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1 .O INTRODUCTION 

The draft EIS for the proposed Broadwater Project was issued in November 2006 and the formal 
pubic comment period extended from the date of issue through January 23, 2007. During this draft EIS 
comment period, FERC, the Coast Guard, COE, and NYSDOS conducted public comment meetings on 
Long Island at Smithtown (January 10) and in Wading k v e r  (January 11). FERC, the Coast Guard, and 
COE conducted public comment meetings in Connecticut at New London (January 9) and Branford 
(January 16). The public comment meetings provided interested groups and individuals the opportunity 
to present verbal and written comments on FERC staffs analysis of the environmental impacts of the 
proposed Project as described in the draft EIS. At the public comment meetings, we stated that we would 
accept written comments throughout the period when the final EIS was being prepared. 

We received written comments on the draft EIS throughout the period from issuance of the draft 
EIS to preparation of the final EIS and considered each of the comments received between November 
2006 and November 2007 in preparing the final EIS. All written comments received on the draft EIS and 
the transcripts of the public comment meetings on the draft EIS are part of the public record for the 
Project and are available in the Project docket (CP06-054 and CP06-055). 

This appendix consists of the following two main sections: 

* *  Section 2.0 provides our responses to the written and verbal comments we received that 
specifically addressed the draft EIS; and 

* *  Section 3.0 addresses the general written and verbal comments we received regarding the 
proposed Broadwater Project that were not specific to the contents of the draft EIS. 

We also received several petitions from organizations and individuals that were either in general 
opposition or support of the proposed Broadwater Project. These petitions were general in nature and we 
have not responded to them in this appendix. However, the Commission will consider these petitions and 
all other information in the Project record during its deliberations on the proposed Project. 



2.0 COMMENTS SPECIFIC TO THE DRAFT EIS 

This section presents our responses to written and verbal comments specific to the draft EIS. 



WRITTEN DOCUMENTS 

Table 2-1 presents a list of the written comments we received specific to the draft EIS, including 
the name and adiation, if any, of the commentor, and the identification number we assigned to each 
comment letter. The remainder of this section provides our responses to these written comments and the 
section is organized based on the affiliation of the commentor as follows: 

Federal Agencies (FA) are presented in Section 2.1.1 

State Agencies (SA) are presented in Section 2.1.2 

- State Elected Officials (SE) are presented in Section 2.1.3 

Local Agencies and Municipalities (LA) are presented in Section 2.1.4 

Local Elected Officials (LE) are presented in Section 2.1.5 

* *  Organizations and Companies (OC) are presented in Section 2.1.6 

- Individuals (IN) are presented in Section 2.1.7 

Applicant (AP) is presented in Section 2.1.8 

For comments specific to the draft EIS, we have provided a copy of each letter we received with 
the specific comments related to the draft EIS bracketed and numbered. Our response to each numbered 
comment is presented opposite the comment. 

Some commentors attached reports, maps, articles, comment letters from others, and other 
documents to their comment letters. If the attachment was specific to the draft EIS, it is included with the 
letter and we have responded to comments identified. If the attachment was not specific to the draft EIS, 
we did not include it with the comment letter. If the attachment was a duplicate of a letter we responded 
to separately in this section of the appenhx, we did not include it with the comment letter or duplicate our 
responses. However, the attachments are available for review in the public docket at httg:JJm $rc,am 
under "E-library ." 



TABLE 2-1 
List of Written Comments 

Letter 
Number Commentor 

FA- 1 Dept. of the Interior 

FA-2 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

FA-3 Department of the Army, New York District, Corps of Engineers 

FA-4 National Marine Fisheries Service 

SA-0 1 NYS Dept. of Environmental Conservation 

SA-02 New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (William Little) 

SA-03 NYS Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 

SA-04 New York Department of Public Service (Saul A. Rigberg) 

SA-05 New York State Office of General Services 

SA-06 Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection 

SA-07 Long Island Sound LNG Task Force 

SA-08 Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection 

SE-01 NY State Senator Carl Marcellino 

SE-02 Connecticut Governor M. Jodi Rell 

SE-03 Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

SE-04 Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

SE-05 Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

SE-06 Connecticut State Senator Adrea Stillman 

SE-07 Connecticut Representative Toni Butcher 

SE-08 Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

SE-09 Connecticut Attorney General Richard Blumenthal 

LA-0 1 Farrell Fritz for Suffolk County 

LA-02 Suffolk County Legislature 

LA-03 Joseph F. Williams, Suffolk County Department of Fire, Rescue & Emergency Services) 

LA-04 Long Island Farm Bureau 

LA-05 New York City Energy Policy Task Force (Gil C. Quiniones) 

LA-06 Towns of Brookhaven, Huntington, and East Hampton 

LA-07 Town of Brookhaven Town Board 

LA-08 Edward Michels, Chief Harbormaster, Town of East Hampton 

LA-09 Bill Taylor, Waterways Management Supervison, Town of East Hampton 

LA-1 0 East Hampton Twon Commercial Fisheries Advisory Committee 

LA-1 1 Town of Oyster Bay (Cashin Spinelli & Ferretti, LLC) 

LA-1 2 Town of Huntington Town Board 

LA-1 3 Town of Huntington 



TABLE 2-1 (continued) 
List of Written Comments 

Letter 
Number Commentor 

LA-1 4 Harry Acker, Town of Huntington, Director of Marine Services 

LA-1 5 Town of East Lyme (Donald F. Landers, Jr.) 

LA-16 Norwalk Harbor Management Commission (Anthony Mobilia) 

LA-1 7 Town of Brookhaven (Brian Foley) 

LA-1 8 East Hampton Town Board 

LA-1 9 Towns of Riverhead and Southold 

LA-20 Suffolk County 

LA-2 1 Towns of Riverhead and Southold 

LA-22 Suffolk County 

LA-23 Town of Riverhead 

LA-24 Town of Brookhaven 

LA-25 East Hampton Fisheries Committee 

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 

OC-01 Save the Sound ,Appendix Synapse comments, Coastal Vision comments 

OC-02 Citizens Campaign for the Environment (also includes IN40 - Tettelbach) 

OC-03 CT Stop the Pipeline (Katherine G. Kennedy) 

OC-04 Cross Sound Ferry Services 

OC-05 Nature Conservancy 

OC-06 Save the Sound 

OC-07 Audubon Connecticut 

OC-08 New England Energy Alliance 

OC-09 The Maritime Aquarium at Norwalk (Amy Ferland) 

OC-I 0 Repsol Energy North America Corp. 

OC-I 1 South Fork Groundwater Task Force (Julie Penny) 

OC-12 South Fork Broundwater Task Force (Julie Penny) 

OC-I 3 Group for the South Fork (Robert DeLuca) 

OC-I 4 Norwalk River Watershed Association (Lillian Willis) 



TABLE 2-1 (continued) 
List of Written Comments 

Letter 
Number Commentor 

OC-I 5 Miller Marine Services (James Miller) 

OC-I 6 Long Island MidSuffolk Business Action (Ernest M. Fazio) 

OC-I 7 Norwal River Watershed Association (Kathleen Holland and Micael Law) 

OC-I 8 Greenport Seafood Dock, Inc. (Mark S. Phillips) 

OC-I 9 Cross Sound Cable Company (Robert Daileader, Jr.) 

OC-20 Wading River Civic Association (Sid Bail) 

OC-21 Guilani Partners, LLC (Richard Sheirer and Thomas Von Essen) 

OC-22 South Nassau Communities Hospital 

OC-23 New York City Economic Development Corporation (Gil Quiniones) 

OC-24 Connecticut Harbor Management Association (John T. Pinto) 

OC-25 Connecticut Harbor Management Association (John T. Pinto) 

OC-26 Southern New England Fishermen's and Lobstermen's Association 

OC-27 Norwalk Shellfish Commission (John Frank) 

OC-28 Nassau Hiking and Outdoor Club (Guy Jacob) 

OC-29 Citizens Campaign for the Environment (Maureen Dolan Murphy ) 

OC-30 Friends of the Bay (Kyle Rabin) 

OC-31 Huntington Hospital 

OC-32 League of Women Voters of Connecticut 

OC-33 Citizens Campaign for the Environment (Kasey Jacobs) 

OC-35 Conservationists United for Long Island Sound 

IN-01 Elizabeth and Brian Merrick 

IN-02 Edward Beutel 

IN-03 Marcia Wilkins 

IN-04 John Whittaker 

IN-05 William D. Nordhaus 

IN-06 Patricia Patterson Hauck 

IN-07 Thornton H. Lathrop 

IN-08 Kenneth Fox 

IN-09 Patricia Liano 

IN-1 0 Ann Carter 

IN-I I James C. Dunlop 

IN-12 Verna B. Lilburn 

IN-1 3 Peter Bergen and Tony DuMula 

IN-14 Tamara Fowls and Sarosh Wahla 



TABLE 2-1 (continued) 
List of Written Comments 

Letter 
Number Commentor 

IN-1 5 Robert Fromer 

IN-16 Warren Spehar 

IN-1 7 Scott Carlin 

IN-1 8 Marian Phillips 

IN-1 9 Leigh Russo 

IN-20 Robert W. Ramage 

IN-21 Syma Ebbin 

IN-22 No name (accession no. 200701235068) 

IN-23 Lenore Stelzer 

IN-24 Hugh MacLean 

IN-25 Michael Theiler 

IN-26 No name (accession no. 200701245018) 

