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lanuary  15, 2007 

P.O. Box 7 1  
Windsor, CT 06095 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commlsslon 
888 First Street, NE 
Washington, DC 20426 

Re: C o m m e n t s  t o  D r a f t  Env i ronmen ta l  Impact S t a t e m e n t  o n  the 
B r o a d w a t e r  LNG Pro jec t  (Docke t  Nos. CP06-54-000, et a/.), 
Issued: November 17, 20135 

Dear FERC: 

BACKGROUND 

T1.e F $ ? d ~ ~ d l  EIIPI(;Y R ~ g ~ ~ I a t o r v  Co11i111 SSIOCI { F E W  01 C(~~nn>ibs io t~)  .n 
cosy??r?tlon b;itl> rhe .J.!;. (:oist <;,~~rd (::cast (; IAI~!; .I I;. F ~ ~ i ~ r ~ ~ r ~ i r . r . r t a l  
Prgtect on A g e r w ;  U.5. Army Corps cf tnglneers: idjtlonal Oceanic and 
Armospher c Ad11 nlstrarlon Idatlora Marine Flsherles Servlce: a r d  tl-e New Yo-d 
Department o f  State prepared a draR Envrronmental Impact Statement CEIS) for 
a I q-~ef iec natural gas ( i r ~ ~ )  r rpor t  te rm nel on@ ia t v ra l  gas p ~ p e l ~ i e  (referred 
ts  cs t i e  Broacwater LNG Pr2ject) prcpiissd by Ur3ad8flatsr Energf L-C and 
Bzcadrvater Pspe Ive LLC ( ~ c i n t  v refer-ec t o  as Groadsvater). 

TI-I? plovvse!l ."dG tern,iraI v ,a~Id  I:e 11)catr;o 111 \c!w Y J I ~  State mi:el!; of 
lo i rg  I$,Iaid Sourd, approx rnatcly 9 m l  PS lfl~!~ll the r1e.if~st s7ore11~e vf 13118 
Island, anc; abed? 11 m ~ l e s  f rom t'7e nearest st-o-el~ile Irt Connecticut. Il-r 
tr!rrr,~rial z!ci~ltl Ilc d I111,it111(1 :,L:lrnp(~ dlitl ~ ~ ! ~ , ~ : . I ~ I C . A ~ I ~ I I I  1r71t (FSRU) tt.j! ~VLIIIIJ LI( 
r i t tarhrd t c  a yoke r roor l rg  s y s t r r i  :\,?.'!;j that irclirdes a 17oc.rlrg to.ve, 
e n i ~ e c d e d  111 the seaflocr.  lie ~ S A L  i.iould rema' i i  rnrlorec In >lace f o ~ .  t:ie 
du-at on  of tne Project :e:cp~cted to be 30 years 3 ,  more). The YblS ;\*auld al ov, 
the FS7U to pibijt o r  '>veathervane' around the Yt\iS, enebllng t i ie FSRJ t3 orlent 
In response to  t he  prevailing wind, tide, and current condit~ons 

LNG would be delivered t o  the FSRU by appraxtmately 2 t o  3 LNG carrrers 
per week, ternporar~iy stored, vapor~zed (regasifted), and then transported in a 
I - e , ~  cubsea riatcral gas p ~ p e l ~ l e  tl-at ivou d ertend from the seafloo~ beneath tne 
FSRU acprcx~mate y 21 7 r r ~  es ro en offsnore coinect or  ivitb the evlst no 
I r oquo~s  Gas Transmisston System pipelbne in Long Island Sound. 

A; part ot 1:s revleh 0 6  tl-e 'reject, rCRC i:dft has orepa.ac ,i d ~ a t l  CIS t o  
assess the e r v  roninenral ~rnpacts o f  :he Project Tbe Comrn~sslcn 3rep3rec the 
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d r a t  115 ro satisfy tqe regd at 0% for ~npl rme?r  135 the I*lar~cnal trv,ronnienral 
Policy A:r (';EPA). 43 Code of Federal Regulatiois (CFR), part 1500 e: set;. 

The draft EI5 also evaluates alternatives t o  the proposal, including 
alternattve energy sources, system alternat~ves, alternative s~tes For the LMG 
Import term~nal, alternative designs, p~peline alternatives, and alternattbes to  the 
Coast Guard Letter of Recommendat~on act~on. The dt aft EIS also rncludes a 
draft General Conformity Deferminatlo? to assess the potentral air quallty 
impacts associated with construction and operat~on of the proposed project. 

F;.i!:r:d rln t ' ic  ai'd ys~ ! .  1tir:l rti4;ci III the 0r;r'l F15, the? FlHC liar, dctr!rf~l~llc.:l 
tba: cot-strt.c?lon ard opevfion of the p-opc,sed Project, L ~ J I ~ I ~  t i e  a d o p t l ~ r  of the 
t t K C  anc Coast (;uercl -eco~rlncncat oqs, v i x l d  rasult II? limited asurrse 
environnienca 111pacti T?e i ssssment  15 tbe product of an intsrd~sc p l?ary 
red ew b) FERC staff anc coopelating feaera~ a17d scats acencies The 
assessment 1s based on the analysis and cnttcal review of  information comptled 
from held investigations by FERC staff, literature research; alternatives analysis, 
comments from federal. stare, ir?d iacal agencies, InpLt from publ~c g - c u ~ s  and 
~ndiv  d ~ a l  citizens a?d lnfcrmatlor 2rov1drd by 61cadware~ ana t s  tech? :a1 
consultants Dur~ng construct~on, the prcmary Impacts would be physical 
d~sturbance of the seafloor and related turbtdtty i n  the water column During 
operation, t?e impacts of  prlmary concern would consist of mrnor impacts to 
water quallty, air quality, fisheries, recreational boatlng and fishing, and 
comrnerclal vessel traffic, as well as minor to moderate impacts on v~sual 
resources. All impacts occurring during operatron would conttnue through the l ~ f e  
o f  the proposed Project 

As part oi the analysis, FERC developed specif~c mligation measures that 
we belleve would appropriately and reasonably avo~d, mlnlmlze, and/or mitigate 
for env~ronmental impacts resulting from constructton and operatlon of the 
proposed Project. The Commission believed that these measures would further 
reduce the env~ronmental rrrpact that otherwise would result from 
lmplementat~an of the Project, aqd i t  recommended that these measures be 
attached as condittons to any authonzat~on Issued by the Commission The 
Commtss~on has concluded that, ~ F t h e  Prolect is tmplemented as planned w ~ t h  
the identified rnitlgatton measures during destgn, construction, and operation, ~t 
would be an env~ronmentally acceptable action 

NEPA REQUIREMENTS 

A. Sac. 15R2.14 Alternatives inc lud ing the prapos+?d actien. 

This section Is the heart of the environmental lm~std statement. Based on 
the nfnrrnarioi~ and .;rslyc.lr. prewrtcd 11, tne scrtlors :in t7e Af fect~n 
tqv:rmn.ant :sac. 1532.13: and tna tti.dirsn11ienral Consecuances (Set 
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1502.16), Ft should present the envrronmental Impacts of the proposal and the 
alternatives In comparative form, thus sharply depnlng the issues and providing 
a clear basts for choice among optlons by the decisionmaker and the public. I n  
thls sectlon agencies shall: 

(a) R~gorously explore and oblectnely evaluate all reasonable 
alternatives, and For al ler~atlves which ware eliminated from detailed 
study, br~efiy d~scuss the reasons for thaw havlng been el~m~nated. 

(b) Devote substant~al treatment to  each alternative considered In detali 
lncludrng the proposed act~on so that rev~ewers may evaluate thew 
comparative merits. 

(c) Include reasonable alternatcves not w~th in  the jurlsd ctron of the 
lead agency. 

(d) Include the alternatlve of no action. 

(e)  Identify the agency's preferred alternat,ve or aiternatlves, tf ope or 
more exlsts, in  the draft statement and ~dentify such alternatlve In the 
final statement unless another lav~ proh~bits the expresstor of such a 
preference 

[f) Include appropriate mltlgatron measures not already lncluded in the 
proposed act~on or alternabves. 

B. Sec. 15112.16 Envimnmental consequences. 

Thls sectlon forms the sc~ent~fic and analytic basis for the cornpartsons 
under Sec. 1502 14. It shail consoitdate the discussions ofthose elements 
requlred by sections lrr;it2)(C)(l), (,I), (iv), and i v f  OF NEPA which are wlthtn the 
scope of the statement and as much of sectlon 102(2)[C)(r1i) as 15 necessary to 
support tne comparisons. The discussion w ~ l l  include tne env~ronmenral lmpacts 
of the elternat~ves lncludlng the proposed action, anv adverse environmental 
effects which cannot be avo~ded should the proposal be ~mplemented, the 
relat~onship between short-term uses of man's environment and the ma~ntenance 
and enhancement of long-term product~vity, a ~ d  any lrreversrble or irretr~evable 
corn-nlcments of rezo~rcar- rvhlch :\*3i.la b e  nv3lued1n t t a  prsposa should ~t t e  
im?lerrerltec Tnis secricn sho~ l f l  not c ~ p l ~ c a t e  d!sc~ss ons In Sec 1502 14. i t  
she1 i r lc l~de clscusslcns of: 

[a) Dlrect effects and their signrficance [Sec. 1508.8). 

(b) Indirect effects and t h e ~ r  s~gn~ficance (Sec. 1508.8). 
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(d: 1 he anv~ronrneital effects c.t alternzt~ies nc us~ng  the pfopcsed 
action 'he cnn ipa~~sors  undrr Sec l5CZ 14 ,v~l be based cn :his 
d~scuss~on 

{e l  Energy requirements and conservat on p o h n t ~ a l  of varlous 
alternat~ves and rnitlgatlon measures. 

jf) Natural o- cesletab r reso~rce  requirements and conser.~at o? 
potel-tlal sivar ods alternatlvrs 3 rd  1n.t gat 31 rnea;~l.ss. 

jh) Means to  mltlgate adverse environmental Impacts j ~ f  not fully 
covered under Sec 1582.14{Q) 

COMMENTS 

Envi~nmenlal  Consequences 

The Brcadwater term~nal would supply 1. bfll~on cubic feat of natural gas 
per day between 2010-2040 covering 10,950 days. Broadwater, therefore, w ~ l l  
provide a total o f  11 trlllton cublc feet o f  natural gas. The calonc value (energy 
density) of natural gas is 900-1100 Btu per cubrc foot. Because i t  lacks suffic~ent 
energy dens~ty, one thousand cub~c feet o f  natural gas has the energy 
equ~valence of 7.5 gallons of crude oil. 

The global LNG process cha~n  for c o n v e r t ~ ~ g  methane as a natural 
resource Into energy services requires productron at the gas well, treatment and 
I~quefact~on (gas compression), storage, loading on refrtgerated LNG tankers, 
s9lpp1ng to  the FSRU port fac~lity for loading and unloading, regasif~cation and 
d~strioution for conversion to electric~ty, A plctor~al representation of  the full 
soat~al and logist~cal process 1s provided In Append<% 1 

FL l t l ie.,  a tyl)~cal I,qcer.a(:t~::~i pIa111 >~o( :LL 11g 5 ri11ll1ar. t01. of LN; per 
)/cat n e w s  : :C) nwgbY:attc oF ~ I e r f r ~ c  pctk!er fo. tl ic rom.7prrr,s~orr ryclc ar r l  
ano:her 63 '81V (nor t9 net7t1on 6C,'J00 cuo~c rnete../?r of .rva:er) fa:. rile cool ng 
pro ce 5s 

The draft EIS only examined the environmental consequeneas of the 
del l~ered LI\G i'pun ertry l?tc Long Island S n ~ n d  :+~thoict any cors dsration of 
tb,e qiobal exterrial~t~es asso:: aced c i ~ t h  tbe tit I vrniessirq cn4.n.  140 CTR Part 
:SOE.PI 

Additlo?ally, rho draff t l f ;  req(.ller, sclentlfir. a1.d analyt ra l  dlsrll.;~l:~n oL 
" t r~ergy req.~~~r?rr~ent.; dnd cot~se'trdt uri pure.~tia o' va.,o.rs a t e ~ f l a t i b e ~  and 

Individuals Comments 



IN15 - Robert Fromer 

20070-1185025 Received RERC DSEC 01'18/20Cl7 O i  0 1  00 FP1 noak€t# CT06-54-000 

DOCW NOS WW-54-OW et ai 
Roben Fomer 
Jan 15 ZOOE 

Page - 5 - 

mltlgatlon measures." The termsWenergy requirements" and "conservation 
potent 31' are srrb g ~ o u s  and V Z ~ U ~ .  DOSS energy requ ren-er?t niear eqergy 
dcl vercd :o tne colisL.lner o .  tora energy for t:ie ent 1.e process iro~n extractloll 
to  consumer delivery7 Does conservation potentla1 mean corservation for the 
d ~ s t r ~ b ~ t i o n  process or the entlre process? 

Since the gcals of federal eiergy pol~cv a i d  Connecticut s Erergy. I I i i n e p n d r r c r  Lr r  iFt,b i r  i c r  35-5.) md JOGS CI mate C!wnge l r r i o n  Plan is :n 
supply energy to meet essentral demands for New York and &rlnecticut wh~le 
minitnlr~ng energy waste and "greenhouse gasas", it 1s reasonable and rat~onal 
for FERC to requlre from Broadwater a llfe cycle net energy arlalysis and 
assessment a t  each step of the LNG process to accompl~sh the goals coupled with 
an energy prof~t  ratlo known as Energy Return On Energy Invested (EROEI)". 

By definition, energy "sources" must generate more energy than 
they consurncs; otherwise, they are 'kinks"'. Most power plants are sinks 
not sources based on net energy analysis over a plant's expected life. 
Net energy and EROEI analyses are vttal analytical tools for mlnimizlng energy 
waste and greenhouse gases. They prov~de a computerized mathematrcal model 
for mak~ng well-reasoned energy dec~s~ons compared to the l ~ f e  cycle cost 
method commopnly used today 

Life cycle (cradle-to-grave) net-energy anaiysls became a publ~c 
controversy In i 9 7 4  when two storres made the news. I n  the first, Busmess 
Week reported that Howard Odum had developed a "New Math for Flgurlng 
Energy Costs," Among other results, thts new math indicated that stripper oil 
well oparations were enargy sinks rather than energy sources. According to this 
analys~s, these operatlorls could be profitable onry when cheap, regulated o!l was 
used to produce deregulated all. The other net-energy story of 1974 was the 
study of Chapman and Mortimer asserting that a raptdly growlng nuclear 
program would lead to an increased use of oll carher than to the dostred 
substitut~on. See Net-Energy Anaiysis by Daniel T, Spreng, Oak Rldge Assoc. 
Un~v. & Praeger, 1988. 

