2.1.5 Responses to Comments from Local Elected Officials

Letter

Number Commentor
LE-01 Wayne Horsley, Suffolk Co. Legislator
LE-02 Suffolk Co. Legislator Jay Schniederman
LE-03 Branford Selectman John Opie
LE-04 New HavenMayor, John Destefano, Jr.
LE-05 Town of Darien, Selectwoman Evonne Klein
LE-06 John M. Kennedy, Jr.
LE-07 Town of Huntington Town Board (statement at comment meeting)
LE-08 Branford Selectman Cheryl Morris
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LE1 — Wayne R. Horsley — Office of the Suffolk County Legislature

200701165009 Received FERC OSEC 01/16/2007 10:26:00 AM Docketl CP0O6-54-000, ET AL.

OFFICE OF THE SUFFOLK COUNTY LEGISLATURE

Wayne R. Horsley 123 No. Wellwood Avenue

Cozd

COMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC

Lindenhurst, NY 11757-3708
(T) 631.8541100
(F) 631.8541103

egisiniar, T4 Disteict

NEVELOPMENT, HIGHER Wayne.Horsleyisuffolkeount: g0V

EDUCATION AND ENERGY

COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS M

COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC SAFETY
AND PUBLLC INFORMA 10N
Yoy

i

AND TRANSPORTATION LE1-1

Viz

LE1-1

LE12 [

Januvary 16, 2007

LE1-2

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Broadwaler Energy, Docket No. CP06-54
Broadwater Pipeline. Docket Nos. CP06-55 & CP06-56

To Whom It May Concern:

T am writing to oppose the Broadwater proposed Floating Storage ReGasilication Unit; a
proposal which compromises the ecology of the Long Island sound, undermines the
Public Trust by permanently removing land from public use, and endangering national
security and the safety of Long Island residents.

The Long Island Sound Stewardship act regards the Broadwater proposed site as a
“National treasure of great cultural, environmental, and ecological importance.” The
Sound itsell is one of only two federally designated estuaries of “national signilicance.™
The Sound is also subject to federal and state Comprehensive Conservation and
Management plans implemented precisely to preserve open space, encourage recreational
use, minimize adverse development and non-water dependent development.  ‘The
approval of Broadwater’s proposal would truly undermine these prineiples.

In accordance with the Public Trust Doctring, 1 dutifully question the prudence of
tethering 8 billion cubic foet of natural gas. A procedure which would permanently
remove over 950 acres of The Sound from use by other recreational and commercial
vessels, and periodically remove an additional 1,722 acres of waterway [rom public use.
Each LNG delivery requires a virtual shut down of the Long Island Sound, and
Broadwater itself concedes that the Sound will be virtually closed for 18 out of every 48
hours or 37% of the time. To permanently remove thousands of acres from public uses
violates the publie trust. and unjustly subverts the will of the people.

In a post-911 world this project seems patently absurd. That Broadwater has classified

several reports on the grounds that such information could aid terrorists’ intent on
attacking America emphasizes that terrorism and safety is a major issue.

N-495

Section 3.5.7 of the final EIS addresses the Long Island Sound Stewardship
Act, the Sound’ s designation as an estuary of national significance, and the
New York State CMP.

We are not aware of Broadwater making the statement that “ the Sound will
be virtually closed for 18 out of every 48 hours or 37% of thetime” LNG
carriers would be integrated into the normal marine treffic of Long Island
Sound. Transit by carriers could result in localized and temporary delays
for some vessels wishing to cross the path of an LNG carrier and its
proposed safety and security zone, or the transits may require that some
vessels move out of the path of the oncoming carrier (see Sections 3.5.5.1
and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS for details). Except for avoiding the proposed
moving safety and security zones around the LNG carriers and the
proposed fixed safety and security zone around the FSRU, commercial,
recreational, and other marine vessel traffic would be able to continue as
normal throughout the remainder of the Sound while the LNG carriers are
intransit. Further, asindicated in Sections 3.5.5.1 and 3.7.1.4 of the final
ElS, the Race would not be closed when a carrier passes through, and some
recreational boaters could transit the Race while a carrier is present by
using the area between the limits of the Race and the edge of the carrier's
safety and security zone.

Long Island Sound covers an area of approximately 1,320 square miles
(Section 2 of the WSR [Appendix C of the final EIS]). The proposed
moving safety and security zone around each LNG carrier would cover an
area of approximately 2,040 acres (about 3.2 square miles, see Table 3.5.1-
1 of the final EIS), about 0.2 percent of the area of the Sound &t any one
time, and the proposed fixed safety and security zone around the FSRU
would cover an area of about 950 acres (about 1.5-square miles; see Table
3.5.1-1 of thefinal EIS) which would be about 0.1 percent of the area of the
Sound. Therefore, when an LNG carrier isin transit in Long Island Sound,
either to or fromthe FSRU, only about 0.3 percent of the total area of the
Sound would be excluded from use due to establishment of the safety and
security zones proposed by the Coast Guard.

Local Elected Officials
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LE1 — Wayne R. Horsley — Office of the Suffolk County Legislature
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A Federal Water Suitability Réport declares all LNG tankers wll require an aomed eseort.
Thie gsult would b military gunbodls accompunying gag filled tankers teaversing thi
Sound. My friends, what swe would be witnessing i€ nothing showt of the armification’
and iidustrialization of the Long Tland Setnd  Hawever, the Coadt Guard-admitfedly,
“Would not be in a position to provide for the secirity and safety of the FSRU or
sefneling vatkoss ™ The romaining option iy 1o e private scourity; W estort: gas tankons.
Ancoption that soondg inuch Tkelv the eriploviment of mefcenaries within onr souid.

Lasthy, i3 universally recognized fhai LNG facilitics, are susveptible 1o thres types ol
fire Tinzards: peol fives; jeot fires and flagh fires. A pool fire invelves the release of LNG
from the tfloating storage unit, 6r tankers, whicli vapidly vaporize and ignite, placig o
Jeapirdy’ the entive stored material, There is no guaranies that this ieeball will feniain. at
the 9 nnle: offsshore: lovation a3 thy téthering ‘mechanism. can: begone compromised,
resulting in & wandering floating Areball, subject to waves, tides and winds found in the
Dioire Tslanad Seund.

Therglore, in the name: of thiy chivivonment, the public Trust, and national seeurity, Twolild
urge State repulatory- agencies o deny Broadwater easemients in the Tong Island Sound
i, thins, defent this wrong-ligaded propoyal,

8/ Hon. Wavne R. Horslev

Hon. Wayne R Horslay, 14" Digtrict
Chinrmyat Economid Dévélopmant;
Highsr Education & Energy Comimittee
Sueffolle County Legiskture

LE1-3

LE1-4

N-496

The Coast Guard is responsible for accomplishing the tasks that, by law,
only the Coast Guard 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 alaw 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 could provide onboard security for the FSRU,
but private security forces cannot act as law enforcement representatives.
Neither FERC nor the Coast Guard would allow operation of the Project
until the appropriate safety and security measuresarein place. If the
Project receives initial authorization to proceed, Broadwater would work
with federal, state, and local agencies to develop a Facility Security Plan
(asoutlined in 33 CFR 101-105). Further, FERC would need to approve
the Emergency Response Plan developed by Broadwater (see Section
3.10.6 of the final EIS). Final operation of the facility would not be
authorized until these plans were completed and approved.

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 (Appendix C of the
final EIS) address the possibility and the risk of the FSRU breaking away
fromthe YMS. In addition, as described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS,
Broadwater would be required to prepare an Emergency Response Plan that
FERC must approve prior to final approval to begin construction. That
plan would address emergencies and appropriate responses for a variety of
situations, including the FSRU breaking away fromthe YMS. Section
3.10.3.2 of the final EIS lists the duration of pool fires for different incident
scenarios, the longest duration is less than 2 hours. Consequently, even if
the FSRU were to detach at some point during an incident and drift away
fromthe YMS, it would move slowly with the tide, current, and winds; an
associated pool fire would not last long enough to threaten the shoreline.

Local Elected Officials
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LE2 - Jay Schneiderman — Suffolk County Legislator

GOOD EVENING. AS THE COUNTY LEGISLATOR REPRESENTING THE ‘SOUTH
FORK, | HAVE A BPECIAL APPRECIATION FOR THE NATURAL BEAUTY OF LONG
ISLAND AND THE FRAGILE NATURE OF OUR UNIQUE ENVIRONMENT. 1| AM
FIRMLY COMMITTED TO PRESERVING AND PROTECTING THIS REGION, I'VIEW
THE BROADWATER PROPOSAL AS A DIRECT ASSAULT ON AN AREA THE
NATURE CONSERVANCY HAS DEEMED "ONE OF THE LAST GREAT PLACES".

THE INCREASING SCRUTINY CONCERNED CITIZENS HAVE BROUGHT TO THE
"BROADWATER" PROPOSAL HAS ALERTED LAWMAKERS AND THE GENERAL
PUBLIC TO ISSUES ALL MUST CONSIDER BEFORE ANY FURTHER ACTION 18
TAKEN. | AM GRATEFUL TO THE FEDERAL ENERGY REGUALTORY
COMMISSION FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO SHARE -SOME OF THE THOUGHTS |

HAVE ON THE SUBJECT,

THE IMPACT OF THE BROADWATER. PROPOSAL ON THE ECONOMY. THE
ENVIRONMENT, AND THE VIOLATION OF STATE AND LOCAL LAWS SHOULD BE
ENOUGH TO -CONVINCE ANY PUBLIC OFFICAL TOQ OPPOSE A LIQUEFIED
NATURAL GAS TERMINAL MOORED ONLY NINE MILES FROM OUR SHORES

THIS PROJECT WILL NEGATIVELY AFFECT AN ESSENTIAL PART OF OUR

LOCAL ECONOMY. IT WOULD GRANT A MULTENATIONAL CORPORATION
EXCLUSIVE CONTRCOL OVER A PART OF THE LONG ISLAND SOUND. THE

Local Elected Officials
N-497
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LE2 - Jay Schneiderman — Suffolk County Legislator

2
COAST GUARD WOULD ESTABLISH AND  ENFORCE  SAFETY  AND

SECURITY ZONES ARCUND. BOTH THE FLOATING BSBTORAGE AND
REGASIFICATION UNIT (F8RU) A8 WELL AS THE INBOUND AND OUTBOUND
LNG CARRIERS,

THIS SAFETY ZONE WOULD RENDER OFF LIMITS AN AREA TWICE THE SIZE OF
THE VILLAGE OF PATCHOGUE OR THE SIZE OF THE VILLAGE OF PORT
JEFFERSOMN AND SAG HARBOR COMBINED!

IN-ITS WATERWAY SUITABILITY REPORT, THE COAST GUARD HAS DEFINED
THE ZONE FOR BROADWATER'S FSRU-AS A FIXED CIRCULAR ZONE WITH A
RADIUS OF 1,270 YARDS (0.9 MILES) FROM THE CENTER OF THE MOURING
SYSTEM. FOR EACH LNG -CARRIER. A MOVING SAFETY AND SECURITY ZONE
WOULD EXTEND ABOUT 2.3 MILES IN FRONT OF THE VESSEL, 1.2 MILES 7O
THE REAR, AND 750 YARDS [ABOUT 0.4 MILE) TO EACH SIDE OF THE VESSEL
DURING TRANSITS IN BOTH DIRECTIONS.

T WOULD TAKE ABOUT 15 MINUTES FOR A MOVING ZONE TO PASS A FIXED
POINT. AND WHENEVER THESE ZONES ARE ESTABLISHED, THE WATER THEY
ENCLOSE WILL BE INACCESSIBLE TO COMMERCIAL AND RECREATIONAL
FISHING, BOATING, AND OTHER MARITIME ACTIVITIES.