IN-27 Diane Scully 

IN-28 Chad M. Lyons 

IN-29 Maureen Ward 

IN-30 Berman Family 

IN-31 Andrew and Elizabeth Greeene 

IN-32 Rose Perasa 

IN-33 Ann Marie Testa 

IN-34 Heather Cusack 

IN-35 David Kiremidjian 

IN-36 Nick Madden 

IN-37 Nick Kapatos 

IN-38 C. Thomas Paul 

IN-39 Franklin Bloomer 

IN-40 Stephen T. Tettlebach 

IN-41 Sarah Sorenson 

IN-42 Naomi Myers 

IN-43 Stephen Myers 

IN-44 Franis Rober Denig 

IN-45 Creig Peterson 

IN-46 John C. Baal 

IN-47 Philip Berns 

IN-48 Jason Mancini 



TABLE 2-1 (continued) 
List of Written Comments 

Letter 
Number Commentor 

IN-49 Roger D. Flood 

IN-50 Elizabeth Raisbeck 

IN-51 Douglas Hill 

IN-52 Catherine Smith 

IN-53 Christopher Zurcher 

IN-54 Pat Lunden 

IN-55 Denise Ulrich 

IN-56 Kevin Ward 

IN-57 Marge Acosta 

IN-58 Marge Acosta 

IN-59 Jerry Shaw 

IN-60 Peter Brown 

IN-61 Thomas Cleveland 

IN-62 Barry Gorfain 

AP-1 Broadwater (LeBeouf, Lamb, Greene, & McCrae) 

AP-2 Broadwater (LeBeouf, Lamb, Greene, & McCrae) 



2.1 .I Responses to Comments from Federal Agencies 

Letter 
Number Commentor 

FA- 1 Dept. of the Interior 

FA-2 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

FA-3 Department of the Army, New York District, Corps of Engineers 

FA-4 National Marine Fisheries Service 



FA1 - United States Department of the Interior 

United States Deparbnent of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SEC2LETM.X 

Oftice of&> ~mntrlc-ntal Fotm and Com~himcr 

Dear Ms Salas 

Ci"06-SS-00C1 The proposed po1sct 1s the conqtructton, rsmlldhcvi, and cpcmhon of  a Itqll?E& 
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16 U S C 601 at ssq j HI the hhm, iEapp1icaMe 
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across She X o w d  

Tilo LVG would be dclrvcriid to the PSRL at arate of &out 118 1,NG camas mr vcar In n & r  

Federal Agencies Comments 



FA1 - United States Department of the Interior 

L\IP.%CTS TO FEDERkLLY-LISTED THRE.LTESED .\YD END.\'SGERED SPECIES 

used fot oEce  &id rsnieiiouue space. as me11 ay to1 rnoosmg ti~ghonts Both fncrhues are 
cunvntlv ot.;upxdhj anrehoi~\es alliLe hpa~e, w d  cirnirnen~al dock& 711r DFiS mdi~atei that 
slndt; ttrc\c I\%,> i~nhhilri: Cac~l~itc\ crr~ c~~rncntl? L I S ~  & olliic S ~ L C ,  '~\mcholi~e ~ ' ~ L u c .  md  
conm~iranl dcch?. it IS n d  anl1e1pair.d thd U~cm notlld be mn~pacts to onshore p~ping plolcrs 
'l'he ULlS ioniludet l l z ~  AILII the m~pleirneu~itron ~lr~co1nn1s.lid~~txou4. I ~ L  htdlng cuard~n~~trnn 
~,r.ltl~ hotkt ttte Service aid the Nzlionel XIartiie Fishe-nes Sel-kim, the ptorect \votild not be ltkely 
10 adkcr+elj na I& an) Fzdrrdily-I tsted fllr~dliterir~i iir endangered vpecrei l l tc S z r ~  1's. mncun 

FA'-1 [ fhd thi. mi-5h:zre Lti lh~tr$ and :,persitma as.r&taLcd twth thc p~>po%;d d;ltt~n o i  tivl I~kil! lo 
adcowc13 1 edesdlv-listed qpoctm under our jnrrnffiitctioti 1lo1wii.r. the Sm? tcc i s  
c ~ ~ i w ~ l t l j  aswislng UIO potenttill Impacts of sfnugratrr~g folngtng ptp~ng plow1 and Federal15 hsted 
enrlrtngwed rosearz ten? (Stetpm Liurignl!ii) coll~s~ons r ~ n l ~  11%;: propo9eb off-shae tanlitp and 
,~ssoc~alrd kmrclur~i b sukb, lurlticr 5SJt ~on'iu1Pillii)n dnd ~o~)nlin~tltnn ~wrril~itred 

IMPAL'TS TO ITISXI AND n ImLIre ~ ~ s o i i ~ r ~ s  

The Dzp~mient has concsms regarding t i e  eEects on fiuh and other nqurnrc o~gmusnn of the 
FSKl and I \(? Lacrtrn t ~ h ~ n g  ~n did (S~.wliarg~ng large volumes o1 Rater h l i \ ~ i  01 the \*r~<r 
t,?l;en ti1 bv&r FSRLT nmild be used for ballast xihen disehxetne ~auoruodLTG When iakuie w -  ' * 
011 1 ICi fmrn the cnrrlzrc tl?e billlii~t ~.i& 111 the FSRl \%,>uld he rt-l~trnzd in  tile S < : ~ l ~ i d  The 

romoii on tltc T VCi carrlcru~dtl n dcpdrtcd the Soutd 

tlnnuall, the %%,ller tntake orthe I :Kt 1 wollld d%~t~ tgd  about 5 ln~lhou gallon\ pi;] dau [~ngd), 
~.ittli am&wnnm daily mt&e of 8 2 rngd In gmeral, this water nnuld be uzated nith the 
blc>cldr, %odium htpochlorltz Thc nntrr lr11dLe of the earnerp, t+ould be a h l a  22 7 itgd 
including haRa\t .md ioclling Watcr Sh>nic viarcr d ~ ~ c h d r g i ~  k n n ~  the cdrxrtn unuld bc 
nssoc~atcd ntt11 cooling or]-board ruacluns-rv 'and mav hc .m avmape o f  3 6"t aamw th,an 
arnhlent tampa ninizi 

FA 1 - 1 Thank you for your comment. Section 3.4 of the final EIS has been 
updated to reflect concurrence by FWS that the onshore facilities would not 
adversely affect federally listed species under their jurisdiction. 

FA 1-2 Section 3.4.1 of the final EIS has been modified to include information 
regarding potential impacts to federally listed avian species from collisions 
with the proposed FSRU, including information provided by FWS. In a 
letter dated June 8,2007, FWS concurred with FERC's determination that 
collisions with the proposed FSRU would not be llkely to adversely affect 
federally listed species since impacts would be insignificant or 
discountable. 
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FA1 - United States Department of the Interior 

S C L ~ ~ ~ M  $+at.h mi ititak~ ve1ofity of 0 7 tps m1d slot SIZTS ot 0 04 inches (lnuni, 2 t ~ i n ~ .  and 

FAI-4 I i ~ g n ~ f i ~ a n ?  ni~rr~hcm nl rchth~opln~ikton tl?an the FSRT \I1 ol (he% ergL+liiutsmu a ould Illell 

T-SP fif Riaride, Sodinn, Hy~ochlr>rlte 

'Ihu bullas1 -;rdtcr u i l i ~ n  tlic bSKLI $1 ill be kcalcd xb~tlr thc biocdc. wdiru~i hypo~hlortlc, u hrgh 
p11 oaldlzlug m d  diemnfxlmg agcnt ?he treatxl ballaqt waTer ;\auld sub~cqueatl\ bc d ~ w h a g o d  
h the S O I I I I ~  nm;idwatrr 3i, predtsttrlg that the discharged wnbr urnr~ld banlam sodnnn 
h%pochlortls tit conccntr,rtianh hctwcco U 01 atid 0 U5 p;W8 pct rnilliotlil0 - 50 p& pcr billzo~l - 
[pph]) il a ~aco~r~mer id  that Lhoadwnb~ e.;tmiatr; tha lrlieh con;e~rtratrons af total chloi~ne 
hkeli, to b;. reidased mid co~npnre those cunce~Watroriu % V I ~ ~ I  thc Ueu, York State Depslti~ient of 
Fnurr~~nrne~itd Cmolloen,rr~on .craterqusl~l\ htdnilard fnf chlort~ir 01 5 pph to &%w.is pete~?iial 
brologizal eftfleets .4ithough \ \ e n  little i~rtbn~ratron e m %  on the bioiogrcal effect5 ot this 
cliz~ulcal or1 aquuuc organ#irn\ Ihe P \Y Peitlc~dei ddldlaw! (21106) pm\ I ~ L Z S  it>iile t n ~ r ~ ~ l i t g i c a l  
endpomra Most releb*mt t o h e  Soimd. ths Im~8a.s of ..ima~uml lobstel cxh~bited dteied 
m codtrinl hmrrcklnr~te water co?czntr;u~ons of 150 pph. ur~th ImaJ  I C.;,% inngilq, from 2,50CI - 
16,~OO pph (llitp nwvr pebt~crdclnfu ntg1,iit iqiitrc 111 1sp"Rz~ Id=PC?439U) Rroaduatcr 
shoold inore Ll~~krorrgJ~l~ clcscrrbd ths n d G r  qoalltj tnomtrw pla .  lmhlng horr rnomtonrrg % ~ t h  
%atex quiidv iliu~d3rds hreiog~cal dndpo~nl< ~ t d r  A'. lho one inant~oned dbirir: Tor ltta 

- Amencan loktet  

ISfYWs tm Migmatrbr?. Rirrlv 

FA1 -3 Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS has been updated to discuss the potential 
use of wedgewire screens. 

FA 1-4 Ichthyoplankton impacts related to LNG carrier operation are discussed in 
Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS. 

FA1 -5 Sections 3.2.3.2 and 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS have been updated to more 
completely describe potential impacts of water discharges to water quality 
and biological resources, including the information provided herein. All 
FSRU discharges (including concentrations of residual chlorine) would be 
conducted in accordance with SPDES permit requirements throughout the 
life of the Project. As described, no significant impact to marine resources 
would be associated with residual chlorine levels in discharges. 

