the
waters of Long Talwid Sound-are ot stratfied, and phatoplaikion avd zeoplankion
Wwill B abiindait in-dhe watér column svbereenirainmient can oeeur. The paleniiadl

i o wilE plawifitin skould be é Todeterming the potepital effectsof
FERU vperations

W alsé-believe that tisihg the. edtimated valumié of watdr i the central bagin-of Tong
Island Sound ag e way of assessing the relative effect ol enirainment on ay individual

N-649

Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS has been expanded to address potential
concerns with invasive species. LNG carriers are not expected to discharge
ballast water into Long |sland Sound since they would arrive in Long
Island Sound full of cargo. In the unlikely event that a carrier did discharge
ballast water, the discharge would be conducted in accordance with federal
and international regulations. These regulations include EPA’ s pending
ballast water measures for foreign vessels, to be enacted in 2008, that are
intended to minimize potential impacts of invasive species. In addition, we
have included a recommendation in Section 3.2.3.1 of the final EIS,
requiring Broadwater to use a non-toxic silicon-based anti-fouling paint on
the hull of the proposed FSRU and any other structures requiring anti-
fouling paint. According to Broadwater, the proposed FSRU may require
surface cleaning of the hull which would be conducted no more than once
per year.

We have consulted with NM FS — Protected Resources Division about
potential impacts. Section 3.4 of the final EIS has been updated with
additional information regarding the potential impacts on threatened or
endangered marine species associated with operation of Project-related
vessels including mitigation measures to minimize potential impacts.

Asisregulated for all international shipping traffic in Long Island Sound,
vessels associated with the Project would be required to comply with
applicable federal and international regulations, including the International
Convention for the Prevention of Marine Pollution from Ships (MARPCL ).
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OC5-14

0OC5-15

N-650

LNG carriers would withdraw water for cooling. Virtually every boat with
an engine in Long Island Sound takes up and discharges cooling water.

The cooling water requirements for LNG carriers are relatively large but
are similar to those of other large diesel- and steam-powered commercial
vessels currently using the Sound. The intake and discharge of cooling
water would be episodic, coinciding with transit and offloading operations.
The average daily seawater intake by LNG carriers for cooling would be
about 22.7 mgd. For context, the Sound holds about 18 trillion gallons and
receives new daily inflows of about 444,000 mgd. Therefore, Broadwater’s
intake would be 0.005 percent of the daily inflow. The next generation of
carriers will be larger, but will likely be diesel-powered requiring less
cooling water. Asexplained in detail in Section 3.2.3.2 of thefina EIS, the
large majority of the water intake by the FSRU and LNG carriers would be
associated with ballast water. No seawater would be directly required for
the vaporization process. Section 2.1.1.4 of the final EIS describes the
regasification process.

As discussed in response to comment OC2-19, Section 3.3.2.2 of the final
ElS has been updated to identify the expected impacts to phytoplankton
and zooplankton associated with water intakes. Aswith ichthyoplankton,
the impact would be negligible (less than 0.1 percent of the standing stock
of the central basin of Long Island Sound).
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Alrernatively, wesnugigest that Brggdw itinigre the effects that gitraimweit il
Foiv o the: abindance of all phviop i1, ZOOPH wdldchthyoplanktorn witl 1,
Sand Snile radii of the FSRUL This tipe of wsessmpnt world olse oid inon
sirdapstyinding on ow opgrations of the FSRUT might gifedt, invertebrarg, fish,
piseivorois Bird und sea turtle Jistribnipm arownil the FSREL

0C5-18

r Finally, the FSREU and FMS will hove lghting aysoviated withthe iffastracture ond
wa detinled mssessienl of how thiy ighting waght gifect the distribidicn of plavkton

aromnd the site or affect the probability-of entraisment ot different imes of thi year.
L. This ehonwld baassessed.