N-498

Local Elected Officials
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LE2 - Jay Schneiderman — Suffolk County Legislator

LE2-1

IT 15 IMPORTANT TO RECOGNIZE3THAT FISHING MAKES AN
INDISPENSABLE CONTRIBUTION TO NEW YORK'S: COMMERCE. THE LONG
ISLAND SOUND GENERATES AN ESTIMATED $5.5 MILLION DOLLARS FOR THE
REGION'S ECONOMY. MONTAUK, LOCATED IN MY LEGISLATIVE DISTRICT,
CONTAINS THE STATE'S LARGEST COMMERCIAL FISHING FLEET. CLOSING A
SIZABLE AREA OF THE SOUND TQ FISHING COULD HAVE A SIGNIFICANT
LOCAL AND REGIONAL ECONOMIC IMPACT AND IS SERIOUS CAUSE FOR

CONCERN.

THERE ARE ALSO ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS. THE PROPOSED TERMINAL
WOULD BE APPROXIMATELY 1,215 FEET LONG AND 200 FEET WIDE, WITH A
DRAFT OF APPROXIMATELY 40 FEET AND THE UPPER DECK EXTENDING UP
TO B2 FEET ABOVE THE WATERLINE. MAKING IT ONE OF THE TALLEST
BUILDINGS IN THE COUNTY

THE TERMINAL WOULD BE ATTACHED TO A MOORING TOWER EMBEDDED IN
THE SEAFLOOR. LIQUEFIED NATURAL GAS WOULD BE DELIVERED TO THE
CARRIERS, TEMPORARILY STORED, VAPORIZED, AND THEN TRANSPORTELD N
A NEW SUB-SEA NATURAL GAS PIPELINE. THAT WOULD EXTEND
APPROXIMATELY 24.7 MILES FROM THE SEAFLOOR BENEATH THE TERMINAL
TO AN OFFSHORE CONNECTION WITH THE EXISTING IRQOQUOIS GAS
PIPELINE.

LE2-1

N-499

Impacts to commercial fishing are addressed in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final
ElS. Asnoted in that section, interruptions to these activities would be
localized and temporary during carrier transit, with a maximum of 0.3
percent of the Sound unavailable for commercia fishing at any one time.
The potential for economic impacts to commercial fishing due to the
proposed fixed safety and security zone around the YMS and FSRU is
addressed in Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS. Thisincludes potential
impacts to commercial |obster fishing and commercial trawling. In
addition, Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EI'S has been updated to address the
potential impacts to commercia fishermen who may be affected by the
proposed moving safety and security zones around LNG carriers as they
enter and exit the Sound. Any adverse change to the regiona economy due
to economic impacts to commercial fishing would be negligible, if any
change occurred at all.

Local Elected Officials
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LE2 - Jay Schneiderman — Suffolk County Legislator

AS PROPOSED BY BROADWATER, THE PROJECT'S CONSTRUCTION WOLULD
DISTURB GVER 2,235 ACRES OF SEA BQTTOM: MOST OF THE IMPACT WOULD
RESULT FROM ANCHOR CABLE SWEEFP, PLOWING THE PIPELINE TRENCH,
AND THE FOOTPRINT OF THE ANCHORS. WHILE THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT OF THE FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION
RECOMMENDS BROADWATER USE MID-LINE BUOYS ON ALL ANCHORS TO
MINIMIZE SEAFLOOR CABLE SWEEP-INDUCED IMPACTS, OVER 230 ACRES
WOUILD BE DISTURBED.

FURTHERMORE, THE LNG FACILITY ENCOURAGES THE INDUSTRIALIZATION

LE2-2 . LE2-2 The potentid that authorization of the proposed Project could serve as a
OF THE LONG ISLAND SOUND AND IS A MOVE N THE WRONG DIRECTION FOR precedent for further industrialization of the waters of Long Island Sound is
OUR ‘NATIONAL ENERGY POLICY, WE SHOULDY BE MOVING AWAY FROM addressed in Section 3.5.2.2 of the final EIS.

RELIANCE ON NON-RENEWABLE ENERGY SOURCES.

WE MUST CONSIDER JUST HOW MUCH DIRECT BENEFIT LONG ISLAND WOUILD
RECEIVE FROM HAVING THE TERMINAL OFF OUR .SHORES. INDIRECT
BENEFITS ASIDE, BROADWATER ESTIMATES THAT THE MAJOR BENEFACTORS
ARE CONNECTICUT AND NEW YORK CITY, LEAVING ONLY 25 TO 30 PERCENT
GOING TO-LONG ISLAND,

Local Elected Officials
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LE2 - Jay Schneiderman — Suffolk County Legislator

LE2-3

LE2-4

LE2-5

5
OF  THE BROADWATER

GRANTING  APPROVAL PROJECT  WOULD
INTERFERE WITH CURRENT LAW AND THE AUTHORITY OF STATE AND LOCAL
GOVERNMENTS. THE NEW YORK STATE OFFICE OF GENERAL SERVICES
CURRENTLY DOES NOT HAVE THE AUTHORITY UNDER PUBLIC LANDS-LAW TO

GRANT THE NECESSARY EASEMENTS FOR THE BROADWATER PROJECT.

ADDITIONALLY, THE COUNTY MAINTAINS THAT THE NAVIGATION LAWS OF
1881 SPECIFICALLY. GIVES JURISDICTION OF THE WATERS OF THE LONG
ISLAND SOUND TO SUFFOLK COUNTY. ISSUING EASEMENTS WOULD ALSO
VIOLATE A COUNTY LAW PASGED IN 2008 THAT EXPRESSLY PROHIBITS LNG
FACILITIES IN THE LONG ISLAND SOUND. FURTHERMORE, APPROVAL OF
BROADWATER WOULD VIOLATE THE LONG ISLAND SOUND: STEWARDSHIP
ACT PASSED BY CONGRESS JUST LAST YEAR.

LASTLY, WHATEVER THE OUTCOME OF THIS DISCUSSION, WE MUST COMMIT
TO AN OPEN DECISION-MAKING PROCESS THAT GIVES FULL WEIGHT TO
LOCAL CONCERNS. IN DOING 80, OUR RESIDENTS CAN HAVE FAITH THAT ALL
NECESSARY CONSIDERATIONS WILL BE TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT. WHEN ALL
FACTORS ARE FAIRLY CONGIDERED 1T WILL BE CLEAR THAT THE RISKS

OUTWEIGH THE BENEFITS AND THIS PROPOSAL SHOULD BE'DENIED,

BROADWATER IS A BAD IDEA

LE2-3

LE2-4

LE2-5

N-501

The authorities granted to NY SOGS are subject to interpretation by the
State of New York.

Itis our understanding that NY SOGS is responsible for issuing easements
for use of underwater lands of Long Island Sound that are in the State of
New York. Asdescribed in Sections 3.5.2.2 and 3.5.2.4 of the final EIS,
the proposed Project would not represent the first time the waters of the
Sound would be used for private purposes. Commercial and industrial
structures in or under offshore waters of the Sound include cable crossings,
natural gas and petrochemical pipelines, and two petrochemical platforms.
Section 3.5.7.4 of the final EI'S addresses environmental issues associated
with the Public Trust Doctrine. However, legal issues associated with
granting easements and the use of public trust lands are not components of
our environmental review and therefore have not been included in the EIS.

Section 3.5.7 of the final EIS addresses the Project in relation to the Long
Island Sound Stewardship Act. However, this act appliesto “ upland sites

within the Long Island Sound ecosystem” and does not apply to an offshore

project such asthe proposed Broadwater Project.

Local Elected Officials
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LE2 - Jay Schneiderman - Suffolk County Legislator

50, IN CLOSING, HERE IS MY RALLING CRY:

DON'T SELL-OUT THE SOUND, TURN THAT SHIP ARQUND,
DON'T SELL OUT THE SOUND. TURN THAT SHIP AROUND.

THANK YOU AGAIN FOR YOUR TIME AND ATTENTION.

SUFFOLK COUNTY LEGISLATOR. JAY SCHNEIDERMAN
75 Washinglon Strest

PO Box 1827

Sag Harbor, NY 11953

Phona; 8528400
Faw: 8528404

Local Elected Officials
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LE3 — John Opie — Branford Selectman

FERC-Broadwater Comments
1/16/07

1 rend the following quotation;

*The Branford Representuiive Town Meelng expresses sirongoppasition to Broadivater
Engrey Corporation”s plan to pongtrueta floating liguefied nistural gas (LNG) ferminal,
planned to'belorated in thi middle of Leng Island Sourd between Branford ind Wading
River, NY. and has voled:to wrge, you to take dll available measures o provent this
industiialization of theswaters of Long Island Sound

Unlike pipelines; thisand other similar processing Busililies will be sen, heard, dbd,
feareil. Longisland Sound belongs fo everyone. Uiy Conneeticat’s and Branford’s miost
valuable naural asset. 1t isnolthe appropriste place foran industelal faeilig”

End guote:

This resolution was adoptad by the Brinford RTM on Decémber shoonos Following
Branford’s lead, stmilar commisnis were lopted by dozens ol othdr municipaiities.
Thevoiees raised-against this praposel are many and should have heenheard by our
govermnental apencict.

Herewe are gzt . 2 years and ooe ponty later.. discussmg the very same Tssue: The
dilermma of feetd v greed.  Satiteone brige defined INSANITY. as din the same thing
over and pver expecting a differontoutcoime,

S, Basangthing clanged 177

Not the project: 10s still the sane hideous proposal i always was:

Mot the pipasition: Weats still be vehemently opposed 10 this minecs s wis Sver wers

It's the procees! Its slowly meving forwand deipite good sense and all of our efforis 1o
the- conteary.

This is - veriy Pusteating Stization,
Its timie fo cure Thig inginivy wnd bring sensttivity and sensibifity back into the equation.

Pyg personally spent 12 yesrs serving on the RTM of this fiir town snd havealso been
itz Firsy, Second; and Third Selsciman but my professional backeround Js i enginesring,

Young saginecrs aretotorious for ufforng quick solinions fo problems without taking

inde-acesint the "B pictee™  Perhaps ity theirnatie 1oty to be heroeg fnan
eitherwase tather bland techndeal world: Dot hnpw fosime.

Local Elected Officials
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LE3 — John Opie — Branford Selectman

LE3-1

LE3-2

LE3-3

Bt d tirie goes on we miatire and we leam lo brodden oir horizons,. Wetryio
understand the Ml soape of the issue bofore we jump to offer a solution. Wetiyto
winilyze the problen and then Jet the data drive the appropriate solition,

THear, in the case of the Broadwater proposal, you folks @t FERC sre vonsidering &
solution i aproblem that gxists in 1
stand fo-profit from s dcdepldnee as gt

Wearg told theve isa NEED for more ¢oergy on Long Island while those telling us are

openly advertising for new custopers for their product.

W are told that the presende of Broadwater will rduge the gost of enerpry for
Connépticut. Thongstly don’t believe' thit for asecond aid neither should any of you

So, what o we really know abeut the need?  Has there been any reliable; independent
sty done 1o forecast the energy needs for the Northesst rogion?

= e that projects the needs of our ared out 25 years into the future and sompares that 1o
the:availableinfrastractire,

= COnie that provides ablue print Tor what Types ol energy will beneeded, it
gquamtifies. and inwhat locations.

- Qe that indicates wihere infrastruetire should be addei. . -gengibly with the greatest

seomrity and Jowest possible spvivonmental Tnmipact:

Has such astudy beer done by our governmpent?  That znswer would be,. . NO!

Thieelosast thirg ¢ thé anal e done by Rave olr Sousd. A @oup oficonicérmed eitizig
firided only by donated money! ~ Thigie study discounts this need for Broadivater yet bas
apparently been fgnored 1 this firocess

Tiind it pathetic that our govermiment has the time and resourges to create this nygssive,
and eolorfol docuiment (the Environmental Impact Stadv) for any hane-brimed proposal

miade by some profibmotivated enersy tompany, yetitcan’tds aneed that

should be the corner sfofe and blug print for any fiture project,

Wouldn tany reasonable porson expeet such a study to-have been the FIRST step:in the
Segjuenics [est wi Tet the fo voaid the hen Bouge?

