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WELCOME TOCONNECTICUT: A'STATE WHERE CONSPICUOUS CONSUMPTION
AND ENERGY WASTE ARE OUR MOST IMPORTANT AND PROLIFIC PRODUCT.

January. 15, 2007

P.O. Box 71
Windser, CT 06095

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
88E First Btreet;, NE
Washingter, DC 20426

Re: Comments to Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the
Broadwater LNG Project {(Docket Nos. CP06-54-000, et al},
Issuad: November 17, 2006

Dear FERC:
BACKGROUND

The Fedaral Epergy Regulatory Commission{FERC or Commission)-in
cooperation with'the U.5. Coast Guard (Coast Guard); U.8. Emvirormental
Pratection Ageney; U.S. Army Corps of Enginesrs; National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Admiinistration, National Marine Fisheries Service; and the New York
Department of State prepared a draft Enviconmantal Tmpact Statement (EIS) for
a higuefied natural gas (LNG) import tarminal and natural gas pipeline {referred
to-as the Broadwater LNG Project) proposed by Broadwater Energy LLC and
Broadwater Pipeling LLC (jointly reférred to as Broadwater).

The proposed LNG terminal would be located in New York State waters.of
Long Island Sound, dpproxitnately. 9 miiles from the nearest shoreline of Long
Island, and about 11 miles from the nearest shoreline in Connecticiut. The
terminal weuld be g floating storage and regasification unit (FSRUY that would be
attached to a yoke mooring systeny (YMS) that includes a mooring tower
ermbedded iy the seafloor. The FSRU would remain moared in place for the
diration of the Project (expected to be 30 years or moré). The YMS would allow
the FSRU to pivot or “westhervane” around the YMS, enabling the FSRU to orient
inresponse to the prevailing wind, tide, and current cenditions.

LNG would be delivered to the FSRU by approximately 2tg 3 LNG carriers
per-weaek, temporarily stored; vaporized (regasified), and then transported in‘a
new subsea natural gas pipeline that would extend fromi the seafloor béneath the
FSRU appraximately 21.7 miles to an.offshore contigction with the -existing
Iroguois Gag Transmission System pipeling in Long Island Seund.

As part of its. raview. of the Project, FERC staff has prepared 4 draft EIS to
assess the environmental impacts of the Project; The Commission prepared the
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draft £IS to-satisfy the regulations: for implementing the Natienal Environmental
Palicy Act (NEPA), 40 Code of Fedéeral Regulations (CFRY, Part 1500 et seq.

The draft EIS also evaluates alternatives to the propesal, including
altarnative energy sources, systern alternatives, alternative siteg for the LNG
import terminal, alternative désigns, pipeline alternatives, and alternatives to the
Coast Guard-Letter of Recommendation action. The draft EIS slso Includesa
draft General Conformity Determination to assess the potential air-quality
imipdcts dssociated with construction and apération of the proposed praject,

Basad on the ahalysis included inthe draft EIS, the FERC has determined
that voristruction and operation of the pfoposed Project, with the adoption of the
FERC and Coast Guard recommendations, would result:in limited adverse
environmental irmpacts. The assessmeant is the product of an interdisciplinary
review by FERC staff and cooperating federal-and state agencies. The
assessment is based on the.analysis and criticsl review of information compiled
from figld investigations by FERC staff; literature resgarch; alternatives analysis;
comments fromi federal, state, and local agencies; input from public groups and
individual citizeris; and information provided by Broadwater and. its techaical
consultants. During construction, the primary impacts would be physical
disturbance of the seafloor-and related turbidity in the watercolumn, During
operation, the impactsof primary concern would consist of minor impacts to
water quality, air quality; fisharies, recreational bosting and fishing, and
cammercial vessel traffic, as well 45 minorto moderate impacts on visual
resources. All impacts occurring during dperation would cantinue throtgh the life
of the proposad Project:

As part.of the analysis, FERC developad specific mitigation megsures that
we believe would appropriately-and reasonably aveid, minirmize, andfor mitinate
fot efvirgnirigntal impacts resulting frofm construction.and operation of the
prapossad Project. The Commission believed that'these measures would further
reduce the environmental impact that otherwise would result from
implermentation of the Project, and it recommended that these measures be
attached &s conditions ta any authorization issued by the Carnmigsion. The
Cormrission has concluded that, if the Projectisimplemanted as planmed with
the identified mitigation measures during design, construction, and operation, it
waould be an environmentally scceptable action.

MEPA REQUIREMENTS

A, Sec. 150214 Alternatives including the proposed action;

This section s the: heart of the snvironmental impast staterment. Sased on
the information and analysis presented in the sections an'the Affected
Environment {Sec. 1502.15} and the Environimental Consegquénces {Sec.
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1502.16}, it should present the environmental impacts of the proposal and the
alternatives in-comparative form, thus sharply defining the issues and providing
a clear basis for chvice among optisns by the dedisionmaker and the public. Tn
this section agencies shall:

(&) Rigorouslyexplore and objectively evaluate all reasenable
altermatives, and for alternatives which were eliminated from detailed
study, briefly disctiss the reéasons for their having been elimiratad,

(b) Devote substaritial treatment to each alternative considered.in’ detail
including the proposed action so that reviewers rmay evaluate their
comparative merits.

{c) Include reasonable alternatives not withif the jurisdiction of the
lead ‘agency.

(d} Includethe alternative of nd.action.

(&) Identify the dgency’'s preferrad alternative oraltarnstives, if one or
more exists, i the draft statement and identify such alterfiative in the
final statement unless another law prohibits the expression of such a
preference.

(f)  Include appropriate mitigstion measures not alréady included in the
prapused action or altérnatives;

B. Sec. 1502.16 Environmental consequences.

This section forms the sciantific and analytic basis for the comparisons
underSec. 150214, It shall consolidate the discussions of those elements
required by sectiohs 102(20CHIY, (), (vl and {v}-of NEPA which are within the
scope of the statement and as much of section 102(2)[C){iii) as i5 necessary to
support the comparisons, The discussion will include the environmental impacts
of the alternatives including the proposed action, any adverse environmental
effects which cannot be avoided should the proposal be implemented, the
relationship between short-tertm uses of man's environment and the maintenarice
and enhanicarment of long-term productivity, and any irrevarsible orirretrievabla
commitmerits of resources which-would be involved in the proposal should it ke
impleménted. This section should not.duplicate discussions in Sec; 1502:14. It
shall inclade-discussions of:

(ay Direct affects'and their significance (Sec: 1508.8).
(b} Indirect affects and their significance (Sec. 1508.8).
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(d) Theenvirgnmental effects.of alternatives including the proposed
action. The comparisons under Sec. 1502.14 will be based on this
discussion.

{e}  Energy requiremants and conservation potential of various
alternatives atid mitigation msasures,

) Natural or deplatable resource requiremants and conservation
potential of various glternatives and mitigation measurés.

(),  Meansto mitigate adverse. environmental irapacts (if rot fully
coverad under Sec. 1502.14(f)):

COMMENTS
Environmental Consequences

The Broadwater terminal would supply: 1 billioh cubicfeat of natural gas
par-day batween 2010-2040 covering 10,950 days. Broadwater, therefare, will
proyide a total of 11 trillion cubic feet of natural gas. The caloric value fenergy
density}) of natural gas is 900-1100 Bty per cubic foot. Because it lacks sufficient
energy density, one tholisand cubic feet of natural gas has the energy
equivalence of 7.5 gallons of crude gil.

The global LNG process chain for converting methane as a fatural
rescuree inta energy setvices requires production at the gas well, treatment &nd
liguefaction {gas comprassion), sterdage, loading on refrigerated LNG tankers,
shipping to the FSRU port facility for loading-and unleading, regasification-and
distribution for convarsion to: slectricity. A pictorial representation of the full
gpatial and logistical process is provided in Appendix 1.

Further, & typical liguefaction plant:producing 5 million torn of LNG per
vear needs 110 megawatts of electric power forthe compression cycle and
another 60 MW (not to mention 60,000 cubic meter/hr of water) for the cooling
process.

The draft EIS anly sxamined the environmertal consequances of the
delivéred LNG upen entry into Long Island Sound without any consideration’ of
the global externalities associated with the full processing chain. [40.CFR Part
1508.81.

Addifionally, the draft EIS requires scigntific and analytical discussion of
“Energy requirernents and conservation potential of various alternatives and
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mitigation measures.” The termsenergy regquirements” and “conservation
potential” are ambiguous and vague. Doss.energy requirement mean energy
dalivered to the consumer or total energy for the entife process fram extraction
toconsumer-delivery? Does conservation poténtial mean conservation for the
distributiar process or the entire process?

Since the goals of federal energy policy and Connecticut’s Enargy
Independence Act (Public Act 85-01) and 2005 Climate Changs Action Plan is to
supply énergy to meet essertial demands for New York and Connecticut while
minimizing energy waste.and “greenhouse gases”, it is-reasonable and rational
far FERC to require from Broadwater a life cycle netanergy analysis and
assessment at sach step of the LNG process to accomplish the gdals coupled with
an-energy profit ratio known a5 -Energy Return.On Energy Invested (EROEL}.

By definition, energy "sources" must generate more energy than
they consume; otherwise, they are "sinks™. Most power plants are sinks
not soiirces based on net énergy analysis over a plant’'s expeéctad life.
Met energy and EROEL analyses are wital analytical tools for minimizing energy
waste and greenhouse gases. They providée a computerized mathermatical model
for making well-reasoned energy decisions compared tg the life.cycle cost
method commopnly used today.

Life eycle (cradle-to-grave ) net-energy analysis became a public
controversy in 1974 wheri two stories made the news. In the first, Business
Week reported that Howard Odum had developed a “New Math for Figuring
Energy Costs.” Among-other results, this new math indicated that stripper oil
well oparaticns were energy sinks rather than energy sources. According to this
analysis, these operations could be profitable only when cheap, regulated oil was
used to produce deregulated oil. The other net-energy story of 1974 was the
study of Chapman-and Mortimer asserting that'a rapidly growing nuclear
program would Jead to an increasad use of oil rather than to the desired
substitution.. See Net-Energy Anealysis by Daniel T. Spreng, Oak Ridge Assoc.
Univ., & Praeger; 1988,

Bs we know from physics, to accomplish a certain amournt of work requires
a minimun anergy input. Foréxample, lifting 15 kg of rock 5 mieters out of the
ground reguires 735 joules of ensrgy just o overcome gravity — and the higher
thetlift, the greater the minimum energy requirements. Combustion engines that
actually do work - so-called “heat engines” ~alsy consurne & graat deal of
energy. The efficiency of hest engines is imited by thermodynamic principtes
discoverad over 150 years ago by N, L. 8, Garnof.. Thus;, & typical auto,

ViotlerJ Cléveland, Robert Dosthnize, Criaflies A8 Vall, Robert Kaufitiann Energy and thé 1.8,
Economi A Bioohysical Perspective, Soience, New Series, Vol 225, No.- 4685 {Aug. 31, 1984), 830-
897
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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 higher 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 delivery 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 likely
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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bulldozar, truck; or povwer plant wwastes more than 50 percent of the énérgy
contained In its fuel.

One geldorm thinks about the energy that is utilized in systems that supply
energy - such as-oil-fired power plants. Butenergy is alse utilized when
exploring for fuel, building the machinery to mine the fuel, mining the fuel,
building and operating the power plants, building power lings to transmit the
energy, decomithissioniing the plants, and so on. The différence between the
total energy output or delivered (ie., the electric energy to the hotme and
business) minus all of the energy utilized to run an-energy supply systerm equals
the "net energy™ (In other words, the net amount of ensirgy actially available to
soclety-to do useful work).

Humans mine minerals and fossil fuels from the Earth's crust to produce
consumeér goads: The desper is the digging, the greater the minimum. energy
requirements. Of course, the fmost cohcentrated and most accessible fuels and
minerals are mined first; thereafter, more-and more energy s required to mine
and refine poorer and poorer quality resources. New techriologies can, on g
short-tarm basis, decrease energy costs; but neither technology nar “prices™ can
repeal the laws of thermadynamiics, But téchnology requires both materials and
energy to produce; fransport, assemble, etc..and produces “greenhouse™ gases
simultaneoisly. For éxample; inthe 1950s, oil producers discovered about fifty
barrals of ‘oil for every barral invested in drilling and pumping. Today, the figure
igonly about five for one. Sometime aratnd 2005, that figure will become one
for'one. Under that latter scenario, even if the price of oil reachas $500 a
barrel, it wouldn't be logical to look for new sil in the US becauss it would
consume more energy than it would recover,

Broadwater must have built a fleet of the LNG tankers. How much energy
is required for the planning; design, extraction/harvesting of natural resources,
processing of raw. matdrials into products, Fabrication and assembly of the
products; testing, operation and maintenance and salvage of the LNG tankers
and the greenhpuse gases produced at every step of the process?

Since oil dand natural gas are used directly or indirectly in everything, as
thie energy casts.of oil incraasgs, the ensrgy casts of everything glse inerease too
—including other forms of-energy. Forexatmiple, oil provides about 50% of the
fualused in coal extraction.

The-United States has 6% of the world's population using 40% of the
world's fuel supply for conspicuous and often nonessential consumption and
produces the bullk of “greenhouse gases.” A high stendard of living means that
inother parts of the world, psople must have a lower standard. Conseguently,
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FERC should consider every available method to minimize energy waste and
greenhouse gases. [40 CFR 1502.14(f)]

A net energy analysis of the Broadwater proposal is likely to show
a net loss; therefore, the LNG facility may prove to be a global energy
sink instead of a Connecticut energy source and a more significant
producer of greenhouse gases than the draft EIS suggests. Only
analysis can demonstrate otherwise. The Commission has a moral
global obligation to require the analysis by computer modeling, which is
readily available.

The appendices provide some examples of life cycle net energy analysis.
See G.1.M. Phylipsen and E.A. Alsema, Enviranmental life-cycle assessment of
multicrystalline silicon solar cell modules, a study by commissien of the
Netherlands Agency for Energy and the Environment, NOVEM September 1995
Report no. 95057 Department of Science, Technology and Society Utrecht
University Padualaan 14 NL-3584 CH Utrecht The Netherlands (available on
Internet at www.chem.uu.nl/nws/www/publica/95057.pdf); S.W. White and G.L.
Kucinski, Net Energy Payback and CO2 Emissions from Wind-Generated
Electricity in the Midwest, Fusion Technology Institute, University of Wisconsin-
Madison, UWFDM-1092, December 1998, 78 pages (available on Internet at:
fti.neep.wisc.edu/proj?rm=envé&s=1).

The undersigned provided the above information to Connecticut State
Senator Leonard Fasano and spent several meetings educating him on life cycle
energy analysis and ERQEI. After considerable effort, Senator Fasano finally
grasped the usefulness of the analytical for making well-reasoned decisions
involving energy planning. Nonetheless, Senator Fasano refused to brief the
Long Island Sound Task Force comprised of appointed members with little to no
expertise, knowledge, training and/or experience with energy matters on
analysis and assessment methods.