Lidla detr711rs ~rrr?x~dzd 111 the docilment i rga~dmg avlatlon a t d  ~ia\rgnr~on wnndng lighttng 
Based on coneen= about :l&k atkaetrtig blzds, espec~dlv ut iticien~era wzather (hlm~\-ilIe 2005). 

FA 1-6 Section 3 3 5 of the final EIS has been updated to include mformation 
ue  enbnurage :lie apphc.mtc to rthr tnlnitritrn mtc~io~tv red trr viiiitr, chi>beI~ghlc. a1 nigh1 on regardmg potential impacts to avian species from lighting on the proposed 
iru~hu~ldlngs. L.lll \ t r o ~ t u r ~ ~ ,  inid an) olhcr rd~ilrtic?, r ~ q u ~ r i n g  \taming 11&is ilrL dihiouiilgr: U ~ L  FSRU 
of blight. la.&-~ntri~sdv, lu&-lun~cil ~odilun or Ilicrcuq iapos lighln~g I ~ C S C  hat c b c ~ a  xvall 
dwumatltrd lo ~ttraot hrtdr, espe~rnllg. dunng inclement \reit111ar a1 n~ght  (ZIan.r~lla ZiJcli! 

r (in \t-~~cttweh re(_lllilted bt; tile Federitl 2% r ~ t l ~ i i  \si~lrliat~on (FA 2 )  un~ebs O ~ ~ I W U I * I :  reqiizs~ed FA1 -7 Please see response to comment FA1-6 

I bstuam tla.xher) nllo\mble b~ tlia F 4 4  Sol~d r ~ d  or pnlsntrni rrd ~ac,ulda~c&rt I~el~tq should 

Federal Agencies Comments 



FA1 - United States Department of the Interior 

' r D O 7 0 1 1 5 5 G 4 5  R e c e i r v e d  FERC 3 S E 2  001/18/2O07 0% 4 3 . 0 0  Elrl D o c k e t #  CEO6 5 4  C O O ,  ET 9L 

4 

SPECIFIC' COIsTWENT S 

Strn~fnrd 611oal kllcidle 11 1% ~Iilsrr uacd that "Rmddriater t&iluld colidrir?f ddrt~onal 

t + h ~ t h  could bv nscd tu c lml i  gcolog~cdl lssuiz ~~~luul \edw;rI t )  ptpclmc: ~ndallahon ad 
seoh,lzaids at the flont~t~g sturagz mid reg.ls~ficat~utl rmrt, am avadabk it1 Poppe ct a1 (2002) a: 
http ~wot>dst?nle trr ~logb gov openf:le 0fl~Z-O(i2~ 

Section 3.0 Gn~e~.;l l~etfinp. pnge 9-2. first pni-apaph. fourth sn~teirw 

L from t i le central bhctn " 

Section 3.1.1.1 Geulogis Setting, page 3-3, stsand pawgreph. fourth sentence 

FA?-1 1 [ The sentence cuvlantlv ends alth the phase  *' fiom the Korib Fork ' Add "of Lung Island" tar 
clar~t\ -- change to " trom tlie Torth  Fork ot 1 ong Island '" 

8ection3.l.f .l GealogIs Setting, page 3-4, thid paragmph 

Replace tile references to '.Nonr.allr Shod  Cornpiax" ui thi. second and roirrtli secrteaces tv~tlt 
.'Z.id~tflucL $111'' * L I I ~  ~ e p l z ~ e  Oi< rcfermie\ LO [he i~S1rr~tlorcl Shoal Cnnlylcu ' In ihr kiwllr and 
lasf \cntmiik ~1111 'Stratford Slicnll hliddlc Cnoirnd Cotnplbu " 

FA 1-8 Figure 2.1.1 in Section 2.1 of the final EIS provides the latitude and 
longitude of the proposed Project. 

FA 1 -9 The recommended reference was reviewed in updating Section 3.1 of the 
final EIS. 

FA 1 - 1 0 The final EIS has been revised with this information 

FA 1 - 1 1 The final EIS has been revised accordingly. 

FA 1 - 1 2 The final EIS has been revised accordingly. 

FA 1 - 1 3 The final EIS has been revised accordingly. 

Federal Agencies Comments 



FA1 - United States Department of the Interior 

Se~6un 3.1.1.3 Geulogir Iiuzorrls, Soil Liquefai?iun, pig* 3 3. second paragr,tph, secund 
scntcacc 

The rentenc,: currcnilr b ~ g l ~ t i  ‘The \urf,lcc .cuhilrate 14 c o r n p e d  of sitR qcdrrnent (cl,\ys and 
FA?-14 [ l ~ & )  " l h ~  xtivrdlng bl~ould bz rc\lszd Lo rcad 'Yhc surlkcc srrbstriilc re cornposcd of >oB 

ntuddj sedtmant (prtntardq cln>e> itlti " 

'Ilu text m thls sect1011 confurcs scciuucntm ~ ~ - ~ a u r u ~ ~ c n t  wifli ssdunont ts~tuarc. and usas IIic 
related t a n \  intad~mgeably I igi11m 3 1-2 a2d 7 1.3 hoih ~ I O W  i e d ~ l ~ ~ n i t  ttpe in dli: 
backgtotmd If one of these figules show;-d the sedrtnei~iaiy envnontt~ent data ia> rt ax-allable 
Srotil thd itme sikurce (Pazhr \~~ l i  and Fi~ppe, 2000)), iowc ol the r~inlr~aiillf ~onfuiron unuld he 
r ~ i t ~ f i e d  

Section 3.1.2.1 Edstutg E~z+imnincnt, poqc 3-7, fixst pnxagrapfi, 1 ~ s t  wntelwe 

FA1-16 [ Change "1 ~iercustnr~e gl~cral depos* "IO '.Cila.:da~t1*~1ll~ drpoh~b '' 

Sfctlorr 3.1.2.1 ExisWng ~tviromncnt, pagc 3-7,tircond pauzrpwpll, thlrd scntmee 

FAT-, 7 [ Change 'l.111o-ga111cd t ~ ~ ~ ~ t c r l d t  c o ~ ~ e ~ ~  ' LO ''LLIX ironn~cnts sharadenrcd b:, fir-gtaurcd 
~ ~ ~ O ~ I ~ I D I I C O X B T  " 

Section 3.1.2.1 Xx-isCing F:a?in~rm~eM. page 3-7, wCond pamgwplt, fourtli sentence 

Section 3.1.2.1 bxisting li~l+irurm~ent, page 3-7, sesond pnmpfnph. fifth selttenrc 

FAI-19 [ Change "Conme-g~arned matend 1s prcsmt n~aud) m "to read 'The maan area of come- 
grained hddlond rranhport r*. prdceilt in ' 

%ctiun 3,l.Z.l hxisting EnriFo~m~ent, page 3-7. wrond mmpph, sixth senfence 

Section 3.1.2.1 Il\idixtg En:n\ironn~r.nt, pagr 3-7,lhi~rl p e r n ~ n p l ~ ,  tit'qt sc?ntcncc 

Section 3.1.2.1 E%iutinx En%iramncnt, pagc 3-7, fa~u-th parngrapl~, first senkncc 

FAI-22 [ (;h,mgc i k  rricren~r ~IJ Poppc. rr dl (2ffOlj tu Knobel and Poppc (2000) 

FA 1 - 1 4 Section 3.1.1.3 of the final EIS has been revised. 

FA 1 - 1 5 Section 3.1.2.1 of the final EIS has been revised to separate the discussion 
of sedimentary environments from the discussion of the resultant 
distribution of the sediment types in the Long Island Sound including a 
map of the sediment types in Long Island Sound. 

FA 1 - 1 6 Section 3.1.2.1 of the final EIS has been revised to better characterize the 
existing environment. 

FA 1 - 1 7 Section 3.1.2.1 of the final EIS has been revised to better characterize the 
existing environment. 

FA 1 - 1 8 Section 3.1.2.1 of the final EIS has been revised to better characterize the 
existing environment. 

FA 1 - 1 9 Section 3.1.2.1 of the final EIS has been revised to better characterize the 
existing environment. 

FA1 -20 Section 3.1.2.1 of the final EIS has been revised to better characterize the 
existing environment. 

FA 1-2 1 Section 3.1.2.1 of the final EIS has been revised to better characterize the 
existing environment. 