T call othe good folks-al "FERCT {0 do 2k thet name iaplies. . REGULATRIN

Do the s docrmat for the muliinational enerey companies.  Don'taccepl their sell-
serving prophities 10 be the gospel. Y OUL our goversimental agency. need W lake the
Tead ard dotermitie whist will be nevded, whcrs, anid when! Ouly after such ¥ study
should-proposils e considered that conform with, and suppirt. our long-termy eneryy
stratedy,

LE3-1

LE3-2

LE3-3

N-504

Asnoted in Section 1.1 of the final EIS, many studies have been conducted
by state agencies, task forces, utility companies, and others regarding the
need for energy in the market region that would be served by Broadwater.
Section 1.1 provides summaries of those studies. However, no single study
provides all of the details mentioned by the commentor.

Sections 1.1.5.4 and 4.3.2 of the final EIS addressed the Synapse report that
was funded by Save our Sound. VWe have updated Section 1.1.5.4 of the
final EI'Sto address comments received on the draft EIS regarding our
analysis of the report.

The Commission is responsible for reviewing applications for authorization
of energy projects. The EISis one component of that review and is
required under NEPA. We have conducted an extensive review of the
available studies on energy needs for the region that would be served by the
proposed Project, and we provide a summary of the relevant information in
Section 1.1 of the final EIS.

Local Elected Officials
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LE3-4

LE3 — John Opie — Branford Selectman

Twbuld propose that Broadwater, (and any other proposals such as this), be put o hiold
uptil» thovough and independent analysis of our current sitnation and futore needs
s done. - Only with'such # stidyin hand can o intelligent recommesidation for, théwmcet
appropriate salition be endorsed. As a Régulatory agency; wouldn™t thal make your 1k
eagler?

Should the Federal Government fack the will suwdior the vespurces to accomplish such
study, then perhaps the Stale Governments of the Novtheast Region should poo! their
afforte and conduet the stedy themsel part of their future energy strategy:

Lét’s gevan woblased inderstanding of our needsdud-allow the dati b detérminz.our
divection. With woredible analvais i hand, we can belter vaderstand the magnitude ol

Tlgave you with these thionghts...
T you don’s kiiow your destination and don’t havie d mip t Tollow, hiow do you knbw
whil divéction 1o i 1 and hiw wall vou'ever kriove i you et there?

Respéctiuilly submitted,

Jahn Opie; Sélectpan;, Branford.
15 Buend Vista Rd,

Branford, CT. 06405

LE3-4

N-505

As noted in response to comment LE3-3, the Commission is responsible for
reviewing applications for authorization of energy projects asthey are
received. Thisincludes an analysis of environmental impacts, safety,
security, and to alesser extent, the need for energy. The information on
energy supply and demand presented in Section 1.1 of the final EIS
provides an up-to-date summary of the needs of the region to be served by
the Project and is adequate for our review of the Project. If a company
receives authorization to build and operate an LNG terminal or receives a
certificate to construct and operate a natural gas pipeline system, the
company then will decide whether or not to construct the project based on
the need in the areato be served at that time. Many of the LNG terminals
and pipeline systems we have approved have not been built because of
market changes that occurred between the time the application was
submitted and the time the approval was received.

Local Elected Officials
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LE4 — John DeStefano, Jr. - New Haven City Mayor

LE4-1

OFrIcE OF THE MAYOR

TS URUBIH SIREE T = Npw By o UOnsBUie ronsin

DATE: January 9, 2007

T

RE:

Federal Eneitgy, Regulatory Comsnission
Dokt #CPUE-S4000 sl CPOR-35-000

r Energy: Energe proposal fora Liguitied Natural Gas {LNGY floating
Storawe and repifvative unitFERUI in Long Island Seund.

AUmnury

The Clty of Rew Haven [Uitv) respectfully offers regarding Dideket #CPUG-34-000 and
HOPG-55-000 for B Energy's o od Liguefied Watural Gas (LNG) FSRU Tomited in
Lo Island Sound. The applicant has failed & fo w public nddd for the project wid hes
falledd 0 satisly public safoty concems i comarnis. and
environmental impacis o the City are-in o wiy offier by benefits provided by Brogdwater to Mew
Haven. Therefore, the Cliy of New Haven asks that the FERC detly- the application of Broadwater
Energy.

3
T

Pkt PR
Puringrmre,. b Pl e

Comments

{a} Need: Broadwater Energy ls not demeonstiated that ap TNG feillty in Long Tsland Sound
s meessary b ensis axafe and relisble gas supply for Connesticat, Broatvater Bty oitimiies
fhiat naly 20% of fhe gas produced by the FERU or appeaxintateh 02 bilfion cubie feet (baf) wonid
vesich Commecticut sl e New Eogland matker, However, the Interim Report of the Long fidund
Sowpd LNG Taskforee of the Siate of Connectiont could not-find an et fiable ol user of the
LNG which Broadwater proposes o sepvier,™ ‘raising ponverns that the proposed fasifity i
“speculaion by w corporation fving o pet o the evolvime-energy warket of the porthedst,™
Prrthermare, sirtloe buse copaity LHG plats are uoder construction or bave betn approved inthe
Borthiasl 4 ially reducing or efivinating any need for.the exia copueily Broadwater wold
prm’idc."‘"“ Speeifically, the Cangport Termins! uaifer sonstruction in Mow Brunswitk along with
the modified Muritioes & Motbeast Bipehine would: provide sppradtiniiely 04 Bt @ the New

o i L
Hnpland ges transeission system, doublethe providid by the Broad prigeet.

b} Emvironment: Theproposed LNG FSRU Tos the: pedential 16 iimpact locul stosystams, wiler
gquality, s air cunlity inand around. Long lsland Sound, New Hoven i in-a nop-afainment drei
for hoth PM2.5 and ozone a8 desipnatad by the Unbed Stwes Environmental Proweetion Ageary
{EPA), While the Dealt Bpsironmenal Tmpact § (DEIS) does ganibe i tavirsnmental
et of the Tacility on the Tozal snvirsmment; the ajr palhation section in pacicilye does not
AnEwer Fons abut the total pact of the Bty and fon oy the Cityof New
EHERY =P ]

; ¥
kil Jroidiee

seoiabed Gpe

w MHAGE 708

ind ot 4 i

LE4-1

LE4-2

N-506

Section 4.3.2 of the final EIS has been revised to reflect the recent increase
in subscribed gas for the Maritimes & Northeast pipeline from the Canaport
LNG Terminal, as well as other proposed or approved LNG terminalsin
the northeastern United States and Canada. | mpacts associated with these
alternatives would not be less than those associated with the proposed
Broadwater Project. The 0.4-bcfd increase on the Maritimes & Northeast
pipeline would provide less than half of the proposed Broadwater
throughput and, as proposed, would not deliver gas to the New Y ork City,
Long Island, and Connecticut markets.

Section 3.9.1 of the final EIS provides a detailed discussion of air
emissions associated with the proposed Project, including those from LNG
carriers. These estimated emissions are based on dispersion modeling to
estimate concentration levels based on the Coast Guard’ s safety and
security zone of 0.7 miles (1.1 kilometers or 3,700 feet). Modeling was
conducted for the same averaging periods as the NAAQS and SILs for each
pollutant in order to determine impacts, and include 1-hour, 3-hour, 8-hour,
24-hour and annual averages depending on the pollutant.

Atmospheric dispersion models were used to determine impacts to air
quality and were conducted according to the modeling protocol reviewed
by NYSDEC and EPA. Dispersion modeling was performed using the
OCD model to estimate concentration levels beyond an assumed safety and
security zone. AERMOD-PRIME isan EPA-approved model for
evaluating the impact of land-based stationary sources. Tables 3.9.1-14
and 3.9.1-15 of the final EIS present results from both models with
comparison to regulated significance thresholds.
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LE4 — John DeStefano, Jr. - New Haven City Mayor

A Haven and surroundingans. Specifically, emissions from LNG tankers tanslerring produst o the

fuci ity are enchmied fromy some-of the analvses and permiiting T UPhis s oan enconscionable
crission of busic- faels regrding e frmpeetof this-facility,  Also, the surrent modeling ook o
LE4-2 relazively. lengperiod exposurs w pollusmns (24 hours) tather than short exposires durfng peak
pollation dave tatcar Heser an soule response from sensilive popudations, New Hiven hasa
sigiTigant, nomber of isidevts who have respieatory conditions-such ag psthime, and the urrent
mdeling does won satisfy the Oty that th it il o b adeersely affeeted by Broad
Ereray’s proposed facility.

(ef  Eeanowie: New Haven vilies iis-stnding both ak o yirategic conmiercial harbor and 4
desieabile place for recreational boating, The propused exchision zones assaciaied with the FERU
and TWG rankers may hinder necess to Wew Haven's port and iapinge dpon the-ubility of it
wistions and residonts To enjoy e sl beanty of Long Teland Sound. As stated by the Julerim
Reportof the 1 Long Tshaned Sound LG Tasidoree of the Siafe of Conmsctiont, “Tiihe #ffet upoiy the
LE4-3
shipping indusiry Tn the Wew Haver Fiarbor, as 8 result of delugs diigec by the ] ‘m supply tanker
o to e s week s avery rieal congern for the Bew Haven Harbor area™ As Broadwater
Ererey has Giiled o prove the:neoessity of thi Tacilifty, these poténtial econoimiz Tasses vimnot be
JustiGied by amy net gain Yor gither New: Haven o Connectiont 48 4 while.

_ (di Emergency Plannlngand Response: Din Septomber 21, 2006 the Uiited States Coast Guird
TUSCH T issued o Watersay Suitatility Report repending the proposed Brosdwater Energy facility.
Ir the: veport, the USCH establishes: hal i ity and safsty resources in thx’: Scaumi e
inadequate Tor e propmed facility, The USCO sipeests that eooperation with “giste snd loval-law
LE4-4 enforcement agenchs™ could ment the aaiety and sesurity meeds of de Tl i:w al(mﬁ with
wxpansion of USCG capabilites i fhe negi e As one of the livgest ocal dgencies: i thi vieinity
of Taecproposed faeility, the ity of New Havén 36 in i position to dedicans searce resoutis 1o 1t

it WMaorenver, the Ty dock not have of have alisesy © il redesshry 1o nEnspat
personnch or apparatus w the sitein the event oftah cigigency.

HE Conclugion

The City of New Haven asks that the spalication of Brondeater Edergy bo deniedins the spplicant
T Falled fo densonigtrate o pubilic nesd commensi il the g fleant 4 o This Ecemioniy,
environment; and safbry of Mew Haven and Long Isfand Sound.
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LE4-3

LE4-4

N-507

Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS presents an assessment of the impacts of the
FSRU and LNG carriers on marine transportation and addresses potential
impacts to ports. Section 3.5.5.10f the final EIS addresses the impacts of
the FSRU, the LNG carriers, and the associated safety and security zones
on recreation. As stated in those sections, the proposed location of the
FSRU and the surrounding safety and security zone are not areas of heavy
commercial or recreational traffic, the FSRU and its proposed safety and
security zone would have only a minor impact on commercial and
recreational vessels for the life of the Project and would have at most a
negligible effect for the duration of the Project on vessel transits to or from
the Port of New Haven.

The safety and security zone of each LNG carrier would cover an area of
approximately 2,040 acres (3.2 square miles), and only one carrier would
be present inside the pilot stations a any onetime. The entiretransit path
of an LNG carrier would not be an exclusion zone. As described inthe EIS
and WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the amount of time for the LNG
carrier and its associated safety and security zone to pass any single point is
about 15 minutes (the length of the safety and security zone from front to
back would be about 3.7 miles), and the only exclusion area would move
along the LNG carrier path around the single LNG carrier. All other
portions of the carrier route, both in front of and behind the carrier’ s safety
and security zone, would be available for use. As aresult, the vast majority
of commercia and recreational vessels heading to or from the Port of New
Haven would not encounter an LNG carrier, and there would be, at most, a
negligible impact on vessel traffic to or from the port for the duration of the
Project.