Consistency with Connecticut Environmental Laws

The standard embodied in Connecticut’s Environmental Policy and
Protection Acts (sections 22a-1 to 22a-20 of the General Statutes) is the
reasonable likelihood of unreasonable pollution, impairment or destruction in the
natural resources of the state from individual and cumulative activities. The
draft EIS neglects to consider the cumulative effects of Broadwater’s activities on
the state’'s energy resources, which are likely to result in unreasonable harm to
the state’s natural resources. Additionally, the adverse impacts from global
energy consumption associated with the proposal produces greenhouse gases,
which may unreasonably affect Connnecticut.

IN15-2 Please see our response to comment IN15-1. Sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the
final EIS discuss a variety of other energy sources, including renewable
energy and other fossil fuels; these sections also address the technical
feasibility and environmental impacts associated with obtaining those
energy supplies.

IN15-3  Sections 4.2 and 4.3 of the final EIS discuss a variety of other energy
sources, including renewable energy and other fossil fuels. Cumulative
impacts are discussed in Section 3.11 of the final EIS. Please see our
response to comment OC1-64 regarding greenhouse gas emissions.
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Alternatives

Every step in a life cycle energy analysis for the LNG process provides a
Broadwater an opportunity to mitigate energy waste by consideration of feasible
and prudent alternatives.. [40CFR Seg, 1502.14(a) -{fi]

Nothing in the draft EIS provides the precise cdleulus for selaction of the
preferred alternative, which 1§ the curfent proposal. For example, what is the
ranking of factors for determining environinental significance in. the selection of
the preferred option to provide sufficient -energy to satisfy demand while
minimizing energy waste and greenhouse gases?

IN15-4

Conclusions

The Cormmission has neglected to consider the global net energy available
to consumérs and the greenhouse gases produced frorm the Broadwater proposal
over:its thirty-year expected life, Further, the Comrisgion failed to-consider the
full LNG process with the purpose of mitigating energy waste and gresnhouse
gas production. -Alse, the proposal has neglected to examine slternatives within
the LNG process to select the preferred steps, which miihimize. energy
cansumption and gases. Finally, the draft EIS provides no selection criteria or
standards for selection of the preferred alternative.

Recommendations

Thie FERC should require Broadwater to conduct a life cycla analysis to
determine the realistic net energy for the proposals expected life and EROEI
profit ratle. The Commission should provide the ranking of the relative
significance for gach envirornmental factor as a method for selecting the preferred
alternatives,

IN15-6
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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 113 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.

Please see our responses to comments IN15-1 and IN15-4.

Please see our responses to comments IN15-1 and IN15-4.
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Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Routing Code PI11.3

Office of Energy Projects

Washington, DC 20426
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IN16-2
Magalie R. Salas, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

88& First: Street NE, Room 1A

Washington, DU 20426

Dear Ms. Salas:

This is & response to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Broadwater LNG
Project, FERC/EIS—196 D After reviewing the arguménts and supposiions contained in
the Dirafl 1'am more corvinced than ever that the proposed Long Island Sounid Broadwater
LNG project has little to-recommend it except as a profitable enterprise forits partners. A
paragraph by paragraph critique of the Diraft is really imnecessary. Allow meto use the
following examples taken from the Draft to indicate where somie of the major flaws of the
proposdl He,

1. The Safesy Zone specified for the moored storage vessel is.. 7 mile, or 1210 yards in
diameter. Yet the LNG carriers supplying the storage vessel would be required to have
a Safety Zorie of 4 mile from the center of those carriers, or fewer than 600 yards in
diameter. The question naturally arises: why i5 the safety zone for one LNG
waterborne vessel only about one half of what is required of another? ‘Whether LNG
cartiers of the dimension to be employed in supplying the proposed Long Island Sound
FSRU bave navigated waters so near populated aress is an issue not addressed by the
FERC statf. Jn the event an LNG carrier on Long Island Sound experienced & fire and
its crew were o lose control of the vessel, it certainly would not remain stationary
since Long Island Sound istidal. 1f such a catastrophe were to oceur, a 600-yard
dismeter safety zone would quickly prove insufficient, endangering propenty and life
on shore points:. Of course were the Broadwater advocates to specify a safety 'zone for
carriers substantially in excess of 600 yardy, the carriers in navigating the eastern Race
wauld choke off all other maritime traffic af that point while in transit through the
Race, Could the veriation in safety zone parameters noted above indeed have to-do
with the “choke point” of the Race at the eastern end of Long Island Sound? This
“variation” indeed may help explain why neither Connecticut nor Rhode Island State
sagencies participated, perhaps were even asked to participats, in the preparation of the
Environmental Impact Study. We on the “outside™ cannot know the full answer to this
latter guestion:

2. The writers of the Draft assert that, following the construction period for the permarnent
meoring of the storage vessel and related pipeline work, the “bethnic community
should [ray ielics] recover within 1 102 years:” There is scant sciéntificevidence or

IN16-3

IN16-4

Tuitugry 39,2007 i Spehar
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The distances of the zones are consistent: the distance from the LNG
carriers or FSRU to the end of the zone is 750 yards (0.4 mile). The
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.

While the purpose of the safety zone is to protect the public and the
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. Additionally, it provides
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, while 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, 2003, stated: “With this notice, we
are asking federal, state, and local agencies with jurisdiction and/or special
expertise with respect to environmental issues, in addition to those agencies
that have already agreed 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.

Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS has been expanded to more fully describe
the potential impacts and recovery of benthic habitat based on pertinent
literature, including post-construction monitoring results for several similar
linear projects. In addition, we have included a recommendation that
Broadwater develop methods to mechanically backfill the trench in
coordination with appropriate federal and state resource agencies and
conduct post-construction monitoring.
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Historical precedent to support stich an assertion. It is thus an assumption, 'only ong of
many on 'which the Draft Study rests.

3 The writers assert that “LNG carriers would not beexpected to discharge any ballast
water into Long Istand Sound or Block Island Sound,” The phrase “not be expected”
used here is disturbing. -Again this Draft confronts the reader with ap unsettling
assumption, The writers of the Draft, however, acknowledge that the FSRLU would
periodically (how frequently is not disclosed) discharge water ballast into Long Istand
Sound. Such discharges would be treated with.a biocide, aceording 1o the Draft. . With
no estimate of the frequency of such treated discharges one cannot reliably conchude, as
the Draft writers blithely do, that the effect on local aquatic and marire life should be
“inior.”

4, ‘The Study acknowledges that the FSRU would result in 4 *moderate long-term visual
impact in a limited portion of Long Island Sound and sssociated shorelines™ This is
simply s matter of opinion and can hardly be subject to-scientific verification.
Considering that the vast majority of the written responses (the Study provides no
detailed statistics on the 4,200 letters received by the commission re the Broadwater
Proposal) were opposed to the Long Tsland Sound FSRU, ope may conclude that those
o the fo-be-affected “associated shorelines” hold quite a different opinion from the
writers of the Diraft, Further, why would the Broadwater Partners comemplate “paing
schemes,” 1L.e. camotlage, were the installaton to hive only & *thioderate visual
impact’ on the affected shoreline? Camouflage, after all, is intended to conceal and the
proposed Broadwater FSRUJ is a mammoth vessel to attempt 10 “conceal.”

$. Itwould be impossible with ‘or without camouflage to “concedl” a permanently moored
vessel the size of an Eisenhower Clags Alrcraft Catvier-(over 1200 feet in length) in
Long Island Sound or anywhere else. Some attempts during WWII were made 1o paint
Essex Class Alrcraft Carriers, e.g. The 1SS Horner, CV 12 or the USS Intrepid, CV
13, opersting in the Pacific Theatre, to confuse hostile submarine and aircraft
(kamikaze) regarding the type of warship which was their potential target. However, the
U8 Navy was under no illusion that any camouflage “paint scheme™ could in the
stightest degree conceal & vessel the size of an Esvex Class Cardier. The typical Essex
Class Carrier was approximately 500 feet stem to stemn; the praposed Long Island
Sound FSRU would be over une third longer than the: Exsex Class Carrier, and the
proposed FSRU elevation would be comparable to the Essex Class elevation overall.
Repardiéss of FERC Draft writérs® assertions o the contrary, the intrusive
visual presence of the FSRU on Long 1sland Sound canniot be mitigated.

&.. The Draft writers firther assert that the presence of the FSRU inits proposed location
*“is not expected o change the public value of thie viewshed [sie] or alter the value of
the shorefrant property or recreation.” Once again the writers of the Drafl advance
assentions [“not expected” represents a highly tenvous langusge in sny event] which
are not subject:to prior validation, in other words are simply gratuitous assumptions.
Nowhere in the Draft Study do the writers advance sy precedent for a vessel the size
of the Broadwater FSRU having been moored ih an estusry nor.do thiy produce any
study of adjacent subsequent changes to land property values. Recognizing the
complete absence of such data, the writers produce g bibliography in which land values
(houses, etc) are discussed in relation to (1) solid waste facilities; (2) landfills, and (3)
potver lines. Inshort, the writers of the Draft Study offer no comparable basis for their
assertion of a non-expectation of impact on real estate values glong the Long Islarid
shoreline, Mo marine facility example is included i their *supporting documentation.”

IN16-5

IN16-6

IN16-7

IN16-8
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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 unlikely 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.

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.

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.

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.

Individuals Comments

BW030261




IN16 — Warren E. Spehar

IN16§-8

IN18-10

IN1E-11

IN1B=12

8.

Janiars. 10, 2007 ]

‘The obvious éxplanation ot the abseiice 'of such ait example is that nond exists. The
FERC staflf writers, quite inadvertenily, have acknowledged: by irnplication that they
canproduce se preceden forthe proposed Broadwater Lofig Island Sound FSRU.
That overridiog fact gits to the very center of the weakigss-of The staff writers”
exposition. Tohave Torthrightly acknowledped the unprécedenied nature .ol the
Brogdwater Vong Island Sound Proposal wiould have dramatically weakened theiy
“gase.’” perhaps a5 4 consciuence wiging thelr Broadwater Panners towithdraw thelr:
application. One mustquestion the intellectual Bitegrity of Draft Stady Proposal
wiiters whiy would fndulge in suchia > Through the Lopking Glass™ subterfuge.
{Pussible comributors-to the just noted property évalvation conclusion are T
Armbrsten: FL-8Bvrd, L oCefabu, 1K ein, and §. Wakefield): The honcst-and forthright
ihing 1o say aboue fitlire contingent propesty vatuesn Lony TsTand Saund after g
LNG vessel mooring would have been: “we just don’t knpw o cannot micasure its
potential impact on shoreling property values.,” Ofvourseas advoeate for Broadwater
Partners, the FERC stafFawriters by suchan admission would have weakened their
biased gnd specious-case. One has asort of pity for the stalf of the TERC who are
required, it order to conforny to s predetermined vonclugion, toepmpromise thelr
intellectual integrity and their aeademic crodentials to produce such fatuous
justifications in the name of the “public gosd:™ The tery “inteloctual prostltution
hax heen used o characterize such adulterated “resedarch’” praciive.  And it must b
added that this isonly one example of irmelevant “datid” Tt is mere thin Bkelv thi
other even more egregious examples may. befound inithe Drafi Study,

. Amessential consideravion in this-context of suitability forthe Broadwater LNG Projeet

mustbe the Dnited Sunes Bnvirommental Protection Administrtion declaration that
Long sland Sound 4 2 waterway of “National Significance.”™ To this writer'this
wicans that Long Island Sound Belongs to-all o the peopleof the United States. hisis
cateparical declaration of public ownership which is not subject o privale
erieroachment, whichowould bea direet consequence of the FSRU installation
implementation. [tsrealization would be anafopous wthe locating of 2 thumispark ~
Disnvy Workd— with the sunction of the National Parks Service, on Yosemite Wational
Park, or even Jovating atheme park onthe National Mall in Washingion, 1DC
Perversely, o US Government agency could miake @ gase for the “conainie beneil™
astraing froem sueh erperprises; just asthe FERC hag done o thetistance of the
Broadwaler Long [sland Sound Propesal: The National Parks and the Waishington, DO
National Mail are undeniably public spaces of “National Significante. s isall of
Tong Tsland Sound, or so the US EPA has declared. Therefore. the Broadwater
Partriers™ claim thar 930 aergs'of Ling Island Sound surface arca isaeeded forin
HSREY (safety cone parameter) is direetly in conflierwith this legal concept of public
space. While (t has broad powers given it by Congress. the Federal Energy: Repulatory
Commission, i its prelitigany tantamount approval 6f the Broadwater application: hax
apparenitly disregarded the concept of piblic space as defined by the US Conpress
decades apo.

Thewriters of 1he Draft Study estimate that the timeling Operation Yo an’ NG caftier
servicing the proposed FSRU s 35 howrs,  Braudwiter Parincrs sstiniates that iwo o
three LNG carrierns per week would offlosd their cargoes onte the FSRUM(Draft Stidy
Table2.4:1) during the first year of operationy, . Assuming thetransit ol thred LING
carriers per week to and from the FSRU, the total time fof FSRU operdtions per week
18 105 haurs. or 4:375 days. ‘This implies that the above operations would toke place

Bpehar
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Please see our response to comment IN16-8. The commentor’s statement
that FERC attempted to hide the fact that the proposed Project has no
precedent indicates that he did not read the entire section on property
values. In Section 3.6.5.4, we state that the “. . . Broadwater Project would
be a unique facility. . .” and that . . . it is not possible to directly compare
the Project’s impact on property values to those of similar projects.”

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.

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.

