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Appendix N
Responses to Comments

1.0 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 River (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 staff’s 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.
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2.0 COMMENTS SPECIFIC TO THE DRAFT EIS

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

N-2
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2.1 WRITTEN DOCUMENTS

Table 2-1 presents a list of the written comments we received specific to the draft EIS, including
the name and affiliation, 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 1s 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 appendix, 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 http:/www.ferc.gov
under “E-library.”
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TABLE 21
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-01 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-01 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-10 East Hampton Twon Commercial Fisheries Advisory Committee
LA-11 Town of Oyster Bay (Cashin Spinelli & Ferretti, LLC)
LA-12 Town of Huntington Town Board
LA-13 Town of Huntington
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TABLE 2-1 (continued)
List of Written Comments

Letter

Number Commentor
LA-14 Harry Acker, Town of Huntington, Director of Marine Services
LA-15 Town of East Lyme (Donald F. Landers, Jr.)
LA-16 Norwalk Harbor Management Commission (Anthony Mobilia)
LA-17 Town of Brookhaven (Brian Foley)
LA-18 East Hampton Town Board
LA-19 Towns of Riverhead and Southold
LA-20 Suffolk County
LA-21 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-10 Repsol Energy North America Corp.
OC-11 South Fork Groundwater Task Force (Julie Penny)
OC-12 South Fork Broundwater Task Force (Julie Penny)
OC-13 Group for the South Fork (Robert DelLuca)
OC-14 Norwalk River Watershed Association (Lillian Willis)
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TABLE 2-1 (continued)
List of Written Comments

Letter

Number Commentor
OC-15 Miller Marine Services (James Miller)
OC-16 Long Island MidSuffolk Business Action (Ernest M. Fazio)
OoC-17 Norwal River Watershed Association (Kathleen Holland and Micael Law)
OC-18 Greenport Seafood Dock, Inc. (Mark S. Phillips)
OC-19 Cross Sound Cable Company (Robert Daileader, Jr.)
OC-20 Wading River Civic Association (Sid Bail)
OoC-21 Guilani Partners, LLC (Richard Sheirer and Thomas Von Essen)
0C-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
0C-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-10 Ann Carter
IN-11 James C. Dunlop
IN-12 Verna B. Lilburn
IN-13 Peter Bergen and Tony DuMula
IN-14 Tamara Fowls and Sarosh Wahla
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TABLE 2-1 (continued)
List of Written Comments

Letter

Number Commentor
IN-15 Robert Fromer
IN-16 Warren Spehar
IN-17 Scoft Carlin
IN-18 Marian Phillips
IN-19 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 MaclLean
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
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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)
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2.1.1 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
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FA1 - United States Department of the Interior

LONTHILE AR Fecelved PERD OSHC 0LAT8/200% UEd3.00 BN iDocket#  GPOE-54-U00, CBY 2.

United States Department ot the Taterior ke B

()
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY AMERICA
Office of Envi ttal Poli 14 € 1
408 Atlartic Avenue — Room 142
Bostor; Massaclnsetts D22 L33

January: 18, 2007

90431
ERO6/L11S

Magalie R. Salas, Seeretazy

Feideral Encrgy Regalatory Comnission
B8 Tirst Seet, ME; Koo 1A
Washington, DC 20426

Déar Ma'Salas;

The Diepartment of the Titerior (Department) has reviewed the Thalt Eavironmental Tmpaet
Statement (DEIS) for the preposed Broadwater LNG Project, FERE Nas: CPOG-54-000 mvd
CPE6-55-000. The proposad project 1s the construction; installation, and operation of adiquefied
tatural gas (LNG) import, storage, snd tegasification faeility and new offshore gas pipeline to
comment o the oxsting irierstite natiral gas systemy withoall progect components located in Long
Istand Scurid {Bound), New York and Conngoticnt.

This repértof the Depattment is submitted far projeot platming pacposies under the National
Envrenrental Polivy Actand the Endangersd Spedies Act{ESA) ol 1973 (87 8t 884, us
amended: 16 ULSE, 1531 et seq), Comunents pursuait to the ESA were subiitied in a latter
dated Felbiruany 10,2006, Additional conmients may be provided pursuant to, and inatcordanes
with, provisions of the ESAand Figh and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 5tat 401, 4 amended:
16:UB.C: 661 et seg.in the ftuture; ifapplicable.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed Brogdwater LNG terminal would be a floating storage and tegasification tint
(FERUy that- would be attached fo-a voke mooring system thal includesa mooring tower
eribedded in e sga floor, The LNG swould be delivered to the FERU by LNG carriers,
femporarily stored, viponzed (régasified). and then transported toh new sibsen natural gas
pipeling that would extend from the seafloor bengath the FSRU approximatety 21 .7 milesto an
offshory conmedtion with the existitig lroquols Gad Transrrission System pipeling whuchextends
actoss the: Somd.

The ENG would be délivired to the FSRU ata'raté of about 118 LNG cartiors periydar: In'order
toipetormmodale the ervogenic slotaps tanks, the PRRU would be deuble hulled, The main
compongnts-of tie BSRU wonld include a single herflite andwiloading feility:for LNG cutiers
with cargo capacitiescanging from 125,000 o, 250,000 cubic ineters; atotal storhgs capacity of
350,000 cubigmeters; a closed loop vaporization:system that would heat the LNG vwsg natural
gas, utlity syitems; ereW quarters, and sepvice: facilities.

N-10 Federal Agencies Comments
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FA1 - United States Department of the Interior

200700185049 Repeined FERC OBEC OL/L872007 03448400 PV DocketH CPUS-54-000, ET Al

IMPACTS TO FEDERALLY-LISTED THEEATENED AND ENDANCGERED SPECIES

The VLS. Fishand Wildlife Service (Service)., ina letter dated February 10, 2006, mdicated that
thig Federally=Higred ds thicaiened piping plover (Charadhiis sielodiy) miag-oocur i the vieiniy
ofithe Port Jefferson and Greenport areas. The Port Jefferson and Greenpoit facilities would be
used foroffisy aid warshouss spagde; a8 well ag for miooring togboats. Both facilities are
currently oceupied by warehouses,; office space; and.commercial docks.. The DELS indicates that
st these tve onslore Tacilitigs are dorently used ag office Space, wardhotise spacy, wnd
copmereial dogks, 161y not ntivipatad that there would be inipasts to-drishore piping plovers.
The DEIS coneludes that wath the implementation of recommendstions, seluding coordination
witly Botly the Service and the National Marine Fisheries Bervics, the praj ot wonld not he likely
EAL-1 I: to adveryely afTeot any Federally-Tisted threatened orendansered species, The Servive conours
that the sn-shore favilities and operations associgied with the proposed action-are ot likely fo
adversely affect Federally-listed specios under our jurisdiction. However, the Bervicw is
cmrently assessing the potential impagts of migrating/foraging piping ploverand Iederallyilisted
endanpered roseate. term: (Sterna dongallity collisions with the proposed off-shore facility and
associated siuatures. As such, Purther ESA-consuliation and eoordination Is requirad:

FA12

IMPACTS TO FISITAND WILDLIFE RESOURCES
Entrainment and: o pingement of Aquatic Organisms

The Department has-conicems tegarding the effects on figh and-other aguatic organisig of the
FSRU and TNG carriers: taking in and dischiarging large volumes ol water. Most of the water
taken in by the FERU would beused for ballast when discharging vaporized LNG, Whentaking
an TNG frov the carrerd. the ballast water in the FSRU woild be retumiad o the Seund. The
LNG earriers wonld talie on water primatily for vse in edoling and for ballast when LNG ig
being unloaded, The cadling water would be refiirmed 1o e Sotind and balTast water would
remain o thie TG carrise until i departed the:Solnd;