The Coast Guard must accomplish the tasks that, by law, only it is
authorized to conduct; but the Coast Guard may share other law
enforcement responsibilities with state or local law enforcement agencies.
As stated in Section 5.2.2.2 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), “46
U.S.C. § 70119 provides for state and local law enforcement agencies to
enforce safety and security zones established by the Coast Guard.” The
Coast Guard is currently working with the states of New Y ork and
Connecticut to establish Memoranda of Agreement for this purpose.
Broadwater would provide funding for state or local law enforcement
agencies for their involvement in enforcing the safety and security zone as
described in Section 6.2.3.2 of the WSR (Appendix C of thefinal EIS). If
the needed resources are not available and properly funded, operation of the
Project would not be approved.
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January 19, 2007

Magalie R; Salas, Secietary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
288 First St NE: Room-TA
Washington, DC 20426

0P G-54-00C

Diear M. Salas;

The Town of Darien, CT would like to comment further on the Broadwater LNG Project draft EIS (Draft
Environmental lmypact Statement, FERC/EIS-0196D, November 2006). Darien continues 1o oppoge this
privject, as stated in our lefter of December 13, 2005, We ask FERC 1o consider the following additional
points;

[ & Thedraft EIS has not established that Broadwater will have iouch, if any, beneficial effect for the
Tuture of Connecticut’s energy requirements. This project. by definition, is designed mainly to
(80%%) support Wew York City and Long Island energy needs. Gas will be sold at market price,
Yet, it exploits. one of Connegticut’s; and Darien’s, most important and valuable natural resources,
Long Island Sound. I dees this without the assurance of valus of any kind to Connecticut or its
copstal fowns, We think that this is wrong,

LES-1

# The analysis of alterniative sites closer to the major users s not adequately considered. The
principal redsons for rejécting all of the alternatives séems to be avoidance of the political hirdles
neéded 1o achieve public acéeptande of the project; and the cost advantapes to Broadwater, Using
“free” Tong Tsland Sound waters and its installed pipeling is not 4 sufficient reason for taking an
area in Public Trust, being vsed by millions in two states; and making this area into an exclusive
industrial zome. The burden of acceptance should be'on the principal users, not'on the innucenq
who havie nio official voite inthe projeet and receive Tittle br nothing from it

LES-2

« There'should be adefined barrier for projects of this kind in Long Island Sound. The Sound has
supported commercial shipping, along with many other'water activities, for hundreds of years.
LE5-3 | Carving out exclusive sections inthe middle of the Sound, as the Broadwater préject requires, has

= not been permitted, We can support multiple uses but not exclusive uses. I Broadwater i?;
LES-4 | approved. what s to prevent further exploitation-of the Sound for exclusive uses?

Loce.

TOWN HALL, 2 RENSHAW ROAD » DARIEN, CONNECTICUT 06820.5397 « TELEPHONE (20%) 656-7338
DARIENCT.GOV

LE5-1

LES-2

LE5-3

LE5-4

N-508

The Commission is reviewing Broadwater’ s application to provide natural
gastotheregion. As described throughout Section 3.0 of the final EIS, our
assessment of environmental impacts indicates that the proposed Project
would not result in a significant impact to Long Island Sound.

As discussed in Section 4.4, the final EIS evaluates dternatives to the
proposed | ocation of the Broadwater LNG terminal based on the potential
magnitude and extent of environmental impacts. Alternatives evaluated
include onshore locations in Long |sland Sound and other locations closer
to the New York City and Long Island markets.

Section 3.7.1.3 of the final EI'S and Section 2.3.2 of the WSR (Appendix C
of the final EIS) identify the existing safety and security zonesin Long
Island Sound The proposed fixed safety and security zone around the
FSRU would cover an area of about 950 acres (see Table 3.5.1-1in the
final EIS) or about 0.1 percent of the Sound.

Sections 3.5.2.2 and 3.5.7.4 of the final EIS indicate that the Project would
not represent the first time that the waters of the Sound would be used for
private purposes. Commercial and industrial structuresin or under offshore
waters of the Sound include cable crossings, natural gas and petrochemical
pipelines, and two petrochemical platforms.
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Unofficial FERC-Generatsd POE of 200101F9-0088 Receiwed by FERC. OSEC 01/2272007 in Dockety: CRUs«BL<00

» “The EIS does not adequately define and quantify the cumulative acceptable risks of this project. LE5-5
Mauny of the areas properly considered in the EI8 corclude with statements that require the public
to assume some risks; to disrupt some activities, to change some schedulgs, 1o defer entirely from
ysing some areas, and even o assume some health.and safety risks all because of Broadwater: The

LES-5 “public” includes commercial shippers, fishermen, and thousandsof recreational boaters of all

types: [naddition, the 40-mile securily zones. much of them on two routes, thit are required for
the carriérs” ransits ifvand ‘out of the Sound (plus andther 30 miles from the pilot points} should
beidentified in time as well as distance. We think that all of these risks are cumulative dnd the
fotal effect negates the advaritages that the EIS presumes inapproving the Broadwaler project.
Darien cortimues 10 support the allocation of our State”s funds 1o-clear up and improve Long Jstand

| ES-R | Sound. We ask’ FERC to share this support with us, and not undermine the billions of dollars already

spent or the Sound. Broadwater does not belong in Long Island Sound.

Thank you for your consideration of these important mafters,

Very truly yours, ¥
Chpaa i LES6

First Selectwonian

N-509

Asdescribed in Sections 3.5.5.1 and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, the impacts of
the Project to commercial shippers, commercial fishermen, and recreational
boaters would be minor and brief when they do occur, although they would
periodically occur throughout the life of the Project. The impacts would
not build up over time and therefore would not be cumulative. Section
3.7.1.4 of the final EI'S has been revised to provide a more detailed
assessment of the impacts of LNG carrier transits. Asnoted in that section,
there would not be 40-mile-long safety and security zones in the Sound or
30-mile-long safety and security zones from the Race to the pilot stations.
The only areathat would be excluded from use during carrier transits
would be the 2,040 acre moving safety and security zone around each LNG
carrier. Marine vessels would be able to cross in front of or behind the 3.7-
mile-long safety and security zone, and the entire zone would pass any
point in approximately 15 minutes.

FERC, with input from cooperating agencies, has included many
recommendations in the EIS that would result in minimal impacts. Further,
the proposed Project would not appreciably increase the input of nitrogen,
which isthe primary source of eutrophication in the Sound. We recognize
the substantial investment made by Connecticut and New Y ork to upgrade
wastewater treatment facilities in order to further reduce nitrogen flows into
the Sound.
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ZOOTSLEIROLE Repeived PERC GREC OEALLI2007% 1BWRL00 PM Docketd CROE-54-004, ‘BT L.

John B4, Kénnedy Jr.
Attorney at Law
15 Addie Lang
Neseonsch, XY, 11767

Jannary 92007

Magalie R, Salas, Secretary
Federal Energy Regulators Compy.
888 First 8t NE, Room 1A
Washington, TIC 20426

Ref. Trocket No, = CTF06:34-000
CPOG-53-000
CPOB56-000
Pear-§s: Salas:

Tofler this Jelter tobe entered intothe redord Tor the-abovie relerenced
applications condeming the Diaft Envivonimeinsl Inipact Statertisnt (DEIS) tor the project
known 45 “Broadwater.” The Federal Inergy Regulatory Commiissivn (FERCY thie Coast
Guard, and various ofher agencies that have beer involesd i the inial seoping, revigw,
and-definition of the project have ageregated more than B0 pages of material,. As il
concept advanced by the applicant is unidue, iwarrants exhaustive réview and
dongideration prios to i tlthnate detérininatisn:

Dased onthie material fneluded 1n-all seetions of the DEIS andhe Coast Guard®s
Waterway Suitability Review {WSR), [ have .cometo the conclusion; nnlike FERC, that
this project presents serious, prafoind amd significant negative ervtronimental impadts
that would Tast Yor thie thirty vear duration of this project, and beyond. Thave drrived at
thig conglugion based iy the following!

Ty Despite therepresentation:of the Dong Tsland Sound az. acomunercialized water
by by the applicant, the Coast: Guard and FERC, thy propesed use of the Long
Island Sound by the applicant is an fnensification of commiercial application fat
beyonid the seope dnd magnitude of any Gorrent or foreseeabls commersial ugeiof
Wiis ddtiary. Unlike the twd hearshore oil Joading platforms lodated at Riverhead
and Northport, Broadwater would see the erestion of a waterbome storage vessel
that would contain 350,000 cubic meters of Liguefied MNatural Gas {LNG), plus
e apparatis 1o accomphsh vessel based conversion and Trangporl in guseous
Torm ol ap average 1 billion cubit fectof gasdaily (befd). The Floaling Storage
and Regassification Unit (FSRE) prosents as.a'complex storage and Conyersion
systeny; that would firther actas a berthing station for an average 118 foreign
gotimercial vessiels annually.
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LE6-1 [

LEB-2

LEG-3

2

Loy

3

The annual delivery schodule fepreseits a Twenty Five peroent (25%) ineréase in
foreian vessel allic navigating the Long Tsland Sound, and introdices vessels,
with theantiaipated “nexl generation™ LG tankers, ot 1100 plug feet, Targer than
any commercial vessels thathave traversed the waterapy todate; This increaseds
sipruficant, this 45 prededent setting, aivd it 18 a-use farbevond the presert
commercidl traftic in the sound. Aco fationg necessary to facilitate the
siting; produet dolivary and oporation of the FSRU wisuld dictatte thy ereationiaf
trangient and pennaneit éxclsion zoiiss that wouldieliminate areas of the Soutid
from existing commercial and recreational vessel traffic for three depades, This
use issignilicantly different froro the present npture of cargo transport, and
represents a majorshifl in wmphasis. As amajor alterabion of the gxisting patlern
ol i, FERC naust; bder the National Environimerital Polity Act(NEPA),
addavowledge the magnitude ofthe proposed change in use, and determine that
thigig-a significant adveise envitonmental impaet

Operation of the FSRU would involvea daily cyeling of some 3, 5 million: gallong
ot water from the Liong Island Sound, with a maximum .of 5.2 million zallons
taken incduring limes ol mdnum gis transles: This-waler intake.g 4o be
accomplished threnpgh niantolds that will have sereens and atiidlet at the 40-feot
depth. FERC hax identified that a pertentage of phivtoplankton and fish larvae
will die, wieshed in the sereens in & provess conveniently réterred o ag
Impingement'Entraimment. - While a detailed listing is made of the many varieties
of finfishand shellfish tarvae and sggs presently Tound in the Sound, specific
attention is provided for thie impdet to the lobstér population. striigeling to be
maintdined, and ¥ teideriark of Long. $land: and Suffolk County it particalat.
Wator manifolds ata Torty-Taol depth iy hedp tomimimize the inipact to Jobster
epps, but 118 tankers taking in an average 13,2 million pallons of ballast sater
cach will impact framendows amaountsofscawater, and the-paprlation withinit,
inclugive of lobstereggs wnd Tarvae, Over the iletime of the project; soime 43
billion gallons of Sound water will bié takien od for ship ballast, and ultimately
discharged in some Torstgn port.  This repressnts asignificant volume of seawater
that seould be depleted from the Sownd averthe Titk ol the project.. FRRC musi
roeognize-this as psignificant, negative impact to atiagile. regional estuary, and
to-gll of the niarine aniinal population, Furthermore, this répresants asioniticaint
degradation ot ths iguiatic habatat,

The visual and scenic benefits that all Suffolk County vesidents derive from our
proxuuity toidle Sound isupigue, and cannot be valued in dollars and cents.
Approximiately 1.3 million people vall Sulfolk County heme, and all residents
depive the benafit of being a mere thirky maimts ride hway from: € public water
by, wrdgue within the whole pation, Tn' 1994 the Uited States Congrass and
the Presidont liad the wisdoem o authorize ihie Long Island Sound Study (LISS)
and to declare the Long Tsland Sovnd ag s Estuary of national sipuificanies:
Simcethis tirng millions of dollars have been sxpended to address the issuss of
Feposinand water qualiby restoration, In addilion, New York state, Sullolk

LEG-1

LEG-2

LEG-3

N-511

Asindicated in Section 2.2.1 of the WSR (Appendix C of thefinal EIS),
approximately 460 foreign-flag vessels per year enter the Sound. As stated
in Section 4.4.2 of the WSR, addition of the LNG carriers would result in a
1-percent increase in commercial vessel traffic and a 20- to 30-percent
increase in foreign-flag vessels. Use of the Project Waterway by vessels of
the size of the LNG carriers would be consistent with current use; the Coast
Guard made the preliminary determination that the risks associated with the
Project including the addition of the LNG carriers would be managesble
with implementation of its recommended mitigation measures.

