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Greenport Seafood Dock, Inc,
FA Hiusion, Inc.
Mark S. Phillips
210 Atlantic Ave.
Greenport, New York. 11944
631-477-8485
6314778487 (fax)

Comimenits présented at the
EBERC Broadwater Public Hearing
Jannary 11,2007, Shoreham, New York

Suffolk Countyand the State:nf New York have dedicated funds and weitten policies to
protect Long Island’s way of life that beaefits our environment-and economic-fiures-in
Long Islind Sound. Broadwater s Floating Storage and Regasification Unit (FSRU)Y
placeriont will negatively impact the commercial fishing industry, recreational fishing
and boating. The displacemant of other commercial vessel activity will have the domino
affet in harvesting of seafviod for the consumers of Long Istand.

1 have work Long Tsland Sound trawling for the last 30 years. Enclosed isa-copy of
charts niarkings the Ting that the FSRU is o be placed. Included on this chart are some of
the harngs (sinken objects] incliding 4 suitken barge 4 nules, 255 degreestrue tromt the
FSEU. Add all the obstacles fogather, less fishing grounds.

Personally, 1 fish'this area 4 months of the vear along the 43970 lines with the 83 oot
Fishing Vessel Hlusion. I the FSRU is-position as-proposed, T will lose 40% of the-west
- end line completely. When the freightersare in transit 1o the FSRU, Twill lose thewhole
dren with the safety zoneand fixed gearissies: Itis oot 4 vahd statement that we can
move pver and-work another area, |'use o mid water-traw! which never touches the
bottorm, and néed a straight line inorder to work.. Trying 1o work between the Jobsters
pot trawls 15 notan option for the Jobstermen orme: The fallowing is what will happen:

L. Displaced lobstermen setiing i other pot areas, user group conflicr
2 Fised:pear being destroved by:the vessel traffic, replacement costs
3 Loss of income to the commercial fishernen and lobstermen

Tar-distuss the envirsnment issups-weith this project. Thedintake and discharge of Long
Tsland Sound water for the ballast and cooling sbodrd the FSRU could result in:22.7
millions gallons per day of trested water re-entering the Long Island Sound. Water will
betreated with-Clorok, or ancther like substance 1o kill bacteria or live creatures.on
intake of water, This has the potential of being done 365 davs & vear. Comitont sense
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Impacts to commercial fishing are discussed in Sections 3.5.5.2, 3.6.8.1,
and 3.7.1.4 of thefinal EIS. Section 3.6.8.1 has been updated to include a
discussion on impacts to vessels such as the commentor’ s vessel [llusion
(for example, displacement, lost gear, and income loss). We anticipate that
such losses would be covered by the compensation package that
Broadwater would negotiate with commercial fishermen (see

Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS).
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tells you that eventually this activity will change the Tiving resources in the whole bady
of water.

As T stated bafore; New York State and the Cousty of Suffolk have lead the way in
preserving our farmiand, heritage and wayof life. Industrialization of Long Island
Sound fs nol the irrent path we have been Tollowing, nor is v one T want 10 see inmy
Fituire-or my children’s

Respectiilly, p i,
{\ # 3
N ., ys F
3 \“M«HV;&"}‘?HMK\:VJ ./1.}“%...:
Captain Mark 5. Phillips
Oumer
EA Tusion
F/V Prédator

Greenport Seafood Dock. Ing.

Arvgehind-o 4 chatty

N-773
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As stated in Section 3.7.1.4 of the fina EIS, Broadwater would financially
compensate commercial fishermen for lost trawl income due to the location
of the FSRU relative to designated trawl lanes. As for lost trawl income
dueto LNG carrier transit, the proposed moving safety and security zone of
each LNG carrier would cover an area of approximately 2,040 acres (3.2
square miles), and only one carrier would be present in the Sound &t any
onetime. The entiretransit path of an LNG carrier would not be an
exclusion zone. The amount of time required for the LNG carrier and its
associated safety and security zone to pass any single point would be about
15 minutes (the length of the safety and security zone from front to back
would be about 3.7 miles), and the only exclusion area along the transit
route between the Race and the proposed location of the FSRU would be
the 2,040 acre (3.2 square-mile) area around the single LNG carrier moving
though the Sound. All other portions of the Sound, including the transit
route in front of and behind the carrier’ s safety and security zone, would be
available for use.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE
FERERAL ENERGY REGUUATORY COMMISSION

Broadwaler Energy LLO Docket No, CPOG-54-000

Diacket No. CP0655-000
Digiket Mo, CPOGLEG000

Broadwater Pipeline LEC

iy gt g gl

MOTION TO INTERVENE OF
CROSS-S0UND CABLE COMPANY, LILC
Putsuant 0 Rules 212-and 214 of the Federal Eherpy Reguldtory Commission’s
{“Caminission”y Rules of Practice and Procedure;: 18 CFR-$8 385212 and 385,214.(2006),
Cross+Sound Cable: Company, LLC (PCSC”) hereby moves to intervene in the dboves

eaptioned proceeding. To support thereof CSE respecifully states the following:

L IDENTITY OF CSC
CBC fs - wholly-owned subsidiary of Babeock & Brown: lufrastracture (BRI, 4
speciatized Infrastuciure investment fund listed on e Australian Slock Eixchange. Is
plirpose 15 1o invest in,-onn and manage fotig-term infrastructure’ assels around the werld:
CHC designed, Bnanced, construeted and-owns the Cross Sound Cable: 2 24 mile long High
Voltage Direct Clurent submarine cable bansmission system whith: crosses Long Ishand

Sound between New Haven, CT and Shorebam, NY.

HEESEISET
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I, COMMUNICATIONS

CSC reguests that bl conununications, torréspondence, and:doetiments related torthiy

muation-and this proceeding be diregted io:the following persons:

Riobert L. Daileader, Ir, Bradley I3 Railing, Chiel Dperating Officer
Wion Peabbdy, LLP Cross-Rouwnd Cable Company, TLE

Bt 900 P30 Turnpike Bd.

2010 Srreet MW, Hulte 214

Washington. P 200042128 Westhorough: MA B35

Telephone: (202) 585-8318 Telephone: (508) 870-9900

Facsumile:r (2023 585-8080 Facsimilé: (508 §70-9903
rdaileadernixonpeabudy.com bradivailing@orosssoundeablecon

L DESCRIPTION OF PROCEEBDINGS

Om January 30,2006, Brosdwater Energy LLC (“Broadwatet Energy™) (led an
application under: section 3 of the Nawrat Gus Act ("NOGAT and Pat 153 of the
Conmisston’s rales and regulations m Docket No, CP06-54-000 seeking authorization tosite,
cotigtruet 4nd opetate ah oifshore hgueficd natural gas: (MENG™}veceiving forminal and
associsted faclities (“Floating Storage mnd Regasification Unit — FERD, and Yoke Mooring
System - YR8 in Long tsland Seund.

Alse on Tapuary 30, 2006, Broadwater Pipeling LULG (“Broadwater Ripeling™)
concurrently fifed an appleation tequesting: 1) in Dockiet No, CPO5-55:000; weerilicate of
public convenience and bevessity, pursuant 16 Scbpart A of Part 137 of the Commission’s
regulations. avthorizing Broadwater Pipeling to constitet, 0w and suaintaia 4 30unch, 22
intle il sen lateral 6y o singlewase pipeline; and (i} in Docket No. CPE6-56-000; a blanket
certificate undér section 7e) of the NGA and Part 157, Subpart F of the Comymission’s
regulations authorizing Broadwater Pipeline to perform routine sctivities 1 conficction with

the Bt tonstivction, operation and maintenance of the proposed Z2:mile pipeline,

Broadwater Ehergy Has reguested that the Commission issug n Tinal order granting
thien all necessdry authorizations foi the Broadwater LNG project in Docket Nos. CP06-54-
(B0 CPD6-55:00 and CPO6:56-000 (the “Broadwater Dockels™ by March 31, 2007,

15259383
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On November 17, 2006, the Commission, in-Goopermion with-the 115, Coast Guard;
U8, Environmental Protection Agedey; ULS. Ay Corps:of Bngineers (MACORY); National
Oveanic and Atmospherc Administration; Natiodal Marine Fishertes Service; and the N
York Department-of State, issued 2 Draft Environimenial Iiopact Saterient ("DEIS™Y for an

LNG impore terminal and gas pipeline proposed by Bioadswater Luergy and: Broadwater

Pipeting. Adsoeon Noevember 17, 2000, e Compission isged the Mo

Theaft: Environmentsl Impast- Staternent for the Proposed Broatwater LG Projeats (1he

29

November 17 Notige”  ihwiting the subriissiar ol written commenis o0 the DEIS fo be flled
with the Comunission on or before Tanuary 23, 2007, The Motice alst invited inforosted
parties to file miotions to interveng in the Broadwater Dockels based on the-issuance of the
DEIS.

. GROUNDS FOR INTERVENTION

Asinioted above, USC owns, operates and anaintaing the Cross-Sound Cable crossing
Long Ishand Sound from New Haven, €T to Shoreham, NY, O8%¢ has reviewed the Draft EIS
issied as will as attending several megtihgs about the Broadwater Projeet in both CT and NY.
If the Commission should grant Broadwawer g permit to construct the praject ds cutrenidy
proposed, the subsea pipeline portiov of ‘the project will vrosssover (on top ofy the Cross
Sound Coble transmission cable at approximately Milepoint 3.0,

EBC has serious congerns reganding the installation methodology and necessity, s
well as the shorvand longaern drapacts of installing and meaintaining the subsed pipeline. The
Special Constroction Technigues for Cable Crossings as presenied o Section 2.3.2.2 and the
Typieal Foreign Unlity Crossing Drawing shown in Appendix C=3, fall far short of any formal
copstraction plan.  As stated i Seciions 3,522 dnd 5.2 {(Condition #21) of the DEIB, the

Comimission has reguired that ™ [plrice 6 constriction, Broadwiter deielop, in consultation

Organizations and Companies Comments
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with ATET and the €8C; site-specific construction plapy that would - aveid mpacts o the
utilities: The plans shull b filed with the Sccretary, for review and waition approval by the
Director of QEP”  Although Broadwater and (CSC had preliminary, discussitns o July of
2005 warth respedt 1 the grodsing of the pipeline sverthe tansmission cable, o agréement on
constractian pland or long-lerm millgation measares hay beenreached. CSC resnpnizeythat
the Crirmvgisgion has made this & copditicn i the DEIS and wishes 10 make stre that sueh

OC19-1 0OC19-1 Section 5.1.5 of the fina EIS includes a recommendation requiring that

itfon 1% inchaded 1 “EIS should it be pronted; ort crwise ensure that any now . . g L . - .
gondition v incladed in-the FEIS should it be praated; erto otherwise onsure that any new Broadwater negotiate a site-specific utility crossing plan to the satisfaction
oonditions tegarding the vable crbssing which may b fequired by potential medifications o of the owner of each affected linear utility prior to pipeline construction.

the DEIS are subseguently included i the FEIS. Accerdingly, O8C has'a divect interecstdn the

autcome of these-proceedings thial cannot be. adequately represented by any-other party. For
these fensons, it is appropristé thal CSC be pérmitied 4o imervens in these procsedings and
participate wiih: full.rights aga party:
Y. COMMENTS

C3C would atsdg Tike to provide comiments on the final physical logation of the FSRTJ
anid YIS, While there are pumérons pétential impacts from the overall project that the DEIS
recomnizes-and addresses: only 4-of these impacts are dirsotly offected by thie actual physical
Tocation (latiude and Jangitude) of the FERU and YMS withiv Lang Island Sound, They dre:
1) LG Safety Pactoss (distance from shire and populationy, 2} Scdimentation Disturbance
{length of pipeling biial and aiility ctossings), 3), Visual Impiacts (distance trom share) and 4)

Inipactson Shipping (disturbanee o knowi transit Taties),

Section 4.4.2.2 of the DEIS discussey alicrnative locations of the PSR within Long

Islord ‘Sound, Figure 4.4-1 shows a zone around the proposed Jovation that would maintain a

FCERETRE D
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mindmun of 7 siles Tronyshoie: The purpose isto matntain'a minimunof 7 milés to provide
suffivient safety zones as well as-reduce the visual impast of the terminal. The analysis claims
that while moving the ferminal further to the west would sesult tn reduced inpacis on the
seabed, there wonld be an ngreased dmpact on both recreational and gommergal use Wihe

BERL and YIS wore moved 1o the West,

The length of the subsed pipclive donld be shorteped, and: benthis Biipacts
reduped, by lovation the FSRU westof the gropased location within the arda
hat id-af least 7 miles from shore;  However, the -cominercial traftic andlysis
fdeseribed I Seotion R0 indivated that northesouth. vessel movement
invreasey from, a-relatively low density st the proposed Tocation to bigher
densities west-of the site.  We considered the potential impagy o maring
transportation to be. more important: to- the ‘minor.decrease in botlom Tmpacts
{which are aiready minor with the propoged site) due to-a somewhat: shorter
pipelihe. (upy 1o several miles shortér). Therefore, we eliminated areas west of
the proposed site aod 8t least 7 miles from the shibre Jrom further
consideration.