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 night. The FSRU Draft writers-assert that the FSRU, despite the initial
estimates of weekly timeline operations, does not represent an industrialization of Long
Island Sound, Looked at objectively; the use of Long Island Sound waiers for 4.375
days per-week {and far more than 2,036 acres in the aggregate would beinvolved in
thase operations) constitutes a de facto significant indusirialization of those waters.
Furtheér, there ¢an be no *mitigation™ of that tmeline which is Broadwater Partners
owin projection. However, the estimate of 105 bours per week. for the pperation of the
proposed FSRU is for its initial operations. The reader is left only to guess
(Broadwater Partners know precisely what the ultimate capacity of the Long lsland
FSRU will be) what the maximum offload and related pipeline discharge of CH4-might
be. - Instead of 105 hours per wieek, the LNG related activities on Long Istand Sound
can be expected to be substantially above those preliminary “estimates.” One could not
unreasonably expect, at some fulure date; that the Broadwater Pariners may well
conduct ENG operations on Long Island Sound a full seven days per week, an even
higher utilization. The estimated 70 10 105 haur per week estimates will ultimately, we
can be sube, prove to be significantly lower than the numbers which are deliberately
being withheld from the public, perhaps also being withheld from the FERC. Thus,
what is now proffered as “low™ or “mingr™ industriglization will eventually resultina
mgjor indistrialized ficility in the centerof Long Island Sound. The writérs of the
Draft, for obvious reasons, do not addoess this issue of & single FSRU capacity
utilization and its resulting fRiture impact on Long Island Sound. The facility will not
remain static'in ierms of its initial utilization. Such'would not be in the interest of the
Broadwater Partners in their quest for greater and greater revenues and their large
commitmient of capital for'such an installation (another glaring omission of course 1s
any discussion whatsoever of a future increase planned by Broadwater Pastners of the
nurnber of additional FSRU units to be located in'Long Island Sound to supply the
Iroquois pipeline demand),  Such corporate motives, hardly to'be challenped in &
capital-first economy, cannot be justified in light of the conseguent and sure-to-fallow
degradation of a natural US waterway, of inestimable value in itself, of “National
Bignificance,” There urethose citizens, and the FERC well knows they are in the
majority, who really must strenvously oppose the wtimate defenmination of the “public
good” being left in the hands of o government agency with such a clear bias toward
huge private capital interesis, & government agency with almost unlimited power in its
Ve ared,

respecty
. The writers of the Draft end the Executive Summiary (ES 18 & 19) with the following:

“The environmental inspection and mitigation monitoring system would ensure
compliance with the mitigation measures that would become conditions if the Project s
authorized by the Cornmiission.™ At the very best this assertion is tautological
[‘mitigation monitoring system ensures compliance with mitigation measures™ {?)], at
worstitisa thinly veiled acknowledgement that the Project already has the tacit
approval of the FERC Review Committee: If the former is the case, the readeér of the
Draft is mierely & witness 1o the tangled language of an inexperienced writer (hardly an
encouraging event in the light of the siakes involved in Broadwater's Proposal). If the
latter, we have disturbing evidence that the FERC is a voluntary if not eager advocate
for advancing the interests of “Big Oil” (in this instance “Rig Gas.).” In shorl. oi the
basis of the distinet bing evident in the Draft “Study,™ one is led 1o conclide thay
Broadwater Partners'is a ¢lient of the FERC. One must wonder if such-an unholy
relationship was the intent of the Congress when it pagsed the enabling legislation

January 10, 2007 Kl $pehar
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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
comment.

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 befd and an average daily sendout of 1.0 befd. Neither Broadwater
nor IGTS has proposed any expansion plans to accommodate larger
volumes of regasified LNG from the proposed Broadwater FSRU.

Please see our response to comment IN16-14.

Please see our response to comment IN16-14.

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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establishing the FERC in the first place. The public is witness here of Big Oilin
league with Big Government. The following conclusion is inevitable: The FERC staff
preparing this Draft Study was given the mandate 10 jusfify the Implementation of the
Broadwater Partners” Long Island Sound FSRL Proposal and 1o skew whatever duta
that could be accunulated (very often of no relevarice at all) toward that end. This
“process,” Mas. Salas, is not objective research. The US citizen-taxpayer deserves
better froriits public servants. Just how the public is short-changed by such
tranisparently inept work s a scandal in iiself needing investigative reportorial
EXPOSUre;
— 10. The writers of the Broadwater Long Island Sound FSRU proposal address the issue of
polential hurricane risk in an equally shocking manner.. The Proposal specifies that the
FSRU mooring design would enable the FSRU to sustain a systems integrity of upto
the force of a Category 3 hurricane, with the expectation of & 100-yéar timeline for
auch & naturally ocourring event: Toengineer and construct a mooring facility to
restrain an FSRU of the sort Broadwater Partners proposes in-above Category 3
hurricane conditions is probably not feasible; hence the “Category 3™ proposal
L “limitaden” However, whether this 100-year timeline was deterniined by Broadwater
—  Partnersor the FERC is not revealed in the study. Moreover, in'this context the Draft
Study writers completely ignore or aveid any mention of the US Govemmicnt Weathier
Bureau forecasts for an increase in Atlantic hurricanes in the years immediately ahead.
That the Draft writers do-not.even mention that prospect is either simply a
dernonstration of expository incompetence or gross intérdepartmental ignorance.
Fusthermore, were the Northeast coast of the United States and in particularly Long
Island Sound (and Block Island Sound) to experience s hurricane of the magnitude of
the storm which devastated those coastal arens (and more} 1 1938, the proposed
Broadwater FSRU would be severed from ifs mopring mast and fun aground on'an
adjacent shoreline. In 1938 the National Weather Bureau had not begun ranking
hurricanies by their potential destructive forcea, .e. top wind velocity, potential rainfall,
and expected storm surges. Itis clear from the damage to shoreling structures and the
infrastructure damsge to the New York, New Haven and Hartford Railroad that this
catastrophic: "38 storm was 1o less than a Category 5 Depression. There is plenty of
historical data documenting the severity of that storm and the devastation it caused:
long sections of NYNHH trackbed along the shoreline were ripped up and dertain
mainline irackage simply disappeared altogether as.a result of the storm surge: As the
hurricane moved eastward out of Long Island Sound the resulting storm surge
inundated the downtown district of Providence; Rhode Island to & depth of nine feet:
Counclusion: Long Isiand Sound is and will remain in the path of Category 3 and above
Atlantic hurricanes. The FERC staff writers bave simply not done an adequate
hurricane risk analysis so fir as.s proposed FSRU in Loog Island Sotind is concerned.
A trip by the FERC staff fo the Library of Congress to view photographs of the "38
hurricane devastation to New York, Connecticut and Rhode [sland coastlines might
just might-—begin an énlightenment of what the stakes arein positioning a huge
waterbornie fistural pas facility in an aree of demonstrated exposure to such enormously
destructive powers of niature. It is simply naive to believe that an FSRU in Long Island
Sound, in the event of & major hurnicane, would not pose immense danger to humarn
life and property all along the New York, Connecticut and Rhode Island shorelines
bordering the Sound waters. How would the senior staff and Secretary of the FERC

— address questions, after the fact; from congressional investigations into their approval
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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.

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
historically reported in Long Island Sound, including the 1938 hurricane.
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of 4 fucility which intensified the calainity in' the event of @ hurricane abbvie a Category
¥ striking Long Tsland Sound?

. S0 far as allernative siting proposals for a gas reserveir 10-serve the New York region

are concerned (an estimated 80% of the fuel from thig facility would go to New York
Lity and Long Tsland, & large part of that to fuel electric power generating facilities),
newhere do the writers of the Draft acknowledge the disadvamage of continuing to-use
CO2 producing fuels for electric power genération. While CH4 is “cleaner™ burning
thian icoal or ofl (less 802, e, i1 combustion nonetheless froduces an abundance of
COZ, a mujor contributor o stmespheric degradation—a greenhouse gas—, with the
inevitable consequence of what is popularly known as *global warming,™ If the
Broadwater Proposal were to be implemented. huge amounts of CO2 would be
prodused and released into the atmosphere from the combustion of the CH4 delivered
via the Broadwater FRSU. (Instead of curtailing fossil fuel use inelectric power
generation, the FERC is herewith propoging to increase it!). The ratio of a unit of CH4
to'one of CO2 is 2.75 10 1 (CH4 atomic weight = 16; CO2 siomic weight = 44). Once
free of the insidious. influence-of the il and gas industry and its powerful labbyists, the
FERC nieeds to begin making & complete revaluation of the use of massive amounts of
fossil fuels of any sort for electric power generation: A rational alfernative to ihe
industrialization and consequent degradation of Long Island Sound and the long-term
further perilous degradation of eur atmosphere is nuclear-powered generating facilities.
Unfortunately; our schools in their failare 1o teach even the radiments of nuclear
physics and the federal government itself have lefi the American public ill-prepared
and badly misinformed aboul that viable and safe sltemative to fossil fuel élecidcity
generation.. ‘One vonsequence of that ill preparation is the Hobson"s chioice which the
FERC Secretary will face when she procesds to 2 final review of the current
Broadwater Partners’ Long Tsland Sound FSRU epplication. The public opprobrium
which would follow an FERC approval of that application will be 4 mere shadow of
‘how & fature generation, vel unbor, will view the agents of degradation of Long Island
Sound in the wake of implementation of this Project. Even leaving the enormous issue
of atmospheric degradation aside, we, this generation, have an obligation to our
descendants to preserve for them the great natural water resources of the United States.
Long Island Sound; like the Chesapeake Bay, Puget Sound, Albermarte and Croatan
Sounds, and otlier great US waterways, is a priccless natural legacy for thiose wha are
to come affer us, The best recourse Secrelary Salas has in this awkward instance is to
request Broadwater Partriers to withdraw its pending application for the proposed Long
Island Sound FSRU:

Sincerely,

M ‘%}4 L/\
Warren E. Speliar

HCR 74 Box 21008 And 1 Hemingway Street
El Prado, NM 7529 Branford, CT 06405
Janwary 9, 2007 6 Spekiar
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The commentor is correct that natural gas is a fossil fuel, and the burning of
natural gas produces CO,, 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.
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Sy name s Scoft Carlin,. T any an Agsociate Profossor of Geography af the CW, Fost
Campus of Long Island University. The éomments beldiv are my-own.

— Thi Beoadwaice Liguid Natural Gas {LNG) fasilivy propased (or ihie Long Island Sonind
A7 i& based upon thie fanlty national and state prenvise that demand Tor natural gas will
: continue in-future vears and the New York City region lacks atlequate supplies to-meet
L, that dewaned: Thesepremses ave outhived in. 102 Natural Cay Demand dnthe
Enyironmental Impagt Statement.

i The reality of alobal limate cliange will very guickly change thiese forecasts, The regjoni
INA 722 and nation cannol continye o increase 118 Fossit fuel consumplion withoul dive effécts,
Rinwe altierndbivies 1o expanding regional natural gag supplies are readily available, the

L proposed faclity'is ot eeonomicallior snviranmentally viable.

The largestusers of natural-gas are power plants. Regional powerplants can be
Trepowered” 1o dramatically rediee thdicfugl donsumpiion nedds bécause today’s powir
plants have much lisher fhel sfficioney ratings.

Tn.addition; the proposed: plant:

INA7-3 [ < Incresses regiond] reliance upon foreign sources of fossil fucls;

INT7-4 [ 2 Degrades the water quality of the: Long Ihnd Sound;

INT17-5 [+ Runs ¢onteary to the poals and ohjectives of the Lony Tsland Sound Estuary Program
o by e U8, Environmental Prolectivn Agency;

IN7-8 [ 4 Creates an uanecessary security risk Tor the region; and

IN17-7 [+ Displaces existinig fishing operations,

Baged o these factors, Task that the Federal Energy Repulatory Cotamiissioft deny this
application.

IN17-1
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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.

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.

Although implementation of the proposed Project would increase
dependence on foreign sources of fossil fuels, as noted by the commentor,
it would diversity the regional energy portfolio.

The impact of operations on water quality was determined to be minor and
highly 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.

The Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan, developed as a
requirement of the National Estuary 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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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 preliminary 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.

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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Washington, D, C. 20426 SECRETARY 54 =<
Re: Draft Report 20061117-4003 M OEC27 A g3 C,Pb(o

SEBULAT ey Léﬁ:!.swtm

1 respectfully urge that the Commissson review its decision in the matter of the
application of the Broadwater Company for permission to construct g Heuid gas facility
in Long Island Sound. The drafl report seemis.to not address fully the public’s interest.

Members of the Commission :

3
i

™ TheCoast Guard has expressed concern about the enormous size of the complex and has
stated that it lacks the resources 1o mitigate safety and security risks associated with it
| Careful consideration of those risks—collisions, leaks, explosions, terrorist attacks from
underwater or from the air—is imperative. The risks have been minimized by
Broadwater's representativies and we must rely on'the Commission for an objective
—analysis, one which is driven not by the profit motive but instead by a penuine concern
for the overall well-being of ‘the residents of the area. Certainly also this huge structure
would affect the tides and the flow of the current in ways we cannot predict; especially in
L. times of gorms---Nor'easters, tropical depredsions, hurricanes.

IN18-2

— Surely, also; itwould affect commercial and recreational uses of the Sound, which in turr
would sffect negatively the economy of the shoreline communities on both sides of the

. Sound. { The goveming bodies of many of those communities have asked the New York

~ Office of General Servites 1o reject the Broadwalter request. ) Perhaps the Commission
is ot required to consider potentinl sconomic impact as it evaluates s proposal, but
surely in the affermiath of Hurricans Kistrina we have all learnied that major economic
distress in any ares has o ripple effect which poes well beyond logal areas and

governments. I N 1 8_3
Ansdditional consideration isthe commonssenses of permitting the érection of this
visually, economically, ecologically polluting facility, the wtility of which is likely to be
short-fived. The strong trend now is towards ™ green energy”, and concem about global
warming will intensify that tend. If this gargantusn construction is spproved,
Brosdwater will prof it and then perhaps in 8 decade will shut down, but & priceless
netursl resource will have been permanently defaced and two states will have susisined
severe damage in & number of ways. Please do notignore the thinking of the many
groups who aré protesting this facility.

Marian Phillips
2 Pumam Hill 4D
Greenwich, Connecticut 06830

December 18, 2006
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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. If the Project receives initial
authorization to proceed, Broadwater would work with federal, state, and
local agencies to develop a Facility Security Plan (as outlined in 33 CFR
101-105) and a Facility Response Plan (as outlined in 33 CFR 154).
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.

The FSRU would be a structure much like 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 like a dock. Thus, this Project would have no
discernable effect on the tides or current flow of Long Island Sound.

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 shipping
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.

Economic impacts due to implementation of the proposed Project are
addressed in Section 3.6 of the final EIS.
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Decembér 3, 2006

Magalie . Salas

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First St NE, RmlA

Washingto, DU 20426

Dear Madam:

. i
1 v writing o you. in refierence jo the releusi of the Broadwater Safety&Becurly
Repiort. As you know Broadwater is 2 joint venture by Shelt Ol and TransCanada to place
4 Liquefied Natural Gag terminal in the middle of LT Sound about B miles from Rocky
Point.

Aside from sottinig d dangerous precedent of industrializing LI Sound the report outlines
Broadwates LN terminal as being too costly, too dangerous, and too disruptive for L1
Sound. The proposed facility will be locatad in.4 heavily used marine traffic area. There
will be's permanent no public access zéne as well a5 an additional “moving” no aceess
zone (armed escort boats for gas tankers.)

Coast Guard aivalysis shows that if there wag an accident ot the facility or 4 tanker current
amerpency and firefighting services.are INADEQUATE 1o handle the Tlammable vapor
cloud that would be released, The cloud could travel up to-5 miles depending upon the
prevailing winds.

And who shoulder the costs of the additional resources necded to protect the_faciﬁty: )
Currently state, town and county government budgets are stretched to the point to aising
taxes while culting services.

This Tiases {8 reminiscent of the 8horeham Nuclear Power plaat, No one ywa:med itdue to
the-danger of 3 nuclear aceident and limited sscape routes: But LILCO hmlt‘lt ATYWaY
and when the whole thing was scrapped the taxpayers were the ones who paid.