FA 1-22 Section 3.1.2.1 of the final EIS has been revised to better characterize the 
existing environment. 
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Se~6on  3.1.2.1 fixiutixig En%imnmmt, page 3 7. tounh patxgr~ph.  third sentenre 

Section 3.1.2.1 Lxisting linrirromnent, page 3 7. foluth pamg~wph, fourth sentenre 

FAI-24 [ Chdny .'In retilnirnL\ ~~omposrit ol \ar:ou5 propiurt~on~ s i  ~dnd, srlt m d  clai "10 "111 ~in.dd? 
sed~mmLs cu1npov.d prlindr 11> of cld?c) slit (Prrppe ci dl 2000) 

Section 3.1.2.1 Exklicg En+irumsut ,  page 3-7, fonl-th paragraph, fish, sixth. an11 sevrrtt11 
seiituices 

FA1-25 [ Chdngc 411 rcrcrcnczi, to "IratTord Slio,1I3~lo"StrarTwd Shod hilddle Ciround ' 

gection 3.1.2.1 Edstutg E~z+imnincnt, page 3-7, fouith pazngmpl~, sixth snitcncc 

FAI-26 Change ilx phrdsr ' gtwrl n.- bedrotk .' dt the end ol the %enieaLe lo "' grakcl ' 

Sfctlorr 3.1.2.1 ExisWng ~tv i romncn t ,  page 3-7, fotu-th paa.ngrnp11, last sentenre 

Section 3.1.2.2 I'trXcrttial fnapaetr and Miagxitrn - Phgsical l~lrturhaece, page 3-15, Rwt tull 
parapaplt 

TIw applicrurt's cunte~ltlon that &2 excavati;d trercli would hcW1fiU orrttuallp rsirhln 3 ) eus  (or 
eien 10 led?<) re usilihely, based m the geobgy i ~ t  the area tci!\i: h,tcklill~ng ofthe pipelme 
Iicnch, h ri.cc~m;ttcnded by tlx FIS atiti~ur?. 15 mod ccor!sisrcnt wnh Intorrni?rng en\' ro~~~ncnr<ll 
lmnpLii% itlong 111~ plpelm~ rutdo dnd rcdt~ctng potcntr,il rclzasca B . J ~  all\ uo~llsun~n&rd 

r %editnait, thd rn~rhl bd cmo,ad & m n ~  eacil~allan Ihr ~ d r :  of ililin1~1 bncNiil nr mo\t ufthe - - 
deposlt:m~al a r m  of tlie Sound i s  11or rapid er~ough to refiil the plpehrke hsnch tn the tinkc 
en\~cicrnad (grraterfhan 2 iennj 7112 antho17; me rett-rcd tn hiecrair and R~1chholt7 ten Rrtnl. 
(1 339). wfl~iih cbot~s dafttcii rcd~mcn~ prufiles frbm ihc arcd urmy Ph-210 .md Cs-177 mdicdt~crg 
tllc low scdrrncnt;rtion rates, <utd kncbcl(103X), nhich sbaws arcas 01 dcposdton and erosion 

11ie natural sadinmantahon rate is getierallv less tlinli I X nich pel \ear rite unlv backfill nooald 
come tkoni sl~tmpurg or tieapai-f of cxcmdcd roatznal hwk. ~trtorl~e t r a ~ c h  by batton3 currents 

Smtio[til,ll 3.1.2.2 I'rkential Imp.tch and kfiti~dtio~tl bedinlentatinn. p e e  3 16 

model\ tiere ~ncorpuwteil Into tlx *t~odt.l~ng a~vi  vthd rdnp  111 %lonn energ) tlie current% 
r~f lcccd Ihr: LllKk,i i \ s i cm is ~ridccd a .;Lac-of-llrc-art nxixlclinp airtenl b~pablr: id 
rcp~zsentiq tho cumplcx proccbsm L.f .icdii~~cnt remspemlon and sedunmt tiaispmt By wind, 
v.,iar es arid cu~rm~ts  111 a ssn~t-encloced bai:n such as Loirg Isiartd Somd T1w.e nlodeluig 
~1st~tn5,lie.;ce~er, require rnltlal cui?dltrons, 1-uundary eundrtiari, spec~iic~itrt~n of many tnrrahir 
pdramr-ri dnd, Ihcreiure. [hi' publ i~  can habe no cot~iidcnec 111 the mudii.1 results r%rthord 
knuulng how the rnudcl wd.i aciualh ~onligurcd. cahhr,itcn. arid maciscd 1 detalcd ~uchn~ud  

FA 1-23 Section 3.1.2.1 of the final EIS has been revised to better characterize the 
existing environment. 

FA 1-24 The sentence has been reviewed and deemed to be accurate as written. The 
subsequent sentences in this paragraph provide the greater detail that we 
believe the commentor seeks. 

FA 1-25 Section 3.1.2.1 of the final EIS has been revised to better characterize the 
existing environment. 

FA 1-26 Section 3.1.2.1 of the final EIS has been revised to better characterize the 
existing environment. 

FA 1-27 Section 3.1.2.1 of the final EIS has been revised to better characterize the 
existing environment. 

FA 1-28 Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS has been updated to incorporate t h s  
information. 

FA 1-29 A techmcal appendix describing calibration and verification data, boundary 
conditions, calibration procedures, parameters, and results generated from 
the MIKE3 model has been included in the final EIS as Appendix H. 
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$ppaadixd~& dasirfbas hawr tlr. mode8 was a~fBgpmd, c & M ,  abd w d  
w t n ~ ~ ~ ~ c t e d .  The mli~(biliry of&w &din@ m mt h ih3eemhd duew @tbe+iw mf 
M-~n ptwibd in fb DET1 but haw&% madeSmg was &mUy~mrad.  

- hr thin d m n ,  oappwreksse %m %ntiP@ul%pint used rm abe f l a d q j  f 8 o i  wd moaRing 
&m&m is prawn& ta w m ~  mip &mu l d ; t b s  inta tEp disalv& The d s w ~ r  M d  
msmm lM eu%rf$ft GQWB&WA fr& ofthe f d ~ f ~  &makc h % U  y-1  pact^ $m t+@ 
~ a n d f f ~ d g a i n t f i - o m %  buabtli~ f* iradtbemadngriae ikdyto &pa%% 
park* wah tlmterd -par wn&ftiSnslin the sediments in m~-m&ibk 

- m ~ a t i e m .  

Rqj& fmbs am sham a oatha iTgms witbut sa~igattmid W W Q  4 in tbh o w ,  

4a teLtmuw tE) the p q w d  mu- hut t~pe wt s2tgmh my i%gmSS 

FA1-30 Sections 3.1.2.2 and 3.2.3.2 of t h ~  frnal EIS have k e n  updated to include 
an expanded discussion of the StmtEord Shoal conhgeney plan. 

FA 1-37 AS &qmed by the recommedldation in section 3.1 1.3 of the find EIS, 
Brvadwater would caraplete geotechmcal surveys in the area of the 
propsed FSRU mooring site prior to constructim. Broadwater would 
camplete additional field investigations with test plows across Stratford 
Shoal between October 2008 and April 2009 to detemme t$e most feasible 
plowing method far the pipehe trench. Plowing is anticipated to begin in 
October 2009. 

FA 1-32 Bather than the use of anti-fouling paint that contains copper, 
Section 3.2.3.1 of the fmal EIS includes a, recammendation that Broadwater 
use silicone paht for the hull of the FSRU. 

FA 1-33 The existing enviramental conditions in the Pmjeet area are deplcted in 
Figures found in Sections 2.0 and 3.0 of the final EIS, including 
rlavig&ional infamtiov (Figure 2.1 -I), bathymetry (Figure 13 "0- 11, 
sediment tearture Figures 3.1-l), and contaminant distribution 
(Figures 3.1-3 through 3.1-5). 
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ZCQ7OllEh049 Recel'8ed FERC OSEZ ol/la 2007 03 4 3  0 0  FI4 Docket#. CPOb-54-000 ET AL 

8 

klasl\ i lk,  -1 U -11 2005 Bird strrkes and electros~~ti~utrons d power l~tics, colr1nluarcatlon rmvm. 
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ZCQ7011EhU49 Rect1'8ed FERC OSEZ 01/18 PO07 03 43 0 0  F1.t oocket?4 CFUb-54-OQU, ET AL 

Poppc. L J I1 J hneh.s-1. L J .tihodzmka, hl L Ilaslil;~, and I? .A Secld~s, 2000. Ulstnhtbion 
d ~ r f i c ~ d  ?rdrmad m I ~ n g  Icland So~intl and ;idl;snxt %-,ale- I r x t t i t r  nnrl toid i.~ga.i~~c 
carlwo Joumd ot Coastal Rawicl- \pecial Thc.nratic Seetloii, ? 1 0  no 2 ,  p 567-574 

\4 ei\h.rg. S H , \k il Bialtm, E Idcob% and 1. ,'i Ku\\ 1387 Xcduidot-is tn hlr(hvupla3klul 
Ciltr~~uunmt art11 Tmc-Mesh, V, edgc-\&'re Screens Sort11 ,kuertcdt~ Js&~rn?I off ish?rics 
hlanageanent 7 386-397 
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ORlGlNAt  
UNITED STATE5 ENVIRONMENTAL PROEeTlON AQENCY 

REQWXI Z 
am 5 

NEWYORU W 10DD7-1888 FlkEn 
' ~ F ~ C E  OF 

::-P:y,i~y 

sss First St. NE, R m m  IA 
Waghi-, D.C. 20426 

Dear Ms. S a l s  

Thc U.S. hv~ronmental Protection Ayeocy (EPA) has m e w e d  Ule drdA errvimnmn~tal 
impact slatemen1 (DEIS) for the Broadwata L~queficd Natural Gas (LNG) tmninal and 
pipeline (CEQ # 20M0479). The proposed m i n d  and prpelinc would be located i!i 
Few York Sotr watm of h e  Long Island Sound, appruxirn;uely nine m~les ti on^ die 
n c a .  shoreline of Long Island. and about eleven miles from the nearest shoreline in 
Connecbcut. ' I h ~ s  review was conducted in accordance with Sectton 309 of rhc Clean 
Air Act, md the Nart~nal Fnvimnmaili~l Policy Act (NEPA). 

