2.1.7 Responses to Comments from Individuals

Letter

Number Commentor
IN-01 Elizabeth and Brian Merrick
IN-02 Edward Beutel
IN-03 Marcia Wilkins
IN-04 John Whittaker
IN-05 William D. Nordhaus
IN-06 Patricia Patterson Hauck
IN-07 Thornton H. Lathrop
IN-08 Kenneth Fox
IN-09 Patricia Liano
IN-10 Ann Carter
IN-11 James C. Dunlop
IN-12 Verna B. Lilburn
IN-13 Peter Bergen and Tony DuMula
IN-14 Tamara Fowls and Sarosh Wahla
IN-15 Robert Fromer
IN-16 Warren Spehar
IN-17 Scoft Carlin
IN-18 Marian Phillips
IN-19 Leigh Russo
IN-20 Robert W. Ramage
IN-21 Syma Ebbin
IN-22 No name (accession no. 200701235068)
IN-23 Lenore Stelzer
IN-24 Hugh MaclLean
IN-25 Michael Theiler
IN-26 No name (accession no. 200701245018)
IN-27 Diane Scully
IN-28 Chad M. Lyons
IN-29 Maureen Ward
IN-30 Berman Family
IN-31 Andrew and Elizabeth Greeene
IN-32 Rose Perasa
IN-33 Ann Marie Testa
IN-34 Heather Cusack
IN-35 David Kiremidjian
IN-36 Nick Madden

N-841
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Responses to Comments from Individuals (continued)

Letter
Number Commentor
IN-37 Nick Kapatos
IN-38 C. Thomas Paul
IN-39 Franklin Bloomer
IN-40 Stephen T. Tettlebach
IN-41 Sarah Sorenson
IN-42 Naomi Myers
IN-43 Stephen Myers
IN-44 Franis Rober Denig
IN-45 Creig Peterson
IN-46 John C. Baal
IN-47 Philip Berns
IN-48 Jason Mancini
IN-49 Roger D. Flood
IN-50 Elizabeth Raisbeck
IN-51 Douglas Hill
IN-52 Catherine Smith
IN-53 Christopher Zurcher
IN-54 Pat Lunden
IN-55 Denise Ulrich
IN-56 Kevin Ward
IN-57 Marge Acosta
IN-58 Marge Acosta
IN-59 Jerry Shaw
IN-60 Peter Brown
IN-61 Thomas Cleveland
IN-62 Barry Gorfain
N-842
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IN1 — Elizabeth and Brian Merrick
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B Box 755
Stomy Frook, NY 11790
Tapwary 20,2007

FERC
Res Docket #OP 06454
Broadwyder LNG Project

W wiiild Tikie fo coniment on. the Drall Environnieatal Tinpact Staterient (DEISY
for the proposed Broadwater ENG project. Fiest, however, we would Tike to exprass our
disappointment that sweh an ifl-coneeived proposal swonld even et to thiy point in the
provess. 1t s shiocking that this seale.and type of facility could be considered remotety
approprigie Tor Long Tsland Sound, But since il 1§ notonly being considierad By TERC,
but by all appearances, 1= betng promoted be FERC we offer these sommmnts,

= Eadhofthe security-and envirommental risks dentified within the DEIS sppears 1o
hive been analveed 1o way that underestisiates the' it The effect of raising the
water temperaiure, damige o maring and-other wildhfe (ae well a8 people and the
copsystern al large) i thie event of explosion o ather citastrophe, the physical disruption
of the oeedn Hoor fn the sourse:of vreating the faeility and pipeline extension-- all
N1 negative effocts ard toted bt swept under the g with faolty assumptions. Manvwith
technical expertise have spoken al meetings and provided input on particular points,
indicating that your approach is estentially hiased threughout the DEIS. Weurgethat in
the bnteresis ol integrity ol this process (which i already widely doubtedy, independint
et consiltanty shimild be eigdged tworevidw gacli aspedt of this report, and theirinpul
taken into-account in revisions Torthe final version,

Furthermore, evendl the rosy sssunpiions reflected i vourevaluation of the risks
anid harvis rovobved with this detvibaental grojectwers soourate, the risk-bienelit
. ealedlation would still be firerror. This s hicause vou have o 1 fhe potential
henefit of this project by dizoounting the potentisl altrmatives. Por example. vou do ni
include tn any of your alternative sconarios thie contributions thal & really intensive,
piiltfacdied, governmment-lod campaian b conserve enrgy-wonld make to addressing
the energy teeds of the tégton. Vel this would aéiialiv bie (he niost affordalile, safe; aid
fruftfid shiort-terin approgch o addressing the energy problom.. Your assuniptions, abiout
N2 ivesiongnt in.lernative; reniowable emsrey sourees are aleo Ty, Given that.our
governmigit and the popelafion st Targe e now récogniving the full edent of the ensis
e Tinid purselves i dite to energy, it 15 entively realistio fo think that thergwill bea
major shilt wpwards i termg of both investing in alternafive energy and
eogservalion/efMiokay < gt lovels well above the assumplions i vour altérate
BCENACTOS,

Wirge vou 1o ascurately and Tully decument the multitnde of havms thal we
IN1-3 Tikiedy boresudt from this project, includiog hgems to marine Tife Gocluding threatened
species ) and other wildhile, the scosyatom ot large, the qualite of Bife for coastal residents,

IN1-1

IN1-2

IN1-3

N-843

The final EIS has been expanded to incorporate the results of recent field
studies, additional literature, and technical comments. Throughout the
process, we have received input and review by federal, state, and local
agencies; organizations; academia; the private sector; and the public.
Where a choice between plausible scenarios to evaluate was available, we
have generally examined the “worst” or most impactive scenario. In
addition, Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS has been expanded based on a
third-party review of the potential extent, magnitude, and duration of
impacts to the seatloor and benthic community.

As discussed in Section 4.0, the final EIS evaluates a wide variety of
alternatives to the proposed Broadwater Project that could provide
projected natural gas and other energy demands of the New York City,
Long Island, and Connecticut markets. These alternatives include energy
conservation; renewable energy sources, including wind and tidal power;
and other existing and proposed LNG terminal and pipeline projects.
However, it should be understood that the infrastructure needed to use
alternative energy sources requires a proponent willing to fund its
construction and operation. While conservation is theoretically an
attractive alternative, available technical information documents that it is
not sufficient to meet the region’s growing energy demands.

As noted in response to comment IN1-1, the final EIS has been updated
based on additional information. In accordance with NEPA, the text
incorporates the technical determinations made by federal and state agency
experts on the expected impacts of the proposed Project regarding the
identified resources such as federally listed species (FWS and NMFS -
Protected Resources Division), and safety and security (Coast Guard).

Individuals Comments
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ihe safety and bogurity iof the dres, and wusism, - Aand then, rejecting the corfuption that
N1-3 can result Tromethe inthusnce of speeial interests such ag ofl compandes, vou shonld rejet
thix-proposal.

We hereon Long Island are gommitted foprotecting the Sound, cur natural
pizsourids, and the guality of Hife that we-are «til] able 1o retain i the Thce of rampait
overdevelopment! Ivou spprovethis prajed, 0wl undoubledly stand vs ome of the
most menumsntal, shortsighted errors in judgment vour agency hag ever tiade. Weirge
o 1o veconsider and tejet this proposal

Elizaberh and Brian Nerdick

Individuals Comments
N-844
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IN2 — Edward Beutel
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IN2-1 I:

IN2-2

IN2-3

To' Whom I May Concern,
Re: Public meeting on proposed Broadweter LNG Project.

First let me state that 1 sm-opposed 1o the Broadwater Project for a3 sumber of
reasans. Clearly the Ferc has 8 total lack of understaoding of the eavironmental
conditions of the LY Sound, The EIS draft shows this lack of knowledge of past
conditions, ‘which with millions of dollars and public education has just begun to show
sote improvements, The Long Island Sound is extremely soviconmendally sensitive. Az
# life long resident wha has had & close and intimate relstionship with this waterpay. 1
have seen it clisnge dramstically over fifty six yesrs. Dolphing no longer swim in it; end
a5 & child 1o my mid teens they were very common. I have seen many specics of fish &
marine life dissppesr or dwindle winter flounder, blowfish, kingfish blue claw crabs,
American eels efe.

The tidsl creek at Wading River before the Storeham nuclear plant Fiasco was
teeming with fish and mearine life. It was-a breeding ground & sanctusry for many
Juvenile marine forms of life after the power plant was built the entire ecosystem was
changed and for the most part destroyed. As a federal body you tust answer 10 & more
through & seringent testing and resesrch befors you band over this incredible body of
water 108 private company for their profit: Brosdwater states s $300 savings in cur utility
bills. This is meager compared to what we pay, near the highest in the pation

Besides all the environmental ari possible physical danger this project may do,
there iz the recreational factor that vou have overlooked. The sound is whese millions in
this denzely populated region go to relax and enjoy their free time in many styles.

1 sttended the FERC public meeting on Jan 11, st the Wading River Middle
School. It was almont & travesty that the meating was held at ihe smaliest veme in the
ares they stated (FERC speakier) that they did not heve encugh time to secure the SWR: -
High School. (After 2 years of planning they choose 1o rush the public input fill well
knowing the vast majority of citizens in the ares opposed it.) There are scveral other high
schools in a5 mile rediug, Rocky Pt, Miller PL, Longwood and Mt. Sinai why were they
ot comacted?

The suditorium was packed dnd the majority of the concemed public was berded
iito the gympasium to-either siand or sit oa hand bleacher seats for the duration. We had
1o listen to the discussion on speakers with no video. 1saw dozens of elderly people who
had 1o/ leave due to this inconvenisnce. My wife having recently having hip surgery had
1o leave after an hour snd a half Tn addition the majority if the people had to park out in
the-stroets up to. 4 balf mile sway.

IN2-1

IN2-2

IN2-3

N-845

Based on additional input from local experts from academia, federal and
state agencies, and the private sector, the final EIS has been expanded to
more completely describe the environmental setting as it pertains to

identification and evaluation of potential impacts to Long Island Sound.

Potential impacts to tourism and recreational industries are addressed in
Sections 3.5.5.1, 3.6.8.2, and 3.6.8.3 of the final EIS.

The Wading River public meeting was one of nine meetings held by FERC
for public input. It was the only meeting that experienced the problems you
have described. The public comment meeting site was selected based on
two primary criteria. First, we used the same school and meeting room for
the public scoping meetings and experienced no problems. We typically
try to use the same venue again for public convenience. Second, we
wished to provide the best geographic location for interested parties. When
we solicited feedback on the public scoping meetings, the Wading River
Middle School was singled out as most convenient. We did make inquiries
about the Wading River High School, but it was unavailable. At any rate,
we did screen several sites in the area over a period of several months prior
to the comment meeting. The decision was not rushed. However, there is
no doubt that the meeting structure would have benefited from the use of a
larger venue. As we stated in the public notice for the meetings and several
times during the meetings, there is no limitation for the submittal of written
comments and written comments are given equal weight to verbal
comments expressed at the public meetings.

Individuals Comments
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You might need to be reminded that many poople do not have much interaction
with the federal governrivent very poor showing of bow thet government, and this travesty.
was & holds jts citizens in Jow regard. Please either expand your time frames to have
maore public input from the taxpaying citizens or preferably reconsider the whole project.

Sincerely Yours,

ot

Individuals Comments
N-846
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Thedraflt EISwhichis thesublect of these: proceedings has nol properly addiessed allof the
patentiat erwvironmental issties that stould be. Nar hiave the issues that are mentioned filly
analyzed . . & Humberof seigrtists iniCan: have vommented-on the lack of compretensivestudy
i this draft £IS;

Tomention a few of theisstes that have not-been adequately covered::

Constriction of the 2.7 rmile jong subsea pipeline would admittedly involve distutbance of the
sea fioorand the berthic habital. According to'this doctment this constriction would distifbover
2200422357 acres -although there are recommendations Torreduction In the disturbed ares. The
resommendation for backdill of the pipeline trench is averly optimistic-and uniealistic.. The full
recevery from:the construgtion ef earlier roguols years age has never oveurred, anly partially.
Meediess to-the destruction:of habitat will result'in furthier displasement of ses animals-and plarts.

The seclioreon pile-driving and censtruction aciivities s even morevague; staling anly that the
Governmient will ask for activities fo minimize effects o Eridangersd Speciss. Mo spedifics have
been-suggested asto the:speclesand thelr rabital areorwhat theappropriste feastres should
be

IN3-2

As ahexample the North Atlantic:Right Whate with its range from Nova Scotia Flofida, hasa
pepulationof only about:30Gwhales.  Bhip sirikes. are-responsible for 505 of the deaths of this
severelyendangered species. | Meedless io say.the ship trafficwili'be greatiy increased withthe
IN3-3 construction.ant operation of Broadwater:: Aswell the nolse created during thescanstruction
would slen impacet sphecies Inthieses: This has bearfoundin nlrmerous sorar projects that the
Wavy has corducled.

Thie'staterents redarding Essertial FishvHatitat of 19 identified flsh species Indicatethat
ponsultation with:the Natioral Marine Fisheries Service onthis sublect-will be:initiated. Hewever
it appears that the conclusion has already been made that 10% of Essential Fish Habital species
will be adversely affected and pusttioning of the water intake and discharge structures will
minimize these effects. The conclusion f the negative impan {ahavealready besn
acoepted:

IN3-4

Likewise: itis true that the discharge: of waterinto the: Saund that is warmer by 26 degréés Fand
e sffect on the iehthyoplankian fes fiot beern fmedsiired but estirfated. Stirveys onthis stibject
are promised

ING-5

Thus the positioryseems & be that resorn dalipris. miay be reg . mitigation miay be
reeded-and hapefidiy thefawill be minimal adverss effects: However ofica thess advidrse affests
areaddressed and the ful extent of the envirorimertal impacts is understood the:project should
b rescted

[N3-6

Effarts to-understate the.environmental conseruences of susha project, asiwell as safety,
IN3-7 sedifity-and recrizations] problems, isdistirbingand could be viewed as aneffort to'stmanth ihe
path for eventiual appraval

Morecveralready 3-4 other LNG sites in- Mevw Etigland have been appreved besides the existing
IN3-& BestorHarhar site. Thereis nointegrated plan for placement of LNG sites, euntiany to what the
New England Governors Had called for several years ago. The questian iswhy are so many sites
L. feeded and what 18 the ovsralb strategy for fisif placement?

Loppose the project ontthe grounds: of adverse gnvitermental impastand the factthat it is not
IN3-9 rigeded.

IN3-1

IN3-2

IN3-3

IN3-4

N-847

Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS has been updated to incorporate additional
detail regarding previous projects that used similar plowing methods and
the degree to which seafloor contours were restored.

Section 2.3.1.3 of the final EIS discusses specific details regarding YMS
installation and associated pile-driving. FERC recommends that
Broadwater coordinate with NMF'S to minimize impacts to marine
resources, including threatened and endangered species, from pile-driving
because NMFS has the authority and jurisdiction to determine appropriate
mitigation and protective measures. Specific information on the occurrence
and habitats of threatened and endangered species is provided in

Section 3.4 of the final EIS.

As discussed in Section 3.4.1.1 of the final EIS, the North Atlantic right
whale seldom occurs in Long Island Sound. Section 3.4.1.2 of the final
EIS provides an updated discussion of right whale avoidance measures. In
addition, as discussed in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, the proposed
Project would result in less than a 1-percent increase in the vessel traffic in
Long Island Sound. Sections 3.3.2.2 (fisheries), 3.3.4.2 (marine mammals),
and 3.4.1.1 (threatened and endangered species) of the final EIS discuss
potential impacts to marine resources from noise. These sections also
describe appropriate measures to avoid and minimize potential impacts
associated with construction and operation of the proposed Project.

Based on ichthyoplankton surveys, four EFH-managed species occur in the
Project area. Water intakes would affect less than 0.1 percent of the total
standing crop of the central basin of Long Island Sound. FERC
coordinated with NMFS in preparing the EIS and the EFH assessment to
evaluate potential impacts on EFH and associated species. The final EIS
and EFH assessment (Appendix J of the final EIS) incorporate the specific
technical input provided by NMFS.

Individuals Comments
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IN3-5 As discussed in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, all water discharges from
the FSRU would be conducted in accordance with New York State
regulations and Project-specific SPDES permit requirements. Broadwater
estimates that the engine cooling discharge from a steam-powered LNG
carrier would return to within 1 °F of ambient levels within 75 feet of the
point of discharge. Thus, no measurable impact to ichthyoplankton
populations associated with temperature would be expected.

IN3-6  The final FIS has been expanded to address public concerns, more fully
assess the potential impacts of the proposed Project, and refine appropriate
mitigation to avoid and minimize environmental impacts in accordance
with NEPA.

IN3-7  The potential impacts discussed throughout the final EIS are based on the
best information available, using established scientific methods based on
input from technical experts and federal, state, and local agencies.

IN3-8  Section 4.3.2 of the final EIS has been updated to reflect recent approvals
of LNG projects in the Northeast. The NGA and EPAct of 2005 require
FERC to review applications for LNG terminals that are onshore or in state
waters, irrespective of the number of applications received, approved, or
rejected. The number of projects proposed within a particular region is
some indication of the strength of the future demand. The market then
determines which and how many terminals are built within a particular
region.

IN3-9  Thank you for your comment. We have described the need for the Project
in Section 1.1 of the final EIS.

Individuals Comments
N-848
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IN4-1

John Whittaker
37 Spring Street
Noank, CT 06340
860-336-7668

Junuary 18, 2007
FEDERAL PNERGY REGUELATORY COMMISSION
Broadwater LNG Projeet (CPO6-54-000 and CPOS-35-000)

Dear Biror Madam,

Upon review of the Drafl Environment Impact Statement (DEIS) far the Broadwater
I Progect, Lam-compelled to submit sommients m addition 1o those previously
submitied October 6, 2003, [encloge swoopy of that document for vour reference.

Page 3149 ol the DEIS, avkmowledges that lobstering in-the Bace Sprimarily coingides
with T of §lack water stited iy previces comimes (BY R Tolistersisn cag
andytend their gear ot or near sleck-water. Sinee the DEIS makes no mention ol any
exemplion to allow Tobster boats entrance info the mioving security zone arovnd the TNG
Carriers Tmust conchade that my vessel will be ordered to-stand clear of this traveling
security-dargii. Az a Lobsterinadi that hias fislied “This Race™ for the past thivty viedes T deal
with commercial, government, and recreational traffic on s daily basis, Lam oftenin
communication with. cther commercin] vessels mucly ay tankers, container ships, fugy with
tevws, charter and head boats efc. oy they pass rrough anel work o the Race. Government
vessels Le. Navy, Coast Guard, NOAA ete. frequently pass my lobster boatas Dwork in
the Race, Particilarty Navs I have g séeurity zone of 300 vards (15007 however T
have never d 4 privately i vessel with such an unprecodentad large
securiy ared. Bection 3682, “Recreationy] Boating™, page 3 119, paragraph four states
that TG Carrlers require 1540 20 minutes to transit The Rece. B dlso states that fishing
vessels could require an additional 10-15 minutes to relocate. Page 3145, *LNG
Carriers™, claims that a vessel moving at slovw speed will require 12 ovinutes to stand clear
of thi appeosching vaerder and g 225 mile Torward secomby zome. Sevornding 1o these
sutimates 1 oonld take wp o 97 mibmates for' g ovdase] b thie path of this LHG carier to
clear, allow the Carrer fo pass and relocate o s provious position, Theseesti of
tione are based onca spesd of 12 16 kaots, Thisds contradiclory to Froadwalers stated
intent ko adhere 1o the NMES proposed rale (page 3-74) of 2 10- knot maximum speed to
protectwhales. These teanat spesds alsedo mor vellea the ncrsasd passsse vine
required during adverse conditions f.e. high wind, Jow wisihility, snd bigh traffie
densities, When you vongider that 47 minuies or more could be Tost From ancaverage of
B0 110 mimtes hanling time during shack water, thers is no guestion the passage of

N-849

IN4-1

In addition to the quote provided in the comment, Section 3.7.1.4 of the
final EIS indicates that FERC expects to require that Broadwater
incorporate into the Project the recommendations made by the Coast Guard
in Sections 4.6.1.2 and 8.4.1 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS). If
authorized, it is expected that Coast Guard would require Broadwater to
schedule LNG carrier transits to minimize impact to other waterway users,
to the extent practical, as recommended by the Coast Guard in Section 8.4
of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS).