Annually, theavater bitake of the FSRU would average about 3.5 million: gallons per day (agdy,
with o maximuay daily intake of 8 Zmed. T general, this water would be treated with the
bideide, sodivm hvpochlorite: The water initake of the carriers would be ahout 22 7 mgd,
including ballast and cooling water. Romie water discharges Trom the carriets wauld be
associated with conling on-board machinery and fudy b iy averdge of 3.6°F svarmer than
ambient temperatures:

The priveary impacts W fish and otber agualic resources assoctated with the above desertbed
exchunigh o watdr would bé The inmipingeracit-atd ehtrainmcnt ol ichihvoplankion, and poisibly
latger orgariists, agd the ddvérse ithpicty potentially asgociated with the disclrge of water
contating sodium hypochlorite. The FERULand ENG carriers drs predicted toannualtly
impinge/entiain between 49.8 '« 1019 iillion égpsand 67.4.million to T73.1 million Jarvas.
Based o ichthyoplankton surveys conducted in the project vieinity, the fish ypeeies. most likely
1o be impacted include weak shSoup (Crapscion regali §Senviomus chiysops), Tourbeard
rodkling (Encheliopus ciimbinis), tutog { Toutoga onitis), Sea 1obii (Thelidoniothys spinosis);
Atlangic inenhaden (Brevoeriia v, windowpang flounder (Seapthialamiss tguesis), bay
aehovy Glachod mitchilldy, smal lmotith: Hownder (Frropus nierostonigy, sand lance

(A mmpadytes diibis ), and butterlish (Porondfes friagamtiuy),

FA1-1

FA1-2

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.

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 likely to adversely aftect
federally listed species since impacts would be insignificant or
discountable.

Federal Agencies Comments
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FA1 - United States Department of the Interior

200700185049 Repeined FERC OSEC OL/L872007 03443700 BN Docketl CPUS-54-000, BT A

FA1-3 [

FA1-4

FA1-5

FAl-6

FA1-F

Braadwater is propoving tgastres o reduts sntramiment and tmpingement. “Theiriwdler intake
velocity would be 0.5 faet per-second.(£ps), which is an acceptable intake velocity to protect
aduaticcorganisms, incliding juveniles. The screen size onthe intake to'the ballast tanks of' the
FRRIT 4 0L inches (508 mmE a diameter that withnot preéclude enteatament and mpiagement of
many idhthyeplarkion thatare takieninto the sea chists. Muny poweiplants use-awedgowire
screen with & 008 tiches {2 mm) sorsén size. Weisherg'et al., (1987) found that wedgewire
screens with an witalie velocity of 017 fpaand slot gizésof 0.04 iriches { Iniing, 2 inni; and

0.1 Zmehes (3 rom), significantly reduced fish entrainment. ‘We reconimend thet Broadwaler
cansider thie vse ol 2 widgewire sctedning systom Wil wislot opening it the 1 - 3mm fangd,

Roinformation was provided iy the DEIS resarding the sereentng of water taken intoithe LNG
cartiers. We nots that the TNG carriers will tale o greater-volumes of waater and potentially
gignificant numbers.of iwhithyoplankipn than the FSRUL AT of These organismiy world likely
sufler morlality, either as:a result of Biowide use in:the carrier or ballast water exchange inthe
feenn; We recotmend that The Fial BIR discuss this topic-in greater detail:

Use of Biocide, Sodium Hypochlorite

Thie: batlist water withiti thie. FSRU Al be treated with the biocide: sodivm hiypochlorile, 4 high
plloxidizing and disinfecting agent. Thetreated ballast water would subsequently be discharged
tothe Seund. Broadwater is predicting fhat the discharged water:would Gontain sedium
hypoehlorite ateoncentrations hetween 0,01 and 0.03 parts permillion (10 - 50 parts per billion
[ppbli: Wa regommend that Broadwater estiniate the Tikely congentrations of total chilorire
likelvta be released and cotnpace those condéntrations with the New Yirk State Department of:
Environmental Conservation water quality stanilard for ¢hloring of "3 pph {o assess potential
binlopical effects. - Althongh very little information exists vn the biologieal effects of this
chigmical olyvaguatic organisms, The PAN Pestivides databiase (2006) provides sbme toxicolagical
endpoints. Most.elevant to the Sound; the larvag of Amerivaiy lobster exhibited altered growth
atsodium hypochlorite wider concentrations:of 1 50 ppb, with Jarval LCss vangring from 2,500
16,300 ppb hitp: sy pesticideinfo org/List. AquireVILisp IRt Ti=PC34390), Broadwater:
should mere theroughle-deseribe the water quality moniforing plan, linking iheir monitoring with
water-quality standards andbiological endpbints; such as the und mentidned above for flre
American lobster:

Effects o Migratory Birds

Little-detail is provided inn the document regarding aviation and navigation warting lighting,
Based on concsrns about lights attracting birds, especially in-inclément Weatheér (Wanvifls 2005),
we-eneourage the appheants to use mpinimum Intensityy redsor white, strobe lights o nighton
outbuildings, (Al seuctir s and ang othér Tacilitics fequidiog warning Hghts:. We distoldrags ise
of bright, high-intetsity, high-lomen sodivim or miereury vapor lighting. These have beaiiwell
documented to attract birds, especially during inclemsint weather at night (Manville 2003),

Onstriictires regidated By the Federdl Avintion Association (FAA) uiless otherWiss reqiested
by the FA4, only white strobe lights should be used 8t night, and these should be the minimum
nunber; imininun intensity] and minhmum aumber-of flashies per mitiute (longest dutation
betwaen tlashes) allovable by the FAA, Solid red.or pulgaling red incandescent lights should
not e used, as they appear to atteaet i pht-nugeating birdy af a canch higher rate-than white
strobe Tights,  For more anforpition see the Sorvice’s Best Management Pragiices at
hitpzwww birdsandbuddm gs.org docs AN anville Pall Siructirss.pdl:

FA1-3

FA1-4

FA1-5

FA1-6

FA1-7

N-12

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

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

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.

Section 3.3.5 of the final EIS has been updated to include information
regarding potential impacts to avian species from lighting on the proposed
FSRU.

Please see response to comment FA1-6.

Federal Agencies Comments
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FAT-8 |:

FA1-9

FA1-10

FA1-11 [

FA1-12 [

FA1-13 |:

SPECTFIC.COMMENTS

Maps in the draft BIS donat show latitadde or Tongitude. Without precise location infortmation, it
T difficult o detepmiie whers the pipeling, yoki nionring system, and Thoaling storage mid
regasification unit will be sited:

Section 2.3.2.2 Special Construction Technigues, Installation at Stratford Shoal, pages 2-30
and 2-31

T iy stated 1 the DEIS that the proposed “post-lay plowing tschiique” of pipeling installation
may networle inthe coarss, poterntially bouldery, sediments expected onthe southern flank of
Stratford Shoal Middle, Trisalsostaed that “Broadwater would condoot additional
ipvestigalions Lo determine whther or nol geotechnival sonditions acress Stratford Shoal would
allow pipeline iustallation using the post-Tay plowing method.... I the additional investigitions
indicate that the post-lay plowing method would not be appropriate, Broadwater would develop
an alternative installation method for this portion of the route.”™ Ttissuppested that Broadwater
consull the seismic-rellestivn sub-holiam profiles wuailable Tor the projectared. These profiles.
whigli gould beused to elarify goological isstes involved with pipehine fastallation and
geohazards at'the floating storage and regasification vait; are available in Poppe ¢t al (2002) av:
hitp:/iwoodskoleier nsgropoviopentile/of2-002/