This facility s ‘an abomination to the environment and iz fiscally irresponsible. Please say
WO to Broadwater.

Think you for you titne,
Sincerely, 7 ; -
= \ UJ\( C e TRERAN )
gh A’éuﬂsa ‘
& Camelot Lane

Saint fames, NY 11780
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We assume that the commentor is referring to the Coast Guard’s WSR
(Appendix C of the final FIS) when commenting on the “Broadwater
Safety and Security Report.” Neither the WSR nor the EIS refers to the
proposed Broadwater Project as being “too costly, too dangerous, and too
disruptive for LI Sound.”

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.

The Coast Guard would be responsible for the safety and security of the
FSRU and LNG carriers. If the Coast Guard requires assistance from state
or local agencies, Broadwater would be responsible for funding those
efforts as described in Section 3.10.6 in the final EIS.

Individuals Comments
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ROBERTW. RAMAGE, JR.
RTBUTTERCUP LANE
HUNFINGTOMN, NEW YORK 11743
TEL: 6315490070
EMAIL: rramagesgoptoniineet

January 3% 2007

Ma Mapalie R. Safas

Segrelury

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
BER Pirat Avenue; N, E.

Hoovm 1A

Washington, D & 30426

Rer  Broadwater Faerey LLC, et al
PG-34

Dear M. Salag;

Teniclose briefoominents in strong support-of Broadwates Biergy’s application to site &
arine-based Ploating Stordge ind Re-gasification Unil, Yoke Mooting 8ysient, and
related pipelinein Long Island Sound midway bebween Wading River; XY and New'
Haven,. Ct.

Plowsi Sontact thi undersigned 1 vou have any (hestions:
Werytruly vours,

s Robert W Ranxige, Jr

Rabert W. Raniage, Tr;

Cer Jamies Martin-FERC
Governor Elliot Spitzer
17 8, Senaior Hillary RoClinton
L:8: Senater Charles Schusser
U 8. Sedator Cliristopher Dodd
1. 8. Benator Joseph Tieberman
bl S Representative Steven Tspacl
NY State Department of State, Division of Coustal Resources
Jehn Hritcko, Broadwater Eacegy

Individuals Comments
N-916
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Broadwater Engvgy LU, eral
HERC Docker Nos, CPUG-S4et0l

Comments of Robert W, Ramage Jr. on application of Broadwater
Energy LLC and Broadwater Pipeline LLC to site a Floating Storage
and Re-gasification Unit (FSRU), Yoke Mooring System, and-related

Pipeline in Long Island Sound, NY

1. Background of Commenter,
Eawrite as a'resident of Tong Tland sinee 1979, dsa former commereial banker
withlong experience in the energy business and s a former reasurer of
Northville Industries, the leading indépendent petroloum terminal opsrator and
wholesale petroleum products distribdtoron fong Tsland: T the latter position;, T
wis invelved with the eongtriction and Opération. 6 tank terminals and related
agzely at Port Jollerson, WY, Betaulic, NN Holtsville: WY, Morthvills, NY. the
petrolem pipeline sxdtending from Holtaville, WY to Plalnview, NY., aid the off:
shore plattoimiat Northville, NY. Thave alse beet involved with findnheisg for
many other global snerpy firmig bathingide dnd wetside the Tnited States, Lam
currently a resident of Thuntington: NY and have waiched the development-of the
Broadwiter Energy Project carelully since' it wis proposed.

2. Quality of DEIS
Lhave thoraughly read this DEIS and attended instial snd subsequent-operi houssx
Losted both by Broadwater aind by FERC. T beélisve the work pérforimed by
Broadwiater and its consultants has betn tharoughanid balanced. The Waterway:
Suitability Report:is thotouwgh and identifies ertical issies (Le. The Raoeyand [
beliswe the US Coast Guard has proposed appropriate nittigations to réduce e
risks of large vessel transits:

INZ0-1

3. Footprint
Theaverall foofprint to be cecupied by the Broadwater asséls iv minimal in thd
soope ol Long Tsland Sound and in myopinion the project-will have minitial
impact on ither recrgaiional and cor ial wsérsiof the Bound. The project
itseliiy situated well off-shove anid will have irininmal impast of anvone onwshore,

4. Long Island Sound Comprehensive Master Plan
Thie: Long Istand. Sound Comprehiensive Master Plan (LIS CMPYrelerensed inthe
DEIS containg nunweroug referanves to - flie develapnient of LI Sound agscts, and
many othier commentérs have asserted that the Broadwater project ie'in confhict
with the LIS CMIP. ['dd net beleve this isthecase, The LIS CAP tvainly deals
with shoreside development and makay some references to ncarghore recreational
use ol thiwaterwans of The Sound. | TUalso notds 1o Pla Jem 433 that historical Iy

IN20-2

IN20-1

IN20-2

N-917

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.

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.

Individuals Comments

BW030271




IN20 — Robert W. Ramage, Jr.

200701235025 Regdived FERD OSEC 04723723007 01:28700 BN Dockety (CPUOS-B4-000

IN20-2

IN20-3
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E’

the St has Beer an important agset for waterbomie and watér-dépendert
comimereial uses: In fagt, thege vsey wiere the previalent ises of the Sovnd in the
parlivst-dayvs of the 13- Colonies belorg the establislunent of the Linited States in
1776, Urver the centuntes the nature of these activities bas changed as technology
and advandes in comments have evolved. Burthe basie attribute of the Sound
remding: 1 isa body of water that ix'an iniporiant, indeed eritical, assetfor dertain
fvpes of large stale migrine gominerce, Use of'the Sonnd for thiss purposes
Tessenis the need Tor se of and impact by other ssséts such a8 greater tand-baged
pipelines, onthe environment:. Further; the carfiage of encrgvprodncts by water
(histerigally 1hese have béew petroleuns producls) provides a diversification'to the
energy distribution-gyytem and atlows buyers and vonsumers-of suvh produets . on
Long Ieland fo have increased and varied sources of supplyy This resutlis in
greiter seenrity ol supply and enliancéd price competition, ultimately resalting in
benefiis toall Congumiers.

Tt:dx Inghly important that FERC recopnize this historival vole plaved by Loog
Tsland Sound s it halances varions considerations mydétermining whether to grant
4 permit o Broadwater,

Alernatives Analyvses

Invits Alterialives Ariabvses, thie DETS points vt the impasts that pipeling
expansions will have onthe énvironmeint (12 geres/niile of pipeline lajd}
Havwover, thert has been-norpal attempt to giiatiil’y dir detai] the many upstreant
pipelines that would bave t be expanded. Liidoubtedly ting would be.an (ntricate
and complicated analysis-and [ beliove that FERC should emphiasize both the
seopeand scale of such required adjustments 1 thie nereased gav engipy
requitements or Long kland and southavestérn Contlectiont were met folely by
inéreaged pipeline supplies.

. Benefity of New Committed Supplier

FPERC hias: not-deseribed tharoughly the benelits to the region from having a mujor
ENGsupplior such as Shell committed te supplyingnatiral gas vin NG o the
repiofi, While price and nethacks to supphiers are always lev considérations; it
should be obvious that Shell Gind its pariner PransCanadiy are pot planning to
inviest ondre than $730 million dallars in gssely For this project and not use them.
The ery fact that two of thelargest players in the world 1 fidtural gaywant io
site this project indhiy ragion sugpests that fiare availability 6f diréet supply fo
thig région will be enhanced fronygoarces that will not otherivise e available.
This is-amajor POSTTIVE bengfil to theregion and suggosis thal strong regional
support 15 merited.

PILOT Payments

I viotefrom the DIIS that Broadwater will thakie PILOT pavments to focal
governments and sehools in the nitral amount of $15 miillion peryear, These
payrienis will contribute to.the Tocal tax based with very litfle-demand tor
additional Toeil vervices,

IN20-3  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.

IN20-4 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.

Individuals Comments
N-918
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8.

New Business Aetivity

Treahigl cost arca thal hag lost major business activiticy inrevent. decades
(eapecially the Joww ol Grusniman Aerospace manulacturing and related actospace
activities), the eiitiry of 4 gjor new ensygy sourcs serving Long Islanil tanadt ag
afuture stimulus-to the rejirveration of such activities, Inaddition, it iz possible
ihat Shell as asapphercan work with Targe commeraial and indusirial buversof
gag to-sell gas al lxed prices, helping moderslethe adverse impact of velatile
prices oresuchusers.  This would he ai abvicus hiénetit to/gas gsers such ag
ediicational Susteing and dnstitutiong; hospitals; and govérnment nnits Whose
budgets must-often be'set well nradvance and whose cash bulances can bie
adwerselvaffected by sudden; wiexpected and unfavorable surges v the cost of
fuel supplies,

In-addifion, the succssshul siting of'd major asset like the Broadwaler Ensrgy
Projocton Long Islind will wend a messuge that “Long Island is Open o
Business™ and will encovrage other mijor corporations to consider siting hisre: and
clgpwhere in New York Siate. “This'is a niajor theme 6f the prior and élrvent Nigw
York Stale government Teadership st allempls 10 réjuvenate the buginess olimate
i New Vork,

. Shori-term vs. Long-term Considerations

Long Islanders huve a history of Tapking al the short term inpact of omietcial
asket investingnts to'the détrimént of goad Tong-tef dédigions. Txwould hke td
reriiind FERC thatin the: 19807 s logal opposition o the Shoreham Nuglear Power
Plantresulied ina Tully built and tested nuclear poswer plaat that had boen licensed
to-sperate at 10%of capacity bur Tailsd o pain afull-power liceiss becauss
strenitous Tosal opposition resalicd inspolitical-pressutos-on Jodil sovermment
upils vol (0 partivipale in lesting Shoreham’s eiergenty evaduation plan, Without
asnecessfully tested emergetiey evatuation plair the Nuclgar Reégulatory
Comirissioi {NRCY Wwas upalileto fssiiea full power Tioanse. Tnretrogpect, it
seems that those public ofTicials Who Tailed 1o cotperie with Long TsTand
Lighting Compainy, Shorcham s owner aid builder, faded inbivir public.dutics to
cosperatewith the local wtility in providing safe, seente, and reliable sotrces of
electrie power o Long, Iiland a8 required by Liloo s ufility franchise agreament
wilh thd Stite; Sinde'Shorehani™s decondtructivn in the carly 1998, the
Foreeasty forincreased demand foralectricity—swhich Shoreham swas oripinally
builtto mest—have comstine, The tesult ss'thatthe increased demand for
electricity on Long Tgland b pariially deiving the deed Tor inereased gas supplics
and the need 1 import micrd naturil gas viaprojects like Broadwater. The
tragedy is that Long Islander’s are paving for Shoreham in exorbitant eleciric
ates (atong the highest fothe TISA) thres thitied: once to build Shoreham, ofice
Ty tgar AL dover, and once toveplaee 10 with sag-fived, combinedwoveleelectiic
generation: units: Had fhe-opponents-to Shoréham Been muore farsighted, Long
Island today would not be so dependent upon foreign sowrces for energy: 1 urge

N-919
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10.

FERC to be fardsighted ag it considers the eiiended future bénelits of Broadwater
and-to avoid the fate that fell to Bhoreham

Geographical Diversity of LNG Re-gas Terminals

The tiiteiruption of éride Gil.and petrolenm prodoct imports wite Gulf CHast
terrinals ag aresull of Hwrricane Kafring veinforced the mportance to the TS s a
Nation of geopraphical. diversification of Hsenerpy logistios assets. Biting all or
amajority of LNG import terminals on the: Gullt coast provides ane over-
coneentration of such-assets m one geographical wres and.prakes thempotentially
subjedt to fuliive eXxiremie mateoroldgicalievents: This rigk can bewitizated by the
approval ¢ projedls praposed for pther arsas of the county, Turge FERC 40 take
the desirability of such diversification lote consideration as it evaluates the
Broadwiter application.

N-920
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M Magalic R, Balas, Sécrciany
FERCT

Rowm TA

888 First St WE

Washington DO 20426

Dear Ms. Sales,

Lam wriling tooppose the proposed Broadiweater: LNG: prajesU it POG-34-000 and CPOG-55%
000 1y Long Istand Sound, Cogiary to FERCs fact shiset distributed at the Draft EIS
Hearing in New London CT on-Janvary 2, 2007,4t is myv informed opinicn that the Draft
EIS: dods fol songtituie an adequidte o thorough exaimifiation of the potential impacts arisiig
Fropthie proposed project:

There has been inadequate evaluation of the Bnpact arising form the intake.of water to-the
platlonm or to thi bilge of tankons sareying the LNG withe platform: Long Istand Sound
serves-aga orifical habitat-to hundreds o commrreintly and reéreationally itpotiant apeeies
of fish and shellfish. The vast majority of the spiecies begin life as plankionic otganisnis,
floating in the sirface Tayérs, of the Sound.. The adults may rémaii in the Souids othérs
migrate offshore and contribute s fisheries i other New England and Mid-Atlantie states.
The proposed pressurized and scrcened tintake of millions of gallonsof water, In additionte
the use of disiifectants, will profoundly inpact the:survival of these orpanisms and the
stabilityof the papulations, thréatening fisheries in: Cormectiout and New York ag well ag
athicr states, and the bealth-of the Sound’s cdsystem.

1 also believe that contryumg 1o invest i fossil fuelsis both short sishfed:and mappropriate,
Natural gus, althongh lower fi-contaimments such as sulfur and nifrates, stll emits green
housi gasseswhen combusted, As a gociety it is long-overdue that we recognize the
imipracticality of thede sources of fuel aind start invesiing our éneigies and money m
refewabileand non-pollubing energy soures:

Firally: 1 find it oulrageous: that PERC would comsider the idea ol giving righls over Long
Tsland Sound waters 1o a privatetor-profiteorpomtion. These waters are held in trust by the
stated of Contiéeticut and New Yotk Thev dre not for sale-and this trtst-should not be
abrogaied.

Istrangly urgd voii torejectthis Broadwater LNG proposal and join with the conoered
citizens of this country 1o Jook forsustainable and fon-palivting enefey sources:  This

projeit 1 neither-and isnot the bagis for a sustainable future 1or the L8 of for this tegion.

Siricerely;

Byvina Lbbin, PhDx Environnsestal
Mapagsment

IN21-1

IN21-2

IN21-3

N-921

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 within Long Island Sound.

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.

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.

