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Franklin Bloomer
11 Pineerest Hosd
Riverside, CT 06878

January 15, MTM] J‘m?? P 3s

Federal Energy Regulstory Commission
888 First Street, NE
Washington, DC 20426
Attention: Ms. Magalie R. Salas, Secretry

Re: Docket No. pF06-54:000
P

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Fwrite to oppose the liquefied natural gas facility proposed to be built by Broadwater
Energy inthe middle of Long Islend Seund.

Such a facility simply does not belong in the middle of 5 busy msjor waterway, which is
also an important recrestional mmenity, surrounded by millions of people. Long Island
Sound can, and should, be betier used s part of the region’s transportation infrastructure,
but the impsct of the secirity zone around the facility and the clearanie of lanes for the
transit of LNG tankers 1o and from the facility will detract from more effoctive use of
Long Island Sound’s ports.

Asarecreationa! boster, 1am sppalied at the prospect of the transit lanes and security
zones, | have owned & sailboat during much of my life, and 1 have sailed past the
proposed location of this Sacility many times, frequently several Himes in o year. The
fransit lanes would presumsbly prevent crossing the Sound east of the facility during
whatever period they are kept clear. The security zones would also present a major
obatacle to a sailboat, partdeularly when procesding west againgt the previiling
southwesterly winds in the Sound. A sailboat heading for western Long Island Sound
would either have o tack south of the facility before reaching it, putting its course along
the Long Islad shore where there are o good ports between Phom Gut end Port
Jefferson, or to ssil north of the fcility and lose whatever windwand advantsge the
sailboat might have before reaching it. Sailboats move af slow speeds. Even in favorable
winds, & sailboat woild be facing significant detours and consequent delays.

Long lsland Sound iz & mujor reason why coastal Connscticut and the north shore of
Lomg Istand enjoy the quality of life that they do. The Sound is perhape the most
important element in defining the “sense of place™ of the region.. It is beavily used for
recrestion, not just ssilbosts (mine is relatively small, 29°) but power hoaters snd
fishermen. The inroduction of & major industrial facility in the middle of the Soind
would have a buge and very negative impact.

IN39-2

N-956

The safety and security zone of each LNG carrier would cover an area of
approximately 2,040 acres (3.2 square miles), and only one carrier would
be present inside the pilot stations at any one time. The entire transit path
of an LNG carrier would not be an exclusion zone. As described in the EIS
and WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the amount of time for the LNG
carrier and its associated safety and security zone to pass any single point is
about 15 minutes (the length of the safety and security zone from front to
back would be about 3.7 miles), and the only exclusion area along the LNG
carrier path would be the 2,040 acre (3.2 square-mile) area around the
single LNG carrier. All other portions of the carrier route, both in front of
and behind the carrier’s safety and security zone, would be available for
use. In addition, if authorized, it is expected that Coast Guard would
require Broadwater to schedule LNG carrier transits to minimize impact to
other waterway users, to the extent practical, as recommended by the Coast
Guard in Section 8.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS). Section
3.7.1.4 of the final EIS has been revised to more clearly describe this issue.
The closest point of the proposed safety and security zone around the
FSRU would be more than 8 miles from the nearest New York shoreline
and more than 9 miles from the nearest Connecticut shoreline. That would
leave a substantial area for sailboats to traverse in that portion of the Sound.
As noted in Section 3.1.2.3 of the WSR and in Section 3.5.5.1 of the final
EIS, the highest density of recreational boating is within 3.5 miles of the
shoreline; therefore, most recreational boating would not be aftected by the
proposed safety and security zone around the YMS and FSRU.

The impacts of the FSRU and its proposed safety and security zone on
recreational boating and fishing are addressed in Section 3.5.5.1 of the final
EIS. Our assessment indicated that the impacts would be minor and would
last for the duration of the Project.

Individuals Comments
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The LNG industry has o velatively good safety record, but the risks inbisrent in cooling
gas'to a liquid state and then converting it back 10 & gaseous state are well known, This
type of facility should be located in a place where the consequences of an incident would
not be'so serious.

Vurge FERC not to support this illconceived proposal.
Very truly yours,

Lol R

Frankhn Bloomer
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As stated in the final EIS (Sections 2.1.1.1,2.3.1.1, 3.10.2.1, and 3.10.2.2),
federal regulations, industry standards, and classification society rules
would govern the safe design, construction, and operation of the FSRU and
would serve to minimize the risks to the extent possible. The proposed
offshore location of the FSRU further reduces the risk to the public.