Section 3:0 General Seiting, page 5-2, first parasraph, fourth sentence

Several geographiv features ave nusnamed and nrislocated. The sentence currenily reads “A
relatively shallow area called the Norwalk Shoat Complex sep theeast basin fromthe
central basin.” This: sentence shiontd be revised 1o réad, *A relativély shallow ared formed bv.a
submerged maring delta and provincially referred to-as the Mattituck 8$ill separdtes the east bagin

fromithe véntal bagin,”

Section 3.1, 1.1 Gevlogic Setting, page 3-3, second. pavageaph, fonrth sentente

The sentenee ernrently ends with the phrase .. from the North Pork.™ Add “of Long Tland” for
claritv==-change'to. “....from the North Fork.of Long Tsland.™

Seetion 3.1.1.1 Geologic Sefting, page 3-4, third paragraph

Replace thi referéndes to "Neorwall: Shaal Complex™ it the sectiid and fouith deitterices with
“Mattituek 1P and replace the veferences to the “Siraiford Shoal Comples™ i the fourthand
Tast séntences wath “Siratford Shoal Middle Ground Complex®

Section 3.1,1.3 Gealogic Haravds, Seismicity, and Faulting, page 3-5, fisst paragraph
Thig Tast setifénce slates that no New: Englind carthigunkes hive ex amngnitide ol 6.0,
This'igangerreet; the Cape Ao carthauake 1x currently estinmited to have had amagnitude of 6.2
(Ebel, 2006):

A

FA1-8

FA1-9

FA1-10

FA1-11

FA1-12

FA1-13

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

The recommended reference was reviewed in updating Section 3.1 of the
final EIS.

The final EIS has been revised with this information.

The final EIS has been revised accordingly.

The final EIS has been revised accordingly.

The final EIS has been revised accordingly.

Federal Agencies Comments
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FA1-14 [

FA1-15

FA1-16 [

FA1-17 [
FA1-18 |:
FA1-19 [

FA1-20 |:

Fa121 [

Fa1-22 [

Section 3.1.1.3 Geologie Mazards, Soil Liguetaction, page 3-5, sécoml paragrnph; sécond
sentence

The sentence corently beging: *The surfacé substrate i composed of sofit sediment {Claysand
sands).. " Thewording should Be revised to repd, “The surlace substrats 18 composed of solt
muddy sediment (primarily ¢layey silth..”

Section 3.1.2 Sediments

The text iin'this seetion gonfuses sodimentary givironment with sediment texivre. ind uyes the
related termis mterchangeably. Figures 312 and 3.1.3 both show sedunent type iniihe
backaround. Ifone of these figures showed the sedimentary environment data layer available
fronm the same source (Paskevich and Pojipe, 20007, sonie al” the résultant confugion would be
rechified.

Section 3.1.2.1 Existing Euvironment, page 3-7, first paragraph, last sentenee

Change "Lavustrine gladial depogits.... " o "Glaviolacusitine deposils. ..

Seetion 3.1.2.1 Existing Envirommnent, page 3-7, second paragraph, third sentence

Change “Fine-grained matorial corers...” to “Eavironments charaeterized by finmg-grained
depositivn eover...”

Section 3.1.2.1 Existing Envireument; page 3-7, second parageaph; fourth sentence

Clianige it to réad “Tovironments chaiacterized by sorim cover dpproximatély 22 percent of the
seafloor, and sovivenments characterized by coarse bedload transport cover approximately

o peroent.™

Section 31.2.1 Existinig Environnient, page 3-7,; second pavageaph, fifth senfenice

Change “Codrse-grained material is present niainly in....” to read “The main.area of coarse-
grained bedload transport is present in;.. 7"

Section. 3.1.2.1 Existing Envir paged-7y d paragraph, sixth sentence
Chanipe it 10 réad “Environments chiracterized by fosion coverapproxitiately 10 perciiit ol the
seafloor; primarily at the eagtern entrancé to the Sound and on the shaltower parts of The

Sirailord Shoal Middle Gromd and |

Tk Shgal L—Uu\p:xﬂ o857
Section 3.1.2.1 Existing Envireniment, page 3-7, thivd paragraph, first sentence

Change * _sediient assodiated.. o™ sediméntary environment sssocialed. . and-chatigs
. sedirent eonposition:” o~ the distributions of theseenvirgnments.”

Section 3.1.2.1 Existing Envirominent, page 3-7, fourth paragrapl; first sentence

Change The réferencs (o Poppe elal (2001) 10 Kngbiel and Poppe {2000},

FA1-14

FA1-15

FA1-16

FA1-17

FA1-18

FA1-19

FA1-20

FA1-21

FA1-22

N-14

Section 3.1.1.3 of the final EIS has been revised.

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.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Section 3.1.2.1 of the final EIS has been revised to better characterize the
existing environment.
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Section 3.1 2.0 Existing Envivenment, page 3-7, foirth pasigraph, thivd sentenie

EA49S Change sentende fo frenid! “Envitonimenits i erosion or nondeposition occur o' the shalloiwer.
B parts-of Stratfvrd Shoal Middle Grownd™

Section 3.1:2.1 Exdsting Enviromment, page 3-7, fourth paragraph, fonrth sentence

FAT24 [: Change *insediments composed of various proportions of sand, sili, and clay” to “in muddy
seilimienis ciomposed privarily of clayvey silt (Pappe el al. 200007

Section.3.1.2.1 Existing Envivonocnt, page 3-7, fourth pacagraph, fifth, sixveh; and sevenith
sentences

EA1-25 [ Change all relerenves to *Siratford Shoal *to “Stratlond Shoul Middle Ground™
Section 3.1.2.1 Existing Eavironment, page 3-7, fourth paragraph, sixth sentence

FA1-26 I: Charige the phrase . gravel or bédrack. ™ at the end of the senténve to ., gravel”
Seetion 3.1.2.1 Existing Enviromment, page 3-7, fourth paragraph, last sentence

EA1.27 I: Change the phrass “._sedimenttype is-a combimation ol sand, silt, and ¢lay” atihe end of the
& sentence to . sediment type proeressively fines untilit becomes clavey silf.”

Section 3.1,2.2 Potential Impacts and Mitigation - Physical Disturbance, page 3-15, first full
paragraph

The-applicant’s contertion that the excavated trench-would backfill naturallywithin 3 vears (or
even T4 years) i untikely, hased o the peclogy of the aren. sctive buckfilling of the pipeline
trench ag recomunended by the EIS anthurs; is. most congisient with iminiriizing snvitommasntal
impacts-along the pipeling route-and feduing potential relyases from any contamuiated
sediments that might be-exposed dbring excavation. Therate of patural backiill in miost of'the
depositional arsas of the Sound is ot rapid snovgly to refill the pipeline trench in the tinwe
envisioned {greater than 2 vears k. The aithors are-referred to Mecray and Buchholtz ten Brink
{1999 which shiws dated sediment profiles from the ared vging Ph-2 10 and €187 indicating
the Tow scdimentation rates, and Kocbel (1998), which shows arcasof depositionsand erosion.
Thie riatural sedintentation rate is. generally Tess than 178 inch per year: Thegonly backfill would
come fronslimping oF fransport-of excavated material back intothe tretich by bottany curreits:

FA1-28

Sectipn: 3. 1:2:2 Potential Do pacts aod Migigation - Sedimentation, page 3:16

Theapplicant usad the MIKE 3 modeling method to predict trangport and fate of sediment
disturbed during construction. However, they did not speeify if or whose neas-hottor surrént
modéls were Tiicoiporated into The thadeling and whial vange al stor energy the:Clrrents
reflected: “The MIKES systeris indeed a statesol-the-art modeling system capableofl
reprégenting the complex processes of sediient fésuspension and sediment transport by wind,
wwaves; and clirrenis 114 senii<enclosed basin siich as Long Island Somnd, These modeling
Fystems, howsver, réquire inttial conditicns, Bondary conditions, specification of many tuhable
paramieters. and; herelore the publié-can have noconfidence in the model results withoul
kaowiing how the model was detpally configurgd; calibrated, and asscssed. A detaled iechinigal

FA1-28

FA1-23

FA1-24

FA1-25

FA1-26

FA1-27

FA1-28

FA1-29

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

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.