As described in Section 3.4.1.1 of the final EIS, any speed restrictions to
protect right whales would be implemented seaward of Long Island Sound
and would not apply to vessels in the Race because right whales seldom
occur in nearshore waters, such as the Race or Long Island Sound.
Therefore, the estimated LNG carrier transit speeds presented in the EIS
were not contradictory. However, the issue of speed restrictions and other
measures to protect right whales has been updated in Section 3.4.1.1 of the
final EIS.

Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS has been updated to address the impacts to
commercial lobstermen, trawlers, and hand line fishermen due to 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 their course, taking
them through areas with high lobster pot density.

Individuals Comments
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INg-1

INg-2

IN4-3

IN4-4
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these carviers will irpact lobster fishing m The Race. Slack water occtrs on sverage 14
fimes during davlight hours per week: The DEIR states there will be 6 NG transits per
week. The resulting Tost hauling e will Have significan foancial conseauences for my
smyall business and represents ahuge loss fo the livelioods of Both my crew and me,

Aniothier concern i that of Tost Tobster Tstung pear. As stated 10 iy previons conmes
), the passage of these huge carriers and their escorts will certainly esealate the loss of
Tobster gear, Theoneed for Cross Sound Farries to depart from fraditiona] routes when
enconrtoring LNG vessels will alse inorease gearloss, see page 3-9% paragraph five forry
rowte miodifications,

The TIEIS agencies have made no apparent confact with Tobstermen whao Tishin The Race
or the Conumercial Fishermans Associations to-whicl they belong, The Conmecticut
Commercial Lobsterman®s Association, of which Tam o member, s not listed in the
Apperdiy I Distiibuition List.

OFf particular concern to me s the apparant disregard of mov comments of TOGAS, Lamy
fisappointed that th jes that pregared the DEIS failed to acknowledge the impact
of the LG Cardrers aind their seconipaiiig sscunty vones v lobser fishenmen and
their gear along the proposed transit routes, DEIS reference: Comulaiive Trapacts pages
ES-14, ES-15, Effects on commeree pages 117, 112 and 119 Tn spife of the Tact that
Block Istand and Long Island Sounds are heavily trafficked by a variety of vessels,
generations of Beensed lobstermen have protitably fihed The Bace. This progosed LRNG
project by Broadwater LLC, o private entity, infringes on that Hoended privilege to fish
granted by the Btate of WY 1o lobstermen, 1 wee vou, a5 contributing agencies, o
recpgnize and include the aforementioned impaits and fullv addregs them iy the Gnal
EI8. I would certainly participate, iPootified, inane filure mestings discossing the
paskage of thete ING Cairiers through The Racs. W vou require any clinfication oo
additional information T may have, pleass contact me,

Sincergly:

Captain Jobn Whittaker

IN4-2

IN4-3

IN4-4

N-850

Please see our response to comment IN4-1.

Sections 3.5.5.2, 3.6.8.1, and 3.7.1.4 have been revised in the final EIS to
provide additional information on potential impacts to lobster fishermen.
In addition, we have added the Connecticut Commercial Lobsterman’s
Association to the mailing list for the final EIS.

Thank you for your comment. We have revised the final EIS to provide
more detail on this potential impact and hopetully have addressed your
concerns.

Individuals Comments
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Jolhin Whittaker
37 Spiring Street
Noank, CT 06340
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Otobior 6, 2008

Referente: Docket No PFO3-4-000
Rroadwater FNG Projéct

DearBir or Madam:

Fam & commercial lobsterman. I fish primarily in Fastern Long Ieland Seand; NY, commenly
Tenoveras “The Race™ L am cirrently hauting and selting Tobster poar in “The Race™ and have
e doing o for thie past thicty vears. TUpon teview of the Broadwater LNG Project, T have the
fallowing cammignis:

A Lami ot concermadwith this LNG platfors stsell Hewever. Lam conceornad wilhithe

passage of LNG tank vessels and theit adcompanying secixity 2ongs through'the grounds

T prindarily tish;

Dueto-the force and velocity ol the fides in “The Race” Lam limited 1o tending my zoar

attimes of dlack water: Tt has been my expenencethat this 1ealso the time whon much of

the commieredial traffio:prefees to ransit the atca, The passage of these TINCr vessols will

require medo stand clear; shorteninen y limited hauling tine and resulting in finaneigl

Togges for botle iy srew aiid i, IN4-5

€y Loss of lobster gear from ¢ommercial shipping is el wilk Tobstamien; =
angl thig passage of thess degp draft LNG wossels will vertainby ingrease this problom,

133 1 am also converned that to vy Enowledge; there has been ao communication between

IN4-5 FERC, the U.5. Coast-Guard, or Bioadwater Energy andthe lobstermen of LIS, All

Tobstermen file:daily Log Reports to the NMES, the CT DEPR, and avearly seport to the

MY DEC. Henes, #would seem réasonable that thi Tebsicrmen who [ishimithe propesed

transit raute could by casily identified and contacted voncorming the impast of these

sicisels o their Heeliboodd. Thevirous Connirtial Fidhing Asdodiations in (ho &ida

would boanither avenue for contaiting fhic peoplé i the fishmg industry aftectcd Ty this

Pl

B

flui=

Please see our response to comment IN4-1.

In elosing it is my opinion‘that the passagerof these TNG tank vessels will have sabstantial
Finaniial impact:on the Tobater industey in'the aréd af “The Race™ [am alse dismiaved at the Tagk
of conumutiication between FERC, TISCG, or Broathrater Bacrgy and the Tobster indugtey.

Bitiecrely,

Captain: Jobn Whitlakeér
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

BROADWATER LNG PROJECT
Broadwater Energy LLC and Broadwater Pipeline LLC

Doeket No: CP06-34.
For theattentionof Gas 3, P1-11.3

Comments by
Wilklam D Nord haus
Janwary 21, 2007

EE T T T

Background on'this Comiment

1. The Pederal Enetpy Regulatory-Commission ("FERC" )y has asked Tor-commends on
the Broadwater Energy LNG project for Long Tsland Sound (" Broadwater™).
Broadwater seeks perntission t-construct a Hoating storage and re-gasitication
it (FSRU and fosupply that with LNG tankers that would transit Long Tsland
Sound and the adjacentwaters. The FSRLUwould bestationed in- Long Island
Sound approximately 12 miles from New Haven, Connecticut. 1 subimit the
following-commentonmy own behall, I is not financed.or sapported by any
entity, and does notrepresent any of the Institutions with-which T am affilfated.

2. For reference purposes; Lam Sterling Professorof Econoniics at Yale Undversity.
My professional background is as follows. Lhavea Ph. T in BEconomics fron the
Massachiusetts Institute of Technology (1967}, Tam a menber 6f the National
Academy of Sciences, a Fellow of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences, and
a mermber of the American Economic Association and several other protessional
atpanizations. Erom 1977 101979, 1 was o - Memiber of the President Carter’s Couneil
of Economic Adyisers. L have served onsoveral committees of the National
Acadenmy of Sciences on energyand risk including he Committee on Nuclear and
Alternative Energy Systems, thee Panel.on Policy Imphications of Greenhouse
Warming, the Committee-on National Statistics, and the Comimittee on the
Imphcations for Science and Society of Abrupl Climnate Change, Tam the author of

-1
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several sludies on energy, Lhe environmenl, economics, and energy risks. [ have
written on the energy and environmental tradeoffs involved in nuclear power,
climate change, electricity, and oil policy. I am the co-author of a leading textbook
on economics (Paul A. Samuelson and William D. Nordhaus, Economies,
Eighteenth Edition, McGraw-Hill, New York, 2005). My curriculum vitae is
available at hitp:/ /www.econ.vale.edu/~nordhaus/homepage/cv_current.him.

3. I have resided in the State of Connecticut more or less continuously since 1959 in
the towns of Hamden and New Haven. During that time, I have lived on, studied,
and enjoyed Long Island Sound as a unique environmental and natural resource of
Connecticut and the United States. It is not only the source of past, present, and
presumplive future economic benefit for the communities that adjoin it, bul it also
has important and non-quantifiable environmental and aesthetic importance for
the region.

4. Thave sludied the Draft Environmerital Impact Statement (DEIS) prepared by the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.! FERC has stated that, “A final approval
will be granled if, aller a consideralion of both environmenlal and non-
environmental issues, FERC linds Lhat the proposed Project is consistenl with the
public interest.”2 This comment addresses whether the Broadwater project is in the
public inlerestL of the Uniled Slales and Lthe communilies thal adjoin Long, Island
Sound.

Summary

5. The Broadwaler projectis nol in the public inleresl. It depends crilically on
economic and environmental subsidies that are necessary for its viability. More
precisely, the Broadwater project relies on hidden subsidies that come through the
appropriation of a public resource for privale use and through imposing major
risks on the public that are not covered by liability or insurance, It thereby viclates
the full-cost principle thal all signilicanl cosls and benelils of an aclivily should be
reflected in the prices and costs paid by market participants. Because it violates the

LFERC, sce Draft Environmental Impact Staterent: BROADIWATER LNG PROJECT, Broadwater
knergy LIC and Broadwater Pipeline 1.1.C, Docket Nos. PE05-4, CP06-34-000, and CP06-55-
000 FERC /EIS - 01961, November 2006, available on CD-ROM, distributed January 2007
(“DEIS").

2 DETS, pp. 1-18.

N-853
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full-cost principle inmajorsvays, this projectis conbrary oy the public interest of the
United States and of the commiuraties Hhat adjoin Long Island Sound.

The Importance of Full-Cost Pricing in Energy and Environmental Policy

6. A major goal of both-environmental and energy policy 18 to ensure that all intpacts
of economic aetivity, both market anid rion=market, should be veflected in the costs
ard prices ced by market participarls. Thisfull-cost proveiple is contral to
econwmic efficiency, and particularly so for energy projects which have major
externalities and risks® Full-cost pricing is necessary o ensute that energy and
environmental resources are efficiently allocated# The goals of the full-cost
pringiple are mel by ensuring that thete are no subsidies lo particular projects or
forms of smergy production, and by ensuring tat all significant enyvirormental
costs-and risks-are internalized through regulation, lability, of insurance. As-will
be indicated below, these goals areviolated in-major ways by the Broadwater
project.

The Central Subsidy to the Broadwater Project

7. Theeconomics behind the Broadwater project is simple. Tis economvic viability rests
afvat enarmons subsidy atising fromy the uncompensated-appropriation of a
public resotirce forils commercial use: More procisely, Broadwater involves
appropriating a karge, central, and strategically important partof Long Island
Sound for private purposes. The appropriation involves notonly & large exclusion
zone in thie neighborhood of theplatior, which will be femoved from publicuse
and enjoymentand subjectio unknewn degradationforan indefinite period of
time, bt alss periodicappropriation of rangitzones sround LNG tankers two or
thiree tintes o week (as now scheduled) to permit safe transit,

# For theventrality of full-cost (marginal eost) plichiy n ecomomie aficiency, see Patl A,
sanvielsorrand William D, Nordhans, Ecoponiics: Eighteenth Edition, McGrancHill Mew
York, 2008, p. 161, 572,

+'Fhis iy the rationale behind moving toward the new price mechanisms in transmission
prives, tor examplo: Hove, FERC advocated approaches that enhance tho efficient allocation of
constiatned capacity through appropriate market dledring mechanisms, The fssuey of full-cost
pricing with respectto environmmental policy arereviewed in Charles Kaolstad, Enedronnrestal
Eeorwmios, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2000,

o Fn
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8. Efficientendrpy,sconomis, and snvironmental policies require-that public

resources be retained for their highest and bestuses, Many ¢itizens and elecied
representatives in-the region adjoining Long Island Souwnd have slabed Satthe
highestand best use of the propased site-lor Broadwateris'to keepritas partoban
aidivided and undeveloped ernvironimerntal and econpinicasset. Bafore
Broadwater suggestediappropriating the site-loralarge-scale enetgy project, there
was no'indication of anevolving consensus thal locating large industrial
sstablishments i the middle of Long sland Sounid was an acceptable and useful
way ta pursue economic developmentin the region.

9. Iitissuggested that a public resouree should be devoted toprivate uses, as with
timberor viland gas resources on Federal or stale lands, then iUis important (hat
the privatization be caretully analyzed, that the extent of the privatized teésoluve be
carelully delinealad, and thal the privatization eccur through public agetion. None
of these: thiee steps has been taken for the site requested for the Broadwater site.

10 Becavse Broadwater is nobicompeling Tor theassel in the narkel place, itis IN5-1 This comment fails to appreciate or chooses to ignore the enormous costs
receivinga hidden subsidy in the provision of asubsidized site in Long Ialand involved in constructing and operating an LNG terminal. The construction
Sound. If Broadwater were required to purchase the equivalent site and transit costs alone are in the range of three-quarters of a billion dollars. Annual
restrictions in the open-market, ibwould add an enermous sum to the costs of the operation costs for purchasing LNG, transporting it, and regasifying the
project, and the project would probably be economically unviable, Howewer, by product are substantial. Considering costs and revenues over the proposed
siting the plant in public space, the costs are notonly hidden from view, butalso lifetime of the pro osed Proiect. the purchase price of an onshore terminal
paid for hronghanoff-budget subsidy by those whe would enjoy the space and . PIopo; Ject, the p P . .

. through risks that neighborsare foreed toincur from the project. site would be neghglble_. The prop_os_ed 19““"“ of the FSRU 15 Opt_lmal for
two factors: the proximity to an existing interstate natural gas pipeline and

1. Ancanalogy will help Mustate the implicit subsidy in Broadwaler, Supposea firm the separation between operations and population centers.

were to propose constructing a small graphitesamoderated nuiclear reactorin the
miicldlood Central Parbin New York City: This project would obviotsly destroy:the
asstheticenjoyment of the parks and the need 10 transport dangerots niaterials to
and fromthesile would disruptusers and would dampen enjoyiment of that
e resoutres: Nosane rmewould ever ke sach aproposal, and iUis unlikely
that FERCwould everenteriain it The Broadwater proposal is conceptually
similar in taking 4 public resource, deveting it o privite purposes, and doing so
with uniforecastable consequences tohunans and the natural environment,
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INS-2  The hazards associated with operation of the proposed Project were

extensively analyzed by FERC, the Coast Guard, and Broadwater using the
currently recognized best model approach and conservative assumptions.
The modeling approach used by FERC and the Coast Guard reflects the
best available methods, conservative assumptions that would err on the side

isk Iysi B f Fai : . . i
Risk Analgsisand Commen-Mode Fallnres of public safety, and the most protective results. In addition, the GAO

[ 12 The Broadwater project imposes major risks to the country, to the ervvironment, Report (GAO 2007) presented a survey of experts who work in areas
and to the communities surrounding the project: These risks are not adequalely related to LNG risk, h_azar ds, and consequence modeling. The report ]
INB-2 recogiized in the DEIS, The Broadwater project is the first design of its kind dn the determined that the primary hazard to the pubh.c would be heat from a fire.
wotld.# Thersate o reliable data on therisks asseciated with such & project A total of 11 of the 15 experts were of the opinion that current methods for
Becaiise we higve nio st tuarial experience with similar plants ity similar estimating LNG fire heat hazard distances are “about right” or too
L environments, sy assessments must be based on theoretical models, conservative. Finally, FERC and the Coast Guard evaluated in detail the

technologies proposed for the Broadwater Project. While the combination
of technologies proposed for the Broadwater FSRU have not been
previously built or operated, the separate LNG receiving, storage,
regasification, and sendout technologies are proven. The American Bureau
of Shipping, a certifying entity, reviewed the preliminary design of the
FSRU and stated the following in a July 27, 2005 letter to Broadwater:

13 Risk analysis is g well-established field in economics and decision stieness:s
However, doing risk analysis based an limited ornodata is particularly

ING-3 hazardous. Itisnotpessible for outsiders to.examine the detailed modeling behind
the risk analysis for the Broadwater preject; in part because the data arerestricted
tfrom public acvess, but there appear to be major flaws. Fropy an analytical pointof
L. view, the modelsnsed to construct the risk assessmients appear to have been based

orassumiplions of slatistical independence of risks. (Statistical independence is Whilst the concept of combining a floating re-gasification unitand
teachiical torm that indicates; for example, that the probability of a power faitute is qlStrlbuUOl_l ne_twork with a yoke moored LNG hull can be Vleweq as a first
upworselated with the prebability of o major harticane;) time combination of systems, the technologies employed are not in

themselves novel and are covered by established Rule criteria.”
T4 Tvis well-known in tisk assussment that most mwjor accidents oCdir becduse risks
are not independent. This is sometimes called “commion-mode failure,” where the
failuré rates of components of systems are notindependent.” Most often, commaon- IN5-3
mode faitures occur when human systems. of decisions are involved. Perhaps the
mostatriking example of comiman-mode failure was the Chernobyl reacior
disagter, which irvolved aninherently unsafe reactor design with miultiple huaman
tailures of testing and procedures. Another examplewas the intetaction of levee
desigri and hurricaine stretigth, which Ted to the fhundation of New Qrleans;

Please see our response to comment IN5-2. In addition, the methods used
to estimate consequences are public and follow the highly scrutinized
current methods for LNG consequence modeling.

IN5-4 It is incorrect to state that safety and risk management would be left to

|N5-4J 15: There ishotasingle mention of the problem of common-mode failure-in the DEIS, Broadwater and “managed out of sight ... with no public aCCOUﬂtabihtY-”

in the Coast Guard Report, orih the Sandia Report that underpanned its safety Broadwater would be required to develop a satisfactory safety and security
plan as well as an Emergency Response Plan in cooperation with federal,

SIS, po R 3I2E state, and local agencies as described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS. If

the plans are not approved by FERC and the Coast Guard, FERC would not

b National Research Cougsell, Lndersianding Risk Infovinbg Decistons o Denpacrabic Sociely,

National Academy Press, Washingian, T5C., 1996 provide Broadwater w1t_h the addltlon_al authonza_tl_ons necessary for

construction and operation of the Project. In addition, the Coast Guard
“See forexample W. U Ganglotf, “Common mode failure analysis,™ 1EEE Trawsictions on would periodically inspect the FSRU, the YMS, and the LNG carriers; and
Power Appuratug ond Syslens, Voltme 94, Jan. 1973, pp. 27 - 30, FERC would conduct annual inspections of the FSRU. If those

components of the Project do not meet the requirements of the approved
designs, operating plans, safety and security plans, Emergency Response
Plan, and other approved Project requirements, FERC would order that
operation be terminated until the Project is in compliance with all
requirements.