Individuals Comments
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L am deéply concernid about thie impact of the Broadviater LNG Praject from ari
enviranmental, secutity, and quality of life perspective, This project appearsto be
maving-ahead-as a business-and-politics-as-usual project-with little recognition of the
lonig term consequences on the health-and vitality of Long Island Sound, The
acknowladgment in the FERC Draft Environmental impact Statement that Broadwater
could cumulatively-affect water quality, air quality, marine resources, and maring
transport should be reason-encugh to reject this project. Long Island Sound is one.of
the few hodies of water inthe United States to be congressionally designated.an
“Estuary of National Significance.” Citizens; envitonmeéntalists, local, state, and federal
governments have been working for years to address problems: and ansura its health.
After much sugcess but much yét to do, this LNG Projectwauld be amajor setbacﬂ The
preceadent for the industrialization-of Long lsland Sound is:of deep concem:,

As acitizen-of a shoreline town, | amvery aware of the imporance of Long Island Sound
for my towr's recreation, tourist industry, and general econamic health: As & board
member of the Friends of Hammenasset and Friends of Conneclicut State Parks, lam
wary-aware of the importance of Long Istand Sound for the entire:state of Connacticut.
Hairririonasset Beach State Park, with wery unique wellands Teatires and recognized by
tha Audubon Sogiety as one of the prerier bird-watching spots in America, hosts over
1.7 million visitors each year. Indegd, the state of Connscticut's three beach parks
{Hammonasset, Rocky Mesk, and Sherwood) account for 80% of Connecticut State
Parks revenus from o statewids system with 107 state parks and 32 state forests, -Any
damage to'the Long Island coastine orwaterway would be devastating.

Ta canclude that placing & huge LRG facility in the tiddie of such-a multi-use,
environmentally-sensitive, important waterway is a sign of disparate, terative: decision-
making: 1 respectiully urge you te reconsider the horrendaus negative impact of this
particular facility in the light of the many other regional facilities currently tinder
congtruction or undel consideration.

IN22-1
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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.

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.

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.

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-like structure being located at least 11 miles
offshore (see Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS).

Section 3.11.6 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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RE: Bocket nunbers CPOS-34 and € PUG-35;

Please consider the tollowing position. against approvil of the Broadwater LNG Project

Apy risks o0 chivi I dumiage-dnd diminist ol aesthetic valugin n soastal
Fore. vot fo mantion increased. catastrophic aciident potential; are rigks thit aie ton préat
swhien the meed for such risks are ngt warratited. except to benefit a private enterprise;

For doctimentation of This position; please taka note of the research report by *Synapse IN23-1 We have addressed the Synapse report in Section 1.1.5.4 of the final EIS.
Energy Economios” which:

[ Negited Broadwater Endrgy’s studics ol thir additionad natiedl as necls: in thie
KY and CTimarkets

L Speeilies envitonmmentally prelerable approaches for resolyving anyanlicipated
peak load shortfalls such as: better utilization of local storage facilities,
repowenmngenstng gas-fred power planty toancrense Tusl efficiency, &te.

i}

Mentivns The Bear Head and Canaport ENG s plans Lo Iranspart gas to the NE
US theouph-upgraded pipeline ‘as soon as 2008 which is two years eatlier than
Broadivater could egin apgraticng,

0 - Statéy that “hic proposition that NG will répresent an abundant and inekpensave
soures of natural gas'is not supported by the existing and projecied dytiirivics of
ihe global LNG market.™

Additionally, argview o the draft LIS phges 3-5410 3-37 lists several negative resilty I N 23_2

and viiniinizes each ‘onetvithoutitaling inte.accowdtvibiat the combined effects mtght he. The spemﬁed text is related to the unpacts of PIOJ ect construction on

fisheries resources. As stated in Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS, the
A lastcomment fof brevily s sake, fs:fromeniy perspectiveas 4 Tovg lime Real Estate primary construction impact to fisheries resources would be disturbance of
];31'01{&1‘ and g propert:g oWHEr it this region: ":Hl%}ws} anid best Pse” isa ttsrm I_heﬂr used less than 0.1 percent of the seafloor of LOHg Island Sound, which would
frequantly as well as~location, location; location™  #Congressional findings eite titut . d short-t . I L. the oth tructi
recreational and eithetio resdurces as belig oF Value to the predent and fulure viell-being (.:OHS 1ute a mlno_r and short-term mmpact. In general, e 0 €T construction
of thenation™ and “dreesgential (o the well-bemigiof all Sitizens™, There's & “need for mpacts to fisheries resources would be temporary, neghglble, and
rogolution of serious eontlivts Among mportdin and compat ing vsed and values fir these separated in time and space from the seafloor disturbance. Thus, there
waters” (CZMA Wi, YotoWnvagsoviyvotoimedtington: ree 316.htmb) would be no signiﬁcant construction impact to fisheries resources.

Please consider “highestand bistuse™ in this inslance 1o'bd prfervation.of Long Istand
Sound singe it is the fredsure of the tegion ahd an intangible influghos on property values.

Thank you For yourtime,

Sincerely;
Tenore Sizlver

Individuals Comments
N-923
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601 i

Ty,

On:118/2007 | attended the Federsl Enargy Regulstory (FERC) pubilic hearing regarding the Bmadm&er LNG
tesmninalipipeline proposed for the middie of Long lsland Sound. | attended the meeting in oppositighitn the.
approval of the Tatiity and 88 result of my alfendance have been exposed to a nurmbier of offier sources of
Information. Upor firher study | miust repoet that | now appose the project inthe strongest possitle harms,h
Unfortunately, FERE's draft report and the defensive posture adopied ot the public hearing sugggst thiat t}m
spplication will be rubber stamped for approval after the public comment period ends. My strong impression i
that FERC's approseh to:public somment i 1o view it a3 vehicle 1o ety a few Btues of greatest

pancern tothe public, find @ way to mitigate those ahd effect 3 "campromise”, so a5 tn appear tb be, being
responsive to the concems.of both the public and private sector.

While Ihave only & limited grase of the legisislive mantdate underwhich FERC operates, | am led tn beleve
thiak retional or nalichal energy planming is not part of the mandate. In the absente of any credible fedisral
planning i would b my Tervent hope that FERU would ot least find 2 way o sooommodate that issye.
Inslead FERC seenis content o get thie applicats (inajor energy companies) to lire ug in an orderfy
fashion e homesteaders at aland grab.

Batore addiessing o concems, T will frst belefly describe the tanorof the 11812007 hearing- cut of concers
that the renresantatives you had I attendance misy tot have fully reflecied the level of opposilion In their
notes: The Branford High School auditorium was fillsd o capacity. 100 members'of thé public sighed up o
spaak following the piblic and slected officials. A large contingent traveled from Long Ietand, MY o be in
gtiendance, The méeting ran from 7PM 1o 12 15AM, despite the late hour a great many of e 100
speakers staved late and stated helf concemns. Unfortunately many oifers founed it necessary bcleave dus
thie Fate higuron & wiek night. | do not Teal thiat the pubilic was provided with sufficient time to comment;

Hot one of thie public or private sector Individuals who spoke were In Tavor of the project.

The guality of teslimony from the enginears scientists, firet responiders, and o host of difwrs who spoke
was not 10 be balieved: Tremendols time dnd effor wias axpended in research bocouse thase peuple were deeply
concerned by the inappropriatensss of the project

Ty Concems;

| v Great deat of sympativy for the concams of business particilanty with regard {o excessive governmenital
veguiation and medding. Howsver; the sighiing of ibis project makes no sense whatsoever, Capacity Torithe
preductwill be very sdequstely mel by other LNG projects already approved, not mantion the long list of other
priects which heve besin proposed. The design snd sighting (in'a iragile, revovering, soundj of thie tireadwater
facility are: new and unproven- essentially an experiment Prévious projects in open waler have been Sighted
Hhigre for spenifis ressans, Thie knowe envirgnmental impacts of the Broadivatier projact are represented fobe 5
Jong Tist of “minar impants< the cumulative effect of which. does not Seem (o have been properly scootinted

for. The unknows, long term, etvironmental impactys are siniply unacceptable. The visual Bight s Unacceplable.
This restrcion of public access b asas of the CE Safety from thie standpoint of
sicidents, weather evenls, and lerronst activities sre sll valid and would reguire fremendotis redources o
atterpl 1o address- noodoubt 8t public expenss. The analytical modsly uged for xireme weather events

wire hisiow the threshiolds for wind and wave: hiights achisved during the 1938 hurdcans. This prajec would
sigt AN unacceplable precedent for industill development of protected waters,

Wery often | lister qiletly o stores of govemmental fodlisfiness- not thig tinie, Tr oy apinion. il praject is

IN24-1

N-924

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 well as a wide variety
of Project-specific permits designed to protect the environment of Long
Island Sound, including the human environment.

Individuals Comments
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A

{ou culrageous In be balieved, Allowing iz project to change Long island Sound forever wolild be 5 sad
fegacy for my generation to leave behind. Many years ago practives Weré accepied that severely impacled
Long leland Sound- In fairness, those genacations didn't full understand the impact of what they were doing.
We don't have that excuse. FERC doesnt have that excuse. Personally, 1 resent being Wighjscked by an

p ragulatony p Public enl; s an i futifity, for the. of .
compromise solution; does not accomplish the object intended by the public whien we sand people to
Washington. DO sither diectly by electing them, Indirsctly through sppolntment or by hiring Into
government servics. You guys work for us- and when the uitzens and elected officisle of an Impacted
regitn speak with ohe woite in opposilion (0 & project FERD has s Obligation to deny spprmvsl of s
project on that hasis atone. You do not serve the interests of the enengy companiss- you servis the interests
of the pubilic.

I, Wéx«ﬁxm

i MacLean
8 Woodvale Road Ext,
Branford, CT 08406

Individuals Comments
N-925
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Mictiael Theiler

395 Vanxhall 8t Ext,
Waterford T
Janary 23, 2007

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
Broadiwater LNG ProjuctiC PR6-54-000 and CPO6-5 50007

Dear PERC,

ET AL

Please aecept iy dodument as public comsment on the Broadwuter proposal in: Bong

Istand Sound.

Thie area of Long Istand Sound keivwn as The Rave roprisunts some ol the must historieal
and: productivid Tobster groonds i ihenbribenst. Ithoss 4 upiqiie Nshery where Tobstering
— can only be'dong at times of slick tide during hauling hours: (ong-half hour before suntise
ity pmvg=half houie aftersuisat), Thetransiont security zone around the T NG tankers as
prapoged in the Drafl Edvirontient Impait Statement will have a gigoinvant adveérse
finhineial impract oiemi ereveand mwic. W can typically haul lobster gear foraperiod of
6010 1 20 minutes: around Slack water.: Any LXGHanker transiting The Race during this
tiire will stost certainky inhibit our ability to Tobster during that tide.- This tssue swagnot

IN25-1

addressedan the DEIS:

IN25-2

{rony traditional shippiig channels.

IN25-3

Pleage contact me tor additional information or diglogue.

Michael Theiler
Y Jeanette T
New Eondon CF

- Not oty will the trangient security zone and. LNG tankers cawse us formiss tine hauling,
but algo cause extreroe gear Toss. Additional geartoss will pcenrwhen traffie is diverted

Having Iobstéred in The Rics for sighieen vogte, and, réalizing the itpadithiz proposal
will have on-our fishery, il opposé this projeet. I s digappainting to sée'that neiher
the DEIS nor Cosst Guard: Report addressed-thy vonoems of the Tobsternien inThe Revg,

IN25-1

IN25-2

IN25-3

N-926

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 require Broadwater to schedule LNG carrier transits to
minimize impact to other waterway users, to the extent practical, as
recommended by the Coast Guard in Section 8.4 of the WSR (Appendix C
of the final EIS). As 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 notity 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 layer of on-scene notification. These measures would
minimize impacts to lobstermen.

Please see our response to comment IN25-1.

Thank you for your comment. As noted in the responses above, we have
addressed your concerns in the final EIS.

Individuals Comments
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IN26-1 Section 3.0 of the final EIS provides a detailed assessment of potential
environmental impacts, including those to the human environment.

Lam strongly opposed 16 Broadwatar’s LHNG Proposal:
IKZ6-1 E Favironniental wd dinadeial inpacts have oot been fully dxplored.  Damage would b
fivgvirsible. e
N2E-2 [ This Const Guard repott indicates more resourves needed to safeguard ihie project, whe pays for IN26-2  Because the Coast Guard has not yet prepared a proposal for additional
those resources, who will be in chatge resources (see Section 8.4.2 of the WSR [Appendix C of the final EIS]), we
I(’;I’“‘* ‘%‘”_”‘i‘“;;&;’l"“""’_‘e protit ““"‘i“"’fi“@' sl hiclhsishs ity and cannot identify the funding source for the additional resources. The Coast
INog-g [ Serways fo full Gu encrey nseds Wik exposure to such high risks in safety.an Guard would be responsible for enforcing the safety and security zones but
environmental impuct o . .
FLERC s:report didn™t explore disaster possibilities: Local-eimergency responders have fudicated may share that responsibility with state or local law enforcement agencies.
IN26-4 natequipped o handle a disaster: There 15 no seignve to kirosw whal the disaster Would orcounld
beo ) I ) IN26-3  Section 4.0 of the final EIS evaluates a wide variety of alternatives to the
iNDB-5 [ Projedt of this seope should be lodated otilat sea, notin extuary with delicate environment arid . .
= toi6 losie o population, proposed Broadwater Project and concludes that they could not satisty 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.

IN26-4  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.

IN26-5  Section 4.4 of the final EIS evaluates alternatives to the proposed location
for the Broadwater terminal, including offshore in the Atlantic Ocean.

Individuals Comments
N-927
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IN2T-2

IN27-3

[

8P 04 -0
FiLED November
G” %%ﬂ THE overnber 18, 2006
s Diane Scully
27 Braioerd Rd
MY 2T AN Niantic, Ct:
FERC T R
Office of Secretary
Wathington, D.C.

To Those Who Wrote the FERC Report of the Broadwater LNG,

Y our report did not include who would explain to our children and grandehildren why we
destroyed our besstifal, natural resource, the Long Island Sound. Why would we allow
private groug 1o vise & gift, which belongs o all of us, tomove in and make a profit by
permanently defacing this amazing body of water? There are alternatives for delivering
natural gas. Is thers another Long Island Sound? Look again; listen, loam, do what is
right and honsst and write snother report.

Please put e oh record as opposing the: Broadwater Liguefied Natural Gas proposal.

Digne Scully

o ACU.Q%,

IN27-1

IN27-2

IN27-3

N-928

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.

Both the draft and final EISs were prepared by experienced scientists and
engineers with input from other federal, state, and local agencies. The final
EIS provides a thorough evaluation of the potential environmental impacts
of the proposed Project.