CSC believes that this analysis actually overstates the: potential impasts on shipping,

LG Satety. and Visual impacts, while' failing 1o give proper consideration o the. potential

reduction in sediniént inypacts for 4 shovier pipéling which alse-avoids a utility crgssing,

Adcording 1o Figure. 3.7-2, relocating the FRRU and YMS términal to the west a
distange of 6 miles or greater would Hkely have a noticeable impact on recreational wnd
commervial shipping. Howdver relocating the terniitial o the west about 4 miles wonld place
the temniingl in w lower use guadrant thaw the werent groposal (see. Figute 3725
Consideration mustbe given1o the fact that this location wounld increase the length of time for
an NG ranker to transit the sound, buttraveling av 1 2knots { 311044 LNG Vessel Transit 1o

the Broadwater LNG Froject). the increase would be Tess then 20 nidrutes,

HRAeTREE

0C19-2
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As discussed in Sections 4.4.2 and 4.5.2, the final EIS considers a number
of variables in evaluating the potential environmental impacts of both the
proposed and aternative LNG terminal |ocations and pipeline routes. The
commentor is correct in stating that locating the FSRU and sendout
pipeline 8 to 10 miles west of the proposed |ocation would shorten the
pipeline length and reduce the associated pipeline construction impacts of
the pipeline needed to tie-in to the existing IGTS pipeline. However, the
sendout pipeline would tiein to the IGT S pipeline much farther upstream
than the pipeline location proposed by Broadwater. Section 4.5.1 of the
final EI'S explains that transporting significantly more natural gas through
this pipeline from a point closer to Connecticut and then south to Long
Island and New Y ork City would require a combination of pipeline
modifications and additional compression along the IGTS pipelinein Long
Island Sound or onshore on Long Island. Finally, an FSRU sited in
Connecticut waters would result in greater visual impacts to Connecticut
coastal residents than the location proposed by Broadwater.

Section 4.4.2.2 of the final EIS discusses the positive and negetive aspects
of an aternate FSRU location approximately 4 miles west of the proposed
FSRU location. Pipeline instalation activities result in an impact to
approximately 10 acres of seafloor per mile of pipeline, and these
construction impacts would primarily be temporary to short term. While
the alternative FSRU site would result in reduced construction impacts, an
FSRU located at the alternative site proposed by the commentor would
increase impacts throughout the 30-year life of the Project, including
locating the FSRU closer to Long |sland and thereby increasing visual
impacts of the FSRU and transiting LNG carriers. This longer travel time
in the Sound a so would translate to greater air emissions and an increased
likelihood of treffic conflicts relative to the Project as proposed. Finally,
the final EIS finds that the crossing of a utility cable is achievable without
incident or significant bottom disturbance with adherence to the specific
conditions identified in Section 5.2. After weighing the short-term impacts
to approximately 40 acres of softbottom substrate against the long-term
impacts to visual resources, air emissions, and other impacts of longer
carrier transits in Long Island Sound, we must conclude that the alternative
location does not provide a significant advantage over the proposed
location.
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Referting again 1o Figure 4441, relocating the terminal abori 4 miles to the west
appears o allow Broadwater the ability 1o torintain & mintmuof 8 ihiles from the MY shosé.
Ts addition, moving the terminal sHehily (o the north of the proposed pipeline puth at this

lopstion will provide 4 wesler miniam distence Toom the WY shore possibly even

wiahitainimg e proposed 9 wiles.  This lotaties. would therefore offer gimilar duininwsl

iapusts on LG safery concernsand isual tmpact from the shores ug the ciirent proposal.

Aciording to Broadwater estimates from Table 3.1.2-T, installation from MP 0.0 ~ M¥

2-would impagt spproximately 18.2 acres.of sediment. The estimated impact from MP 2.0

MP 217 whald: itapact approximatcly 1791 acies o aboat- 9.1 adres pet milé of pipeline.
Based on the estimaigs, reducing the pipeline lengih by-4 miles wounld therefore reduge the
sediment mpacts by about 364 scres. This would also reduce the itnpacts By the eatimalei]
04 meres at the wable erossing, which CSC considers to'be o modest estiniete: of the
distarbince:  Discounting the dmpact.of anchor sweep which is.already a condition of the
DEIS, the rémaining cstimated sediment impaets totaled 215,53 acrés. Therelore, the 4 mile
refocation wonld reswliin an overatl reduction of sediment impaets by ipproximutely 17.1%

(178.7 sores).

Lastly, there are both the benefits of aveiding sedimentation disturbance as well &
eliminating the pipeling exposure.and use of concrete matiresses-at-the crossing. Baged.on
CSC s recent experience With submaring power cable, installations and telecoimmutication

cable crossings, there are invariably unloreseen complications that srise. Anchors, thesubsea

filzazet i

N-783
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plow, gongrete matiresses and other sl sources ol mechanical darmage to Cross-Sound
Cable must Be glven proper safety precautions. The result is-a costly and time consuming
process; Though CSC-is-vonlideny that w-crossing could be completed efféctively and safély,

there wre definie advantages to avolding the cosing dtogether

CRE believes that the Commmission, ACOE gnd Coast- Gumd should wive consideration
o relocating the FERU and YMS terminal appresdmately doaniles 1o the west and possiblv a
short distaiies north,. OS€ hag ncladed pmarked wp-dravwings 351, 372, 3000 and 441 s
sttachinents-showing a proposed relocation to an-ultérnate site dpproximately 4 mitlcs west of
the propossd Tocation.! ~This Tocation-addresses all of the siling criteria Gppropriately by
mantaining misimal impacts on TNG Safety end minimal Viseal Impaets. rédicing
Sedimentation Distucbance by approximately 17% and even potentially reducing shipping
inpdcts based on'the presented Vessel Traffic Density data provided. While USC recognizés
thar the distugsion of Impacts a8 presenied may mol aliimaiely be suflictent jushReation 1o
relocate the terminal, we stranply believe that based on the miformigtion provided 1o ke DEIS,
thete 1§ adeguate reasoning presentedifor the Commission, ACOE and the Coast Guard 1o give
serious considetgtion 1o This potential allernative terminal Jovation, C8C looks forward to
working with-all of the ageneies and Broadwater to ek gure that imipacty ol this project ure

foinintzed regardless of the Hinal location of the FSRU and YIS,

Thtse ouaps dre included as Eibit A,

TOEEERREY

N-784
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.
VL CONCLUSION

WHERBFORE, fordhe foregoingreasons, C8C respoctfully submits that ithasa
direet and substanvial nferest in theistaes fo be addressed inthis proceeding that tannol be
adequately represénted by any other party and should be permitted o intervere. and 10
partieipse thersin o et s bl A prtentod and thay 1t may prosent e posintnwith
fespeet to any {ssueof fact of Taw that iy arise. U84 respeotiully ronuests Uit Tl commonts

e considersd and the reliel requested b incladed in the final BIS tssued for the project.

Respectiully submitted,

/54 Robert L. Datleader; Jr.

Robert £ Duileader: b,
Caursel to:Cross-Shund Cakile, TLC

Of Counsel:

Nixon Pedbody LLP

401 Ninth Street, N W

Suite 900

Washmngron, DC: 20004

2025838318

2025858080 ifax)
derinixonpeabody.com {e~mail)

Dated: Janoary 23, 2007

HIZEETRR S
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

['HERERY CRRTIFY that I'have'this day-served 2 copy-of the foreeoing doenment on
wif-partizs Hsted on the efficial servieg list compiled by the Secvetary in this proceeding.

DATED this 23" day of Janiary, 2007,

fef Bobent T, Duilender, Jr.
Robert L. Daileader, Jr

IESGTIR D

N-786

Organizations and Companies Comments

BW030085




OC19 - Cross Sound Cable Company, LLC

Aysuagy Syiel] [ossep
Joslold SN IRlEMpEOIg
iy aanfiy

s ki

e

BiE e e

S i

T i gl e 33“_3

iy i
g Fgd weitdon g

e

Weesy JHerY

cawmu.u_.wb@@mcnﬂwﬁm,
- i

a8

b

3130

Organizations and Companies Comments

N-787

BW030086



OC19 - Cross Sound Cable Company, LLC

e A IS
P ey R YRR Y
s g Semiey s Spiee

i BN BIBOREND e :“wm m_::« %a g
SEEOH BRI ER) PORERY e hwmcwﬁwﬁp mgw m.._m onmﬁh —@WW@\’.
W gty yasfold aNT eiEMpROIE
B P PR Z-peembig

oo b )&X

:um.mcbﬂ Yo
E._ax.mi SISO e wrshulr g
BLILIE] BEayIony

UG gt i

o s S R A

BW030087

Organizations and Companies Comments

N-788

3131



OC19 - Cross Sound Cable Company, LLC

sposlang punog puesy Buo pesodoiyg pue Bujspa
pafoid HNTEMpROIY
Lepirg sanbild

A S it
asbogs osipbl : DOASKR L AT i
it i g ey bl g ad
R EHTENE e
Wi U e
At i
B R Y o T L e W L —
RS
MEIRRGT Fsy pRINBI
priwBay

it
[

e

SR PR Py e

P
e EEE T
. 1«\.%;%( LAl &
e Y

x&

S w

A o 1 \
b

B Nt
= e
e %W;upumw..}
s
st T iy, TV

s A
e Y T g

puelsl Buo

iy . B
Mvﬁma — " ?.“r; .M&,L @Qm,
AR e
]
RS

v o 5 B
b - 0 ¥
L E AR o (W.,z A, 1

# i B b e T A N it 4

:\
S04
MR |

FRSeuUD D ./

3-241

Organizations and Companies Comments

N-789

BW030088



OC19 - Cross Sound Cable Company, LLC

uiseg [BAUSD BUYY Ul SUOHED0™ (THSH SABEUONY
wow.qﬁh& N7 IelempRolg

P ey
i Jee] By - Seiin
BpeE & gl o L B2 -3 [
¢ wEist Bl e
ot Kisig mo&%wﬂ Hocodslng sy DR S £ m
BNy A v

WAt S
Sy s Rl Peeding e
LR VS H Bashdbig | g

5 R e
7 m@. P X
%tw d@ﬁ

sy
ix Y%xﬁ% \\\
pmuw ;. Hw\m /

it

c_u Teooer peseig e

zam?xw

|
|
Wsnoelon m
|
1

432

Organizations and Companies Comments

N-790

BW030089



OC1 - Wading River Civic Association

0OC20-1 [

QC20-2

QC20-3 [

WADING RIVER
CIVIC ASSOCIATION

P.0, BOX 805
WADING RIVER NY 11782

Magalie R. Salas, Secretary

Federal Bnergy Regulatory Commission
B8R First 8t NE;, Room 1A
Washington, InCl

Re: CPO6:054-000
CPO6-035-000

Drear Secretary Salas:

The following repreieil the somments of the Wading River Civie Association regarding
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Broadwater LNG Project:

EFirat and foremost the public has not been provided with enough time to sdequately
review the TIEIS for the Broadwater LNG Project; A 60 day comment period fora
document of this complexity is unreasonable; The existing comment period was also
scheduled during four major national holidays. 'We recommend that the FERC extend the
comment perind 60 days beyond Jannary 23, 2007,

2. Tt is.difficult for the public, intervenars.or experts hired by inlervenors to comment on
soany aspects of this projéct because many ey components are still not compléte or aré
stifl in-the design phase. [tis difficult o comment on a-draft emergency evacustion plan
when there is none at this Hme. Itis not any casier to comment on a lighting plan for the
FSRU that doesn't existor for that mastter on 3 nonexistent plan for cost- sharing for
security measures, The public has the right to comment-on a full and complete project.

3 We hiave recently read o niotion fors 60 day extension filed by the Conngcticut Fuiid
forthe Environment and Save The Sound stating that although they are formal
interveners they hive been denied agoess 1o Critical Energy Infrastruciire Information, 17
this is accurate the remedies they are seeking should be granted,

4. Unider the Purpose and Need section of the EIS the FERC staiT muakes a sirong case for
the need formore uatural gas both nationally and regionally. This analysis is part of the
rationale for the need to have more access to theworld's natural gas supplies through
buitditig more LING terminals, However a recent article (LNG Express | H13/2006)
indicated,” Yet, shortages of matural gis-and higher prices have not netted more cargoes.
Siee July 2004, the beét of carpoes iniy i into the United States have fallen from
ahigh of 2816 just 12 fn the March 2006. Some 17 were imported in August, Meagwhile
developers have expanded fmport capacity to 5.0 befd-<four times the level necessary,
Adding current constroction and planped expansions of existing ferminals, vapacity is
likely to exceed 23 befd by 2011, ereating possibly a glut of terminal space like what
ocigred in e 19807 when LNG wias éxpected to'fill a large portionof UsS. deniand.”