QCE17

Souwd

Thi sections-on noise inthe Broadwater DEIS focus primarily on levels that are-either
Tethal-or damaging to fish ormamemialy, . The DEIS reports that pite deiving during
construetion of the YMS thay canse sound waves thal dre poteatially damaging 1o
miring mmammals and they suggest thiat migiasures, suth ds raniping up this
~ copstruction activity will Saugse maring mammals toavoid the-area;. OF greater
coneern tousis the-average level of operating noise estimated torange from 12G:dB
within 0:6 miles and WE-dB within 1.9'miles ol ihe FERLL . No-disvosston s provided
sty how this-might alféetthe bebaviorToraging ol sk, faring toifles, or marind
mianumals thatoécur within these progimities of tha FSRU. W astthe applicomt fo
Lo, address tils comcermand 1dentifishow: ity affects might be mitigafed,

0ChH-18

Lighting

Az migntiorigd above, the FSRU and YME veill have Tixed Hghting associated with
these structires.. Duritg migration, birds may be altracted to aad disoriented by
lighted structures, especially-on nights with Tew cloud cover andfor fog: Theymay
end Up-striking the strugtires or become weakengd from: circling arpund the structure
and eventually Tall ontothie: deckoor into the sea and dig, No i soiesyion s provided i
the DIEIS 16 aspess the effects of the proposed Lighting ol i gratory birds or Weagires
that aouild bé ok th iitigate these effects, This important issiie should e
addrensed inthe final BFS.

0Cs18

Roseate Terng

A eolonyof the Federally Endangired Rogeale Teny is locatédion Falkner Tshind
approximately 12 miles south ol the FSRUL This.lom regularly Torages along ihe
rortheshors of Tong Iland vet sio mention ivmade of the possible gffects of the
FRRU operativny o ths tein’s tliplits to it vepularly used forapiig gites orits uss iof
theregion around the FSRIT a8 foraging habitat, e dashirhar the ippliciait conduct
auassessment of how dailvoperationsat the ISRU might affect the flight paths of
Roseiie Perng Bapvaen their colony sife dnd feading sites,

OC5-20

OC5-16

0OC5-17

OC5-18

0OC5-19

0C5-20

N-651

Pl ease see our response to comment OC5-15.

Section 3.3.2 of the final EIS discusses potential lighting impacts to marine
resources (including phytoplankton).

Potentia impacts of underwater noise on various marine resources are
discussed in Sections 3.3.2.2 (fish), 3.3.4.2 (marine mammals), and 3.4.1
(threatened and endangered species) of the final EIS. In addition, FERC
hes included a recommendation that Broadwater coordinate with NMFS to
identify proper noise thresholds and any appropriate mitigation to avoid
and minimize potential impacts to marine resources.

Section 3.3.5 of the final EIS discusses potential lighting impacts to
migratory birds. In regard to federally listed birds, FWS concurred with
FERC’ s determination that collisions with the proposed FSRU would not
be likely to adversely affect federally listed species.

Section 3.4.1 of the final EIS has been updated based on available input
from FWS regarding federally listed avian species. In aletter dated June 8,
2007, FWS concurred with FERC’ s determination that collisions with the
proposed FSRU would not be likely to adversely affect federally listed
species.
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Combinatior of threats o adjacent and neatby waterhodies

While Tang land s detisely settied on the wester parts of the Sound, the Town of
Riyerheud mcludes sinich undevelopéd Tand and shoreling, and 4 Wild anid Sdenic
River:(the Peconic River) The relatively natural stale of Riverbead s one ol the
reasong that mondtseing results show that the Somid is healthiss to the eastthipn the
wist; wel itds in the castern healihyeporfion of the esivary that Broadwaler proposes fo
locate ity Fagility. Incvsased traffieto shore; mersased development along, the Coast,
and inereased shore-lardeniug structurey would b detrimental 1o the hedlth of the
Sowiid - and arg likelvito cangeadveise impacts-on the nearby Peconic Estuary; dlss
angstuary of national significance:

ocs-21

Broadwater proposes 4 large project, entirely out-of seale with e surroundings. The
FERU would be-approxitnatedy 1200 Toel Tong, 200 Teet wide wnd rise 73 1o 100 feet
abiov sea Tevel: ektinriled To be-aboil the size of the Qugen MaryI1, "The ENG
terminal would ‘consist of LNG storage and vaporization facilities: TNG veceiving
facilities, power generation, hallasting system, erew acconmodations, conmand and
eontrol Tacihiies and salety systems.  LNG fervnals typreally require additional
infrastructure that ¢an degrade or destroy hebitat andior potentially degrade air and
waterqualitv.{including ground swater). For examiple; there will likely'be
newsexpanded well heads, roads (impervious surfaces); pipelines, power lmeés, water
m wells, disposal wells, evaporation ponds, and comprossar stations {8116 2006 In
addition, LNG 18 dn éndrgy Hitensive grodiess: that réléasiss €Oy, Y AdG-Droadwater
Commission midated), The release of suchiadmissions into the estuary can be
Lo, expeuted fohave negative consequences which shoutd be fully evaluated;

0C5-22

0C5-23

Tn conclision, it seetivs miisgnided at best for the federal governiisiit to finanes the
Long Istand Sound Study, wse hundieds of milliohs of taxpavérdoilars to implanient
the stindy’s récommendationg, and then place inte the ecosystem-a novel ensrgy
platform of cnwrmons praportions whoge impagts Tiave ol been adeguately stodied.
At the very least, the parties that conducted the TISS should be-enpaged to-assess the
impact of Broadwater, and FERC should adhere to theitr recommmendations. Further,
as this Tagilivy is the firstolits kind. BroadWwater should bé requived 16 vefiine tach and
everyone of the points above showing why colistroction and dperation Will not linve
negative effect on the estiaty,

0524

OCs-25

L, The Eavitonmental Theeat of a Potential Mishap 8 Significant

The eomments iivsection Tset forth liksly impacts of the project iTall poes according
1é plan dnd wgimishaps oocur. Such siability cannot be présuimed. Broadwatér {2004)
contonds that it choese the Togation: in Long IsTand: Souind bevause of consistent sile
water and wedther conditions year-round and fts proximity to th Troquois: pipeline.
Awailablestorm data rebuts this elainm. Agcerdingto the US Lundfallisg Huiicans
Probability Praject (Gray 2006), therd is'd 99 pércent probability that the geographic
arsaof Long Ixland, including the Sound will be hitwith a tropical stom or hugricane
inthie fiext 50 years. Thereis a 26 percent probability that Long Island witl behit

0OC5-21

0C5-22

0OC5-23

OC5-24

0OC5-25

N-652

The proposed Project would primarily be located within the open waters of
Long Island Sound. Broadwater proposes to utilize existing onshore
facilities in New Y ork for construction and maintenance operations for the
proposed Project. The only development along the coast or shoreline
would be limited to a guardhouse and a fence. The Peconic Estuary is
more than 30 miles from the proposed FSRU. Therefore, we know of no
basis for suggesting that the proposed Project would affect the Peconic
Estuary.

Section 2.0 of the final EIS describes all facilities and improvements that
would be included as part of the proposed Broadwater LNG Project. The
proposed Project has been developed, in part, to minimize the potential for
additional infrastructure; there is no technical basis to suggest that
additional wells, power lines, roads, ponds, or compressor stations would
be required for the Project.

Pl ease see our response to comment OC1-64.

In developing the final EIS, we carefully considered the findings and
recommendations of the LISS, and we have concluded that the proposed
Project is compatible with those recommendations. In addition, many of
the organizations involved in development of the LSS have been consulted
and have provided comments as part of our review of the Broadwater
Project. We believe that we have provided sufficient detail in this final EIS
to assess the type and magnitude of potential impacts, and appropriate
measures to avoid and minimize potential impacts in accordance with
NEPA requirements.