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

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

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

Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS has been updated to incorporate this
information.

A technical 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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FA1-30

FA1-31

FA1-32

FA1-33
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appendix that describes how the model was configured, calibrated. and assessed is
recommended. The reliability of these findings can not be ascertained due to the insufficiency of
information provided in the DEIS about how the modeling was actually performed.

Section 3.1.2.2 Potential Impacts and Mitigation - Scouring, page 3-17, first (partial)
paragraph, last sentence

Although field measurements indicated that average current speeds across Strattord Shoal
Middle Ground were less than 1.3 fps, these data were probably not collected during storm
conditions. These potentially higher storm-related current speeds should be factored in when
[inalizing plans lor backlilling.

Section 3.2.3.1 Clonstruction

Consideration should be given to conducting a detailed geotechnical study of the terminal site
and pipeline route prior to beginning construction on this projeet. Possible difficultics with
pipeline construction across Stratford Shoal in particular should not be minimized, and merit
additional sidescan and seismic surveying, as well as detailed examination of existing data
available in Poppe and others (2002).

Section 3.2.3.1 Construction, page 3-25

In this section, copper release from antifouling paint used on the floating facility and mooring
structure is presumed to come only from leaching into the dissolved phase. The reviewer would
assume that over the operational life of the facility (greater than 30 years) particulates from spot.
rusting and flaking of paint from the hull of the facility and the mooring are likely to deposit
particulates with elevated copper concentrations in the sediments in non-negligible
congentrations.

Section 4.5 Pipeline Route Alternatives, pages 4-33 to 4-38

Project features are shown on the figures without navigational information and, in this case,
without underlying data germane o the topic. Sediment texture, sedimentary environments,
bathymetry, habitats, contaminant distributions, sea-floor features, ete., are discussed in the text
in reference to the proposed routes, but are not shown in any of the Ggures.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this DEIS. Tt vou have any questions
concerning our comments on Federally-listed threatened or endangered specics or other fish and
wildlife impacts, please contact Anne Secord, with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service at
607-753-9334 (anne_sccordi@lws.gov). For questions concerning the specilic comments, please
contact William Schwab at the USGS Woods Tole Science, at 508-457-2211
{bschwab@usgs.gov).

Sincerely,

Andrew L. Raddant
Regional Environmental Officer

FA1-30

FA1-31

FA1-32

FA1-33

Sections 3.1.2.2 and 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS have been updated to include
an expanded discussion of the Stratford Shoal contingency plan.

As required by the recommendation in Section 3.1.1.3 of the final EIS,
Broadwater would complete geotechnical surveys in the area of the
proposed FSRU mooring site prior to construction. Broadwater would
complete additional field investigations with test plows across Stratford
Shoal between October 2008 and April 2009 to determine the most feasible
plowing method for the pipeline trench. Plowing is anticipated to begin in
October 2009.

Rather than the use of anti-fouling paint that contains copper,
Section 3.2.3.1 of the final EIS includes a recommendation that Broadwater
use silicone paint for the hull of the FSRU.

The existing environmental conditions in the Project area are depicted in
Figures found in Sections 2.0 and 3.0 of the final EIS, including
navigational information (Figure 2.1-1), bathymetry (Figure 3.0-1),
sediment texture (Figures 3.1-1), and contaminant distribution

(Figures 3.1-3 through 3.1-5).
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Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
838 First §t. NE, Room 1A
Washington, D/C. 20426

Reference Docket Nos, PF05-4, CPOG-54-000, and CP06-55-000

Diear Ms. Salas:

The US. Environmental Protection Aggncy (EPA) has reviewed the draft environtmenital
imipaci statement (DEIS} for the Broadwater Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) terminal and
pipeline (CEQ # 20060479). The proposed tetminal and pipeline would be locdted in
New York State waters of the Long Island Sound, approximately nine miles from the
searest shoreline of Long Island, and about sléven miles from the nearsst shoreling in
Connecticut. This review was conducted o accordance with Section 309 of the Clean
Alr Agt, and the Nationg] Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

The propused LNG terniinal would bea floating storage and regasification unit (FSRLU)
that would be attached 102 yoke tmooring system (YMS) that includes-a mooring tower
embedded in the seafloor. The FSRU would look like a2 marine vessel, 1,215 feet long,
200 feet wide, and 48 feet above the waterline at the primary hull, and would pivot
around the YMS, enabling the FSRU to-orient in response to the prevailing wind, tide,
and currént conditions. LNG would be delivered to the FSRU by LNG carriers (on
average two 1o thres per week), lermparanly stored, regasified, and then transgorted ina
riew subsea natursl ‘gas pipeline that would extend from the seafloor beneath the FSRU
approximately 21.7 miles to-an offshore connaction with the existing Iroquais. Gas
Transmission Systesy pipeline in Long Island Sound. Approximately 118 carrier

deliveries are expected per year

Comments

EPA commends the Federal Bncrgy Regulatory Commission (FERC) on its efforts to FA2-1 FERC appreciates the efforts of the EPA staff to provide timely and
FAz.{ | Work withall the cooperating agencies during the preparation of this DEIS. The consistently useful input into the NEPA review of the Project.

document reflects many of the issues brought forth during interagency mestings and
discussions. We also appreciate the récognition of the Long Island Sound Estuary asa
respurce of particular imporiande receiving significant publie {nvestment. -Qur remgining
comments on the document are as follows:

Irnkanovt Acidema (URL) e hitn Wnviv. ape.gov
FracipubitiBpp Mk = Prinhes WhR Varptiinu €38 Bames] Indst o0 FIOcHsd Papms (0Nam ST Poaiconsumnn
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Atr Quality
* & Inorder to demonistrate compliance with the Mational Ambient Air Quality

Standards (NAAQS), FERC included a discussion-of the air impacts of the
anticipated emissions from the proposed Broadwater project and other
background sources of emissions (page 3-181). The DELS states that sir impacts
were evaluated with the EPA dispersion models, Offshore Coasial Dispersion
(OCD) aud AERMOD Pritue, and that meteorslogical data collected froma
nearby buoy by the University of Connecticut was nsed as input to the dispersion

|: models. EPA recommends that & copy of the modeling analyses be included as an FA2-3

FA2-2

FA2-2

appendix of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) in‘order to help
support the findings from the models.

I » During discussions concerning facility permitting, Broadwater representatives
were informed by EPA and the New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation (NYSDEC) that the meteorological period selected for inputto the
digpersion models was not appropriate. In response, Broadwater staff stated that
they would obtain & better quality meteorological data set and submit an updated
EAD:S I: modeling-analysis. We recommiend that this new meteorological datd set be nsed
o ipdate the NEPA arialysis as wiell.
FA2-4
- # Thoughthe input data for the madeling analyses are going to berevised and,
therefore, resulis may change, EPA would liké fo note that the table of impacts in
FA2-4 the DEIS usinig AERMOD-Prime (Table 3.91 - 15) shows a 24 hour average
PM2.5 cosicentration of 59 vg/m3. This value wonld exceed the recently revised
- PM2.5 NAAQS of 35 ug/m3 and would warrant discussion ' the FEIS.

