
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Introduction 

Broadwater Energy LLC and Broadwater Rpeline LLC (jointly termed  roadw water') a-e 
proposi ng to construct, i nstal I, operate, and ma nta n a permanent1 y moored, I i quef i ed naturd gas (LNG) 
i mport, storage, a d  regasif i cati on faci l i ty located a mi ni mum of 9 mi l es from shore, a d  a n w  off shore 
natural gas pi pel i ne to connect to the exi sti ng interstate naturd gas transmission system i n Long I sl and 
Sound. Broadwater has f i led a q p l  i cati on with the Federd Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC or 
the Commission) for the proposed Broadwater LNG Project (the proposed Project) under Sections 3(a) 
a d  7(c) of the Naturd Gas Act (NGA). 

FERC staff prepa-ed this f i nd envi ronmental i mpact statement (El S) to f ul f i I I the requirements of 
the Nationd Environmentd Pol icy Act (NEPA) a d  the Commission's implementing regulations. The 
purpose of the EIS is to provide the public a d  the permitting agencies with information about the 
potential envi ronmental i mpacts of the proposed Project and its alternatives, a d  to recommend mi ti gati on 
measures that would avoid or mi ni mize adverse i mpacts to the maxi mum extent practical . we2 prepa-ed 
this El S wi th the assistance of the fol I owi ng cooperating agenci es: the Department of Homeland Security, 
U.S. Coast Gua-d (Coast Gua-d); the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE); the U.S. Environmentd 
Protection Agency (EPA); the National Omographi c a d  Atmospheric Administration, Nati ond M ari ne 
Fisheries Service (NM FS); a d  the Nevv Y ork State Department of State (NY SDOS). The scope of the 
El S was developed based on input from m a y  sources, including the Broadwater q p l  ication; the 
cooperating agencies; the Nevv York State Depa-tment of Public .Services3 (NYSDPS); the State of 
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection; the State of N w  York Department of 
Envi ronmentd Conservation (NYSDEC); the N w  York State Office of Pa-ks, Recreation a d  Historic 
Preservation; pub1 i c open houses, scopi ng m&i ngs, a d  comment m&i ngs; letters received from the 
pub1 i c; a d  from our own field i nspecti ons, research, and a d  yses. 

Purpose and Need 

The purpose of the proposed Project is to establish an LNG ma-i ne terminal capable of receivi ng 
i mported LNG from LNG m r i  ers, a d  storing and reg& fyi ng the LNG at a average sendout rate of 
1.0 bi I l ion cubic feet per day at ful l development. The termi nd would provide a n w  source of rel i abl e, 
longterm, a d  competitively priced natural gas to the Long l d a d ,  Nevv York City, a d  Connecticut 
ma-kets by connecting to the existing subsea naturd gas pi pel i ne system owned by the l roquois Gas 
Transmission System (I GTS) . Broadwater esti mates that qproxi matel y hd f of the natural gas sent out 
from the LNG terminal would be trasported to N w  Y ork City, about 25 to 30 percent to Long Island, 
a d  the rema ni ng portion to Connecticut. 

Approximately 85 percent of the gas consumed in the N w  York City, Long lslad, a d  
Connecticut ma-ket is current1 y del ivered by pi pel i ne from the Gulf of M exi co a d  Caada; production 
from those areas is projected to decline over the next 20 years. Conversely, energy consumption 
projections indicate that there will be a increasing need for naturd gas in the region. In the past 
10 yeas, electric power generati ng faci I i ti es i n the region have i ncreased output by about 5.6 percent per 

' Broadwater Energy LLC is jointly owned by TCPL USA LNG, Inc. (a subsidiary of TransCanada Corporation) and Shell 
Broadwater Holdings LLC (a subsidiary of Shell Oil Company). Broadwater Pipeline LLC is owned by Broadwater Energy 
LLC. 
The pronouns" we," " us," and "our" refer to the environmental daff of FERC's Office of Energy Projeds. 
NYSDPS isthe agency tasked by the governor of N w  York with the overall responsibility for consulting with FERC on siting 
and safety matters regarding Broadwater' s appl icati on. 



yea, m d  the mnud consumption of natural gas by those facil i ties increased by 100 bill ion cubic feet. 
The use of naturd gas for el ectri cd generati on, rather thm cod or oi I, is directed toward meeti ng regi ond 
a r qud i ty objectives. 

Natural gas transmission pi pel i nes originating in the Gulf of Mexico and western Canada 
termi nate i n NAN Y ork m d  Nevv Engl a d ,  and the great di stmces between the sources m d  the markets 
increase the costs of gas while decreasing the reliability of the supply. The proposed Project would 
reduce the a& s future need for nevv or expmded i nterstate naturd gas pi pel i nes by providing a l ocd 
supply of natural gas that uses existing distribution fa3 I i ti es. 

Project Description 

The proposed LNG termind would be in Nevv York State waters of Long ldmd Sound, 
qproxi matel y 9 mi l es4 from the nea-est shorel i ne, m d  generally north of the Hamlet of Wadi ng River. 
The terminal would be a f l oati ng storage and regasi f i cati on unit (FSRU) that would be attached to a yoke 
mooring system (YMS) that includes a mooring tower embedded in the seafloor. LNG would be 
delivered by LNG carriers, temporarily stored on the FSRU, vaporized (regasifi ed), then transported in a 
n w  21.7-milelong subsea pipeline that would have m offshore connection with the existing IGTS 
pi pel i ne that extends across Long I d and Sound. Broadwater estimates that m average of 118 mriers per 
yea (2 to 3 per week) would be needed to meet the Project's planed sendout volume at full 
development. LNG mriers would transit from the Atlmtic O m  into the Project Waterway (defined as 
the waterways trmsi ted from the outer bounday of the navigable waters of the U.S. to the FSRU). 
I nbound carriers would f i rst stop at either the Point Judith R lot Station (pri may route) or the M ontauk 
R l ot Station (d ternate route). From the Point Judith R l ot Station, m r i  ers would transit Block l d m d  
Sound north of Block I d a d ,  head generd l y west to enter Long I d a d  Sound at its eastern end ( m  aea 
known as the Race), m d  proceed to the FSRU. From the M ontauk R l ot Station, m r i  ers would head 
generd l y northwest to qproach the Race, then proceed to the FSRU . 