Pl ease see our response to comment OC5-24.
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0OCs5-26

CC5-27 |:

0Cs-28

with a major hurricane (category 3 or more) in the next 50 years. Hurricanes over the
last two years resulted in significant damage and destruction to the petroleum
infrastructure in the Gulf of Mexico (Table 1). Based on the most recent storm
predictions. major casualty insurers such as Allstate have stopped writing insurance in
the very area where Broadwaler seeks 1o insert its multi-lon gas project.

Surely, if this FSRU is the first of its kind, it cannot be known how the proposed
Moating LNG terminal would withstand the effects of a hurricane, but the statistics
concerning its precursors raise concerns. Thunder Horse in the Gulf of Mexico, for
example, listed 20 percent after hurricane Dennis, and it was attached to the sea floor
by 16 mooring lines — not the four proposed for Broadwater (Axtman 2003),

Table 1. Damage and destruction of petroleum infrastructure in
the Gulf of Mexico by hurricanes during 2004-2006.

Extensively
Destroyed Damaped Total
QOil platforms 118 72 190
Drilling rigs L4 23 32
Pipelines 146 146
Total 127 241 368

Source: EEA 2003

Though it is difficult to undertake a complete threats analysis given the information
void. anticipated threats inelyde the following:

1. TFirefexplosions — Fires and explosions could occur as the cold, liquefied gas is
warmed into a gaseous form and then sent o the pipeline. Pool fires could also occur
from an LNG spill. 'The liquefied gas would float to the surface of the water and
vaporize. [[it encounters a spark or flame the vapors may ignite and form a “pool
fire” over the water, which cannot be controlled on open water and stops only when
all the [uel is burmed. A [ire from a LNG tanker could melt steel from 1,300 [1 and
cause second-degree bums from a mile away, According to a LNG case study in
California, the minimum safe distance from a worst-case scenario tanker explosion is
seven miles. LNG tanker routes through The Race in the eastern part of the Sound
could bring them within a mile of the North Fork (Dolan 2006). Such fires would kill
all living organisms on the surface and deprive the system of needed oxygen.

2. Spills — Other threats posed by the LNG facility include spills from either the
tankers or the [acility during transport or olfloading. Even if they do not ignite, spills
have the potential to kill marine life. According to Hightower ez al. (2004), “No
equivalent set of standards or guidance exists for the evaluation of the safety or
consequences from LNG spills over water.” The Institute for Energy Law &
Enterprise at the University ol Houston Law Center compiled LNG data threals and
found there have been 15 significant spills or leaks at terminals since 1963, including
two explosive and deadly fires (Maryland in 1979 and Algeria in 2004)

In conelusion, we make the following recommendations:

OC5-26

0C5-27

0OC5-28

N-653

Section 3.10.2 of the final EIS describes design standards for the YM S as
they relate to hurricanes and other significant storm events. Asindicated in
Section 5, FERC requires that the YM S be designed to withstand a
Category 5 hurricane. The largest hurricane reported in Long Island Sound
in the past 150 years was a Category 3. The YMS would be attached to the
seafloor by four piles driven over 100 feet into the substrate, not mooring
lines as suggested by the commentor.

The comment that the “ minimum safe distance from a worst-case scenario
tanker explosion is seven miles’ is likely referring to the proposed Cabrillo
Port project. We have revised Section 3.10.3 of the final EISto compare
the Cabrillo Port analysis to the risk analyses conducted for the proposed
Broadwater FSRU. |n 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 FSRU.