Individuals Comments
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Deéar FERE,

Fara Connecticnt vesident borm and raised. By now I have Jve in. Connecticut
on-ornearthe Long Istand Scand shore nearly 300 my 54 years. One of the minst
cherished expericnces from niy ¢hildhood was widing in Long Island Souid: Onee
proficient at swinuving T took an interest i valling Skills refined on'the Sound have
taken me to faraswiy places: to compete. While there are tiany places on this plane that
offerhigherwinds: w-challenge prvadvanced skills Tstill cherish: Loyg Islaud Sound.
Myvoots grehere on land and the water to our South. Mo mater-where T hve this will
neverchangs. As:somaone whose 1ife lag becn cimiched by the use of Long Island Beund
Thavea genseof responsibility for this Estwary of National significance. That said T.am
weriting youdoday in s effoit o profect and preserve our Long Island Souird. We ure
facing achallenge here unlike any we have everseen. We are faving the sals of part of
Long Tskind Sevind to big energy: The Broadwater proposal inclirdes the parmmatient
maaring ol a oating barge i themiddle of the Sound, This barge, i builtwill bethe
size ol the Queen Flizabeth 11 16 will ingest largevolumes of NG that would be

cliverad by BNG tankers: Towould also take in 3, 3 million-gallons of saltwater froni thie
Sound dailytobe used as partof the re-gasification procéss. Whenthiswater i
IN28.9 idigcharged JUwill: besignilicantly warmer (Currentestimate 1s frearly four degrees Ty thus
adversely alfocting sey life, Seethe lotterto FERC dated January 18, 2007 from the
Departiment-of the Interior’s Office of Environmental Policy. Theproposal of tos
foating storage and re-gasitication tefminal represents an attack on what we' cheérish.
Inrecent yoirs the Boumnd has experiencdd aimajor driap-in Tobster. Some of (he rogedrch
hay ber contradivtory regarding Tobster depletion. The Tobstermen say that an insecticide
was the cadge, Yetother researchi-did not point'to the inseeticide: I Broadwater were
IN28-3 alfowed o take in millions of gallons of water andidischarge it i sen Tile in thearea
wonld be greatly impacted. There s vitually no disagreement-ameng seiontists regarding
the antivipated damage to the health:-6f the Sound, A dozen years ago the Iroquois
pipeling was installed across the Sound. A ihar e we: werk 1old the minor damags
wotifd hesl. W nose ko it s fivt repaired. Ton tmake the §are rristalie sgain. The
projeet threatens vears: ol ¢iforts 1o restore the vitality of Liong Island Sound.

IN28-1 [

INZ&-4 Task youto-rapect the Hroadwater proposal. We have other options to get
~ more elean-energy for the repion that dees not destroy anationaltreasure.
Chad M Lyons
51 Montoya [
Braptord, €T

IN28-1

IN28-2

IN28-3

IN28-4

N-929

As described in detail in Section 3.2.3.2 (Table 3.2.3-1), 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
FIS).

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 OC2-24.

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.

Section 4.0 of the final EIS evaluates a wide variety of alternatives to the
proposed Broadwater Project and concludes that they could not satisty 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.

Individuals Comments
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Junuary 12, 2007

Magalie R. Salas, Betretary
Federal Energy Regulatory Commiagion
888 First St., NE Room 14
Washington, DU 20426

Ro: Dockei Nos. CP08-64-000 and CP04-56-000
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Dear Ms. Salas:

Thia letter is regurding the proposed LNG terminal known &8 “Broadwater”
that Bhell Oif and TransCenada are proposing to put in Long Ialand Sound,
right off Wading River. I would just like you to kmow that | vehemently
oppose this proposal. I livein Shoreham and will be adversely affected by
this termingl. There are several reasons why 1 am opposing ite installation:
They are:

1. BAFETY Since 9/11, we are faced with & completely different
environment in which to live. Do we want to have a major "target”
right off our shore that would be a potential for disaster if terrorists
decide to attack? ‘We tan no longer assume that this will not happen.
At the FERC Meeting on January 11, 2007 in Shoreham, we were
advised that the Coast Guard is not able to supply all the security that
will be needed to guard both the terminal and the ahips coming and

B going'to load and unlosd. It was first sugpested that we, the taxpayers,
would need to absorb these ooete along with the two companies, This
would be a disgrace — what will the people here on Long Island gain
from this? We are now paying some of the higheat real estate taxes in
B the eountry, T this fair to burden us additionally for Broadwater's
— gain? Anocther seenario that might be possible would be that the
companies would be responsible for the security end so we 'would
basgieally have unskilled groied personal thet would be responsible for
L the security aod, ultimately, ous secuvity. I certainly am not
comfortable with two forelgn nations sslecting the personnel who
would be reaponsible for such an important job. Additionally, there arve
no guarantess that this terminal issafe. According to Broadwater,
they do not know what eould happen if there wae an acddent (whether

IN28-1

IN29-2

IN29-1

IN29-2

IN29-3

N-930

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.

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.

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

Individuals Comments
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IN29-4

IN29-5

by one of their workers or ain outaider). They do not have sufficient
data to back up their claims sines they have no experience with a
facility of this magnitude. ‘Are we to be the “guines pigs” upon whick
they will work out their problams?

2. ENYIRONMENT The Long Ieland Sound is just beginninig £o come
back to life. Much money has bean spent by different government
agencies and now we gre going to allow two foreign companies toundo
8o much that has been done. Why are we allowing this? What right do
we have to ruin this wonderful natuval asset for futiire generations?
Broadwater will negatively impact the waters of Long Island Seund.
Because of water being discharged from the terminal, there will be an
increase in water temperature on an average of 3.6 degrees. This will
severely impact cold-water species. In sddition, this water will also be
chloringted,

8. FINANCIAL Alarge area tiesds to be cordoned since there 18 4 ¥no
public access zone” of 1.5 aquare miles that surrounds the LNG
termingl. In addition, this “no public accese zone™ around the incoming
LNG tankers will be 2 miles in front, 1 mile in back and 750 vards on
each side. During this time, all vessels would be required to leave the
ares. 'Where does this leave our fisherman? The ares for our fishing
industry is now compromised. -Are we willing to take jobs away from
our locals for a private concern? What happened 16 & government’s
reaponaibility to protect ite citizens from such an injustice? How ean
you justify such & detrimental action?

Lask you to be responaible and not let 2 private ¢concern cause such an
upheaval here on Long Island.

Singerely,

Shoreham, NY 11786

IN29-4

IN29-5

N-931

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, industry 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
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.

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.

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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A. Introduction

I'stand here before you with 3 generstions of my family. Four generations of my family
have lived within 15 miles of where we stand today and all have been diligent stewards of
Long ldland Sound, 1atand before you showing generations because we have a duty to
do so under the National Environnsental Policy Act (NEPA).

NEPA describes one of the governments fundamental responsibilities as

*, . Julfill the responsibilities of each peneration as trustee of the
ervironmient of suceeeding pensrations”
(Exhibit | -~ NEPA Title 1(6) 1 - 2™ page)

The law directs FERC to consider Environmental Impeact Staternents in 8 generational
context,

Fam former adjunct faculty to the Lally School of Management st Rensealer Polytechnic
Institote a5 o professor in Environmentsl Managementand Policy. Dam a United States
Coast Guard licensed Master Captain {license niimber— 9961 58).

L hear tonight to send 3 three messages

« oneio FERC
& one toour political leaders .
» oneto Shell.

Tam prepared to demonstrale that i the current system continues to unfold in the way it
is-curvently rolling that our geveration is'on the beink of opening the door 1o surface
industristization of Long Island Sound to the detriment of future gensrations, |'submit
that action is inconsistent with the intent of NEPA,

Shiow (Exhibit 2 - figure 10-12 from the Broadwater Application)

‘What vou mre now Jooking at is exhibit 10-12 from the Brosdwater application. ‘It
demonstrates the fivel of the two components-that will result in the first step down the
irreversible path toward surfice industrialivation.

1. The first component is'the failure 1o understand and sppeeciate the intrinsic value and
umigue characteristics of the Sound to such a degree that it allows an organizstion or
govermment 1o sit before & chisrt of the sound and carve it up like this.

2. The second component of the path to surface indusirialization lies in the inconsistent
review and approval process by FERC. Through my research 1 have leamed that isa
process which hay lost all credibility and 1 will demonstrate this with several exainples.

N-932
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B. Background

d ['spent several days atour state library in Hartford reviewing the Broadwater Application.
Lspent  day in Fall River at the public libeary reviewing the recently approved Weavers
Cove torntinal in that city. 'When you actusily put your hands on the spplications,
compare themy, it is srezing what you can leam. | will share what | have learned.

- Who is Broadwater? . . . Broadwater has no corporate officials 7

“As an LLC, Broadwater has no company officials. It hos a single
member. Broadwater Evergy, LLC™
(Exhibit 3 - Broadwater Pipeline LLC Exhibit C)

We are really talking shout Roval Duteh Shell and TransCanads Corperation (Exhibit 4 -
Broadwater Pipeline LLC Bxhibit D pages 2& 3)

Pm dropping the name “Broadwater™ and pulling down the fagade. From nowon I will
refier (0 this project as s Shell project. My third message is for Shell tonight. We will
* return fo:that later, bat keep in mind that this is's Shell project and that .. .

“Skell tvalready invalved in over & quarter of Wl LNG corgoes delivered”
Linde Cook - Exscutive Director, Shell Gas and Power,
{Exhibit 5 Shell Preas Release ~ November 18, 2006)

C. Message 1 of 3: 1o FERC

To the FERC représculatives present; T will demonstrate through select examples from

A Section 10, the Alterpatives Analysis of the Shell application that FERC has failed to
mieed its obligations under NEPA but more importantly that the review process has lost sl
scientific credibility and is not worlhy of our public tnist.

Through my review of the applications, it is clear to me that FERC will accept any
» premise in an application sy Jodg as it is buried in & mountain of documeniation
rutionalizing the position, no mustter how ridiculous the premise.

Enmple 1 ~ Proximity to population centers & pabiic safety

The: Alternative Analysis presents 24 potential sites that wese considered; sight (8) of
those sites are lund based. (Exhibit 23 - Broadwater Application —pege 10-33) Inan
application that takes up 4 fieet of shelf gpace st the Jiboary, the spplicant was sble 1o

explainaway the land based sites in 8 lines of text citing.

“Populition densiries™ and “perceived safely concerns”
{Exhibit 6 - Broadwater Application page 10-26)
{Exhibit 7 - Broadwater Application page 10-35)
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In Evereit Mass there isa LNG terminal which is located such thet 1.7 million people live
within & 10 mile radius (Exhibit § ~ Brosdwater Application page 8-6). Ships to supply
the Bverett terminal pass within 3000° of downtown Boston, (Bxhibit9 - pages 1 & 2).
Yet despite FERC finding this type of facility is safe and appropriale, FERC allows Shell
to-explain away all its land based approachies die 1o “pogulation densities” and
“nerceived safety concerns”.  ‘Where is the consistency, where is the credibility?

As an additional example of FERC s liberal review criteria, proximity 1o pecple was
Justified using the followings supplement st the Weavers Cove site,

“research found no evidence that LNG storage facilities had a nepaiive
impact un properly values of abutting residential properties”
(Exhibit 10— Weavers Cove~ Application Supplement)

In the drafl BIS for the Broadwater application FERC concludes.

Regidential neiphborhoods occur proximal (within 0.5 mife) of port areas
ot Northport, Port Jefferson and New Haven. Theréfore, none of the
existing deepwater pori sites vffer land availability and the desired
distance fram the public for development of an onshore terminal

{Exhibit 26 - FERC Deaft BIS — page 4-23)

Yetat Weavers cove FERC approved u site where residential neighborboods were within
1500 feet of the site (Exhibit 27 ~ from the Weavers Cove Websiie)

FERC ig not providing sny leadership on the safety considerations. T is scospting any
approach as long as it is rationalized under & mountain of documentation, despite any
credibility gaps. The citizens of this country and the residents of the community of
Long Istand Sound have s right to-demand that FERC do beter.

Exsmple 2 ~the Hosting FSRU

Another example of how FERC is nol applying policy and scierics sonsistently is the
approach 1o the FSRU. In this case, quotes from other sccepled applications tell the
whiole story.

“¥o.date the ABS has published only provisional standards and codes for
Sloating LNG termimals and final desipn requirements are uncerioin,
ereating o further concern™

“Floating LNG terminals do not gppear 1o-offer the same cost advantages
as pn-shore terminals”
(Exhibit 11— Weavers Cove Application page 10-17)

IN30-1

N-934

As stated in the text in question (Section 4.4.1.1), 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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“The technicel feasibility of thése off-shore LNG terminals and the
ultimate cosis remain yntested and unproven™
{Eathibit 12 - Weavers Cove Application page 10-13)

Offshore LNG terminals can not support LNG trick deliveries and
therefore only an onshore LNG tereinal can provide anvincremental and
competitive supply of LNG in liguid form (o meet the needs of the growing
LNG peakshaving market of the Northeast and especlolly New England ™
{Exhibit 13 - Weavers Cover Application page 10-15)

The most important guote of all comes from FERC, The following is a quote from the
firdings in the final Environmental lrapact Statement st the proposed Hackberry
Termingl for Camenon LNG:

*dithaugh offshore storage and vaporization structures may eventually
JSind a role for importing LNG Into the United States, the currenitlevel of
information and limited operational esperience is not sufficlent to justify
consideration of this emerging application of offshore technology as a
reasonable alternative to the proposed Hackberry Terminal™

{Exhibit 14— Page 10-19 from the Weavers Cove Application)

FERC clearly supported the rejection of FSRU techinology inits suppont of & tand based
approach,  Now approximately 30 mooths later FERC has made s determination that, the
current level operational experience is sufficient fo justify approval of this offshore

Where is the technical o policy based justification for that significant change in policy?

30 months ago, FERC vebuldn't consider it &8 & visble altemative for comparison and
now FERC is willing to permit.its deployment in one of the nations most valuable
EStuAES.

These are the kind of inconsistencies that congressional investigations are madeof.
Example 3~ The Connecticat Carve Oul

Of the three sxamples {am highlighting tonight, this is the most {(and | thought long and
bord about using this word) dishonest. It is & dishooest spproach by the applicantand it is
a sloppy; insufficient review by FERC that lets it move forward unchallenged.
Connectiant is clearly identificd as 8 market for this LNG and is part of the Region
{Exhibit 15 —~ Brosdwater Application page 10-4) however Shell uses every bif of

manipulative science and policy 1o intentionally keep our state from having & formal
position it the permitting and approval process.

N-935

Although the commentor has accurately quoted a portion of the final EIS
for the Hackberry LNG Project, the meaning of those statements can best
be understood by considering the following statements that precede the
quote (emphasis added):

“Information on the environmental, economic, and engineering feasibility
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 feasibility of construction
and operations of an offshore LNG facility have not yet been demonstrated
in practice and can not be fully evaluated within the timeframe of the
Hackberry LNG Praject. The evaluation of an offshore facility as an
alternative to the Hackberry LNG Project is not merely the process of
transposing the onshore facility footprint to an offshore location. Rather it
represents a complete redesign of the entire facility such that the feasibility
in meeting the operational and economic objectives of the proposal is
highly questionable. Although offshore storage and vaporization structures
may eventually find a role for importing LNG into the United States, the
current level of information and limited operational experience is not
sufficient to justify consideration of this emerging application of offshore
technology as a reasonable alternative to the proposed Hackberry
Terminal.”