The FSRU, which would rema n moored in place for the duration of the Project, would pivot or 
" weathervane" aound the Y M S i n response to the prevai I i ng wi nd, tide, m d  current conditions. It would 
be approxi matel y 1,215 feet long m d  200 feet wide, with a draft of qproxi matel y 40 feet and the upper 
deck about 82 feet above the water1 i ne. The doubl ehul led FSRU would i ncl ude a si ngl e berthi ng and 
unloading facil i ty for LNG mriers with m g o  cqa3 ties rmgi ng from 125,000 to 250,000 cubic meters 
(m3); a total LNG storage cqaci ty of 350,000 m3 (about 8 billion cubic feet); a closed-loop, naturd gas 
fired vqorization system to heat the LNG; and uti I i ty systems, c r w  quarters, and service faci I i ti es. 

Broadwater proposes to use existing onshore fa3 I i ties at either Greenport or Port Jefferson, NAN 
York to support construction and operati on. Existing office, warehouse, m d  docking space would be 
avai I abl e at either I ocati on. Duri ng construction, Broadwater would use an exi sti ng concrete coati ng yad  
out9 de of the NAN Y orWConnecti cut aea m d  a pipe storage aea wi thi n m exi sti ng devel oped area at the 
Port of Nevv YorWNevv Jersey. 

Project Schedule 

As currently proposed by Broadwater, pi pel i ne i nstd I ati on would begi n with prel ay surveys that 
would stat i n September 2009. 1 n-water work on pi pel i ne i nstal I ati on would begi n i n October 2009 m d  
would be completed by April 2010. The YMS would be instdled in October and November 2010. 

M i leqe is presented as datute miles except where otherwise noted 



Connection of the n m  pi pel i ne from the Y M S to the I GTS pi pel i ne woul d tdte place in November 2010, 
m d  the FSRU would be connected to the Y M S in December 2010. Broadwater antici pates design m d  
fabrication of the FSRU m d  Y M S would require qproxi matel y 3 yeas m d  proposes to be i n service i n 
late December 2010. 

Reviews, Authorizations, and Permits 

FERC is the federd qency responsible for authorizing q p l  i cati ons to construct m d  operate LNG 
terminals that are onshore or in state waters, m d  interstate naturd gas trmmission facilities. The 
Commission wi l l determi ne whether or not the Project should be qproved. A f i nd qprovd would be 
granted by FERC if, after consi derati on of both envi ronmentd m d  non-envi ronmentd issues, it finds that 
the proposed Proj ect i s consi stent with the pub1 i c i nterest. 

The Coast Guard has regulatory responsi bi I i ties for certa n aspects of the FSRU m d  for the LNG 
carriers. As pat of that responsibility, the Coast Guad assessed the potenti d navigation safety m d  
maiti me security risks associated with the Project within the Project Waterway, identified strategies for 
m m q i  ng potenti d risks, and addressed the suitability of the Project Waterway to support LNG m r i  er 
traffic. The methods used m d  results of the md ysis are presented in the Coast Guad' s Waterways 
Sui tabi I i ty Report (WSR), which is i ncl uded i n this El S (Appendix C). I n addition, the Coast Guad wi I I 
revim m d  adopt d I or pertinent pats of this El S to satisfy its q p l  i cab1 e N EPA responsi bi I i ti es. After 
issuance of the find EIS m d  completion of its review, the Coast Guad will issue a Letter of 
Recommendation that wi l l provide FERC with the Coast Guard' s fi nd determi nation of whether or not 
the Project Waterway is suitable for the FSRU m d  the associated LNG mrier traffic. 

FERC m d  the Coast Guard have shared rwi  ANS of the engi neeri ng, rel iabi I i ty, m d  safety aspects 
of the Project based on m qreement between the two qenci es. This joi nt revim begm i n late 2004 
when FERC i ni ti ated its pref i I i ng process. FERC has the lead responsi bi l i ty for rw i  AN of the proposed 
subsea pi pel i ne m d  LNG hmdli ng, storqe, m d  regasification on the FSRU. The Coast Guad has the 
lead responsibility for assessing the safety and security of the FSRU as a maine facility m d  the LNG 
carrier operations while at berth and in trmsi t to m d  from the FSRU in U.S. terri torid waters. The 
wal uati ons, which have focused on the safety of the engineering design and the projected operational 
rel i abi l i ty, have resulted i n recommended design chmges and consi derati ons to i mprove the safety of the 
faci I i ty. FERC m d  Coast Guad staff have d so recommended the use of a certifying entity for the design, 
plm revim, fabrication, i nstd Iati on, inspection, ma ntenmce, and oversight of the FSRU and Y M S. If 
the Project is approved and i mpl emented, the Coast Guard would conti nue to have oversight of the safety 
m d  security aspects of the FSRU m d  the LNG mriers and would require both aspects of the Project to 
comply with q p l  i cab1 e requirements for operati on, security, and safety. 