=5
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analysis® Yet, the Broadwater projectis a commioremode faflure waiting to
happer. Itis aninherently dangerous technology. Ithas enormous destructive
potential. Tt is sited in the:middle of the mostvaluable real eslate i the world.
There can be nocentaimment inthe waters of Long Tsland Bound if gome
unioreseon evanboccurs theough chemical reaction orenargelic disassemibily of
strictures or'vessels, Ibwill be managed outof sight, and Targely out ofmind, by a
profit-maximizing entity with no public accountability. The management
incentives of Broadwater ave poorly aligned with the risk profile because thie
oweners donot have insarance-or liability for the risks-of high-consequence events.

16, Comimon-ede failures often ooy whel rare events mteract witly undforesesn
cireumstances. For example, asevere storm might dismpt contral systems, cause
accidents; and blow vessels, gas; and contaminants faster'and further thar
estimated in the baselive models in theanalysis bocause tworare butcorrelated
evenls happen allbhe same time. With rescue systems devoled to the storm, they
wonld be unavailableto cope with the-etfects of theaccident, Commonmode
failures ave particulacly difficult to analyze because they invelveestimating
statistical associationsamong variables that have low probabilities. Moreover, they
are even more difficalt to evaluate for systems with Tithe or no data,

Terrorism

17 A& particular-concern in vecent yearsis therisk of terrorist attack. This ivan
instance where commean-imode tailures are particularly imiportant Failure usually
involvesan elementof Tuck on the part of attickers and lackeof imagnation or
preparation on the part of the-attacked — the example of Septernber 11 being a
sigrial example.

18 It is:nol possible (o assess theterrorisn-risk analysis.of the Broadwaler project
Becatise it has been it part removed frony public réview by its desighation as
Critical Energy Infrastricture Information. The public therefore cannot judge the

B Guidinee on Risk Analysissnnd Safely tnplicetivng of o Lirge Liguefied Natwrgl Gas (LNG) Spill
Dwer Water, SAND2004-6258, Mike Hightower, Louis Grilze, Anay Liketa-Hanlin, John
Covan, Sheldon Tieszén, Gerry Wellman, Mike Trwvin, Mike Kanpshipe, Brian Melol, Charles
Morrise, Don Ragland, Sandia National Laboratories Albuguérque, New Mexico, Decéntber
2004 ("Sandia Report™).

s hn

IN5-5 The definition of what should or should not be classified as Critical Energy
Infrastructure Information (CEII) is beyond the scope of an EIS. However,
FERC has authorized Broadwater to release most CEII information to
individuals who sign a non-disclosure agreement; therefore, the public and
outside experts do have access to the documents needed to assess the

quality of the analyses.
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A quadity of the analysis. Thayve examined several public documents, including the
Sandia Reportand ones prepared by the National Research Councilof the Mational
Academies, onthe risk .ol lerrorist treats lo. LNG lankersand facilities? Thave
discussed these reports with-a prominertexpert on.combustion and chemdcal
enginearing: Those-discussions led pye-loconclude that some major threals lo LNG
tartkers and feilities:have hotbeen properly and completely analyzed in the public
studies, butitis not possible lojudes the analysis:iin‘the hon-publicsourees: The
legson here 18 that public policies should diseourage facilities whose safety cantiot
even bevelted and discussed in a public foram by outside experts, Hthe secivily
Atvd safely risks'arasosevere that they mustbe hidden Trom public view, thely this
is a primg facle case that the projectis dangerous. Wy would the nationever
allow a project that augments the list of highly sensitive sites?

IN5-5

Major accidents

— 19, Theenvitormental and economic conseguences of major aecidents have net been
appropriately analyzed. Evenawvith thie flawed risk-analysis, the analysis assumes
that-agcidents could oocur “seith major consequences.once every 100 or more
years," arid aceidents could oot with mitior or moderate consequences once
every 1050 years " 0¥el, the implications for thecommunitiss of moderateor
majoraceidents have not been serious addressed. The DEIS 1% akin to-an analysis of
automebileaccidents that looks at the risk of Lmillion dented bunmipers bat ignores
the costs of 20,000-(alalities a year. Accidents with annual frequency of 1 1010
percent per year are extremely high sodietal risk (for-example in comparison to the
axpacted risks of nuckar power). Given the possibility ol severe onvironmeptal
and economicconsequences along with the likelihood that these probabilities are
anderestimated bacause of bumian and commoni-model failures, the DEIS i3 deeply
fHawed by omitting an careful sstimatenf the impact of these moderate and major
corisequence events.

ING-8

*Bee Sundia Report; ap.eits and National Research Counedl, Muking the Nution Sufer: 'The Hule of
Seigite aid Technplogyin Cowpdering Terrorisit, National Academy Press, Washington, D.C.,
2002, Chapter 6. Alse see the analysisin the Clarke Report, LNG Facilities i Wikion Areas,
GHULRE0505A, May 2005,

WS, pod-L T and 4-115

IN5-6

N-858

Impacts of major releases of LNG were addressed in Section 3.10.5, and
the resource sections throughout Section 3.0 of the final EIS have been
updated to further address the impacts of major releases of LNG along the
carrier transit route.

As noted throughout the final EIS, the FSRU would be about 9 miles from
the nearest shoreline and a major release of LNG from the FSRU would not
affect any community. The LNG carrier routes also would be substantially
distant from most shorelines. A release of LNG from a carrier would not
affect any community unless the carrier veered from the route, except for
the theoretical possibility of an unignited vapor cloud reaching a shoreline
(see Section 3.10.3.2 of the final EIS).
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Failure to Provide Insurance

20, Thedmposition of uncompensated lagge risks on the ration and the communities

sutrounding e Broadwater projectis yelanotherimplicit subsidy lo- the-project;
Thete 1s 1o apparent requiremnent that the owners of Broadwater provide
insurance coverage tor lavge patential damages. Theryare imora than $1 willion
worll of capital, structutes, and land adjacent o the Sound. Ttiselear that
Broadwater's owners could niot purchase insurance for the major risks, and if
insurance were purchased it would Hkely be prohibitively expensive. In the caseof
catastrophic damages, the company would go benkrapt, and the costs would
thetefotr be incurred by private parties and public expondilures. This s yet
another hidden subsidy behind the proposal.

21, The risks from terrorist attacks to humans, the envirenment, and economic activity

ater yet anather economic subsidy to the Broadwater preject. Many of these risks
are exctinded frony standard inscurance coverage.and the Federal governmeant
curteitly provides subsidized insdrafice orco-insurance through ils Federal
Terrorism Reinsurance Program. ! By providing a potential target, Broadwater
exposes uninsured parties and the Federal government to uncompensated risks.

Conclusion on Major Risks

22. Thereport isextremely casual about majorrisks and-about the appropriate

estimation and consequences of major #isks. They aresimply not taken seriously: [
live inca community on Long: Island Sound that isalmost Tour cenluriesold, and |
work in auniversity that has just embarked on its fourth century of continuous
teaching and research. Even accidents.of “minor or moderate” consaguences
would be frightening to citizens, workers, faculty, and students inour community,
Wehiave sean the consequence of such vasual and flawed risk analysis in the
destruction ol the fabricof the city of New Orleais. Theidea thata projectcould be
located close fo 10 miles fronrour community and university, and might have a
moderateaccidents every decade and amagjor accident every bundred years ot so,
is entively unaccoptable and contrary to the publicinterest.

“ongressional BudgetOffice, Feleral Terrorism Refnsuraned: An Update. Jantany 2005,

e

IN5-7

IN5-8

Legal liability issues are not a component of our environmental review
process and therefore are not included in the final EIS. The individual
resource sections throughout Section 3.0 of the final EIS have been
expanded to describe the potential impacts of a major LNG release from a
carrier along the transit route.

The financial liability associated with a terrorist attack is beyond the scope
of this EIS.

IN5-9  Please see our responses to comments IN5-2 and IN5-6.

IN5-10

N-859

Locating the FSRU 9 miles from the nearest shore and a substantially
greater distance from the commentor’s community and university protects
both from impacts due to a major accident at the FSRU. As described in
Section 1.4.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) and in Section
3.10.3.2 of the final EIS, the maximum possible distance an unignitable
vapor cloud would extend from the FSRU is 4.7 miles, and FERC believes
that situation is extremely unlikely (see Section 3.10.3.2 of the final EIS).
The greatest distance the heat hazard zone would extend from the FSRU
with a major LNG release and fire would be about 1 mile. The community
of the commentor and all other shoreline communities are well beyond
those hazard distances.
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Magalie R. Salas, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
BB first St. M.E. Ragin 1A

Washington DC 20426

w22 P 318

Dear Ms. Salas and the FERC,

Ploase take a stand far the people and say NO to Broadwater!

Just say NO to the Corporate Takeover and Industrialization of Long Island Sound .
Thes EPA just spent $4 Million fo clean up Long Island Sound, designated by Congress as an ESTU-
ARY OF NATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE. Why would you allow Broadwater o negate this positive ac-
tion?

Just say Mo to increasing the Sound’s water temperature by 4°.
The Sound serves as a habitat, spawning grounds, and nursery for various marine life—-Broadwater's
4% increase surely will have a detrimental impact on this! My husband is a diver and he has personally
seen the decrease in aquatic Iife from the Shoreham power plant’s outflow pipes.
Just say NO to further chianging the scosystem in the sound.
Even the sediment flocr of the Sound provides feeding, nesting, nursing. and hiding places for ali the
| types of aquatic wildife. Don't let Broadwaters pipelines destroy this.

—Just say ND 1o Noise and Light Polution.

The soundis not only a sanctiiary to birds and aquatic life. It is a sanctuary to humans as well. There
is nothing more soothing than being able fo walk the beach, listening to tha natural sounds of the surf
and birds, of gazing upen wide open vistas that only & place like this can provide, of seeing ali the
stars in the sky at inight. | live on Eastern Long Istand so | can regularly take part in these activities.
Every major decision we have made in my farmily's ife incliides a brain cleansing walk-on the beach
during the process, You can't place a dollar value on this: Please don't destioy this sanctuary with

| Broadwaler's Industrial Structure, Lights and Tankers.

Just zay NO to repeating historical mistakes.
Wading River Beach glready hag one ugly glant gumball machma {the never fully upemuonal Nuclear

happens whern we don't look at the WHOLE picture. And lei the: Iona wirdmil thal a}so stands on that
site remind us that there are aﬂematwes to fossil fuelenargy.

Justsay NO to any LNG terminal orany (ong term foasil fuel profect.

s nota matter of my backyard vs someone else’s backyard. It's .2 matter of finding REAL afternative
salutions to-our growing energy and ENVIRONMENTAL concerns and it is fime to aggressively ACT
NOW! | am willing 1o cut back and do my part, are you? Are you willing to set the laws and guidances
we need as a global community to preserve our natural resources?

ING-1

ING-1

ING-3

ING-4

N-860

As noted in the environmental impact assessments throughout Section 3.0
of the final EIS, we believe that the overall impact of the Project on the
Sound would be minor and would not negate the work done to improve the
environmental conditions of the Sound. The potential that authorization of
the proposed Project could serve as 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 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, any minimal impact to
water temperatures would be highly localized. The general water
temperature of Long Island Sound would not increase; any increases that
did occur would be measurable only within the immediate vicinity of some
Project components. Specifically, there would be no impact to water
temperatures associated with the FSRU and the subsea pipeline. The
temperature of the water discharge from LNG carriers would return to
within 1 °F of ambient levels within 75 feet of the point of discharge from
the vessels. Water temperatures would return to ambient conditions within
4 feet of the exposed riser connecting the FSRU to the subsea pipeline.
Thus, thermal impacts to spawning or nursery habitat, if any, would be
minimal.

Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS discusses benthic habitat recovery
estimates. This section also discusses post-construction monitoring results
for several similar pipeline projects, including instances where seafloor
recovery has been successfully accomplished and others where it has not.
In Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS, FERC has included a recommendation
that Broadwater mechanically backfill the trench, using native sediments,
and assess post-construction success in coordination with appropriate
federal and state resource agencies.

Noise and visual assessments are presented in Sections 3.9.2 and 3.5.6 of
the final EIS. Potential impacts to birds are addressed in Section 3.3. As
noted in those sections, operation of the Project would not result in
significant impacts to use along the shorelines of the Sound.

Individuals Comments
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Just say NO to the pressures of Big Corporations

We all know tha clout Big corporations enjoy and how it affects decisions such as these. We need
someone to take a stand and say NQ MORE... like Gov. Schwarzenegger just did with Caiifornia laws
regulating automobile emissions. He wasn't influenced by GM or any OIL corporations. He knows that
someona must take a stand in order for the right thing to be finally done...cut down oh automobile
amissions, cut down on processing fossil fuels.

Remember it's of the people, by the pebple, forthe paecple...not the corporation. Please take ¢ stand

for the paopia and Just say NO fo Broadwater]
Sinzrelyl % ; ;

Patricia Patterson Hauck
42 Tide Ct,
Wading River, NY 11752

Individuals Comments
N-861
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Thorton H, Lathrop

49 Prospect Ave
Niantic, CT 06357

Honorable Magalie R. Sales; Secretary "c-,:, 3 o
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission Bl 4R
888 First Street NE, Room 14 . B ond
Washington, DC 20426 B T‘%{é

Bl e
RE: Draft Environmentsl Impact Statesnent - = ° 3%
Reference Docket No. CPOS.54.000 and CPO6-55-000 bkl ke
Gas3,PI 113 5 B
s
Dear Ms. Salas:
Tanm writing in response to the Federal Energy Comimission’s (FERC) November 27,

2006 issuance of the Draft Environmentsl Impact Smmun(DElS) for the proposed Broadwater
ENG Project. .

It tsmymdmﬂzngth&&numberofgomal Connemawtwrﬁmmnm, inchuding the Town of
East Lyme, have adopted resclutions epposing the Broadwater Project because of the potential
aafety ennmnmemal,andemnomm consequences of the proposed LNG facility.

&ammmhﬁ%emﬁmemnymmethwﬁmmm,

mmmsmlwmammﬂmmwmﬁmmmsnmmma
thefoﬂnmgwmmmmﬂ»ﬂﬁls .

Envivonmental: Comwnm of the FSRU m!l have stgmﬁcam deleterious effects on the
existing natural resources of LIS, The DEIS fails 1o assess the direct impacts of the yoke
mmooring system {YMS) and drilling/plowing 25 miles of connector pipelines on benthic habitats
of LIS, which support rich and diverse populations of fish and shellfish. The DEIS presents no
credible evidence that shellfish, shetlfish habitat and overall water quality will not be damaged
by both disturbed sediment and rsterials used in the construction of the YMS and lubrication for
deillingthat will be released: into the svater, and yltimately settle on’ the surrounding seafloor.
Recently, fos msecand time, the CT DEF denied 2 Water Quality Certificate to install & similer
sub-seafloor pipeling. between CT and NY because natural- soils and sediment that create 2
hehitat for commercially, valusble oysters and, glams, s well a3 other squatic life, would be
permasently altered.. The CT DEP conehided that the proposed Islander East pipeline project
was “incongistent” with the state’s Water Quality Standards, Furthermore, the CT DEP said state
and federal faw directs the agency to enforce these standards to safeguard existing uses of the
Sound and the levels of water quality necessary to profect those uses. It is pursling that the
subject DEIS draws different conclusions for constructing a project with similar consequences

IN7-1
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Direct impacts from installation of the proposed YMS and pipeline on
benthic organisms and habitats (including shellfish) are discussed in
Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS. Impacts to water quality are discussed in

Section 3.2.3 of the final EIS. No drilling is associated with the proposed
Project.

Section 3.11.1.1 of the final EIS discusses specifics regarding the Islander
East Pipeline Project. The proposed Broadwater Project would aftect 2,500
fewer acres of seafloor than the Islander East pipeline. The Islander East
Project has been approved by FERC but has been delayed for several years
because the State of Connecticut denied issuance of a water quality
certificate for the project. On October 5, 2006, the U.S. Court of Appeals
ruled that the State of Connecticut did not sufficiently support its decision
to deny a water quality certificate to the Islander East Pipeline Company,
LLC. On August 15,2007, a U.S. District Judge remanded the U.S.
Commerce Department’s decision to overrule the State of Connecticut’s
denial of coastal zone consistency. In addition, the Islander East Project
would impact nearshore oyster areas. The proposed Broadwater Project
would be limited to the offshore areas of Long Island Sound.

Individuals Comments
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justl]miiwﬁnmiheCTshnmmNYwammoquOpﬂaﬁonoﬁthﬁRU\ﬁllﬂsoim;mt
the water quality and existing aquatic resources of LIS for as stated in the DEJS, “a minimuns of
30 years”. The effects of increased seawater temperature in LIS are well documented in the
scientific literature, The DEIS indicates that the FSRU could use up to 8.2 million gallons of
seawaler per day for ballast maintennnce and machinery cooling, Water discharges from the
FSRU would be on aversge nearly 4°F warmer than surrounding conditions and potentially effect
growth and development of planktonic lifesstages of important fish and shellfish, Some marine
organisms such as lobsters are very sensitive to temperature elevations and a one-degree rise in
aversge waler temperatures can have: profound effects on this commercially important fishery,
The DEIS ignores the vast gmount of seientific information collected on the Tobster population
singe the 1999 western LIS die-off and dramatic decline in abundance. The DEIS indicates that
no significant impacts to essential fish habitat (EFH) resources woild occur during conatruction
and . operation of the FSRU. However, the resounce agency responsible for EFH (National
Marine Fisherias Service -NMFS) has not completed their asseasment of the project. There is
litdle discussion in the DEIS on the impacts of more invasive non-native species being canied
into the Sound in ballasi water and on the hulls of LNG vessels coming from nanwral gas-rich
nations in Africs, Asis and the Caribbesn. The massive size of the FSRU and LNG carriers will
increase the potential for collisions with federally threatened or endangered species (including
marine mammals) thet occasionally transit LIS during sessonal migretions. LIS is & major
fiyway for migratory birds; the DEIS fails to address the potential impacts of bird-collisions with
the FSRU, which stands nearly 100 feet above the surface water. Other environmental impacts
associgied with operstion: of the FSBU include ‘impaired air quality from emissions of re-
vaporization machinery, elevated noise fmpacts to humans and squatic bicte from the FSRU
tirbines and ‘fire profection systems, discharge of biocides vsed 1o control growth of fouling
organisms, ‘and the potential for oil leaks or chemical spills musociated with operating a large
industrial facility on the water. The DEIS bas dismissed these potential environmentsl impacts
as being negligible or insignificant.