The Hackberry LNG Project final EIS was published in August 2003,
which 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 by 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 Hackberry 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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(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, industry 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.
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The basis for the Connesticut Carve Dut is found on page 10-45 of the application.
(Exhibit 16~ Broadwater Application page 10-45) The text clearly indicates that all the
applicable energy project moratoriums had expired a5 of June 3, 2005, In other words;
the door was wide open. But judging from the behavior of Shell, they steered clear of
Connecticut at every oppartunity using faulty and dishonest environmental soience 1o
Justify their positions and avaid crossing over the line that would have required
Connecticut’s DEP 1o review and approve some of the activities.

. It bears additional note thet gven FERC concedes that the project impacts Connecticut”s
water's,

LNG carriers that would transit through waters sublfect to federal

Jurisdiction, s well as waters under the jurisdiction of the state of New
» York, and in some pases may transit weter under the Jurisdiction of the

states of Rhode Island and Connecticut.

{Exhibit 28 ~ FERC deaft EIS —page 2)

This conclusion alone should warrant formal participation in the process by the State'of
. Conneeticut,

The starkest example of this dishonest manipulation is found in Shells climination of
Route 5'in the discussion of the aliernative piping routes from the FSRU 1o the kroquois
Gas Line.

Thee application states

it s reasonable to congider an alternative pipeling rowle from the

proposed FSRU terminal site to the 1GTS pipeline located parily in

Connecticut waiers a3 this would be the shoriest roule owing o the
* location and orientation of the IGTS pipeline”

{Exhibit 17~ Broudwaier Application — page 10-64)

Route 5 s the shortest at 124 miles, but the selected route is route 2 st 21.7 miles. How
does the apphicant justify this nearly doubling of the trenching length?

Cogtaminated sediments

IN30-3

Foute 5 would eross some deeas peeviously identified a5 having higher concentrations of
certain contaminants in sediment. Route 2 (the preferred route) also crosses knova areds
# of contaminated sediments. In dismissing route S the Aliermatives Analysis is woefully

1. Because both routes cross identified nreas of confamination the spplication should
compars the total msss of contaminated sediment upheaval. Inoshort it is better to
- upheave 21.7 miles of leas comaminated sediments or only 12.4 riles of which sore part

N-937

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
while avoiding the environmental impacts associated with IGTS upgrades
and construction of additional compression facilities.
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may be more contaminated. "The net upheaval comparison was never done and
sccordingly the justification for shandoning Route 5 for considerstion is not credible.

2. More manipulative however i the applicant’s failure to consider a modification to
roiite 5 that would avoid the most contamingted aicas and still be much shorter than the
socepled route but would cross into Connecticut, (Bxhibit 25~ Broadwater Application
figures 10-17 through 10-22)

3. Brosdiater never sampled sediment quality on Route 5 (or dny modification of Route
5}, although they did semple Roiite 2

1f this application were honest and driven by legitimate cavironmental science the
pipeline route would clearly cross into Connsclicut. As an altesnative the applicant could
be honest and say “We used every approach we could justify to stay out of Connecticut
walers”, As it reads today ~ the application is not honest and the FERC should reject the
routing analysis a3 presented. Furthermore, FERC should be emnbarrassed by letting
credibility gaps Yike this slide through unchallenged. W have a right to sxpect betier
from FERC.

Example 84 Also - The No Bulld Alterantive
Whst would be the impscts?

“customers will have fewer and potentially move expensive options for
oblaining NG and possible face shortages "
{Exhibit 18- Broadwater Application ~ plage 10-3)

According to the application there is approximalely 18.9 billion cubic feet (Exhibit 19—
Broadwater Application - figure 10-5 & mbles 104, 10-5and 10-7) in the FERC
approval process a3 expanded capacity. There is also s dmmstically expanding service
grid that services this region from the south, west and north (Exhibit 20 - Broadwater
Application Figare 104y

Infact,

Experis agree that there oré foo marny profects seeking opproval
(Exhibit 21 -~ Work Bost Magazine Decomber 2006)

LG has the market states of s commeodity, s it really worth the first step down this
slippery slope toward surface industrialization and allocate these magnificent public wust
areaa 1o allow for this unnecessary facility?

Exsmple 5 - Locstion of Cosnectiont Clties

N-938
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Fora good laugh and another example of FERCs poor review, consider exhibit 23 and
review the placerment and the names of the Connecticut townis. (Exhibit 23 - Broadwaiter
- Application figure 10-1)

§ have shown profound flaws with these four primary examples.

1. ~The proximity to population centers

2, ~The inconsistencies in the floating terminal (FSRU) approach
3.« The Connecticut Carve Dt

4, - The ne build altermative.

FERC has been at best sloppy and at worst negligent in its review of this application. |
respeotflly request that based on the manipulation of pipeline route S and the other

u issues presented orally and contained in this written testimony you reverse your finding
and reject the application.

Message # 2 of 3; "To our political leaders

So many of our local political leaders have presidential aspimtions. First ] will address
Senators Dodd and Clinton. While you sre “exploring™ the right forums o showease
your nationsl lesdership - there is trouble on'the home front,  Take care of things st
home, the Federal Government is on the cusp of making sn ecological mistake of historic

L4 proportions, The quickest, cleancst way of stopping this i in Washingtor and we are
walching you Show strong leadership and résults 10 your constituents and make that the
basia of your presidential aspirstions.

Tt is niot enough to speak oul against this, you must set to stog it
Former mayor and potential presidential candidate Giulinni, I'think | speak for the vast
majority of Americans who feel we don't want our political leaders all tangled up with
compensation from energy companies; we are just sick of it.

. Message # 3 To Jeroen van der Veer the Chief Executive at Royal
Dutch Shell

Agwe know, Broadwater has so corporate officials, so-who, what huraan being, is
sccountable for the application. Accordingly I'have decided to address Jeroen van der
- Veer, the Chiell Executive st Royal Drach Shell.

According o ihe Shell General Business Principles
“The Shelf General Business Principles povern how each of the Shell

- companies which make up the Shell Group conduct Itz affairs”
{Exhibit 22 - Shell General Business Principles - page 2)
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According to your letier August 2005 that closes the Shiell document on business
- principles,
"Our shared core values of honesty, integrity and respect for people
wderpin all the work we do and are foundation of owr business
principles”
{Exhibit 22 - Shell General Business Principles)

This application is not honest the way it is written. 116 vais honest it would read. *We
chose rout 2 for the pipeline expressly to stay out of Connecticut waters,

According to what you have written, you cite and value honesty as your first core value, 1
ol do as well and [-choose not do business with dishonest companies.

Twill leave these scissors on the podiun in case there are others like me who were doing
business with Shell but no longer feel comforiable with doing so.

* Conclusion
Show fig 10:12
This is & system that is out of control, it is not providing leadership to citizens on safety
» issues and is:not providing consistent or appropriste application of policy or credible
review of environmental science. Leftunchecked it will lead to industrializstion of Long
Ialand Sound.

T ihank you for your time aind | do have some extra copies of this testimony and the 23
- exhibits for any interestod parties or press repeesentatives.
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Exhibits

Exhibit 1~ NEPA Title 1(b) 1
Exhibit 2~ figure 1012 from the Broadwater Application
Exhibit:3 — Broadwater Pipeline LLC Exhibit C
Exhibit 4 -~ Broadwater Pipeline LLC Exhibit D pages 2 &3
. Exhibit 5~ Shell Press Release — November 18, 7006
Exhibit 6 - Broadwater Application page 10-26
Exhibit 7 = Broadwater Application page 10-35
Exhibit § - Broadwater Application page 8:6
Exhibit 9~ Weavers Cove Application figares 10-2b and 10-2¢
Exhibit 10 - Weavers Cove — Application Supplement
Exhibit 11~ Weavers Cove Application page 10-17
Exhibit 12« Weavess Cove Application page 10-13
Exhibit 13~ Weavers.Cover Application page 10-15
Exhibit 14 -~ Weavers Cove Application page 10-19
Exhibit 15 ~ Broadwater Application page 10-4,
" Bahibit 16 - Broadwater Application page 10-45
Exhibit 17 — Broadwater Application page 10-64
Exhibit 18 - Brosdwatér Application page 10-3
Exhibit 19 - Broadwater Application — figure 10-5 & 4ables 10-4, 10-5 and 10-7
Exhibit 20 ~ Rrogdwater Application Figure 10:4
- Exhibit 21 - Work Boat Magazine December 2006
Exhibit 22 —Shell General Business Principles
Exhibit 23 - Broadwater Application figure 10-1
Exhibil 24 - Broadwater Application ~ page 1033
Exhibit 25 - Broadwater Application figures 10-17 through 1022
- Exhibit 26 - FERC Draft EIS = page 4-23
Exhibit 27 - from the Weavers Cove Website
Exhibit 28 - FERC deaft BIS —page 2
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After reading the DGEIS, T was dumbTounded by how engrsided thereport iy, To sumitt
wp, dsys that we absohdtély néed this.or dur energy needs won™t be mil. Amy ridks are

vey winiroal and 7 by sonee gk vihing did huppen, auldn’t he muely
TPt
1 had to-sivgyand check it thereport was authored by Broadwater or by the FERCL. The . . . .
K31 conclusiang s presented in sush & way Gt this roport 1 abmost useless in‘doing & proper IN31-1 The socioeconomic section of the EIS (Section 3.6) fulfills the
cost-banefit syl requirements of the NEPA environmental review process for the Project. A
1have o HEwill towards Broadwater. Likedtor not, aurconniry’s seciety hasevolvedin cost-benefit analysis isnot a part of that process and was not included in
anelvd way thiat gorp 2 T 4o de whatever ible o manimize their
profies. They aré ot expested 1 ik steps that might benefit speiety as awholeui Uit the EIS.
OWR EXpEnse,
Pk T iy § Tt shins ity abott dar g i 4040 whatisd IN31-2 Section 4.0 of the final EIS identifies a wide range of alternatives to the
thie Bbst Taterests of the country s bis oilizéas: Aald T lind the way thatithas . . .
IN31-2 chatiipioned this projectto be unconscionable,: Are we really 1o belivve thai there are o propo sed Broadwater PTOJ ect that could pr_OVIde proj ected natural gas and
reaspuble alternatives tothis projent? other energy demands of the New York City, Long Island, and Connecticut
Where does this madness end? We Have allowed eoiporations o dause Tetribiie damage fo markets. As described in that section, each of the alternatives would result
watdrwsye In MY, Bk 86 POBS i the Hudson, Onee ks, iy there will be o : : :
trming back thedlock: Long Tland Saunt will be lorever industrialized. And i energy m epvuonmental impacts that would be greater than those of the proposed
IN31-3 seads keeperowing and this isthe only reasonable alterhative, why slopat onetaeility? Pr()J ect.
Why riod a whole slew of them?
The reguon of vourse iy that e Sound should and MUST be preserved as it i for e i i .
penple of Now Yotk and Commestient. Hosvwill we beable fo-explabyto pur cliildren IN31-3  No expansion of this proposed facility has been proposed by Broadwater,
¢ o alliowed the Sound 1o by induminlized's watch? . .
R el 10 UESRME GRS an o0t wale nor have other proposals to construct LNG terminals in Long Island Sound
Bosause most peaple who cared were foo spathetic i o snythinig? Beestss we dlioed been identified. Given the capacity of Broadwater to provide natural gas
aepration o boy inf v dhe ferderal gy i conifibiiong? . . .
Beeause our.political lenders were winwilling v ask us tomake seeriiices that would free for the foreseeable future, 1t seems very unhkely that another apphcant
s from pur addiction (6 frssil facte? would invest hundreds of millions of dollars in a second terminal. Were
Thietime iy now. Keep-industy out of the Sonnd: 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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IN32-1

IN32-2 I:
IN32-3 I:

IN32-4 [:
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FeDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
Broapwater LNG Prodset (CP0B-54-000 anp CPOS-55-000)

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
COMMENT FORM

Comments may be lefl at the FERC fable-or
malled to the FERC:

Comnents may besubmitted 1o the FERC via
the Interneton-the FERC's website:

Feeiha b b R A e oy unded thi e
Filing fnk and thelink fo the User's Gulda. Pragan:
i poryrmens i the sams you, ould # yoy

Wagalie . Salas, Setratary gy ottas and s i 0.0 il
Federal Ereiy Regufatory Commission oy hayd divve:. Before you can subiill corinents
888 First S, N E.. Foomi 1A youwil riaad i crsale ag dccount by Sicking on “Sign-
Washinglon, DC 20426 G uhder “Niw Dser? ¥6u-#illhe asked 1o aélict the

Refarance Duckel Nos. CRDS-54:000 and CRos:ss. | hype alsdbmission iakirig, Thiis i

TO0- 5 the prigingland beih coples, and lWhel one dop dered &G b Fing,”

S yourcoments Torihe dhention.of the Gas Branch 3,

DG2E.

reter to-mall vour comitis & seni an
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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 unlikely 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 satisty 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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IN32 — Rose Peraza

COMMENTS {continued)

— IN32-5 Asdiscussed in Section 4.5.1 of the final EIS, IGTS has agreed to transport
TRy @ Yeuw bwe spmerd oomve ol o b up to 1 befd of natural gas from the Broadwater LNG terminal through its
IN32-5 bt i oy sbangs R ) %'1 N o i existing 24-inch pipeline across Long Island Sound. IGTS further indicates
L A that this gas could be transported to the target markets without requiring
upgrades to the existing IGTS pipeline system.
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Wbk, eleving 4o o 4-4) 4 Ha libeter IN32-6  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
(N32-E A gddidion Fo {oae oWw peasonc, Dvre oomin.. The Island Sound. Broadwater estimates that the cooling water from the steam-

o powered LNG carriers would approximate ambient temperature conditions
o= P - (within 1°F) within 75 feet of the discharge point. Because all discharges
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N-945

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
which 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, which 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.

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.

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.

As stated in Sections 3.3.1.2 (benthic resources), 3.3.2.2 (fisheries), and
3.3.3 (fisheries of special concemn) 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 or
further minimized with incorporation of the recommendations we have
identified throughout the final EIS.

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 °F 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 OC2-24.
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IN33-6  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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COMMENTS {continued)
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IN34-1 Section 3.3.2.2 of the final FIS has been expanded to describe potential
impacts to phytoplankton and zooplankton.
IN34-2 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 highly localized and would result in a
negligible influence on the biological communities of Long Island Sound.

IN34-3  Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS describes potential impacts of LNG carriers

to the water quality of Long Island Sound.

IN34-4

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.