If FERC authorizes the Project and the Coast Guad issues a Letter of Recommendation 
indicating that the Project Waterway is suitable for LNG mrier traffic (with or without additional 
measures), the Coast Guad would propose establ i shi ng a Regulated Navigation Area to i ncl ude measures 
of safety and security zones for the FSRU and LNG mriers. For the FSRU, the safety m d  security zone 
proposed by the Coast Guad would be a fixed ci rcula zone with a radius of 1,210 yads (0.7 mile) from 
the center of the Y M S that would be established for the life of the Project. For each LNG mrier, the 
Coast Guard has proposed a moving safety m d  security zone that would extend 2 nauticd miles 
(2.3 mi l es) i n front of the m r i  er, 1 nautical mi l e (1.2 mi l es) to the rea, m d  750 yards (about 0.4 mile) to 
each side of the vessel duri ng i nbound m d  outbound trmsi ts. The esti mated trmsi t ti me for the movi ng 
safety m d  security zone to pass a fixed point would be about 15 minutes based on a m r i  er speed of 
12 knots. The exact size m d  location of the safety m d  security zones would be determined through the 
Coast Guard' s regulatory dwel opment process, which would i ncl ude appropriate envi ronmentd analyses. 



With the permi ssi on of the Coast Guard CqtA n of the Port, vessel s other thm those engaged i n escorti ng 
a LNG m r i  er may be d l  owed to enter the moving safety and security zone. 

I n addition to FERC and the Coast Guard, other federd agenci es have responsi bi I i ti es for i ssui ng 
permits or for wd uati ng compl i a c e  wi th relevat federd I m s  a d  regulations. The COE has permi tti ng 
responsibility under the Rivers a d  Habors Act a d  the Clem Water Act; EPA has regulatory authority 
under the CIem Water Act and the CIem Air Act; the U.S. Fish a d  Wildlife Service (FWS) a d  NMFS 
a e  responsible for revievvi ng the Project' s compl i a c e  wi th Section 7 of the Endagered Sped es Act; a d  
N M FS is responsi bl e for rw i  w i  ng compl i ance with the M agnuson-Stwens Fishery Conservation a d  
Maagement Act a d  the Marine Manmal Protection Act. The N w  York State agencies with 
responsibilities for rw i  w i  ng a d  permitting the Project con9 st of the following: NY SDEC has been 
delegated the permi tti ng responsi bi l i ti es under the Clem Water Act and the Clem Ai r Act; NY SDOS is 
responsi ble for rw i  w i  ng federal agency actions and activities relative to the Coastd Zone M aagement 
Act, including a determination of con9 stency with N w  York' s Coastd M aagement Program a d  the 
Long l d a d  Sound Coastd Management Pol i u es; a d  the N w  Y ork State Off ice of Parks, Recreation 
a d  Historic Preservation is responsible for revievving the Project's compliace with Section 106 of the 
Nati ond Historic Preservation Act. 

On February 28,2006, NY SDPS submitted its Safety Advisory Report; the report addressed state 
a d  locd considerations for the Project a d  provided comments from NYSDOS, the Nevv Y ork State 
Emergency Management Office, the N w  York State Department of Trasportation, the N w  York State 
Off ice of Homeland Security, a d  severd l ocd governmentd enti ties. Appendix E of this El S presents 
our response to the safety matters raised in the report as required by the Energy Pol icy Act of 2005. 

Public Scoping 

Public scopi ng began in November 2004, with Broadwater's submittal of a Letter of I ntent to the 
Coast Guad a d  FERC' s acceptace of Broadwater i nto its pref i l i ng process. I n Februq 2005, FERC 
issued a prefi l i ng notice to qproxi matel y 2,200 interested pati es, including federd , state, a d  local 
off i ci al s; agency representatives; conservati on orgai zati ons; a d  l ocd l i brari es a d  nwspqers. I n 
August 2005, FERC issued a notice i nformi ng the pub1 i c of our pl a n d  El S a d  pub1 i c scopi ng m&i ngs 
for the Project and requesting comments on environmental issues. I n August 2005, the Coast Guad 
issued a notice requesting comments on the Letter of Recommendation for the Project; a d  in 
September 2005, FERC and the Coast Guad conducted joi nt pub1 i c scopi ng meeti ngs at Stony Brook a d  
Shorehan, Nevv Y ork, a d  at East Lyme and Branford, Connecticut. The primary concerns expressed 
during the public scoping process were associated with hedth a d  safety, security, public access, 
i ndustrial ization of the Sound, a d  envi ronmentd i mpacts to the Sound. 

FERC d so conducted agency consultations, pati u pated i n i nteragency m&i ngs a d  conference 
cal Is, a d  met with concerned agenci es a d  non-governmental organizations to identify issues to be 
addressed in this El S. The Coast Guad partici pated in m a y  of these m&i ngs, attended m a y  other 
m&i ngs held by groups of concerned u tizens, conducted a Ports a d  Waterways Safety Assessment 
workshop a d  a Harbor Safety Working Group meeting as a pat  of its safety risk assessment, and 
establ i shed a subcommi ttee of the Area M ari ti me Security Committee to provide input to its revi evv of 
potential risks to mai ti me security. 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Development of the Final EIS 

I n November 2006, the draft El S was ma led to agenu es, i ndivi dud s, a d  orgaizati ons and was 
submitted to EPA for formd pub1 ic notice of ava labi l ity in the Federd Register. The pub1 ic notice 
established a comment period of 60 days, offici d ly ending on January 23, 2007. Public comment 



meti ngs on the draft El S were conducted at Smithtown m d  Wading River, Nevv York, and at NAN 
London and Brmford, Connecticut. FERC d so met with representatives of the Connecticut Long l d m d  
Sound Task Force on LNG to discuss the draft EIS. In addition to the written and verbd comments 
presented at the m&i ngs, we received sepaate written comments on the draft El S from November 2006 
through prepaati on of the f i nd El S. FERC staff' s responses to comments a e  provided i n Appendix N of 
this fi nd El S. Where appropriate, the text of the El S was revised i n response to comments m d  as a result 
of our additional revievv of updated i nformati on fol I owi ng issuance of the draft El S. 