5. The DEIS indicates that Broadwater will pay $15 million 2 vear w local anthorities.
There are no details provided about which Teeal government's will gerpavment in led of
taxes. Thepe shonld be clarification on how pilot payments would be determined.

0C20-1

0C20-2

0OC20-3

N-791

Although the Commission did not extend the forma comment period
beyond January 23, 2007, we will review and consider all comments
received until the Commission meets to formally consider the Project. We
have responded to comments on the draft EIS received between November
2006 and November 2007.

Our environmental reviews included assessments of potential impacts of
construction and both normal and abnormal operation of the proposed
Project, asreported inthe EIS. We evaluated the potential for impacts
based on the basic design of the Project, including the footprints of the
proposed facilities, proposed operation of the Project, accidental rel eases,
and all other relevant aspects of the Project.

As stated in Section 3.10.6 of thefinal EIS, if FERC provides initial
authorization for the Project, Broadwater would be required to work with
the appropriate federal, state, and local agencies to prepare an Emergency
Response Plan that would include funding provisions for agency
participation in emergency response and security actions. Broadwater
would also prepare a Facility Response Plan (as outlined in 33 CFR 154)
and a Facility Security Plan (as outlined in 33 CFR 101-105). If the plans
are not sufficient or if thereis no agreement on funding, FERC would not
authorize Broadwater to continue with the Project.

Broadwater s preliminary lighting plan is now included in the docket for
the Project. Consideration of this plan isincluded in our analysis of
impacts to visual resources in Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS.

The resolution of third-party transactions are beyond the scope of our
environmental review process and therefore are not addressed in the final
ElS.
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OC20-4

OC20-5

QC20-6 [:

QC20-7

QC20-8

QC20-8

. Although you detail economic benefits to local authorities vou donot provide
estimates of the monetary costs (hat might have to be bime by Tpeal authorities as part of
AT Emiergency responsi plan. Would locsl authorities in Conrieoticut get-any of the pilot
payments o shae inany of the costs related to providing security for the Broadwater
Project? Will Broadwaters contribution 16 cost daring oo beyond paving for nedesaary
fire fighting equipment? Will Broadwater reimburse any ageney orlocal authority's costs
associsted with providing emed secunty?

7. The DEIS does not deal with the tssie of Hability. Tn thedvent of & sevious aocident on
the FSRY o the LNG camiers would local authodties bevelnerable to lisbility clabms:
What 15 the'extent of Brogdwater's Hability”

8. The: Coast Gusrd is on record that “additions] resources would be needed 1 mitigate
safety and'seourity risks associsted with the Brosdwater Project, of approved.” However,
a niws article by Ere Lupton , published oo 12906 in the NY Times,"Billions Later,
Plan to Remake the Const Guard Fleet Stumbles” detailed major problems sssociated
with Deepwater, the Coast Cuard's modemization plan toreplace nearly iz entire Nleel of
ships, planes and helicopters. "The problems bave help swell the costs of ihe fleat-
building pragram tes projected $24 Billion, from&17 billion, and delayed the arrival of
aninew ships or girgralt, That has cotpromiked the Coadt Guard's obility to il its
nyission, whicl has greatly sxpanded after the 2001 attacks to include guarding the
maticin's shore's against wrorists. The service has been forced to out buck on patrols, and,
ab thied dgnore Gps from other fedeéral agencies about daig smugglers, The diflicullies
willonly grow more scutein the nextfow years as old boats fail snd replacenments arenot
ready.” In light of these problems is the Coast Guard's ability o mitigste safely and
secunty risk assoviated with thie Broadwatér Project réalistic of eredible?

9, The DEIS. aid the WER colitains o analvais of the sécondary effbcts ol attacks on
thie Broadwaier Project. What would be the consequenses [or the reglon i the FSRU was
pul st of actibn. by an intentional or unintentionsl incidemt for an extended period of
time 7 Aa economic teview of the dary effects of disripting eneray supply by
targeting infrastructare should be considered by the Coast Guard and in the FEIS .

10, FERC hag conclided that the Broadwater Project will have Himited adverse
environmental impacts, Revent testimony on 127772006 before the Connectiout Long
Istand Sound LNG Task Foroe ralses doubs nbout the DELS, Four sclentisns who
specialize in the geclogy, Wology and eeology of the Long Tsbid Soond Touwnd the DEIS
wid seriously Bawed and pooly researched, They Nurther indicated that the DEIS fails to
provide adequate data to back up its conclusions. FERC should review and respond to
these coneerns fn the FEIS,

11. The DEIS indicates Broadwater mi ght use ¢ither Port Jefferson ar Greenport for
onshore support services Tor the FSRU and pipelines, The FEIS shoald indicale the tinte
sequired for the tugs thatare berthed ot these facilities to reach the FSRU orthe LNG
{ankiers in rangit,

0C20-4

0C20-5

0C20-6

0C20-7

0OC20-8

0C20-9

N-792

If the Project receives initial authorization to proceed, prior to initiation of
construction Broadwater would work with federal, state, and local agencies
to develop a Facility Security Plan (as outlined in 33 CFR 101-105) and an
Emergency Response Plan (as described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS)
for the Project. The planning teams would identify the equipment and
resources needed to implement the plans; as discussed in Section 3.10.6 of
the EIS, the Emergency Response Plan, would include a Cost-Sharing plan
that would address funding provisions for agency participation in
emergency response and security actions. If the funding agreements cannot
be devel oped to the satisfaction of the participating agencies and
Broadwater, and if the needed resources are not available, FERC would not
authorize construction of the Project.

Liability issues are beyond the scope of our environmental review.

The commentor has accurately noted that the Coast Guard would need
additional resources to implement the mitigation measures for managing
the risks associated with operation of the FSRU and the LNG carriers. As
described in Section 8.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), if
FERC authorizes the Broadwater Project, the Coast Guard would prepare a
proposal to obtain additional personnel and equipment to implement its
safety and security recommendations. Neither FERC nor the Coast Guard
would allow operation of the Project until the appropriete safety and
security measures are in place.

Section 3.6.8.7 of the final EIS has been revised to address the economic
impact of a catastrophic event associated with the proposed Project.

Responses to the specific technical comments by the experts who testified
before the Connecticut LNG Task Force are provided in Table 2.2-5
(Appendix N in thisfina EIS).

Section 2.4.4.4 of the final EIS has been revised to provide this
informetion.
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oCc20-10

0Cc20-11 li

OC20-12 I:

0C20-10

F2 The DEIS conteing no discussion-of (hevarying heat contenyd Btu content of LNG
imported front various areds. The FEIS shonld deal with and speify whetlier it i
Broadwater's intent 1o acquire supply from Migeria LNG, The FEIS should alse detail
who 1§ responsible for ddjustinig the Heat value of the natiral gas imponied by
Broadw ater, the imporier or the pipline conipany?

P erTE ppEE AR 0C20-11
13, The DEIS docs not:deal with the issue of whether mercaptan will be used sis an
odorant on the ESRLL I vse.of mercaptan iz comterplated. the FEIS should review fssues
related W transporting, storing dnd injecting the smelly gas on the FSRLL

I, The DEIS contains ne review of the use of Ammonia on the FSRU, The FEIS should
charify i and when i will be-delectable dowawind o focal beaclies.

Sincerely,
ot Bal?
Sid Bail
President

0C20-12

N-793

Section 2.4.2 of the final EIS has been revised to include additional
information on gas interchangeability. Regardless of the source country,
natural gas delivered into the IGTS pipeline would be required to meet the
tariff requirements.

Sections 2.1.1.6 and 3.10.2.4 of the final EI'S address the use of odorant on
the FSRU. |f Broadwater receives initia authorization from FERC, it
would be required to prepare an Emergency Response Plan (see Section
3.10.6 of the final EIS), an SPCC plan (see Section 3.2.2.1 of the final
EIS), and a hazardous material s Facility Response Plan (as outlined in 33
CFR 154). These plans would address the use and potential for release of
hazardous and toxic materials, including the odorant used, and the
emergency response procedures that would be followed if an incident were
to oceur during operation of the Project. FERC must approve the
Emergency Response Plan prior to final approval to begin construction.
Consequently, Broadwater would have approved plans for the transport,
storage, and use of odorants prior to operation.

The required plans described in our response to comment OC20-11 would
address the use of ammonia on the FSRU. Section 3.10.2.4 of the final EIS
addresses the potential consequences of an accidental release of ammonia
on the FSRU.
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Stciterment Begaviling i Foderal Engray Regulatory Conpnissio
Dt Envivosméntal finpacr Staséipent on Broadweir Tnergy
Subimitted v danpaey9, 2007-by

The Honovable Richived.J. Sheirer, Senior Vice President, Glidlani Parineis LLC
Caniiissioner of Emerzeicy Monggement for die Clly of New York (Refived)

The Honoreble Dhowos Fow Esserg- Séne Fioe Presiders Uhwliani Pavimers LLE
Commissionsr of the Fire Doy \F the Clilveef New York (Retivedt

Wesre pleascd o submit o coiiments as part of the Fodéral Encrpy Reguilatory Commission’s
public Hedrings o its Draft Bavironiental Tinpact Staténient (“DEIS™) for Broadwater Hodtgy,
Brogdwater's centval goal is fo being 2 sate, seours, and reliablz new source ol elean<buming napral
gaxtoour réglon, wWhile mininizing risks fo the public. Thissolufion 1§ needed, and, having
eondusted anextensive seourity mnalysleobthe projeet, we supsor Broadwater,

TrSepember 2004, Gitifant Prstners LLE was retaiied 1o provide objective analvsis md
strategie consulting regarding the seourityof the-propesed Broadwater ING dacilion, Dur
gonsuliing tean for Broadvwater includes Ridolph W Ghilianiy Brigadier General Kenneth
Herpguist (L8 Ay, Her ), ourselves, and wstrong team of seourity, cnsis ranagemens, 1k
sitigarion, and public saféty bupsns from Glulian Partneryand Seafecare LLO, our saritime
seeurily partes

Sifery, securlly, and reliability have bédi wp prierities for Broadwater fror thieodism: The
propesed fcilive will have stringent seounty measures, technologies, mid procedures thar will
et o exied Tinteriatival dnd Tedesal roquirenitints, ncluding those set forth i the DEIS and
(e 8. Coabt Gilsrd s tecent Walerways Suiability Report (C"WBRT,. Indaci, this isone ol (he
principal reasong that Gieliant Pastnersagreed fo provide consuliing servites (o the praject:

Sinee Tate 2004, Gur egns hag conduicted an extensive snalysis of the seotuity of thé proposed
Sty and we submitied our prelimingry securlty assessmant to the ThS Coogt Guard dn mids
2005." W anlicipaie thit this-work: will confinge thradihont dhey desien dndl Shfsivaction of the
facility, e analysis has determined thiat the: proposed. Broadwater ficiliy. can be seoured
eifectively g, when secured mioperly, shonld no present atleat W thepopulaions alons Loy
Istared Sound, Westrongly sippert the formal regulationy process, whichhas-sud continuss
subject Broadiarer 1o figorods and sitensivi dralysis ot allaspects of the prijpedal.

Beeause of oiip involverment a8 seaiwity cobsultants; modt of our comments:necessarily relate fo
the 18 Coast Guaild’s Brosdwieer WSR, which s 4 Quidamientad part of the DEIS, . The WSR.
whichwiss th product of 'gollaborative progessiwith 8 T number of stakéholders Trowyall drdund
L Tsland S, detenmind thist Brogdwater car be made suitabis for Long Island Saind, given
the inplementation ol ¢ number of appropriate safely and seeurity mewsures outlined i e WSR.