Air Quality =~ General Conformity

¥ Appendix F provides a* Druft General Conformity Evaluation™ with a disclaimer
that “Additional information from Broadwater is required to finalize this
document...* As indicated in the DEIS, the current disciission of the conformiity
Eas determination does riol include substantive information about project emissions
subject to' conformity or about the method by which the project will demonsirate
corformity. This type of information is usually irichided in conformity FA2-5
determinations issued for public comment under 40 CER 93.156. Once the final
general sonformity detérmination hag beeri completed, it will also need to be
L noticed under 40 CFR 93,156,

# Appendix F, sections 4.0°and 5.0'at page F-3, indidate generally that FSRU

emissions will be excluded front the conformity analysis because they are subject

to'stationiary source permitting: However, please nots that the permitting

exclusion provided in 40 CFR 93.153(d)(1) only excludes emissions governed by

a major nonattainment new source review (NBR) permit or & prevention of
| sigrificant deterioration (PSD) permit. A minor NSR permit or an operating
i permit under Title V does ot provide an exemption for emissions from the FA2-6
i FA2E J conformity reguiations. Given the discussion in the DEIS (section 5.1.9, page §-

N-20

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).

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.

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.

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

The General Conformity analysis includes FSRU operation emissions not
subject to NSR and PSD but subject to other permitting.
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FAQ-Gt

FAZ2-Y

FA2-8

FAZ-9

. FA2-10

11), which suggests that-some of the emissions from the FSRU will not trigger a
major NSR or PSD)permit requirement, it appears that the FSRU emissions may
need to be included in the conformity analysis.

Appendix F, section 9.0, last sentence; indicates that the conformity analysis will
exlide “propulsion engine emissions.™ Wi are concerned that excluding
propulsionengine emissions from the conformity determmination does not appear
10 be-consistent with the requirement in-40 CFR.93.15%(d) that all direct and
indirect emissions from the project be addressed in'the determinstion.

Appetidix F, section 6.0, paragraph. 1, suggests that the New York State
Implemenitation Plan (ST} would niead to be revised befbre the threshiold levels
for s moderate ozone nonattainment area would apply. Based on the references in
Appendix Fto the federal conformity regulations in Part 93, it appears that FERC
is applying EPA’s conformity regulations, not a federally-approved state
conformity regulation. If so, the thrésholds applicable to @ moderate area under
40 CFR 93:153(bY 1) would apply directly based on the designation and
classification EPA gave the area. Therefore, a further SIP vévision would not be
required to make that ¢lassification applicable o the area. Further, we note that
the discussion does not appear to reflect the fact that this nonattainnyent area is.in
the Ozone Transport Region (OTR), and that the discussion appears 1o reverse the
thresholds that would apply to NOx.and VOC in the OTR. Accordingly, we
recommend that the applicable threshlds be reviewed and clarified, if necossary.

In the absence of emissions numbers, we cannot detérmine ay this tme if
conformity is applicable to emissions of PM 2.5 and its precursors. The
applicability discussion in Appendix F, section 5.0, suggesis that conformity
might apply to PM 2.5 pollutants. If so, we recommiend that section 6.0 address
PM 25 pollutants, as well as NOx and VOU for vzone nonaltainment pirposes.

Section 5.1.9, at p. 5-11, indicates that construction is scheduled 1o dccur outside
the-ozone season. 1F FERT ig planning to exclude any construction emissions
from the conformity analysis because the emissions wail not ogcur in the ozone
season, we recommend that the FERC license or some othet legally binding
commitment limit construction to the non-ozons season. Without such a binding
requirement, there would not be & basis for excluding those emissions from the
conformity andlysis. Inaddition, we recommend that the FEIS contain
verification that the NYSDEC has approved limiting construction to the not-
OZODE SSASON &S an.appropriate bagis for excluding those emissions from the
conformily analysis.

FA2-7

FA2-8

FA2-9

FA2-10

N-21

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.

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.

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

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) this 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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Warer Chudiey

% The DEES recopnizes that the scaled:down subsed plow method proposed by
Broadwater to address trenching through the eoarser substrate along Stratford
Shoal may tiot be suscessiul, FERC staf¥ (pags 314} recomimended that
Broadwater provide seontingency plan 1o the Seeratary: prior fo mplementation FA2-11
of an-alterrative installation method, - BPA recommends that the contingency plan

FAZ-T1 regarding analternative to subses plowing in the Strarford Shoals boincluded in

the FEIS in order to allow Tor an goalysig of the poténtial impacts of anctber
method of Tavitig the prpelie.

® According o the DEIS, Broadwater profiosés ih Create the pipeling trenchwitha
suhsca plow and 1o backiill Teag than 10 persent:of the trénch lerigth, and allow
the remmining trench o natorally backfl, Alternatively; FERC stalf (page 5:2)
recommend “that Broadwater actively hackfill the entire. length of the pipeline
trenchand develop post=construction mondtoring criferia 1 coordingtion with
federal ind stats resource agencies™ We agroe with the conclusion in the DEIS
that “the sucesss and timing of nanual backfilling is uncertain” {page PS8 and
suppoit the FERC staff recommended Heense condition #15 that would require
Broadwater to develop a plun describing methods to mechanically baclkdill the
trepth, as well a8 incorporating detailed posf-construction monitoring oritetia 1
assess suecess: Whild we récognize that the active bacldilling would generate
some additonal sedivaent dishabanee and turbidity in the water colum we
believe it would restore the benthic environment - ite preéonstiuction condition
avexpeditiousty as possible and ulimately lead to faster recovery of benihic
conmmuities. As poted inthe DEIS, an open frepch can potentially be a
migration: ohatacle fo bista and anexposed pipeline could Bave petential Tinited
thermial trpacts (page B-30),

o The DEFS statey that the temvpemture of the nfural gae in the fiserwill deerease

fromi 1307 16 1207 F from the topof the riser to its ingertion point in the Subsea

pipeling (page 3-35) and (hat there will be 6o predicted fncrense in water

lemperalure approsimately 4 feet from the ¥ser due to mixing W ambient

temperatures. W recommend that the modeling and analvais vo support this FA2-12
EA2-AD cotelusion beincluded in the FEIS. We also suggest that FERC consider

conducting an analysis to deterrnine whether the warver water produced by the -

riser would enhance the-development of growih of nulsance orgatisms.

Biologival Resonrces

s We recommend that a -mare detailed discussion of operational onderwiter nolss FA2-13
and-itg impacts be included inthe FEIS. In particular, we reconimend thal the
FAZA1S FEIS include o discussion of anv.of the specific recommendations 1o pratect
imidrine ofganisms during conistriiction and operation of the project that résult Trom:
the coordination that would be required by proposed license condition #17 (5
200

N-22

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.

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.

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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General

— ¢ The DEIS (page 4-35) states thet Iroquois Gas Transmission System L.P.is
considering construction of a 24-inch-diameter Brookhaven Lateral gas ling that
may have an effect on two of the alternative pipeline routes, 'We recommend that
the FEIS address the Brogkhaven Lateral docket PFO5-16 and update the status of
that project and its possible lmpact (o the Shorehar and Scott's Beach altemative

- routes.