Safety and Security 

The Coast Guard conducted an assessment of the Project's effect on the safety m d  security of the 
Project Waterway and issued its findings in the WSR. The WSR will support the Letter of 
Recommendation that the Cq ta  n of the Port will submit to Broadwater, FERC, m d  state m d  locd 
qencies. The WSR is based on a systematic assessment of potentid risks to navigation safety m d  
mai ti me security associated with the proposed Project as it was described in Broadwater's Letter of 
I ntent. The assessment of potenti d risks was wal uated in terms of the components of risk: threats, 
vul nerabi l i ti es, m d  consequences. The assessment lead to the prel i mi nay determi nation that addi tiond 
measures would be neesay  to md<e the Project Waterway suitable for LNG carier traffic m d  
i dentif ied addi ti ond measures that would provide for the safety m d  security of the proposed FSRU m d  
LNG cari ers; those measures wi I I be consi dered by the Commission during its rwi  AN of the proposed 
Project. 

The WSR concl udes that there are currently no known, credible threats aga nst the proposed 
Broadwater facility, although periodic threat assessments must be conducted to ensure that the security 
measures in place rema n qpropri ate to address unknown threats. There are mmy si gni f i c a t  safety m d  
security benefits associated with the location of the FSRU, especldly with respect to threat and 
consequence since it would be remote from population centers. The Coast Guad has stated this 
remoteness would serve to reduce the attractiveness of the FSRU as a taget, but the I ocati on would create 
some I aw enf orment  chd l enges. Additional security resources would be needed to mi ti gate safety and 
security risks associ ated with the proposed Project, particularly tra ned I aw enforcement personnel m d  
smd l boats. Further, addi tiond marine firefighting resources may be required to mitigate fire risks 
associ ated with the Project. If the Coast Guad concl udes that the needed resources a e  not avai I abl e prior 
to i ni ti ati on of operati on, FERC would not provide Broadwater with f i nd approvd to operate the Project. 

H z a d  zones associated with a I age rel ease of LNG from the Project were calculated as pat of 
assessing the suitability of the Project Waterway for LNG carier traffic m d  the suitability of the 
proposed location of the FSRU . I n addition, separate cd cul ati ons and ri sk-based and yses were used for 
determining the size m d  shqe of the proposed safety m d  security zones aound the FSRU m d  the LNG 
carriers. None of the h z a d  zones around the FSRU extend to a population center due to the mini mum 
9 mile distmce between the FSRU and land. H z a d  Zones 1 m d  2 would d so not extend to the shore 
associated with trmsiting LNG cariers. 

Potential Environmental Impacts 

The potentid envi ronmentd impacts of the proposed Project would be Iagely limited to the 
i mmedi ate vi ci ni ty of the proposed FSRU m d  pi pel i ne during construction m d  the FSRU I ocati on during 
operati on. Fevv i mpacts would be associated with use of the exi sti ng onshore office, waehouse, m d  
industrial docking facilities m d  dong the LNG cari er trmsi t routes. Thus, the proposed Project, under 
normal operati ng conditions, would not be expected to i mpact sen9 ti ve onshore or neashore resources 
such as wet1 ands, terrestrial wildlife m d  birds, freshwater fisheries, shellfish beds, eelgrass beds, 
residences, busi nesses, or county, state, or nati ond paks. Broadwater developed the proposed siting and 





operation of the proposed Project, including the impacts of LNG m r i  ers in trmsi t m d  at berth, a e  
summarized below. 

In generd, the use of mriers to ship LNG to the Project would result in a minimal increase in 
overal l commeru al shi ppi ng i n Long I d a d  Sound (by about 1 percent). 9 nce the m r i  ers would trmsi t 
deepwater areas, normd LNG mrier operation would have little impact on offshore or neashore 
resources such as bottom sedi ments m d  bottom dwel I i ng biota, or on the shorel i ne m d  onshore resources 
such as shoreli ne erosion, wildlife, wetlmds, threatened m d  endmgered species, cul tural resources, 
residences, and 1 m d  use. 

l mpacts to water resources would primarily be associated with the i n t ke  and discha-ge of 
seawater by the FSRU and LNG mriers. Most of the water tken in by the FSRU would be used for 
bd last when di scha-gi ng vqorized LNG. When t k i  ng on LNG from the carriers, the bd last water i n the 
FSRU would be returned to the Sound. LNG mriers would t k e  on water pri ma-i l y for use in cool i ng 
m d  for bd last when LNG is being unloaded. The cooling water would be returned to the Sound, m d  the 
carriers woul d depa-t Long I dand Sound with ballast water that was tken on. LNG carriers would not be 
expected to di scha-ge any bd I ast water i n the Project Waterway. 