Individuals Comments
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MEMORANDUM §

January 8, 2007 n ;

FOR: Cifizens Campaign For The Environment . w

FROM: Dr. Stephen T. Teticlbach, Ph.D. ‘ ;
Professor of Biology, C.W. Post Campus-of Long Island University Q ;qf_ ’L . 5 L{ _D

SUBJECT: Comments on the Broadwater LNG Project Drafi Environmental Imipact Staternent

The overall conclusion reached inthe Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
Broadwater LNG Project proposed for Long Island Sound (November 2006 document) is that minimal
imipacts would result from the construction and operdtion of the LNG terminal; however, several
asgurnptions upon 'which these conclusions are based appesr to reflect misinterpretations of the
seientific literature: In some cases, quantitative data cited in support of conclusions are not provided in
the report or attached references. In other cases; potential impacts are summarily dismissed with very
little discussion. I will address two areas specifically in my comuments: the potential effects of the
proposed LNG terminal on marine life of Long Island Sound and the potential effects of the onshore
support facilities proposed for Greenport and/or Port Jefferson, New York.

The discussion of the potential impacts of the ING pipeline-on marine life focuses on American
lobsters, Homarus amiericanus, sad commercially and recreationally important finfish species, but
oftits some inportant scientific evidence which is integrel to the discussion of these potential impacts.
The DEIS states, without providing any references; that fuvenile or epibenthic phase lobsters are
located in shallow water less than 30 feet deep (pg. 3-45) and thus pipeline installation would have
lintle i any effect on lobsters during these stuges of their lives. However, Sclafni {2001) stated that,
when plansing surveys of distribution of juvenile lobsters in western Long Island Sound, more juvenile
lobaters were expected to.ocsur i deeper than shallower witers. The DEIS states (pg. 3-45) that
“Installing the pipeline during winter would avoid impacts to & portion of the adult lobster population
because they would have migrated offshore.” It-is well known that lobsters in Long Island Sound are
essentially non-migratory (see review in Howell et al., 2008), and thus confining pipeline installation
to-wititer months would not be expected 1o reduce mortality of adult lobsters because they would ot
have migrated qut of the aren. The potential impacts of crossing Stratford Shoal with'a 54 R-wide, 4000
1t long tench are dismissed 4s “tegligible™ (pg. 346 DEIS) due {0 the Himing of planned excavation
activities associated with pipeline installation, but sgain, this is based on the incorrect notion that
lobsters will have migrated out of the area; The recent mass montality of Tobsters in Long Istand Sound
and the poor condition of the remaining stock are well documented; further damage to this impertant
resource caiv only exacérbate the problem,

In discussion of backfilling of the proposed pipeline trench with rock (pg. 3-44 DEIS), the
suggestion is made that this would provide habitat for potential attachiment of oysters and mussels,
This is.an incorrect assumption: oysters (Crassosired virginica) and mussels (Mwtilus edulis) found in
Long Island Sound are known 1o oecur from the intertidal Zone to & depth of 10 mieters (Abbot! and
Dance, 1986) which is much shallower than the depth of the proposed trench (~95 ft =29 meters). One
potential impsct of backfilling the proposed trench with rock, which is not mentioned inthe DEIS, is
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Thank you for your comments. Section 3.3.1 of the final EIS has been
updated to reflect the results of recent lobster studies in Long Island Sound
as they relate to depth distribution and migration.

Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS has been updated to identify the species that
may utilize hard substrate, including invasive species. As stated in the final
EIS, the final backfilling methods would be determined in concert with
federal and state resource agencies; and the 2-mile portion of the trench that
Broadwater has proposed to backfill with engineered material could be
covered with a layer of native substrate, thereby eliminating the conversion
to hard bottom substrate and potential invasive species habitat.

Individuals Comments
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that it may provide better substrate for attachment of larvae of the colonfal wicate Didenyuon, which
fiss had major impacts on sea scaltops and other benthic fauna on George’s Bank, and which h;ats peen
newly reparted in eastern Long Tsland Sound (National Undersea Research Ceniter; 2006). Providing
additional hard-Bottom substrate I the form of rock lining the pipeline trench might contribute fothe
spread of this invasive species in Long Island Sound. o .

Anather significant omission in the Draft EIS ixthe data from the quantitative benthic surveys done
by the Broadwater téam, which are briefly deseribed on pg. 3-39. Methods and specific results are not
provided, and no réferences are provided either. A general listing ismade ol benthicinveriehrates
encoumtered during video surveys, but without knowing the particular species and the numbers
encounteted there s o way 1o judge the potential impacts of the proposed dredging. The invertebirate
species mentioned, e.g: amphipads, shrimp, crabs, are very important prey items for the commercially
and recreationally important finfish species found in Long Island Sound.