As we know from phys~cs, to accomplish a certain amount of work requ~res 
a minimum energy Input. For example, lift~ng I5  kg of rock S meters out of the 
ground requlres 735~oules of energy just to  overcome gravlty - and the higher 
the ttft, Me greater the mintmum energy requirements. Combust~on englnes that 
actually do work - so-called "heat engines" - also consume a great deal of 
energy, The efflclency of heat engines is ilmited by thermodynarn~c prrncrples 
d~scovered over 150 years ago by N, L S ,  Carnot. Thus, a typ~cal auto, 

I N 15- 1 While the LNG supplies that would serve Broadwater have not been 
identified, it is reasonable to assume that they are primarily existing 
facilities that are currently operating. In terms of economics, the 
regasification and storage of LNG at the terminal is about 15 percent of the 
operational cost. Transportation is a much hgher cost (about 30 percent). 
Existing processes, then, account for at least half of the overall cost. These 
processes would continue with or without the Broadwater Project. 
Conceptually, the liquefaction, transportation, and regasification steps are 
all product delive~y components. The LNG supply is located in areas that 
do not currently provide a market. Without the external market and the 
technology to transport the LNG, the natural gas reserves would llkely 
remain untapped while domestic demand increases. Regardless of the 
outcome of a net energy analysis, the superseding consideration is the 
importance of delivering natural gas from a region of low demand and high 
supply to a region of low supply and high demand. 
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bulldozer, truck, or power plant wastes more than 50 percent of the energy 
contained In its fuel. 

One seidom thtnks about the energy that IS utlltzed In systems that supply 
energy - such as 011-fired power plants. But energy IS also utlllzed when 
exploring far fuel, build~ng the machinery to mine the fuel, mining the fuel, 
bul ld~ng and operating the power plants, bulid~ng power lines to transmit the 
energy, decomm~ss~on~ng the plants, and so on. The dtfference between the 
total enemy outout or delivered (1.e.. the electr~c enersv to the home and 

soclety t o  do useful work). 

Humans rnlne mlnerals and fossil fuels from the Earth's crust to  produce 
consumer goads. The deeper IS the dtgg~ng, the greater the minimum energy 
requirements. Of course, the most concenrrated and most accessible Fuels and 
rnlnerals are rn~ned f~rst, thereafter, more and more energy IS required to mtne 
and reflne poorer and poorer quallty resources. New technologies can, on a 
short-term basts, decrease energy costs, but neither techrology nor "pricesm can 
repeal the laws of thermodynamtcs. But- technology requires both materials and 
energy to produce, transport, assemble, etc and produces "greenkuse" gases 
s~rnultaneously. For example, In the 1950s, all producers discovered about fifty 
barrels of 011 for every barrel invested In dnlllng and pumprng. Today, the f~gure 
is only about five for one Somet~me around 2005, that flgure w ~ l l  become one 
for one. Under that latter scenario, ever7 d ;he price of 011 reaches 9500 a 
barrel, rt wouldn't be logtcal t o  look For new oil In the US because it would 
consume more anrrgy than it would recover. 

Broadwater must have built a fleet of the LNG tankers How much enerav 
s ieq:l red fo, :he 3lanrlinc: caslcjr. extract or2i'l-arwsr~ng of n a t ~ r a  resources, 
~ ~ v ~ e t s b i r l y  : ~ f  ru~v r~tdtei .j ', iritd iii.~duc.t'~, ld>r$catiu~i nr.J a b ' r ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ I v  i i t  t r l e  
products, testing, operation and naintenance arid salvage of the LNG tankers 
and the greenhouse gases produced at every step of the precess7 

Stnce oil and natural gas are used drrectly or lnd~rectly In everyth~ng, as 
the energy costs of od Increase, the energy costs o f  everything else Increase too 
- lncludlng other forms of energy For example, 011 provtdes about 50°/a of the 
fuel used in coal extract~on. 

-11c iJ'~i!ccl Sta:<:s :la:, 6'1'ct !I' itat! v,vrlJ'~~ pupr.Int u.1 1.s1r.y 4OL':1 uf t ~ t !  

via,lo's furl zup:)ly for ronspltr.or:s a d  oken wnessi.ntla co ~i,nmptlot, ano 
;,rocticen ti-e b , l l~  of " g ~ e ~ r l i o ~ ~ s e  gases." A 11 g.) stznlard of IVII~:J 1ne~11i~. tbar 
in other parts of the world, people must have a lower standard. Canseqoerttly, 
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FERC should msTder every available method to m~nimize energy waste and 
greenhouse gases. [40 CFR 1502.l4tf)l 

- 
A net energy analysls ef the Breadwater proposal 1s l ikaly tb show 

a net I-" themfore, the LNG facillty may pmve td be a glob1 energy 
slnk Instead af a Connectkt energy s b u ~  and a more slgnifiwnt 
producer of araenhouee gases than the draft ESS suggests, Only 
analysis can demonstrate athenwlse. The Gommigoion has a moral 
global obligatlbn to i-equlra the analysis by Edmputar rnodalln$, whlch is 
readily available. 

L 
The appendices pravide some examples of Ire cycle net energy anelysfs. 

See G.3.M. Phylipsen and E.A. Alsema, Envimnmenta!lik-cycle asswment of 
multieystaliifie M a n  s a k r  cell modules, a smdy by commissian of the 
Netherlands agency for Energy and the Environment, NWEM September 199.5 
Report no. 95053 Department o f  Science, Technology and Bociety Utreeht 
University Padualaan 14 NL-3584 CH Utrecht The Netherlands (available on 
Internet at wvvw.ch,em.uu.nll~/wwuf1publita/95USI.p~; S.W. White and G.L. 
Kucinski, Net Energy Payback and CO2 Emissions from Wind-Generated 
ElecWcity ir) khe MidwwC, Fusion Technpl~Qy Institute, University of Wistonsin- 
Madison, UWFDM-1092, December 1998, 78 page* (available on Internet at: 
ftc.neep.w~sc~edu/pmjPrm=env&s-L)~ 

The undewigned pruvidad the above inkrmatiw to Connecticut Skate 
Senator Leonard Fasano and spent several meetings educating him on life cycle 
energy analysis and EROEI. After considerable effort, Senator Fasano finally 
grasped the usefulness of the analytccal for makcng welt-reasoned decisions 
involving energy planning. Nonatheless, Senator Fasano refused to brief the 
Long Island Sound Task Force comprised of appointed members with little to no 
expertise, knowledge, tracning and/or experience wlth energy matters on 
analysis and assessment methad$. 

Consistemy with Connecticut Environmental Laws 

The standard ernbudied In Connecticut's Envirunrnental Policy and 
Protedion Acts (sections 22a-1 to 2Za-20 of the General Statut9s) is the - reasonable likelihood of unreasonable pollution, impairmdnt ar destruction in the 
natlrral rewurces of the state from individual and cumulative activities. The 
draft EIS neglects to consider the curnulatlve effects of Broadwatef's activities on 
the stab's enawy rQsources, which are likely to result in unreilsonabte harm to 
f he state's natural resources. Add ittonally, ths adverse impacts from global 
energy cornsumption associared wlth the pmposal pmduces greenhause gases, 

- which may unraasonzlbly affect Connnecticut. 

Please see our response to comment IN15-1. Sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the 
final EIS discuss a vanety of other energy sources, including renewable 
energy and other fossil fuels, these sect~om also address the techma1 
feasibility and enviromnental impacts associated with obtaining those 
energy supplies. 

IN 1 5-3 Sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the Final EIS discuss a variety of other energy 
sources, including r a m b l e  energy and other fossll fuels. Cumulative 
impacts are discussed in Section 3.1 1 of the final EIS. Please see our 
response to comment OC1-64 regardmg greenhouse gas emssmns. 
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Alternatives 

Every step in a ltfe cyele energy analys~s for the LNG process prov~des a 
Broadwater an opportun~ty to mrttgate energy waste by considerat~on of feas~ble 
and prudent alternat~ves. 140 CFR Sec. 1502.14(a) -(f)] 

Nothing tr the draft EIS prov~des the precise calculus for sefect~on of the 
preferred alternatrve, whfch Is the current: proposal. For example, what the 
rank~ng o f  Factors for determtntng envtronmntal stgn~ftcance In the select~on of 
the preferred op"ron to provide sufficient energy to satrsfy demand while 
minimizing energy waste and greenhouse gases? 

Conclusions 

The Cornm~sston has neglected to constder the global net energy avstlable 
to consumers and the greenhouse gases produced from the Broadwater proposal 
over rts thtrty-year expected Irfe. Further, the Commtsskon fatled to constder the 
full LNG process w ~ t h  the purpose of mltrgating energy waste and greenhouse 
gas product~on. Also, the proposal has neglected to examtne alternatives wtthin 
the LNG process to select the preferred steps, wh~ch mmlrnlze energy 
consumpt~on and gases F~qally, the draft EIS provtdes r o  selectron cr~terla or 
standards for select~on of the preferred alternattve. 

Recommendations 

The FERC should require Broadwater to conduct a life cycle analysts to 
IN15-6 determ~ne the real~stic net energy for the pruposals expected l f e  and EROEi 

profit ratio, The Cornmisston should provtde the ranking of the relat~ve 
significance for each envlronmntal factor as a method for selecting the preferred 
alternattves. 

Cordtally, 

I N 15-4 As identified in Section 4.0 of both the draft and final EISs, we established 
several key criteria to evaluate the potential alternatives identified. Each 
alternative was evaluated in consideration of whether it would: - -  Be technically and economically feasible and practical; - -  Offer significant environmental advantage over the proposed 

Project or its components; and - -  Meet the objectives of the proposed Project. 

With the exception of the planned Safe Harbor Energy Project, all of the 
existing, authorized, proposed, and planned LNG terminals are located far 
from the markets proposed to be served by the Project (from 11 3 to 
648 miles). Additional pipeline construction would be required. Any 
pipeline construction that is significantly greater in length than the 
proposed action (21.7 miles) would be expected to generate greater 
environmental impacts, particularly where residential and commercial 
development is traversed. 

I N 1 5-5 Please see our responses to comments IN1 5-1 and W15-4. 

IN 15-6 Please see our responses to comments W15-1 and IN15-4 

Robert Frorrer 
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C'SQL, - s3 - 0 
I N 16- 1 The distances of the zones are consistent the distance from the LNG 

carriers or FSRU to the end of the zone is 750 vards 10 4 mile) The 

Fed& Energy Regulatory ComEssion 
Routing Code PJ 1 1.3 
Office af E m  Projea 
Washingto& BC 28426 

RE OEP/TXj2GfGas 8-h 3 
B d w s t e r  LNG Pqnct 
Doc& NO. CP m - 544% GPO& -55-[M 

~cdiral Energy ~Ks~ultuoj Commission 
888 1:irst Strtxt NE. Room 1A 

k Ms. Sdw. 

Thrs is a respome to Ihc DraA Environmental Impact Sblement for the B d w a t c r  LNG 
h j s ~ ,  FEKCIEIS 196 D. A h  reviewim the -ma w d  supposi~iuns wntai~led in 
the-ora~ f am more w W i 4  chan ever tbaicm~: 

- 
Lvna Island S o d  Mw 

LNG project hss little to rerammend i t  ex- a &hbk 
prlrspraph hy pagraph critique of the DraR is really unnrcescary. Allow me t use the 
foilowin(: exan~ples taken from tbc Drat3 to indicate where some of the major flews of the 
-sat lie, 

1. ? h e W ~ ~ ~ s ~ f i e d f o r ~ m ~ ~ ~ v e s s e l i s . 7 m i l e , o r 1 2 1 0 y ~ 1 n  

carriers sibstantially in excess of 600 y a r k  the earrim in navigati8 the &rn Racc 
would choke off d l  ocha maritime tramc at lbat point while in mir through the 
Raw. Could tfie variation in safety ume parametem noted above indeal h v c  to do 
with the "choke point" of the Rau: nc the wtcm end of  L u g  lsland Sound? This 
'\ariation" indeed may help explain why neither Connecticut nor Rho& lsland SW 
sgcncies panicipared. pernaps were even asked to wciw, in the preparation of the 
E~~vin,~unmLal Impw? Study. We on thc "ouuide" uuuwt know the Full an$w to !his 

diar~rrer. Yd the LNG &em supplying the JtUrdge : c : * c ~ J c I  would be requid tu h e  
- r a Safety Lanc of .3 mile from the ce~ter  of those carrim, or f e w  than 600 yards in 

distance from the aft (rear) end of the FSRU to'the edge of the proposed 
safety and security zone is 750 yards; the distance from the center of the 
YMS to the aft end of the FSRU is 460 yards, for a total distance of 1,210 
yards; the distance from the side of each LNG carrier to the edge of the 
safety and security zone is also 750 yards. 

Ih lG 

I N 16-2 While the purpose of the safety zone is to protect the public and the 

d~ametn. The question narurally arises: why is the d a y  zone for one LNG 
ra te rborn  vcsscl only about one half of da is required of anha? U'heihrr 1.NG 
carriers olthe dimen~ion t k rrnplojed in supplying (he proposal 1 ang Island Sound 
1:SKl: hurr navigurrd wten SO nar  populated anar is ao issue mr m d  by the 
FI:RC staff. ln the went an I.NG carrier on Loag Island Sound experienced n fire and 
its crew were to lose w n m l  o f  the vessel. it ccnainly would not remuin srsliontuy 
since Long Island Sound is tidal. If such a carsstmphr werr e, occur, a 600-yard 
diameter safety mne wodd quickly prove idcient, endangering pmpaty and life 

maritime transportation system from the hazards posed by a breach of the 
LNG carriers or FSRU tanks, the size of the zone is not tied directly to the 
thermal hazards posed by such a breach. The function of the safety zone is 
to reduce the probability of such a release occurring by creating a buffer 
zone around the LNG carriers and the FSRU. Additionallv. it ~rovides 

2 ,  . 
adequate distance and time for escort vessels to take mitigating measures to 
prevent accidents. The size and shape of the proposed safety and security 
zone have been carefully evaluated by both FERC and the Coast Guard to 
ensure public safety and to minimize the effects on vessel traffic. As 
described in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS. whle an LNG carrier transits 
the Race, there would be room between the edge of the proposed safety and 
security zone and the edge of the Race for use by marine vessels. 

Our Notice of Intent, issued August 11,2005, stated: "With this notice, we 
are asking federal, state, and local agencies with jurisdiction andlor special 
expertise with respect to environmental issues, in addition to those agencies 
that have already &reed to serve as cooperating agencies (as noted above), 
to formally cooperate with us in the preparation of the EIS. These agencies 
may choose to participate once they have evaluated the proposal relative to 
their responsibilities. Additional agencies that would like to request 
cooperating agency status should follow the instructions for filing 
comments provided under the Public Participation section of this Notice." 
No Connecticut or Rhode Island agencies requested this participation. 
However, we did meet with agencies in these states and they did have input 
into the scope of impacts considered in our review. 