Annud ly, the water i n t ke  of the FSRU would average qproxi mately 5.5 mi I I i on gd l ons per day 
(mgd), with a maxi mum da l y intake of 8.2 mgd during periods of ped< gas sendout. Assuming that an 
averageof 118 LNG carrierswould deliver LNG to the FSRU eachyea, themriers' averagedaly water 
i ntake of water from the Sound would be qproxi matel y 22.7 mgd, i ncl udi ng bd last m d  cool i ng water. 
This total represents about 0.005 percent of the total da ly seawater inflow to the Sound. 

Discha-ges from the FSRU would be at qproxi matel y the ambient temperature of the Sound. 
Water discharges for the LNG mriers, pri ma-i l y associated with cooling onboa-d machi nery, would cool 
to within 1.5"F of anbient temperature within 75 fed of the discha-ge point. These discha-ges would be 
compa-abl e to those of other I age, steam-dri ven shi ps i n the gl obd commerci d shi ppi ng f led; they 
would not rase the overd I temperature of the Sound or aggravate conditions that contribute to hypoxia. 
Temperaturerel ated impacts assou ated with operati on of the FSRU and LNG mriers woul d be Iocd ized 
m d  mi nor. 

The prima-y impact to biological resources during operation would be the 
i mpi ngementlentra nment5 of i chthyopl mkton (the eggs and I m a e  of fish drifting in the water column) 
due to the in tke of water from the Sound. Based on recent ichthyoplankton surveys m d  the volume of 
water tken in by the FSRU and LNG mriers, the totd potentid impingementlentranment of 
ichthyoplankton would be less than 0.1 percent of the estimated totd stock in the centrd basin of the 
Sound, assumi ng wen di stri buti on throughout the basin and no design or operational mi ti gati on measures 
to reduce impacts. Based on the water depth of the FSRU i n t ke  structures and the low i n t ke  vel ou ty, 
the actud i mpi ngementlentrai nment would be consi derabl y less thm the average densi ties i ncorporated 
into our loss estimates. As a result, there would be a negligible long-term impact to ichthyoplankton a d ,  
therefore, on the generd fisheries resources of the Sound. 

N M FS has designated the &I oor m d  the water col umn of Long l d m d  Sound as essential fish 
habitat (EFH) m d  has identified 19 fish species as EFH-managed species in the a-ea of the proposed 
YMS, FSRU, m d  pipeline. Additiondly, designated EFH occurs within the LNG mrier trmsit route for 
va-ious l i festages of 30 species. Although EFH would be affected by &I oor disturbance m d  temporay 

1 mpi ngementlentrai nment refers to organisms being taken into the FSRU and LNG carriers with the water or being held on the 
intake screen dueto the flow of water through the screen. 
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turbidity duri ng construction a d  by the I i mi ted sediment conversion of the seaf l oor from soft sedi ment to 
had substrate, construction would not cause si gni f i m t  i mpacts to EFH resources. 

During operation, the primay i mpact to EFH-designated fish species would be associated with 
impingement/entranment during water intake. Less t h a  10 percent of the estimated 
i mpi ngement/entra nment would be composed of EFH-desi gnated species based on field surveys. As a 
result, the i mpact to EFH-desi gnated species would be negl i gi bl e but long term. 

Potentid impacts to federdly listed threatened and endangered species were assessed in 
coordi nati on with FWS and N M FS, a d  pri mai l y focused on potential i ncreases i n the ri sk of vessel 
collisions and noise. FWS stated that, except for occasional transient i ndividuds, no threatened or 
endagered species within its purview occur in the viu ni ty of the offshore portions of the proposed 
Project. FWS further stated its concurrence with FERC's determination that the proposed marine 
terminal would not be I i kely to adversely affect federally I isted av ia  species because the impacts would 
I i kel y be i nsi gnif i m t  or discountable. 

NM FS identified seven federd l y I i sted threatened or endagered species that could occur i n the 
vi u ni ty of the proposed Project in Long Id  a d  Sound, including four sea turtle species and three whale 
species. The primay potentid impacts to these federally I isted threatened a d  endangered species would 
be vessel stri kes and noise. Broadwater has developed a Draft Vessel Stri ke Avoi dace a d  Reporting 
Plan in coordination with NM FS - Protected Resources Division. We have recommended that 
Broadwater continue consultation with NM FS - Protected Resources Division to find ize the vessel strike 
avoi dace measures specific to the proposed Project. Based on our rw i  AN and consultation with N M FS, 
we have ddermi ned that the Project would not be I i kely to adversely affect my  federd ly or statelisted 
threatened or endagered species. 

A i r emissions from the FSRU would pri mari l y be generated by burni ng naturd gas to heat the 
LNG during the vqorization process. The Long Island Sound aea has been categorized by EPA as 
" nonatta nment" for ozone a d  particulate matter with a di meter of 2.5 micrometers or less, which means 
that addi ti ond mitigation may be needed to reduce emissions a d  offset my  impacts of future projects, 
such as the Broadwater LNG Project. All emissions from construction a d  operation must be in 
compliance with a r qud i ty permits. With implementation of the mitigation a d  offsets determined by 
NYSDEC a d  adherence to the q p l  i d l e  permit requirements, impacts to regiond air qud i ty during 
operation of the Project would be i nsignifimt but would continue for the life of the Project. 