FAZ4

& We recommend that the information on'the Roosevelt Island Tidal Engrgy Project
FA21G on'page 4-4 beupdated to reflect that the project is currently in 4 demoristration
L phase and producing sleciricity.

n light of our conceris over the potenitial environmental impacts from the proposed
project, as-well as ourrécommendstions for additional information and analyses; EPA
has rated the DEIS a8 Envirorimenital Concernis -~ Insufficient Information (“EC-2") (see
enclosed rating sheet). -If you have any questions regarding this review or our comments,
please contact Lingard Knuison at 212-637-3747.

Sincerely yours;

Sy Y/

John Filippelli, Chief
Strategic Planning and Muld-Media Programs Branch

Enclogure

FA2-14

FA2-15

N-23

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.

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.
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FA3-1

FA3-2

FA3-3

FAZ-4

DEPARTMENT QF THE ARMY
HNEW YORKDISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
JACOB K. JAVITS FEDERAL BUILDING
HEW YORK, N.Y.-10278-0080

FEB O 82007

Regulatory Branch

SUBJECT: ~ Broadwatér Energy LLE Drafl Envitoninental Tinpact Statement
U8, Army Corps of Enpingers Application No. NAN-2006-265

Federal Energy Repulatory Comindssion Dockel No. CPOs-34

blagalic R. Salas, Secretary

Federal baergy Regulatory Commission
848 First Brreet NE, Room 1A
Washingion, 1 20426

Dear-Becrotary Salas:

This letter provides comments in t8sponise o the Diraft Envir tal Tupact Statement
(DETS) prépardd by the Federal Energy Regulaton: Commission (FERCY for the Broadwater
LG Project.

The LS, Ay Corpsof Englueess, New York Disteict generally conictus with the DEIS,
We offer initial commenision the DEIS ag {ollows; while looking toprovide additional
corpinents wilhin the néyt o weeks

The DELS does not evaluste impacts that the moving and fixed security zones inay have
onactive Long Tsland Sound (L13) dredped mmaterial disposal sites thel ave maraged by the U8,
Anmy Corps of Engincers. The binal Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) should provide a
graphic [or sevetal graphics ds neécessary) that cleirly Mustrates the relationship hetween the LIS
dredoed material disposal sites, the wioving securily vonesurrounding & LNG yanker approaching
the FSRUT and the securty zone around the FSRU. A discussion of impatts lothe LIS dradged
material disposal sites, inchuding possible.exclusion zones and restrictions on use should |
acgempany the. graphic(s).

Fhe DELS does not address the econotic iopast 16 the fishing and related sigpont
industries catised by the exclusionary fixed and moving security and safety zouss. The FEIS
should quantify adverse sconomic effects fu'thess ndusires that will becsused by thereduction
i dobsier fishing grounds and eommercial fishery trawling lanes due 1o the exclusion zones:

The DES dées ot evaluate Jong term aperational noise Tmpacts Gpon fishery resouress.
The FRIS should addiess inpagts to fishery resources due to nolse cansed by the eperation of the
ESRU.

The FEIS should include atevaluation o how the project witl comply with the Cledn
Water Act Section 404(h){1 ) Guidstines for Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredged or Fill

L Material,

Pagelof2

FA3-1

FA3-2

FA3-3

FA3-4

N-24

The dredged material disposal sites are identified in Figure 3.5-2 of
Section 3.5.5.2 of the final EIS. As identified, the fixed safety and security
zone for the FSRU, and the moving safety and security zones for the LNG
carriers would be located over 2 miles from those sites.

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 fishing 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.

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.

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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Wi thaitk you for giving us this-opportunity to comment on the DEIS, I youhave any
guestions, need additionst inforpation; orwish to discuss any of the above fssues tn more detail,
plepse copait Naomi Handell, Project Manager, ai 917-790-8573.

Sinicersly;

)

P8 DT
(il ] Tomn
Richard L. Tomer

Chicf, Regulitory Branch

et Jumes Martin
FERC, Environmental Project Manager
Gis Brdrich 3
BBE First Streat NE
Washingten, DC 20428

Pagelof?
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% Hatlonef Oceanke and Atmoapharic Adminlstration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
NORTHEAST REGION

{("“ Tea UNITED STATES. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

JAN 2 3 2007

Mapabie R Sulas, Sterctary

Federul Energy Regulatory Comimission
BE8 Firet 3t NE Room 1A
Washingon, DAC: 20426

Re: QEPIDG2E as Branch 3
Broadwater LNG Project
Docket No.  CPD6-34-G00

CPOH-35-000

bOh o O L

Deur Secetary Salas:

The:National Oceanicand Armsspheric Admministration, National Masine Fisheries
Service (NMESHhas reviewed the draft environmental irapact statcment [DEIS] prepared
forithis projéet, which entails the proposed construction, Anstaliation, operation, and
mgintenance of a floating storage and regasification unit (FSRU)Y and appurtenant: support
angd nattral gas transmission facilities which collectively are being proposed by
Bioadwater Energy LEC and Brosdwater Pipeline LLC [jointly termed hereafier as
Broadwater}.'The proposal penerally is intenided to establishoa terminal capable of
recelving imporied LNG from seagoing carners, storing and evaporating (regasifying) the
LMNG, and subsequenily delivening nature) gas to New York and Connccticut markets
through a new subagueous pipeline rving in to the existing Troquois Gas Transnifssion
System [IGTSL. I constructed: the PSR wodld be supported and supplied by existing
waterfront facilities on Long Island. Existing warehouse, olfice, and docking space with
the.capacity to berth up to four tugs has been-ideatified for project suppont during
construttion and oberation insither Groenport or Port Jafferson, New York,

Federal agencies thal have jurisdiction by law orspecial sxpertise with respect (o uny
envirgnmental irmpact restlting from #n dgency action are required to-comment of the
DEIS. See 40-CFR: § 1503.2; NMES miaivtins expertise and jurisdiction by Taw over
themation’s lving marine resources and offers the following comments and
recommendations onthe Broadwater [NG DEIS.

ijecl BDeseription

Broadwatet'sconceptual desten indicates that the propaséd LNG terminal and

regasification plant would be housed o d permhanently mivored vessel thatis

appresimately 1,295 feet fong, 200/ feet wide, and 112 Teet tall [with approxomately 82
feet extending ubove the water lingl. The vessel would be double-hulied aid heldin e

al least ning miley offsbore by & yoke and tower aystem | YMSY that seonld peritthe e

s
rn

T
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vegwel toorient inresponse fo prevailing witidg, Hides, and ewrrents. The FSRU would
Lidve one beitldng and unloading facility capabiles of serving curriery holding from
125,000 to-250,000 gubic reters of LN, and atotal storage tank capagity of 330,000
culiemeters,

Vaporization-of the LNG wiuld be dcdoniplishicd ushng 4 closed ldop systom liar heats
the ING using natural pas. Wader intakes that supply ballast water for the FSRU and
othier fadility ngeds are xpecteid to draw aparoximately: 5.5 imillion pallons perday. In
addition jo theindugirial postions ol the: project, whidh fargely entail TG storage and
regasilication facilities; the PSR alse would be desioned to house crew and areas
dedizated to service fmotions. Finally, natural gas produced from the LN Grstored oo the
ESRUFwould be deliversd primacily to New Yoik ivarkels through approsimately 21.7
miles ol sibaipifeous pipeline tivstalled betwser the TSR and theexisting 118,
Significant projeet details; including flig YRS design and final pipeling installation
methedalopy, have not yet been finalized.