Safety and Recreation: The Broadwater Project would peomanently alter recreational vse of
Long Island Sound. The waterways suitability report (WSR) prepared by the Coast Guard
outlines measures necessary to ensure:safe; secare passage of LNG vessel traffic and opesation
of the FSRU, The WSR assessed the potential risk associated with the project in terms of risk-
threas, riskvolnerability, and sk consequence. The WSR concludes that, af present, there are
no known credible thieats against the FSRU and associsted LNG earriers; hiowever, periodic risk
assesgments ‘must be conducted to ensure the safety of the project. The events of W11 have
clearly demonstrated our nation's wulnersbility fo terrorism; the consequences of @ terrorist
attack on the FSRU or an NG carvier transiting the Sound are ynimaginable. Provided enough
funding exists, USCG swff will accompany LNG carriers transiting through LIS to the FSRU
and . establish ‘an off-limit boundary around the wvessel, much the same way the Coast Cuard
currently sccompanies vessels traveling to and from the submarine base in New London, CT.
The off-limit or exclusion-zone around the LNG carviers would extend 2 miles ahesd, 1 mile
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As discussed in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, discharges from the FSRU
would not influence water temperatures. Broadwater estimates that the
cooling water discharge from a steam-powered LNG carrier would
approximate ambient conditions (within 1°F) 75 feet of the point of
discharge from the vessel and would readily comply with NYSDEC
thermal water quality criteria (see Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS). Being
warmer, and therefore less dense, the slightly warmer water would tend to
rise towards the surface. The area affected would be extremely small and
would not be lobster habitat. Thus, any impacts of water temperature on
lobsters would be negligible or nonexistent.

FERC prepared the draft EFH assessment (Appendix E in the draft EIS) in
coordination with NMFS, to evaluate potential impacts to EFH and
associated species. The final EIS presents the technical input provided by
NMEFS to protect EFH (Appendix J).

Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS has been updated to discuss invasive

species. LNG carriers are not expected to discharge ballast water into Long
Island Sound.

Section 3.3.4.2 of the final EIS discusses potential impacts to marine
mammals from collisions with vessels.

Additional information has been provided in Section 3.3.5 of the final EIS
to address potential impacts on bird migrations and collisions with the
FSRU and LNG carriers.

The final EIS addresses these potential impacts in Sections 3.9.1.2, 3.9.2.2,
3322,3342,34.1.1,34.12,3.2.3.2,and 3.10.2.4.

Individuals Comments
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behind-and 172 mile aside the vessel while traveling o the FERU; no recreational, commercial or
military traffic would be allowed inside the exclusion-zone. In addition, a permapent exclusion-
zbnie measuring 1.5 square miles would be established around the FSRU eliminatiog recreational
and commercial boating activity in this srea for the fife of the project (& minimum of 30 years).
With the exception of submarines occasionally traveling the short distance from “the Race” (the
narrow. channel 7 miles from Bast Lyme st the Sound's eastern end) to the submarine base in
New Lopdon, this restriction in navigable waters of LIS is unprecedented. The many
recreational and commercial fishermen who frequent “the Race”™ would be temporarily shut out
each time sn LNG tanker sails into the Sound, The DEIS is silent regarding this impait 1o the
many users of public trust waters, The WSR also recommends thar additional measures are
necessary 1o responsibly manage the safety and ‘security risks associated with the proposed
project. The DEIS indicatss that “Brosdwater would develop and implement un emergency
response plan thet includes local municipalities and jurisdictions to meet the requirements of the
FERC, the Coast Guard and other federal agencies”. However, the DEIS provides no insight as
to- the magnitude. of sdditional resources nesded by local ‘municipalities 10 meet these
requirements and accomplish the ssourity and safely recommendations found in the Coast Guand
report,

The DEIS fuils to adequately assess a number of direct and indirect environmental impacts
associated with construction and operation of the Broadwitier Project. The safety analysis is
based on Nlawed assumptions and modeling that would place an uniried design in & body of water
of national significance, closely surrounded by tens of millions of people. A more in depth
analysis of alteroatives ‘would find that the Broadwater Project is speculstive, unnecessary, and
inconsistent with the public’s interest.

Long Island Sound is s national resource enjoyed by millions of U.S. citizens every yemr. The
Bromtwater Project represents an expansion of industrial uses on the Sound. Apart from the
environmental, safety, and reereational concerns, carving ‘off any piece of the ‘Sound sets a

dangerous precedent mnd represents the first time waters of Long Island Sound are proposed fo
be givien 1o & corportion.

2H-0018 Beceived by FERD OSEC 0172272007 An Dovketl: CROG-54-00
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The issues raised by the commentor were addressed in the EIS in Sections
3.5.5.1 and 3.7.1.4. These sections have been revised in the final EIS to
provide additional information. Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS also has
been revised to further address the impacts to commercial lobstermen,
trawlers, and hand line fishermen from the proposed moving safety and
security zones around LNG carriers as they enter and exit the Sound.

As described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, during development of the
Emergency Response Plan, Broadwater, the Coast Guard, and the involved
agencies would consider a wide spectrum of response needs and the
resources necessary to accomplish the associated security and response
activities. If the plan is not sufficient, or if either FERC or the Coast Guard
has additional concerns regarding safety or security associated with
implementation of the plan, Broadwater would not be authorized to initiate
construction.

The commentor has not indicated which impacts he believes were not
addressed in the draft EIS. We believe that the final EIS addresses all
relevant potential impacts. The safety analyses reported in Section 3.10.3
of the draft EIS and in the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) were
prepared using commonly accepted methods. Section 4.0 of the final EIS
addresses a wide spectrum of reasonable alternatives and has been prepared
in compliance with NEPA regulations and CEQ implementation
requirements and guidelines. Section 1.1 of the final EIS presents our
analysis of the supply and demand of energy for the region and identifies
the need for an additional supply of natural gas.

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

Individuals Comments
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kenneth fox OR'G‘NAL

altorney at law

627 quinnipiac avenue

new haven, ct 06513

{203) 931-3316

fax: (203)466-8262

admittad to connacticit
state gnd fedepal countsy
danuary 16, 2007

Magalic R. Salas, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
BSB First Strast NE; Room 14

22w Looz

Washington, DC:20426 ]

i_. )
Attention: Gas 3, PJ-11.3 PSR =
Reference Docket No, CPOS-84 oo
Dear Secretary:

1 have beer a rasidant of Connscticut for mast of my sixty-two years, living dose to
Long Istand Sound first in Stamford and now in New Haven, | have reviewed the draft
Environmental impact Statement on the Broadwater LNG Project and | sm writing {o
indicata the inadequacy of the statement.

The statement fails to accolnt for the cantral fact thet for the entire recent history of the
Sound and the areas bordering it, beginning with the end of World War Il devalopment
hias been grounded in the assumplion that industry would steadily dedling and that the
natural besuly and recrestional advartages of the ares would become the basis for its

and its means of atiracting and retaining population: Along with this
developmeant thera have bean constant efforts (o reduce the demand fof ehergy,
panticularly improved construction and insulation in homes and buildings. This effort
specifically impacts demand for natural gas for heating and cooling.

IN8-1

Industrial demand for natural gas is nat going to increase because of new industrial
development in the ares. New industrial development is going elsewhere in the
noftheast and nationally, Our ansa undeirsiands those trends and has planned iis
development in ways that do not rely on industrial growth:

The statement is also flawed in its assumption that Broadwater is justifisd by the
radubad cost of natural gas it will facilitate, This is meaningless unless it is considered
in the context of the impact of detniment to our grea environment. In fect, as opposilion
1o Brosdwater is demonstrating, the value our population places on having the Sound

IN8-2
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We recognize that measures to reduce demand for electricity and natural
gas have been undertaken in the region and will continue in the future. As
described in Section 1.1 of the final EIS, however, the demand for
electricity and natural gas in the region is expected to increase with per
capita energy consumption and potential population growth, and electrical
generators increasingly switch to gas-fired generating technology.

An analysis of specific cost savings to individual citizens is not a part of
our environmental review process and therefore was not addressed in the
EIS. The EIS does not state or imply that the Project would be “justified by
the reduced cost of natural gas it will facilitate.” However, we addressed
the general issue of price stability in Section 1.1 of the EIS.

Individuals Comments
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free of the Broadwater project far outweighs any increazed cost of natural gas that
INg-2 might have 1o be bome through axpansion of existing land pipelines.

in shaort, the dreft statement i3 fatelly flawed.
incarel

Kenneth FoxfEsq.

Individuals Comments
N-866
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FeDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Broaowaten LNG Prosect (CPOB-54-000 Anp CPO8-55-000)

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
COMMENT FORM

Comments may be left at the FERC tabls or
malled to the FERC:

H-you prafer to mad your comments, please send an
original and two copies of your comments 1o
Magalie R, Salas, Secretary
Faderal Energy Pogulatory Comimiasion
B85 First St ME., Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426
Refarence Dockel Nos. CPOSSE000 sl CPOK-55
000 on the ohginal and both copies, and label one copy
o your cormments for the altention of the Gas Branch 3,
DGzE.

Comments may be submitted 1o the FERC vig
the imternet on the FERC's webaite:

Bod the instruitions ot biipwww. feic,gov under the s
Filing" ink and tha ink to the User's Guide: Prepate
yolur comiments In the same marines you woukd # you
wers providing B letier 8ind save the omiments 1 a file
o your Taird drive., Balora ol can submit comments
you wit inead to create an accoun by clicking o6 “Sign-
tp® under New Usar?” You'will be asked %0 selaci the
type of subyrisalon you ane making. This submission is
consldersd 2 "Comment on Filing "

COMMENTS (PLEASE PRINT) -acéfiional space on opposite sidé of page

Two years

L buiding, but our legisiators

— Patricia Lisng
| 8Vineyard Way

Mt. Sinai, NY 11766
— Phone:(631)331-0412

a00, when | first lsamed sbout Broadwater's plans to bulid a LNG

™ Terminal in Long Island Sound, I'wiote urging you not o approve this project. =1
Since | knew so many Long Istanders, slong with our elecied officials, opposed |
this project, | incomectly assumed it would never go any further.

In Newember, | racetvad a CD Rorm with a Draft Environmental Impact Statement
— describing Broadwater as i it wera a done des!l. Sinces then, | heve read the DEIS  ~
report, ressarchad the Coast Guard's findings, read interviews with Amny Kelley
- and John Hittcko, snd attendsd the January 11 meeting in Shorsham. | was not
glons, as you probably know. Mors than onethoussnd of us Long Islanders who
trve and work and play and pay takes hen atisnded. We couldn't afl it in the
and citizen grolp leaders spoke for us. Each one

expinsssed thel opposition to this project |

1o again wiiting to sugwess my absolite opposition to Brosdwater because of

e s G

o

Commantor's Name and Malling Addrees (Plsase Print Clasrty}

" Dockst Nos. CP0S-54.000 and
\ CP06-55-000

ORIGINAL

IN9-1
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The NGA and EPAct of 2005 require FERC to review the applications for
LNG terminals that are onshore or in state waters. The EIS presents
information on the proposed Project and the safety concerns and
environmental impacts that could occur if the Project is approved.

Individuals Comments
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COMMENTS (continued)

. Threst of Terrorem conceine

The United States Coset Guard report has concluded that the possibiity of an
L unknown terrorist threat must be addressed befors the project can be approved,
Since we cannot ba cortain when, where of how terrorists may strike next, the
— Broadwster projact ahould not be appioved.

Accident concmmns
. Broadwater ssys we Long lslanders should not worry about & gas leek or
oxplosion bacausa the vapor cloud or fire will guickly dissipats. What if this
L 8hoUld happen in the narrow cpening closest 1o land cellad The Race? What if
thera were high winds at the time, & Noreaster or hurmicans? Since no one has
- aver built a floating, roteting terminal Hke this before, how can'we knowhow it  —
| would react in a violent storm?

- Environimental Safety Concems

My hizsband and | have lived o Long lsland Tor 44 yeais. Why? Bacaiise e
kv mwirnmilng in the clean waters of Long lsland Sound, dinlng et watersids b
restaurants, laking the Oriant Point Feny to New England, and watching the
T sunfight sparide on the waves. We have peld hioh taxes to clesn ug pollution and
| keep Long lsland Sound beautihul. Now we leamn that 4 foralgn-owned company |
wants to taks over part of our Long [aland Sound, put 8 huge floating bargs —
e Wmumnan;mwmmmmnm«nmwmm -

| Notonly will this terminal hoid 200,000 tons of Liquefied Naturel Gas, but it wil

mmnmmgrgnlbmdwdun fife-giving Long Island Sound water each

L and every day. Then; this water wil be dumpad beck into our Sound, after thes.

mmmmmmnmmmmmas

- degraes] How can anyone say that this can possibly ba baneficial for Long .
lsland?

| L unge you to consider alternatives, existing sourcss such as tha Millennium and |

tstarder Enat Pipsiines, sitemats energy such as solsr; windmils, snergy 1
... conaervation, bit, please, plaass, plasse do not aliow this monstrosily to.be buit -
 Sincarely, —

— itiicas Meaieo . _
__Patrgm —Potiisen Letmd~ |

B Vineyard Way
L ML Sinai, NY 11788 J
Phone: (831) 3310412
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The Coast Guard evaluated potential threats from terrorists, as reported in
Sections 5 and 8 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS). As noted in
Section 8.2 of the WSR, if the Letter of Recommendation recommends
approval and the Project is approved by FERC, then in accordance with
facility and vessel regulations found in 33 CFR 101-105, the facility and
vessel security plans would require annual adjustments of security
measures. Additionally, security postures and procedure could change
based on threat assessments reflected in changes to the MARSEC
conditions. Overall, the Coast Guard has made the preliminary
determination that the risks associated with the FSRU and LNG carriers are
manageable with implementation of the mitigation measures recommended
in the WSR.

An LNG carrier incident would not occur in the Race during a major storm
such as a Nor’easter or hurricane because an LNG carrier would not enter
the Race during severe weather. As stated in Section 3.10.4.5 of the final
EIS, “Minimum visibility conditions would need to be satisfied before the
LNG carrier would be allowed to proceed inbound.” Incoming LNG
carriers would remain at sea, outside Long Island Sound, until there is a
sufficient period of suitable weather for the carrier to enter, berth, unload,
deberth, and depart the Sound.

The American Bureau of Shipping, a certifying entity, reviewed the
preliminary design of the FSRU and stated the following in a letter dated
July 27,2005: “Whilst the concept of combining a floating re-gasification
unit and distribution network with a yoke moored LNG hull can be viewed
as a first time combination of systems, the technologies employed are not
in themselves novel and are covered by established Rule criteria.”
Although the technologies proposed for the FSRU have not been previously
combined into a single facility, the separate LNG receiving, storage,
regasification, and sendout technologies are proven. Further, as stated in
Section 3.10.2 of the final EIS, regulations, industry standards, and
classification society rules would govern the safe design, construction, and
operation of the FSRU; and the YMS would be designed to withstand a
Class 5 hurricane.

As discussed in Section 3.2.3 of the final EIS, the discharges from the
FSRU would not be heated. Residual chlorine levels would be monitored
and treated, as appropriate, to comply with NYSDEC standards for
protection of aquatic life.

Individuals Comments
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Section 4.0 of the final EIS evaluates a wide variety of alternatives to the
proposed Broadwater Project that could provide projected natural gas and
other energy demands of the New York City, Long Island, and Connecticut
markets. These alternatives address renewable energy sources, including
wind and tidal power, as well as other existing and proposed LNG terminal

and pipeline projects.

Individuals Comments
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Ann Carter

PO Box 226
Miller Place, NY 11764
January 22, 2007

Ms. Magalie R. Salas

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First St. NLE. Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

www.FERC.gov (E-Filed)

Mr. Steve Ressler

Consisteney Review Unit, Division of Coastal Resources
NY State Department ol State

41 State Street

Albany, NY 12231

FAX: (518) 473-2464

Capt. Peter J. Boynton
Sector Long Island Sound
United States Coast Guard
120 Woodward Ave.

New Haven, CT 06512
FAX: (203) 468-4443

Re:  Docket Nos. CP06-54-000. CP06-35-000, CP06-56-000
(Broadwater LNG Project, Long Island Sound)
Comments on Drafl Environmental Impact Statement dated November 2006 and
Coaslal Zone Consistency Determination

Dear Ms. Salas, Mr, Ressler, and Capt. Boynton:

[ am writing on behall of mysell and my family who are opposed 1o this preposierous proposal. 1
signed up to speak at the Jan. 11, 2007 public hearing in Shorcham, NY, but was not afforded the
opportunity due to the inadequate size of the facility and the time allotted for the hearing. 1
coneur with all of the comments that Twas able to hear that night from my neighbors and elected
officials who are also adamantly opposed to this abomination and will not attempt to repeat them
here.

Broadwater should be encouraged to withdraw this application because it will NEVER be
approved and is a waste of a very large sum of our hard earned tax dollars at ALL levels of

Page 1 of 11
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As reported in Section 3.6.6 of the final EIS, construction and operation of
the proposed Project would likely result in a minor net increase in tax
revenue.

Individuals Comments
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government. Ifthe gpplication will ot bewithdrawn, pléase consideribese additional cofmmanis
that were not exprossed by othisr opponcnte 4 the Hearing. Thave itegrated many ol my
comments on the DETS with my-comineits regarding tonsistency with the Coustil Zong Policies

The DLI% is hlamntl self-serving and serioisly flawed and should Be rejected. not only by
] ls];md agencies who are empowered to due so

pub]ic hcarmgg oL thc rexised DEIS mmt bc schmiulcd The revzsed DEI& mus;t be miﬁuent
and st conforn to ilis regitirements of SEQRA.  Conclusivng drawn iust be scientifically
Jugtified. WY Staicand focal agencics will be basing their linilings and decisiors ofi this
document; ireluding their déoisions (o approve o deny penmission Fora private Tor-profil
corporation to extlusively use our public trust propesty and dedsions to approve ot deny Tunding
forthe development and tinplementation of Tocal smergency respose and evacuation plans, and
decisions to approve o deny onghore Tacilities and operatons;

In DEIS Séetion 3.2, entitled “FERC 8afT's Recommended Mitigation™ many of the gttt
recommendations. are to reguire Broadwater o provide addilional wdormation st some pont in
the fiture that SEQRA requires to beanabwed NOW in the DEIS. The DEIS should be revised
1o:address significant igsues (ot FERC stafT has erranecusty eoneluded can Wwail uniil after the
publiccomment period has ended.

The:DEIS does not contain an identification aud thorovgh andlviis of all reasonable alternativiss,
ag redquired. TL-only pavs Tip seevice fo-othér reasonable alieriatives soeh 48 the "nio-abtion™
afternative, and tothe devielopment:of altemative techrologics wind, solar, waid hydrocleatric
powisr.

The DEISs analysis of the proposal’s consisténey with cosstal zoue polisies is self-serving and
nadequate and must berejected. The901-page consisteney revigw andlysis should have been
physically included with the DEIS and mude réadily availabile 1o the public pursuani 1o.SEQRA
Part 617.9 () (7 that reguires any refercnond documents be minde available for inspaction by the
publicwithisn the e period for public commisnt 10 the smne places whsrs the agenoy niakes
availableicopied of thie EIS. Tie to ity size; the 901 page chastal consistency dodiment coald
not be dowirdgaded from the FERCT websiie by the average person so iriast: if not all, of the
publichas pothad the opportumity to review and comient on 1t Eveénifiliey could haye
dovenloaded it they wonld find that it's missing important appendices: The proposed action
related tothis project are inconsistent with the following Leng Island Sound Coastal Policies:

Palicy 1
The proposed ESR1Li the middle of Long Tsland Sovnd is clearly incongistent with this policy
hecause it does not avoid disturhaiice of walers inopengpice drens, it i contrary to this policy's

Pape 2ot 11
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IN10-3

IN10-4

IN10-5

N-871

In accordance with the requirements of the NGA and the EPAct of 2005,
FERC is making a federal decision on the application submitted by
Broadwater. That process includes conducting an environmental review in
compliance with NEPA and the EIS for the Broadwater Project was
prepared as a part of that review process. As described in Section 1.2, the
final EIS complies with NEPA guidelines, CEQ regulations for
implementing NEPA, and FERC’s regulations for implementing NEPA.