Section 176(c)(l) of the CAA requires Federd qenu es to assure that their actions conform to 
q p l  i cab1 e State i mpl ementati on pl a s  (S  Ps) for achi w i  ng a d  ma nta ni ng the NAAQS for criteria 
poll utats. For there to be conformity, a Federal action must not contribute to n w  violations of stadads 
for ambient air quality, increase the frequency or severity of existing violations, or delay timely 
atta nment of stadads in the aea of concern (e.g., a State or a smd l er air qud i ty region). As the Nevv 
York SI P budget components that affect Broadwater are currently in development, Broadwater has 
initiated discussion with NYSDEC regadi ng Generd Conformity and the Project's emissions that a e  
subject to Generd Conformity. Project emission data have been submitted to NYSDEC a d  a e  being 
wal uated by NY SD EC for i ncorporati on i nto the S P emi ssi on budget for the rel w a t  ozone SI Ps. 

The Generd Conformity And ysi s for the proposed Project i ndi cates that the Project would be 
constructed a d  would operate in conformance with the NAN York SI P under the current I-hour ozone 
stadad, insofar as it qplies in the future. Broadwater aticipates that measures undertken in 
conformace with the I-hour ozone SIP will similaly conform under the &hour SIP, currently being 
revised by the NY SDEC. Upon the determi nations concerning the S P budgets, Broadwater wi I I continue 
to coordinate with FERC, NYSDEC, a d  USEPA to satisfy the qplicable Generd Conformity 





the last energy trmsfer faci I i ty was bui I t in the Sound, and there is I i ttle indication that the existence of 
that facility increased development in the Sound or on shore. Further, there would be little or no 
economic benefit to clustering i ndustrid activity in the immediate viu nity of the proposed Project. We 
have concl uded that i mpl ementati on of the Broadwater Project would not sti mu1 ate n w  types of off shore 
i ndustri al or commerci d devel opments. 

The seafloor below the proposed fixed safety and security zone at the FSRU m d  dong the 
proposed pi pel i ne route is held i n pub1 i c trust by the State of N w Y ork. Broadwater q p l  i ed to the N m  
York State Office of Generd Services (NYSOGS) to obtain permission to use these aeas, and both 
NYSDEC and NYSDOS are reviwi ng the qplication to md<e recommendations regarding natural 
resources and to address coastd zone mmqement issues. NY SOGS is requi red, under the state' s coastd 
mmqement plan, to conduct its own coastal zone consistency revim to ensure that the granting of a 
lease would be consi stent with coastd pol i u es. I n addition, Broadwater has submitted a Coastal Zone 
Mmqement Act consistency certification to NYSDOS, and has submitted a supplement to the 
certification that includes the mti u pated coastd zone effects associated with implementing the proposed 
safety m d  security measures presented in the Coast Guad' s WSR. NYSDOS is currently reviwi ng 
Broadwater's documents. We understmd that dter the final El S is issued, NYSDOS will determine 
whether or not the proposed Project would be con9 stent with the state's Coastd M anqement Progrm, 
the Long l d m d  Sound Coastd M anqement Fi m ,  m d  rel want land manqement programs. 

Although LNG m r i  er operations represent m increased risk to pub1 i c health m d  safety, FERC 
m d  the Coast Guard consi der the potential risk to be very low. The anti u pated m r i  er routes are at least 
3 miles from the shorel i ne, with two exceptions the closest shorelines to the route a e  Fishers l dand 
(about 1.4 miles) m d  Plum ldmd (about 1.3 miles). LNG carriers would be subject to Coast Guad 
requirements, including the proposed establishment of a safety and security zone around each incoming 
m d  depati ng m r i  er, m d  Coast Guard i nspecti on m d  enforcement practices. 

Thetypesof eventsmost likely tocauseasignifimt releaseof LNG aeshipcasudties, such as 
col I i si ons, d I i si ons, or groundi ngs. To cause a rel ease of LNG, such m i nu dent would require suff i u ent 
force to breach the LNG ship' s double hull and m g o  tanks. During the approxi matel y 44,000 voyqes 
that have been completed since the inception of LNG maritime transportation, only 10 substatid 
i nu dents have involved LNG ships, m d  none of those incidents resulted in the release of LNG due to 
ruptured m g o  tanks. Acci dentd groundi ngs, col I i si ons wi th small vessels, and l ow-speed col I i si ons with 
I age vessels could cause mi nor shi p d m q e  but would not result i n a m g o  spi I I due to the protection 
provided by the doublehul l structure, the insulation layer, m d  the primary m g o  tmk of m LNG vessel. 
We do not believe that these types of accidents woul d result i n si gni f i m t  envi ronmentd i mpacts. 

It is possiblethat a release from the FSRU or m LNG mrier could becaused by m intentiond 
act, such as a terrorist attack. Although an i ntenti ond breach scenario could result in thermd radiation in 
the immediate vi u nity of the release, such scenai os are typically assou ated with the desire to inflict 
d m q e  to md or infrastructure and population and commeru d centers, rather thm m offshore aea. 

We addressed potenti d envi ronmentd i mpacts i n the unl i kel y event that m i nu dent i nvolvi ng the 
FSRU or m LNG carrier released LNG. Because LNG is a cryogenic I i qui d, the greatest threat to aquatic 
life from m unigni ted LNG spill would be thermd stress. Any aquatic life directly contacting the LNG 
would experience a sudden cold shock that could be l ethd , although it is expected that most motile 
underwater organisms would detect the temperature chmge m d  avoid the aea Wi ldl i fe on the surface 
near the release could be surrounded by the vqor cloud m d  suffer asphyxiation. However, because the 
LNG woul d qui ckl y vqori ze m d  di sperse, the I i kel y durati on of such exposure woul d be short. l mpacts 
to shorel i ne habitats m d  assou ated wi I dl i fe could occur in the unl i kel y event of m uni gni ted vapor cloud 



of naturd gas from XI LNG release reached land and ignited onshore. Potenti d damqe could involve the 
combusti on of both vegetation m d  wi I dl i fe as the fi re burned back towad the I ocati on of the release. 