The U Coast Guard isthe Tead Tediral sgoncy responsible for navigation safery and port securiny
Issues associated with Broadwater, and f-4sa key partcipant in the regnlatory review o the projeets
The WSR, whinh ook iver # vear 1o prepars; i an objestive and analviical assessment of the
suiitabillty of Loug tland Stond T Broadwater, Troln o s ley dnd-seoniily péispecnive, We i
T iEmost cpfiddenig 10 the wiglviical deorand gty o the WHRL
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oc2141

Broadwater fully expected the WHR wautling i i saft i a4 s custonary R
maiior gisrgy infragtnicting projects. Infaey, Brciadwassshas bisen dxlxgcm i prEparing for thiss
veqoiremien theoghis broad and sugm ‘cam atforon salety and froe thirgat HETE
and mitigation R cteittifle eotisegience modeling,

“The WSR: strtes thats “There are-currenthying knowen, crédible threats against the proposed
Brgadwater Energy Scilite” The WER: dlso nete e thatthe elfshore Ioc.mqmo the fieilivy. over g

ey T New Yark w1 uu e o provides signilican safely and security
1 anddreduoes the: eilin”s attacti SRR Tot tan {:L Crap-analysis agroes with these
gonelusions:

Haceording o B Sandia Report on Risk Al anfl Salety Implieations ol Lavge ENG Spill
Cryer Water, the marme transportof LHNG lrm ancexierfiplary saféty: record of approximately
SO0 carrier volugls over 40 veurs, goveringover TR million mitlebwithoutiag deris.
Neither g onjorrdlease ol NG, nora-faality divecily relared 1o ENG bas ever oeurred in
maritime NG dperations,

Hnd s
R

Noretheless, Brogdwitor cintinties vigilanthy plsnning (0 ensare thss the ity sk
and that the censequences of e nnudmt would be mitigated. As recommenged by the W
E itk eonti i thirgae ¢hvh andh repularly Giddte threat
assessricnts. Alse; the LS, Const Guard Has privosed and w..{ enfores g safets e anid s&curu) Zone

sround both the faciliy snd xtt’ e ﬂ'sers qud By 1o lerd a5 rauch o
avifie LS Cosst Uuard o Je s imporiant toonote that !xc Wsﬂ raakese hat an aeeident

e ataek on s et dsavieer unl.m,}. weidd oo resole i damage on ety gore of the Sound.

S geedr risk inallowing LG earriers torenued the Sovund, bul the two or three LNG tlriers
midking delfivetiesto the Tactlityench weel will travel exizing shipping routes thar 443 0to 7,430
domc&-km and forcign-lagged | vessels use dach vear. Thevwill be-guided by local pilots
and ammp.:med by tughoatsand ssort a8 petthe WSE. The WSR cfirms that therSeimdis
silevady a Sminidse™ waterway. NG eierief ansits will Be Dexible and e WSR states that
“The-impuets of the moving safety aid security zone arotid: ENG carries covother wateryay users

eotld 't " E tesofath way ysers ncthds forries, s regular
commercial irallic:

Civer thi somin stk projectteam-will dontdane sowork with it Coast Goard, aswelbas
miany lowsl, sioate, and fcdera‘. agencis, [thasal s ez central woal of the pm ot o maintain
& producti Latiensidpavith 8l theralew stih fudsdicipial Je Bi

hisbeen keepitn Tocal and 5 cuityand ghidty ¢ Ts updated on the profest over the Tast
ot Tothe coming mitith, Broadwaterwall begin engaging federsl state, gnd Toeal safety
andd seeurlve-oificids ty the developient of the comprcliensie eteruéney nesponsy plon:

Adthwragh our i sovork bz o gecurity consulting, we wish to-note two Lmpirtant
aspects of the DEIS. Firstthe DEIS 16168 the need for'eréngy tnthis répion, given intreasing O C 2 1 1
gnersy demadids, Second; the DEIS analvsis of Elernanve solutons 1o meet thm et

dsermined that Broadwater bus the fewes irommienial impacts of yoy ahiemativesonsidered,
1y mpaitant 1o nete that we Wave the atnost eondidencs in theabjediviy and vicor of the
DEIS;

N-795

Thank you for your comments.
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in the car of ourwork ans ity weofien remind oyrselves that there furisked i

any action, bt that, often; action dsreguined W solve a problem, I the Give of Broadwater, Thery
1% nond Tor the prafect sl 18 visks can b managed snd mintintesd.

Thé sty i salety ol (e Tty and B suroinding popilations ard pardfomnt o our
fearn: Based on obrswvork fo date, we boliove that the proposed Broadveater fagility shonld be
segure and should poséno thivat o the populationy anshare arsiind Long Iskind Sotind.. Giuljani
Paimers and SeaSedure fook forwird 1o it objective resetreh and sralysis G the
thweats: sonssquendes, vilndrabilinies, snd risks ol the proposed faeilin/ thronghour itS design &nd
comstrietion, iCapproved] W sannily belleve, busad oo o0 inhlyas, tiat e Broadvater
projectis avensonable, safé;and secare solwion fo.our region’'s need for engrgy,

W ik voul Tor yaty Sieation © his fater.

13
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Ms, Magalic R. Salas, Secretary = b3

Offficers of the Board:  Federal Encrgy Regulatory Commission

Mahooy, Esq. 888 First Street NE, Room 1A
mm of the 323 Washington, DC 20426
Harry Kassel RE:  Docket Nos. CPO6-054-000 and CP06-055-000
Tmmedise Pas Chabroun
Henry R, Pupke Dear bs. Salas:
Steven Sauer
Michae! Schammoth Tam providing this Jetter i conjunction with the public comment period of
OC22-1 George A. Schieren, Bsq.| the FERC’s review of the Draft Environmental Jmpact Statement for
Vice Chalnmien Broadwster Energy.
Robert B Tunick
Secrerary Like other healthenre providers in New York State, in my role as president of
T South Nassau Communities Hospital, I am greally concerned about the high
Assisiant Secrriary cost and dependable supply of energy. With 435 beds, 820 attending
physicians and 2,200 emplovees, we are one of the largest community based,
Robert M. White, Ir. feaching hospitals in the state. We are also among 8 handful of financially
Treasurer independent hospitals on Long Island,
Iohn Aicn‘r:. M South Nasway Communities Hospital has recently concluded one of the
Peter C. Breitstore, Bsa.  Jarpest hospital expansions on Long Island in recent years. Planning for this
gﬁr&m wip, 170,000 square foot project, including modeling the cost to operate this new
Joseph 3«m " fueility, ococurred several vears ago. Asyou can imagine, energy sostsand a
Lowell Frey much nesded additional supply of natursl gas are-of great concemn to us,
Adam K. Galeon especially as the expansion hag significantly increased curenergy
“Jumies GG, Hellmiath consumption,
Harold Jsnow
ﬁ“mmm& | am writing to express my support for the Broadwater Energy liquefied
John Miesiah natural gas facility. I'base this support of Broadwater on four factors:
Hariede . Thayer
Candy Misner 1. ‘The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s recently released Draft
:mm ﬁ Morvillo, Esg. Environmental Impact Statement found that Brosdwater would have
m Wﬂ MD, Timited adverse environmental impacts to Long Island Sound. The
Edwin H, Wegmsn DEIS concluded that the impacts could be further reduced with
Marvin Walf suggested recommendations and mitigation procedures.
Michael Yohai
One Healthy Way, Oceanside, NY 11572+ 516-832-3939
WWW.southnassau.ong
N-797
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Thank you for your comments.
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Ms. Magalie R. Salas
January 9, 2007 w2

2. The .S, Coast Guard found that Broadwater can be operaled safely
and securely in the Sound and is'a use that is consistent with other
commercial activities there, ' The Coast Guard report found that with
additional measures to manage risks to navigation safety or maritime
security, the Sound is a suitable focation for this facility:

3. The project i vitally important for the region’s economy and quality
of life:as our résidents and businesses already pay some of the highest
natural gas prices in the gation. The DEIS said that the region’s
demand for natural gas iy rising, and finless new supplies bécome
available, we will face increasing price pressure and volatility.

4. The project pfesents.an. opportunity to increase the amount of cleaner
energy generated on Long Island, while greatly increasing the
efficiency of our ¢lectrical generation. The older; oil-fired planms that
produce most of our power are among the region’s largest polluters.
Broadwater could be imporiant both in operating new cleaner plants,
and cleaning vp our old plants:

Finally, as the NYS Departrent of State reviews Broadwater's Coastal
Zone Management Act application in the coming months, the agency
should carefully consider the need for this project.and the difficulty in
building new energy infrasiructure onshere. ‘The environmental concerns
should be dispassionately evaluated based on the best available sgience
in'reaching a conclusion that best serves the interest of Long Island and
the greater Metropolitan are4.

Sincerely,
£
q %
A; Quagliata
ident and CEQ

ce: Governor Elliott Spitzer
Consistency Review Unit, Division of Coastal Resourves
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§ Tanuary 23, 200801 K 24U Al Sh
Magalic K. Salas, Seo et W DY CUHRISS
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
288 First Strect N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20426

Dier Secretary Salas:
Re: Broadwater LNG Energy Project, FERC Docket Nos. CP06-54-000, CP06:55-000

o Noveniber of 2006, the Federal Energy Regulatory Comimission, following a
reéview conducted in conjunction with the United States Coast Guard and a number of
other agencies, issued a Draft Environmental Impact Staternent (DEIS) for the
Broadwater Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) Energy Project (hereafter, Broadwater).
Broadwater is 4 propossl to-moor a floating liquefied natural gos facility, approximately
ning miles off the coast of Riverhead, New York: The facility would receive shipments
of LNG, which would then be stored, regasified and transported to Long Island and New
York City through an interconnection with the Troguois. Gas Transmission Sysiem: In
sum, the DEIS concluded that with appropriate tnitigation measures, the Project would
have limited environmental impacts.

If New York is to temain the preeminent finaricial, corporate and communications
capital of the world, and to continue to attract snd refain businesses and residents, it rust
have s dependable source of relisble, affordable and clean electricity. Asihe
overwhelming percentage of the generating capacity jn the City uses natural gas asa
primary fuel, there is a very close relationship between the availability of natural gas and
the ability to ensure adequate and affordable electricity generation resources here,

Mayor Michael Bloomberg in 2003 diregted the New York City Econamic
Development Corporation to organize and lead a public-private Energy Policy Task
Force, which would comprehensively assess the City’s énergy needs and recommend
specific policies and programs to meei those needs. Thie Task Force released jts initial
findings in January 2004 in a Repont entitled “New York City Energy Policy: An
Electricity Resource Roadmap™ that details an integrated strategy comprising energy
supply, energy delivery infrastructure, diswributed resources and governmental initiatives
from New York City.. Among the central recommendations made in the Task Force
Reportis lo “support diversity of fuet supply,” including the “development of gas sapply
projecis.”
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Aspraposed, Broadwater would diversify the City’s energy supply by providinga
significant amount of natural gas that is not subject to-existing North American supply
and transmission constraints, Al -present, the principal source of gas supply to the City is
delivery over long-haul pipelines, primanly from the Gulf Coast and Wesiern Canada. If
placed ifito service, Broadwater would create an additiconal and far hore proximate
natural gas supply source.

At a peak send-out of approximately one billion cubic feet per day, Broadwater
would appreciably increase the delivery capability of natural gas to New York City.
Sush production from Broadwater would supply enough gas to fuel substantial gas-fired
electricity generation capacity. “To the extent these projections are bome out, Broadwater
would also improve systeni reliability, and exert downward pressure on the eriergy prices
that would prevail in the absence of such an alternative fuel source.

An abundant supply of natural gas would riot only help ensure that energy
demands are met as the City continues to grow, it would do so with the most efficient and
clean-burning fossil fuel. In.order to meet anticipated air quality-and climate change
reduction geals:and to repower the City's older power plants, it is critical to have an
affordable and religble supply of natural gas. ‘Such plants are characterized by higher
fevels of air emissions, and their replacement would itself benefiy the entiré regiofial
environment,

The prospect of an altemate source of reliable natural gas is thus a'¢ritically
important one. To the sxtent that it can be made compatible with envirorimental
requirements; as is suggested by the DEIS issued by the Commission, [ strongly
encourgge your consideration of the Broadwater Project s a means to help chisire the
encegy diversity, reliability and affordebility that is vitally needed for the fature of New
York City and the metropolitan region,

Verytraly yours,
(:'/3. / QUJA;OA-M‘; A0
Gil C. Qiiniones J
Chair,
Mew York City Energy Policy Task Force

Senior Vice President,
Enetgy & Telecommunications Départment
New York City Economic

Development Corporation

0C23-1

N-800

Thank you for your comments.
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s hsociation

538 Kinfleld Lt
East Norwalk, CTOBE55

January 12, 4007

My Richapd L. Tomexr

Chief, Regulatory Branch

1.8, Army Corps of Enginesrs New York Distriece
Jacob K. Javits Federal Building

Z¢ Federal Plaza

New York, New York 10278-0090

gubject: Public Notice Number 2006~00865-LE
Dear Mr. Tomer:

Phe Board of Dissctors {Board] of the Comnseticur Harbor Mansge-
ment Assogiabtion (CHMA) hag reviewed Public Notice Number 2006-
00266-1L6 dssued by the U.5. Army Corps of Edginsers Mew York
Digbkrict (USACE) ocncérning a proposal by Broadwater Energy LLC
and Brosdwiter Pipeline LLC to create an offshore Liguified
Natural Sas {LNG) terminal and pipeline in Long Island: Sound.
The Board Ras aleo reéviewed the Draft Environmental Impact
stavement {Draft BIS) issued by the Pedersl Emergy Regulatory
Commission {FERC) concerning the proposal, :

For ressons stated below; the Board contends thar no final action
by either the USACE or FERC should be taken on the proposed
project until the coastdl managemsnt agency of the State of
fonnecticut has reviewsd the propesal to evaluate ite potential
impacts on She coastal zone of Copnecticut and hae delermined the
consdistency of the proposal with Uonnecticeut’s Féderally approved
Coadtal Management Program. Failurve to conduct such g veview
would viclate the purpose and intent of the Federal Coastal Zone
Management Kot [CZMAY .