The New York State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA)
mandates a state environmental review process as a part of the application
review process for state agencies. However, because our decision on the
proposed Project will be a federal action, the EIS does not address the
requirements of SEQR. Some of the assessments and other information
included in the EIS may be similar to those required for a SEQRA impact
analysis and may be useful to state agencies — many of which were
involved in developing the analysis presented in the final EIS — in their
reviews of the Project.

Please see our response to comment IN10-2.

Section 4.2 of the final EIS has been updated to provide additional
discussion of renewable energy, energy conservation, and other measures
to provide energy needs. We determined that each of these alteratives
could either (a) not meet the projected energy needs of the New York City,
Long Island, and Connecticut markets; or (b) not meet these needs without
resulting in greater environmental impacts than the proposed Broadwater
Project. In addition, Sections 4.3 through 4.9 of the final EIS address a
wide variety of other alternatives.

Broadwater submitted a coastal consistency certification to NYSDOS and
to FERC that contains Broadwater’s analysis of the Project’s consistency
with New York State coastal policies, including applicable policies of the
Long Island Sound CMP and applicable local land management plans. The
public portions of that document are available in the FERC docket for the
Project, as required by NEPA (note that this is a federal environmental
review process, not a SEQRA environmental review process). NYSDOS is
responsible for determining whether the Project is consistent with those
policies. It is our understanding that NYSDOS will file its determination
with FERC after the final EIS has been issued.
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goils o preservecopenspave, it does mit aveid foss-of ¢ivi enial and desthelic values
assaciated with these opanspace areas; and it dées nidt maintain and snbance natural areas,
recredtion, and-open space.  This polivy rechgnizes the impartince of protetting cur inigue
pattzrn of developed mapitine Genters and open space areas: The proposed FSRT Incation is
claarly ain opeii spage ared. To wttoinpt to elaim thar the aréa ig dlready ndustrialized and vse, s
anexample, the facility at Northville that was constrocted long before wespent billions of dollars

and passed many Toyesto protect Long Istand Sound. is Tudicrous and insuliing:

Policy 2

Theptoposed projectis nol consistentwith policies 1o preserve historie resowrces-ol the LI Sound
woustal area, The DEIS-does nolbadequately address potential impacis of Broadivaier’s onshiors
facilitics to be.construgied in. Port JelTerson. or Grecnport, twi higtoric seaports that are spedial to
meay avdsitor by land-and by boat. Preservation of the histekic charadér, navigability water
dependent recreational adcess, marive, and-visual fesources in both of these historic seaports-are
important issues o me. . Both of thede quaint villages cortain historic homes and other aftifacts
of iy ancestory lives. 'With the addition of larpe support vessely that need permanient dock
spiice, high seturity fericing, dnd the potential addition o large drangs, Tam concérned aboif the
potential logs of recreational space, additiopal boat ttal¥ic congestion, degradation of historie
resourcey, degradation of scenio regourcas, and depradation of revitalization plans Tor these
harhors that taxpayers, and Tawinakery have supported over thewears. My Dad, a woodwntker,
hag been very busyat ihe Port JefTerson hatbor front. helpitg 1o build 4 real thriber Trame boat
shied nearwhat ved to bé asite containing uge Tucl storage tanks thathave beeinremovied. Folks
arerworkitig hard to create o beautiful, publicly aceessible waterfront dod we biuyt protect this
higteri¢ séttihg from anew, fenced in industrial e that excludes the public,

The peoposed site in Port Jellooson, containg whal appears 16:°bg an historicbuilding that shauld
be preserved andmainiained an istorival by approprigte sianner with 10s unigis hidtorie
featings protected. Propasals to.clear vegetation and build a fenced in fortification arsond the
onshoiz site will create an evésore that Will degrade the historic visual character of the
surrounding historieswaterfront and. wall be out of character with all we're trydue forestore. The
vegetation rémoval that is proposed to ocouriat the site must be quantitied and charactetized.
Residents in nowly réstored historie hones on Beseh St will be-atfected by now industrial traffic
watrying toxie whemicals; this rhay comproniisethe Ristorieal fitegsity of these strutiunes and
iy setting, This would beé itconsistént-with Policw: 2.1 to avoid poteiiiial advierse impactsiof
develapment on nearby historic resourees, The site plans:and-architgéctural renderings of
proposed docks and site improvements for- the onghore activitiss proposed for this | should
he reviewet antandlyzed inahe DEIS, otherwise this would be congidered a segmented review
whiclys not legal under SHORA,

Long Island Sound itdelf 15 ain historic resource warths: of protection from the visual assault of
e FSRLL One only:needs to visit the many Tocal mugcuns that hold thousands of artilac(s and
works of art depicting the wild, batural spenness that as historically characterized Long Tsland
Sound from the timie efore European settlenvent all the way up to the present day.
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Impacts associated with use of the onshore facilities are addressed in
Sections 3.5.2.3, 3.7.2.3, and 3.8.5 of the final EIS. As noted in those
sections, the onshore facilities would be used to support the offshore
operations. This would include providing warehouse space for supplies
and materials, office space for workers, and docking areas for tugs. With
use of existing facilities for Project-related activities that would be similar
to the current use of the facilities, we do not anticipate significant
additional impacts.

Potential impacts of the Project on historic properties in Port Jefferson are
addressed in Section 3.8.5 of the final EIS.

As currently proposed, no significant impacts would be expected with the
use of existing onshore facilities by the Project. When the specific
facilities are chosen and the final use plan is prepared, FERC is requiring
Broadwater either (1) to confirm that no environmental impacts would be
associated with the facilities; or (2) if the final use plans indicate a potential
for currently unforeseen impacts, to comply with environmental permit
requirements in order to ensure that any impacts that may occur are
acceptable to state and local permitting authorities.

Individuals Comments

BW030226




IN10 — Ann Carter

ZOOTHLERR00L Peseived FERC GSEC OEF23/2005 02102:00 A0 Dosketll ‘DPOE-54 004

IN10-9 [
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IN1CG-11

INTO-12

IN10-13

IN10:14

Middle Ground Lighthouss and its setling (ihe surrcunding wild, open expaiise ol Long Island
Sound and the fishing - groonds at Btatford Shoaly are alse historie sesarcas not profocted by the
pripused FERIT and pipeline. The DIFEIS dost notanalyze fopacts to this historic; sGenie, and
recreational resotirce, and does not dndlise Inpacts of a continpency vl for g Bratfoid Shval
pipeline reratine

The proposed project alse has the potential to destroy archacological resourceyin, Long Island
Sound, which is invonsistentwith this pelicy, The IELS does not provide adeguate protective
measures and thers iy -no government oversight to ensure that ynauthorized collegtion of antificts
does wot soeur belfore, during, snd-alfler construction

Poliey 3

Fhie propased projedt s clearly inconsistent with this policy to.enbance visual qualiby aad protect
seenie-resoureesin Tony Tland Sound. The DEISTS analysis of wisual impacis wis sorgly
ingdetpate. The 623 pape Visual Resource Azgessmight (Appendiz Kyghould have béen
physically included with the DEIS and miade readily available to the public pursuantto SEQRA
Part 617.9 (b)Y 7) that réquirés aiy felerenoed documenis be thade dvailable for inspection by the
pubiliv within the time perisd Tor public comuient n the sime plades whers the ageniy nialies
available copiss of the KIS, Dueto-tts size; thig 623 pagevisual impactaimalysis docunient sould
not bedownloaded from the FERCrwebdite by the:average person so most, i not all, of'the
public Hias pot had the opporiimily 1o review and coiiment on it

The:DELS claims that there will be “miner to modernte impacts on visual resourees™, The
sinmilations fnthe. Visual Renoures Assessiment show that the FSRU will be anugly visial

irtruion aid diseordant feature, d hing a scenze lanidscape that hgs een the subject of artists

Tor ciinturics and-assauliing the scoscd, espetally Wrus whcnwe aveoubgailing in our Sound:
Thie proposal is ineonsisientwith Pelicy 31 that reguires the profeetion ol suenie valuies
agsvciated with public Tandg, ineluding public trost Lands snd waters, and watural resources.
Elements of the FSR1UT will be well.over 100 ft-tall, with the tower being 279 faet high, The
undiselosed lighting plan;will likely also have negative visual impacts that were not adequately
addressed inthe DEIS. The lighting will completeli ruin somie of our bést local wigws of the
night sky that we appreeiate and cxpodt on clear pights in the Sound during eveningsailboat
raciig and fight thne erossings. - Bedause nugratory birds must be protected, the Tighting vn the
fower might Tuive do'be bright whiti giobe Tights, which would Bean eyisore from land o1 from
the water.

Visual impacts 1o recredtiona) sailors were inadequately addressed orgrossly underestimated in
e DEIS. ~The 603 page visual yesource assessment i severely Tlasved in that it doesn’t
consider this visugl lipact to sailors traveling near the fagility, sonistimnes gt spesds of Teay than

a Kot in Tight winds, The duration of the severs visual assaultwill be lofig. The DIEIS seems to

itrdicdte ihat sailors dorC use the middie of the Sound very mnch, which is complEly untric.

The FSRL will also pernianently degrade surnatural views from Long Island s north shore,

Page 401711

IN10-9  We addressed historic, scenic, and recreational resources in the EIS (see
Sections 3.8, 3.5.6, and 3.5.5, respectively).

IN10-10  Sections 3.1.2.2 and 3.2.3.1 of the final EIS provide an expanded
discussion of the Stratford Shoal contingency plan.

IN10-11  Potential impacts of the Project on cultural resources are addressed in
Section 3.8.5 of the final EIS.

IN10-12  The visual resources assessment presented in Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS
fulfills NEPA requirements. The potential impacts to visual resources that
we described were based in part on information from the Visual Resources
Assessment prepared by Broadwater’s consultant. That report followed the
guidelines and requirements of NYSEDEC for visual resources assessment.
We have made the document available to the public in the Project docket,
in compliance with NEPA. Issues related to consistency with coastal zone
policies are addressed in response to comment IN10-5.

IN10-13  As described in Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS, our evaluation of the
potential impacts to visual resources concludes that there would be a minor
to moderate impact. In addition, FERC has included a recommendation in
Section 3.3.5 of the final EIS that Broadwater work with FWS and NMFS
to develop a detailed lighting plan that would minimize impacts to avian
species and marine resources. Issues related to consistency with coastal
zone policies are addressed in response to comment IN10-5.

IN10-14  Section 3.5.6 of the final FIS has been updated to further address the
potential visual impacts of the FSRU and LNG carriers on recreational
boaters.
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meluding its blull tops. These blulMeps are. daily'destitaiions Tor many hikers from my
eamtnunity who: go to ook ol over thie wild and iatical Sound; nobody wants thelr matiral. view
permanently scarted by the FSRTT, The FERTT catmot be compared to-small passing ships in'the
distance. Kaowing and secing that the magsive FRRU s stattondey and pepianent, sisually and
psyehologigallywinld be an assault on thie seiges: The natural views of the Sound have
higtorically beg the subject of thousands of works of arf; one-example being the beautiful vld o1l
painting by William Daxis of a view of LI Sound locking from an historic cordwoed landing in
Miller Place toward the direction of the proposed FERLL ThisJecation wisnot assessed in the
visual analisis, nor ware the BlafT views not Tar feom there from the same nature preserve, I
impactare similar to these in the photo-simulations Trom Shoreham Beaclvin Appendic K they
L are hotrendots,

IN1C-15

How the DEIS could possibly twist Taots torsay this - consistent with Poliey 332 {Prevent
tmpirent of scenic components that:contribule to high scenic quality)is latighable. FERC
staft seenis to think the Tighting plan tan be dealt with Tater. Tt niceds 1o beaddiesy WOW itia
tevised DEIS.

IN1O-16

Policy 4
This poliey regarding foodingsnd srosion vannot be fully evaluated with respeet 1o the proposed
project hecanse the RIS does not, provide sufficient-information abput il proposed onshore
fagitity. The DEIS showld berevised o include site plan delails for the proposed aishore

L faeilities and should congider nipacts of $éa Tevel dseon thé onishore Tactlity:

IN10-17

Palicy §

The proposal is inconsistent witly this policy to pritect dnd tmprove water givality in'the Long

Island Sourid-voastal arca, Upto30900,00:million gallong pér day o water. wall be akeri in near

this FRRU andd signiliennt discharges will alseveenr, Biogide treated walorimay be discharged 19

the Bound-with the prieling constuetion, Chlotinated waterwill also be diseharged to the

Sound. Scientistchave reeently found that deinking, bathme of swhmming i ¢hloringted water
9548 li may inerease the tisk of bladder cancer. ! Many:other hazardous chemicals will be uged that were

inadequately analyzed i the DEIS and théy will pese many opportunities for water guality
degradation in LI Sotnd (scp Policy 8 comuents):

Pulicy' 6
The proposal s inconsistént with this policy to protact and vestore the quality and funcifon of the

Long Jsland Sound ¢oosystent. Thi intake of wpy to 30,900,000 gallons pet day of seavvater ficar
the FEREL and the intake of water to hwdrostatically test the pipeline will spek inand kill
ichthyoplankten, small fish and thelrepgs. The DELS doss not describe what will happen te
Tnvger creatuses, likesealy, porpoises, dolplis, gou turtles aind larger fish that-pet néai this water
infakes of the FTSRU and carriers. TheJighting and the discharge of large amounts of heated
IN10-20 E waiter near the FSRU willalso have négative mipuets oo maiine Tife and 48 notadequaiely

IN10:19

L American Journal of Bpidemiology, January 2007,
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N-874

As described in response to comment IN10-12, the visual analysis was
conducted in accordance with New York state agency requirements and
guidelines. The assessment presents views from many locations that are
representative of sensitive views of the Sound; it was not reasonable to
include an assessment of the visual impacts from all viewpoints.

Issues related to consistency with coastal zone policies are addressed in
response to comment IN10-5. The night lighting plan is addressed in
response to comment IN10-13.

Please see our response to comment IN10-8.

Section 3.2.2 of the final EIS provides information on the requirement for
an SPCC plan and an assessment of potential water quality impacts;
Section 3.10.2.4 provides information on the receipt and storage of
hazardous materials. In addition, as is customary for all shipping traffic in
Long Island Sound, vessels associated with the Project would be required
to comply with MARPOL, an international convention that aims to prevent
operational or accidental pollution of the marine environment by ships
(IMO 1978).

Marine mammals, sea turtles, and other large marine species near the
proposed water intakes would not be affected due to the slow velocity of
the intake (0.5 foot per second or less) and the small screen size (less than
0.2-inch mesh screen).

Sections 3.3.2.2 and 3.3.4.2 of the final EIS have been expanded to more
fully describe the potential impacts of lighting and water discharges on
marine resources. These findings conclude that no significant impact to
marine resources is associated with the proposed Project.
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addréssed in the DEIS. Why doesni’t the DEIS méntion the séals, potpuises and dolpling? We
Trave seon seals hauled out on the rodks nowinter all along LT nonth-shore, dicluding stratcheg of
beackh between Miller Plave and Rivérhead. Asa child weall bt Tived on the Beach all sominer
tong and every day we saw linew of porpeises traveling far off shore fivthe middle of the Botnd.
W thoughit that with all sirtaxes and legislation that iave: goite to improvie liabitats'in Long
Island Sound, ihat they would someday réturn. Last week, dolphins were found off of the Long,
Istand shoreline, Liphting, reguired by FAX otrthe 279 £t 1all tower at the FSRU may have
impacts on migratory birds that must be epalyzed inarevised DEIS. FERC seems o think that
they can mitigate threats to the ecosysion by reguiring Breadwater fo-consull with agencies Tater
prioviveonsiruetion, They also want to slough ofl dothg the lighiing placand analyzing impaets
1o locally imporiant spesies; ingluding NY Tisted speties, until Tater, “Thisshould-all be addressed
NOW: in-atevised DEISso thal we can review and comment o it

The prapogal will cavse aty pallution which is inconsistent with this policy 1o protect and
improve aic ity the Tong Kland Souind cosstal area. . The 1des that bringtirg in ate pollution
credits will somehow Teggens thé inpadt on Long Island Saimd is tidiculoos, The béttorn:ling iy
that air-quality will be degraded, no mattor héw vou look atit. Appendix I, which perféaing to air
guality inpacts, sontaing sections that are highlighted by FERE to by addressed. FPERC stall?
seems to-think that, 1twill be-alvight for Broadwater to do.a full air quality impact analysiy lafer.
This should be addrégsed in arevised DEIS sothal the public has the opporiimily 1o conunent;

Policy 8

Thepropoesal is inconsigtent with this polioy which calls Tor the eliniination or redudciion:in the
perieratipn o hazardous wastes and the prevention of reledse of toxic pollutants or &ubstances
liazardous 1o the eoviromment thal would hive wdeleterions offeot on Tish and swildlife resources.
Many hazdrdovs substonees andwastes will beeneraied by the projedyand ntioducedinlothe
ceogystom and they will not all be comamied during constroction and operation of the FSRU, the
pipeling, and the onshove facility, Huge volumes of biodide treated water will be penerated,
handled, and discharged with the project, wclnding the hydrostatic testing of the pipeline. Some
of the hazardous chemicils that will He stored and fransported fo the FSRU thraagh Port
Jefferson. or Greenport (sée Appendix K which wag not readily availabile for public review wiili
thie DEIS) include like niercaptan and-aquesus animenta, “Thie United States muterial safdy
datd sheet (MBDS) listy methanethiol.,.” [alst Kiown as micthvl méreaptat]. .. “ds a.eolorles,
Hamiable gas with an extremely sitongand repulsive smell. Av very high contenfrations. itis
highly tosic and affecty thi-cenfral nervous systein: Ti penatrating odor provides warning:at
dangerous coneentrations, A odor threshald-of 0002 ppm has beén reported, The Uhnired Stales
OSHA Permissible Txposure Limitisiisted as 10 ppm.” (Wildpedia). Avother source says that
“aguisots anuriohia readts vielentlywith most acids: Tt Toriis explogive compounds with niereniv,
silver oxidey-and bther compounds of silvet: It corrodes niany. metals, notably those in Groups
TR TIB, A, and TB: With the halogéns it Torms the shoek-sensitive; explosive uitrogen
tribalides: With:hensehold bleach (sodium hypochloste solirtion) it forms texic and explosively
unstable chigramines. The woncentiation of ammonia inthe air above solutions of agqueous
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Section 3.3.4 of the final EIS discusses marine mammals that occur in Long
Island Sound, including seals and dolphins, and the potential impacts on
these species from the proposed Project.

Thank you for your comments. The discussion in Section 3.3.5 of the final
EIS has been expanded regarding the potential impacts of lighting on
migratory birds based, in part, on an updated lighting plan. In addition, we
have included a recommendation that Broadwater coordinate with FWS
and NMFS to develop a detailed lighting plan that will be protective of
avian species, fish species, and marine mammals. Potential impacts to
threatened and endangered species are discussed in Section 3.4 of the final
EIS. The lighting plan is publicly available in FERC’s docket for the
Broadwater LNG Project (Docket No. CP06-54-000,

Accession #20070515-4011).