I n summq, we determined that, with strict adherence to federd m d  state permit requirements 
m d  regulations, m d  with implementation of Broadwater's proposed mitigation measures m d  our 
recommendations, the proposed Project would result in I i mi ted adverse i mpact to the environment. 

Cumulative Impacts 

We consi dered a wi de vari ety of projects m d  activities in the general aea that, in concert with the 
proposed Broadwater Project, could result in cumulative impacts. Of these projects, we more closely 
wal uated 12 projects in Long I d and Sound, including three naturd gas pi pel i nes (two existing m d  one 
proposed), five existing subsea telecommunications or electric t rmmi  ssion cables, two offshore oil 
trmsfer platforms, m d  two proposed offshore dredged material disposd sites. We determined that while 
other constructed m d  proposed projects have the potential to contribute cumulative impacts to water 
qud i ty, mai ne biologicd resources, visual resources, a r qud i ty, m d  maine trmsportation, only the 
additive impacts of the Eastchester Expmsi on R pel i ne Project m d  the future Id  mder East R pel i ne 
Project could potentially generate si gni fi m t  cumulative i mpacts i n the offshore waters of Long I dmd 
Sound, m d  were therefore malyzed further. I ncomplete backfilling dong the Eastchester route has 
resulted i n the persi stence of a trench dong the pi pel i ne route. To mi ni mi ze si mi I a problems with the 
proposed Project, we have recommended that Broadwater actively backfi I I the trench m d  i mplement post- 
construction moni tori ng to assess success i n accordmce with pl ms  dwel oped i n concert with federd m d  
state resource agenci es. 

We bel i w e  that i mpacts associ ated with the Broadwater Project as proposed would be mi nor, m d  
we have i ncl uded mmy recommendations i n this El S to further avoid m d  mi ni mize the envi ronmentd 
impacts of the Project. Consequently, only a md I cumulative effect is mtici pated when the impacts of 
the proposed Project are added to past, present, or reasonably f o r d l  e future projects i n the aea 

Alternatives 

Coast Guard 

The proposed action before the Coast Guard is to consi der whether or not to issue Broadwater a 
Letter of Recommendation that finds the Project Waterway suitable for LNG marine traffic. AI ternatives 
consi dered by the Coast Guad consi sted of the fol I owi ng: 

I ssui ng a Letter of Recommendation f i ndi ng that the Project Waterway is suitable without the 
i mpl ementati on of addi ti ond measures; 

l ssui ng a Letter of Recommendation finding that the Project Waterway is unsuitable 
(NeActi on Alternative); m d  

l ssui ng a Letter of Recommendation f i ndi ng that, to md<e the Project Waterway sui tab1 e, 
addi tiond measures a e  neesay  to responsibly manqe risks to navigation safety or 
maiti me security associated with LNG mai ne traffic. 

I ssui ng a Letter of Recommendation f i ndi ng the Project Waterway to be sui tab1 e for the Project 
would allow LNG cariers to transit Long l dmd Sound route to m d  from the proposed FSRU once 
operations a e  commenced. This would result in m&i ng the energy needs of the taget market for the 
Project. A determi nation that the Project Waterway is suitable could be rendered with or without 
addi tiond measures. Based on the assessment of port safety m d  security in the WSR, issumce of a Letter 



of Recommendation without conditions is not consi dered to be a viable d ternati ve m d  was not addressed 
further in thisfind ElS. 

If the Coast Guard were to issue a Letter of Recommendation that finds the Project Waterway 
unsuitable for LNG mai ne traffic, the Project Waterway would continue to be used as it is currently, m d  
the environmentd impacts associated with issumce of a Letter of Recommendation with specific 
conditions would be avoided. However, the purpose m d  need of the Project would not be met, m d  the 
region' s i nu-easi ng energy demmds woul d not be met. 

FERC 

In our assessment of dternatives, we reviewed the following types of dternatives: NeAction m d  
Postponed-A cti on Alternatives; Alternative Energy Sources; System Alternatives; Combi ned 
Alternatives; Alternative LNG Termi nd Desi gns m d  Locati ons; R pel i ne Route Alternatives; R pel i ne 
Constructi on A I ternati ves; A I ternati ve Vqori  zati on M ethods; m d  A I ternati ve Onshore Support Faci I i ti es. 

With the NeActi on m d  Postponed-Acti on Alternatives m d  the Alternative Energy Sources, the 
projected energy needs for the New Y ork City, Long Id  a d ,  and Connecticut makets would not be met; 
this would result i n energy supply i nstabi l i ty m d  the persi stence of elevated naturd gas price m d  price 
vol ati I i ty. I n addition, these alternatives would not diversify the sources of or provide storqe for naturd 
gas, both of which a e  part of the purpose m d  need of the proposed Project. 

As pat  of our evaluation of d ternative energy sources, we d so evd uated proposed renevvabl e 
energy projects in Nevv York m d  Connecticut, including proposed wind and ti dd energy projects, and 
determi ned that these proposed renewabl e energy projects would provide a small i nu-ease i n the energy 
supply for the region. Federal, state, and local initiatives promoting renewable energy likely will 
contri bute to m i nu-ease i n the ava I abi I i ty of these technologies i n the comi ng yeas. However, severd 
New Y ork m d  Connecticut state studies predict that renewable energy sources would offset only a smd I 
pat  of the projected energy demmd for the region for the foreseeable future. 