The p ropod  I.NG Imnrml wuld  bc a flor.l;ng storage and rcyarificu~on unit (FSRO 
that would be attached to a yoke moonng system (Y.MS) that includes a mooring lower 

In the seafloor, The FSRU would laoL Irks a marine vessel, 1,215 fCet long, 
dq aad 48 feet above the waterline at 
YMS, enabting the FSRW to wknt m the prwailing wmd, tide, 

c w m t  con&tiws. UtG mddbe d e l l v d  to the FSRU by LNG carriers (on 
avaage twe to three per weak), t w m l y  stared, rrgaeifitd, aad then ltrartsperfed in a 
new subm m m l  gas uiwlme that would extend Emm. the ~ f l m r  tho FSRW - .. 
approximately 2 1.7 miles to an offshore connection with the existing lroquois Gas 
Trmstniss~on System pipeline in Lang Lzland Sound Approximalcly 118 catrim 
delivmiea are exmtai per y i x  

caatmeats 

EPA corn& rlht Falcnl Enagy Rcylatory Commission p R C )  on its etTorts to 

FA2-1 
a 

L- m w e  of parti~ufar &pomw nce~w~np, aimi-t trubiic invel;tmrtnt Our 

FA2- 1 FERC appreciates the efforts of the EPA staff to provide timely and 
consistently useful input into the NEPA review of the Project. 
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I 

e h order tademonsmc complimoc with the H ~ I I O ~  Ambient Air QuaRly 
S WAAQS). ~ ~ ~ ' i n c l d &  a cfiscussion of the au unpacts of the 
m n w m  emiss~ons h m  thcpmposed Bmadwatcr pm~cct aM1 o b s  
b ~ r k m w n d  sow%%? of emisaiotls (pa&# 3-181) The DEIS states that air impacts 
were eudrrated with the EPA d t w i o n  models, O f f d  Coastal D ~ ~ i o n  
fWD) and M w O D P t i r n ~ ,  and that m~mrological drua eollrxtsd from a 

Inodeis, EYA --mends l ba~  a copy of thc modeling andbes bc included a. an 
FA7-7 r appendix of F I ~  EnwonmcnM lmprct s t a t ~ m ~ n t  ( m s )  In order to help 

L the tindings h m  the malds. 

I lhinny, discussions conccmtng facility ptrntitlinh timadwater rcprcsenrarlves 

were rnformed by EPA and the New Yo* Stnte Department of Environmental 
Consmation (h'YSDEC) that the mneorolo@cal period selected for ~nput Lo the 
dispersion models was not appqnatc .  In response, Broadwater staffsrated that 
they would obtaio a t a r  quality metrorulogicul datil ser and subnlit an updamJ 

n7.2 r modelmp analysis We rccomrnmd that this ncw mctmlogical data set be used , ,.c x d  

to vpdatc the NEPA d y s i s 9 s  well. 

r Though the tnpur data for the modeling a ~ I y ~ c s  an: gorng to be mvtsed and, 
therefore, reilhs m d y  change, EPA wot.1~ like to note :ha: tne table of rmpacts in 
-he DEE usmg AERMOD-Pnmc (Table 3 9 1 - 15) shows a 24 hour aberage 
PM2 5 conccntrar~on of59 ue/m3 771,s value would exceed h e  rcccntlv reb~scd 
PMZ.5 NAAQS of 35 ugim31and would w m t  &xUSBion xn Ihe FEE3 - 

Air QunI~ty - Gmml  Confom@ 
- * Appendix F pmm& a '" Genaal & d o d v  Eualdon* '  with a & s c h m  

that "AAdtional iafomafion from B d w a r e r  is raquired to finalizc thrs 
document.. ." As mdicatgd rn the DEIS, tht cun& rllscussion of themnformtty 

about pn?)ar arumsons 
mjmt will d e m o n s m  
~n wnfemuiy 
93.156. Chce the fad 

waal d m i t y  Qettmu'don bm bem wmpleted, ~t wll also nsbd be 
- noticed mdcr 40 CFX 93.156, 

Appm&x F, s s t i ow 4.0 and 5.0 ar page F-3, indicate generally that FSRU 
emissions will he excluded (rum Ulc conCorrnity analys~s because \hey are suhjecl 
lo sIationary source permining However, plcasc nole chat the permitting 
ehcluslon pruvrcted Ira 40 CFR 93.1 53(d)( I) only excluds emissions governed by 
a major nonsnbinmcnt new source rmew WSR) permit or a prevcntlon of 
sipplrficant deteriorntron (PSD) permit A mrnor NSR p d t  or an operating 
perm11 undu Title V docs not pmv~de an exempuon for emissrons fm~n  the 

r ~ 2 - 6 J  
conformity regulations Given the discussion in the DEIS (section 5.1.9, page S- 

FA2-2 The final modeling analyses and protocol for the Project are publicly 
available in the FERC docket for the Broadwater LNG Project (Docket No. 
CP06-54-000, Accession #20071210-5109). 

FA2-3 The revised protocol for air dispersion analysis submitted to NYSDEC on 
March 13,2007 included revised meteorological data based on comments 
received from NYSDEC. NYSDEC approved the revised protocol in a 
letter dated April 6,2007. The air dispersion modeling results contained in 
the FEIS were based on the new meteorological data set. 

FA2-4 Table 3.9.1-5 from the draft EIS has been updated in the final EIS (Table 
3.9.1-7) to reflect the new PM2.5 standard finalized in December 2006. A 
revised modeling protocol was submitted to NYSDEC on March 13,2007. 
The revised protocol was approved by NYSDEC on April 6,2007. 
Updated modeling results have been included in the final EIS. 

FA2-5 The final General Conformity Analysis is included as an appendix to the 
final EIS (Appendix K). 

FA2-6 The General Conformity analysis includes FSRU operation emissions not 
subject to NSR and PSD but subject to other permitting. 
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1 I), which suggmts thet same ofthe emissions from I(K, FSRU will nor tnggtx a 
mjor NSR or BSD @t n q b m c  it y m  that the FSRU emissm s a y  
need to be ~mludcd in the codamity  &pis. 

a Appendix F, seetion 5.0. lmt mttme, i nd ic s?~  that the c o n f o d y  analpls will 
exclude '"pmpdslon engine e m i s a i ~ s . ~  We an: wncmed  that exelubng 
prvpu~s~vi  &gne emiv~ioils h r n  ~ h t  wnfonndy Jdcrminatiun does notappear 
to be consisrent wrth the rcqwrement lo 40 CFR Y3.1591d) that all d ~ n c t  and 
indirect emissions h m  lhe project be addressed m the determination. 

8 Appeadix F, =tion 6.0, pmgr* I ,  suggests that #he New York S W  
I m p l m m w o n  Plan {STP) would need la tn: wised befire the &mhold Iwels 
br a modmte otone nom-mmt ares would apply. Based on the references in 
Agpmdix F to the federal conformity regulatiolw I" Pm 93, it appears that FERC 
is applymg EPA's confonnrty regulations. not a federally-approved aatc 
confomuty reylat~on. If so, the thresholds applicable to a modnatc area under 
40 CFR 93.153@XI) would apply directly b d  on the designation and 
class~fiuuion EPA gave rhe M r .  1 herefon, a funher SIP rcv~sion would not be 
raquired to make that clarsificatlon applicable to the area. Further, we note thac 
!he hscusuon dries not appear w reflect the fact that this nonmnmem area IS m 
thc Owne Transport Kegion (O'I'K), and Ilriu  he dixussiun oppe;m IV reverse Lhe 
thresholds lha~ would apply to NOx and VOC in Ihc OTR. Accordingly. we 
mm& rhat & a p ~ ~ 6 1 e  rttrclol& bc miwed and clarified, k n a :  

In UIC absence uf enusslvnb: nwnbm, we cannot determine at this ' h e  ~f 
wnformity is applicable to msslons  of PM 2.5 and its precursors. The 
apphcability discussion In Appendix F, otrtion 5.0, ruggests that wlrfomu~y 
might apply to PY 2.5 pollutants If so, we recommend the! section 6.0 Dddms 
PM 2.5 pollulants, as u,cll ar NOx and VOC for ozone nonanainmcnt purposes. 

Section 5 1.9, p. 5-1 1, Indicates that construction is scheduled to occur outjidc 
the ozone season If FERC 1s plann~ng lo exclude my construction emrssivns 
liam fhp: conhrmity analysis b s e  the ~nissians &ti not oeuu HI the o m  

that the FERC 11mw or same other legally binding 
wmmhmt Limit w m & m  eo the nen+zone muon, Without such a bioding 
mhent, thmz would not be r basis far excldng those missions &om the 
conformity d y a ~ s  In &&tian* we mrrrmcnd that the FZIS contain 
vailicati& that the NYSDEC has approved limiting coostru~t~on to the non. 
OWE muon ~s an appropriate basis for excludng thorn euiissiuns from the 

FA2-7 Sections 3.9.1.1 and 3.9.1.2 and Appendix K in the final EIS have been 
revised to clarify that propulsion emissions during transit have been 
incorporated into the General Conformity analysis. 

FA2-8 Section 2.0 of the General Conformity analysis (Appendix K) has been 
updated to indicate that NYSDEC has not promulgated a rule incorporating 
Federal General Conformity regulations. As specified in 40 CFR Part 93, 
Subpart B, the provisions of Subpart B apply. Additionally, Section 2.2 of 
the General Conformity analysis has been revised to reflect the recent 
reinstatement of the 1-hour ozone standard. Finally, the final EIS has been 
updated to state that this nonattainment area is in the Ozone Transport 
Region (OTR), and thresholds for NOx and VOCs in the OTR have been 
reviewed. 

FA2-9 Section 6.0 of the General Conformity analysis (Appendix K) addresses 
PM2.5 pollutants. 