The causes of historical LNG facility incidents have been accounted for in
the current design standards for LNG terminals and regasification facilities.
For example, the Maryland incident referred to by The Nature Conservancy
resulted in FERC making specific code changes. The Algerian incident is
not directly applicable to consideration of issues related to Broadwater
because that incident occurred at an LNG processing facility, not a
regasification terminal. Nevertheless, the incident was investigated by
FERC staff to assess the applicability of the causes of the incident and the
applicability of corrective actions for regasification facilities. These
incidents are also discussed in Section 3.10 of the final EIS.
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0C5-29 [
0C5-30 I:
0C5-31

0C5-32

OCs-33

Arpubliely availables bageling inventory-of béithie. and pelagictlors and faong
withinthe project-area st be underiaken:

FERC must constder dll envirommental threats associated with the ING
termiinal and related infrastructure inchading potential impacts from
hurricanes; and

FERC. should use modaling 1o assegs the threat from the construction and
operation of the:overall Tacility freloding various scenanios that:-consider
spills; fires, natural disastets, sic.

BERC should mike aeallable 1o:the pablic all Studies o other infurmaion that
the applicant haspresented, o which FERC hag conduetad, related to the
putential snvirommental impacts of the proposed FSRU.

]

)

|

|

Fuither, wa also reconunend FERC take a more-regional approach to-siting FSRL
Favilities, a8 cecompiended by e LS Odean Comimsgion. s this Taoilily 18 the firsd
of e kind in the 108, Broadwsater should beraquired 1o shose whiythis location is
migst appropriats in g fegivnal comtéxt-aid that the constiuction and vpération will siot
have a negative effect ontherestuary,

Thande vou For thy Upporfuiils: 16 -¢hpross our donders. We appreciate your
consideration of the above poitits and stand ready to'assist in'the review of the project
ey manngr thal FERC believes would berasefil, Adistof relerences reviewed in
propacation ol thiv leiter is attachied,

Sicerely,

Lise Tanmers
State Pirector, Connsetiout

Naney Kelley
Exzoutive Diredtor, Long Island
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Thank you for your comment. Please see our response to comment OC5-3.

We have assumed that the comment refers to environmental threets that
would harm the FSRU and therelated infrastructure. In Sections 4 and 5 of
the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the Coast Guard has addressed
potential threatsto the FSRU, including environmental threats. Our
response to comment OC5-26 addresses the threat of a hurricane, which we
consider aworst-case environmental threat.

Section 3.10.3 of the final EI'S addresses the consequence modeling that
was conducted for the Project. This includes eval uation of worst-case
scenariosthat could result from an accidental or intentional release of LNG
fromthe FSRU or froman LNG carrier.

All Project-related information that is not considered Critical Energy
Infrastructure Information (CEIl) or Sensitive Security Informetion (SSl) is
available to the public in FERC'’ s electronic docket for the Project (Docket
Nos. CP06-54-000 and CP08-55-000). Individuals can obtain the CEI|
information by signing a confidentially agreement. Appendix B of the final
ElS lists reference information for the publicly available studies that we
reviewed during preparation of the final EIS.

As aregulatory agency, FERC' s responsibility is to review applications as
they arefiled. Section 313(c) of EPAct of 2005 al so directs FERC to
establish a schedule for the regulatory review that ensures an “ expeditious
completion” of the proceeding. If the New England states complete a
regional siting study, FERC would take the conclusions into consideration
during its review of subsequent regional applications for LNG projects.
However, FERC does not believe that a regional siting study needsto be
concluded prior to conducting the site-specific review of proposed projects.
Such areview, if not completed before an application was filed before
FERC, would surely conflict with the “ expeditious completion” directive
from EPACt.

The“siting” component of FERC' s review is addressed through a
multidisciplinary and cross-agency review of (1) the suitability of the
location proposed by the applicant; and (2) the environmental impact of the
proposed locations versus other |ocations that could achieve the same
objectives. When FERC reviews a proposed project, it evaluates a range of
alternative sites. These alternative sites are by necessity based in the same
region as the proposed site.
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As stated in Sections2.1.1.1, 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

Betigeii, J. 2006, Stare Attomeyv Geiteral: Bloinsnthal challenges LNG projecton would govern the safe desi gn construction. and operation of the FSRU.