General Comments

Breadwater’s TING terminal i¢ proposed 1o be tonstructed in Tong Tsland Sound [I.I8), a
wationally significant estuarscthat Hes between the Connecticut shoreling and Long
Teland, New York, 'This important habitat supports.a sidewariety of natural resourcesof
concernitothe MNational Marite Fisheries Service, notably Iobstéri and other crustaceans;
abundant bivalve mollusk populations; diversefintish speciexy and tederally listzd,
endangered. or threatened wildiite: LIS dlso supporils a specirion of mmporlant
Pevréational aid cOmiméreial ases ranging Fom fisherics, Boatihg; and iranspuriation toa
varfety of utility ingtallations. Maintaining these existing coastal zone uses is regionally
ipportantand consistent with the goals-and objectives of the two states” coagtal
management prograims: Remume ageney comments on-past installations of natural gas
pipelinés, teleconimm & siit, and eleetiic transmisston cables within LIS
indicate the potential impasts ﬂ m watld agorig from Gonstructing the Brdadyedter
project.

Implications of Water Intakes and Discharpes: While average water intake volume
would be reduced throngh use ofta closed-Ioop hieating svstem featiuring a sysism
eomprising eight dlosgd<loop shell-and=tuby vaporization systém {ST) onits, the
oparation. norsthelsss would require millions of gallons of water pevday’. Ballast water
and all othier séaswater regiurernerits woilld be met using four witakes positionigd on the
hotlom of the FSRLIs hull, approvioately 30 feeb below the water ling, The intake
position aid serdening ard designed to reduce entrainment and impingement of
maerolav, bul Moy and volume newds do not permit Gial &ll specios and Tife stages
conld be excluded from the infakes. Fitranment of fish or invertebrats egps and larvas s
willas snvall preyy itenss i Tikeld to b déthal dud have eonséy) Tor agialic resirey
ofrboth the Conpecticotand New York sidés of LIS, In additipn, smipadtsthat regull Gam
proposed seleases of treated ballagt and otherdischarass should be chagacterized in

| greater detail.

FA4-1

N-27

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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FA4-2

The analysis ol these dinpucs should be supplemented belure the NEPA process iy

conipleted. In‘addition, the ovesall-operation would fequire tepular digcharges of freated

water bagk inte LIS 1o adjust ballast wateraud rélated activities,  While these would be

subject to.some levelol Clean Water Act oversight, it remains to'be seen whether suitalile
sures-cotld be devieloped and subsequently implemented th protedt aguatic Tife and

| ‘habitiits.

— Implicationy of Benthie Habitat Disruption from Pipeline Installstion: While FERC statf
has developed ageries. oF recommendations in the DETS that-conld beused to reduce
certain construction impats, significant: projest. desizgn details have vet to be proposéd.
Ag-aconseguence; NMES ix not able to aceept at this stage that the seological
imiplivations of project consiridtion, installativn, and dperation have beei characterized
adequately. T particular; key design featores such s the YMS, the gus pipeling
interconneets, and the final pipeling installation methods remain 1o be: deformined and
could, theretore, not Be asséssed fully in the DEIS. NMES Knows from prévions utility
installations in LIS that gignificant issoes can, andido, asise during constinotion. For
instande;, anexpaclied obsitictions were eheotiniervd during the inglallation ol the
Transenergio Cross Sound Cable that significantly complicated project completion. While
thergare ithportant differeneés in the gendric inpacts ol installing this cable crossing
with respeet 10 thoge That would acirog Irem. congiritiing the proposed Broadwater
pipeline latéral, the oxample:is instrustive i that prelithiiiary reconnsisshizos studiss for
othér utilities have failed to diseloseall potential obstrictions that could coinplicate
installation according to the proposed method. Similarly, irstallation of both the original
TS erossing and ihe subseguent Eastehester Inferal similasly posed challenges thal
widté not dnticipaled in heh respelive NEFA dnalyvies,. Notably; ¢von Vidas pasi
construction, benthic habitat insignificant reaches of the Eastchester project did not

L recoveraspredicted in the NERA analysis for that prejest and rernains disturhed,

FA4-3

FA4-4

Whille v appreciate that FERC i recognizes the importance of this istue and has
recoitmignded that Broadwater backiill the teeiich and olieriwiss Addidss pipeling
installation impacts; the DEIS does not provide details on how this would be
avcomplished imd what the: resulting impacty of thic aotivities would be: In Hght of the
difficulties experienced with-utilits crogsings in'LIS and potential for adverse impacts on
the LIS lobster population, it is important that techniques which-proved tnsicoessful in
the past vol be relivd on by the project propoments 1o uddress, this issue. - In addition, it'is
iniportant thatithe adverse impacty associated with ady of theie vonstivetion techiiques
arg éviluatéd Tully before the NEPA progess 18 concluded.

FA4-5

— -Limding Awcess for Lxisting, Water-depéndent-Activitics: NMIS notos thie proposed
safetv zoney that would be established around the FSRU and any Yankers coming to
deliver TNG would: b Teast emporarily exeluds traditional commercial ind recreational
uses ol LIS Conunereial and réersationadl. viessélé wold by prohibited (room énléring the
ptnangnt safelyzoneyurrounding the: FSRU and in-the moving enviglope surounding
approaching tinkery, NMPS believes the safety zones are likély to.displace dommereial
and iecreational fisherinen; particulasly thoss operatuiy iy tlie sasteiii basin of LIS that

4 relion trawling or tge of fixed gear.: This displacenient hag the potential 1o ¢réate an

N-28

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.

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 benthic 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.

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 identity the appropriate methods for backfilling
and detailed post-construction monitoring criteria to assess success.

The potential impacts to recreational fishing 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 temporary when
they did occur but would occur periodically throughout the life of the
Project. The associated potential for economic impacts to commercial
fishing due to the proposed fixed safety and security zone around the YMS
and FSRU is addressed in Section 3.6.8.1 of the final EIS. This includes
potential impacts to both commercial lobster fishing 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 fishing are addressed in Section 3.6.8.2 of the final
EIS.
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A

 coonomiciand sovial bardship forenumber of lshermen,. Whilethe vastens basin‘and its
offshore approaclies would not be subjected to-the permangnt clogure contémplated
aroundthe FSRU Tobstermen and other Tishermen effectively would have to cense
operations and move away to avoid wsafety zone whenever a TNG tanker approached.

Ay ndicated in the DELS, TNG déliveries would oevur on-a veéry régular bagis. This-could
disrupt some fishing operations to the point that they could no Tonger effectively tend
their gear. The DETA does not adequately assess the Josy of dccssk and scoiiamid impacts
on-eommercial and recreational fisheries, particularly in the castérn basinand s
approach; Bimilarly, the collateral fosses that would agerue i both Conmeciiout and New
Yorloshould recreational boating agcess bavome dismpted for the life of this project

L should be evaltated.
Threatened and Endangersd Species

Section 7ot the Endangerad Species Aot of 1973 (ESAL as amendsd, requires Federal
ageneies 1o consult with MMES fo-ensurethat “any action autherized. funded, or carrisd
oul-bysuch ageniey , « Jis ot Tikiely o jeopardize the confinued existenee of any
endangered spectéyor threatened species oradversely modify vr destroy Tdesiznatid]
critical habatat . . . 7 (Seealso 50 C PR part 402). L prévions corfespondends regarding
the Broadwater LNG terminal proposal, NMFS identified sevoral species of sea turtles
listed as endangersd or threateriad under the ES A that are known to:otcur 1n the vikinity
of the propoged LNG termingd location. NMLUS also indicated that,. althouah not preset
at the inimediate project location; endangered right, humpback, and fin whalss may be
présént in offehore watérs ivliers thes! may be impaeted by TLNG varriers transiting 1o and
Trginth proposed terminal. Do 1o the prosénes of Tisted speiiss it wetion aréa and
the potential for the preposed setivities to affect these spegiesr, NMES dlsoindicated that
section 7 consultation would be necessary for the proposed project;