As described in Section 3.9.1 of the final EIS, regulatory review and
permitting for air emissions are the responsibility of EPA and NYSDEC.
Therefore, the final EIS describes what the potential emissions are,
identifies proposed mitigation, and describes the status of agency review
and permitting. The proposed Project cannot proceed without its federal
and state air permits.

It is not clear what hazardous materials the commentor believes would be
dumped into Long Island Sound, but Section 3.10.2.4 of the final EIS
provides information on the receipt, storage, and proper disposal of
hazardous materials, all of which would be done in accordance with all
federal and state regulations and permits.

Hazardous materials would be transported on land in accordance with then-

current state and federal regulations regarding the transport of hazardous
materials.
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apamonia Gan be within the explosive limits for amnionia (15-28%6)> " Large volumes of soditin
fiypochiorite will be also be used thal cancredet vinkently with the dinmonia;

The DEIR states that anti-fouling paint won 't b necessary on the FSRL, How will growth be
controlled below the waterime during the expected life of the FSRL and what are s impacts?

FERE stallseems to think. thitdinalvsis ol aiworshease $pill stehatio canwait tntil taler;
Idwgification and analisis ol all compiments o Uagpill containment and eleanup. plan nged. to:be

addressed NOW in 4 rovised DEIS.

The DETS docs not thoroughly analyee potential impacts of all chemieal delivery, storage;

yrigtion, nse, and disposal 'including at the cnshore facility, and petentially toxic and
dangerous chentical interactions. FERC seémy tathink thaf they can mitigate This problem later
an by fequiring Broadwater to provide ddditiofal intorivation aboit the hazardous substandés
thatwill be tsed. This néeds to bis addressed NOW: irea revised DEIS.

Policy 9

Thi propogal is inconsistent with This policy 16 profect inaintaii, and improve publicaceéss and
watersrelated recreutiondn Long Istand Ssund and (o preserve the public dnterest inaind wse ol
Tarids sndwenters beld inepublic trust. Approval of this:project would constitute an glivnation of
land i the publie trust, Thave been a Long Island: Sound boater hailing from Kount Sinai
Harbor singe the early 1960's, like many of my tors dating back several centuries, Like
vaost-of the publie. T am adansastly oppesed tothe alienation of public trust Tand that thisproject
demands avound the FSRU and LNG carviers,: Long Island. Scamnd, by its wory natvre, is
considered a parkiby recreational | - Mobody o evet drbamicd an assandi such as
Broadwiter could ever happen: with.all of thé protections wé havid placed oniil, oiherwise we
would have had the Sound designated a National Pak by now,

wotild B

The DEIS does not adéquately addessy unpaets o recreativnal silors, Theproposed 1.4 witle
digmater circtlar arsa.of our'Sound that will be permianent by Tost 1o-us and the rest of the public
along with the wind shadow ereated by the nyassof the FSRL could eause nepative impadts toa
saflor rangire from anuisance to-a Tife threatening hazard, Under cerlain eombindtions of
conditions.ineloding Tight-wind speeds. swift.currents; unfavorable wind dirgctions, and FSRT
wind ghadow ¢ffects; sailors.may havie to-add Bours o theie irips having to tuck to-avoid the
FSRU exelosionared.  Tocabsaiborsknow very well howthe bluffys en Tong Island’s north
shore affect the winds that power theirvessels. Why werent FSRU wind shadow affects on
sailbioats analvized i the DEIS?

The FSRU and LNG carriers will ohstiet and tnterfere with ot pleasuss sailing, tading and
eruising s o plages ke Block Island,. Conngeticut, and othe Now Etseland destinutives. The
DELS cldims that the estimated drangit fime for the, LNGicarrier’ s imoving salély-and sccurity zong

4 }mp: £ imeimbershipm t'.s.targf'u;’ft:t:s,r'pl,lbs,"{l[ SRS ICE 20030024, pedf
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Aqueous ammonia would be containerized and stored on the FSRU.
Sodium hypochlorite would not be stored on the FSRU but would be
generated onboard the FSRU as needed. We recognize that these chemicals
are incompatible; however, the use of them on the FSRU would comply
with the manufacturer’s material safety data sheets for the materials and the
requirements of Broadwater’s Operations Manual which would incorporate
the applicable regulatory requirements (as described in Section 3.10.2.4 of
the final EIS).

While the draft EIS explicitly stated that anti-fouling paint would be
necessary on the FSRU, Section 3.2.3.1 of the final EIS includes a
recommendation that Broadwater initially use silicon paint for the hull of
the FSRU instead of using the copper-based paint proposed by Broadwater.
There would be no re-application of paint on the hull below the waterline
during Project operations.

Section 3.10.2.4, which has been updated to include a discussion on a spill
of ammonia at the FSRU, includes information on hazardous materials used
on the FSRU. Section 3.2.2.10f the final EIS includes a recommendation
for Broadwater to prepare an SPCC plan. Broadwater would be required to
prepare an Emergency Response Plan as described in Section 3.10.6 of the
final EIS. These plans would address the use and potential for release of
hazardous materials and the emergency response procedures that would be
followed if an incident were to occur during construction or operation of
the Project. FERC must approve the Emergency Response Plan prior to
any final approval to begin construction. If the plans are not sufficient, or
if FERC or the Coast Guard has additional concerns regarding safety,
security, or environmental impacts associated with implementation of the
plans, Broadwater would not be authorized to operate the Project. Further,
if the Project receives initial authorization to proceed, Broadwater would
work with federal, state, and local agencies to develop a Facility Security
Plan (as outlined in 33 CFR 101-105 and a Facility Response Plan as
outlined in 33 CFR 154).

The FSRU would weathervane around the YMS in response to wind, tide,
and currents. In most windy situations, the bow would likely be headed
into the wind, and the FSRU would not create a substantial wind shadow.
If the FSRU is not turned into the wind due to heavy currents or tidal
action, the effects of a wind shadow would likely be minimal outside of the
nearly 0.7-mile distance between the FSRU and the edge of the proposed
safety and security zone.

Individuals Comments
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IN10-29  (Continued)

The closest point of the proposed safety and security zone around the
FSRU would be over 8 miles from the New York shoreline and more than
10 miles from the Connecticut shoreline. That would leave a substantial
area for sailboats to traverse that portion of the Sound.

In addition, as noted in Section 3.1.2.3 of the WSR (Appendix C of the
final EIS) and in Section 3.5.5.1 of the final EIS, the highest density of
recreational boating is within 3.5 miles of the shoreline. Therefore, most
recreational boating would not be affected by the proposed safety and
security zone around the YMS and FSRU. Finally, we do not believe that it
is appropriate to compare the effects on the wind that may be exerted by the
bluffs on Long Island’s north shore with the possible effects on wind of a
facility (the FSRU) that is orders of magnitude smaller. As noted above,
we do not anticipate that the FSRU would create a wind shadow that would
affect sailing vessels outside of the proposed safety and security zone.

Individuals Comments
N-877
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past o fxed. point seould be about 15 minuics. This was Based o a T2 kot specd Tor the carrior.
This is inconsistent with other statemente that say the ING carrier spoad-will be 10 knots to
protect martne wildhife: Porthermiors; the DEIS did not analvze the huge aresd that will e lest to
use by saalboats during the LNG cdtrier’s décelerating appiodch and niansuvering svhile docking
the LNG varriors ot the FSRU. Whet the windy are-out of thie nonly, Lassuine the LNG caitier
will have to-approactt slowly from theseuth ol the FSRU, impaciing miles. of” our sailing growids
due o the 2.3 mile exelusion zons forg. and 1.2 mile exclusionzone ai-of the earder:. The 15
ainute tARSIE timieds, ackiirate,

The constant noise froni the FSRU operating will interfere with the pedce.and quistthit we are
used to-énjoying midway on ¢rogsings between Moutit Sinai- Harbor and the Thinible Jskdfids, CT,
ohe-of eurfavorite destinations:

Throughout the DEIS, sailbioats wereoffen Tutriped in with récreational moterboats in the impact
analyzes, Which i misleading, - Foregamiple, whert we aie sailing thiough The Rags, the DEIS
weems to nply that we cansimply sail along the sdges 1o avnid the LNG carciers auid their
Massive exclugion zones or thut we San timne our use of the Race tavord the carfiers.  Again,
the wind shadow affects that the Hese massive carritns will have onsailboats is ot considered.
Thevutside edgey of The Rave ave ollen the rrost dangerong portion o 0 bew fora sailhoat
who ig-constricted by super strong currents and limited options for direction of travel, because
sometimes we have to tack through The Race: Dueto strong currents; timing Tor pasgage through
‘Thie Race 18 eritical fo-a sailboat captain, otherwise we will have to wait Tor ihé nexd fide cyeles,
The Tagt harbor for us héading east is’ Matiitock, whidh has @ longiereeks THwastiy ovet in
Matiituck béfore going on té Block Tstand, we have to take extra vare 10'he suré that we Limie our
depattane correctly sodlialwe can-ekit the aredh and navigate through the Rege with the cuirents
in oue favor, which means: sometimes fraveling ‘at night. In lightwindsand strong-currents,
sailbosts can Tose control of thetr steering; the vutiide edges of The Race are the last place you'd
waittte bethien.  Totell waailiise family that ey Bave to tale-4 detonr aroind the sthisiside of
Fishier's Island orwait Tor anvther tide eyele isTudicroms when itcould add fhdiy hours toa rip,
O Tred T is g0 precious. W shouldn 't be anyimore resiricted in Thé Race than we alredidy
wreunder existing anditions.  FERC séens o think that vuruniderstalled Coast Guard will be
able to come up with saféty plans for The Race sometime fater on, but this Should be
Broadwater’s responsibility-and it should bé done NOW in a revised DEIS so-that the public has
the opportunity to comment. The substantial interference and sbstruction of public use of our
navigable walers Sinnot he miitigated and this is clearly inconsistent with Poliev 9,

Policy 11

The proposal is-not congistent with this palicy to protéer the oxisting Tong Blaiid Sound water-
dependent uges in Long Tsland Sound, priniai [y boatifia, Visual ascess, Hishing, and lobstering,
The proposed onshitre Gagility i Port JefTerson Harbor s Tocated very close to-a busy public boat
aitip wind the Siiting arca of Tort-JTeffergon Harbor is bistling with existing boat waffic, sgpesially
inthe spring, summer,.and fall. T have sailed tnto:this harbor manv times.and note that 16 can be a
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As stated in the draft EIS, any speed restriction for right whales would be
implemented in the Atlantic Ocean, not in Long Island Sound. Section
3.4.1.2 of the final EIS provides an updated discussion of right whale
avoidance measures. Within Long Island Sound, LNG carriers typically
would travel at a speed of 12 knots based on current navigation practices in
those areas.

The 15-minute transit time is based on a 12-knot LNG carrier speed,
applicable to general transit activities. The carrier would decrease speed
during final approach to the FSRU and during berthing and deberthing
activities. However, much of the slowing would be within the proposed
fixed safety and security zone around the YMS and FSRU and therefore
would not affect marine traffic.

The direction of approach to the FSRU would vary depending on the
prevailing wind and current vectors at the time. As noted in Section 3.1.2.3
of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) and in Section 3.5.2.1 of the
final EIS, the highest density of recreational boating is within 3.5 miles of
the shoreline. Therefore, most recreational boating would not be affected
by the LNG carriers, even if slowing and turning into the FSRU from either
the north or the south. Sailors that are far enough offshore to be in the
general area of an LNG carrier could slow their vessels to avoid a conflict
with the proposed moving safety and security zone around the LNG carrier;
or if the zone is directly in the path of the sailing vessel, the sailor could
alter course to pass in front of or behind the moving safety and security
zone.

Section 3.7.1.3 of the final EIS and Tables 2-1 and 2-5 of the WSR
(Appendix C of the final EIS) make it clear that large commercial vessels
would not be new to Long Island Sound. Tankers, cargo ships, and
passenger vessels commonly transit Long Island Sound. Any wind shadow
effect of an LNG carrier would be comparable to that of similar-sized
vessels that already transit the Race.

Individuals Comments
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IN10-33  As described in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, it would take between
approximately 25 and 35minutes for the entire proposed moving safety and
security zone of an LNG carrier to pass through the 2.3-mile-wide area the
Coast Guard defines as the Race, and this would occur no more than once
per day. This would require a minor delay for sailors and would allow
sufficient time to pass through the Race during the generally calm period
from about 1 hour before until 1 hour after a slack tide. In addition, if
authorized, it is expected that Coast Guard would require Broadwater to
schedule LNG carrier transits to minimize impact to other waterway users,
to the extent practical, as recommended by the Coast Guard in Section 8.4
of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS). Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS
has been revised to more clearly describe FERC’s approach to this issue.

If the Coast Guard issues a Letter 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.

Finally, as noted in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, there are alternative
routes for vessels without deep drafts to enter or exit Long Island Sound on
the east, including the area between Valiant Rock and Little Gull Island.

IN10-34  Please see our response to comment IN10-28.

IN10-35  Please see our response to comment IN10-6. Potential impacts to marine
traftic associated with the use of onshore service facilities are addressed in
Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS. By selecting existing facilities for Project-
related use that would be similar to current use, we do not anticipate that
significant impacts would be associated with the use of service boats and
tugs.

Individuals Comments
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INT0-36

real shallenge 1o naviguie when the: Frrics and commiercial vissels.we mineuvering fn this
harbor, My childeen participated iy the small sailboat racing Tessons i the harbor that are still in
aperation today, and there were.many eonflicts and vafety issued then.. The DEIS does nipt
adequataly degeribs the size of Broadwater s proposgd suppoit vessel fldetand théir potential
operations i the harbor and: potential for additigial vongestion sud dontliet among usis, and
salicty issues, a1l important in evaluating consistency with Policy 1.7,

Poliey 11 IN10-36

The proposil isclearly inconsistent.with this policy to promaote sustainableuse of Tiving marine
resources i LI Sound, The elosing off of ahuge aréa of the Sound around the FERU and along
the LNG Gartier toulés 1o commidretal and recréational fishing and Tobsiering is ingross violation
Policy V13 1o protectconmsreial fishing from intorterense ordisplacement by-competing wator
usay. To-think ihut this ean be mitigated by paying ofTsome. ol our giisting commireial
fisherman is ludicrous. Are thecoimimereial guys thatace 1o b pad off exprected to fister feturii
to-thebusiness?  What aboutall the 75% of commgrcial lobster mgnowho stopped working out
there after the lobster dieoft? We're dll expeeting wietum of thi lobstere when tnany Suvreturn
1 the business.  Whid aboit albof the cotnroercial and récreationil tsery thay will never again
Tave the opportunity to-use the proposed exelugion argad? Asateenager, I Hadthe wondarful
experienceol maintaining % dozen lobster traps i the:Sound butween Miller Plave and Wading
Riverand Iwdnt'my grandéhildren to have the samie opportunity, Fven bhack then (35 yeardago),
Howas tricky to:find spats where there wolldit be contlitis with the .commgrefal guys. Alihe
Wearitrg, & lobster pran explaingd hovw the Broadwater proposal will forde a shiftintrap liries;
This eould cavge a displademendt of seiall teéreatignal veers, like T whas. FERC seenis to iniply
that the impacts to. the fishermen:can b mitigated with @ comp Hon agreenisntt themi
and Broadwater o be-worked out later on. The details of such an apreement should be prosented
for pubili¢-reviéw and cofinnént NOW in arevised DEIS,  Woild an cagemient o [gise ol
inderwater Tand to Broadhwater allov for them, their, employees, or any of its affiliated
companies fo Narvest the Tobistery Tn the exelusion zone under the FSRUT oF 1o subleusy the
exclusion zofe to others for liaivest?

Policy 13

The proposed projeetis in gross vielation of this poligy (o promote appropriale uye aind
development ol energy resowrdes. This policy recomimendy conservation vl energy and greater
iise of sustaimabile energy résoarces, suchas solur:wind, and hydroeleelvic powir as the Tirst
orderof preference; rather than constructing new energy generating Tacilities, I Broadwater
ware constructed, we will losethe incentive to develop clean, low impaet alternative energy
gources. Broadwiter says itwill save meg 530001 fuel bills; but 4t thie heaiiip, orie politiciantold
v Akt we could save this much by replacing 5 conveniional ight Bulbs in our hemes with: 5
effeient tight hulbs. Idorather install the Tighibidbs, o buy a bybrid car, ortuny v hermostat
down, or dry iy taundryona clothissiing than 105¢ my Long Island Sounid o Broadwater. Al of
thie professional fesourées that are baing wasted oi déveloping and réviewing this fidiculous
Broadwater plan cotild be ised to désign mass transporiation plans for Connecticut and for Long
Hdand that'wonld bz much mote congistent sith poliey 13.1. Policy 13:3 calls forthe siting of
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As noted in Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS, Broadwater would be required
to file with FERC documentation of a compensation agreement with
commercial fishermen. Confidential agreements between Broadwater and
the fishermen would not be made available for public review. The
proposed safety and security zone around the FSRU represents only 0.1
percent of the area of the Sound, and implementation of the zone therefore
would result in a minor impact on recreational lobster fishing. Further, the
Coast Guard would allow only Project-related activities within the
proposed safety and security zone around the YMS and FSRU; this would
not include lobster fishing by anyone, including Broadwater employees.
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IN10-37

newemajor energy generating fadilitics close e load cnters, The liad center:for this projéct:ig
Kew Yorle City, T this project in as safe a8t 4s touted to-be, boild i thera!

The DEIS does not'demonstratethat the LNG fual fagilivy can be safely sited and operated as
required by Polivy 134, Our Coasr Guaid, while coimpetent, dods tivt have the capacityte
priteet-ug ot the threats that this projectintroduces: to oy region,  Wieneed allof the: Coast
CGard resources thatwe curenily bave PLUS more, just-to protestos WITHOUT this project:
Agsailons and bouters from Mot Birai Harbor, we have all seeh tragiy events on Long [land
Sotmd where the Coast Cuard was not readily availabley not Tong ago, a fatal accident involving a
local young Tobster man while working Iiis traps: Wealways had to fight hard 1o keep what Tiffle
Coast Giiard presende we: do have for Tong Island Bodters. Ny son worked on lobster and ¢lam
boats in. 1.1 8ovnd, everi in.sub-Zeroowathier with the:boaticing over and Fworded soimuch
Keigwing he iwas probably: on his wnaut there i something went ary: Towould be etragingif
sovernmrent funding, comes forth te provide protection forthis proposed private for-profit project
bya wealthy cormipay; wlisn we dverage tax paving eitizens have not bedn déemed wortliy
enoushto réceive refnforaed protection.

IN10-38

The Race isa dangerous plage, dv noted above ninder Policy 9. T the DEIS, the veloeitiekof
water Mo through The Rave are exprossed oy averapey rathier thar masimune seloeities,
which would hetter demonstrate the hazards associated with this body of water, Maximum
purrent veloeitigs in The Race should-also be analyzed for events such as huirfoanes dnd
prolonged noreasters whei Iarger thati: nirmal v alumiss of walet can’enier or exit the Long,
Tsland Sound through this dangérons vhoke paoint

This TXELS shiould e revasid 10-provide a complete and detailed analysis sufficient énoughiso that
logal decistor nrakers can decide whether or not it is ceonomicallv and physically feasible to
develop and fmplement a logal vrespotise and evacuation plas forus Long Islanders m
thieveiit of dn accident orao ofterrarizn.  AdDef the nesessary soinponants of such & plan must
b identiligd and thoroughly apalvzed, FERC glatl seems Toahink thal wi e wait-until lateelor
Broadsvater to-devise a realistic eiergeney response and Svaduation plan,complete with Tunding
provisicns. This needs to iy done NOW ini revised DEIS: th FEIS sheuld NOT be pripard
wnttl the poblic has had the opportunity fo review and commisnt on & realishie and suffictently
detailed plan that is analyzed n 4 revised DEIS.