seprepyiof design. Iy The Doy, New London, CT, Distributed by Knight

Ridder/Tribune Business: News, Washington, DC. Tanuary 12, 2006, pg.1. SQCtIOﬂ 3.00f the final EIS In_dl cates that |mpacts tothe e_Stuary W_OU| d be
Benson, J. 2003 Opet. Water ve. Broadwater: Environtientalists Make Their Cage, minor, and Section 4.4.2 provides informetion on alternative terminal

This Day, Niswi Londow, CT. Nevember 20, 2005, Tinternel dociméni: locations.

hitp/ i rpalumniorgiolngpdire=477¢ Teb-313d:-dad pdf.. Aecessed

10/25/06.

Broadwater Encrgy. Broadiwater Projest Deseriptionand Stmmary. 2004, Internci
dopument: httpy/www broadwaterensray.com/pdfiTull Profile pdf. Aceessed
102606, 27pp.

Dialey, Bo2006. Floating Factory could change futoré'ol’ ENG: Gulf port may be a
mipdal Tor Mass. in The Boston Globe, Boston, M. August 14,2006, itenist
document:
hitp: i boston comitewsHocal/massachusetis/articles/ 200608 14 loating Ta
crory could change Tuture of Inel. Aecewmed 102600,

Dalan, P.2006; Broadwaler, 77 Long land Pulsy, Patdhogus, NY.

EFA;, 2005, Energy and Environt I Aralysis; Tne. Humicone dainags to natiral
gas infrastracture and ity éffect on thie TS matural gas yoarket. Final report.
Submted 16 the Energy Poundation Woverber 2005, 49pp.

CGray, W. 2006, LIS Landfalling Huiricans Probability Projeet. Williin Gray's
Tropical Méteorslopgy Regearch Project at Coldrado State University and the
Geoliraphics Laboratory at Bridgewater State College.  Internet document:
httpfwwwie-transitorg/hurricane wiloomehiml. - Acessed: 971306,

Hightowesr, M. L. Gritzo, A Luli&ta-Ilanling 1. Covan, 8. Tieszen, & Wellinan, M:
Irwin, M. Kaneshige, B Melof, €. Morrow, and B Ragland, 2004. Guidanee on
risk analvsis and salfety frmplications of a Targe Tiquetied nutural gas (ENG)yspill
overwiater, Sandia Reporl, SANDI004-6258. Prepared Tor the L8 Dept: of
Energy’s Nativiial Nueleas Secunity Administration under contract DE-ACH4-
SHATESOD0. 16T pp:

Interstate Natiral Gas--Quality Specifications. and Tr bldity: The Institute
Tor Energy: Law & Lnterprise. Lniversity of Hougton Law Center, . 7pp.. Intemet
docunrent: hitp:iwww, kee state ks usdpipelipe/interstate. natural pag. specs.pdfl
Aocesged. 10/26/06.

LISS, 2006, Long Island Sotnd Study. Sound, Héalih 2006; A Report on the Status of
Tratids of the Long Island Somyd, 16pp. litemiaf docvimint:
hitep:hewigilaiigislands tstudy. net/somidhedlthifindex bt Accessed 10726706,

LISS. 2004, Tong Island Sowd Study. The Comprebensive Conservation and
Management Plan. CTDER, Hartford, T March 1994, Internet. docuinient;
hitp:iweww, tongislandsoondstudy.netimgmiplan.htm,  Aecessed 9720706,

Stideh, 3. 1993 Assessihent of Tiving marine resoinces. The Long Island Sound
Blirdy Caomprihensivie Gonsdrvalion and Mabagement Plan Support: Docamiént,
Taving Marite Resowreos Work Group. 137 pp,

Stiles; 1. 2006, Fedeial versutistates™ rights i the siting of liquéfied natuial pas
répasification terifiinals, Diaft dévuniéit. 34 pp.

USEPA. 2007 U5 Environmental Protection Agency. Long Istand Sound Faer

Sheet

10

N-655 Organizations and Companies Comments

BW029955