2, aheHxitemoftheBraR on pcio$ for jhe th&mment I N 16-4 Section 3 3 1 2 of the fmal EIS has been expanded to more fully descnbe 
w d n g  o f  dte somp ve& andrrlatsd pipoihe work, the "bethnic mmmmity the potential nnpacts and recovely of benthc habitat based on pertment 

IN 1 6-4 should [my italics] mv&p within 1 ca 2 years." There is scant scientific evidence ar literature, mcluding post-construction monitonng results for several similar 
linear projects In addition, we have included a recommendation that 

1~~ 9,2007 I s* Broadwater develop methods to mechanically backfill the trench m 
coordination with appropriate federal and state resource agencies and 
conduct post-construction rnonitonng 
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, t hi5Tonoal p w d m ~  tv supplrt such an asscnion It is thus M a s ~ l m p t i o h  only one of 
many on which he Draft Study rests. r 3. ~clnters YM i h ~  -LNG Umm would not te expmtd to dirrhvge any ~ l r a  
w a r  inw l.ona Island Sound or Block Island Sound." 'Ihc ohrare ">lot he exoccted" 
used here is di;kbing Again this Draft confronts the read& with an unsrtdt~& 1 asimption. The wrim dlhc Draft, however. acknorledge th. the FSRU would 
Per;adiwtlly (how m e  i s  aot d i s c l d }  di-e water bdM inuo k g  Island 

"&or." 
4. The Study acbncwltdaes that the FSRU wauld d t  in a e lorn-tetm visual 

unpct $a limited pokion of Long Island Sound and wociated rhmli." This is 
simply a matter of  opinion and em hardly be subjsc~ to scientific verificauon. 
Cangidcring that the v a a  mjonty of the written responses (the Study provides no 
deviled statistics on IIW 4.200 lenm nceived by the commission rr the Urondwater 
Proposal) were opposed to the Long l s l d  Sound FSRU, one may conclude that those 
on the to-be-affccud "aspoc id  shurrlinn" hold quite a different opinion fmm Ihc 
writas uftht: Draft. I-urther, why would the thsdwatcr Psrtnas wokmplate %r~!  
schemes," i.e. m o w ,  wem 

SRU is 
5. It would bE wi~h or 

-I the size af an Ebnhowcr Claas A k d  M w  (over 1200 f& in Im&} in 
LMlg Island SaraKl or mywh e k  Some attempts during WWlt were rnade to paint 
h e x  C h  Aircraft C&eq e.g. The USS Ncrrw, CV 12 or the USS Intrepid, CV 
13, o rrtft 
(h ttotyevm, the 
US Naw was under no illusion tbat anv 'doaint sfiemeeme could in thc 
~ l i g h t e i a e ~  mace& a v d  the st& of mi B& class Cattjer* The typicat &ex 
C h s  Canier was m x m i y  990 fat mm lo sum; tlte p p o d  ed~ong lslmul 
S o d  FSRU d d  be wer m e  third h m ~  ih the &sex C l w  M e ? ,  d the 
m s e d  FSRU elpvatien w d d  be w m N 1 e  to the ,%sex Class dvatjon overall. 

lN16-7 [ 
6. 

OF alter the value of 
the shnrefmad pmpeay OF " Fe hDrsRadvance 
assatiotls [“not ahghly n any evcntl which 

not subject to prior d i d a t i o b  Lo other wo& an simply gratuitous uumptions. 

power lines. In short, rhc wrim of'lhe Draft Study offer no comparable basis fbr h e i r  
asscnion of  a nonzxpcctation of impact on real estate values dong the Long lsland 

- shoreline. No marine fac~lity example is includcd in their 'supporting dosumencation." 

I N 16-5 There appears to be some confusion between discharges from the LNG 
carriers and from the FSRU. The LNG carriers, as with other marine 
vessels, would use ballast water to maintain trim and balance, especially 
when they do not have cargo. LNG carriers would arrive in Long Island 
Sound full of LNG. During off-loading they would take on ballast water to 
replace the weight of the cargo being off-loaded. Thus, under normal 
operations, LNG carriers would not discharge ballast water in Long Island 
Sound. In the unllkely event that LNG carriers did discharge ballast water, 
it would be conducted in accordance with federal and state regulations - 
including pending EPA requirements, to be enacted in 2008, to minimize 
potential problems with invasive species. During Project operations, the 
FSRU would only discharge water obtained onsite in Long Island Sound. 
Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS provides the volume of water discharged 
from the LNG carriers and FSRU on a daily and annual basis, and 
addresses the potential impacts of biocide in the discharge water. 

IN 16-6 As described in Section 3.5.6.4 of the final EIS, Broadwater could select a 
color scheme that could reduce the contrast between the horizon and the 
FSRU as a mitigation measure that could reduce the visual impact of the 
Project. 

IN 16-7 As noted in Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS, some viewers may find the 
FSRU to be an intrusive visual presence. However, as also noted in 
Section 3.5.6, the overall impact to visual resources would be moderate 

IN 16-8 Section 3.6.5 of the final EIS presents an assessment of the potential 
impacts of the FSRU on property values, using the most appropriate 
comparisons available. In that section, we stated our opinion about 
property values based on that analysis. 
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I .  . . 
I N 16-9 Please see our response to comment W16-8 The commentor's statement 

Ihc rtbkious explanation for the absence of such an example IS that none cu~bis. The that FERC attempted to hide the fact that the proposed Project has no 
I FNC' sraCFcwirers. quite inadvenenr4), ha\e acknowledged h) implrcatlon that %he! precedent mdicates that he did not read the entn-e section on property 
can produ~c ~ ( t p ~ ~ c e d e n i  for the proposed Bmadwacr Long Island fiound Fl;Rli  values In Section 3 6 5 4, we state that the " Broadwater Project would 
Iha t  oienidlng Tact cuts to the tery center of  the weaknebb of the btafF\%riters' 
c v p i ~ i w n  To haxc forrhnfht!? achowledged the unprecednnted natarz at the be a unique facility " and that " it is not possible to dn-ectly compare 
Ijmadwater Iimg Island Suuod I'ropnsal would havc dramatrcdly wakened their the Project's mpact on property values to those of smilar projects " 
" c ~ s z  " perhapz as a consequence urgtny thcir Brffady~aicr Panner% to w~thdmir thsir 
dppl~catt~tn One must qucsr~on the inrellee~wl ~ntrgrify of Drati Slud? Prupusal 
s ~ ~ i r r s  '.tho ~ o u l d  ~ndulge rn such a '.Through the Looking Glass" .iubtrrttgc 

I (Po.rsrble cuntnhuton to the juit noted property evaluation conclusion are 1: 
t\nnbw'itcr. f I 13jrd, J Cefalu. J Klern, an3 J Wakefield). I he linnest and forthright 
thing :o %y abiur future confingent propen? talues at L nnl; Iblnnd Soutrd afteran 

I 
l.\(i w s v l  mooring nauld h a w  ken: 'ar p a t  don't h o w  or cannot mca\un: it.; 
po~cntial rmpdct on shurtll~nr propcay raiues ' Of courw as  advocate lrtr t9rwdaster 
PMnetz thc I CRC staff wrrler5 h) such an adm~wion t%ould have ucdened thew 
biaed  and spec~ous c&u One has a sort of p~t) for the stdffol'thc f'EKC who are 

IN 18-1 rcqu~red. 1n order LO conform to a predetemineJ conclusiott, ro cnmptom~ce their 
intclkclwl integrity and hca aeadem~c crcdent~dls tn produce ~ c h  htuixus 
iurtifisa8ioni m the name ert thc --puhls guud " Thc tern -.intcllc~tual pro\tttzitu)n " 
hdh been uccd lo chdractcnte such adulterated "rb.?sarcfi'. practice Rna it muit he 
added 1hai this ~z tmlj wir cxamplc of tnelcvdnt ',data ' It ts mnre than i~kei!. ihut 
other even more egmgroui examples may be fobiid In :he Urafr Study 

7 4n csxnival conbiderdclon in th15 context of cuirabllity for rhe Erixid\\.srer 1 h0 I ' r ~ ~ j c ~ r  
muc? k the IJn~rcd S t a ~ e ~  kn~rntn~nenlltj Protect~on Administral~on dmldntiun lhai 
1.ong Island Sound is 6 wa1eruay of -'Vaticma) Sipificance '- To ths uritcr this 
means lhar I.ong Icland Sound belong.; to all ofthe peoplc of the tn i t rd  State? I Ins i b  

iatcp~rical  declaration of public. nunersh~p uhioh ia nnl tubJecr io prri aic 
mcrructvnent. a h ~ c t l  would be a dtrest cun5equcnee ot the L3KII instailairon 
~ m p k m t a t m n  It4 realllation would be anahgum ru L/ZE Imatrng nt a theme prvk -8 

[lisnc) U'orld- %ith the unctioii oftho Na~ion:iI Parks Scn ~ c c  on Yoreinire Ndt~ffnul 
Pdrb. or ct en 1r)caunp a rhcmcpark un the Vaiaonst htall in Urashlnglan. IIC' 
Pcnlunr-I), a L S  C ~ u \ r m n m r  agency could rilake a c a s  fur the '-ceontimrc ki.fii'- 
accruing icon1 such unterprtsca, j~rst nz rhc rERC has done m the tnstsnre crt #he 

I 
Nnrladudter I ong Illand Sound Proposal. The National Pdrkr snd the Wdshinglun, IX' 
lalional CZ'lil arc undeniably puhlr~ <pace> of 'Uationoi S~gn~fieance."' a5 i4;111 of 
lnng !%land Sound, or s r  the L S  iiVA bas declared r h c m f o ~  the 13ro~dwaicr 
IZart~icr% cldrrn thdt 050 a c r o  nf Long ldand Snund surface awa is siseded for ilr 

IN t SKU (afcls done pammetcr) IS dlmetl: m conllst %ith thls lcgal cunccpi o f  guhlic 
3pucl: While ~i has broud powers given i t  hy l ' o n ~ ~ r z .  the rcderal I~nergb Rcgulatur) 
E'c~mmlasion.. ~n its prcltm~flar?. tanramount apprnral 01 thc R r w a d ~ a r ~ ~  npphcatrrm. hd\ 
rrppawntl) disregarded the concept uf pubi~c space as  defined b) the LS Conprev 
decades ago 

X l l io %\rntrn of lhe Drali Stud) csttmatc thai at: t~rnelinc operation tcrr an  I h C  ~ a r r i u r  
brrviclng the propuwd FSKll 1s 35 hours Hrudwater IMncrs  eelt,n?a~e\ that I W B  rc l  
thrcc LNG &amerr per week nnuld ortladd their cargum untn ihc I CRtJ (Drslt \~ud> 
I able 2.4- 1 ) during the firs1 ye& of  r>prra\icins Aszurning: the trans~i of three I KC; 
cmier% per u ~ ~ k  to md from the I-SRU. ihefirtal time fur bSRLI nperataon\ per week 
i\ 105 huum, or 4 375 da3s 1 his implr- that the above apcrdlionv unuld take p b r c  

I N 16- 1 0 As for all LNG terminal applications submitted to FERC, we reviewed the 
Broadwater proposal without a preconceived outcome. The EIS was 
prepared by highly competent and experienced scientists, engineers, 
planners, and economists. Because there is no existing facility to compare 
directly to the proposed Project, we presented an assessment of the 
potential impacts of the FSRU on property values using the most 
appropriate comparisons available and clearly stated that in the EIS. 

I N 16- 1 1 The commentor is inaccurate in stating that Broadwater has determined that 
a 950-acre safety and security zone is needed. The Coast Guard conducted 
safety and security evaluations and proposed the dimensions of the safety 
and security zones, as described in Sections 4.6.1.4 and 4.6.1.5 of the WSR 
(Appendix C of the final EIS). Section 3.5.7.4 of the final EIS addresses 
environmental issues associated with the Public Trust Doctrine. Legal 
issues related to public trust lands are not a component of our 
environmental review process and are not addressed in the EIS; however, 
FERC is of the opinion that the public benefit of obtaining a diversified and 
increased energy supply from the Project with minimal impacts to public 
use of coastal waters, public lands, and public resources, is consistent with 
the objectives of the Public Trust Doctrine. 

I N 16- 12 The commentor is incorrect in stating that the ". . . Draft writers assert that 
the FSRU . . . does not represent an industrialization of Long Island 
Sound." We did not make that statement anywhere in the EIS. In Section 
3.5.2.2 of the EIS, we state that we do not expect that the Project would 
spur industrialization of the Sound. 
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day and Rig&. The FSRU M witm msxt lbad the FSRU, despile the initial 
d & s  of weekly timclfneopcratiom, does not apresent an Idmhidhtion of Long 
island Sound. 1&ktd at obj&ucly, xhc usc of la& Island Sound watm for 4 375 
days per week (and far mow ~ I I  2.036 scres  in the aggregate would be involvcd in 
tho% operations) c n n s d ~  a d~.faao signifiesnt indusvialization of tho= waten. 
Further. then can be no "mitigation" of lhat tirncline which is Broadwater Partners' 

Nowhere in the EIS do we state that the Broadwater Project would not be 
an industrial project on the Sound. In Section 3.5.2.2, we do address the 
potential for the Project to stimulate additional industrialization of the 
Sound. However, that issue is quite different from the one raised in this 
rnmmpnt 
~". .U. .U.L.  

own mjgetlon. Howvw, It4e e s t i w  d 105 bow Wr week for the o&on of the - - 

G t e l d  activities on Long lsland Sound 

prr W& =ti- wlrt ultimmly, we 
the n m h  which are deliberafely 

W for obvmus mwm, d o  not 
utilizaim end its result& fahim 

~i$ficance." Thew ax thn* citiz-e%, and rhe FERC well knows Ihe) are in the 
majority, who d l y  must strenuously oppose the u1Limat.e dztminalion of thL: "public 
good" k n g  left in the hands of s government Bgcney with such a clear b~as wward 
h u g  private capital interests, a govcmrncnt agency with almost unlimid power in its 

9. Thlhe writers of rhr DMA end che Exwutivr Summary (ES 18 & 19) with Ult. follouillp. 
'Tk enrihwunenral inspection and mitigarion monitoring system would mure 
complisnce 6th the miti@on 
au thoM by the Conrrnission 

- ['miti@n mdMng system 
worst it is  a M y  v e i M  cdkm 
appmvd of thc FERC Rnriew 

- h i s  of the distinct bias mident in the M  MY," one isid to oonclude that 
Broadwater Parmers is a cltent of the FERC. One must wonder if such Bn unholy 
relatiorship was the intent of the Congress when it p a s 4  the enabling legislation 

IN 16-1 4 As described in Section 2.0 of the EIS, the FSRU would operate 
continually with a maximum sendout volume into the subsea pipeline of 
1.25 bcfd and an average daily sendout of 1.0 bcfd. Neither Broadwater 
nor IGTS has proposed any expansion plans to accommodate larger 
volumes of regasified LNG from the proposed Broadwater FSRU. 

I N 16- 1 5 Please see our response to comment W16-14. 