Tankers and tank barges carrying gasoline and other petrochemical
products currently use the Sound and have done so for decades. The LNG
carriers would not be significantly different in size or appearance from
many of the oil and petroleum product tankers. Although the proposed
Project would result in additional marinetraffic in Long Island Sound, we
do not consider it a major alteration of existing patterns.

We have addressed the potential environmental impacts of the additional
marine traffic in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS.

We recognize that water use is an impact associated with the Project and
have dedicated a good deal of analysis to thisissue. Aswith many other
impacts considered, water use must be considered in context. The Sound
has atotal surface area of 1,320 square miles and a volume of
approximately 18 trillion gallons. The amount of water “removed” from
Long Island Sound by the LNG carriers for ballast over the lifetime of the
Project is equal to much less than 0.5 percent of the total volume of water
of the Sound present a any given time. Seawater and freshwater inflows
on a daily basis far exceed the expected usage by the Project. Ballast
intake would not reduce the volume of water in Long Island Sound.
Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS has been updated to include this relative
description.
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County and the north shove and nerth for towns have dpent significant fundd to
adquire aird préserve, Bedches; parké, niarinas-and pienic areds for reésidents: o
inakeuse of, and o enjoy,. Al ofihess enllctive effords willbe thwarted by

LEG-4 [ loating s FSRU the size ol several football fields, with:a: 200 Tool dower

mounted upon it, which.supports the berthing of mammoth vessels onge every

third day, nthe Sennd. Human natire doss not support sereiity, peace or

LEB-5

this miatter

Quotiog From the ABS Consulting study, titled Congequence Assessment
Methods For Incidents Involving Releades from Liguelied Natural Gas Citrierd,

Say 13,2004, prodied Tor FERC onder contradt numiber FERCO4CAD 196, al
page 27, referencing the literature survey condusted by Atallah ¥, 6 Thersisino

existing iheoretical method fo- predict the severity of an RPT (Rapid Phiise

Transitiony event imvalving e release of the LXG from an TNG Carrier onto
water” Furthar in the pssessnont conduoted by the applicant, as augmented by
theresearchyin the above séferenced report and the Sandia report, avapor elond
reléase hasithe potential fo:migrits toithe Uiiited: States Research Facility-at Plum
IsTand, o all ol Fishers: Island, - and. to thenartheme thifd of the North. Pork off
Sulfelk County, which woold burn vpon contact with e ignipen source, Thesy
hazard potentials aré real and aré putlined. as best ascan be. articulated af this

LEG-G

time, butnevertheless give Jegitimale basiy Tor fear,

™ Thivs. by allowing this projéct 16 go Torward, FERC will have iirodued 4

LE&-7

Humaiimpadt. FERC must acknowledss the damie.

A1 Phie Coust Guard:has acknewledged that i3 without thevecossary rosources 1o
propérly sseort; patrol, and perform the complex traflic-and inspection aclivities
to satély-allow forthe transit and operation of the LNG vessels and FSRTL FERC
hias referenced the need for the applivant to eter Into cost sharing agresments;
and Tor the Const Guard 1oseek-additionud funding.. O particular note isthe
absenee of the Suffolk County Police Department fronz any of the Coast Guard’s
evaluation activity, despite this fact that Suffolk County provides:a number-of
emergeneyand support services 1o both Riverhead and Southold Towns Police
Departinents. Emergendy ¢valuations, plans Tor evacudtion, patrol, and disasier

LEB-8

contatnment aré seriously flawed due to this:omission; and should serve to

tarmiite any svaluation-of the project until such review is hiad. Further, National
Seourity is 4 Const Guard mission, and chinoot be segniented at'the requigst of any
entrepreneurial entitv. Stale and local based police activities cannot ke porchased,
rate funding,, ag
sugh weuld be o vontravention:of state and Towal Tav, Onge again Tor the purposes

ot funded throngh the direct transferof petrothemical eongl

Tranguality whe gazing tpon. 4 girdcturs thal bas an explosive poténtial that is
unknown. and ean only best be estitnated from the linited gvailable resgarch on

petmanent and vinble slement of fear into the very viewseane thatge many seek
out for its tranguil angd serene effect. Mo mathematical caleulationrwill set asida
this irreparable harm that is worked uponall those whe have so- valued this urigoe
resource. This is anegalive, significant, and long Jasting environmental and

LEG-4

LEB-5

LEG-6

N-512

FERC, with input from the cooperating agencies, has included many
recommendations in the EIS to avoid or minimize environmental impacts.
Implementation of these recommendations would result in minimal impacts
to Long Island Sound. As described in Section 3.5.6.4 of the final EIS,
when viewed from the nearest shoreline, the FSRU and a berthed LNG
carrier would appear as a small two-dimensional rectangle on the horizon
about the size of a small paper clip held at arm’s length.

Section 3.10.1 of the final EI'S addresses the issue of the energy content of
LNG versus its explosive potentia. In summary, LNG is not explosive,
and natural gas in an unconfined environment is not explosive.

Although the areas listed as being within Zone 3 are accurate, it is
important to note that a single vapor cloud would not encompass al those
areas at once. Each areaiswithin Zone 3 distance (4.3 miles), measured
perpendicularly fromthe LNG carrier route. Moreimportantly, Hazard
Zone 3 istheoretical and is unlikely to happen. FERC staff believe that
scenarios that would cause a sufficiently large hole to result in a vapor
cloud of this extent would require the use of explosives, therefore, an
ignition source would be present to ignite the vaporized LNG and create an
LNG pool fire. Therewould not be avapor cloud. If arelease froman
LNG carrier occurred and the maximum size unignited vapor cloud formed,
it could extend onshore in some areas until reaching an ignition source,
most likely close to the shoreline, and burn back to the LNG source. This
is substantiated by the GAO Report (GAO 2007) which stated that some
experts polled indicated that such a cloud would not penetrate beyond the
perimeter of a populated area because it would rapidly find a source of
ignition. However, we have revised individual resource sections
throughout Section 3.0 of the final EISto include information on potential
impacts due to ignition of a vapor cloud within Hazard Zone 3.
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LEG-8

N-513

The LNG carriers would not be significantly different in size, appearance,
or potential hazard when compared to tankers that currently transport
gasoline, oil, and petroleum product tankers on Long Island Sound. In
addition, an accident at the FSRU would not affect those living on Long
Island or in Connecticut.

Neither FERC nor the Coast Guard would allow operation of the Project
until the appropriate safety and security measures arein place. As
described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, Broadwater would work with
the appropriate federal, state, and local agencies to develop an Emergency
Response Plan, which is also subject to approval by FERC. |f the needed
resources are not available and properly funded, FERC would not authorize
operation of the Project.
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LEG-9

LEB-10

LES&-11 |:

LE6-12 [
LE6-13 [

LE6-14 |:

af NEP&, PERC ninst askuowledge that the petition for additional federal funding
ofy the pirt of the Coast Guard wanld invelve g significant envirinniehial impact,
assudhy aativity would necessitate the subsidy of the Coast Guard vversight
funetion forthis project by all citizens of these United States;

Reviewof the New York state Départnieit.of State Coastal Zons Management
Plan for the Long Island Sound revicals that the application divectly contravenes 4
numberof the articulated palicies, and o does not harmonize with, o augment,
wor Fusther thie goals of the plan s stated.  Speeifically, tlus application violates
the follotwing

Policy 3« Fahande visual guality and protect the scéenie resonrces throughoot
Long Ishand Sound- As previously stated, this project will significantly alter Tor
thirty years'the viewing experience that any persen bas, as'ihey gaze tipon a niajos
industrial berthing, holding and transfer sight; with the undefined potential:to
vigld fire and explogion oliepic proportion. Not only will Tong Island residents.
bie dmypacted by thiyetfect, butalse the negative stfeots of the DBroadwator venture
will itnpact Buffelk’s tourism economy, which provides significant employment
and révénise o the vgmon.

Balicy 5- Proteot and bnprove water quality and supply i the Bong Island
Sound coastal ayea- The construction dotivities assoctated with this project will
ivvoltve permanent Toss ol sealloor halatat, disturhance during thie construction-of
the transport pipeling, g hile restoration following construction ag
ovidénced by the recentreview of the BEastchester Pipeling Extension, alteraiion of
thie composition of millions.of gallons of seawater through the. daily introd tiaticn
of antimicrobial agents for FSRU ballast, and the-parmanent remeval of 43 billion
gallons of Tong Istand Sound water through ship ballagt over the Tife of the
project:

DPolicy 6- Protict and #estore the quality and fonction of the Long Talaiad
Sound ecosystem-This project will directly climinate a geetion of the surlice
wegter ol he Sound for endangered speites syel ay the Kemps: Riddley geastuntle,
will destroy finfish and shellfish larvae and eggs through Tnpingement/
Entraimrnent actions at ballast intake mesh and sereening, will alter the balanee
asgociated with-¢xisting lobster habitat, and alierpresenthy authotized harvesiing
activity through the climination of seetions of Sound bottom, due tothe
impositioneof exclusion zones, and will séive asa fragimenting factoron an
existing continions sea bottom community

Bolicy 9- Provide for the public a¢cess to, amil rdereational use of, coastal
witers, pubbic Tands. amd public resources forthe Long Island Sound coastal
sreas Broadveater will authotize a permanent exchusion zone around the FSRU
that will exist forthe Jife of the project. This-area'of the sound will bar both
commercial and reereational boating, and will cause furtherintensification of use
ol pxisiing sva-langs, - Further, the temporary-exelusion zone established arognd

LEG-9

LE6G-10

LEG-11

LEG-12

LEG-13

LEG-14

N-514

If the Coast Guard proposal for additional equipment and personnel (see
Section 8.4 of the WSR [Appendix C of the final EIS]) requires an increase
intaxesto all U.S. taxpayers, the impact on an individual taxpayer should
not be significant.

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

Section 3.5.5.1 of the final EIS addresses the potential impact of the
proposed Project on tourism, and Section 3.6.8.2 of the final EI'S describes
potential economic impactsto water-based recreation.

As discussed in Section 2.1.1.1 of the final EIS, the proposed FSRU would
be approximately 1,215 feet long and 200 feet wide (an area about 5.6
acres). Thiswould account for significantly lessthan 0.1 percent of the
Sound’ s total surface area of 1,320 square miles (approximately 845,000
acres) that could be utilized by endangered species and other marine
resources.

As stated in Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS, the estimated yearly
entrainment and impingement of 131.5 million fish eggs and larvae would
affect approximately 0.1 percent of the standing crop of the centra Long
Island Sound. Because the estimated values represent such a small
percentage of the standing crop of only central Long Island Sound, these
losses are not expected to affect the overall biological populationswithin
Long Island Sound.

As stated in Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS, with implementation of the
backfilling recommendation, it is expected that impacts to disturbed benthic
communities along the proposed pipeline route would be short term.
Recovery would be expected to begin immediately following construction,
and recolonization of various benthic communities is expected to require
from a few monthsto up to 1 to 2 years.
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LE6-15 [

LE6-16 [

the LXG tankers will be implemiented foi eachy bf the. 118 tankers annually; and
witllseversly restriel recreational and commisoial tralic st the oidh of the
Sound, atthe Race. Theg praject will be the antithesis of thig poliey, in that the
project would wllow for thie exclusive useund ogoupaney by a commereial entity
of fands held in public trust, and Tor the. furfl of an entrep rial
endgavor;

Policy 11 — Promwte sustainable use of Hving marine resourcesin: Long Tstand
Sommd- Braadwater, by and through the dailvoperation of the DSRU, and though
theoffloading and ballast intake of T.NG tankers. would Kill finiish, shelltish, and
would alter the chemteal and thermal composition of the Loy Tshand Sound Tor
thirty years:

Based o tlweabova, this propasal is not in conforminnege with thie- CZRI plan for
the Long Island Sound, and assuch, should baréjected by the New York State
Départinent of Statc:

Finally: it is incumbent on FERQ 1o rejeet Broadwater; snd furthaer; condugt a
rapional analysis of the 16 LNG proposaly referenced in the DIETS. g0 thatall
residents-of the Catnty, the siate wid the sution inay derive thé benelit ol asale;
Iogical encrgy délivery gystem, fiol bearthie burden ol those. applicants who have
sought to *get dn the: pame™ st

Thark voufor your consideration of thege comments.