IN10-39
Furthermore FERE seens to think that Broadwater s capable.of coming upwitl ain emergeney
regporise plan that includis 4 list of einergeney responders to:coordinate with in casy of an
gogident, . Justiake alook aball.ofthe errops-in the DEIS:-distribution st in the appoendix which
is-a-pood indication that Broadwater 1snt gapable of domg this!

Additional Conunents

Avvevised DS should snalyze potentialimpactool the predicted intreased infeniity smd
fragusney of htitrcattes cansed by global climars change. In fact; throughott the DEIS, impacts
oftelabal climate change must be cansidered and addressed for midiy o the topics, tncluding
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As described in Section 3.10 of the final EIS, FERC has assessed the safety
of operation of the FSRU and would continue to review the continuing
designs; operating manuals; and other aspects of construction; design; and
operation before issuing authorization to operate. FERC also would
conduct annual inspections of the FSRU, and if it is found to be out of
compliance with the authorized operating conditions, FERC would order
Broadwater to terminate operation. As documented in the WSR
(Appendix C of the final EIS), the Coast Guard made the preliminary
determination that the risks associated with operation of the FSRU and the
LNG carriers could be properly managed with implementation of its
recommended mitigation measures in the WSR.

An LNG carrier would not need to deal with currents or wind conditions in
the Race during a major storm, such as a Nor’easter or hurricane, because
an LNG carrier would not enter the Race during severe weather (as
described in Section 3.10.4.5 of the final EIS). Incoming LNG carriers
would remain at sea, outside Long Island Sound, until there is a sufficient
span of suitable weather for the carrier to enter and complete berthing,
unloading, deberthing, and departure transit.

We agree that the appropriate local and state agencies should agree to the
provisions of an Emergency Response Plan. We have addressed much of
this comment above in our response to comment IN10-28. The extent to
which Broadwater would fund the costs incurred by state and local
agencies would be established during development of the Emergency
Response Plan and stipulated in the Cost-Sharing Plan portion of the
document, as described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS. If funding
agreements cannot be developed to the satisfaction of the participating
agencies and Broadwater, FERC would not approve the plan or authorize
initiation of construction.

Individuals Comments
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IN10-40 We apologize for any errors in the distribution list (the commentor did not
specify what errors are present), however, FERC prepared that appendix,
not Broadwater. We have updated the list based on comments and returned
mailers. Nevertheless, we believe that it is inappropriate to equate minor
errors in listing names and affiliations with the major planning efforts of
Broadwater; the Coast Guard; and other federal, state, and local agencies.

IN10-41  As discussed in Section 3.2.1.2, the most severe hurricane historically
recorded in Long Island Sound was a Category 3. However, Section
3.10.2.3 of the final EIS includes a recommended design and construction
criteria that the YMS be designed and constructed to withstand the weather
conditions of a Category 5 hurricane. It is not clear what technical basis
there would be to support the claim that the minor, highly localized impacts
of the proposed Project would somehow influence global climate change,
or exacerbate those changes if they were to occur.
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animil frilgratory palierns  cmergengy planning, dnvasive spécios proliferation, sea lovel rige,
atfects of watm water discharges from this project combined with seatemperature rize from
global warniing, ete... IN10-42
Would the propoged leage oy casement frony New York State also peemit Broudwater to s or

sublease the tower Tor antenna siructures, suchias private wirgless telecormmunications Tagilities?

I go, dmpacts of these Facilitios should also be reviewed in prevised DELS,

Toould wotaceess most of the docwments on the FERC website Tor Docket £ CP0G-36-000
(Broadwater), Theyvshoild be made available tothe public. Isthiga ditterent Broadivater
projeet?

IN10-43

1

Approval ofiltls profect would resall ' s wible and irvétri le conarmibrient of

envirommental resources that cannol by mitigaied.

Again, the Broadwatér projeet CANNOT be approvedand Broadwater shiould be sugburaged to
withdraw iis application 16 save Gs Drom any Turtherswasia of 1ax dollars:

Thark you for congdering my coniments,

Sincerely;
AnaCarigr

I Goverror Elliol S pitzer
FERC Gag 3, PE113
LS Army Corps of Englocers, NY District
WYS-QPEHP
NYS Office of General Sarvioes
NY'§ DEC
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It is our understanding that, if an easement is granted by the State of New
York, it would address subsea land uses and would not impose conditions
on use of the FSRU or the YMS. The only communications systems
proposed by Broadwater are for Project-related communications.

The standard Request for Blanket Certificate Authority is referenced by
Docket No. CP06-56-000 and involves no environmental impacts. No
facilities are proposed for construction under the blanket certificate at this
time. All Project-related information is filed under public Docket No.
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James ©:.0unlop. | N 1 1 2

5% Cedar Hill Terrace
Milter Flace, NY 11764

Jatwarg 40, 2007

Dear Federal Encrgy Eeguiatory Cormmission,

| amvwtiting this Jetter irrresponss te the Draft Ernviconiviental inpact Statement onvthe Broadwater
project, FERGIEIS - 01960 gated Novembar 2006, As a private oiizen iving in Miller Place, MY, ty'the
Sound; 1 feel that the full impact of this project is not properly addressed in this-docuiment. ‘See Dockets
Docket Nos: ©P0654-000, GP08-05-000, CPAB-56:-000.

Firat, Lang Isiand Sound g3 public Watervay, onwhich latge amotints of motey and resources Have
beeri spent in recent vears to-epsure that this national treasure s avaliable to future generations. “The
siting of the larpe. phvate: Broadwalter traject in the serter.of the:Sound ruds.colnter te this histony. The
950 acres-directly around the platfany. that would need o be takern-out of public. use and'placedinte
private, restristed use lie ini the center of the main rawling lane or the New York side of the Sound, as
Clearly shown In Figure 3.8-2.  This will causathe permanent lass of & sommersial Isheryin plblic
waters,

Gag thrbugholt the Solred will lead i g significant loss

INT1-2 l: Beyordthis permanentloss of & sorimercial fishery, the passage of vessele with the Liguified Natural

IM11-3

IN11-4

INT1-6

of pubiic. use ol this pulblic watéray:

especially i the Highly congested Racte area at the entranze 1o the Salrnd.

This ia tsed both for commeteial wessels on their wey tothe harbors alang

the niorth-coast of the Soind, g€ well as for recréaticn. . Essentially

eviery vessel that needs 1o leave the Sound needs to pass thiough this Natrow passage
- Thiswill place large porlions of the Soundout of public Use mulliple times in'a week,
i, irethie case of an atident. may place tout of publis use for periods of days
of evenrweeks Until the accident is clegred. The slatermenton'p, 3-119 1hal YAlter reviewing the
reuteatinnal scotiomic iteraturs, FERC Bielieves that disrptions of this nature
are:fiof-likely to-affect, inany guantifiable mannet, participation levels amant tecradddrs frithe Race." is
unsibstartiated

Beyond this direct loss of pulllic Use of the waterways: the visual impact of a lighted industial platform,
vigible Tor 80°% of tha time by large fractions of the coastline.on beth coasts of the Sound willlzad directly
o & toss ol a highly prized visUs! edoniomig valie, Theanalysis ol the eganamic loss: induded by this
viewscabe alferationinsections 3 558 fawed, as it does nottake into deéount the Spedific patteriof
properyvalies on Long 1sland. Ohe réeda only 10 100K &t the Heféasein valde of sroperty thathag a
Syaterview!: as rioted in'Wakefigld 2001, orat the beachegand hafbore filled with toursts infhe summer
to see this. Thecomparisor:to high-voltage tratsmission lines in 8.5:6.2 is misplaced, ag the perseived
dangerand visual mpact of these lines Talls-off far inae rapidivwith distanee tha those introduced By
the Braadvater project. This expatided radius of dander is the main reason that the project is propased
to Lo gited al the widest peintof the Sound. Simitark. as rioted in 3.8.8.2-on landfills, “wheri the
industrial propesses could no longer be observed. prices. partially rebounded ™ Landills canrof by
observed over 98 milles of Connesticut coastline and 48 miles:of Lerig:Islard coastline,

The dangers of the projest will lead ta arincressed burden ot incal commiunities. Beyond the
hiimanitatian conseguentes of a disastrous teak, dugto the patastiopnic Corseqguences of aleak, ithier
atiidental.of fiam terrotist activity, Sammurities will higed to- nave emergency procedunss and resouices
inplage.  Allof Fishers fsiand, Plurisland, Odent; NY, and parts of Southoid NY lieiin anignition hazard

L.-zome; Hazard Zone 3, as nntedinthe Coast Guard report of Sept. 2008, 8ettion 3:2.6.4 Thers arg often

N-884

Impacts to commercial fishing are addressed in Sections 3.5.5.2, 3.6.8.1,
and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS.

As described in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, an LNG carrier and its
proposed moving safety and security zone would pass through the 2.3-mile
length of the Race in 25 to 35 minutes, depending on the speed of the
carrier. The entire safety and security zone would pass a single point
within about 15 minutes, and carriers would be present in the Race no more
than once per day. Vessels in the path of an oncoming LNG carrier and its
safety and security zone would be required to temporarily move from their
positions.

As indicated in Sections 3.5.5.1 and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, the Race
would not be closed when a carrier passes through. Vessels could transit
the Race while a carrier is present by using the area between the limits of
the Race and the edge of the carrier’s safety and security zone. Alternative
routes are available for recreational vessels to enter or exit eastern Long
Island Sound in lieu of using the Race. In addition, if authorized, it is
expected that Coast Guard would require Broadwater to schedule LNG
carrier transits to minimize impact to other waterway users, to the extent
practical, as recommended by the Coast Guard in Section 8.4 of the WSR
(Appendix C of the final EIS). FERC expects that this and the other
mitigation measures presented in Section 8.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of
the final EIS) would be required if the Broadwater Project is authorized.
Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS has been revised to more clearly describe
FERC’s approach to this issue. Therefore, use of the Race by LNG carriers
would not “place large portions of the Sound out of public use multiple
times in a week.”

Response to an LNG carrier accident in the Race or elsewhere would be
accomplished in accordance with the protocols and procedures of the
Project’s Emergency Response Plan, which would be developed by
Broadwater and the appropriate federal, state, and local agencies and would
require approval by FERC prior to authorizing construction (see Section
3.10.6 of the final EIS). Because of the importance of the Race to marine
traffic, it is unlikely that an accident would close the Race for “days or
even weeks before an accident is cleared.”

Individuals Comments
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IN11-3 Please see our response to comment IN11-2. Vessels in the path of an
oncoming LNG carrier and its safety and security zone would be required
to temporarily move from their positions. This would result in a temporary
and localized impact for some vessels during carrier transits for the life of
the Project.

In addition, if authorized, it is expected that Coast Guard would require
Broadwater to schedule LNG carrier transits to minimize impact to other
waterway users, to the extent practical, as recommended by the Coast
Guard in Section 8.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS). FERC
expects that this and the other mitigation measures presented in Section 8.4
of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) would be required if the
Broadwater Project is authorized. Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS has been
revised to more clearly describe FERC’s approach to this issue. The
statement on page 3-119 of the draft EIS includes the words “FERC
believes that,” and it is FERC’s opinion based on our assessment of the
potential impacts to recreational boating.

IN11-4 A5 described in Section 3.6.5 of the final EIS, FERC reviewed the existing
economic literature to assess the potential for property value decreases
associated with the presence of the FSRU. This literature, which includes
studies related to LNG facilities, indicates that effects do not extend beyond
a few miles. Because the Broadwater Project would be a unique facility
that would be 9 miles from the nearest shoreline, and even greater distances
from most properties, we also reviewed studies assessing loss of value
associated with the presence of landfills, power lines, and oftshore wind
farms. Based on that review, the visual impacts assessment reported in
Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS, the risk assessment reported in
Section 3.10.3, and the conclusion reached for the impacts of the Cabrillo
Port Project’s FSRU (CSLC 2006), it is unlikely that construction and
operation of the proposed Project would affect property values.

Individuals Comments
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IN11-5 As described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, Broadwater would be
responsible for preparing an Emergency Response Plan; federal, state, and
local agencies would participate in development of the plan, and the plan
would include a Cost-Sharing Plan to provide funding for agency
participation in emergency response actions. The plan would need to be
approved by FERC before Broadwater could receive approval to begin
construction of the facility.

Although the areas listed as being within Zone 3 are accurate, it is
important to note that, in essence, Hazard Zone 3 is theoretical and is
unlikely to occur. FERC staff believe that scenarios that would cause a
large enough hole to result in a vapor cloud of this extent would require the
use of explosives. Therefore, an ignition source would be present to ignite
the vaporized LNG and create an LNG pool fire; there would not be a
vapor cloud. If a release from an LNG carrier occurred and the maximum
size unignited vapor cloud formed, it could extend onshore in some areas
until reaching an ignition source, most likely close to the shoreline, and
burn back to the LNG source. This is substantiated by the GAO Report
(GAO 2007), which found that some experts polled indicated that such a
cloud would not penetrate beyond the perimeter of a populated area
because it would rapidly find a source of ignition and burn back toward the
LNG carrier. However, we have revised individual resource sections
throughout Section 3.0 of the final EIS to include information on potential
impacts due to ignition of a vapor cloud within Hazard Zone 3.

Individuals Comments
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IN11-6  LNG carriers would not be present in any of the waterways used by the

_ wildfires on Long tsland, and so/anignition everton the’ North Fork s not guaranteed to- remaii isplated, PrOJeCt duru_lg amajor S_toml Su?h asa hu_mcane._ Incomu_lg LNG carriers
In-adeition; though the terminal iself s 1o be built to withstand a Category 5 hurricans; s not-at-all clear would remain at sea until there is a sufficient perlod of suitable weather for
inthe report what would ooourto supplyvessels:in the'event of @ huricane. \Were ore.pf these to.wash .
IN11-8 | (poniecal beaches, as Gocurs with reatlar frecuericy will ol tarkers throughout the waorld, the the carrier to enter, berth, unload, deberth, and depart the Sound.
gohsequences wodld be digastrous: Hazard response and evacuatian pr i - alofig with the: i i . i i L.
... procurement of resources-to implerment these: procedures; will need fo be identfied and secured As stated in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, if FERC provides initial
indefinitely thicughithe life of the project. The DEIS is extremely vague as towho woudd pay forihese : : : :
IN11-7 [ resourees, | suspect that the lacal communities could:end Up bearing the brurt; as the nistory with the authorization for the PrOJeCt, Broadwater would be requlred to prepare an
Shoreham Nuclear Power plart shows: Emergency Response Plan; the plan would address the emergency
™ ‘rshaort, the Draft Erviranrmental (mgact Statement is-insufficient andflawed in mulible ways: The responses requlred for a wide SpeCtrum of scenarios, mdudlng grounded
IN11-8 Broadwaler project would have @ riuch greater impdction the Soeund thar the DEIS states; an impact that NG carriers. FERC must approve the Emergency Resp()nse Plan pri()r to
18 ot outweanhed by-a:minor influx of natural-ges from foreign sources.

- final approval to begin construction.
Sincerely,
Jarfes C: Dunlop

IN11-7 As described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, Broadwater would be
responsible for preparing an Emergency Response Plan; federal, state, and
local agencies would participate in development of the plan, and the plan
would include a Cost-Sharing Plan to provide funding for agency
participation in emergency response actions. The plan would need to be
approved by FERC before Broadwater could receive approval to begin
construction of the facility.

IN11-8 Preparation of the draft EIS was based on a scientific analysis of
information on existing conditions and followed accepted procedures for
federal EISs. We addressed each potential impact of the Project openly and
comprehensively. Therefore we do not agree that the draft EIS “is
insufficient and flawed in multiple ways.” We have revised the final EIS to
respond to comments we received and appreciate your input.
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Verna B, Lilburm
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New Haven, Connecticut 06510 o LF THE
(203) 773-3010 LA
B0 Jan oo Py 3 FAX (203) 773:0081
January 16, 2007 _— .:H o o

MWagalie R. Salas, Secretary

Federal Energy Repulatory Commission
828 First Street NE; ROOM 1A
Washington, DC 20426

Reference Do;:kct No. CP6-54
Dear Secretary:

As & twentytwo year resident of the shoreline community of Madison, Connecticut,'|
strongly urge rejection of the Broadwater LNG Project. | am shocked and | must say,
horvified to learn that this blight upon a natural resource and treasure. isactually being
considered. Throughout the past twenty years, reclamation of Long Island Sound has
beenan environmental priority for those of us-whe have lived on the shoreline. Review
of the 'draft Environmenital Impact Staterent is doubly horrifying as.it constantly draws
the conclusion that the loss of small numbers of life forms is scceptable. ‘Thisis
application of a.cost benefit analysis at its most absurd.

The Environmental Impact Statement simply promotes the interests of the energy
indlustry to the disadvantage fish, sea mammaly; boaters, fshermen, nature fovers and
avign life by referring to the demise of creatures and air as “minimal.” Once sgain, the
interests of the envitonment and the population are marginalized by a government agency
that is committed to promoting the inierests of the energy industry.

The sight of & monstrous facility on the horizon where my children leatned abowut sea life
and the goodness of nature is horrible. Even the smallest spill that would endanger our
natural habitat is wially unscceptable. It would take o totaily salve person to belicve that
poor air quality hovers.in one place and does not move or that & gas spill 1s-quickly
reabsorbed. Jcan already hear the excuses of the energy lobby afler a series of gas spills
and days of poor eirquality=—  **Coops, we didn’t know this could happen. Our
science was not precise enough.”

It is time for the federal government to protect its citizens rather than broademng
opportunities for the energy industry, ‘No wonder people have lost trust in Washington!

IN12-1

IN12-2

IN12-3

IN12-4

N-888

Both the draft and final EISs were prepared by experienced scientists,
engineers, and planners in compliance with NEPA guidelines, and with
input and assistance from our cooperating agencies (COE, EPA, Coast
Guard, NMFS, and NYSDOS). We believe that the final EIS openly and
accurately addresses all relevant potential impacts.

We have recommended to the Commission that Broadwater be required to
prepare an acceptable SPCC plan (see Section 3.2.2.1 of the final EIS).
Natural gas is generally not miscible in water. An LNG spill would not
mix in the water but would result in a vapor developing over the water prior
to assimilation into the atmosphere.

Section 3.9.1.2 of the final EIS describes the potential impacts of emissions
generated during construction and operation. The assessment did not
consider, and the text does not indicate, that pollutants would remain in one
place.

In the event of an LNG spill, the LNG would vaporize and the resultant
natural gas would either dissipate or, if ignited, would burn if the
concentration in air was conducive (between 5 and 15 percent) and an
ignition source was present.
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Very fruly yourg

-

Vema B. Lilbury
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5. 8. PETER BERGERN
ATTORNEY AT LAw
277 PiNE BTREET
PORT WASHINGTON, MY
11080

Jarary 18, 2007

¥ig Electronic Filing

M, Magalie K. Sala, Secretaly
Fadeval Buerpy Regulatory Commission
8% First Strect, NLE., Room: 1=
Washington, DO 20426

Reé: Broadwater Energy, TLC-Docket No.  CP06-54-000
Broadwiter Pipeling, LLC— Docket Nos. CPO6-55:00
CP06-56-000

Prear Secretary Balas:

O behalt of Wr. Tony Dulila ., aresident of Mattituck, Town of Southold, NY. 1
submit-the within comments for filing in the sbove vaptioned dockets.