FA2-10 Section 5.3 of the General Conformity analysis indicates that 
(1) construction would not occur during the ozone control period (May 1 
through September 30) over the planned 2-year construction period; and 
(2) t h s  mitigation measure would contribute to the current 1-hour ozone 
SIP goal to reduce ozone precursor emissions and would similarly serve the 
goals of the 8-hour ozone SIP, when approved. We have included a 
recommendation in Section 3.9.1 of the final EIS that Broadwater be 
required to limit construction in Long Island Sound to the ozone control 
season 
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Wmcr Qwlt& 

e TheDBS rceupks ttut the hescilled-&wn hubsea plow rnetlrad prnpsed bg 
RroadNr&er to eddmitrcss trenchmng tlunngh Be maser substrate along Stratford 
Shoal miiy not be c:suceessfkl FERF &@age 3- 14) rem~nmertdcd that 
Brcii\dwilterpriitride c cnntingmy phvl ta the So~rotary prior to irnplcmcniatinn 
of an alternative LM~liaiton mc&c,d, EPA r&ummcnds that ihe cant~il$ency plan 

FA2-11 regarding an almattve to subsea plavmg in (he Qbauod 8kal .b be melded in 
the PE1S In onkr to allow far an enalysrs ofthe pafend4 irnpacB nfanokhzr 
method of laying Lhe pipelhze 

Bermal rmpacb (page E-30) 

* 71ie DEtS slares that Ihe r r m ~ e m  a f t k  m M  gill, in the reset will &crease 

ikmm~ie-qpmx~mately 4 f - h ~  the ri.ier dm to mixing to mUez~t 
tcmpr&res \t'c rmomnlend &el the modeling and andyszs to suppori this 

FA2-12 conelusroj? be rncludsd hz the EIS.  We also suggest thal FERG cons~der 
modu~tmg an malyds to debmme ~ h e t ~ k r t h e  w m e r  water pmdncesi by the 
riser wauld enhaurn &c deveiopmont or gm& of nuljance orgarasma. 

FA2- 1 1 Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS has been updated to describe the potential 
impacts associated with contingency methods for installing the pipeline 
trench across Stratford Shoal, in the event that a subsea plow proves to be 
infeasible during pilot testing in late 2008 or early 2009. 

FA2-12 Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS has been updated to discuss potential 
impacts of warmer water at the riser as it could relate to nuisance 
organisms. 

FA2- 1 3 Section 3.3 of the final EIS has been expanded to more completely discuss 
potential underwater noise levels and potential mitigation measures during 
Project construction and operation. We have also included a discussion of 
potential impact thresholds. Specific mitigation measures would be 
determined after geotechnical investigations were completed in 2008, in 
coordination between NMFS and Broadwater. 
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* Tht DElS (page 4-39) states that lmquois Gas w~on Systcm L.P. is 

may have an effect on two of the alternative pipeline mutes. We re~mrnend that 
K42-14 the FElS address the Brwkhavcn Lateral d d e r  PF05-16 and update he status or 

I tbat project and its@Me impact to the Shomhatnand Scott's Beach almative 

FA2- 14 Section 4.3.1.1 of the final EIS has been updated to provide the most recent 
available information on the potential Brookhaven Lateral Pipeline Project. 
Since Iroquois has formally withdrawn the Brookhaven Lateral proposal, it 
would not influence the expected impacts of Scott's Beach or Shoreham 
alternative routes for the proposed Broadwater Project. 

0 'We d fJml the infammt on rhr Rmsevelt Hand 
FA2-15 on page 4 4  be updated to reflect that the pmj ect is currm~iy 

phsse and pducrng elcchc~iy 

In light sf out concern over the potcstial mdmnmental imq,acts from the proposed 
projecf, ss wein as our recomdations for additiml mfomation and mlyses, EPA 
has rated the DEIS as E n b m W  Concerns - Insuffina Lnformation YEC-2") [see 
enclosed rating sheet) If you hrmvesny guestions regatdtrlg llus revim or ourcommm& 
plersc contact LIU@ h w n  a! 212-637-3747. 

Smfneiy yours, 

FA2-15 As reflected in Section 4.2.2, the final EIS has been updated to include the 
most recent available information on the Roosevelt Island Tidal Energy 
Project and other proposed alternative energy projects. 

Enclosure 
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Magalre R Salac, Secretery 
t ederdl Fnsrgy Regulator?. Ctiinmiss~on 
885 k ~ s t  Street NU. 1A 
VI ashingaun. UC 20426 

Th~s letter pro5ides cunnmeuts;n response to h c  Draft EDv~romental Itupact Sbrcnicnt 
(Dhi5) prelmled by the F e&mI Energy Regulatorq-Commr6stm IFERG) for ihc Broadwater FA3-1 The dredged matenal disposal sites are identified m Figure 3 5-2 of 
LYB project Section 3 5 5 2 of the final EIS As identified, the fixed safety and security 

Tke I I  X Army Corps uf kngxcects, hza Yark D~srnct generdiy concurs v,tcl~ tlieDFfS 
WE offer iruiial conlinents on the ClEiSos.Ill:ows; w1ui.s looktug to pinvide addittonal 
comments wrk i i i  the next t%*o weeks 

- 
Tile DEIS daea not e l  aluate icipcts that tile mokinp and fixed srcurikj zanm may Iiarc 

on active I d n ~  Island Sound 0 1%) dredged marpzid dlsyubxf sites: that aic tndnnf-d b) the C.S 
Ann) Carps oCE~lgmnccrs Ihs krnal Enviranmenrd Tmpc: Stateineat {FEE) strculdprovlde & 

graphc [or saercii graphics aa ~xciirbarj) that ~lcarly iliwlmtetec the telar~anci~jp hrtwea~l the LIS 
dredged material dtsposal srjes, the aovmg %curtly sont bUmUnding a LXlj k n b r  approcichiug 
ikc FSRL, aid t i lc sc-unty Lone mtrauxd ille FSRU A drseusi~on ofiinp~cts La ihc LIS dredged 
material disposal sttes, inclu11mg possible cxclirsiolr zones and iestricboa or1 use should 

- accompany the gmphic(s) 

zone for the FSRU, and the moving safety and security zones'for the LNG 
carriers would be located over 2 miles from those sites. 

FA3-2 Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS addresses potential economic impacts to 
commercial fishing due to the proposed fixed safety and security zone 
around the YMS and FSRU. This assessment includes potential impacts to 
both commercial lobster fishng and commercial trawling. Section 3.6.8.1 
of the final EIS has been updated to address the potential impacts to 
commercial fishermen who may be affected by the proposed moving safety 
and security zones around LNG carriers as they enter and exit the Sound. 

FA3-3 Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS has been updated to more completely 
discuss expected underwater noise levels during Project operations. In 
addition, the final EIS includes a recommendation that Broadwater 
coordinate with NMFS to identify appropriate underwater noise thresholds 
and mitigation measures that would avoid and minimize potential impacts 
during Project construction and operations. 

FA3-4 Section 3.2.3.1 of the final EIS has been updated to identify how Project 
construction would be conducted in accordance with the CWA. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMEKT Of COMMERCE 
~ ~ I $ f i g ~ $ $ 6 $ ~ ~ $ ~ d o  Artilllll&BUon 

WMIMEhST UEnVN 
O N P - ' L  - "  
@lcw 

Rr DEP/DCrZWCrds Brdnch 3 
Broodwnter (.KG Project 
llockct Nn CPO6-54-000 

CP06 55-000 

Deal ?ec:et~ry Sdlns 

The Watlonal Oceanrc dnd Amdaphenc rldrntni~trdi~nn. Wut~onal hldnnl: F~shenes 
S e i v . ~ e  (YM*Si iirs revtewert rhc drat! env~mamenlni ilnpact statement [DEW preptreri 
far thts projc~l, which ctlta118 the pruposed construcrlon, mftal.,tl~on, opcratlnil, and 
maintenance of a flaatlng storag and regd~if~iatton unkt (FSRU) and sppunmant suppw~ 
dnd narunl g i l ~  trai~sint.)b~m f a ~ i l ~ t ~ c s  ~ h l c h  col!ect~vely arc belng proposed by 
Rr~adwdics Energy LLI' dtid Broadwate: Ptpeline [.LC fptntly termed hsreafrer as 
DI dlldwdtel~ L he propa%i gmaei'iy ts t n l ~ n ~ k d  tn estabh,h s trrmrnni capable i l t  
recetutng ~n~pvfled LNG frun~ seagoing Ldmers, sfonng and ebdpratfng ( r e g a d y ~ ~ ~ g )  thc 
LNG, and subsequently dcllvenng naioal gds to I\iew YtrrL and Cnnnccttcut markets 
through a new subdqueous pipeline tytng In to the extstlng lroquot~ (;as Trans~nrsston 
Syaiern [IGTfI. If constru~ted. Ihc FCKU aould he 5upportPd and surplted by ehrstmg 
watz*tmnt tat~latrec on Long Island Cx~rting udrehouse, o r l ~ ~ e ,  and dock~ng space wrth 
the capacity to k f l h  up to four lug& has hccn tdeafltred for project support dunng 
cunstructinn and .ioperatrun m elther Greecport ur Port Jelferson, New York 

kekral a p n a e *  thh~ hdvc junsdctlon by Law or specral oxpentse n11h respect to Any 
envlronmental zrnpaLr rrtsultrng fmrn an agency aci~on me reyurred to comment on thc 
DFIS See I0 C F R # I503 2 NLF5 mdlnt.rlns elpcrrt~sc and junshcuon by 14% over 
the nabon's lt+ing m n n L  wsocticcr ,lnd o n m  the fullowtng comments and 
te~ornrnendattonb on rhc Bmsd\vnier 1.W ULlS 

Project nrscripliun 

Dtoadwmet'% cuncept<~al iicslgn tnEt~dtzq dtat 1!1e pfopo~.etl LZiG tenninal and 
=gasificalron plant would be buused on d ~ermanentlf mooRd re.;fel that 1% 

approx~mdtcl) i 215 feei long, feet atdc,  aird I12 feet !all [\%lth nppni?irmtitely 82 
feet exlendfng dho\e rhc water hnef The \dcisci wo~ild be double-hdlred and held tn p h ~ e  
,tt least nrne rntles off$l~olclr hby a jokc 6nd tom? 9y~:ein [YMSl t h a  wo~lld petqntt the 
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ichwl IU orccnl in rwnotlx LO me\ atl~tia u~ncia. 11iIes and ~iirreni~ h e  FSRI. i\w#ld 

tnilc.. of suh;iclueuus ylpellne rrri(ai1cd hd%een the 1BKI.l arid the eurnns 1GlS 
Slgn~fita~it project dcta~ls, mclud~ug tile i hlS deslgn and fifinal pipdux iustallolron 
i~refl~od~~logy, 11a-e not yet lbeen fit1dlr7ed 