I Please see our response to comment W16-14 

I N 16- 1 7 The commentor has confused a monitoring system with the actual 
mitigation measures. The monitoring system would be designed to 
determine whether or not the required mitigation measures have been 
accomplished. The text of the EIS has not "veiled" anything and has 
certainly not given "tacit approval" of the Project by the Commissioners. 
The EIS will be considered by the Commissioners during their 
deliberations on the Project. As stated in Section 5.1 of the final EIS, ". 
We recommend that these [mitigation] measures be attached as conditions 
to any authorization issued by the Commission." This does not mean that 
an authorization would be issued by the Commission. The Commission 
would not approve the Project unless (1) the impacts to the environment are 
acceptable; and (2) the safety of the public is adequately protected. Finally, 
we are not aware of the "distinct bias" the commentor is referring to and 
cannot respond to his claim. The EIS was prepared by experienced 
scientists, engineers, and planners in accordance with NEPA guidelines, 
CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA, and FERC's regulations for 
implementing NEPA. 
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mabl~shing the FERC in the fitst place. The public k witness here of Big Oil in 
Iclyue wilt1 Hiy Guvrrnmur~ The following wnelusion is incvicablc: The FERC staff 
pqwinp, this I M  Shdy urn even thc mandace to jurfl5 rhe implementaiion of the 
Broadwater Partners' Long Islaad Sound FSKU h p o s a l  and to skew whatever &la 
that could bc a m u l a l e d  (very ofim of no rclevana: at all) toward that end. This 
.'procns." Ms. Salas, is not objective rrz~arch The US citizen-taxpayer deserves 
baM frum i ~ r  public s ~ l v m f s .  J u t  how the public is ~hon-chwgad by such 

10. ~ h f  writers of the Rrnadwater lank lsland Sound FSRII proposal ad& the issue of 
potential hurricane risk in an equally shocking manner. 'lhc Yrupod bpwificu h i t  dlr 
FSRU mooring design would cnaMe the FSRU to sustain a systems integrity of i ~ p  to 
thc force ofa  Caregory 3 hurricane, with the expectation of a 100-year timeline for 
such a naturally tmurring event. To engineer and consuuct a mooring facility to 
nstrPrin an FSRU of the hesort M A  P a m e n  pmposzs in abuve Category 3 
hurricane conditions is probably not feasible, hence the *Category 3" propod 
'limitadoan However. w a r  lhis 100-year timeline was determined by Broadwarer 
P m n  or the FEKC i~ not wded in the study. M m v c r ,  in this wntrxt the Draft 
Study writem wmpletely ignore or awid any mention of the US Government WralhR 
Umuu t b m t s  for an increase in Atlantic hurricams io the years irnmedlarely ahead. 
That the Draft writers do not even mention that pmspect is either simply a 
dcm~mslration of expository inoompctcncc or '~ntcn2epmmad i p r a n c e  
lurthermorc, were the h'orthust coast of the Umted States and in pamcularly Long 
lsland Sound (and Bbek lsland Sound) to exprricnce a hurricane of the magnitude of 
the norm which devaststed those coastal arcs  (and more) in 1938, the proposed 
Broadurn FSRU would be severed from its mmring nl& and run aground on an 
adjacent shoreline. In 1938 the National Wcattur Bureau had not begun d i n g  
hunicunes by thcir potential dtsrmctive forces. i e. top wiad velocity, potential ruinfill, 

I md endexpectdi stom surges. It b dau and the 
i n h t n r r u r c  damage 6 the New Yo&, New Haven Hartford Railroad that this 1 u u s t n h i r  '38 ~ r m  was no i n .  lbo a Catrcon 5 -ion There is ~ l o n r  of " .  . 

N1 6-1 1 h i m r i i  data documenting the severity of that stom md the devastation i;uu;d. 
long sections of NYNHH lmckbai along the sbonline were ripped up and cmain 

I d i n e  a k a g e  sirnpty alto* a a tesult of the storm sutge. -4s the 

inundated the downtown disaict of Providence, Rhode bland to a depth of nine feet. 
Conelusion: Long Island Sound in and will remain in the path of Category 3 and above 
Ath t i c  burrimes. The FERC slaffwrirers have simplj nor done an adequate 
hurricane &. analysis w f u  us o p m p o d  FSRU in Long Island Sound is concerned. 
A trip by the FERC staff to the Library oiCongms to view photogiaphs of the '38 
hurricane d e v m i o n  to New Yo&, Connecticut and Rhode Island coastlines might - 
just might-begin au enlightenment of whar tbe s k k ~  am in positioning a huge 
waterborne n a n d  gar facility in an area of demonstrated exposure to such enormously 
drsrructive powers of nature. It is simply &e to bclicvc that an FSRU in Long lsland 
Sound, in the event of a major hurricane, would not pose irnmcnse danger to human 
life w d  prupzrty all along the New York, Comccticut and Khude lslwd sbrelines 
bordering the Sound waters. How would the senior s f l a n d  Secrc~ary of the FERC 

- adrims qwsriunu, a R n  the fact, f m  wnlptJsional ~nves~igaduns intu their upprurnl 

I N 16- 1 8 The comment that the mooring system would be designed to only withstand 
the forces of a Category 3 hurricane is incorrect. As stated in Section 4.3.5 
of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) and in Sections 2.1.2, 3.2.1.2, 
3.7.1.4, and 3.10.2.2 of the final EIS, the YMS would be designed to 
withstand the forces equivalent to those of a Category 5 hurricane. Project 
designs would be reviewed by FERC and the Coast Guard and (as 
addressed in Section 4.6.2 of the WSR and in Section 3.10.2.1 of the final 
EIS) by an independent third-party contractor. 

I N 16- 1 9 AS discussed in the WSR, (Appendix C of the final EIS), the design of the 
YMS must be based on the sustaining wind and wave conditions equivalent 
to a Category 5 hurricane at levels significantly greater than those 
hstorically reported in Long Island Sound, including the 1938 hurricane. 
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1 N 16-20 The commentor is correct that natural gas is a fossil fuel, and the burning of 
natural gas produces C02, a greenhouse gas. Section 4.2 of the final EIS 
evaluates the use of renewable energy sources and non-fossil fuels to meet 
the projected energy needs of the New York City, Long Island, and 
Connecticut market areas. 

to orre of C02 is 2.74 to 1 (CH4 g d c  &&ht = 16; 6 0 2  atDmic weight = 44). Once 
h a f t b e m  of the oil and ;gag iudumy and E& powerful lobbyists, the 
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I N 17- 1 As described in Section 1.1 of the final EIS, our analysis of energy and 
natural gas supply and demand in the region that Broadwater would serve 
included review of a wide variety of studies. The authors of the reports we 
reviewed included government agencies, task forces, industry groups, 
private consulting firms, and utilities. As indicated in Section 1.1, there is 
a general consensus that demand for natural gas is expected to increase due 
to a combination of increasing demand from electrical generators, 
increasing population, and increasing per capita energy consumption. At 
the same time, net pipeline imports, primarily from Canada, are expected to 
decrease substantially. 

I N 1 7-2 We have addressed alternatives to providing a diversified natural gas 
supply in Section 4.0 of the final EIS. Further, as described in Section 1.1 
of the final EIS, there is no indication that the region will not continue to 
use natural gas to meet energy needs. 

I N 17-3 Although implementation of the proposed Project would increase 
dependence on foreign sources of fossil fuels, as noted by the commentor, 
it would diversify the regional energy portfolio. 

IN 17-4 The impact of operations on water quality was determined to be minor and 
hghly localized; operations would be conducted in compliance with all 
federal and state regulations and permitting requirements. Section 3.2 of 
the final EIS provides additional detail. 

I N 17-5 The Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan, developed as a 
requirement of the National Estua~y Program, has a stated goal of 
encouraging environmentally sensitive development and land use planning, 
and avoiding net degradation of the environment. The proposed Project is 
consistent with each of these goals. 
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I N 17-6 As reported in Section 8.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the 
Coast Guard evaluated the safety and security of operation of the FSRU 
and the LNG carriers and made the prelimina~y determination that the risk 
of operating those facilities would be manageable with implementation of 
its recommended mitigation measures. FERC expects that these mitigation 
measures 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. In addition, Section 5.5.4 of the WSR 
includes a recommendation that Broadwater be required to prepare a 
Facility Security Plan at least 6 months before operation begins, in 
accordance with federal requirements in 33 CFR 105. Neither FERC nor 
the Coast Guard would allow operation of the Project until the appropriate 
safety and security measures are in place. 

I N 17-7 Impacts to commercial and recreational fishing are presented in Sections 
3.5.5.1, 3.5.5.2, and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS. As noted in those sections, the 
impacts would be minor. 
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I rnpccgdflllly urge thst the Couunisrwn revlrw iu deckion in thc mnncr o f  the 
applicaion of the Hroedwntcr Company rot pcmiss~on lo sonsvuca a liqurd ga, facility 
in Lung l s l d  Sound Ihc dnfl  repon wcms.fo not addrrsj fully the public's interest 

, , 1 for h. overdl well.bcingof the midenfs of IIW un Ccrtdinly dw hi> huge smxturc 
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Further, FERC would need to approve the Emergency Response Plan 
developed by Broadwater as described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS. 
Final operation of the facility would not be authorized until these plans 
were completed and approved. In addition, as described in Section 8.4 of 
the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), if FERC authorizes the 
Broadwater Project, the Coast Guard would prepare a proposal to obtain 
additional personnel and equipment to implement its safety and security 
recommendations. 

I 8-2 The FSRU would be a structure much llke a barge at anchor in that it would 
float and weathervane around the YMS. The YMS would be an open tower 
structure that allows for flowing water to pass between the legs that 
comprise the structure, much llke a dock. Thus, t h s  Project would have no 
discernable effect on the tides or current flow of Long Island Sound. 

IN 18-3 Section 3.5.5.1 of the final EIS addresses the impact to tourism and 
recreational industries. Section 3.6.8.1 addresses the economic impact of 
the Project. Section 3.7.1.4 describes the impacts to commercial shpping 
and fishing. As noted in those sections, implementation of the proposed 
Project would result in a minor impact to tourism, recreational fishing and 
boating, the recreation industry, and commercial shipping and fishing. 

I N 18-4 Economic mpacts due to mplementation of the proposed Project are 
addressed m Section 3 6 of the fmal EIS 
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Cpi38~L - 3- 000 D QR~G~NBL I N 19- 1 We assume that the commentor is referrmg to the Coast Guard's WSR 
(Appendix C of the final EIS) when commenting on the "Broadwater 
Safety and Security Report " Neither the WSR nor the EIS refers to the 

Deomber 5,2006 proposed Broadwater Project as being "too costly, too dangerous, and too 
disruptive for LI Sound " 
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I N 19-2 The Coast Guard has made a preliminary determination, pending 
completion of the NEPA analysis, that with implementation of the 
mitigation measures it has proposed, the risks associated with operation of 
the Project would be manageable. The Coast Guard also stated that it 
currently does not have the resources required. However, as described in 
Section 8.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), if FERC authorizes 
the Broadwater Project, the Coast Guard would prepare a proposal to obtain 
additional personnel and equipment to implement its safety and security 
recommendations. Further, as stated in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, 
Broadwater would be required to develop an Emergency Response Plan in 
consultation with federal, state, and local agencies, and the plan would need 
to be approved by FERC before Broadwater would receive approval to 
begin construction. 

Caw G d  msrs shows &at if there wm itb =Mat Bn the f=ili(Ji or a (r;olk~rr e m t  
mbwncy  snd f m f i m  &ces am ADEQUAE ta b d l e  the Ramraahle vapr 
cloud that w d d  be r e l e d  The olmd auld travel up to 5 mles d w d m g  upon Lhi: 
mvi l ine  wjd% - 

1 N 19-3 The Coast Guard would be respons~ble for the safety and secunty of the 
I mourns n d d  to pmt the f=Ziy. FSRU and LNG carriers If the Coast Guard requlres assistance from state 

or local agencies, Broadwater would be responsible for funding those 
efforts as described in Section 3 10 6 m the final EIS 
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I N20-1 Thank you for your comments. In reference to the EIS, all work was 
performed by FERC, our consultants, and cooperating agencies, which 
includes the Coast Guard. 

I N20-2 Thank you for your comment. 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. 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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I N20-3 As discussed in Section 1.0 of the final EIS, the proposed Project was 
designed to provide a source of gas near the target market, in part, to avoid 
the need to expand the existing pipeline infrastructure. 

I N20-4 Thank you for your comment. In Section 1.1 of the final EIS, we note that 
the Project would diversify the supply of natural gas to the region. 
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I N2 1 - 1 The final EIS discusses entrainment and impingement impacts in Section 
3.3.2.2. Measures to minimize impacts of water intakes would be utilized, 
such as locating the water intakes of the FSRU at a water depth with 
relatively low densities of marine organisms (approximately mid-depth of 
the water column) and limiting the water intake velocity (0.5 foot per 
second or less). The resulting losses would represent approximately 0.1 
percent of the standing crop of the fish eggs and larvae in the central basin 
of Long Island Sound and are not expected to affect the overall finfish 
population withm Long Island Sound. 

I N21-2 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 encompass energy conservation; renewable 
energy sources, including wind and tidal power; and other existing and 
proposed LNG terminal and pipeline projects. 

I N2 1-3 Lands held in public trust by the State of New York are regulated by 
NYSOGS. Broadwater has submitted an application to NYSOGS for an 
easement for the Project. Section 3.5.7.4 of the final EIS addresses 
environmental issues associated with the Public Trust Doctrine. However, 
legal issues related to public trust lands are not a component of our 
environmental review process and therefore are not addressed in the final 
EIS. 
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I N22- 1 Section 3.11.6 of the final EIS states that the cumulative impacts of the 
proposed Project when considered in addition to those of other past, 
current, and reasonably foreseeable projects in the region of influence 
would be minor. 

1 N22-2 FERC, with input from cooperating agencies, has included many 
recommendations in the EIS that Broadwater must comply with in order to 
proceed with the Project, if it receives initial authorization. Implementation 
of these recommendations would avoid or minimize impacts as described 
throughout the final EIS. 

1 N22-3 The potential that the proposed Project could further stimulate 
industrialization of the Sound is addressed in Section 3.5.2.2 of the final 
EIS. 

1~22-4  AS described throughout the final EIS, construction and operation of the 
proposed Project would not affect the Connecticut shoreline or its 
residences, except for a minor but long-term impact to visual resources 
associated with a vessel-llke structure being located at least 11 miles 
offshore (see Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS). 

construction or under mnslderation 

1~22-5  Section 3.1 1.6 of the final EIS describes the expected cumulative impacts 
of the Project. Section 4.0 of the final EIS evaluates a wide variety of 
alternatives to the proposed Broadwater Project and concludes that they 
could not satisfy projected natural gas and other energy demands of the 
New York City, Long Island, and Connecticut markets. These alternatives 
encompass energy conservation; renewable energy sources, including wind 
and tidal power; and other existing and proposed LNG terminal and 
pipeline projects. 
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I N23-1 We have addressed the Synapse report in Section 1.1.5.4 of the final EIS. 

1 N23-2 The specified text is related to the impacts of Project construction on 
fisheries resources. As stated in Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS, the 
primary construction impact to fisheries resources would be disturbance of 
less than 0.1 percent of the seafloor of Long Island Sound, whch would 
constitute a minor and short-term impact. In general, the other construction 
impacts to fisheries resources would be temporary, negligible, and 
separated in time and space from the seafloor disturbance. Thus, there 
would be no significant construction impact to fisheries resources. 