Sincerely;

Joha M Kemmedy Jr.

LEG-16

N-515

As described in Section 3.7.1.4 of thefinal EIS, an LNG carrier and its
proposed moving safety and security zone would pass through the 2.3-mile
length of the Race in 25 to 35 minutes, depending on the speed of the
carrier. The entire safety and security zone would pass a single point
within about 15 minutes. Vesselsin the path of an oncoming LNG carrier
and its safety and security zonewould be required to temporarily move
fromtheir positions. 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 thefinal EIS). In summary, Project-related use of the Race would result
in atemporary and localized impact for some vessels during carrier transits
for the life of the Project. If the Coast Guard issues a L etter of
Recommendation finding the Project \Waterway to be suitable for LNG
marine traffic, as part of the proposed moving safety and security zone the
Coast Guard would conduct routine Broadcast Notice to Mariners,
notifying the public of implementation of the safety and security zones and
the impending LNG carrier transit.

Asindicated in Sections 3.5.5.1 and 3.7.1.4 of the fina EIS, the Race
would not be closed when a carrier passes through, and vessels could
transit the Race while a carrier is present by using the area between the
limits of the Race and the edge of the carrier’ s safety and security zone. In
addition, as stated in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, alternative routes are
availabl e for recreational vesselsto enter or exit eastern Long Island Sound
in lieu of usingthe Race. LNG carriers would transit the Race no more
than once per day; therefore, the potential conflict with other vessels would
not be significant.

Under the NGA and EPAct of 2005, FERC is required to expeditiously
review the applications for LNG terminals, irrespective of the number of
applications received, approved, or rejected. For those projects that FERC
has approved, the market will likely determine whether they are
constructed. Under the Natural Gas Act and Energy Policy Act of 2005,
FERC is required to expeditiously review the applications for LNG
terminals, irrespective of the number of applications received, approved, or
rejected. For those projects that FERC has approved, the market will likely
determine whether they are constructed. We have reviewed the other
regional projects that are proposed or approved and determined that, due
largely to differing target markets and greater distances from the New
York, Long Island, and Connecticut markets, the alternative terminals
could not provide the same volume of natural gas with less environmental
impacts than the proposed Project.
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BROADWATER TESTIMONY JANUARY 16, 2007

Ref. Docket Mot CPO6-54-000, CP00-55-000; CP6-56-000

GOOD EVENING AND THANK YOU TO THE FEDERAL ENERGY
REGULATORY COMMISSION (FERL), THE UNITED STATES COAST GLARD;
AMNDITHE NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF STATE FOR HOLDING THIESE
PUBLIC HEARINGS CONCERNING THE DRAFE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT CONCERNING THE APPLICATION BY BORADWATER ENERGY
CORPORATION. AT THE OUTSET, LET"ME COMMEND THE PARTIES
REPRESENTED HERE FOR THE WORK AND REVIEW UNDERTAKEN TO DATE
TOEYALUTE AND BETTER UNDERSTAND THIS UNIQUE PROJIECT. TT'IS
CRITICALLY IMPORTANT THAT FERC AND'THE OTHER AGENCIES BEAR

THIS IN MIND: AS THE REVIEW PROCESS CONTINUES.

THAVE REATY ALL OF THE MATERIAL ASSEMBUED ON TS PROJECT, AS
WELL ASTHE SANDIA REPORT, THE ALRS REPORT, AND T ANALYSIS
CONDUCTED FOR THE APPLICANT BY DERVERSKE: THAVE READ THEWSR
AND THE PAWSA ANDAFTER HAVING DOXEMY BEST TO UNDERSTAND
ALL OF THE MATERIAL PRESENTED, THAVE ONLY FURTHER REINFORCED}
THECONCLUSION TCAME 1O IN MARCILOF 2005- TIHS INTIATIVLE 1S AKX

IINTESTED, UNPROVEN ATTEMPT ON THE PART OF AMULTINATIONAL
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ENERGY CONGLOMERATE.TO TURN SUFFOIK COUNTY, THE LONG IST:AND

SOUNDAND ALL LOUAL RESIDENTS INTO ONE GIANT TESTUBE!

IN THE HAME-OF BNERGY DIVERSIFICATION, AND NEBULOUS SAVINGS,
OUR COUNTY 18 BEING TOID THAT ALL THAT W& HOLD DEAR TO US, OUR
VERY WAY OF LIFEMUST BEIRREVOCABLY ALTERED FOR'THE NENT
THIRTY YEARS, SOTHAT THE TRESTATE REGION CAN ACCESS GAS FROM
CHINA, MALAYSIA, AND OTIHER NATIONS. NO LONGER WILL RESDENTS BE
LEEAT |: ABLE TO TRAVED THERE US AL BOUTES ACROSS THE SOUNDL MO LONGER
LEB-18 l: WILL COMMERCIAL FISHERMAN BE ABLE TO ACCESS FERTILE FISHERIES,
LEB-19 I: AND HEAVAN HELP THE HAPLESS REGATTA PARTICIPANT WHO DRIFTS
PPOITHE EXCLUSION ZONE OF AN 11007 TANKER
THAVE PREPARED WRITTEN COMMENT WHICH I SUBMIT TONIGHT, AND
WILL SPARE TIE MEMBERS FROM A VERBATIM REGITATION, BUT1
WOULT BE REMISSTF I DI NOT REITERATE SONE POTNTS
— B BY ACONSENSUSOF THE LIMITED TECHNIGAL GUIDANGE THAT
EXTSTS REGARDTNG ENG RELEASE RISK ASSESSMENT, AN
ACCIDERTAL GRINTENTIONAL BELACITOF A TANKER COULD
LE6-20 RESULT IN A YAPOR CLOVD WITH THE CAPABILIFY TOTRAVEL
UPTG 2 MILES, CONTACT WETH AN IGNITION SOURLE WO
RESULT IV FIRE, THIS WOULD PUT ATL OF FISHERS ISTAND: AT1.

OF PLUM ISLAND, AND A SIGNIFICANT SECTION OF SUFFOLK

W COUNTY S NORTH FORK IN THE PATH OF A POTENTIALLY

LEG-17

LEG-18

LEG-19

LEB-20

N-517

Sections 3.5.5.1 and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS present our assessment of the
impacts of LNG carrier transits to marine traffic of the Sound. That
assessment, in conjunction with the Coast Guard, indicates that there would
not be a significant impact on existing cross-Sound recreztional boating.

Impacts to commercial fishing are described in Sections 3.5.5.1 and 3.7.1.4
of thefinal EIS. As noted in these sections, the impacts to commercial
fishing should be minor.

As part of enforcing the moving safety and security zone, the Coast Guard
would conduct routine Broadcast Notice to Mariners, notifying the public
of the zones implementation. Additionally, escort tugs and Coast Guard
escort vessels with the LNG carrier would serve as an additional layer of
on-scene notification. 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 thefinal EIS).

Please see our response to comment LEG-6.
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LEG-20

LE&-21

LEE-22

%

3

FETHALFIRE. LENELS OF PREVENTITIVE PRACTICES AND
EXCLUSION ZONES NOTWITHSTANDING, THIS RISK MUs1e BE
ACKNOWLEDGED, AN TITS PRESCENCE MUST BE DEEMEDNA
SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMFACT.

45 BILLION GALIONS OF LONG ISLAND SOUND WATER WollLD
BEPERMANENTLY RUMOVED FROM THE ESTUARY OVERTHE
LAFETIME OF THIS PROJECT. IN THE FORM OF FOREIGN VESSEL
BALLAST. FINFISIL SIIELLFISH, LARVAE AND EGGS WOULD BE
KILLED IN THIS PROCESS ARV THE OVERALL STATUS OF THIS
NATIONAL ESTAURY WOULD BE COMPROMISED. THISIS A
SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE EXVIRONMENTAL IMPACT.
LOBSIEREABITAT WOULD BEALTEREDAND THE NORMAL
BREEDNG AND FORAGING ACTIVITIES OF THIS FRAGILE
CRUBTACEON WOULD BE PREMANENTLY ALTHERED IN THE
AREA OF THE FSRUL AR WELL AS ALONG THE PIPELINE. A
CONTIGLOUS SEAVEOOR COMMUNITY WOULL BE
PERMANENTLY SEGMENTED. AND FURTHER COMPROMISED.

ACTIVE LOBSTER AND TRAWLING AREAS WOLLD DE

PERMANENTLY REMOVED, WITH THE BLAKD STATEMERT THAT

LOBSTERMAN AND FISHERMAN WOULLY BE "COMPENSATED.”

DESTRUCTEYN OF HABITAT AND LIVELIHOQD IS A SIGNTFICANT

ADVERSE IMPACTON THE ENVIRONMENT.

LEG-21

LEG-22

N-518

Please see our response to comment LEG-3.

Please see our response to comment LEG-14 regarding recovery of the
seafloor. Asdiscussed in Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS, any impactsto
lobster populations would be highly localized. Potential impacts primarily
would occur during construction of the subsea pipeline, which would
generally result in a short-term impact to less than 0.1 percent of the

seafl oor of Long Island Sound.
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LEB-23

LEG-24

LEE-25

LEB-26

4

SITING OF FLOATING GAS TANK TN THE MIDDLE-OF THE SOUND,

Y¥ISITED BY TANKERS 2770 3 TIMES PER WEEK, WITH AN LE6-23
AVERAGE 40 TTOUR CYCLE FOR EACH VESSEL, WOULD RESULT IN

TANKER ACTIVITY IN THE SOUNDTOR 120 OUT OF 16§ HOURS IN

ASWEEK. THIS PRESECENCE WOULD BE OBSEVARBLE FROM ALL

OITHE SUPFOLK COUNTY COASTLINE, AN WOULD POREVER

DESTROY THE SERENITY ANDITRANQUILITY THAT 1.5 MILLION LEB-24
RESIDENTS CANENJOY. INJTS PLACE WILE BE FEAR, RESIDENTS

NEVER KNOWING WILL THEY WITNESS A FIREBALL OF BIBLICAT,

PROPORTIONS, NEVER KNOWING WILL A TANKER BE STRUCK,

WIEL:A VALVE MISFUNCTION.

AR TOTHE ECONOMICHIMPACTS, THOW WILL OUR TTIRIVING LE6-25
TOURISM INDUSTRY WORK WITH THIE NEW FACTOR? PERHAPS

WELL SEL, *COME TOSUFFOLE, POTENTIAL HOMEQF TIIE

LARGEST FIREWORKS SHOW KNOWN TOMANOR “ENIOY OUR

WATERS, JUST NOT THE EVER MOVING ENCLUSION ZONES™

THE MENTION OF POSITIVE ECONOMICIMPACTS ¥ A PILOT

PAYMENTS, SALES TAX REVENUES, AND MINIMAL LOCAL

EMPLOYMENT WOULD BE FAR OUTWEIGHED BY THE AMOURT LE6-26
OF INVESTMENT KEQESSARY PORSAFEDY, SECLRITY, AND

DISASTER MITIGATION THAT ENERY LEVEL OF GOVERNMENT

WOULD BE FORCLD TO BEAR, AN TIIAT CONT WOLU LD BE BORN

BY TAXPAYERS,

N-519

Section 3.5.6 of the final EIS has been updated to address impacts to visual
resources from LNG carriers.

Please see our responses to comments LEB-5 and LEG-7.

Please see our response to comment LEG-11.