Rroadx"rater'c T NGrcirnr~ial is procrored to hc crinstmeted 111 I on$ 1';land Sorind fT.1S1, a 
t~dttolt;lll!. *rgn!lidant e*titttr\ thai Ires hdtzr c611 tlir Cc~nnzcttcut ,hor*llnt and I O I Y ~  

IsLul& Ncm -Tork f i t s  mq~ortant hrrbltat sirpports a aide 3ar1cts of n a t ~ ~ a l  ~csourccs of 
concern to the National \1anae F I S ~ ~ T I ~ C  Sen rne. ntitahlv lobster$ and oiliei cnritaesais, 
ahundaiit h ~ r  dhrhre nrirllu.;L ptq-ulnhonc, dwer5e tinti8li speclei and tedrrall) 11r;ted 
cndmgcred. or thrratct~cd rrtldli lz 1,)s dlso \upparts 4 speclTlm ol ~mporldut 
~ ~ r n f i n r r a l  di16 con~mcrtul use\ ranging Itom fi.ihmr.s. boating, acid Ir,insporidron lo s 
-r wict? of tttrl~tv uts td l l~io~n RIntntiwitug thcso exlatzg cuastal zone uses is teg~ouallv 
rmportanr ant1 c4msictcrit MI& th2 goal? and okloi.t~rcs of tlic nvo state,$ codhra! 

. * - - 
mdlcms t i l e  potenl~al 1mpact.r.; thm smuld accna.e trim carstmctitlg the Rfoadx~~a~er 
project 

- i\kIilz avzmg ivntzr u~take ~oluala  
w o ~ ~ l d  he reduead thro~rgh uke of a cln\rd-loop lleatlng qtdcti~ f~at1111ng a qyqtm 

iompriumg vlgl~t rluheci-loop ~hciX-su~d-~l~bc rupcirrz*rrun %%nrcim (SLY) uilrts, t t~e 
ope~"atim>, ~lonet laksi  aould reqrnre n~rlhonr of gallon* of t,watcr per do! Bnlla-t water 
and all otim $ea>3,itei mt~~a lm~~e t l t i  wol~ld bZ met LISIII~  fo~x Intakes pss~hotled on the 
hnltom ni the FSRl l i  hull, jlpppm\imatel.c 40 lee1 :lliri% Lhe !%atrr line Ihr rnl;rLe: 
yasrtron ortd scrcicmg ar;. d c s i ~ n d  to rcducr. cln+rauuucnt and mp~ngemi.ut of 
trwitoCdutru hrll Ilo\+ alCi YOLUIIIG t i ~ d d ~  d ~ l i o l  pcnmt Utdl nll \PL"LIOI. a t~d I& %tdgct)b 
corrld be e~~ ludedf rom the ~nlirhe+ F~ttr'iinment oftkh or ~mertehl,?te egg? and larvae '1s 

&S L*IIM~I prey IlCITs r i  itkcl.: to ha IrtllUli dl111 hr&C r?~5llbZ~llZIICtb 101 q l l d l i C  k%Oi!FCL"Y 

un hrrih Ulc Cunnc~iiiut a d  Ucn 'I ork 51dc.i US 1 I'i In Gidd~l~un gnrpacti that rcwlt rrirm 
lrropoied rrlea<e(. of tm~ted b'tilhit and other d~si-haigze s1it11.1id he dl.tr;tcterued 111 

- g enter dzta11 

FA4- 1 Impacts to water resources associated with water intakes and discharges are 
discussed in Section 3.2.3 of the final EIS. Impingement and entrainment 
impacts are discussed in Sections 3.3.1.2, 3.3.2.2, and 3.3.3.1. 
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- I h c  an,~lnis ol t hew 11npdtzs hhould be supplcn~entzd bcla~x the NI;V 5 prakcss i s  
compieted In adilltion the otzrall opoiatlon ~rottld Irqnlre regi~lxr duclmrges oftreared 
w d s ~  barb lilt0 LIS to adjust ballast ~ a l a r  and talatdd a~nvltte.; A htlz t h e  nuuld ha 
suhlecr tu sonic letel <:I Clad11 \\ akr ALI ovenlght It rctniunh to he qeen ahether ~uitahle 
rnraiutas could hz de~elolied and ~uhseqmntl~ itnplementedro plotec7 aquatic I~ t e  and 

- ildblhib 

r Imvlte,lrtoau of Bc~urhlc H.&itRt D~isnavl~or~ florn P~veimz Imtailat~un. IVhslz FERC st& 

adeqndtdj In p.nttciiIm kel ~ ~ S L ~ I I  IL~UITS S L N ~  BI die 'jl MS. the gas pipe1111e 
urlorr.annircts, md the final ptplinc mstdlat~on n ~ e t l ~ d s  ranam to bc dclcimmnzd and 
could tl?eri.fore, not jh: aisesced full) In the DEIS YMFS hnrivs ttotn pjeviou.; urilltg 

Transat~~rgto Cross Sourkd Cahlc that stg~dicmt:\r complicated prgect compietton \X htb I ~ I C - c  arc nnpo~?arit cl~fic~e"c,?% in thc g,>crto itnpact% nris:htaUmgthis cahk c rn~?n~g  
I bvci11 reipzn PO thou< that  odd *;rue Irzim conqtru~ung the prtiprl4ad ~~oaii~vivalw 

I KiTS crnssmg and Lhc subsequent Oaslchci.kr ldlerd ~nniljsi:. posed chdll~ng;s lhal 
were no1 d~~l~cipdlcd in thcir rchpcsmd NhV4 ~ I I ~ L ~ S G S  \\tr)iiibl\. ~\*I;II vtdr8 posi 
cnnstnu3~on, bentl~tc Iiab~tat in s~gt~lficntit read~os of lhe Eastchrster p to j~ct  dtd not 
wcolcr ah predletcd 111 rbc >TI',\ attal!~li for that prcicct and rernuni d ~ ~ t ~ i r h c d  

r \\"l~ile we appecintc that FERC recognize.; the imporiai~ce of this isslm and ha.: 
recommended drdtRro.nd?daater lraclifrll  he treltcli nnd orhenvtse nddrecc p~pelira 

ucn orLIS C,mio~zrctd and r<credt~lm,~l v ~ s s d r  ~~ocrld br: prnh~httcd lruni e~lleriilg thc 
pmmmcnt sdf~l \  /one ~unound ng t t ~ i  Ir'bKl dnd m t h ~  nilrvltig cn\clup~ sruru~~ndmg 
.z~>pwwii~ng t.,tnber\ Nh1l.S betrevl5 i t~z  s a l t t ~  zone\ n ~ e  I~krlr, to d~\pt,xlrr contntrraal 
ntxl wcreaf~or~nl ftsl~ernien. psrt~crrlsrl~ those opeiamf- 113rilr cartein bustn of LIS that 
rely on ~rawllngor u~i: of Eyed g c ~ r  l7-116 displaccinetit ltai the potettriai to creak an 

7 

FA4-2 Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS has been updated to provide more detail on 
the Water Quality Monitoring Plan to ensure that discharges from the 
FSRU and LNG carriers (while berthed to the FSRU) are in compliance 
with SPDES permit conditions. The draft Water Quality Monitoring Plan 
is included as Appendix I of the final EIS. In addition, Sections 3.2.3 and 
3.3 of the final EIS have been updated to provide more detail on potential 
biological impacts associated with water discharges. 

FA4-3 The final EIS provides details regarding the YMS, pipeline interconnects, 
and proposed pipeline installation methods in Sections 2.1.2 and 2.1.3. 
Potential impacts to benthc habitats are discussed in Section 3.3.1.2 of the 
final EIS. This section also discusses post-construction monitoring results 
for several other linear projects, including areas where backfilling has been 
successful and those where it has not been. 

FA4-4 Section 8.0 of the EFH assessment (Appendix J of the final EIS) reflects 
the most current information provided by NMFS regarding EFH 
recommendations. In addition, Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS has been 
expanded to describe potential impacts of natural and active backfilling 
based on the results for other linear projects in the area. Section 3.1.2.2 
also includes a recommendation that Broadwater file a plan describing 
methods to successfully backfill the trench. The plan must incorporate 
interagency coordination to identify the appropriate methods for backfilling 
and detailed post-construction monitoring criteria to assess success. 