7hank wu lor %our tlinr 
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I N24- 1 The final EIS has been revised to provide additional information on 
potential impacts of the proposed Project and appropriate mitigation to 
avoid and minimize potential impacts. Section 3.10 of the final EIS has 
been revised to further address potential safety and security issues 
associated with accidental and intentional releases of LNG; and our review 
incorporated extreme weather conditions in excess of those historically 
recorded in Long Island Sound, including the 1938 hurricane. The final 
EIS includes a section that assesses potential cumulative impacts 
(Section 3.11). The proposed Project would be constructed and operated in 
accordance with all federal and state regulations, as w-ell as a wide variety 
of Project-specific permits designed to protect the environment of Long 
Island Sound, including the human environment. 
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I N25- 1 Sections 3.6.8.1 and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS have been updated to address 
the impacts to commercial lobstermen of the proposed moving safety and 
security zones around LNG carriers as they enter and exit the Sound. 
These analyses consider the potential that other large vessels entering or 
exiting the race may alter their course, taking them through areas with high 
lobster pot density. In addition, if authorized, it is expected that Coast 
Guard would reauire 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 stated in Section 3.7.1.4, Broadwater has committed 
to avoiding LNG carrier transit through the Race around slack tide 
(contingent on Coast Guard approval of specific transits). As part of 
implementing the proposed moving safety and security zone, the Coast 
Guard would conduct routine Broadcast Notice to Mariners to notify the 
public of the implementation of the safety and security zones. Escort tugs 
and any Coast Guard vessels escorting the LNG carriers would also serve 
as an additional laver of on-scene notification. These measures would 
minimize impacts to lobstermen. 

1 N25-2 Please see our response to comment W25-1. 

1 N25-3 Thank you for your comment. As noted in the responses above, we have 
addressed your concerns in the final EIS. 
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I ~ 2 6 - 1  Section 3.0 of the final EIS provides a detailed assessment of potential 
environmental impacts, including those to the human environment. 

1 N26-2 Because the Coast Guard has not yet prepared a proposal for additional 
resources (see Section 8.4.2 of the WSR [Appendix C of the final EIS]), we 
cannot identify the funding source for the additional resources. The Coast 
Guard would be responsible for enforcing the safety and security zones but 
may share that responsibility with state or local law enforcement agencies. 

1 N26-3 Section 4.0 of the final EIS evaluates a wide variety of alternatives to the 
proposed Broadwater Project and concludes that they could not satisfy the 
projected natural gas and other energy demands of the New York City, 
Long Island, and Connecticut markets with less environmental impact. 
These alternatives encompass energy conservation; renewable energy 
sources, including wind and tidal power; and other existing and proposed 
LNG terminal and pipeline projects. 

1 N26-4 Please see Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS for a discussion of the 
requirement for and the development of an Emergency Response Plan 

1 N26-5 Section 4.4 of the final EIS evaluates alternatives to the proposed location 
for the Broadwater terminal, including offshore in the Atlantic Ocean. 
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After extensive review, we have concluded that if the Project is 
implemented as planned with the identified mitigation measures during 
design, construction, and operation, it would be an environmentally 
acceptable action. 

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. 

1 N27-3 Both the draft and fmal EISs were prepared by experienced scientists and 
engmeers with mput from other federal, state, and local agencies The fmal 
EIS provides a thorough evaluation of the potential environmental nnpacts 
of the proposed Project 
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300731225034 R&ce+ved FERC OSEC OLiZd,Zi107 02 04 0 3  PI4 Docket# CPO6-54-000, ET AL 

Dbc<a FERC. 

1 am a C(~:tnedic~tt rcsident !lorn and raricd Rj now I havc l r ~ o  in Co~incc%~c~~t 
ilri or rirdr the I ong 1~la1id CounQ shc)re ?ieatl\* 50 i>l nnll 54 yedi\ <hie of [lie ~ i o ~ t  
ihensl1r.d espilrtc~~sos Eon~rnl  clddhooc" ii as  st:tdmg 111 Long Island Sound Once 
pr oficietit at s%vmltttiilg I took ati tnreresf m iarlrng Skrlli refined oil the Sound ha\ c 
taken mz tn fiir aw.13 placaz to eourpete H lnle iirere are i>lang. place% on i h i i  p l n ~ ~ e ~  thal 
ollcr hrglwr ~ \ i n d b  10 i:I~dlltngi: nli d d ~  dnccd ikrtlb I st111 chcriah Long Islatid Sound 
hly n,ot< drr Im* on laird ;md thd aalei to mu South ho alata ahzze 1 live tJxi w dl 
rimer chqnge .As sonlzone whoso llfe ha. beni au~chcd  bq the use of Long Islaid Sound 
I have asenge of ~mpnnsrbil~ty Tor this Firnary of Katjnnal stgnrfii?anc: TliA said 1 am 
wntnl:: goul~ddy it] d n  eII)wrt 10 p o t c ~ l  md  presolie o~ir  Lung Islmd Sound We 
frtcug a chllmigbc hheti. unlikc any b%c ha> c over s o m  'A U, cbcifatng t l~c  salo ofport of 
T~i1g Island Sound to big ettei-gy Thc Bmaditater ptopoial ~ncludcs the psrinar%et:tlt 
muwng of d flodllnp barpi m thc mrddic irClhc Sorind Ihri barge, rf hiirlr \\III h i  Ihk 
SILI" 01 ihc Q u ~ n  I l t~&cth I1 It ts~ll  ing~.st IdrgI" tolun~cs oTLhG h t t  wuitld be 
d-ln era1 b\ LNGtmhets It .mould also take tn 5 5 milltoii gaUon5 oi  a& water fmnz tlie 
Sourrd ddrlyroh.: uscd ac part of tlv re-sa..ific,ltfon piobcesr ZVhmi thr\ .r%ati'r 1s 
dtrehiir&wd i t  w1I1 he i~gnilie.u~tlr aarmer (current rslinialitr; ti: riemlq lour degree? P) thus 
adI.eibd\ &ectiug sca hfbc See the I~ t t e r t o  rLKC dated innuwv 18,2007 h i l l  the 
Ilqr~rtrxent ot the hrnrior's MXce ot Eclvironnrenlal Policu Tlr? pfopsal ofth-. 
tlonr~ng Ttorage and ~e-gni~ticat~orr trnnrrral rrprzqent, an nttacl, cm \nPa  .ire chench 
It1 rsc;nt )cars 'hbc Sounci has c\pciienicd a ruajnr c h p  111 loh*tcr Svtuc orthz rcsearch 
hds h~crr ~inrixadt;tut 5 rkgadtng lob\lcr dcpls~ron Lhe 1ol.atcnn~n %a\ thbl an ritrioiritds 
was the L.luse I et atha! Icre;ucl~ dld not r~otilt to the l a s e ~ t ~ c ~ d r  If &oadvat-ar txera 
a l iwrd to lake in mlilron\ ol g4110n,11, of cdtrr mil d~selr~uge 11 1 1 ~  $c.dl~fe m lhi: sred 
could be gcdti( i  rrnpac~cd There I+ v~rcuali) no rliiagrczmcnl among ccicntl%t% rcgxd~rdmg 
the ant~cq~jtad dmnaga to the health of the S oiud 1 dozatl yeam ago the Itotluom 
prpehne ad% itl+ialIed ecro%i the %outid %t thdr bnir rbz were [old the mr.ror tiatnage 
\&touTd heal \I7e rrtlrp hnow ~t h s s  riot repaired nor! t rnnkr the same mrut&e &gal11 The 
projsc-t thrcatcns > c a n  oTcTifud~ to rasfoic Ulc \iialtty oTLung 1,ldnJ Sound 

I 34, cou ta rclzct tllz ~ r o d v  ater proporal We h a ~ e  otazr optrims to get 
ntore clean eaag? it3 the region that does not de>tro? a nailoilni ticasu~e 

Chad 51 L%ons 
5 1 Vontoqa Jh 

e I 

I N28-1 As described in detail in Section 3.2.3.2 (Table 3.2.3-I), the FSRU intake 
would be used primarily for ballast water. No water taken from the Sound 
would be used in the regasification process (see Section 2.1.1.4 of the final 
EIS). 

1 N28-2 As stated in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, water discharges from the 
FSRU would approximate ambient temperatures because they would be 
primarily associated with ballast water. The temperature of the cooling 
water that would be discharged from LNG carriers could be elevated above 
ambient seawater temperatures but would be less than New York State 
surface water quality standards within 75 feet from vessel. Please see our 
response to comment 0C2-24. 

1 N28-3 Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS specifies the primary biological impact 
associated with water intake and discharge, specifically including 
entrainment and impingement. As identified, the magnitude of the impact 
would not affect the overall finfish and lobster populations of Long Island 
Sound. As discussed in response to comment FA1-5, all FSRU discharges 
would be conducted in accordance with SPDES requirements throughout 
the life of the Project (see Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS). The volume of 
water used by the Project is not only orders of magnitude smaller than the 
static volume of the Sound, it is also substantially less than the daily inflow 
of fresh seawater. 

1 N28-4 Section 4.0 of the final EIS evaluates a wide variety of alternatives to the 
proposed Broadwater Project and concludes that they could not satisfy the 
projected natural gas and other energy demands of the New York City, 
Long Island, and Connecticut markets with less environmental impact than 
the proposed Project. These alternatives encompass energy conservation; 
renewable energy sources, including wind and tidal power; and other 
existing and proposed LNG terminal and pipeline projects. 
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Unofficial EERC-Oeaerated PDF of Z0070119-0221 Received by EERC OSEC O l t l E i t Z 0 0 7  in Docket# CP06-54-00 

Thie lettm is tegarding the proposed IXG termid known a8 'Broadwater" 
that Shell Oil and lkansCaneda are propoeing to put in Long Idand b n d .  
right off Wading River. 1 would just like you to know that 
ppppee thia propod. I live in Shoreham and wi l l  be advarsely aRected by 
thb terminaL There are esvesal reaeons why I am oppo6ing its iuaallntion. 
- 
They m: 

1. SAFETY Since 9/11, p*e are faced with e mmpletely different 
environment in whicb to liva Do wt, want to have a mqjor Ybrgat" 
right oNaur &ore that would be a potential for U t e r  if tamriats 
decide to attack? We can no longer assume that thie will not happen. 
At the FeRC Meeting on Jariusry 11,2007 in Shmham. we were 
a d d  that the Coast Guard ie not able to eupply all the Becurity that 
will be d e d  to guard both the terminal and the ahipa coming and 
going to load and unload. It was fimt auggwded that we, the tarpayem, 
would need to Pbeort, tbsse aoskr dong with the two ampmiae. This 

tha -try. Ie th i~  fair to burden ua additionally for Bloadwstsr'e 
gain? Another acanario that rmgbt be psnible wuuld be that the 
cornpaniae would be reeponnible for the security and m we would 
baaicdy have uddled &personal thet would be reeponeible for 
the security snd, ultimately, o w  aeauity. I cmbhd~ am not 
d o r t a b l e  mth two foPBign nations decting the p m m m l  who 
wauld be responsible fur mxb an impmtmt job. Additionally, there are 
no guranteee that thia terminal is d e .  Aamding to Broedwater, 

I N29-1 Because the Coast Guard has not yet prepared a proposal for additional 
resources (see Section 8.4.2 of the WSR [Appendix C of the final EIS]), we 
cannot identify the funding source for the additional resources. However, 
if additional funding is required for the Coast Guard, it would most likely 
be generated from the federal budget, not from a local or state budget. 

1 N29-2 The Coast Guard is responsible for accomplishing the tasks that by law, 
only it is authorized to conduct but may share other law enforcement 
responsibilities with state or local law enforcement agencies. Enforcement 
of the safety and security zones is a law enforcement function that cannot 
be delegated to private security forces. Private security forces could 
provide notification to vessels approaching the safety and security zone 
around the FSRU and provide on-board security for the FSRU, but private 
security forces cannot act as law enforcement representatives. Broadwater 
would provide funding for state or local law enforcement agencies for their 
involvement in the emergency response and security actions, including 
enforcing the safety and security zone, as described in Section 3.10.6 of the 
final EIS. FERC must approve the Emergency Response Plan prior to final 
approval to begin construction. 

1 N29-3 While the combination of technologies proposed for the FSRU is a new 
concept, the separate LNG receiving, storage, regasification, and send-out 
technologies are proven. The American Bureau of Shipping, a certifying 
entity, reviewed the prelimina~y design of the FSRU and stated the 
following in a July 27,2005 letter to Broadwater: "Whilst the concept of 
combining a floating re-gasification unit and distribution network with a 
yoke moored LNG hull can be viewed as a first time combination of 
systems, the technologies employed are not in themselves novel and are 
covered by established Rule criteria." 
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1 N29-3 As stated m the final EIS (Sections 2 1 1 1 ,2  3 1 1 ,3  10 2 1, and 3 10 2 2), 
U n o f f i c i a l  F e R C - G e n e r a t e d  PDF o f  2 0 0 7 0 1 1 9 - 0 2 2 1  R e c e i v e d  by FERC BSEC 0 1 / 1 8 / 2 0 0 7  i n  Dacke?t# C P 0 6 - 5 4 - 0 0  federal regulations, mdustry standards, and classification society rules 

would govern the safe design, construction, and operation of the FSRU 
The coast Guard evaluatedthe safety and security aspects of operation of 
the FSRU (and the LNG carriers) and made the preliminary determination, 

data m back up their cLaims a i m  they have nu ea-perienca with a 
facility ofthis magnitude. Are we to be the "guinea pigE" upon which 
they will work out their pmbiama? 

2. ENVIRONMENT The Long Inland Sound ie just boginning to mme 
back to lifo. Much money hae bean apnt by different government 
agencies and now w ue wing to allow two foreign mmpaniea to undo 
cw, mucb that hae boon dono. Wby are we allowing thin? What right du 
re have ta ruin thie wonderful natural aeaet for future weretione? 
B d w a t e r  will negatively imp& the wuters of Long Island Sound. 
Becam of watar being d k c h q d  Barn the terminal, there will be an 
in- in water temperaturn on an average of3.6 degrees. This will 
mvwely impact cold-water sped-. Ln addition, this water wiU a h  be 
. . . -. . . . 