Safety and security would be the responsibility of the Coast Guard. As
described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, local agencies or municipalities
may agree to be involved in emergency responses in accordance with an
Emergency Response Plan, which would include a Cost-Sharing Plan to
provide funding for those agencies and municipalities involved in response
actions. The plan would be subject to approva by FERC.
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LEG-27

PINALLY, AS TOTHE HEW YORK STATECOQASTAL ZONE
MANAGEMENT PLAN, OF THE 11 POLICIES ARTICULATED, THIS
PROJECTED EITHER DIRECTLY CONTRADICTS, OR-AT BEST DOES
RNOT ENHANCE ANY OF THE STATED POLICIER. A FEW EXAMPLES

IXCLUDE: POLICY 3= ENIANCE VISUL

SCENICRESCOURCES THIS PROJECT WILL INTR3ODUCE A LEVEL
OF INDUSTRIALIZATION TO A LARGE PART OF THE LONG ISLAND

SOUNDLAND WILLSERTJOSIA DEGRADE. THE VIEWSCATPE,

POLICY 5:PROTECT AND IMPROVE WATER QUALITY AND SUPPLY.

IN THE LONG ISEAND SOUND COASTAT AREA- 45 BILLION

GALLONS OF LONG ISLAND SOUND WATER WILL WIND WP INTHE
SEA OF CHINAOFF THECOAST OF WESTAFRICA OR FROM
WIATEVER OTIHIR PORT THESE FOREIGN TANKERS CALL ON. 5
AND S MILLION GALLONS OF FSRU BALLAST WILL BE TREATED
WITH BLEACH, AND THEN WILL Bl RELEASED BACK INTO THE
SOUND, THIS DOES NOT PROTECT OLUR WATERS, POLICY 6-

PROTECT AND RESTORE THE QUALITY OF TLHE LONG LIS ATND

BOURD ECOSYSTEM - MILLIONS OF EGGS AND LARVAE WILL BE
RILLETY EACH YEAR IN & PROCESE CONVIENTLY REVERRED TG
AS IMPINGEMENT/ENTRAINMENT, BATTAST WATER WILT BE

PERMENENTLEY REMOVED OR TREATED WITH BLEACIT ANIY

N-520

LEB-27 Please see our response to comment LEB-10.
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DUMPED BACK INTO THE SOUND. THE FCOSYSTEM WILL BE LEG-28
TERRORIZED, NOT RESTORED,
I WILELCLOSE THIS REMARK: ABIDE BY THIRTY YEARSOF
JURISPRUDENCE, EMBRACE THE RESPOSIBILITIES THAT CONGRESH SET
OUT IN THENATION AL EXVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT. AND. THAT THFE.
STATE OF NEW YORK ADOPTED THROUGH TH $TATE ENVIRONEMTAL
QUATTTY REVIEW ACT BEIECT THIS PROBOSAL, AND SEND BROADWATER

PACKING. TINALLY, IMPOSE A MORATORIUM ON ANY LNG FACILITY

APPROVAL UNTIL A COMPREHENSIVE REGIONALSTURY CAN BE LE6-29
CONDUCTED TOSELECT THOS FROFPOSALS WITH THE MOST BENEFIT-AND
THELEAST PAPACT. OUR FEDERAL AND STATE GGOVERNMENT OWES TS
NOLESS:
N-521

As discussed in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, the residual chlorine
concentration is not expected to affect water quality because of the
relatively low concentration of the sodium hypochlorite in the discharge
water. |n addition, mixing upon discharge would occur rapidly dueto the
volume of water in Long |sland Sound and associated tides and currents.
The associated discharges would be required to satisfy New Y ork’ s water
quality standards for SA waters or would satisfy SPDES permit
requirements to reduce potential impacts to water resources. For these
reasons, any operational impacts associated with water discharges are
considered minor but long term because they would continue for the life of
the proposed Project.

Please see our response to comment LEG-16.
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STATEMENT BY

THE HUNTINGTON TOWN BOARD
ONTHE BROADWATER DEIS

Good evening, my mame is Maureen Licgioné, a wiember-of the firm Jaspan
Schiesinger Hoffiman. Tam here ta:present astatermont by the Town of Huntington
Supervisor Frank Petrone and Town Board members Mark Cuthberison, Susan Berland,
Stuart Besen and - Glenda Jacksonto provide comuments on the DEIS for the Broadwater
Project. The Townasan itterverior in these FERC proceedings; witl alde file detailed
written comments on the DEIS by the deadling which Huntington and uther Towns Juve
requested be extended,

Simply swated, it s preposterons to expect the Town Board to belisve thit the
consiretion and operation-ofa 1,215 foot long, 200 fout wide barge fifled with § hillion,
cubic feel of ignitable natural gas standing over 80 feet above the waterling and
gooupying over 2,000 scres of an Estuary of Natonal Significance; along with a 217
mile subsea pipeline and a Yoke Mooring Systern towering 223 feet shove thesea floar
and oooupying over 13000 square Teet of valusble benthic habitat on State underwater
Tarids, as well agan additional over T8 LNG tankers annually restricting navigation.on
Long Island Sovnd will nothave 4 signifiednt inpact of that sy adverse impacts of this

Project ean be easiby.mitigated. Yet that is the fiction presented in the DEIS, ag if written

£
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LE7-1 [

LE7-2

LE7-1

by Broadwater, the Project sponsor; itself, "We sugpast vou start over to provide an
honest and objective view of this Praject; ag the law requires:

Huntington s on the nortlyshore of Long Ieland and has miles of precious and
diverge coastling and acres of embayments, ingluding essential fish habitat and productive
wetlands, connected to Lnng Tstand Sournd. Huntington has arichmaritime heritage:
Thousands of people closely coimetted to the Sound, dnd whio travel by boat to thie areas
i iquestion, reside within its borders. The people of Huntington should not bedeprived
of the recreational pleasures and commercial benefits of navigating Long Island Saund

and open scoess 1o iks nakiral resources held imthe public trust, in favorof profits for

multinational pereleunt interests. The Broadwater LNG Project fs plainly not an

appropriate use of vur Long Tsland Sound. Tt is our water, not Broadwaicr,

Huntinigton also 1§ fin gtranger to énergy facilities a8 it is the hoiie of the
Kevspan/LIPA Korthport Power Plant; the largest power generating facility serving Long
IsTand, but tunforfunately one of the dirtiest in the northeast. Huntington 18 also whéte the
Trveuons Pigeling makes landfall, where the riatural gas coming south frorm the Troquots
Pipelme splits to'setve Long Tsland and then to New York City via the Bastchegter
Extension. We have'had pur share of ordeal dealing with simply having the present
Traquois facilities in our Town,. Vet Emadw_ater plans fo. connect to Troguais to deliver LE7-2
ity pateral gas to Long Island and New York City, sowe express serious.concem as to
what-this expanded usé of Iraquois will imean to the Town, which 1s ot addressed in the
DEIS:

Wermist fitst consider the purported needand purpiose of the Project. We are told

by the DEIS and the Frojects sponsor that we need Broadwater, iUis the best alternative

MTLADSDIF RSO LI 3

N-523

The EIS for the Broadwater LNG Project has been prepared in accordance
with NEPA, CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA (40 CFR
1500-1508), and the FERC regulations for implementing NEPA (18 CFR
380). It was prepared by a highly qualified team of scientists, engineers,
and planners and was reviewed prior to issuance by the EPA, Coast Guard,
COE, NOAA, and NY SDOS staff.

Asdiscussed in Section 2.4.2, the final EIS has been updated to clarify that
according to Broadwater and |GTS, operation of the proposed Broadwater

Pipeline would not require any expansion nor affect the volume or
frequency of natural gas vented from the existing valve station in
Huntington, New Y ork.
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LET-3

and LIS 35 the best Tocation for ¢ floating storage and regasification unit for Long Tsland
tohave a sufficient supply of natural gas and that having Rroadwater will veduice the cost
of natural gag 1o Long Ilanders dod allow us to have cleaner and cheaper power. Unlesy
ve hear this from the Long Island Power Authority to whom Long Islanders pay for their
pawer and Keyspan which provides the mugjority of power LIPA sells to us andithe
natural gas which Long Island regidents purchase; these commenteare meaningless. We
need LIPA and Keyspen to say we need Broadwater for-this gas-and that its presepce will
mean clean energy and reduce our rates, if it ietrue. However, we understand that
Broadwater is actually & competitorto a proposed Keyvepan project to bring more nabiral
gas tor Long Island, the Islander Bast Pipeline:. Frankly, that makes the conclusions 1o the
DEIS on iieed and purpose nothing more than a sales advertiserment for Shell Oil and
Trans Canada, Broadwaters parents:

Furthermore, the Broadwater Projett is hot, a5 we sit here-tonights a feasible
project becanse i requires easemients from the Skate-of Mew York for use of State
underwater lands, which have not been granted, Novig there any reasen to believe such
gragts wilk be-made by the Siate. Broadwater has ot even correctly applied for these
easements. The applicable State statutes do pot even allow fir such an casement-fora
mooring tower gystem and the LNG barge. - Thig-means that new legislation would have
16 be adepted Tor the State to even consider such a useof Long Island Sound, Todeso,
the State would have t.set-aside ity stewardship of Long Isldnd Sound under-the public
trust doctiive, which ‘calls forthe State to bold these waters, underwater fands and natuyal

regourtes in triist foralt the publie and not to encumber them forthe purpose of private

BT U7V S DT B 1T 3

N-524

LE7-3

As stated in Section 1.1.1 of the final EIS, Broadwater is proposing the
Project to provide natural gasto New Y ork City, Connecticut, and Long
Island, with the latter to receive approximately 25 to 30 percent of the total
amount of gas transported through the proposed pipeline. Section 1.1.1 of
the final EI'S also addresses the supply and demand issues for the target
market, including information on the proposed [slander East Pipeline
Project.
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LE7-4

profits. There is sio miote than a passing mention in the DELS of these essential
easements.

The Broadwater Project will devalue natural resurces of LIS, impaic public
recreation and commierce, intetfere with navigation and other water dependent uses and
eleatly havean adverse envirommental impsct and an adverse impact on existing
cofnimercial enterprises using Long Island Sound, The DEIS fils adequately and
objectively to present and analyze these impatts:

Furthermore, the use of dur coatal waters by the Broadwater Project is plaindy

Hconsistent with State Coastal Policies generally and specifically contrary to the Long

Istand Sonnd Coastal Management Program policies. These policies are-comprehensive

1 t (i1+]

and reflectexisting state: Inw and sathoriry; representing &
development and preservation, that sre written and imiplemenited ta perimit the beneficial
useof, but prevent adverse effocts on, the Sound’s coastal resources and commugities: LE7-4
While the DEIS attemipts to assess the Broadwater Froject against these polictes; the
biased review is seally just another chapterin the fiction novel,
Agan exaniple, # critical policy is to'protect and vestore the quality and function
of the LIS ecosvstem. Thig policy whs teinforced by the New York State Ocean and
Gireat Lakes Foosysterm Conservation At adppted by the State Legislature and signed
irte Jaw in 2006, 1tis now the policy of the State toimplement seosystom based
managemient for our coastal waters, It1s difficult to sée How an industrial eneegy
complex such as Broadwater could be consigient with suchia policy, Yetthe DEIS

repiorts on the applicant’s consistency determination and boldly states, “Broadwater

tndicated that the Project would protect the Sound in e variety of Ways. 7 and “the

MTEDIZRM UMD T §

N-525

Broadwater submitted a coastal consistency certification to NYSDOS and
to FERC that contains applicable policies of the Long Island Sound CMP
and the applicable local land management plans. We did not state our
opinion regarding consistency since NY SDOS is responsible for
determining whether or not the Project is consistent with those policies. It
is our understanding that NY SDOS will file its determination with FERC
after the final EIS has been issued.
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Projest would preserve the: Sound s water quality by using 2 closed loop vaporization
LE7-4 system. . .7 completely imissing the point fhat the real issue ig not how it operates, but
whether éven having the Project in the Sound is consisient with the policy.
in ponclusion, the DEIS utterly fails to identify and assess the threats of the
Broadwater Project (6 the LIS ecosysténi aid charscter of the LIS ¢ommnunity, The vise
of LIS for an industrial energy complex such as the Broadwaler Project i3 in direst
contradiction to'the ongoing Federal, State and local efforts and engrmons public

resowrces expended loprotect and regtore the LIS estuary:

TR0 VOO TG 5
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Iapsaity 16, 2007

CoMpENTS SUBMITIEDRY BradForD FIRET SEpugruany Chuery LB, Mokms
Ry Broadwater Berey amn BROADWATER PIPELINE

FERC Docerr NUspees CPO6-54-000 0 O P-55.000

GOOD EVENING GENTLEMEN:

MY NAME IS CHERYL MORRIS, BRANFORIYS FIRST SELECTWOMAN.
ON BEHALF OF THE TOWN OF BRANFORD AND A8 HOST TO YOUR

MEETING HERE TONIGHT, ALLOW METOWELCOME YOUTO LR TOWN.