FA4-5 The potential impacts to recreational fishng and boating are addressed in 
Section 3.5.5.1 of the final EIS, and impacts to commercial fishing are 
addressed in Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS. As noted in those sections, 
interruptions to these activities would be localized and tempora~y when 
they did occur but would occur periodically throughout the life of the 
Project. The associated potential for economic impacts to commercial 
fishng 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. This includes 
potential impacts to both commercial lobster fishng and commercial 
trawling. In addition, Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS has been updated to 
address the potential impacts to commercial fishermen who may be 
affected by the proposed moving safety and security zones around LNG 
carriers as they enter and exit the Sound. Potential economic impacts to 
recreational boating and fishng are addressed in Section 3.6.8.2 of the final 
EIS. 
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A ccon,ninnii and sociirl lx~rd\bt~ lor B n~wrlber crl lihhcrmen W'uk the edilern b,ntn it11d 11s 

b ~ild~vnied ln t l l ~  DLIS. WI; d~l~\cr ica  nould occur a11 a rcgnldt hasla Ihi., ~ c n l d  
dr.;nipt wme fidtlng r)perationi to The p*i~r~t that rliey could no lt>n,ngn ell'ed ruly tend 
rlirr  gear The DEIS does not adequately assess ale 1015 of B C ~ Z S ~  mid ~ O ~ I I I U I I I C  unpack 
on ~irtrini;riial and rc~rr;irirondl fi\hcrii.s. pirrLlculdrl) ~n Ore *d$t~rn brihirl dnd il\ 
approach bomlarl>, the collabial lrt~w., ihat %~ould acciue ill both C I ~ I ~ L I I L ~ ~  and \el> 
I ark should recrentloi~~l boauilg nocecs beame dti;txipted for 11fs of tius ptojcd 

- should I= ovdlaatod 

Threatened a d  Endangered t-dpedes 

Seaion 7 of tl3e F ?diL~vgercd Speclac fcl of' 1977 (ES $1, a ~ q  unended, requlw., federal 
agencies to consult rn it11 USIFS m znsure that "a~iy 3.280n at~tlion'ed. hided. or c m ~ e d  
oul h) sudi agcmv 1s not Likelj to jcilpardl~f ibc curitin~cd v~tstcnim~c d m ?  
erldnr~gered iliecler r x  th~eatmed wecles or ,xixrruc?h irrodtfy nr dr-,trc)% Jde~igiiatedl 
c~~sical Ilail~tat ' (,Ye@ i~lso 50 C F R pu t  4.10) hi p m  louv corteiponde~lca r-garduig 
thc Rroadaatcr I NCr teri?iirial pri>posdl, YVFS ~dent~tied ~ e t c r d  .;vcrcr of w a  tunlwi 
listzd ns end.mgert.J or threstared uuder the OS 4 rhdt are Lnoi311 to oicru In the \ic~ivrty 
of t11u proposcd L k G  tcrmual lucrtuati NRIl 5 also ~ndscatad that. airl~ough nor prcl.?cixl 
atfhe irmn~edrate project lw,ttinn, endangered rtght, Itut>iphack a13d tin ahdec may he 
preient In oftnhore wale$ s urhzri. they may he rmr)ac~d bsT KC; carriers trat~irrttwro and 

section 7 conusult,irion nuuld be necessiuy %I tile propused project 

IaLKC 11% md~~.nli:d llu~I aorzlun. orthe ULLS habe been  oreo oared Lo .i211.e as the 

Ih,ivo\cr i h ~  aeiiruxi 7 uunrulhurin proccsb 1s .;ipd?ratr: rrmi U L P , t  dud AS snoh, NLL'S 
will proiidc cumpldcl cndnngrcd a d  Ihrsateuod sgcoies comllc11b rmnd2-r scpardtc w%cr 
ils pait of the E9.i coiibnltat~on process 

?he LJLIS ldstlliiids tl12 fi>lloltiilg potit?lid ~ f l r f ~ l b  to I i b l ~ d  Yea twL128 &id %hales due Lo 
coti~?mcttoii and opcratioti of t h ~  I3rondu ntcr LYG tomma1 
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W RC hds r~~i)mtncndcd thar HriinJ\.u.ltcr dccvciop dditr<)i~al tnrilg+trtuil ~~~~~~~~i ill 
cscisultnflot~ w ~ r h  XhWS to  addless aou%t:c i-rfccls of pile dmmg aahdx a ~ d t l ~ e  rlsliof 

FA46 [I vessel colh~rmi~ r~ttlt ltaed speuldi \ M i  S ag~ee* 1wtI1 this la-omtnendatron. dad 
\ugi;e%t\ il1~1 iurtlirr ~nlorniahar. ,&nut plle cfiivlng actrv~lt rh neie%\an rti , >d tr  to 
de~elop approprists n?ltigat:fi[lon n?easur&i hi addltron, UUFS tect~mrnettds that the FFJS 
~ddmss  (1s~ poidnltd ibr ln~~e,ryed manid dcbr-ts duo ~ I J  t h ~  presence of the IJrodd%\atcr 
C~c-Irtq and the poient~ai fkr seatnnle\ to be ndvenelv ayesled h~ ingestton dm,rnne 
debris KBIFS look fo~~'ardtoworkmg xx1t11 FERC to cornu~ue evd i~~u lg t i r e  eflrcts o i  
Ihc pr~p~ihcd prvjc~1 it11 llrlcd i p c ~ i ~ ,  tl~ruugh Lhi wctl,nr 7 iirnhultuliw prixci\ 

As noted 111 tlie t.s\et~iral fish Iriiiltkd (1.1 11) asxssnlent ineluded nr the Ut.1S. Idh lraa 

pteserrtl~ there we none 

?Oj(hj(2) oftlii: LfSFCXI4 reyulres all tekral agzncies to  cons111t ll~lrh UXfFS on any 
a~l lon anthurracd lilndzd. or undcrtd.cn hy llrsi igcnc) tlill ma! a d \ s ~ z l y  eiEcct LkII 
Inch& ITI thr* co~>iult,i~~on plocev, t i  the pepmatron of'* complete and approyn.de 
Em assessnlznt to ptov~dz neclmsary lufoml.at~on on which to conuuli .is ulbcated m 
the fi>rcguang d,~in>~ictn., ';\.IF$ finrlz it nccmsarv ro ruquizt ddit~orral inhirrrtatiin~ ttwt 
w e m a  provide find ronsen &son rrcomnmiddlroit:: z%~corbngl\, az are prtxr&ng &e 
followng ultcrfin coikments to glide FCRC iog,wdmg IXI i  issues that izmnm to bc 
addwssed duringthd NF.P4 proel* Ttte iollor?~tig infnnnatron nteds are nece.isat). 

9. b v ~ d e  a doscrtpttou ofhow pipehna burial would be acconq~hsltcd tnd an 
anal>st, ot the ttnpsctr ?lrat n o d d  accrue uslng~ili. proposed ~ r r i t e  fit ~~retlrodn 
Thrs dnal%.*~i alinrrld mcluh con?iderdtlon or hilth ph\<lcdl and ecologacal 
iinpwrs 

? Ptor~dz a full i~\saccme~it at  I%&W tnt,&.t dlichrgz rmf3ar3- on aqnatlc 
komltmrtlGs tn LIS. nl~iiudrng hnrvvslcil bpcctcs and thcx lordgc libls 
~ n a l > s n  should he c ~ w r l d ~ d  10 IIILIO~C. a ~ ~ S L I I Y L ( I U I I  o f  i l d~  UTSC C ~ X ~ L L  to XFW 

I fol sp2ete~ wltll 10~~11 dmi-pnftol+~ T11ag should rriclude an) pleliirinarv 

FA4-6 Section 3.3 of the final EIS has been updated to more fully describe 
potential noise levels, impacts, thresholds, and measures to reduce potential 
impacts associated with pile-driving. Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS 
includes a recommendation that Broadwater coordinate with NMFS to 
identify construction and operational noise thresholds that are protective of 
marine resources, and any appropriate mitigation. In addition, Section 
3.4.1.2 of the final EIS includes a recommendation that Broadwater 
continue consultations with NMFS to develop a set of whale strike 
avoidance measures specific to the Broadwater Project. 

FA4-7 Section 3.3.4.2 of the final EIS has been modified to include a discussion of 
Broadwater's marine debris policy and potential impacts to marine 
resources. 

FA4-8 The final EIS provides details regarding the YMS, pipeline interconnects, 
and proposed pipeline installation methods in Sections 2.1.2 and 2.1.3. A 
brief discussion of construction methods also is included in Section 2.1 of 
the EFH assessment (Appendix J of the final EIS). Potential physical 
impacts associated with installation of the proposed pipeline are discussed 
in Section 3.1.2 of the final EIS. Potential ecological impacts as a result of 
installation of the proposed pipeline are discussed in Sections 3.3.1.2 
(benthic communities), 3.3.2.2 (fisheries), 3.3.3 (fisheries of special 
concern), 3.3.4 (marine mammals), 3.3.5 (avian species), and 3.4 
(threatened and endangered species) of the final EIS. Potential impacts to 
EFH species and habitat are also discussed in Section 6.0 of the EFH 
assessment (Appendix J) 
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FA4-9 Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS includes a recommendation that Broadwater 
file a plan describing methods to successfully backfill the trench. The plan 
must incorporate interagency coordination to identify the appropriate 
methods for backfilling and detailed post-construction monitoring criteria 
to assess success. 

FA4-10 Thank you. Section 3.3.4 and Appendix J of the final EIS present the 
current information provided by NMFS regarding EFH recommendations. 

FA4-1 1 As stated in Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS, the proposed Project would 
minimize habitat degradation through use of a subsea plow as the primary 
means to install the proposed pipeline. Ths  technology is recommended 
by NOAA for reducing damage to the seafloor and greatly reducing 
recovery time (NOAA 2005a). In addition, backfilling and post- 
construction monitoring plans would be developed in coordination with 
NMFS, and all construction and operation would be conducted in 
accordance with all federal and state regulations and permits. 

Section 3.0 of the final EIS provides substantial information on existing 
conditions relative to the proposed Project and our assessment of the 
potential environmental impacts of the Project. As described in each of the 
resource sections throughout Section 3.0 of the final EIS, the proposed 
Project - as modified by the recommendations we have included in the 
final EIS - would not result in unacceptable habitat degradation and would 
cause minor effects on commercial and recreational water-dependent uses. 

FA4- 12 As noted in the responses above, the final EIS has been expanded to more 
fully address ecological issues as well as incorporating input from 
NYSDOS regarding its needs for its coastal zone consistency review. 

FA4- 1 3 The final EIS has been updated to more completely address many of 
NMFS' concerns, including those associated with operational water intakes 
and active backfilling and post-construction monitoring along the pipeline 
route. We have updated the status of issues that continue to evolve as they 
are still being addressed by other federal and state permitting agencies in 
fulfillment of their regulatory obligations, including such topics as coastal 
zone consistency and water discharge monitoring. 
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