9. PINANCUL A large area neede to be mrdomd ainca them is a "no 
public au!eu~ m e "  of 1.6 square milen t h t  ravrounds the LNG 
t a d .  In addition, thie 'ho public acses zone" around the incoming 
LNG tanbra  will be 2 miles in front, 1 mile in beck and 760 yards on 
d m & .  Duringthistime,dvcJssalewouldberequiredtol~vethe 
area. R'here does thia leave our fisherman? The area for our fMmg 

IN25 5 induetry is now mmpmmiaed. Are we ailling to take jobs away from 
our locale for a private concern? What happened to a government's 
~~~ponmbi l i ty  to pmtect ita citizens h m  mch an iqiuatioe? How can 

I ads you to be reaponable and not let a private w- cauee wch an 
upheaval here M Long Wand. 

as reported in Section 8.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), that 
with implementation of the mitigation measures it has recommended, the 
risks associated with operation of the FSRU and LNG carriers would be 
manageable. Section 3.10.3 of the final EIS describes the potential 
consequences of an accidental or intentional release of LNG from the 
FSRU; as described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS Broadwater would be 
required to prepare an Emergency Response Plan. 

I N29-4 As described in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, no impact to water 
temperatures in Long Island Sound would be associated with discharges 
from the FSRU. Broadwater estimates that the cooling water discharge 
from a steam-powered LNG carrier would approximate ambient 
temperature conditions (within 1°F) within 75 feet of the vessel discharge 
point. Any water discharges with residual chlorine concentrations would 
be monitored in accordance with federal and state regulations and Project- 
specific permitting requirements. 

1 N29-5 Sections 3.5.5.2, 3.6.8.1, and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS describe the potential 
impacts to commercial fishermen from implementation of the Project. 
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I nand hem kfote you with 3 genedons  of my fam~ly. Four gmerariow of my family 
have l i d  wihin 15 miks of what we srand t&y pod all have kxn 611gent I t rwnrds of 
1 . a ~  lsland .W. I y t m d  kfom you showing gcccraliom bachuw we have s duty to 
do so u n k  unta N U i d  Environmental Policy Act tNI:.PA]. 

I am fonntr adjunct facully to the Ldly School of Management rd Rcnvalcr Polyuchn~c 
Institute ru a. prvfmr in Envimnmenlal Management a d  Policy ! am o llnilod Suur\ 
Caut (iuard liocmd Man~r Capcorn ( h w m  number - WISR). 

WbaI you src m w  looking u is rxhrbir 10-12 6um Ihf BmalwBur appbcatton i t  
dcmoll9aat;9 he hl of chc two components that will mull  m the fim acp down the 

1. Tbc fin; annpnmr ts the failure lo uodcmand and appcirue the intrinsic d u e  anl 
miqw chamc4cnsUcs of the Sound to such a &p tb&t it dlows an o r y n i d o n  or 
govanman to Pit Marc a chm of the sound and m e  it up like thr 

2. Ihc seond component of chc pa& to yurfaw indu?lbiali.zation l i a  in the imomisten~ 
mim and appmval process by FERC. 'Ihrough my -h I have leaned dw is a 
poccss which tvls Id d l  ubdibiliry and I mll demonsbate hihis mQ mral aamplcs. 
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"As an LLC BroAvatcr kar no ompany ofjjcials Ir k s  a ~ ~ n x i e  
member. Broadwater Fmrm, LL(' " 

(Extubit 3 Hroalwarcr Pipcline LI C bxhibir C) 

Wc arc really calking abut Royal hi& Shell and TrsnsCmda Capration (Hxhrbit 4 - 
Ikoadwaler Pipeline !.LC Exhibill) psgw 2 B 3) 

I'm dropping the name "Brdwact r"  and pulling down Ihe f& From no* on I will 
nfer lo thk project u a Sku pmjbcc. My h r d  mcurge is  Tor Shell wnighc. Wc will 
~mrmtodrstlarcr.hkapinmind~lhisise~llp~jaxand msl... 

"Shcll i s  ulrrady tmmlwd in o w r  a q w k r  ofdl  LVG' q o c s  drlrvrred" 
I.i& C4mk - Exawivc Llirator. Shell Gas and Power. 
tF5hibilS - Shell Pnss Relw - Novcmbcr 18,2006) 

lbrwghmy nvimofthrappl it is clew ta me rhsl FERC will 
F, in m qplia&on m long m it u buriad in r mountain of dauma~tat~on 
tztnonailuhg the position, DO mmcr bow r i d i c h  thr premise 

"PopuLulon denrirrcs" and "'prcerwd s4fzt-y concerns" 
(Exhibit 6 - D d w n t r r  Application pyie 10-26) 
(Fxhibit 7 .  Brrxdwum Application p6ge 10-35) 
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U n O f f l C i a l  fERC-ensrated PDB sf 20070302-0008 R e e f w e d  by FERC OGEG 02/21/2007 i n  MXketri.tl CP.06-54-00 

In t,vncrt Mars then is a LNG tnmlnal which is luccuad urh thac 1 7 million parple live 
uilhio a LO mile radius ( E h b i t  8 - t l d w  A&iuMn p g c  84) .  Ships to supply - 
the Evcxtl  &nal paa within 3 0 0 '  ofdomww, RoUotl. (Exhibil Y pages I & 2)  
Y a  @re F6KC Rndmg lhis typ: offacil~ry IS Safe and -prim, FEU(' allows Shell 
lo explain away all iu l a d  baxd apprw&a Jw to w o n  dcmiiies" and 
-lvaJ safety cmcans". When is the wnuistmcy, when is che credibility? 

As an addi t io~l  cxampk of FERC's Ilkral review cntc!ia, pmximity to puplc wns 
jd f i cd  using the followings supplement st che Wcpvcn Cave site, 

imptrl un properly d v c s  u/ubulltng reridmrudpruprlim" 
(Exhibit 10 - Weovm Cove - Application Suppkment) 

Yet st Weavm cnve FEKC e p p v e d  a site w h m  d d r n t i a l  neighbomouis \rere u ~ ~ h i n  
I M)O fcrt o f  b e  site (Exhibtt 27 - fmm the Weavcn Cove Wciniu) 

pie Z - tb? h l t a g  mBU 

Another e m p k  of  how FERC is not applying p d ~ c y  and xi- m ~ s l c n U y  1s ihc 
approach to the N R I J  In thu case, quolcs hum Mhn aa;eptod appiicakm tell the 

"To dole rk ARThLlrpYLJtJhcJonlyprovr~Ional~londrPdt ondndrs/br 
flouting LNG r c r m ~ d s  &sign requiremenu am wcrrurjn. 

I N30-1 As stated in the text in question (Section 4.4.1 .I), proximity to residential 
communities was only one of several environmental criteria against which 
the potential siting of onshore LNG terminals was considered. Other 
criteria considered included the availability of developable land, the need 
for nearshore dredging, the potential for impacts to marine traffic, and new 
pipeline construction needed to connect the terminal site with an existing 
pipeline with access to the target market areas. 
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- I N30-2 Although the commentor has accurately quoted a portion of the final EIS 
for the Hackbem LNG Proiect. the meaning of those statements can best 

"Tk technical fror~bility u f t k ~ e  ufl-short L N G  termhaah d t h c  
ulnmcuc losm remuin wursrcd and vnprown" 
(Fxhlbit 12 - Warvcrs Cove Appli& pq,e 10- 13) 

<vsho?c LNG trrminols uur rur( supprl I.NG Puck &liveries a d  
rherrfore only M o r u b r  LNG t r r m i d  can pruvrdr an rncremnial and 
romp.titiu supply ofLNG 10 l iqud form to meet r k  n r c h  of rir. rowing 
L WCi pepeukrimvry: mar61 ofche Northew1 und e$pecWly New Fnglonrl" 
(Exhibit 13 Weavers Cmver ApplicaIion page 10-1 5 )  

lhr m m  imponant quote o f  all mmm frum FERC'. lk fo l lo~ing is a quote tmm rhc 
findiws in the i d  Enviwnrnmtal Impuct Statement at !he propod H d b e m  

IIll Foa -ma LNG. 

"Although obfrhorr storax? und vaporruuion sfrucrwes na? rurmualb. 
/ ; d o  rule for impurttng I.&(; imo thr Unilt'dJiuIcs. the cwreor lrwl of 
~nhnunion LYJ limued operruionul ~yxripnre u nut suJFciem lo jwtifi 
cunrLleruiiun of thls emerging opplrcuiion uf ufihKt k c h t u l o ~ y  as o 
reoronohlr dtenwrrw ro rhr proposed I I ~ k b e o y  Terniml" 
(Exhibit 14 - Page 10-19 fmm the WeavcnCove Application) 

FERC clarly sq@mcd the rejection of bSRU t6chnotogy in iu ylpon of a land hnvli 
appmwh Now a p p m x w l y  30 months labx FERC has msdc a duemination lhsL (hc 
c u m n t  level operational c x p e r i m  &, rufiicicnl to justify y r p o v a f  of  his offshore 

30 m ~ h s  w, FERC woukin'i comuder it as a viable dkmcuivc far mparivon and 
m w  f 1.KC ia willing to pmit its Jcploynrml in one o f  the natioos most haluablt 

Of the rhnx cxamplcs I am highlighting &&I. this i s  the rnos (and 1 thought long and 
hud about using this wurd) di*twubcn. It is a dishoam qpmach by Ihc applim and i t  6 

a doppy. d ~ c i c o t  lrview by 12ERC tha k s  it mow fomud unchallmgcd. - 
CMmertiau is ckarly idcalifid ar a d c I  fut this ING anl is pur of thc Region 
(Cxhib~r 15 - BrmJ- Applicaljon pqc 104) h o m  S k l l  uxs emy bit of 
maoipulativc scicna md policy lo intentionally kocp ow stale fnm having a fomrd 

., , - 
be understood by considering the following statements that precede the 
quote (emphasis added): 

"Infomation on the environmental, economic, and engineering feasibiliq 
of an offshore LNG storage and vaporization site alternative is being 
collected and evaluated by the Coast Guard for the Port Pelican Project. 
Certainly, as demonstrated by the need for additional pipeline described 
above, the economic and potential environmental affects associated with 
the construction of an additional 50 miles of 36-inch-diameter pipeline 
would be substantially greater for an offshore alternative site. 
Additionally, technical issues associated with the feasibiliq of construction 
and operations of an offshore LNG faciliq have not yet been demonstrated 
in practice and can not be fully evaluated within the timeframe of the 
Hackbery LNG Project. The evaluation of an offshore faciliq as an 
alternative to the Hackbeny LNG Project is not merely the process of 
transposing the onshore faciliq footprint to an offshore location. Rather it 
represents a complete redesign of the entire faciliq such that the feasibiliq 
in meeting the operational and economic objectives of the proposal is 
highly questionable. Although offshore storage and vaporization structures 
may eventuallyjnd a role for importing LNG into the United States, the 
current level of information and limited operational experience is not 
suficient to jushfi consideration of this emerging application of offshore 
technology as a reasonable alternative to the proposed Hackbeny 
Terminal. " 

The Hackberry LNG Project final EIS was published in August 2003, 
whch is more than 52 months ago as opposed to the 30 months mentioned 
in the comment. At that time, a single deepwater port application, Port 
Pelican, was under consideration bv the Coast Guard. The final EIS for 
Hackberry addressed a gravity-based offshore system (concrete structure) 
in comparison to the proposed Hackberry Project and rejected it only as an 
alternative to the Hackbeny proposal. However, after review of the safety 
and environmental issues associated with Port Pelican, the Coast Guard 
licensed the facility (the Applicant did not construct the facility). As of the 
date of issuance of this final EIS, the Coast Guard had licensed three other 
offshore LNG facilities that include regasification facilities onboard marine 
vessels (the Gulf Gateway, Neptune, and Northeast Gateway Projects), and 
was reviewing several other applications for offshore LNG terminals. 
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I N30-2 (Continued) 

While the combination of technologies proposed for the FSRU is a new 
concept, the separate LNG receiving, storage, regasification, and sendout 
technologies are proven. As stated in the final EIS (Sections 2.1.1.1, 
2.3.1.1, 3.10.2.1, and 3.10.2.2), federal regulations, indust~y standards, and 
classification society rules would govern the safe design, construction, and 
operation of the FSRU. The Coast Guard evaluated the safety and security 
aspects of operation of the FSRU (and the LNG carriers) and made the 
preliminary determination, as reported in Section 8.4 of the WSR 
(Appendix C of the final EIS), that the risks associated with operation of 
the FSRU and LNG carriers would be manageable with implementation of 
the mitigation measures it has recommended. 

Individuals Comments 
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LNCi ccmterc rh wodd Cranr~; rhrough wurers suhlecr lo f ~ d t r o l  
/wtsd~rrron, w well m w e r s  under I ~ I W ~ ~ I C I I O I I  of IIV SIUIC oj New 

stores o/Rhurir l s l d  ad Connrnirvl 
(Exhthil28 - FERC dratt 1.1s - pagc 2 )  

'& &nl example of thi? di- numipular~cm IS found In Skllr elilnination of 
R o m  5 m the discussion uf the alrunari\e piping mutes from (hc bSRIJ w ~ h c  lroquis 

'it ts r r w o w M r  tu conrrdc? un d ienuumpr&rw ruulrfrom lhr 
proposcd KiRU trrmrnnl s~fe lo the 1f;Epcprirnr l ~ c d p w d y  m 
(bnneclrcut waierr c~ fhu wouW be I& shurfesr route owing to the 
locanon ~JUI orwualon olrhe lGTS ouxllnt- 

Rornc 5 is the nhonesc at 12.4 mlla. bul rhe sclmed mute in mule 2 sr 21.7 mllcs How 
docs lhc appapplicant jwify this neatly doubting of the arnehing length? 

- Row! 5 d d  cross s m ~  arras previowly identified a% having higher e o a ; a r ~ o n s  of 
amain conlambmts in sedlmntr Row 2 (&c pnfcmd mu&) also ems known ~ n a s  

of fooldmjoaxod aodimmu. Ln dismrnring ~ w r c  5 the N(emaiw Aaalysis is woefully 

- I 1 &Icaunc both roulcs cross idnnifiad a m  of wntsmiocuioa the ~licalicstivn should 
cumpue Ihc tocsl INW of c o n t a m W  wdmml upheaval la sbon it is brncr to 
upheave 21.7 miles of Its* d d  dimcnts or only 12.4 mila of which some 

I N30-3 As discussed in Sections 4.4.2 and 4.5.2 of the final EIS, we considered 
many variables in evaluating the potential environmental impacts of the 
proposed pipeline routes. The commentor is correct in stating that the 
North Route Alternative would shorten the length and associated 
construction impacts of the pipeline needed to tie-in with the existing IGTS 
pipeline. However, the sendout pipeline would tie into the IGTS pipeline 
much farther upstream than would the pipeline route proposed by 
Broadwater. Section 4.5.1 of the final EIS explains that the IGTS pipeline 
would need to be modified if the interconnection were much closer to 
Connecticut than the proposed location. These modifications could include 
construction of a pipeline loop (with its associated impacts to the seafloor 
of the Sound) and construction of an aboveground compressor station 
onshore or in Long Island Sound. The Broadwater Project, as proposed, 
would provide natural gas directly or via displacement to all three markets 
whle avoiding the environmental impacts associated with IGTS upgrades 
and construction of additional compression facilities. 
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t may be more conlamirulad. lhe rrcl uphead comparison was m c r  &me and 
vmrdingly h e  j ~ i f i ~ o n  for abwdoning Route 5 for mideratian is ml credible. 

- I 2. MOR manipda!ivc howcm is h e  applicant's failure to consider a modifcnuon to 
~ u t c  5 lhul would avoid Ihe nrus? coolamimed arcas and still be much shoncr than thc 

3. B l c a d W  m 
5), d&@ lfioy did 

watcn". As 11 nads roday the ip&cauon is not ho& u;d h e  FER(. should qal UIC 
rooling analysis m pnsead Fwhmnore, FERC should be embarmwd by lcning 

"rw/oncr$ will h / j w r r  anlpsrmd*lllr more exprnsirc oplromjur 
uhtuining NG' andprssiHeJii ~Iwrtagr.~ " 

(Exhibit I 8  - Braadwater Appl idon -page I N )  

Experts u p e  ihai then arc la, menyprojeas seeking w o m l  
(Exhibit 2 1 . W d  Bort M.gazine tkormhcr 2006) 

L N G h a r L h e & s ~ o f a a w m o d i t y : i , i t d l y  wonhthrfirs~stcpdownIhis 
slippry +kyw l o 4  surfioe indushinlizdUon and a l k a t e  lhtsr mmpificcnt +IC nus 
azuu to l l low for this u m x w s q  kility7 
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2. - --in?ortsi&&in the M n $  w m d  @mu) s y ? p d  