On behalf of the Board T herewith subpit the following tomments
o Ehe USACE and FERC.

Commentgy

T Thie CHMA i a Staté-wide, not«for-profit organization repres
genting municipal Harbor nanadgément cowmissions, State of
Cantesbieut harboy wasters appointed by the Governor; and
others conterned with Comngcticut’s harbors and marine
régources. The wissics of the CHMA f@ vo share information
and facilitate coordination to addréss isgues 0f Common
interest: fio its némbers.

N-801

0C24-1

All fixed facilities associated with the Project are located entirely within
the state of New Y ork’s coastal zone. Only the proposed moving safety
and security zone surrounding an LNG carrier could extend into
Connecticut waters when deviating from the planned transit route in
response to traffic or weather conditions within Long Island Sound. The
Coast Guard is responsible for ensuring compliance with the CZMA as it
relates to the Coast Guard' s establishment of the safety and security zones
affecting Connecticut state waters. A coastal state' s authority to review
federal authorizations under the CZMA is approved through the Office of
Ocean and Coastal Resource Management (OCRM) National Ocean
Service, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). A
coastal program must apply for and receive authorization to review
proposed activities in other states. The Commission has no legal authority
to grant Connecticut a formal role under the CZMA.

Organizations and Companies Comments
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Mr: Richard L. Tomer 2 January' 12, 2poay

2 Conpeetiont s harbors ars important centeis of recreational
boating, commercial fishing, and other watep-dependent
getdvities in Long Taland Sound. Our harbors serve s the
home ports of tena of thousgdnds of recreational wvessels that
uge and enjoy the Seupd, In addition, oup coadtal Commind-
ties id considerable rggources to envourdage maritines
tourism and provide. facilities for visiting boasters. Cone
necticut harboreg are wajor atbractisoms for visiting boatsrs
who travel to.and from harbors ob both gidesg of the ‘Sound.
These vegldent and Visitinyg bosters generate significant
soonomic benefits both locally and regienally. The viabil-
ity of w1l these boating activities and the enjovment of
those who participate in them are influenced by thé guality
wf anvivonmentel and pavigatrion condiciene in Long Island
Sgurnid.,

3 Conrgotiout’ s harbors are #loo important natural resources:;
thelir bidal wetlands, intertldal flats, beaches, shellfish
beds, fish and wildlife, and other rescurces, dpoluding the
Stewart B MeHimney Natieonal Wildlife Refuge arngd wany other
State apd privately owned natural areas, provide & waristy
of Irreplaceéable scological functions and valuep He well as
recreational opportunities. The envirvonmental quality of
our harboys ig an dwnporvant determidsEnt of Uonflecticut s
quality of life .and is determined in grest part by the
environmental guality of Léng Teland Sound,

& Pursuant £o the Public Trust Doctrine, ownership of the
tidewdters within Connecticut's Long Island Sound Jurdsdic-
tion, the submerged lands bepeath those watérs, and the
plant and -animal life inhabiting those waters ig held by the
Brate of CUonnecticut. in trust for the berefit of the géneral
public.

5. Long Tgland Bolnd is an Bstuary of Mational Significance as
degignated by the U8, Congyess which hag detsrmined there
imon national interest in protegbing the pnatural valies and
beneficial gquality of life asscciated with the Sound. Many
wmilliong of dollare have been allocated by Congress for the
purpese of lmplementing the Long Tsland Sound Comprehensive
Conpervation and Managersnt Plan for protecting and loprovs
ing - the health of the Sound.:

i The states of Connecticut and New York share juriediction in
Long Island Sound. It isg réosognized by both states and by
Faderal courté and egeneies, including thes USACE, that
acticng ‘and conditions. in one state’s Jurisdiction in the
Bound may have impacts onthe other state s Jurisdictdion.

T Both Comnecticut and New York have state voastal management
prodrane approved by the Ubtited Stabtes Sscyetary of Comiériée
pursuant o the OZMA. The C2MA epvisions coordination
between wosstal states sharing Jurizdiction in a coagtal
watéd body guch a8 Tohd Island Sound.

0C24-2 [ 0C24-2

N-802

Please see our response to comment OC24-1.
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Mr. Richard L. Tomer 3 Janudary 12, 2007

10.

X1,

The propoged prodect woeuld be locsted in Hew York waters a
short digtance from the CUonnecticut/New York boundary in
Long Island Sound, Neither the USACE s Public Nétice and
attached plans nor FERC's Draft BIS declare the distancs
from the proposed LG terminal to the Connedticut/New York
boundary in the Spound., The Connecticut Department of Envi-
rammental Protection has stated that the fixed. 0.7-mile
radius safety and seeurity zoneg that would be established by
the 7.8, Cosst Guard arcund the LHG terminal would extend
into Connecticut’ s jorisdiction. Therefore, we may infer
that the LNG terminal would be located less thean 0.7 wmiles
from the Conmecticut/New York boundary. In addition, it is
cur understanding that vessels delivering LNG to the pro-
posed terminal and the movitg safety and secivity zone that
would be ilmposed by the Coast Guard around those vessels may
pass throogh Connecticut wabers.

The propesed project would ke the first of ite type in Long
Island Sceund. As a result, use audl operabtion of the LNG
tevminal would affect a change in the existing and tradi-
tional uses and character of the Sound and it 1 reasdnable
to expect that the terminal and the vessels serving it would
have an impact on the existing and traditional uses and
character of the Sound within the Jurisdictdcn of the State
of Comnectiout,

weirher the USACE s Public Hotice nor FERCYs Drafr BIS
acknowledge or address the impact of the proposed project on
the coastal zone of the State of Connecticut in Long Island
Zound, including the impact on the State’s tidal and naviga-
ble waters and environmental resources.

Section 307(1) {a) of the CIMA reguires that each activity of
a Pederal agency within or surside [emphasis added] the
codstal zone of each cohstal state with an approved coastal
managemsnt program shall be consigtent with that program to
the maximum extent practicable, Nedther the USBACE g public
Notice nor FERC’s Draft EIS acknowledge or address this
raguirement .

The Brard contends that no final action by any Federal
agenoy, including bur oot limited to the USBACE and FERC,
should. be taken on the proposed project until the coastal
management agency of the State of Contecbicut has reviewed
the application to evaluate the proposed project s lupacts
un the cosstal sone of Connectivut and has determined the
consistency of the application with Connecticut®s Coastal
Management Program. Failure te conduct such a review would
violate the purpose snd intent of the CEMA.

OC24-3  Theproposed FSRU would be located in New Y ork waters approximately
0.6 mile from the New Y ork/ Connecticut boundary.

OC24-4  Theindividua resource sections in Section 3.0 of the final EIS have been
revised to provide additional information on the potential impacts of LNG
carrier transits. Sections 3.3.1 (benthic resources), 3.3.2 (fisheries
resources), 3.3.3 (fisheries of special concern), 3.3.4 {marine mammels),
3.3.5 (avian species), and 3.4 (threatened and endangered species) of the
final EIS, among other sections, discuss potential impacts to the resources
of Long Island Sound independent of stete lines.

0OC24-5  Please seeour response to comment OC24-1.

OC24-6  Please see our response to comment OC24-1.
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In oongluasion, the Bosrd urges Conpegrtlicut's Congresgivrel
delegabion and the Attdrney General of Conpseticut to lntarvens
in thie process as necesgary Lo ensure: 1) thar the Broadwater
proposal may be properly evaluated by the State of Connsgbicut
for congigrency with Connegtivut’™d Codstal Management FPriogram;
and 2] thar any decisioneg by FERD and the USBACE vemarding the
proposal. sre congistent with Connécticut's Coantal Manayg
Program toe the maximum extant practicable.

Thank you for your attention to our comments,. If yon hawve any
gquestions or require any addibional information, plesse dontact
me At (203) 8533493 ov pintwi@opronlite. net.

Sincorely,

Y

hno T, Pinto, Ph.D.
Pragidant , CHMR

for Members of the Board:

Mary H. won Conta, Vige Presidernt,

Town of Fairfisld Harbor Management Commisglon
Louls Allen, Becreatary,

Towr of Mystic Harbor Management Commisgion
Robert H. Sammis,; Treasuter

Tawr of Stratford Harbory Management Commission
Roge Bying

Town of 014 Savbrook Harbor Mansgement Commissieon
Patrick Carroll (alterxnate member of the. Board)

Btate of Connscticut Harbor Master, Southport
Mighael Griffin

Brate of Coimectidut Harbor Master, MNorwalk
Horman Bewibt

Pown HF 014 Lymé Harbeor Mansgement Dowmission,
Pater Holeos

City of Bridgsport Harbor Management Commission
Jehn Roberde, PJE. [Alternate member of the Boapd)

Representing asgociate pewbere
Joel Severencs

Town of Chesber Hayrbor Mansgesent Commission
Geaffréy-B. Skeadman

Repregentinyg asgooidre menbers

TTR/GES Sy
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M. Bichard L. Tonex

S

v

Governor M, Jodi Rell
Cfficers of the Connecticut General Assembly
Senator Chilgtophery Dodd

U 8.

1
.8,

el en St

B
B
o
-
LH.

e

Senator Jopeph
LY niative

Liekerman
Jogeph Courpney

Representative
Repregentative
Representative
Representative

Reusa Delauro

John B. Largon
Christopher Murphy
Christopher Shays

Attorpey Beneral Righard Blumenthal
Commigsioner of Envircnmental protection Gina Melarthy
Federal Energy Reégulatory Commigsion
Broadwater Brnergy, LLC

Jangayry' 12,

2007

N-805
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i g8 Winfleld Cf
East Norwalk, CT 06855

January 14, 2007

Mg, Magalie R Salas

Becretary

Faderal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street

Room 14

Washington, D.C. 20428

Reference: Docket No. CP06-54-000 and CPO6-55-000
Dear Ms. Balas:

The Soard of Directors (Board) of the Connecticut Harbor Maragemient Association (CHMA)
has reviewed the Dralt Envirdnmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) issued by the Federal
Ensrgy Regulatory Commission (FERC) congeming & proposal by Broatwater Energy LLC and
Broadwater Pipeline LLC to create an ofishore Liguified Natural Gas (LNG)erminal and
pipeline in Long Isfand Sound, The Board has also reviewed Public Notice Number 2008
00265-L6 issuad by the U:S: Army Corps of Enginears New York District (USACE) concerning
the: proposal,

Eor reasons siated telow, the Board contends that nio final action by either FERC or the USACE 0C25-1
sholid be taker on the proposed praject until the coastal management agericy of the State of =
Connecticut has reviewed the proposal to svaluate its potential impacits on the coastal zone of

Connectiout'and has determined the consistancy of the propbsal with Connecticut's Federally

approved Coastal Management Program. Fallure to conduct such.a review would violate the

purpose and intent of the Federal Coastal Zune Management-Act (CEMA).

On biehait of the Board, 1 herewith submit the Tollowing tomments to FERG and the USACE.

Commernts:

T Thie CHMA Is a State-wide, not-for-profit organization representing municipal harbor
management commissions, State of Connecticut harbor masters appointed by the
Goverrior. and 'others concerned with Corinscticut's harbars and maring resources. The

rolssion of the CHMA s to share informiation and facilitate coordiniation to address issues
of cordmon interest to its mernbers,

N-806

All fixed facilities associated with the Project are located entirely within
the state of New York’s coastal zone. Only the proposed safety and
security zones would extend into Connecticut waters. As described in
Section 3.5.7.1 of the EIS, the Coast Guard determined that the State of
Connecticut effectively waived itsright for a coastal consistency
determination. See a so response to SA6-4.
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Connecticutf’s harbors are important centers of recreational boating, commercial fishing,
and other watercdependent activities in Long 1sland Sound. Our harbiors serve as the
homeports of tens of thousands of recreational vessels that use andenjoy the Sound. In
addition; ouf coastal communities expend tonsiderable resources o encolrage martime
tourisi ahd provide facilities for visiting boaters. Connecticut harbors are. miajor
attractions for visiting boaters whofravel to and from harbors on both sides of the
Sound. Thess resident and visiting boaters generate sighificant economic berefits both
lotaily and tegionally. The viability of all these bating activities and the enjoymient of
those who participale in them are influshced by the quality of envirorimental and
ravigation conditions in Long Island Sound,

Conngctiout’s harbors are also impiortant natural resources; thelr tidal wetlands, intertidal
flats, beaches, shellfish beds, fish and wildlife -and other resources; including the
Stewart B. McKinney Mational Wildlife Refuge and iany othér State' and privately owned
natural areas, provide a variety of irreplaceable ecological furictions and valués as well
as recreational oppottunities. The environmental quality of bur harbors I8 an important
determinant.of Connacticut’s quality of lifeand is determined in great part by the
environmentat quality of Long island Sound.