Individuals Comments
N-948

BW030302




m&e[

IN35-3

IN35 — David Kiremidjian

The following is submitted by David Kiremidjian; I live in Southeld; my
miailing address s Box 1555, Southold, NY 11971,

Twaould Hke to comment on g few matters,

The first has to do with the DEIS, and the degree to which Broadwater will
impact upon the Sound, It was said that it will oovupy one-tenth of one
percent of the area of the Sound, butT do not believe that evaluation has any
practical sceuracy from the standpoint of how visiblz and audible it will
actually be, (If these are not categories in a DEIS, they ought to be
considered deeply for this case anyway). At eighty feet over the water, and
fromean eyelevel position ona boat deck ten feet above the water,
Broadwater will be.seen for a distance of sbout 14 miles in.every direction,
which makes it into a presence of an arguably monsirous ugliness visible
over atleast onesthird of the entire Sound. (To mitigate such an effect,
perhaps the corporate owners of Broadwater could hire someone to painta
raural on it sides, so it might resemble u breaching whale, or, obeying their
bottom-line responsibilities, could transform its sides Into a gigantic
Hluminated billboard urging us to buy sunscreen and cannad tuna fish.} At
night, the situation would be even worse:a 1200 foot-long factory blazing
with lights,

IN35-1 [

Then, how much noise does it make, and what are the characteristics of thiat
uoise? Dogs it ramble, or groan, or grind, or whistle; emit vibrations,
shocks, voars, o the Tike? Perhaps a few occasional blasts, wswell? Would i
be equipped with an underwater sonar security svstem, and what would bs
that mtensity? Are the nolses comtitiious or intermittent? Would they be
audible, for instance, to-people walking on the beach, or equally important,
would they encourage or discourage the presence of marine life? Fish seem
to get along with the sounds of tankers, fugs, and motorboats, which
approach, then peak, and finally recede, but how would they react to
contiruous noise froim one single tocation? What sert of noise or vibration
would the pipeline make along its long length? A soft whispering as the gas
sped through? Would e lobster; for example, want fo lay eggs anywhere near
it? Would a scuba diver hear it as he explored a favorite underwater
attraction at a given distance away?

Further, it needs to be asserted that natural gas isnot a clean energy, not
elean by a long shot; the environmental, nioral, and health coste ol s

extraction are immense and in some ways worse than ofl, We, the citizens of

IN35-1

IN35-2

IN35-3

N-949

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.

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 white or
yellow/orange cluster on the horizon and would have a shimmering 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.

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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IN35-4

the USA, will be-complicit in that extraction no matter where it ocours on
this carth. Inour own country, in some of the southwestern states, the
underground mining rights are sold separate from the above ground land
rights, so it is perfectly possible that even if your family has owned a 40-acre
farm for generations, 4 corporation can and has come i to deill virtually
wherever t'wishes 1o extract the underground gas: The associated pollution
iz great, and health problems abound in the vicinity of such undertakings.
Now, we might ask, how will the gas be-exiracted in foreign countries? Will
the rights of workers be respected? Will there be just wages? Will
environmental standards be in place and enforced? Not likely in each case,
judging from past performance.

Then, the issue of fear. Someone at the Smithtown hearing mentioned how
the tranquility and repose of & person delighting in grandeur of this beautiful
body of water would be ever saturated with the fear that Broadwater could
explode at any time. Well and good, perhaps overstated, buf for sure its
presence will forever be one of menace, in both its grossly overbearing
physical reality and in'its destructive potentisl. ‘Butbeneath this, there iz a
far greater and more virulent fear, manipulated to appeal to our very sense of
survival, that unless we acquiesce to this manifestly ill-planned and
incompletely thought-through project we will literally be lefi out in the cold.
And that is what is so insidionsly wrong about it, that it will be one more
bizarre extension of a failed and futile energy strategy, one more invitation
to- 0 just 1 hit further down the road info our doomed and suicidal illusion
that we can goon and on-with the repeated frrationality of our course and not
walke up some day in cold homes with dark furnaces in-winter. Thisis 1o
surrender to-a barbaric coercion driven by greed and blindness, and to
abandon everything that has become so plain and obvious before our very
eves.

Deny this project. 1t is wrong in all its agpects. Resolve instead to developa
course which recognizes the true realities of the future which. is approaching
H

IN35-4

N-950

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.
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IN36-1

Mick Madden

250 Ri. 252

Shorehany, NV 11788

Participationt in Government

Broadwater Ppsition
{ atn a serfior at Shoreham Wading River High School and o member of the 6 IN36-2
period Participation in Government'class. Recently it bias conie under our attention the
debate over & ligueficd natural gas terminal proposed for the Tong Istand: Sound Jovated
approximately 10 miles off the shore of Wading River Beach. We have been studying the
affects on Long Idind and Connserient the massive Broadwater LNG Terminal will
have.

oot agree with platts set forth to.consteiset this massive Broadwater ienninal
off the shore of Wading River. The issu at bar'is a seport by Fedeta] Enctey Regulatory
Commission called the draft soviromnental impact stetement {DEIR), The FERC
determined thal the construetion and operation of the Broadwater Higuid natural goy
terminal in'the Long Island Sound would have minimal euviraninental bnpact if cerivin
conditions were met. However scientisws from New York and Connecticut have
questioned the teports conclusion saying it downplays potentlal dansage fo marine life,
They say the terminals copstruction and the nearby pipelines would cause serious harm o
ivbsters and ather creaturss such as-sponges andcoral onthe Sound’s floor, Stephen
Tettelhach, o professor of bialagy at CW. Postsaid; “Given the current sad state of the
lobster stocks in Long Island Sound, any additional impacis would notbe helpful " Tdo
tiot thitk itis a good idea ta nepatively inmpact the alresdy deteriorating lobster
poplation in the Long Island Sownd to preserve their existence. Also the issue bringsa
concerr of drawing rallions of gatlons of water edch day from the sound for the
terminaly operation: Envicontienialists Claim tat sueking iillions of gallons out of the
soutids could kil anuntold amount of fish Jarvae, shellfish larvag, plankton and ather tiny
plants and disruptibie fond web. The then release of used cooling witer would incroage
the-{enipetature of thewater by 3.6 deprees. This waterwould then be chlorinated which
ein be harmBul to marine Tife and algse, T alse agree with Local officlals and vesidents
wh oppose the plan fiercely saying that the facility will ¢reate 2 potential terrorism
sarget and disrupt commercial Tishmg and recreation use of the sound.. Alse:the tertningl
will be nnsightly for residents who frequentlyase the beach,
The negative effectsiof the patential constriiction of the Brogdwarer termingl can

be deastic, | feel that 1t is necessary W preserve the environment and this prioject eould
have drastic-effcets on doing that,

IN36-3

IN36-4

My contact infocmation is {63 1) 8218140 and the email address is
kemanngiswe k) 2oy us,

IN36-5

N-951

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.

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
entraiment 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.

As reported in Section 5.3 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final FIS), 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 fishing.
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.

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.

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.
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IN37-1

IN37-2
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IN37-1

Let me introduce myself. My name s Nick Kapatos, a sepior at the Shoreham-

Wading River High School i Shoreham, Mew York: Thave been a resident of the
Shorsham-Wading Kiver area sinee 2002, and | have grovwn to love the country-like
setting. When T first heard of the Broadwater Energy Company proposing a-floating
liguefied natural gas (LNGY terminal in the Long Tsland Sound which would deliver the
LNG 1o Long Tsland, Twas in favor of the proposal because [hbughtic would be great
beeatse tiie LNG would be cheap:

However: after | researched the detarls about the gas terminal and its possible

effects to the area, I have sinée been opposed o the floating termingl. ts common sense:
Therisks outweigh the benefits, Here are a few tisks and rewards but as you can see,
there aremore risks than vewards:

-

Environment (risk) = To cool offall the machinery of 1his-terminal, the structure
wouldl stiek gallons of water into the terminal, use it to'codl the machinery and
duinp-it back o the Sound. This is dangerous because fish sgps und other
agiatic hife could gt sucked into the puimy and killed, which would distupt the
foad web. Also, the rélease of the pice tobled water back: imto the Sound would
raise the fetperatire an estimated 3.6 digrees and-could lead to what sclentists
dub “thermal pollution”™ Also, it a pipe ruptured, gallons of LNG would be
spewed into-the Long Island Sound causing massive deaths 1o aquatic wildlife.
Chieap eost (reward) — The proposed LNG that would be distributed to. Long
Tsland, othier parts of New York and Connecticut would save buyers s estimated
$300-on thelr heating bilk

Diistribution (risk) — According 1o Newsday, the amount that would reach Loty
Istand isonly 4 fraction of what 1 being distributed elsewhere, Supposedly, only
Western Sutlolk County and Massau Cointy would get 25%-30% of the LING
{Wading Riveris out cast), Manhattan would get 50%, and Connecticut would
receive whatever is reniaining.

Safety (risk) - A lorge foating gas terminal like the proposed Broadwater
terminal has the potentialto bea target for a futtreerrorist attack. The terminal
being close fomy town on Lony Tsland (9.2 miles) wonld catse great destruction
10 Long Island and Connecticutif it ever blew up. Alse, iz fire from the
receiving side were to ever happen, thet tould also Tead to the terminal being
déstroved.

Seenery {visk) — Tmagine this: You re walking along the Wadug River beach on
4 bot summier day. ¥ ou look inthe dirgction of Connecticut expecting to-see the
coaglling of Connecticut; However, instead of seeing Congiscticut, you see a
tnassive. 1200 foot facility floating in the Sound, with oil sankers arriving and
departing from the object constantly.

T you would ke to Sontact e oit anything previeusly mentioned, you could

teach me-at:

knmanngegwr. k12 nvi.us
(63IDB21-8162 [fax]
(631)821-8148 |phong|
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As discussed in response to comment LA15-6, 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 return to within 1 °F 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 impinge/entrain 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 within Long
Island Sound.

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 burn 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.

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 likely 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.

Individuals Comments
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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.

Individuals Comments
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Response w FERC on DEIS ferthe Bresdwater Project
Dingker id. FIT054, CPU6-34000 and CP Up-35-000,
By £ Themas - Paul, 813 Savomer FIL Road, Madison, €1 Jammry 16, 2007

s a renident of Madison, CT, wouseyof Long Taland Soond and have 40 plus
years experience in the Engingering (or dustey,. Tam ihe €T Sigrra Chilvrepresentaiive
to the Bound Alljance Steering Committes; formed by CT Fund for the Bovironrment and
Savethe Sound. ThisTetter isaresponss to the Draft Ervirororental Tnvpact Statentent on
thie Broadwarer Project issupd B PERC on MNovember 2006

This DFIS reports that there aretwo sigjol coiiceins abbut the Broadwatér Project,

1. Baléry

2; Fateniial Tavizonthiental inipact;

Thelieve there i-a Shivd major concern, the bndusirlalizing of the Long Island

RAFETY

e iternon safpty reporied inthe DEIS T beliova has been under stated. This is
t the poteptial problénis with the FERU -~ Motring (YME), The modsing system design
using & tixed yoke s new for thiv apphication. NoongSoows what design s best, Page
2-12 states that 1he goaneeiion sheuld fake 4.127 miph-wing for o hourere 198 mph
wipd Torone imimate, What wold harsen wilh 150w wind forove hoas?
There ie stane discussion onpage 3202 about o detichment o the PERU hut M is net'a
worst case scoaario, Page 3-225 shows high density argas; Hoth New Haven and
Bridgeport are mask so. What if the FSRU broke Joose and deified to New Haven then
broke it the 0 Bridge aid was setafive? Thers Is ni probability stated about the Yoke
connettion being disconhected, |beliove thereare's numiber of stenarios wWhene this
conld hapien. ENVIRONMENT

There are & nuher ey thar (e savinsnment can be alfecd by thiz projeer,
This oguild hapyén didring

L Construction=—digeing the trench
. Lilling marine life
b glivation
i, disturbing about 2200 sures
2. Flatoperstion
0. ESRE swdsig andvind thig voke
b, Ballast wator
e Adrguality
e Water Inttke (mesh-gize lorge)
b Water dischirge
£ Wight Hghting duriog bird migration
S Accldens ocouiring
o spilly
b fire
. collisions
e gis release
B voks damigs
[ PRRU Hreak sway

Soumd;
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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.

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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Page
Response to FERC on TIETS for the Broadwater Project
Dockelng: PI 05, CROSS54000 and €T 06-55-000;
By, Thottas Panl, 815 Suimied Hifl Road, Madison, CT. Tarigary 16, 2007

Bird miiggatson i not mentioned i the report, The Hammonasset Statepark fsin
iy o il Madisai. “Th park goes tvo milek ot difto the sound. Every year about 260
differeit specias of bird pess through during migeation in the spring 4nd the fall. The
Broadwater Projieet i, 1m0 the fhiht path of fhese migtating birds, Thete s a high

mbifity that many birdsowill bedalled while fhangat night. Theywill flydnio the

superstraeiures Tocaled by (he fighls. Toverify this check the fntemet aboiilan
organization colled PLATR (Palel Light Aveironiess Projecty

The gis platform, FSRL, wAll be locatsd abidet Yo mile from the Contistlicur e,
e 349 The envirofuiental prokisme listed abovie will affect Conapetisnt This shigrt
distance gway. Borms, wind snd carrents move affected vvater and air 10 the Comentiont
side. This'is mare that eaobgh reason that Cotinedtivut should be part of the DEIS réview
ared peifiitting process,

I believe that the safoty conpemsand
Sound areenougliorsjedt this project,

ALTURNATIVES

Fopthe last 24 Years [ have beery oy e Tand e board. I anasplicant looking Tors
permi approval bul has a segelation problem thése i 2 standard question wimighs ask,
Dioes the project have w prudint apd feqrible alterndivve? “The to the: Broamdveaier

wenmental tmpacton the Long fatand

a  Waaver Cove - WA

b Crovwr Point— N1
Atk D mewly State spotive prijects;

@ Nephine: Deep Water -~ WA

B, Mt Gagewiad M,
And several planned projests;

a Snfe Harbor energy = NI

b - AES Battery Bosk - WA

@ Dawn Hast - ME

d P Comsulting - WL

e Citler Tidal Power Project - ME.

Anisiher alteriative wad mentiangd At las weeks Headng 1o New Londbii by D,
Dravid Bivigham, He suggested hat wi ag anaron aé addisied fo Tosel Toel Bnd we hive
1o beakemway from thiz addition. Wi need to find more glternative th fusel-fuel,

Thenk you for theopportunity iy espopd.
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Section 3.3.5.2 of the final EIS has been updated to discuss potential
impacts to bird migrations.

The final EIS describes the potential impacts to the resources of Long
Island Sound independent of state lines.

Connecticut state agencies were involved in developing the scope of issues
that were addressed in the EIS. Through the submittal of comments on the
draft EIS from the public and agencies, Connecticut has contributed to the
analyses presented in the final EIS.

Thank you for your comments. Section 4.3.2 of the final EIS evaluates the
potential of each existing, approved, and planned LNG terminal to serve as
an alternative to the proposed Broadwater Project. Perhaps the greatest
limitation for each of these alternatives is that they do not provide for
delivery of natural gas to the markets that would be served by Broadwater.
Each of these alternatives would need to be modified and expanded to be a
true alternative to Broadwater. It is the modifications and expansions that
would cause impacts to exceed those projected for Broadwater.

Individuals Comments
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