t 3,-Tlrz cU1-a 

FEKC hu uls at best sloppy aod a! wum negligent in iu rcvicw of h i s  application. I 
rcsptctfdly r e q m  Ihu bavd on ihc manipulalion of pipeline route I 8nd tk o h  
issues presartcd orally and comainad in h 1 5  written fcbmuoy you ~ v a u c  y w r  finding 

Former mayor and porential p i & n t i A  cnndidur: GiuIhzi. I clunk I s p s k  for rhc vast 
mrjuriry of American?, who fecl we don't win1 w politid I c A m  dl tangle4 up with 
mmpnsarion fmm m q y  compania, we arc jua sick of iL 

hr wc know. Bmrdw1ct has m Q W P O ~ ~ ~ C  officials. SO wbo. W human bc~ng, ir 
uauunuMr for cbE aooticruion Accodnwlv I ban &sided to addrrss J- van &r 

"The Shell (&nerd B v t v r ~ ~  Princlplcs (pwtlr how errh oJ.fhe Shell 
c ~ n p v u t ~  muitr up tkr ~ l a u  r- C U ~ J ~ ~ I  its &ah- 
(Exhibit 22 Shell G c d  Rusuuss Principles - page 2) 
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rn yew I- A- 2W thnt c b  thri f hell - *ipim. 

"Our shared ~ o r p  valur~ 01 honesry. ~inrrgr~ff and r e s p x i  forpeopie 
w d r r p ~ n  dl che work we do and a r r / o ~ ~ u n  ifow business 
wincide~ ' 

This application is not honest the way i t  is wrinm. If il was hon& it would w.4 "We 
chose rout 2 for the pipeline expressly co suiy out of Cnnntxticru waters. 

According lo w h l  you have wnm y w  cile and vdw honesty ar your h a  wrc value. I 
doaswllnnd Icbuor*:notdobusirmswiihdishoocstawnp~~a 

I will leave rhcse rivars on the podium in casc there arc Mhcn like me who wn doing 
b u s m  wtth Shell txu no longer fa1 comfonablt. with doing w. 

I thank you f~ your time and I do hrrvc - c x m  copia afrhi!i rcsrimony nnd tbc 23 
d u b i t s  for MY intcrcsled purics or ~RSY reprxnratircs. 
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Aficr rwdtrij: the I>CiFIS. I aii.5 dumbmut,dcd tn ho\+ ni,e r l d d  the repori is To s im i t  
hap, r i  wjr that rbe zbsoluicI> need th,c or our enrrNi n c d s  rwn i &me1 jAw r~aksatc 
*iry a i r n ! r d  atid t i  b) s o ~ ~ i c  chance ai%uti~mgdld happen there wuaidn t hL. mtnir 
IinpRCI 

1 hnd to ?wp and clle&L. 11 the npurt hd?, authorrd 'Q Brcdwatc-I or h$ thc FFRC 'I Ire 
co~wlu~rut~s  ure presented in auch r \rdy 4h.a the rcpurl ~salrnoa uu.sIci5 fin <L.~ltitng u p r o p r  
cost henctit an;rly~~.ls 

I r , . ,  1 11, 1 ..i. . > I  I,. ., i . . % . d , .  .II.:~..-~~:I c.l..ir-..o:,,l 1. 1. > a>y ic,. ,'.. < , I .  I. 11 

I,: b..~, ., <., . 1 I V L  :?.,!,- ? , 3  ,r.: I:,:,, . >.r,. I ';.,.I 1,s. ,,.Y , 8  , I h V  
. l l . , , . . , , . , i ,  i ,  . # . .  ,I2 .I , . .  .. I ' i  ,I.. c . . ,  ' I .  , i l i  * C , : ' ,  . i<,i, :I..,.. , l a . , .  . , I .  .I 

rca~onablc altef nnilvcs to this ploieci' 

i \ r ! ~ m  does d m  madness end' Qari mi-c dllvr%cd c<?~rralioil- l i t  ~ d o %  Icnihic J~.r?n.+ to 

w@m\x~ s m NY, s u ~ h  .ia PCBs .I! ihc. I l A s s ,  Once \\r i;r tlirs ti\ l l t az~  s 2 1 ~  be IIO 

tunung bacK.thc~hd i iinp 1ililtr.I .%~und w, II hL. tome-~ndrismelieed end i f  exier&b 
need& Leap gziiv~ing dnil 1 L 1 t ~  i* tkunl)  ~~dumahIi:hJtcrnrliiv~ why $lo:, ar OIXC tdcllity'r 
ir\b nut a riiiolu ulciv ul Ihcie" 

B,%mise most people whn cared were too a>athziic ra ilu m)un?lhmg' Bekrirsc w ailuwcd 
u>rpui.,r,oa ir, buv rntitailcr iron1 the Federal j:c>-ernmcnc wa iampaiyn ~o.~Ulbu ons" 

Becn:r,e our pni~tlial lea&.; mere u m ~ l l ~ n g  io ask u. w make ~ a i c r i i i ~ s  ilist wrun;r free 
~. i  tnm our dhclion fr fns.itI f d r '  

l herrnle isno:v iine indose OJI u f t h  Soirnd 

I ~ 3 1 - 1  The socioeconomic section of the EIS (Section 3.6) fulfills the 
requirements of the NEPA environmental review process for the Project. A 
cost-benefit analysis is not a part of that process and was not included in 
the EIS. 

1-2 Section 4.0 of the final EIS identifies a wide range 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. As described in that section, each of the alternatives would result 
in environmental impacts that would be greater than those of the proposed 
Project. 

I N 3 1 -3 No expansion of this proposed facility has been proposed by Broadwater, 
nor have other proposals to construct LNG terminals in Long Island Sound 
been identified. Given the capacity of Broadwater to provide natural gas 
for the foreseeable future, it seems veIy unlikely that another applicant 
would invest hundreds of millions of dollars in a second terminal. Were 
such a proposal to be brought before FERC, we would conduct a separate 
and complete EIS to evaluate its potential environmental impacts, including 
an analysis of cumulative impacts on the Sound with other existing and 
proposed infrastructure. 
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~ROAUWATEI LNO PROJECT (CP06-54-Wa AND CP0655-000) 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
COMMENT FORM 

you prefer tt. mRily;ur com:fits pieese semi an 
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Fedeal E n e ~  Regilatov Comvsstsn 
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u wi'l need I= creale a? accourt bv c cRng un S gw 

The discussion of this issue has been expanded in Section 3.2.3.2 of the 
final EIS. This discharge would occur once every 5 years, and the 
temperature of this discharge would be 20 F above ambient seawater 
temperature (not the 52-degree increase identified in the draft EIS). The 
discharged water would mix with the ambient seawater, and the 
temperature would be reduced to a maximum of 4 F above ambient 
temperatures within approximately 40 feet of the FSRU discharge point. 
Thus, the existing State temperature compliance criteria would be met 
within the typical regulatory mixing zone. In addition, all discharges 
would be required to comply with Project-specific SPDES permit 
requirements. 

As discussed in response to comment LA15-6, LNG carriers are not 
expected to discharge ballast water into Long Island Sound because they 
would arrive in Long Island Sound laden with cargo (see Section 3.2.3.2 of 
the final EIS). In the unllkely event that they did discharge ballast water, it 
would be conducted in accordance with federal and international 
regulations, including EPA's pending ballast water measures for foreign 
vessels, to be enacted in 2008, that are intended to minimize potential 
impacts of invasive species. 

Broadwater's claim regarding cost savings did not appear in the draft EIS 
nor does it appear in the final EIS. 

Section 4.0 of the final EIS evaluates a wide variety of alternatives to the 
proposed Broadwater Project and concludes that they could not satisfy the 
projected natural gas and other energy demands of the New York City, 
Long Island, and Connecticut markets with less environmental impact than 
the Broadwater Project. These alternatives encompass energy 
conservation; renewable energy sources, including wind and tidal power; 
and other existing and proposed LNG terminal and pipeline projects. 
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COMMENTS (continued) 

1 N32-5 As discussed in Section 4.5.1 of the final EIS, IGTS has agreed to transport 
up to 1 bcfd of natural gas from the Broadwater LNG terminal through its 
existing 24-inch pipeline across Long Island Sound. IGTS further indicates 
that t h s  gas could be transported to the target markets without requiring 
upgrades to the existing IGTS pipeline system. 

1 N32-6 Operation of the proposed Project would not affect general DO levels 
within Long Island Sound (see Section 3.5.7.2 of the final EIS). As 
discussed in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, operation of the proposed 
FSRU would not generally alter the ambient water temperatures of Long 
Island Sound. Broadwater estimates that the cooling water from the steam- 
powered LNG carriers would approximate ambient temperature conditions 
(within 1°F) within 75 feet of the discharge point. Because all discharges 
would be conducted in accordance with Project-specific SPDES 
requirements, impacts to marine resources (including lobster) are not 
expected 
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I N33-1 If an accident occurred on the FSRU, Broadwater workers would be at risk. 
However, the risk associated with the FSRU would be mitigated through 
inspections, training exercises, the safety zone, and associated plans-all of 
whch are designed to reduce the risk to an acceptable level. Further, no 
residents would be near the FSRU since its proposed location would be 9 
miles from the nearest shoreline, whch is a substantially greater distance 
than the heat hazard zones described in Section 3.10.3 of the final EIS. The 
impacts to marine life from a major accidental or intentional release from 
the FSRU are addressed in Section 3.3 of the final EIS. 

1 N33-2 Because the Coast Guard has not yet prepared a proposal for additional 
resources (see Section 8.4.2 of the WSR [Appendix C of the final EIS]), we 
cannot identify the funding source for the additional resources. However, 
if the Coast Guard's evaluation confirms a need for additional resources, 
the resources would likely be federally funded rather than locally funded. 

1 N33-3 Thank you for your comment. As noted in Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS, 
we anticipate that the FSRU would result in a moderate impact on visual 
resources. 

1 N33-4 As stated in Sections 3.3.1.2 (benthic resources), 3.3.2.2 (fisheries), and 
3.3.3 (fisheries of special concern) of the final EIS, construction and 
operation of the Project as proposed by Broadwater would result in a 
limited environmental impact. Impacts to resources would be avoided 01 

further minimized with incorporation of the recommendations we have 
identified throughout the final EIS. 

1 N33-5 As stated in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, discharges from LNG carriers 
and the FSRU would not increase the general water temperature of Long 
Island Sound. Discharges from the terminal (FSRU) would not be above 
ambient temperatures. However, there would be marginal water 
temperature increases in the immediate vicinity of some of the berthed 
LNG carriers due to the discharge of cooling water from the carriers. The 
temperature of the water discharge from steam-powered LNG carriers is 
estimated to return to within 1 OF of ambient temperature conditions within 
75 feet of the point of discharge (see Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS). 
Additional details are provided in response to comment 0C2-24. 
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I N33-6 As described in Section 1.1.1 of the final EIS, approximately half the 
natural gas from the Project would be transported to New York City, about 
25 to 30 percent would go to Long Island, and the remainder would go to 
Connecticut. We have determined that the Project would result in limited 
impacts if constructed and operated with implementation of the 
recommendations specified through Section 3.0 of the final EIS. The Coast 
Guard has determined that the risks associated with the FSRU and the LNG 
carriers would be manageable with implementation of the mitigation 
measures recommended in the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS). 
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I N34-1 Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS has been expanded to describe potential 
impacts to phytoplankton and zooplankton. 

I N34-2 As discussed in Sections 3.3.1.2 and 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS, the physical 
presence of the FSRU and YMS may provide a limited amount of artificial 
habitat conditions for the finfish community in the middle of Long Island 
Sound due to shade from the FSRU and YMS and vertical hard substrate 
from the YMS. Weathervaning of the FSRU around the YMS would 
eliminate long-term shading at any one location. It is anticipated that these 
artificial habitat conditions may be both beneficial and adverse to different 
species, but any effect would be hghly localized and would result in a 
negligible influence on the biological communities of Long Island Sound. 

1 N34-3 Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS describes potential impacts of LNG carriers 
to the water quality of Long Island Sound. 

I N34-4 As described in Section 1.1 of the final EIS, wind power, solar power, and 
other sources of renewable energy can help to reduce the growing energy 
demand of the region. However, these solutions lack the ability to provide 
the scale of energy currently expected to comprise the region's future 
demand. 
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The following is sub~ni&d by David K i ~ m i d j  ian: I live in Southold; m) 
mailing address is Box 1555, Souhold, NV 11971. 

I would like to comment on a few unaaers 

The f i t  has to do with the BEIS, ;and the & m e  to ahich Broadwafer will 
impact ugun the Sound. It was sard that it will occupy one-tenth of one 
percent of the m a  of h e  Sound, hut I do not belime that evaluaiion has any 
pmtical accuracy h rhe standpaint of haw visible arid Sndible it will 

IN35-1 actully be. (If hese me nor carepries in a DEIS, they aught to be 
eonsidemd deeply for th is case snyay) .  At eighl) f e t  over the water, and 
from an eyelevel p i t i o n  on a h a t  deck ten fcei a h v e  the water, 
Bradwater wiil be seen far a adismnee of &out 14 miles in etery direction, 
nhich makes it in:o a presence ofan argwbfy monstrous ugliness visible 
over at least one-third of the entim Sowd, (To mitigate such an eEect, 
pctfhaps the e o ~ m r e  af kiroadwfater could him sammne to p int  a 
mural on it sides, so i t  mi& mxmble a breaching whale, or, u b g h  their 
hotrmi-linc rcspcmdbilities, could transform ia sides into a gipaniic 
illuminated hillhowd q i n g  LEI to buy sumreen and canned ma ftsh.) Ar 

lNS2 [ night, the sirnetion would be even none:  a !200 fmt-long facioy biming 
with lights. 

hen ,  how much noise does it make, and &at an: the Elrallrtnerirtics of that 
noise? Does jt nrmhle, or bman, or ~ n d ,  or whisile; elnil vibmtions, 
shticks, r m ,  or the like? PeAilps a few ctcctlsimal blasts, as weil? Would i t  
be equipped with an uademakr son= secunt) system, and what w o l d  be 
that intenslty7 An: ihe noises co t~~nuous  or intenniuent" Would C-iey be 
audible, for ii.isl;tnce, to people walking an the beach, or equally imp-& 
would thq  encoumge or discourage the presence of marine life? Fish seem 
to get along with the aounds of h&en, tugs, and motothoab, which 
approach, then peak, and finally meek ,  hut how. would h e y  react to 
continuous noise kotn one sinde [ocatian? h%at sort of noise or vihmtion 
would the piplute meke along its long Length? A soft whrspering as the gas 
sped ihrouwb"! Would a Lobster, f i  example, want to Lay eggs anyvjtfew near 
it? Noold a scuba diver hear it: as he eqlomd a favonte undem;xter 
anracuon at a given distance away? 

Furrher, it rids to be a s w d  that namml gas i s  not a clean energi, not 
clean by a long shot; h e  environmenM, ntorai, and heal& costs of its 
exxhaction we immense a d  in some says wome than oil. We, the chizens of 

I N35-1 The area of the proposed safety and security zone around the FSRU and 
YMS would be approximately 0.1 percent of the area of Long Island 
Sound. We have not equated that area with either noise or visual impacts. 
Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS addresses the impact of the Project on visual 