Pursuant to the Public Trust Doctring, ownership of the tidewaters within Connecticuts
Long lsland Sound jurisdiction, the submerged lands beneath those walers and the
plant end animal Jife: inhabiting those waters are held by the State of Conneclicut in trust
for the benefit of the: ganeral public

Long tsland Sound is an Estuary of National Significance as desighated by the U8,
Congress which:has determined there is a national interest in protecting the natural
values and beneficial quality of e associated withthe Sound, ~ Many millions of dollars
have been allocated by Congress for the purpese of implementing the Long Islang
Sound Comprehensive Conservation and Maragement Plan for protecting and
improving the health of the Bound.

The states of Connecticut and New York share jurisdiction'in Long Island Sound, itis
recognized by both states and by Federal courts and agencies. including the USACE,
that actions ‘and conditions in.one state's jurisdiction in the Sound may have impacis on
the other state's Jurisdiction.

Both Gonnecticut and New York have state coastal management programis approved by
the United States Sedretary of Commerce pursuant io the CZMAC The CZMA envisions
cocrdination between coastal states sharing jurisdistion in a coastal water body such as
Long Istand Seund,

The proposed projest woild be lncated in New York waters & short distance from the
Connecticut/New York boundary in Long Istend Sound. Neither FERC's Drafi BIS, nor
the USACE's Public Notice and attached plans declare the distarice from the propesed
LNG terminal 16 the Connecticut/New York boundary in the Sound. The Connectiout
Departmant of Environmental Protection has stated that the fixed, 0. 7-mile radius safety
and security zone that would be sstablished by the U8, Coast Guard droiind the LNG
terminal would éxtend into Connecticut’s jurisdiction. Therefore, we may infer that the
LNG terminal would be Tocated less than 0,7 miles from the ConnecticutMew York
boundary.In addition; i Is.our understanding that vessels delivering LNG to the
proposed terminal and the rioving safety and security zone that would be imposed by
the Coast Guard arotind those Vessels may pass through Connecticut waters.,

0C25-2

N-807

We have encouraged technical input from Connecticut state agencies to
assist in determining the relevant issues to consider in developing this final
EIS. We believethat all coastal effects, regardless of the state boundary,
have been analyzed and are included in this analysis.
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8. ‘The proposed projec! would be the first of its type in Long Island Sound. Az aresult, use
and operation.of the LNG terminal would affect & change in-the existing and traditional - P . . . .
uses and character of the Soundand it is reasonable to expect that the terminaland the OC25-3 Th? individual _resourc_e_ sectlc_)ns n Se_Ctl on 3.0 of the f'_ nal_ EIS have been
vassels serving it would have an impacton the existing and traditional uses and revised to provide additional information on the potential impacts of LNG
characterof the Sound within the jurisdiction of the Btate of Conniecticut, carrier transits.

10, Meither FERC's Draft EIS nor thee USACE's Public Notlce acknowledge oraddress the
impatt of the proposed project on the coastal zone of the State of Conriecticut in Lohg
Tsland Sound, including the State’'s tidal and navigable waters and environmental
rasources:

11, Section J07(1AY of the CZMA requires that gach activity of'a Federal agency within or
oulside [emphasis added] the coastal zone of gach coastal state with an dpproved

coastal management program shall be.consistent with that prograny to the maximurn 0OC25-4 Theability of a state to review for consistency activities thet occur within
o e e ey moTine USAGE s Pubke Hoties an adjacent state is only possible if that state is granted that authority by the
' Department of Commerce. In general, it is expected that the coastal effects

12, ;thé’ggrd c;ftﬂgengg ggfé mhﬁm?;abceﬁ:ankgy any t;:defa' Sszncza. irglud;;%hﬁut nc;tlirlﬂ‘ted of aproject fall within the scope of a NEPA analysis and are covered in the
(] and the ; shioul o the proposed project until the coastal : . . . .
management agency of the State of Conneclicut has reviewed the application to El S Further, the consi Stency I’e\l_l ew b_y the stete m_Wh‘Ch the‘pl’Oj ect
evaluate the proposed project's impacts on the coastal zone of Cormectiout and has resides should be fundamentally inclusive of the adjacent state’s concerns
determined the consistency of the application with Connecticut’s Coastal Managerment i i it i ; i
Pragrar, Failure 1o conduct such a review would violate the purpose and intent of the regardl ng coastal i mpaCtS' _However, it IS_ pF)SSI blethat differences may
CIMA, exist between states regarding coastal policies.

inconclusion. the Board urges Conneclicut's Congressional delegation and the Altorney - . .

General of Conneclict fo intervens in this progess as necessary to ensure: 1) thatthe OC25-5 We have addressed the issue of the Connecticut Coastal Zone Management

Broadwater grop?sel may be properly evaluated by the Stale of Connecticut for consistency Program consistency review in response to comment OC24-1.

with Connecticul's Coastal Management Program; and 2y that any decisions by FERC and the

USACE regarding the proposal are consistent with Cor icut's Coastal Management Program

to the maximumm extent practicable:

Thank:you for your attention to our comments. fyou havie any questions or reguire any
additional information, please contact me-at (203) 853:3483 or pintej@optoniing.net,

84 «:e‘re‘ -

lJohin T. Pinte, Ph.D,
President, GHMA

for Members of the Board:
Mary M. vor Conta, Vice President,

Town of Fairfield Harbor Managemant Commission
Louis Allyn, Secretary,

Tawni-of Mystic Harbor Management Commission
Robert M. Sarmis, Treasurer

Town of Stratford Harbor Management Commission
Ross Byrne

Town of Old: Saybirgok: Harbor Manageient Commiission
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Patrick Carroll {Alternate member of the Board)

State:of Connecticut Harbor Master, Southport
WMichael Griffin

Btate of Connecticlt Harbor Master, Norwalk
Norman Hewitt

Town of Old Lyte Harbor Managément Cammission
Peter Holdcz

City-of Bridgeport Harbor Management Commission
John Roberge, P.E. (Altermate member of the Bogrd)

Represanting associate members
Joel Severence

Town of Chaster Harbor Management Commission
Geoffrey B, Steadman

Representiny assouiate members

JTPIGES/gbs

[zet

Governor M. JodiRell

Members of the Gonnecticut General Assembly
LS. Genator Christopher Dodd

LB, Senator Jaseph Lisberman

U.5: Representative Joseph Courtriey

1.5, Represertative Rosa Delauro

U.S. Representative-John B, Larson

LS. Representative Christopher Murphy

'S, Reprasentativé Christophigr Shays
Attarney General Richard Blumenthal
Commissioner of Environmental Protection Gina McCarthy
W& Army Corpsof Engineers

Broadwater Energy, LLT
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Southern New England Fishermen's and Lobstermen’s Association
PO Box 90
Stoninglon, CTDEITE
£60:535:3930

Jovmary 19,2007

Magatie R Sabis, Secratacy

Federal Energy Repulatory Comnission
¥8R 1™ St Capitol NE Riw TA
Washington, I0.C. 20426

Autn: Gas 3 PII1.3
Plesir Corpmission, Ref COF 06-34

My name i Arthur Medeiros, Tam the Président of the Southern New England
Fisheriien’s and Lobstermen's Association which has a membership of one hundred and
ten, ‘which s engaged o fishing inshore and offshore, claroming, and lobstering. The
majority of oor member’s homeport 1s i Stonington, CT. Fishermen from Stonington
have fished and traversed the public trust lands oft Stonington for bver one hundred
vedrs. We are cancerned that these Tands will not beifreely acoessible fo us when ships
delivering product to the proposed Broadway Pass.

Without having free access 1o the area where the delivery ship prsses and the arens
adjacdnt 10 the path, we will sulfer severe egonomic loss, Dur Lobstermen fish the Race
and inthe path of the delivery ship. 1f our lobstetmen cannot lay gear of tend their potsiat
Teast two, thrée or four times a week. The loss would be tremendous.

Our inshore dragpers fishiin this same vicinity.- They too will have a great loss)] Our off
shore fisherman must advise NOAA when they will be Jeaving porl and returning, They
are monitored very closely, Having few days at sea, this presents a probleni. [ask; what
are the consequences, whei a returning fishing boat is held up hoies waiting for an
incorming tanker to pass. We have several questions as 1o how Wwe tant come dad go from
our homepoit-and who will compensate s for our inability to fish: public trust Jands;

0C26-1

0C26-2

0C26-3

N-810

Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS has been updated to provide additional
information on the potential impacts to commercial fishing in the Race and
in other areas of the Sound. This assessment includes lobster fishing,
trawling, and hand line fishing. Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS has been
updated to include a discussion on impacts to commercial lobstermen from
the proposed moving safety and security zones around LNG carriers as they
enter and exit the Sound. This analysis considers the potential that other
large vessels entering or exiting the Race may alter course, taking them
through areas with high lobster pot density.

Pl ease see our response to comment OC26-1.

Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS addresses the potential impacts on marine
traffic of the LNG carriers and their proposed safety and security zones. .
As stated in that section, some vessels could experience minor delays if
they were transiting the Race a the same time that a carrier is passing
through; there would be room in the Race for some vessels while an LNG
carrier is present with its safety and security zone. Fishing boats would not
be delayed for hours, as the carrier and its associated safety and security
zone would pass a single point within approximately 15 minutes. If the
Coast Guard issues a L etter of Recommendation finding the Project
Waterway to be suitable for LNG marine traffic, as part of the proposed
moving safety and security zone the Coast Guard would conduct routine
Broadcast Notice to Mariners, notifying the public of implementation of the
safety and security zones and the impending LNG carrier transit.
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s our request that if the Broadway Project is permitted that Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission take into consideration our Pindncial Tosses and the hardship that we will
face us as the Tast commercial port.

Sincerely

Arthur ). Medeiros
President

0C26-5

N-811

Please see our response to comment OC26-1. As described in Section
3.6.8.1 of thefinal EIS, Broadwater would be offering a compensation
package to affected fishermen, and we do not anticipate that
implementation of the Project would result in more than a minor economic
impact to some fishermen.

Please see our responses to comments OC26-1 and OC26-4.
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Maugalie R. Salas, Secretary Wednesday, January 17, 2007

Federal Energy Regulatory Comniission

B84 First 5t.NE; Room 1A

Washington, DC 20426

Docket numbeir CP06-54 attention of Gas 3, PR-11.3;

Roval Duich Shell and Transcanada’s ¥ mile Broadwater floating ‘itnragc and regasification unit
{FSRUY does not belong in Long Island Sound. It requives numercus variznees or exempiions
from FERC and ARMY CORPS rules. Ttcannot meet FEDERAL SAFETY STANDARDS
PART 193—LIQUEFIED NATURAL GAS FACIITIES. It will generate constant noise louder
thaw s Concorde airersftat take oft. [t will cause major security headaches for the Coast Guard,
which cannot be delegated fo privste security; and will require a lof more people and eguipment,
paid foi by as taxpayers. 1¢ will set-a tervible precedent. T will permanently alter the character
of Long Island Bound. It will reduce property values in NY and CT. Ttwill require exclusive use
of 1000 acres of heavily nsed Long Island Sound waters. The LNG rankers will require
exelusive use of a moving 2,240 acres, passing through the race, every 33 hus,. Bold quotes are
et and pasted from the draft E15 by FERC stalf, and appendices.

The yoke mooring systemi requives deiving four, 6.7 ft diameter, sieel pilings 230 16 into the bottom. Bach will fake
aweek to drive. Pllings will be it the corners of a 115 it square, & 2400 mworing towee will attuch:to the pilings.