AS YO HAVE MOST LIKELY HEARD THROUGHOUT THIS APPLICATION
PROCESS,
ANDWILL HEAR AGAIN THIS BEVENING,

BRANFORDHAS BEEN TIED TOTHE SOUND FOR CENTURIES,

EVER BEFORE THE DUTCH ARRIVED HERE NEARLY FOUR HUNDRED
YEARS AGO, THE'WATERS OF LONG ISLAND SOUND WERE CONSIDERED 13Y
THEMATIVEPOPULATION AR ASCURCE OF PHYSICAL BUSTENANCE, AR
WELL AR OF SPIRITUAL NOURISHMENT,

THEDRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, YOU AREOIFERING
FOR BEVIEW.AND APPROVAL WOLLD ENDTHAT,

TS THATSIMPLE.

YOLUR REPORT -

Local Elected Officials
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ANDTHIS BYOUR BEPORT,

POES WOTHING BUT EXD THOSE DAYS OF LONG BLAND SOUKD BEING 4
WAY OF LIFE FOR ITS INHABITANTS AND ASPECTACLEE OV JOY ARND

WONDER FORITS VISITORS,

THIS REPORT IS A DEATH KNELL POR THE SOUNT —
ENVIRORMENTALLY, ECONOMICALLY AND BOCTALLY.
ANDHF APPROVED, THIS I8 ONEY THE BEGINNING.

MORE WILL FOLLOW,

WITH THE HERCULEAN EFPORT THAT HAS TAREN PLACE OVER MANY
VEARS TO RESTORE AND PRESERVE THE SOUND,

THIS DRELS 18 AT BEST A DISAPPOINTMENT.

ITORNLY TAKES AQUICK LOOK AT FERCS WEBSITE AND THE LONG LIST
OF PROJECTS THATHAVE EITHER A DRAFTORA FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT TOSEE HOW UTTERLY INSANE AND UNFAIR FERCS
PFROCESS I8 FASTTRACK IS AN UNDERSTATEMENT.

FPLISTS NEARDY 30 PROPOSED PROJECTS THAT ARE ON FERC'S DOCKET
WITH AN E-EBS OF ONE TYPE OR ANOTHER, AT LEAST BRANFORD BENOT

ALONWE.
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BASEDON WHAT WE SEE HERE, WE CAON ONLY ASSUME THAT THE OTHER
E-IS REPORTS BEFUSE TO ACKNOWLEDGE THE DETRIMENTAL IMPACT

THEIR BESPEOTIVE L-3-0 PROJTECTS WILL HAVE.

PRUSURE THATYOU WILL HEAR FROM PEOPLE FAR MORECUALIFIED
THAT TANM TO-ADRRESS THE DEFICIENCIES TN THE D-E-1-8,

BUT INSHORT. ITFAILS EVERY TEST,

O ITTURNS A PUBLIC RESOURCE - LONG ISLAND SOUNDL INTO
NOTHING MORE THAN & PRIVATE DRIVEWAY FOR A FORERGN-
OWNED, FOR- PROFIT ENERGY CONSORTIUM DUBBED

PBROADWATER” LETS CALLID WHATIT IS - A SWEETHEART DEAL:

LE8-1  Figure 2-6 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) presents the results of

T THE PROPOSED LN PLATEORM WILL SERIOUSLY IMPEDE WATE . 8 -
THE PROPOSED 1N-G PLATFORM WILL SERIQUSLY IMPEDE WATER a detailed analysis of the current uses of Long Island Sound and depicts the

LES-1

BORNE TRAFFIC TO CONNECTICUT'S DEEP WATER PORTS IN FSRU in reletion to those uses. Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS presents an
o R e ) assessment of the impacts of the FSRU on marine transportation and
BRIDGEPORT NEW HAVEN ANDNEW LONDON. PLEASE ASK addresses potentlal Impacts to pOftS. As stated in that section, the proposed
GOVERNOR SPITZER AND MAYOR BLOOMBERG HOW THEY WOULD location of the FSRU and the surrounding safety and security zone is not an
area of heavy commercial traffic, and the Project would have only a minor
REACTTO HAVING A LSBOUARE MILE "NO-TRESPASSING™ FOKE |mpa:t on commercial vessels that would last for the duration of the

Project. We have determined that the FSRU and its proposed safety and
security zone would have at most a minor impact on marine traffic to and
PTYTELDS RO BENEFIT TO THEIR STATE ORCITY, from portsin Long Island Sound.

PLACED IN FRONTOF THE PORT OF NEW YORK, ESPECIALLY WHEN

Local Elected Officials
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THE PUBLIC SAFETY RISKS AND RELATED FINANCIAL BURDENS
PLACEDOR THECOAST GUARD, STATES, AND ABUTTING
LOCALITIES - INCLUDING BRANPORD, ARENOTHING MORE THAN A
FORCED SUBSIDY TO AN ENERGY INDUSTRY ALREADY CHOKING ON

RECGRD PROFITS.

- LE8-2
YOUR ATTENTION TO THE SAFETY PROCEDURES CALLED FOR 1Y
THE COAST GUIARDS DETERMINATION ON BROADWATER BEGS THE
LES-2 QUESTION - WHO WILL PAY? MOST OF US HERE THIS EVENING
ENOW VERY WELL WHO WILL PAY. ANDIT WILLNOTBE
- TRANSCANADA OR ROVAL DUTCH SHELL
U FINALLY, BUTNOT LEAST IMPORTANT, IT ALLOWS FOREIGN
INTERESTS TOCONTROL A MAJOR ENERGY SUPPLY TOTHE
DENSEST POPULATION REGION OF OUR COUNTRY;
WEVIEW THE EFFORTS SEEN IN THIS REPORT AS ENMBLEMATIC OF FERC'S
APPROACH TOTHE ENTIRE QUESTION OF HOW BESTTO MEET THE
ENERGY NEEDS OF BOTH THE NORTHEAST AND OF THE COUNTRY.
THEY ARE DISNIAL, INDEED.
CONSIDER THIS,
FERC HAS BEEN TOBRANFORD BEFORE, [N THIS VERY ROOM: VET, WHEN
TOLNSRUED THE NOTICE FOR THIS PUBLIC MEETING - ONE OF ONLY TWO
N-530

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 fina EIS]), we
cannot identify the funding source for the additional resources. However,
if additional funding is required for the Coast Guard, the source would
almost certainly be the federal budget, which is supported by the national
tax base rather than the local one.
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LES8-3

LE84

LE8B-S

MEETINGS IN THE ENTIRE STATE, YOU PUBLISHED THE WRONG §TREET
ADDRESS,

HOWWOULD SOMEONE FROM ANOTHER TOWN ANDNOT FAMILIAR WITH
THIE BULDING FIND ITY

THERE IS MO IS EAST MAIN STREET IN BEANFORD, 30O MAPQUESTOR

GOOGLEMAPS WOULD NOT BE HELPFUL.

ANDLIN THAT SAME NOTICE WAS A LINK TOPERC'S WEBSITE TO PROVIDE
MISSING PAGES TO THE HARD COPIES OF THE D-E-1-8 YOU THSTRIBUTED,
YOLFMAY NOTHAVE CHECKER [T YOURSELE, BUT WHEN WE DID, WE
FOUNTYTHAT T TAKES YOU TOA PAGE THAT READS:

TWERE SORBY THEPAGE YO ARE LOCKING FOR I8 NOLONGER
AVAILABLE"

WE THINE THATSAYS TNALL,

TS OUR VIEW THAT THE TRE-FS CONTAINS THE SAME LEVEL OF CARE
ANDATTENTION TO DETAIL THAT THE FUBLIC KOTICE HADX

W DOUBT VERY MUCH THAT TRANSCANADA, ROYALDUTCH OR ANY OF
FERC'S “APPLICANTS WOULD ACCEPT THAT LEVEL OF SERVICE.

PLEASE KNOW THAT NETTHER DO WE,

LETMESAY THIS. DESPITE THE POLITICAL DIFFERENCES YOI MAY READ
ABOUT, INDIVIDUZALS MAYT DISAGREE FROM TINIE TO TIMEON THE

METHODOR PROCEDURES THAT EFFECT THIS GREAT TOWN BUT WE ALL

LE8-3

LE8-4

LE8-5

N-531

Dueto atypographical error, our initial notice had the wrong address for
Branford High School, as noted by the commentor, and we apologize for
that mistake. When we discovered the error, we issued a correction to all
those who received the initial notice. More often than not, we select
schools to host public meetings because their location is familiar to the
local population and because it is easy to discern a school from other
structures. We do not believe that the initial error prevented anyone from
attending the public meeting.

The website that the commentor is referring to had two links to the WSR
(Appendix C of the final EIS): the FERC docket link and the direct link to
the Coast Guard site. Although the FERC link may have been temporarily
inactive, the link to the Coast Guard site was functioning properly, and the
entire public portion of the WSR was available to the commentor at that
site.

As noted above, the initial notice for the comment meeting had a
typographical error; this consisted of “18” instead of “185” for the address
of the high school. The hypothesis that atypo in the notice equates to
errors in the draft EIS is unsupported. We believe that a careful review and
comment on the draft EIS would have proven the hypothesis incorrect and
would have also provided val ue to the process.
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WILL STAND TOGETHER TO PRESERVE THE BASIC ESSENTIALS THAT THIS
TOWK I8 BUILT ON WHICH I8 OUR SHORELINE AND ITS BEAUTY.  THE
CONIHTION WE LEAVEIT IN FOR OUR GRANDUHILDREN I8 WHAT ANY
DECISIONS SHOULD BASEDON, WOT WHAT'S BEST FOR NEW YORK OR TTS

FORMER MAYOR.

TR ALY FIRST YEAR DN OFFICE, T FOUGHT DEVELOPERE WHO CHOSE TO-TRY
AND RAVISH OUR LANDSCAPE, ARSONISTS WHOIRIED TO DESTROY OUR
VERY SAFETY. AND CONTRACTORS WHO DIDN T LIVELUPTO THEIR
FECANCIAL OBLIGATIONS AND TONIGHT TSTAND HERE TO TELL YOU,
THAT ALL THE RESIDENTS OF BRANFORD, REPUBLICAN, DEMOCRAT OR
USAPPILIATED. STAND TOGETHER TODEMAND THAT YOU NOT
DESTROY OUR BEAUTIFUL SHORELINE AND . LEFUS LEAFE QURLEGACY.
NOT YOURS - POR QUR GRANDCHILDREN AXD FORTHE ENJOYMENT OF

MANY GENERATIONS TO COME.

GENTLEMEN, THE TOWN OF BRANFORD URGES YOUUTO HELP US PROTECT
LESS ONEOF CONNECTICUT'S EAST GREANTOPEN SPACES, REEXAMINETHE
‘ BASIS FOR YOUR D E-I-8 CONCLUSIONS, WHEN YOU DO, PERHAPS YOU
WILL SEE WHAT EVERYONE ELSE DOES - THAT IT B INSUPFICIENT, THE
BURDEN TOPROVE THAT THIS PROJECT WILL NOT HARN THE CITIZENS OR

THE ENVIRONMENT I8 ON BROADWATER. THEY HANE NOTYETMET THAT

LE8-6

N-532

We have revised the final EISto provide additional and updated
information on existing conditions, projects, and projections that have
changed since the draft EIS was issued.
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BURDEN; THUS ¥OU SHOULD RECOMMEND. A DENIAL, NOT AN APPROVAL

QI THE APPLICATION:

AGAIN; THANK YOU FOR THIS:OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT ON THE D-E-1-S

AND THE BROADWATER APPLICATION,
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