We also consi dered exi sti ng, proposed, or planned projects, i ncl udi ng six exi sti ng pi pel i ne 
systems; seven proposed pi pel i ne proj ects; m d  20 proposed, pl mned, or existing LNG termi nd s between 
Quebec, Canada and the Delawae River in New Jersey. Although it would be technicd ly feasible to 
trmsport naturd gas through these systems, none of these alternatives could di rectl y deliver compaabl e 
volumes of naturd gas to the target markets without substantial system upgrades or extensive offshore 
construction that would result i n greater envi ronmental i mpacts than those of the proposed Project. 

I n consi deri ng alternative types of LNG termi nd s and d ternati ve I ocati ons, we concl uded that m 
FSRU sited in the central portion of Long l d m d  Sound would be the least envi ronmentd l y d m q i  ng 
d ternative that would still m e t  the purpose m d  need of the Project. An onshore LNG facility along 
Long I d and Sound would be closer to populated areas and would I i kel y requi re dredgi ng m d  construction 
of berthi ng mdor  pi pel i ne support fa3 I i ti es in sensi tive neashore waters. A shuttle regasif ication vessel 
terminal dso would likely result in greater seafloor impacts thm those of the proposed Project, m d  
i ncorporati on of storage w a b i  l i ti es to satisfy Project objectives would generd l y result i n impacts that 
would be at least compaabl e to i mpacts associ ated with storqe for the proposed Project. 

Broadwater selected the proposed subsea pi pel i ne route to l i mi t i mpacts whi l e consi deri ng the 
engi neeri ng constra nts on potential i nterconnecti on I ocati ons with the I GTS pi pel i ne. We evd uated six 
d ternati ve pi pel i ne routes. Connecti ng to the I GTS pi pel i ne as proposed would al low the deli very of 
LNG to the target makets without additiond upgrades to the IGTS system m d  the associated 
environmentd impacts. Shorter routes to the IGTS pipeline would not provide a substantid 



envi ronmental advmtqe but would increase the length of 24 i  nch-di meter I GTS pi pe that gas from the 
Project would need to pass through to reach N w  Y ork City and Long I sl and. This would reduce the 
f l ow-through capacity of gas that could be shi pped from the Project as compared to the proposed I ocati on 
of the i nterconnection or would requi re addi ti ond compression. Construction along the other pi pel i ne 
route d ternatives we consi dered would result in greater envi ronmentd impacts thm those of the proposed 
Project. 

Overdl, the proposed Project with implementation of the mitigation methods we have 
recommended would result in fwe r  environmentd impacts thm any dternatives considered. This 
i ncl udes consi derati on of the Project' s purpose and need m d  the envi ronmentd i mpacts assou ated with 
the location, design, m d  construction methods of the d ternatives. 

Major Conclusions 

During our envi ronmentd reviw of the proposed Project, we identified procedures that would 
avoid, mi ni mi ze, m d  mi ti gate envi ronmentd i mpacts that would result from construction m d  operati on of 
the Project as proposed by Broadwater. We recommend that these mitigation measures be attached as 
conditions to my  aclthorization issued by the Commission. If the proposed Project is found to be 
consistent with the public interest m d  is constructed m d  operated in accordmce with Broadwater's 
proposed mi ti gat ion methods m d  the mitigation measures recommended by FERC m d  Coast Guard, we 
conclude that it would result i n l i mi ted adverse envi ronmental i mpacts. The fol lowing a e  the pri may 
reasons for our deci si on: 

The FSRU would be located at least 9 mi l es from the neaest shord i ne m d  would be di stmt 
from population centers m d  sensi ti ve neashore mai ne biological resources; 

The proposed Project would result in fwe r  environmental impacts thm my dternatives 
considered, m d  mmy alternatives could not meet the proposed purpose m d  need of the 
Project; 

The Coast Guad has made a preliminary determi nation that, if specific risk mi tigation 
conditions are implemented, the Project Waterway would be sui tab1 e for use by LNG m r i  ers 
to and from the proposed FSRU ; 

The Coast Guad woul d establ i sh and enf orce a Regul ated N avi gati on Area to i ncl ude safety 
m d  securi ty zones around the FSRU m d  the LNG m r i  ers that would minimize the potenti d 
for conflict between the proposed Project m d  current m d  future usage of the Project 
Waterway by commeru d , recreati ond , m d  government mai  ne vessels; 

Design m d  operation of the proposed Project would include the safety features m d  
procedures required by the Commi ssi on, the Coast Guard, m d  the certifying entity; 

Broadwater woul d devel op m d  i mpl ement m Emergency Response Fl an that would i ncl ude 
i nvol vement by state and local agenu es and muni u pd i ti es; i ncl ude a Cost-Shari ng Fl m ;  m d  
m e t  the requirements of the Commission, the Coast Guad, and other federd agenu es; 

The navigation controls m d  mari ne safety and security measures that would be i ncorporated 
into the Project would result in a remote likelihood of an LNG spill m d  would keep the 
potential risk to health and safety at m acceptable I wel ; 

As proposed by Broadwater, constructi on m d  operati on of the proposed Project woul d result 
in a minor envi ronmentd impact, m d  i mpacts to resources would be avoided or further 
mini mi zed with i ncorporati on of our recommendations; 



* *  Broadwater would obtAn d l  federd permits and authorizations m d  would follow the 
q p l  i cab1 e permi tti ng requirements of the State of NAN Y ork; and 

The envi ronmentd inspection m d  mi ti gati on moni tori ng progrm would ensure compl i mce 
with the mitigation measures that would become conditions to my  authorizations of the 
proposed Project issued by the Commission. 