We can only imagine the sixe wid sownd of the pile dviver, They phan to start gently cach day to scare away people, . .
or animals the underwater pilse could Kill or injure, Sound travels much faster and further in water. The effect on 0OC27-1 Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EI'S has been updated to more fully describe
fish; or people in the water, will be deadly. Over how big an ares will the pile-driving contracior be responsible for i fea i ; : . A . e
a7 | TS te v v Uscordiy 5 the Restigtar Steds Oepertneet ofTrmeaperiadon WADOT 20000, \?vcgﬁ;sgs;sde 'mpa?tﬁ assgdgt?d with plle-dgt\éllngé th;rg)structlon activities
X the underwalter peak sound pressure from driving a 2-foob-diameter stee! pile ranges botween uring fall and winter, approximately 9 to 10 miles from

210 dB; the diameter of the steel plies that would be used for the YMS would be 6.7 feet, which would i 2 - :
mwwmﬂes:fummm those obsorved I the nz‘g;[,-m. {Nine or ton times ;horeav\: gt add|t|og_, tzte final EISincludes a recommendation that
grenter) “While the effocts of pile-driving on fENeries resources are understood, intense sourd roa er coo i iti gati

e pito-driving on fisheries Wogeare orsio o ordinate with NMFS to develop adequate r_nltlgatl_on
B hng dntarnat § Krngwn & ”m*” mba’h}. ms‘,'ﬁ"h,:’, o 1o 50 “‘m"""“m*ﬁmm:‘m"‘m’, oo Mmeasures to minimize potential impacts of underwater noise during
pressure and frequency. Underwater sound levels offen are expressed in decibels, which veprasent construction and operation.

thie intensily of sounid. The decibel scale is not finoar, but logarithmic, such that & sound fevel of 70 J8
nmmmudﬁmmm«mamm«wmmmremw m&mm
underwater sound pressure lavels below 190 o8 {at 1 microPascall will nol harm fish, NMFS has
established a threshold of T8¢ g for physical harny to fsh for other profecty (NOAA 2004, 20045}

Broadwater proposes 3 massive construction project, directly affecting farge parts of the Sound.
“As proposed by Broadwaler, the direct impacis to sediment during pipeling
inatallation would affect a total of 2,235.5 acras of the seafloor or 351,816 cubic
yards of sediment’. ¥ Broadwaler proposes the use of subsea plowing as the primary
method for pipe layiog and fnstallation. Once the pipe is placed on the seafivor, the
subsea plow would traverse the plpeline roule sod excavale underlying sediments.

i

Organizations and Companies Comments
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As the plow moves and a french is formed, displaced sediments would be cast fo
sither side of the trench. This process would generally result in 26-foot-wide berms
on both sides of a 25-fect-witle trench. Two passes could be required to achieve the
minimurm depth of 7 to 8 feet required for the length of the pipeline”
*As proposed by Broadwater, the large majority of the excavated trench {about 20
miles) would be allowed to backfilf naturally. Preliminary modeling by Broadwater
indicates that most of the trench would be backiifled naturally within a year and
virtually ali of the trench would be filled naturally within 3 years, since most of the
area where the pipeline is to be installed is conzidered depositional, However, the
modeling estimate /s based on certain assumplions that may nol prevail during the
post-construction period. Further, the results frony other linear projecis in the area
OG27.n | indicate that the modeled results may nol be accurate”. The record shows that natural
self-backhill docs not happen reliably, if atall. The open trench and hot pipe will fTorm a deadly
lobster and crab trap, Killing unimaginable numbers for years. The FSRU will pump np to 125
billion eubie foct of 144° ¥ gas each day into 2 pipe at extremely high (1400 Ibs/sq in) pressure.
o273 [:Bm:dwater estimutes the normal pipe temperature, on the bottom; at 80" to 90" above
surrpunding water, in winter. That will raise water temperatures, reduce alveady marginal
dissolved oxygen levels, and kill large amounts of marine life. “As proposed by Broadwater,
heat dissipation from the subsea pipsline theoretically could resull in highly localized
impacts o water temperalures and benthic prey species along the pipeline route.”
“in winter, the temperature differeniial between the pipeline and the
waler column could reach from 80° 10 80°F.”  Yet, they talk sbout a theoretical heneficial
effect for lobster. "o addition, Project construction and operation could enhance the
focal lobster popuiation because of improving fobster habitat along some porlions of
the pipeline roule by providing preferred subsirate frocks) and by eliminating fishing
prassure within the Coast Guard-determined safety and securily zone”.
The Sound is already a struggling, fragile estuary of National Siguificance.
“At the request of New York and Connecticul, the U. 8. Congress has designated
Long lsland Sound gs an Estuary of National Significance. Established in 1987, the
National Estuary requires establishment of a Comprehensive Conservation
and Management Flan to meet the goals of Section 320 of the Clean Waler Act.” “In
fall 1998, a massive die-off of lobsters in Long lsland Sound has been atiributed to
above-average water tlemperaturas and low 00 levels near the seafloor, storm
avents, parasites, and possibly chemicals sprayed to control mosguitoes” Weako
lost miost of the aysters in the western part of the Sound,
The toxic chemicals requived for their process ave prohibited within 100 ft of any waterbody.
They propose two 6000 galion tanks of ethyl or butyl merciptan, a desdly nuerotixiean for
OC27-5 Lmarine life, replenished at regular intervals. The risk of a spill in handling that chemicsl in the
Seand is not justifiable. “LNG and Chemical Spills General fisheries communities
could be affected in the event of a spilf of ENG or other hazardous material”,
Broadwater proposes pumping millions of gallons of biocide and seawater (typically, 6.6 MGD)
through the FSRU continnously, and larger amounts (17.2 mpd) during loading operations.
Biocide (chloring) is a toxin that kills barnacles, plankton, and slgae. Plankion and algae are
brasic essentials in the niarine food ¢hain, “According to Broadwater, the maximum ballast
waler discharge volume for the proposed FSRU would be 17.2 mgd”® “
fehtiyoplankion communities could be affected by impingement/entrainment during
standard FSRU oparations.™ * Broadwater estimates that the discharged cooling
waler from the steam-powered LNG carrier would be 3.6°F higher than ambiont
zsf:r temperatures.” Shellfish larva(spai) are ichivoplaskion
&

0Cc27-4

0C27-2

0C27-3

0OC27-4

0C27-5

N-813

As described in Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS, FERC has included a
recommendation that Broadwater actively backfill the trench to avoid and
minimize potential impacts of an open trench.

As stated in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, the subsea pipeline would be
actively backfilled. Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EI'S has been substantially
expanded to more thoroughly describe the minor and highly localized
impacts associated with water temperature. As discussed throughout
Section 3.3 of the final EIS, thermal impacts to biological resources would
be minor and extremely localized.

Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS has been updated to provide a more
complete discussion of potential impacts to lobsters, based on recent field
studies.

Section 2.1.1.6 of the final EI'S describes the use of odorant (mercaptans)
onthe FSRU. If the Project is authorized by FERC, Broadwater would
need to develop an SPCC plan (see Section 3.2.2.1 of thefinal EIS), and a
hazardous materials Facility Response Plan (as outlined in 33 CFR 154).
These plans would address the use and potential for release of hazardous
and toxic materials, including the odorant used, and the emergency
response procedures that would be followed if an incident were to occur
during operation of the Project. If the plans are not sufficient or if either
FERC or the Coast Guard has additional concerns regarding safety,
security, or environmental impacts associated with implementation of the
plans, FERC would not authorize Broadwater to operate the Project.
Consequently, prior to construction, Broadwater would have approved
plans for the transport, storage, and use of odorants.

Organizations and Companies Comments
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“Based on a similar FSRU project (C.J. Engineering Consultants 2004), itis
anticipated that underwater noise generated from the FSRU during operations would
attenuate to approximately 120 dB at 1 microPascal) within 0.6 mile, 118 dB within 1
mifle, and 108 dB within 1.9 mites of the FSRU” By contrast, FAA calls the Concorde the
loudest aiveraft at takeoff generating 113 dB.

Traffic volume charts used in EIS are misleading as they show only 12 days, net 12 months,
volume in 2005 and igoore 97% of traffic. They plan on putfing commiercial fishermen out of
business. “Vessel tracks displayed represent a sampile based AlS (Automated
ldentification System) shipping data for a single day during each month of 20085.
Dates sampled ware the Sth day of sach month.” *Recroational boalinig and fshing
activities could be affected by the presence of the FSRU and YMS and the permanent
safely and securily zone, Although the majorily of the regatlas ocour in nearshore
waters, several regatias are known to pass through central portions of the Sound {as
doscribed above). Regattas include those with a fixed course and those with courses
that vary from year to year. Regallas with fixed courses may require a course
change toavoid contlict with the FERU and its safely and securily zone. Recreational
boating and fishing could be disrupted by passage of the LNG carriers and their
aszociated safely and security zones. Disruplions could occur afong afl portions of
the routes but could be particularly acute as carriers enter the Sound through the
Race. The shipping channel through the Race is relalively narrow, and the area
already experiences periodic marine brallfic congeslion. In addition, the Race is
popular among recreational fishermen, who access the area from marinas and boat
launching areas on eastern Long Island, Fishers Island, and Conneclicut Insummer,
particularly on weekends and holidays, dozens of recroational fishing boats may be
inor near the Race at any one lime. Because the Race is relalively narrow, a
significant proportion of the recreational vessels in the channel when a carrieris
present could be reguired foleave the area until the moving safely and securily zone
passes.” “As part of its fishermenoulreach program, Broadwater identified 26
commercial tobster fishermen who, by informal agreement, have established fishing
areasin the vicinity of the proposed lovations of Project componenis. Fifteen of thase
fishermen expressed the belief that at least some of their fixed fishing gear would
need to be removed during pipeline conslruction”.

“As a part of its outreach program, Broadwaler determined that as many as five
lobstermen have been setting pots in the area proposed for the FSRU safely and
securily zone. These fishermen would need to relocate pots or reduce the number of
pots they fish for the lifetime of the Project.” “Prior to initiation of operation,
Broadwater file with the Secretary documentation of complétion of the final
compensation agreements between Broadwaler and the commercial lobster and
trawl fishermen from their usual fishing grounds within the fixed safely and security
zone.”

CRS Report for Congress.. Marine Security of Hazardous Chemical Cargo

This report shows that marine shipments of EPA./ RMP hazardous chemicals are comparable in
volume to quantitics stored at larze chemical plants, and are typically many times larger than
shipments in individual rail or highway tankers, Marine vessels carrving hazardons chemicils
often pass near populated areas along U.S. wabterways and through the largest and most
commercially important U.S. ports. Available studies and snecdotal ¢vidénce suggest that these
shipments may be attractive terrovist targets and, i successfully attacked or used as 2 weapon,
could cause cutnstrophic injurd g the g i public,

“Broadwater should develop an Emergency Response Plan and coordinate
procedures with the Coast Guard; state, county, and local emergency planning

0OC27-6

0oC27-7

N-814

Vessel traffic datain Section 3.7.1.3 of the final EIS and in Section 2.2 of
the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) were obtained from many sources.
The only analysis that used traffic datafor 1 day per month wasthe
development of the vessel track lines depicted in Figures 2-5 and 2-6 of the
WSER and Figures 3.7-2 and 3.7-3 in the final EIS. The Automated
Identification System (AlS) data supporting the vessel track line
presentation are extensive, and simultaneous plotting of every day of ayear
would not be decipherable on an illustration. However, the tabular
information in Section 3.7.1.3 of the final EIS and in Section 2.2 of the
WER for vessel port callsis based on cumulative data by year, and the AlS
vessel traffic density chartsin Appendix E to the WSR use all AlS data for
ayear, sorted by month. The vessel track lines based on limited data
closely align with the vessel density patterns based on the complete data
and therefore are representative of normal vessel traffic patterns.

Impacts to commercial fishing are addressed in Sections 3.5.2.2 and 3.7.1.4
of the final EIS. As noted in those sections, interruptions to these activities
would be localized and brief during carrier transits. The associated
potential for economic impactsto commercial fishing due to the proposed
safety and security zones around the FSRU and the LNG carriers is
addressed in Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS, including potential impacts to
commercial lobster fishing and commercial trawling. As described in
Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EI'S, Broadwater would offer a compensation
package to affected fishermen, and we anticipate that implementation of the
Project would result in no more than a minor economic impact to some
fishermen.
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OC27-8 I:

mm fire depariments; state and local law enforcement. and approprigie Federal
agencies”

H permitted, this will be the first and only floating FSRU in the workd, With 2 282 #t steel mast
tower supporting a flare and aircraft warning lights, making it the very highest point for many
miles; itwill be a prime target for lightning.  With 8 billion cubic feet of nateral gas on bourd
and a continuous flow of hot, high pressure gas, through flexible connections, overboard into a
pipeline, how many times will it be struck by lightaing before there is 2 spectacular fire.?

U5 COAST GUARD CAPTAIN OF THE PORT LONG ISLAND SOUND

“Enforcement of securily zones s g law snforcement function and is the
responsibility of the Coast Guard, 264 and thus it cannol be delegated to a private
entity, e.9., Broadwater Energy or /s private security contractor.” “It should be
noted that the purpose of the flight restrictions is to protect the FSRU and LNG
carrier from exiernal threats, not protect the public from a potential fire, Public
salely and navigation concerns are addressed primarily through the use ofa safoly
zone”.

NORWALK SHELLFISH COMMISSION
JOHN FRANK, CHAIR

0C27-8

N-815

The FSRU would be designed and built in accordance with established
codes and standards as described in Section 3.10.2.1 of the EIS. Aswith
any crude oil or petroleum product tanker or LNG carrier, the FSRU would
be designed to shed the effects of lightning strikes.
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Nassau Hiking & Outdoor Club, Inc.