FERC hag dndicated that portions of the DELS have beei prepared 1o serve as thie
bislogical assessment (BA) for purpases of section 7 ¢onsuliation. NAMES ackdowledges
thisanid has reviewed the DEIS for-content related to endangered and threatamed spocies.
However, the section 7 consullation provess is separate From NEPA, and as such; NMFS
will provide complete endangered and threatened specicy comments under separate cover
as partof the ESA consultation process;

The DIELS identifies the following potdntial ¢fiects vo ligted séa turtles ind whalesdie 16
congtruetion and opsration of the Broadwater LNG termiral;

[0 Vesseleollisions

[0 Hubatat impacts (water quality, water temperaiure)
(5

&

8]

Acoustic disturbanes and haras
Destruetion of benthic resotrees (Impacts £ prey resources)
Fael spills

L impingernent and entrainment during water infike

N-29
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FERC has recomprended thal-Broadwatér develop additional mitigaion mgasures in
cobsultation with KMFS to addresy aooustic effocts of pile diiving adivity siid the tislcof
wegssl colisions with Histad species, NMI'S agrees witly this recommendation, and
suggests that further fiformation about pile driving activity is necessary in order o
develaop appropriate mitigation measures. In addition, NMF§recormimends that the FEIS
addross the poténtial for moréased niaring débis dui tu the presense ol ihe Broadiviter
factlizy and the potential for sea turtles to be adversely affecied by ingestion of maring
débris. NMFS Topks forward to-vorkig with FERC Ho gottinie evaluating the effects of
ihe proposed project.on listed specios through the gedtion Teonsultalion provess

FA4-6

EFH Conumenits

Ag notedin the wssential Tish habital (P assessment ineluded in the DEIS, LIS has
been desipnated as EF1Tvader the Magnusen-8tevens Uishery Conservation and
Mamsigement Act {MSFCMA] Tor varidus e stages of 19 species with federal fsdiery
paiassent plans. The propoced project would have ssmficant advere sffesty on EFH
primarily by alteting many-acres of benthic habitat in-conjunction with pipeline
installationy disrupiing forage communitics, operating waler frdake and discharge
structires, and infroducing chronizitight and acoustic distwhanceyal the FSRU where
presently thire ard noiie;

FA4-7

Qe ability to-agsess potential impacts on LI and assogiated maring resources was
complicated by less thaw optingal information i thismatter. I particular. important
portions of the project haveyet 1o be desighed and thelc inthazts analyzed. Section
FO5(h2y of the MSFCMA réquired-all federal dgéhicies to congult with NKES diany
action authorized, fundid, or indertaken by that agenty that tuay advérsely alléet EFH.
Included in this consultation progess 1s the prey of aeomplete and approyriate
EFH assessment fo provide necessary information on which to eonsuilt: As indicated in
the forcgoing discussions, NMES finds it neeessary to request additional inforfration that
we-may provide final conservation recommendations. AcCordingly, we até providing the
following ihterim eoinmients to guide FERC pegarding EFH isgues that femain to b
addressed-during thie NETFA proeess. The following information needs are necessary:

FA4-8

L. Providea definitive degign and gonstruction description for the ¥MS and
pipeline interconnects for it proposed lateral betvecen the FSRU and eriginal
IGTS pipelhing,

2. Provide a.desoription of how pipeling burial would be aceomplished and an
analysis of the impacts that wounld acerue asing the proposed saite of methods,
Thits:amalvsis shonld mglude consideration of both-phisigal and gcologival
fmpagts.

3. Provide a'finll assessiient:of waber infakeidischarge impacts oii squatic,
vommpnities in LIS, including harvesred species and their Torage, This
analysis shpuld be gxignded to inchide x discassion of adverse slfecis to BEFH
Torspecies with loeal designations: They should include any preliminary

)

N-30

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.

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.

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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gnvironmental requireiments That lave enierged o address Cleas Wtk A
1SS1KSS,

4, FERC should supplement its EFH analysis todnclude anevaluation of all
itripacts that wiould acérue from, the:more advanced dégipn-criteria-and alseo'in
Sonjuietion with Broadwsater's plan Tor mééting pipe burial, benithic
restoration, and-any other requiremients recimimended by FERC 1o miget
NEPA objectives.

FA4-10

r— Joaddition to the above information, we would like to alert FERC to the probability that
wizwould nclude among our EFH consarvation recomumendations @ post-constouction
mioritoring plan. “This plag would include ditailed benthic tepography and binithic
commumity-data. i addition, wilikely would recommend that a'remisdial plin s
developed in advanee 1o address argas thnt do. notmeet established perforinance

L. standards:

FA4-11

These récommendations are necessary. in-orderto supplement the EFH assessment hetbre
our NEPA vourdination i concluded, Whan a compleid-assossment is tedeived, e will
provide PERC with conservation récemmendations based npon-the best available

L meientific mtormation pursaint 10 Sectioi 305(bY4)(AY of the MEFCNIA,
Fish and Wildtite Coordination Aot Reconimendations

- Tivaddition to the many funstions and values provided for federally manigéd fishery
rédources, thé projedt arca fonctions ak-an important migratere coridor for diadrotions
Dishigs, and ds mpGitanl spavning and nursery liabigit Tor lobsters dnd other statg-
regulated aguatic resources.  The DEIS should berevised to address whether r how this
project could be implemented to-avoid unacoeptalile habitat depradation. Tn addition, we
note that project Constrndtion, mstallation, and operation wounld limit public access fothe
witlerway and FBving aquatic respurcés. Given the signilicant-effors of the Pederal
Ciovermment, the States of New York and Connevtiowt, ag well as miterestod msmbers of
the public 1o address enivirontmental degradation wid appropriate public use of TIS, FERC

L should address/them i detai] before concluding its NEPA assessment.

FA4-12

Conclusions

I soiiindey, NMES regenimends that FERC eXpand its NEPL assdssmant to eovitr ey
coological and related coastal zone issugs more fully, W also reconumend that
Broadwaterbe required to provide FERC with more coripléte project information than
thepresent, relativelyconceptual desion, in order that the impaets are more fully
understood batare a cortification deeision is mrade, Inlight of the project’s potential to
firipdir habitat valuey aid Tunetions a8 well i Tniterfers with existing watér dependent
nses, it ouriopinion that it s premature for uk 1o miake final project reconimenditions
unti] the pessssary-information beeotnes available: We look forward to oureontinuesd
woordination conesrning thiy projedt pussuant 1o both Seetion 303N BYof the MSA
and 50 CER600:8200k ), as wellas Section 7 of the Endangered Species. Act. Should vou

FA4-13

N-31

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.

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

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. This 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
NMEFS, 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.

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.

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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have any questions abot this matter, please contagt Diane Rusanowsky (203-882.6504)
for: habitat conservation and NEPA isstss and Eristin Kovama (978:281:9300 %6531 for

any(aestions regarding oo protegted resources coordination.

Singersly,

Pawricia A, Kurkis
Regianal Administator

o FERC: Gas'd, PI-LL3
USACE ~ CENAN
USEPA — Pegion 1&2
USFWS « NYFO. & LIFO
NMFS — Milferd, Sandy Hook, PRD
NYSDEC — Albany & Regien |
NYSDOS -- Albany
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