Sincerelvyours;

R B Peter Bergen

G 5 Peter Bergen,

Attorney forthe Town of Seuthald

PHONE: 51 8- Yay-2449 EamAlL PEERBENDOFTOMLINENET
Fax: B16-F44-5840
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UNITED STATES OF AMERIC A
FEDERAL ENERCY REGUEATORY COMMISSION

Broadwater Energy LLC 3 Docket Nos. CPO6:54-000
Broadwater Fipeline LLC ¥ CPO6-55-000
) Cro6-56-000

COMMENTS OF

TONY DEMATILA

My ndme is Tony Deddaula, and Tregide in Mattituek, Townof Seatheld, New York. 1
have been o lobsterman for 47 veary. Tsubmit these comments o point.out deficlenciesin the
DEIS with réspect to:impadts tpon the lobsterindisiry:

Tobstering s v livelihood and oy ife. My son isa thivd generation lobaterman and itis
my fervent hope that [ can pass my business ontohine: 1de netwant a™compensation contract™
a8 Broadwater: proposes.

~ The DEIS does not aceount for the fleet of 17 mien from Mattituck who 56tpots and teawl
thearea justwest of Orient, knowi as Kocley Point; 1o the west For 35 or 40 miles to the castern
INT3-1
edpe of the proposed séeurity zarie for the proposed TNG barge, and north to the New
York/Connacticut State Hine.

- Thearew proposed for the NG Bigility and securitycone s exaetly the aren Rshed by the
Mattituck Tobstermen. ‘Should the Broadwatet proposal be approved, the péts in this 35 to 44
INT3:2 inile area will be sxtremely viltierabls die to the increasad thaffic in the area. In facy, Tlilkken the
villpgrabilityvof the lobster pots dn the securily zone 1o eges lell vuton the Lopg Tsland

Expregsway forthe day. They will not survive: Conuneréial lobstering inthé-aréa will becorne

vy, vervigostly due tiy the gear loss. The mdusity will b distroved.

MTEDS T RO R T 5980

Sections 3.6.8.1 and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS have been updated to address
the impacts to commercial lobstermen, trawlers, and hand line fishermen
from the proposed moving safety and security zones around LNG carriers
as they enter and exit the Sound.

IN13-1

IN13-2  Asnoted in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, the proposed Project would
increase commercial shipping by about 1 percent. The proposed moving
safety and security zone surrounding each LNG carrier would be about 0.2
percent of the total area of the Sound, and only one carrier would be
allowed in the Sound at any one time. Therefore, except for pots currently
set in the area proposed for the safety and security zone around the FSRU,
there would not be a reason to move pots normally set to the east of that
zone. Based on these considerations, we do not believe that the lobster
industry would be destroyed due to implementation of the Broadwater

Project.

Individuals Comments
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IN13-3 [

IN13-4

CROE-54 000, BT &1

Tn-addition, the DEIS dogs not account for the fact that the security zone-along the
northern New York boundary will push navigation trallic south, Purthennore; the lobstermen
whid utilize the northen area will be foreed south go that the arga will becoirie inore aaipested,
reducing the productivity per pot.

Thig sithiors of the DEIS. did tiot ¢oineg 1o the port i Mattitiek ti titetview 1ive or the

other: Mattituck Iobstérmen,

Jannary 18, 2007

MELAR 3PV EMIBIRERC0T 5580

[}

IN13-3

IN13-4

N-892

As stated in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, the proposed location of the
FSRU and the surrounding safety and security zone is not an area of heavy
commercial traffic. The primary east-west shipping route along the Sound
passes just south of the proposed FSRU location. As stated in Section
4.6.1.5 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the presence of the
proposed safety and security zone around the FSRU would require some
vessels to transit either more to the north or to the south. The proposed
Project would cause a minor but long-term impact on commercial vessels
traveling that route.

Please see our responses to comments IN13-1, IN13-2, and IN13-3.
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

BROADWATER ENERGY, LLC Docket Nos;,  CPO6:54000
BROAWATER PIPELINETLC CPOG-55-000
BROADWATER ENERGY LIOUIFIEDR CPO6-56-004

MATURAL GAS PROJECT

NOTICE OF SUBMISSION
COMMENT/PROTEST

1. Purswantto Rule 211, Tamars Fowls and Sarosh Wahla, third year students af the
Uniiversity of Contiscticit Sthinol of Taw (collsetively Hersinafier “Sttident at the
University ol Connecticot School of Law™ or “Law Students™), respectlully: submit io'ihe

Federal Energy Repulatory Commission {hereinafter “FERC” or *Commdssion” ) the
attached Comnignt/Protest: 18 CFR §385.211{a)(1) The Hiling of 4 protest does notniake
thie protéstait i perty 1o the proctedings. 18 CFR § 383.211(a) 2y

2z Asthis Conimient Protest 18 riol exphicitly-direeted against Broadwiter Energy;
LLC Fservice of process has pol been afTected, 1R CFR §38521 160015 In the
alternative, Law Btudents respectfully reguest that the Seeretary waive any procedural
detects nthe service of process. 18 CFR.§ 385 2L LI

3 Vet atd jurisdiction in the-abiove captionéd proceidings propeily lie belore the
Commasgion: 16180 8 797(e}.

4 The aftached Covhruent/Protest i subinitted in response to'd diafbenvironmisntal
impact statement, dated November 17", 2006 and listed it the vecord at accession nmber
20061 11 7-4003 ¢herctiaficr “Dfafl™), i the.above captioiied procesdings. The Diaft
avserts that all comments are-due to e Commuission o or belore Janwary 23™, 3007, See
Draft, p. 5,

3. Law Studcnts assert that their participation i these proesedings is in the pulbilic
intarest and that the attached Colnment/Protest i timely submitted via eleétronic filing,
T8 O R385 2001 G

WHERBFORE, Law Stadents respectiullv submit the attiched Comment Protést,

Respectiully Submitted,

8/

Tamura T Fowls

fgf
Savosh N, Wahla

Pated: Décember 2182006

Y Broadwater Brergy LEC Ty yoinny-owned by TOPL USA TNG, Tng: (dsubsidiasy of Transanida
Crorparatimpand Shell Broad Moldings TLE fasubsidiary of Shell Oil.Companyrand 1stepresented
by the:law firny of LeBoeut, Lanbi Geeene & Mackas LLEin these procesdings.

N-893
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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
FERDERALENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

BROADWATER ENERGY, LLC
BROAWATER PIPELINE LIC
BROADWATER ENERGY LIQUIFIED
NATURALGAS PROIECT

Docket Nog..  CPOG6-54-000
CPOG-55-000
CPO6-56-000

COMMENT IN RESPONSE TO
DRAVTEN VIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT ISSUED ON NOVEMBER 17™, 2006

Purstint to Rule 211, Tarnara Fowls and Sarash Wahli; third Yéar studenis at: the
Unpversity-of Conngetiout Schiool of Lave (collectively. hersinafier * Student ot dhe
Universily of Conneotivut Sélinul of Law™ or¥Law $tuderts™), respeptfully submit this
ConmvientProtest 1o the Federal Bnevey Repulutory’ Cortitsgion (herstaltes “FERC™ or
“Corpmrission™) i the above caplivhed procuédings: 18 CFR 385,21 1) 1) Law
Studentyary restdents of the State of Conueeticut and thitirparticipdtion in Thse
progeedings iin the public fnterest,

L Simnmary. of Arginment

Law Students propose that the: Compussion consider: (aythe hikelthood of a
eompany deviating from the méthods of cobstruction and eperation detailed i their
appligation with FERC, and (bythe oy that déviaions ininaheds of ¢onsifudtion o
opératicn ol a hgueticd natural gas maring termiad will cause 1o the cnvivoriniint,

IN14-1

11 Procedural Background

Broadwater Energy LECand Broadwaler Pipeline LLC {collectively hereinalier
“Hroadwater”) have filed an application with TERC fora propesed Broadwater [iguetied
Natural Gas Projeet (hereinalor “Project”™) pursuant to Svetions 3(a) and Teyolthe
Natural Gias. Aet (hereinaller “NGATY, On November 177, 2006, FERC stall issucd 4
draft enyironmental fimpact statement; Tisted in the record at accession dumber 2006111 7=
4003 i the above ¢aptioned proceedings (hereinafter “Diaft”); to-discharpe their
obligations under the Nationat Edvirenmiental Polioy. At (henginifter “NEPA™). Under
Siepra Clali vy Petersan; the NEPA “réquires federal gopndies to evaluate the
environmental conseyuerices of theiractions prior fo commitiment to.auy actions which
might affect the quality of the human environment.”™ 7I7 F.2d 1409, 1415 (DA Cir
19837 This is when “lhe eritical ageney decision ismade which rosulis indirreversible and
Trretricvable commitinents 6f résources tol i agtion whidh will affect the en¥ironment.”™
Jel, Cintertial citations oniittady.

Thic purpose of the Project 1y coustraeiivn and operition ol a liguelied nafural gag
(CLRGymaring ferminal vapable of receiving imported LNG Trom LXG earrigrs,
sorage, aind repasification, The LNG miarine régminal wanld provide tintoial gagita the
Laong Tslaod, New York City, and Conpedtiont iarkets via the cxistiig stibseq tattival ‘gag

IN14-1

N-894

The KIS is just one step in the agency review and approval process for the
proposed Project, which would include periodic inspection and monitoring
throughout construction and operation. For example, Broadwater would be
required to use environmental monitors during all Project construction, as
described in Section 5.2 of the final EIS. These monitors would have the
authority to order work to stop if there were concerns regarding compliance
with any federal and state regulations and permitting requirements.

Further, a standard condition of any FERC authorization is a requirement
that the applicant complete the project as described in its application and
subsequent submittals to the FERC record. Any deviation from this,
without express permission from FERC, would violate the condition; this
could result in a cessation of construction or operation activities and could
be subject to civil penalties, depending on the severity of the
noncompliance.

Individuals Comments

BW030248




IN14 — Tamara L. Fowls and Sarosh N. Wahla

2UDEL2215135 Recsived FERC DSEC 12/21/2006 08:02:00 PM Docketf CPR06-54-000, ET 3L

INt4-2

pipeline system:owned by Troguois Gas Transniission Systein. Bee Diaft’s Fxecutive
Sumiiaty i, BS-1. PERC Fotnd that the denidid Tornapural gag i gachof these ardas is
rising and is projecied to generate inoreasing price pressure and volatility fnthe future if
thi supply remains at its current Tevel.™ Id.

The Diralt condludes that the pongtruction and aperaiivn of The Project would
resultin limited adverse environmental impacts: Draft’s Condlusions and
Rebommigndations, p. 551, Spepifically, that during dongfruction of the Project, “ihe
primary impactssvoild be physizal disturbance.of the seaflvor and related turbidity in the
wator colume and thatV[dluring operation; the impacts of primary congernwould
gonisigh ol minoi impadts o water quality, airquality, fishefies.associated with
impitgement and enftrainment, recreational boating and fishing, and commeércial vessel
tratfic, as well as mivor to moderate inpacts on visval revources.™ Jd. - Any adverse
snvironmiental imfiacts “octurring duiring opération would eontinge throngh the lite of the
priposed Project.” e Meither rendwable enérgy sour¢es nir “existing of proposed
pipeliite $ystenis or LNG teriminals could mect thie shiergy nodds for the tavget murkety
withiout substantial systens upgrades that would résult in predter environmeiital inipacty
that those of the proposed Peoject” fdat-5-13; Tn-addition. the Drafi proposed-aseries.of
seventy-ning measures that would Torther mitigate this civironmenlal mpac(s associaled
with the-constroction tideparation of the Project, fd dt 3417 to 5428,

ALL: A vzt

IN14-2

Laaw Students assert that the Commission should consider the rationale and
analytical framework underlying Neweomb's Paradox when promlgating a/final
Snvironthéntal impdct slatemdnl, Speailivally. Law Smdents trontrage thé Conimission
i dmalyize the impaet and probability of an applicant ¢mploying snvironmentally
unsound methody in the construction or opération of an LNG marine terminal,

Ay Neweomh's Parndox

Thie traditivial forntulatioir of Newroinb's Paradox involves tiva partiss, the
Chposer and the Tredictor. who.are iwolved ina ga_mef1 The gameantails the Chooser
deciding whether folake gither the contents-of fwe boxes, A and B, or just-the conlents of
box 1% Intlie game, box Ao will always pontain 51,000, The vontenty of box B lowever,
will be-deterniingd by the Peedictor before the Choaser desides-which boglesitotake. IF
thie Predictor predictd that bioth bokes will b taken, then'b Wwill contam aothitig: IF
{hé Predictor prediets thayonly box B will by taken, then bo X Bwill dontain $1,000,000;
Thuis; by thytinie the Chiooger & making & décision, box B contains either $0.or
1,000,000, The caveatto the game is that'the Predicior is nearly infallible; and has
nigver bafore mcdrrecily puesied wWhich boxies).a Chooser will tike,

Each Chooser kaows the information nutlingd it the preceding paragraph, and has
trichoose between bwo conflivting strategies thatcan both theoretically lead o
maximizing their pavans. The firsttheory (thereinafler, “Theory 17y Suggests that taking

2 The description of Newoomb'y Paradox found shave wis based ofl of the sxplanation geovided 1
Wikipedia, avizladle ot hiipyien wikipedia orpwilaMlewoomb's parados: Farther analveis was baged on
theveprk of Waldemar Sironks, Neweomb s Porudor i Nerroes jos Proposalof o Experimental
Jivéstigarion, The Pozan Universidy of Economics (2000}
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orily Biis optimal, Under this line of thinkihg, making a rétoin of $0-6r 51,001,000 are
imipossible since ey wonld reguive @i incorreet pradiction from the Predictor. Thigs, th
Chipoger veally must simply eloct between whether to receive: 1,000 (boxkey Aand By or
to redeive $1;000,000 {box Bronlyl. This theory hag deavin griticismfor ity
inapplicability 16 real Wirld sitnations since it télids op aprinfallible Pradictor,

The | theoty (heréinafter, “Theory 27) 18 that, regardless o the Predictor™s
prediction, taking both boxes vidlds more mioney. Adcording to'this theory, il 1he
predigtion is for both 4 and B to be taken, thes the Chooser’s election'of boxes A and B
(51.000) produces-a greater vield than taking justbox BA30). Likewise, if the prediction
is Tor the Chooserto ik only B ($1,000,0003, then tiking both hoxes still will incroase
the payout (to §1,001,000). This theory Turther sugpests: that the best wolution s fora
Chiogerto vonvinee o Predictor that theyare golng 16 chivose auly box B, birt then 1o
actiially chooss hoth Hoxes.

B, Néweomb's Paradox Applied

Broadiwaler's application 14 a real-world: examiple of Neweomb's Paradox, FERC
15 The Predictor and Broadwatér s the Chooser: Thy Chooser, Broadwater, ot degide
whether to submit an-application indicating that it will constiuctand operate an LNG
mafing termiinal by ¢ivironmentally suiind and tnkotnd mieang i conjunetion (g, bokes
A aid B, aisolely by environmentally sound mgans (¢, box B.only). Similardy, the
Predictor, PERC, Tras theopporivnity to put either $0-0r $T000.000 into box B when it
decides whether to.aceept ot reject Broadwater’s application. As.the Drafthas concluded
that Broadwater will employ only envirohmentally sound methods m the construction and
opération of the LNG mafine termisial, FERC has miade & prédiction thit Broddsyater will
select only box B. Aveordigly, FERC has put the cquivalent 6F $1,000,000 1into box B
by approving the application.

However, sinve this application: s a real world instance of Neweomb's Paradoy, it
i important to deteemine with-securacy whether Broadwater will eleet Theory Tor
Theory 2 to nidximize its payout ol applidation approvald. IF Dioadwater eleets Thedry. 1,
i will fully digelose all-activities to FERC T s application, and will assome that 15 ot
possible tosiate one position in the application while performing another; Conversily, il
Broaihwatereleets Theory'Z: Broadwiter will attempi to convines FERC that if will oirly
nse-gnvironmentally sound methods in the construction and operation.of the LNG marine
terminal, While sctually planning to-use both sound snd unsound methads.

Uhnless Broadwater selects Theory 1 (wliieh s improbable because Theary 1
requives the Predictor; FERC, o be wholly infallible), Broadwater will be likely ta not
fully Qisloss in its FERC application the unsoimd énviromnerital methinds it plans to tise.
Furthiermiore, since it is likgly that Broadwater subscribes to Theory. 2,118 iniportant thal
FERC fully copsidir the environmentally unsound methods that might be tmployedin
the construction and-.operation of 1 LMG marne tertmingl, even if Broadwaler dosgnot
expliciily stabé that they will beusitig such methods:

FERC may argue thal Broadwater is unlikely 1o use Theory 2 bécanse, in the past,
thére have nut been miany instance v which: companies §witchid their mgthods of
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coistraction and operation affer their apphations with FERC have been appraved” It

Ay poiit oot that the Recommgnded Mitigation; and possible simetinns fof nen-

N1 4-4 vomplianee; are deterrents that will énsure that Broadwater complies with: the terms IN14-4
outhined in ils.apphcation: Hewever; while these methods may lower the probability with

which:corporations. will:deviate from the actions outlined in their FERC applications, it

daes not il ensore that all deviations will be eradicated. As sueh, inaddition to

eonsidering the enviconmentally-vnsound methods thal might e employed by an

agiplicant, PERC should determie with wwhat probability a copipiany 15 expeited to

deviate frony the actiony set forth in their application.'(‘ Daing this analysis will allow for

- FERC tcomplele-an appropriately comprehepsive tisk analysis,

IV Cométusion

Insumniary, Law Stadents urge the Commission 1o, apply Neweomb s Faradox
when considering the ikelihoodiol a compaiiy deviating from the methodg of
I814-5 constiugtion and-opération detarled in théw dpplication with FERC, and this Hagno that I N 1 4'5
devigtions fn mathods ol consirietion-or eperation of a Hguelied valural gasmarine
terminal will cause 1o the envivornment. This should allow the Cormmisgion to belter
undetstand and agcount: for the risk of noncompliance when fsuing its final
envronmeital dimpact stalement.

sedion pastinlerence. does allow: foran inlerence ol probability As Talin Teshe.points aul n
civsdd Revistied, 10008 wirs 1o 2o ntoirdasind and ehserve asodlsneable which eime up
virteen tves in dorows it woald indicate that thets was an incréased probability that the tablewas
rigped. THE PHIEOSORHICAL QU ARTERLY, Vol 96 N, 16619920, Likewise, if FERC abserveia past trend
of gdhérenie o pripused Peojetts, inake lliowize ke mferinces repardive the probiability-6f
Droadivater's will adhere o e specifics detailed iiits propessd Project,

* L Shaents suggest that e optimal method of ealedlarg the probsbilive would be oough thevss ol
Taves” Theorem.. Detuils régarding this theoreny may be found i Steotond Boeyolopedia of Philosaphy,
avaroble ar bty platostanford edu entries baves-theonn/,
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