Arrisarme Wi 8L NG T CoNermence.

http://waww. nhoc,oxrg
Friday, January 12, 2007

Magalie . Salus, Secretary

Federsl Energy Regulatory Commission
888 Firet 51, NE., Boom 14
Washington, DC 20426

Re: FERC Docket Nos, CP06-54-000 and, CP06-55-000, Broadwater Energy LLC

Desr Secretary Salas:

We value the opportunity to co on the proposed Broad Projest. On behallof our
550-member, foriy-year-old organisation, I wish 1o add our voice to theshjections that have
been raised over the past two years. While I did have the opportunity to provide oral
testimony at the Wednesday, Janusry 10 Public Hearing in Smithtown, my writien comments
ws'provided in thisTetier are more extensive than tho comments mude publicly on 1-10-07. 0C28-1
Our negative conclusions about this proposal are even stronger than they were prior to the
relesise of your agency’s DEIS. The DEIS has redoubled our resolve in calling for a complete
rejection of this proposal. 'We believe that the appeoval of this project would engender a fur
grester negative impact on the regaon than o positive one. Whaitever potential henefits such a
facility would provide are far sutweighed by the potential visks to not only the Scund’s well
being but gur awn as well, Most impertantly, it's being proposed without a Regional Energy
Plan in place, without & Hegional Emergency Evacuntion Plan in place and without the
guidance of appropriate scieniific environmental impact studies of comparable projects.

0C28-2

Broadwater’s proposal would madically and foreves change the Long Islund Sound and pose a
varisty sl environmental thrests. Considering the years of offorts amd millions of dollars spent
o revitalize the Sound, this propesal flies in the fecs of Sound logic. Turning back the dock on
the restoration of tidal wetlands and improved water quality is foolhurdy.

This plan is inconsistent with New York’s Coastal Management Plas. [The construction of more
than 25 viiles of now underssa pipeling would neguiively impact the Sound’s life rhythms. Once
the plant is operational, the notion that sucking np sand then returning heated, chlorinated
water 1o the Sound would bave no environmental impact smacks of 8 DEIS that igriores
common senne. Dbvicusly, ergenisms ualucky enough 1o be in the witer boing sucked out of the
Sound are going todie. Then the returned water will kill more, This potential thermal
pollukion could negatively impact lobster larvae, Jonah erabe, rock craba and blue-ahelled crabs
55 well s otlver species and, consequently, disrupt commercial and recreational fisheries.

0C28-3

N-816

FERC, with input from cooperating agencies, has included many
recommendations in the final EIS that if implemented, would result in
minimal impacts. The Project would not affect tidal wetlands or the
ongoing efforts to reduce nitrogen pollution from wastewater treatment
plants.

Broadwater submitted a coastal consistency certification to NYSDOS and
to FERC that contains Broadwater’ s analysis of the Project’ s consistency
with New Y ork State coastal policies, including applicable policies of the
Long Island Sound CMP and the applicable local land management plans.
NY SDOS is responsible for determining whether the Project is consistent
with those policies. Itisour understanding that NYSDOSwill fileits
determination with FERC &fter the final EIS has been issued.

The EI'S concluded that fish eggs and larvae would be killed by entrainment
and impingement in water intakes, although the magnitude would be minor.
Discharges from the FSRU would not be heated, and these discharges
would be monitored to comply with SPDES permitting requirements
designed to protect the environment.
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Slarinan:

0C28-4

Fou cen’t ulter an ecosystem, and ronclude that there's no impacgl Tt’e more reasonable o sy
that the potential impuaet over time is unknown. That’s what's so troubling about this proposal:
theelement of the unknown.

Even though your agency's DEIS states that Brondwater could have a cumulative negative
affect on water quality, ronrine and visual resources, aiv quality aod marine transport; your
tentative findings give hope 1o any and all industrial complexes that might desecrate this
national tressure, a gom eitizens have invested g billion dollars and thousands of hours
restoring.

This behemoth would strictly limit access to the Sound and set s dang I dent for the
continued future industrialization of the Sound. 1t would only be & matter of time before some
other or the same multinational corporation peeks to build a “Broadwater 2.7 Ineffect, it

would be a taking of a public waterway for privaie profit making.

0C28-5

Moreover, this project puts the cart befors the borse. 'We first need to ensure our national and
state electric.and gas efficiency programs bave been maximized, anid then we must.develop u
national LNG plan that is based on reason and sclence, Private energy conglomerates cannot be
allowed to dictate our local energy and ¢nvironmental future in this first come; first served
MANRE,

We tace no imminent energy crists on Long Island, and there are other projects in the works. 0C28-6
There are.plready two LNG terminals, one in Boston and another in Maryland that are being

upgraded dnd expanded. Thereds aleo the proposed Islander Edst Pipeline. Furthermore, there

16 & planned offshore wind project that will be located inthe Atlantic Ooeant it will provide

power for about 44,000 Long Taland bomes. ‘Winid power is the fastest growing clean energy

technology, and, as Long lalanders, we are proud to be a purt of this bold, environmentally

friendly initiative, Therefore; there shiould be no rissh 10 *65™ our energy problems with this

Broadwater proposal:

What's worse, the proposal is mere of the saoe pld relianve on foreign, dirty fossil fuels. ‘The
faeility would not replace but merely add 1o existing facilities that spew pollutants irite the
environment, Instead, as visionaries we must invest more in clegner, aafer renewable domestiv
resources such as wind sod solar technology, Your agency isin s position to promote clean.
renewable energy as 4 genming solution for the world’s growing power needs.. Yourrejection of
this monstrous proposal would go a long way 1oward helping our region advance a more
positive, cloan and technologically advanced énergy future,

We agree with the recommendations of the March 2005 Deafi Interim Report released by the
Long Island Sound Citizens Advisory Committee’s Ad ~hoc Committee on Broadwater Encrgy
Proposal. We sleo concur with the following general comments made by Sound Allisnce and the
Anti-Broadwater Conlition:

1) The Broadwater termine} and the related pipeline and tenkers would pose short-term and
long-term envirenmental risks of unknown magnitude to the Sound, an Estusry of National
Significance. which is alfeady undér considerable stross.

N-817

We concluded that there would be an impact. However, with
implementation of our recommendations those impacts would not be
significant. Please see our response to comment OC28-3.

The potentid that authorization of the proposed Project could serveas a
precedent for further industrialization of the waters of Long Island Sound is
addressed in Section 3.5.2.2 of the final EIS.

As described in Section 1.1 of the final EIS, Broadwater is proposing to
provide natural gas to the region, not just to Long Island. The section
provides a summary of the energy supply and demand in the region and
discusses several of the projects referred to by the commentor. The section
concludes that these projects cannot meet the energy needs of the region
without greater environmental impact than the proposed Broadwater
Project. Section 4.0 of the fina EIS further addresses these and other
projects as potential alternatives to the proposed Project.
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2} The Brosdwater project would creite s pmmdcnt-nzung pmu!ued industrial vone In the
Souind thet would have nogative ol impacts and would
forever change the Sound.

3} The project wonld comipromise our region's cnergy security by creating a false dependency on
Broadwator.

4) The project would cause the region to beoome more exposed to nutural gas price velatility -
the resuli of thie electric sysiem becoming more dependeant on natural ges availability.

5} The Broadwater projest would ineseass oiir nation's relianios on foreign fossil fuel from parta
of the world that are vulnerable to political instability, thersby reducing the region's sconomic
mivd eniergy sscurity.

6} The projoct wonld be an economic burden on the region by negatively impacting the regional
sconomy over the lifespan of the terminal’s operation.

7) Ths project would provids terrorists with & prime target with the potential 1o disrupt the
New York Metcopolitan Avea sconomy and threaten public healih, 1.e., the tankers would pass
dungeromly close to papulated aress near the entrancs to the Seund,

Lawmakern, municipalities, tavironmental wad civie organixations from beth sides of the Sound
and botk sides of the political isle are on record opposing it Several Long Inland governmental
bodies hinve passed resolutions oppesing Breadwater's plass: the Town of Oyster Bay, the Town
of Huntingron, the Town of Smithtown, the Tawn of Brookhaven, the Town of Riverhead, the

Town of Southold, the Town of Shelter Island and the Suifolk County Legislature, Several 0C28-7

other local, Stute snd Federal luwmakers, including Senators Clinton wod Schiumer, have
publicly opposed this industrialization of the Long Island Sound,

Suffolk County Executive Steve Lovy eloquently sunmarived the mesolve of New Yorkers ut the
September 14, 2006 Public Hearing: **We do not beliove we nond it Lévy said, us many in the
Shorsham-Wading River Middis School suditorium dapped. Levy urged the fodeval agencies to
stop the project befors the county faforcad 10 spend temis of thousands of dollars in legal fees to
fight the project.” (Newsday. “Broadwatex Hearing Draws Hundreds,” By Bill Bleyer,

tomber 15, 2005).
o ) 0C28-8
OC28-7 [ Four well-known Leag lslasd Sound scientsts estfiodat the Consecticut LNG Taskforce

h g that your ingion's DEIS sontained s, Furthioros
QC28-6 ]: Synnpe Energy Economics, & natienal energy expert, lnghhghad facts dempistrating that
Broadwater B not nesded. Seachttpfwww.clenv.org/STS/hrosdwater/news/alternatives-
anglysis, pdf

With reports ke this, citizsens are fearful, wod righdy se, This plan i nex what local residents
on either side of the Sound want. The safety of the entire Now York Metropolitan ares is ut risk

N-818

Responses to the specific technical comments by the experts who tegtified
before the Connecticut LNG Task Force are provided in Table 2.2-5
(Appendix N in thisfina EIS).

Section 1.1.5.4 of the final EIS addresses the March 2006 Synapse report,
updates to the report, and additional information provided by Synapse
during the public comment period. As noted in this section, although we
agree that the proposed solutions to the long-term energy needs of the
region presented in the Synapse report are conceptually sound, they are not
practical for meeting the overall energy demand. Those projects would
require major (currently unidentified) commitments of money for
development of renewabl e resource energy projects and a major
commitment by energy users to change use habits, including financial
commitments to replace existing equipment.
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if this dangerous plamnis enacted. Eight million N'YC residents, three million Long Islanders and 0C28-9

over thres million Connecticut residenis could be in hiarm's way if anything were to gb wrong.

Such fears summon images of the entire WY Metropolitan region being viewed through a test
tube: Test tubes belong in laboratories, period. Your agency must protect s from such g
procarious scheme.

Developing a commercial island in the middle of the Sound woild provide jobs and energy, but
it"s pot worth the cost. At the beart of this proposal are the convergenee of several significunt
envirgarental lssues and the potential confluence of a variety of envivoumental disasters. To
ignore them is 1o risk the well being of our families, of our future,

Instead, weneed 1o develop s vomprehensive, holistic Regional Energy Plan that evalustesand
integrates the following fuctore: safety, the value of the historic regional economy, the sanctity
of the LI Sound and ita iding wetlands, regional air gquality and the comparison of energy
resource alternatives, Hopefully, out of this controversy over Broadwater's proposal, we will he
engaged snd ready to write soe. Such a plan should include the participution of all regional
municipalitics, the input of all regionally elected officiuls und the participation of all stakebiolder
groups;

After weighing the costs and risks against the potential benefits, it s ensy to understand why o
misny divergent voices have conie together to fight the snagiment of this plan, Out of this
turmoil, fet us come to together to dislog; 1o plan, 1o resson, to find common ground.

Many local citizens believe that the Federal government would like to force sumething oniis
that wedon't want and don’t nesd, Quite frankly, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
bas s public rel probiem. Please do what's right for the people, nior what benefits
the profits of a multinational corporation that has its vwn publie relations problemis.

For all the rensons outlined above, we urge your office to reject this project in its entirety.
Thank you for your thoughtful consideration. We look forward to kearing from you soon.

For a Safer Long leland,

#

&
A

e

Guy Jacob, Conservation Chair
Nassau Hiking & Gurdoor Club, Tae:
PO Box 037207

Elmont, NY 11003

Co

Thie Honorable Hillary B. Clinton, United States Senate

The Honorable Chiarles Schumer, United States Senate

Patrick McGloin, President, Nassayw Hiking & Outdoor Cluky, Tne.

N-819

Sections 3.10.3 and 3.10.4 of the final EIS describe the consequences of an
accidental or intentional release of LNG fromthe FSRU and the LNG
carriers. The risk assessments in those sections indicete that even with a
worst-case incident, the hazard zones for the FSRU and along the proposed
carrier routes would not reach the shoreline. Each of the resource sections
in Section 3.0 of the final EIS addresses the potential impacts of an LNG
release from an LNG carrier along the proposed routes, and the impacts of
an LNG release from the FSRU would be similar. Section 3.10.4.4 of the
final EIS addresses the potential hazards associated with an incident that
results in an LNG carrier grounding. As described throughout Section
3.10, no scenario would support the commentor’ s claim that 14 million
residents of the general area would be at risk if an incident occurred.
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