resources, and Section 3.9.2.2 addresses airborne noise impacts. 

I N35-2 The visual impact of the FSRU at night is addressed in Section 3.5.6 of the 
final EIS. At night, the lights on the FSRU and YMS (aids to navigation 
lights, aviation obstruction lights, and operational lights) would be visible 
from at least some shoreline locations on about 292 nights per year. Lights 
on LNG carriers at berth or transiting the Sound and on support vessels also 
would be visible from some locations. The visual resources assessment 
prepared for the proposed Project states that on clear nights and at distances 
greater than 9 miles, Project lighting would appear as a dim whte or 
yellowlorange cluster on the horizon and would have a shmmering effect 
due to optical refraction. In addition, we believe that individual blinking 
lights related to the Project may be visible to some shoreline viewers under 
clear viewing conditions. 

I N35-3 Section 3.9.2.2 of the final EIS describes potential noise impacts to 
humans; and Sections 3.3 and 3.4 describe potential noise impacts to 
biological resources, including fish, marine mammals, and threatened and 
endangered species. In general, the operational noise of the Project would 
be comparable to large ship noises in transit and at anchor. Noise from the 
FSRU would not be perceptible from shore and would not be noticeable to 
most marine users except possibly those close to the safety and security 
zone when no other substantial ambient noise was present (such as motors, 
wind, and conversation). 
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the USA, will be cmplicit in that emction no mawr where it crccurs an 
this earth. In om own coonw, in same of the southwestern states, the 
anhrgmund mining rights are sold separate fiom the above ground land 
rights, so it is peflmtly pssible that even if your family has owned u 40-acre 
h for generations, a corporation can and has come in to drill vrrtdly 
whentver it wishes to e x t a t  the mhwound gas. Tlre ass~iated polintion 

the rights of workers be respected? Will Iherr? be just wges? Will 
envkoomen&l standards be in glace and enib~ed? Nor likely in each cafe, 
judging f i m  past pflomance. 1~35-4 The commentor mappropriately correlates energy content with explosive 

potential Section 3 10 1 of the final EIS describes why it is mcorrect to 
Then, the issue of fmr. Someone at rhn Smilhrom h e a r i ~  murrioned how 
he  kaoqurlity and rrposc of a person delighting in pndeus of this beautifir1 
body of water would be evm sawated with the fear tho% Bmdwater could 
explude at any time. Well and goad, perhaps ovemb~ed, but for sure iLs 
pAaence will'hrever k one o ~ i e ~ e ,  in both its gmssl) uuerbedng 
phusicnl r e a l i ~  and in its destmtive potential. But benenh this, there i s  a 
f%;m&er andmore vlrulent fear, maiipnl~ted to appeal to ow verq sense of . . 
.i.i\it..il. 111;i: ki111t.>>\ M C  . i i . ~ l t ~ i ? \ . ~  I d  rhi. t~l;rn~f?,,t l! i!!-}? . : t i n ~ t ,  .111\1 

~I~CCIII~I>.~I:,\ ~ l ! ~ ~ ~ ~ c l ~ ~ - t l ~ r ~ i k ~ ~ l i  13rvie<.t t i e  M 11 l i t r r . t I l \  lie let., .JUI 111 111r \ t ~ l J  - - - .  - 
And tiat is what is so insidiously vurs* about it, that it will be one more 
bimrre e~tension of a failed 2md futile eoerg)i s t r a k ~ ,  onc morr: invihtion 
to go just a bit furthesdowo the road into our doomed and suicidal illusion 
W we can go on and on with the repated imtionalirji of ow come and not 
wake up s m e  day in cold homes with dfvk hmaees in winter- This is to 
sumnder to a barbaric coercioci driven by g i ~ d  and blindness, and to 
ahmdon meyrhing that has become so piain and obvious bafant our very 
eyes. 

Deny ths project It is m n g  in all rts aspsts. Resolve instead to davelop a 
cooma which recowizes the h e  milbies ofthe ful~~re which is approaching 
us 

correlate energy content with explosive potential for LNG; in summaly, 
LNG is not explosive. 

Individuals Comments 
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have. 
1 do not agree vnlb pims set fv& to construct this mafslve Bmadwaier tminrtl 

off ifbe sbre of Wadin$ Rher llie issue at bar 18 a report by Federal Energy Kepilatory 
CowAcsior! ealldedrfe &aft en~,lmnmental1mpacr swmcnt  @EIS) Tk FERC 
htcrcrmuted ti.11 the eomrruction and ovration of the Bmdwaterfiguld narurill p s  
terminal m the Long I,!& So& would have n~~nimrtl frrv~rurunentd tinpact t fcerbn 
condi~uns wnnr met Flniuever s~icniists from Nm York md Conneclj~ur haws: 
jue&nncd the repom conctusiou saying it dounplays poklrial d m a ~ e  to m a  Ilie 
Thcy sa) the r m h i s  consrructlan and the nezrby piplmnesntleld cpue qenous h m  to 
~ohstersand other creatures such as spbnges and coral on the Sound's floor S t e p h  
Tertelbac4 a profemr oi bzology at C.W Post s;u& ""Gven the current s d  state of the 
lob* dock :ig Long lsiand Sound, any ~dd160nd m p f t s  wu?dnof be helpful " N o  
not ihjrik I: ts a guud idui tn nqatkei) i n ~ p c t  the al&y detet~mating Lobs& 
popul~tion mihe Lmg lsland Sourtd to p r e ~ n e  their existence Msn the i m c  kings a 
i3onoat.r of dmvrmg millions at gailavs ul Lvdrtr each day from che snund f a  tbe 
teminala 0~rd t ion  Estv~ronmnzatists ~ l e m  tJCdt sucking millions orgdiane out of& 
snundv could MI m untold amolulr of fish larvae, shell6srt Iruvae, pi&* mi other thy 
plats and disrupt the fond web, %then reit* ofused twin wter  wodd increase 
the e i n p m m  of the water by 3.6 &@em This water would then be &lorin;~rd iuh2ch 
cm be harmfill lo MW life ajd dgae 1 aim agree lhith h c d  offtekalsmd restdents 
*ho WpBe the pimf eredy saying that rAe facil!ty Gll creak a pclremrd cmfism 
mget and disrupt ccinmem~d fishrng nnd reeratlon use of h e  sound Also rhe e d  
d l  be u-ttly for ractdents who frequentiy use the ksch. 

The xgaaue effects of the ynten%I eoustrr~ction of ht: Droadwarer ~ernmrrl cm 
be dr~sac, I :eel that kt is nscssaq to presena ths cnuiromeH and dsgrojeit  could 
have drastic eRects on doulg rhac 

M y  contact ~Iforrnictlon is (6; il831-5140 aod the mad dms i s  

I N36-1 AS stated in Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS, no significant impact to the 
lobster population is anticipated due the relatively small size of the 
construction footprint (substantially less than 0.1 percent of the seafloor in 
Long Island Sound). In addition, the concerns raised by the identified 
scientists have been addressed throughout the final EIS, especially in 
Sections 3.1 and 3.3. 

I N36-2 The water usage by the Project would primarily be associated with cooling 
water for the LNG carriers bringing product to the FSRU. Virtually all 
commercial vessels, and many recreational vessels, currently transiting the 
Sound uptake cooling water. Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS discusses 
entrainment and impingement impacts. As identified in the EIS, losses of 
planktonic organisms would be minimized by locating the FSRU water 
intakes at a water depth with relatively low densities of marine organisms 
(approximately mid-depth of the water column) and limiting the water 
intake velocity (0.5 foot per second or less). Impacts to fish eggs and 
larvae likely would constitute less than 0.1 percent of the standing stock of 
the central basin of Long Island Sound. 

1 N36-3 AS reported in Section 5.3 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the 
Coast Guard considered terrorism in its assessment of safety and security. 
In Section 8.4 of the WSR, the Coast Guard reported its preliminary 
determination that the risks associated with the operation of the FSRU and 
the LNG carriers would be manageable with implementation of its 
recommended mitigation measures. 

Sections 3.7.4.1 and 3.5.5.2 of the final EIS address impacts to commercial 
fishing, and Section 3.5.5.1 of the final EIS addresses recreational fishng. 
As described in those sections, the FSRU and LNG carriers and their 
proposed safety and security zones would have a minor impact on 
commercial and recreational fishing. 

I N36-4 Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS describes the impact of the Project on visual 
resources. The Visual Resources Assessment prepared by Broadwater, 
which is available on the FERC docket, includes simulated views from 
Shoreham Beach. As noted in Section 3.5.6, we anticipate that the FSRU 
would result in a moderate impact on visual resources. 

1 N36-5 As described throughout the final EIS, all construction and operational 
activities would comply with federal and state Project-specific permitting 
requirements developed to protect water quality, biological resources, and 
the habitat quality of Long Island Sound. 

Individuals Comments 



IN37 - Nick Kapatos 

Lel me rnmduce myself My nantc 15 Nick Kapatas, a senior ar the Shorchm- 

LNG to Long ~slind, I was in favor of the proposlll becansc i hmrgh~ iic would be gteat 
bemuse the LNG would be cheap. 

Ibvtever, aflcr I researched the details about the 18% t m m a l  and as p0sr;lbte 

them are inore risks tba~ ~ x w d s :  

- * Enwironmeot (risk) -To cool off all h e  machrnev of lhis lemt~al. the structme 
uould suek gallons of water Into the temmal. use it ta mu1 tbo machinery and 
dump it back tntn tbn Sound. This is  danpruns h~xxuse iiah eggs und rlther 
aquaiic life could got sxcked Info ihr pimp and ktlled, whreh wonfd dlsmpt the 
&d i+eb Also, the mleiise of the omce cuuled water back into the Sound would 
rase the tumpemtwi: an eaunated 3.6 demees and iuttld lead TO whut scientias - dub -thermal poilioijon " Artlw, tf a pipe rupwd,  gaitonr of LNU would be 
spewed rtxo ihe Long Island S m d  cawing marslve deaths to aquatic w11dbfe - 

rn Cheap cost (reward) - The propoxd LKC that xvould he diar ih~kd io Tmng 
Ial~qd,  other garb of Nevv York and Cotmecticui would swe buyers an estimated 
$300 on their heatmg b1i1 

m ~ o n g  Island and Connecticut i f  it eser h i m  up ,4150, ~f B fire &om Ihe 
recPrvrirg s~de  were re ever happen, thet eriuld also l e d  to the t cm~aa i  hang 
destroyed. 
Seeser); {risk/ - Imagine this You're walktng dong tbe Wadlng Riven brtach on 

hot sunmmm day. You look h in~e d m t ~ o n  nf Cannectiwt cxpccrmg to sec rhe 
;coastline o f h m e a ~ c u i ,  Hoaever, insread of seei~lg Conaectrcut, you s g ~ '  a 
massiw 1200 foot facilir:, Boating kn the % b u n d ,  w~Ih ooll rankas arriving and 
d e ~ m g  Eirom the objat conftaxtly 

I f  p u  xonld like re cnnta~t me on mphing pre3iowly mentioned. you could 
reach me dt, 

(631)83-8162 [Bx~ 
fBJl)g;tI-8141 iphane] 

I N37- 1 As discussed in response to comment LA1 5-6, normal operations of the 
FSRU would not influence water temperatures because the water primarily 
would be used for ballast, and all discharges would be conducted in 
accordance with Project-specific SPDES permit requirements. The 
temperature of the water discharge from steam-powered LNG carriers is 
estimated to be retum to within 1 OF of ambient temperatures within 75 feet 
of the point of discharge. This would occur within the typical regulatory 
mixing zone and would readily comply with NYSDEC thermal water 
quality criteria. Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS discusses entrainment and 
impingement impacts, including NMFS-recommended measures to 
minimize impacts of water intakes. The proposed FSRU and LNG carriers 
would impingelentrain a tiny fraction of the standing crop of the central 
basin of Long Island Sound (less than 0.1 percent), and these losses are not 
expected to affect the overall finfish or lobster population withn Long 
Island Sound. 

1 N37-2 Release of natural gas is discussed in Section 3.10.9.3 of the final EIS. 
Should an LNG release occur, the waters of the Sound would act as a heat 
source causing the LNG to convert to gas. The gas would rise and dissipate 
in the atmosphere or bum back to the release point, if an ignition source 
were encountered. No residual product would be expected to persist in the 
Sound in the unlikely event of a release. 

1 N37-3 AS reported in Section 5.3 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the 
Coast Guard considered terrorism in its assessment of safety and security. 
In Section 8.4 of the WSR, the Coast Guard reported its preliminary 
determination that risks associated with operation of the FSRU and the 
LNG carriers would be manageable, with implementation of its 
recommended mitigation measures that may be included in the Letter of 
Recommendation. 

The commentor inappropriately correlates energy content with explosive 
potential. Section 3.10.1 of the final EIS describes why it is incorrect to 
correlate energy content with explosive potential for LNG; in summary, 
LNG is not explosive. If a major release from the FSRU occurred and 
resulted in a fire, it is llkely that the FSRU would be damaged, as noted by 
the commentor. Potential consequences of such a release are described in 
Section 3.10.3.2 of the final EIS. 
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IN37-4 Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS describes the impact of the Project on visual 
resources. The Visual Resources Assessment prepared by Broadwater, 
which is available on the FERC docket, includes simulated views from 
Wading River. From 9 miles, the FSRU would appear as a small, boat-like 
object holding a fixed position. As noted in Section 3.5.6, we anticipate 
that the FSRU would result in a moderate impact on visual resources. No 
oil tankers would serve the FSRU. Because only one LNG carrier would 
be allowed in the Sound at any one time, the carriers would not be 
constantly arriving at and departing from the FSRU. 
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I N38-1 As stated in Section 4.3.5 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the 
YMS would be designed to withstand the forces equivalent to those of a 
Category 5 hurricane; all design reviews of the facility would be conducted 
by FERC, the Coast Guard, and an independent certifying entity, as 
described in Section 4.6.2 of the WSR. Further, during the past 150 years, 
seven hurricanes have passed through Long Island Sound, with the largest 
considered a Category 3 hurricane. If the Project is authorized to proceed 
to operation by FERC, that authorization would be based on the detailed 
design information required for the continuing evaluation of reliability and 
safety. 

Section 3.10.2.3 of the final EIS and Sections 4.3.5 and 4.6.2.1 of the WSR 
address the possibility and the risk of the FSRU breaking away from the 
YMS. As described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS Broadwater would be 
required to prepare an Emergency Response Plan. The plan would address 
a wide spectrum of emergency situations and appropriate responses, 
including the actions that would be taken by the Broadwater support tugs 
and the Coast Guard if the FSRU separated from the YMS. The 
Emergency Response Plan would need to be approved by FERC before 
Broadwater could receive approval to begin construction of the facility. 

1 N38-2 These potential impacts are discussed throughout the final EIS, including 
the specified benthic impacts (Sections 3.1.2.2. and 3.3.1); water intake and 
discharge (Section 3.2.3.2); air quality (Section 3.9.1); lighting impacts to 
birds (Section 3.3.5); and accidents including spills, fires, collisions, and 
gas releases (Section 3.10.5 among others). 
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