Thiere are several incorrect assumptions and mistntetprétations which plague the discussions of
potential impacts to marine [ife from the infake of seawater for normal operations of the FERU and
NG carrior operations. The intake is:proposed from adepth of 40 i below the waler line (pg. 2-8
DEIS). The statement is made that *. .. phytoplankion and zooplankion communities generallyare
canfined o the fop (0-16'11) of the water column in'Long Jsland Sound during surnmer and late fall”
and the implicit assumption i that since the intake is well below this depth range that impacts 10
plankton will be greatly reduced. First of all, while some stratification of waters in Long Tsland Sound
does oceur during summer months, Conover (1956) showed that the vertical distribution of
phytoplankton was fairly uniform front surface 10 bottom i Long Island Sound. Peterson (1985)
studied the vertiesl disteibution of different 1ife stages of the abundant copepod Temora longicornis in
Long Island Sound and found that while ¢ggs were most abundant in the top 5 m of the water column,
cach suceessive life stage {i.e. larvae, juveniles and adults) was found deeperin the water columing
adults lived at or near the sediment surface. The latter authoris cited ay the source for the statement
noted above, fromi pg. 3-8 of the DEIS, so it appears that this information was misconstrued.

Fstinated impacts of impingement/entrainment of plankton, including fish larvae, by the
Broadwater operation are probably grossiy underestimated. Results of the Poletti Tehthyoplankton
Program (PBS & JIMS 2003) and the Broadwater study-of plankion are summarized in the Draft EIS;
and are used as the basis for ealculation of the numbers of larval fish expected to be
impinged/entrained by the Broadwater operstion: A mesh size of <0333 mm{=333pm) is commonly
uged for such sampling, however; Houde and Lovdsl (1984 indicated that only-about 1% of fish
larvae may be retained by 0.333-mm mesh in inshote areas of Biscayne Bay, Florida, Ttis stated on pg.
3-3% of the DEIS that seawater iniake for the Broadwater LNG ferminal will impinge/entrain millions
of fish egos and larvac, but based on the retention efficlency quoted sbove their estimated mortality
tates for fish larvae may be indersstimated by a fattor of 10, Calculated estimates provided inthe
Draft EIS of entralment/impingerment mortality due to the estimated infake of 28.2 mpd of seavater
(=103 billion gallons per year) for normal operations of FSRU and LNG cartier operations speak-only
of ichthyoplankton and lobsier Jarvag, but say nothing of the myriad species of phytoplankfonand
zooplankton, which-support the Long Island Sound food web: Deevey {1956) reported maximuim
debsities of net zooptankton from Long Island Sound that were higher than 200,000 individuals per
cubic metar. Thus, losses of zooplankton and phytoplankion fom entrainment/impingement will easily
bt it the trilliotis; The proposal is made in'the DEIS to-usé a fine=mesh sereen (0.2 inches) on
intake pipes to Tower the fate of impingement/entrainment. If, forargurmient’s sake; a sereen of 0.1
tnches (=2.54.mun) is used, this will exclude virmally no plytoplandion and only the largest
invertebrate larvae (Johnson & Allen, Z005). But this is & moot point because the proposed flow rate
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As discussed in response to comment SA2-17, Section 3.3.1 of the final
EIS has been updated to provide additional detail on the benthic
communities documented along the pipeline route, based on Broadwater’s
field studies. Additional details regarding the benthic studies conducted by
Broadwater in April and May 2005 can be found in Resource Report No. 3
— Fish, Vegetation, and Wildlife in FERC’s docket for the Broadwater
LNG Project (Docket No. CP06-54-000, Accession #20060130-4018). The
document describes the protocol and provides detailed results of the video
surveys of the seafloor and, more importantly, the collection and laboratory
analysis of benthic samples along the proposed pipeline route.

While Peterson (1985) did report that the depth distribution of an individual
copepod species varied by lifestage, Peterson (1983) reported that the
general phytoplankton and zooplankton community of Long Island Sound
was generally confined to the surface waters during summer and fall.

As discussed in our response to OC5-15, the final EIS has been updated to
identify the expected impacts to phytoplankton and zooplankton associated
with water intakes. As with ichthyoplankton, Section 3.3.2.2 of the final
EIS concludes that the impact would be negligible (less than 0.1 percent of
the standing stock of the central basin of Long Island Sound). Because the
percent of plankton loss was calculated based on the proportion of the
volume of central Long Island Sound that would be used by the proposed
Project, changes in the density estimates due to net efficiency would not
alter the conclusion that the proposed Project would impinge/entrain less
than 0.1 percent of the standing stock in central Long Island Sound.

Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS has been updated to more clearly describe
potential impacts to phytoplankton, although it was never intended to
convey that intake screens would prevent phytoplankton entrainment. In
fact, entrainment estimates assumed that there were no screens. The
comparison of the impacts to water resources for the proposed Broadwater
Project to the Port Pelican Project is grossly inappropriate because the Port
Pelican Project would use over 100 million gallons of seawater a day to
vaporize gas, resulting in reducing the seawater temperature by 20 F as
explicitly described by Thompson (2004). The Broadwater Project would
not use any seawater to vaporize LNG. Because FSRU water would
primarily be used for ballast, the temperature of discharges from the FSRU
would approximate ambient water temperatures.

Individuals Comments
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{051t pei- second) iv-well beyond the swimming speeds reported (Johnson & Allen, 2005) Tor marine
zooplankton, including crab and shrirmp larvae (001 fi/sec), bivalve mollusk larvae (0.01 fsec), fish
larvae (0.1 f'sec), and adultcopepods (0,005 fi/sec). Thus, the thought that plankton will somehow
wvold impingenient and/of entrainmment in the intake warer of the Broadwater facility is nonsense. Ina
discussion of the Port Pelican Liquid Natural Gas (LNG) processing facility proposed for coastal
Louisiana, Thompson (2004) concluded that use of a fine-mesh screen intake (<0.2 inches)and inteke
flow rate.of 0.5 f/sec (the same as proposed for the: Broadwater project) .. would allow mest larger
arganisms to avold impingerment at the Intake structures, but water passing through the facility will
undergo mechanical, pressure, femperature, and chiemical (NaOCl = chlorine Meach]) shock, Some
entrained eggs and larvae ouy survive aiy one'of these advesse conditions (Cada et al. 1981, Muessig
et al. 1988), but the-combination of these stresses will be lethal to-abmost all organisms passing throngh
the facility.” She further stated that “{ulntil shown otherwise, we must assume that all fish and
invertebrates will die after entiainment and simultaneous exposure to these four environment stress
factors:™ Thompson (2004) concluded by stating that the Port Pelican Liguid Nataral Gas (LNG)Y
processing facility would effectively “steritize” the entire Wwater coluin (83 1. depth) of a large area
around the faeility:

Phvtoplankton and zooplankion entraived in the Broadwater intake would not only be-lostto the
- future recruitment of their respective popalations, but they would also be lost to the food web which
suppoits the vahiable finfish and shelifish populations of the Sound. These losses of plankion will be
exacerbated by the daily discharge of sodinm hypochlorite (e, chiorine bleach) and wastewater
deseribed for nommal operations of the Broadwater facility {pg. 3-59 Draft EIS). Lighting of the
external areas of the FSRU, which would be visible to a distance of 0.6-miles {pg. 3-59 Draft EIS),
would potentially atiract marine organisms from an arca of ~1.13 square miles; light is knovwn asa
powerful cue for the depth regulation of larvae of several species of bivalve mollusks and other marine
mvertebrates { Levinton, 2001) and thus the process of larval attraction by Broadwater Hghts might
Further amplify losses du fo 8 impingeémsnt/entrainnient in itake water at the FSRU. It should be
emphasized that impactsdue to entrainment/impingement of plarktan will océur on acontinual basis
while the Broadwater project is in.operation.
~ Potential impacts of onshore support facilities to the villages of Greenport and Port Jeffesson are
effectively dismissed inthe DEIS. Butthe fact is thal, using Greenportay the éxample, the proposed
15.1 acre operations site winild docupy most of the Greenport waterfront, The existing waterfront here
includes Mitchell Park, with its carouse] and ice skating rink: docks for transient vessels, commercial
fishing boats, and the Shelter Island ferries; as well as fnerous restauranis and shops. The proposed
site plan calls for .. a - warehouse for storage and handling of spare parts, fools, and equipinent; dock
space for berthing four tugs, a workshop for tug mainfenance; and a waterfront staging area capable of
supporting container transfer eranes, large trucks, and a personnel transfer and boarding area.” Larpe
containers would also be'stored here. The facility would all-be surronnided by a perioeter secirity
fetice, which can be éstitndted to bie 3100 R, (~0.6 miles). The statement thal =, .use of these onshore
facilitics s proposed by Broadwater, would not result in Tand vse conversion or impacts™ (pg. 390
DEISY is patently absurd. Additional details of the impacts of the activities associated with the land-
based facility can be surimised froth the mention of “container trausfer cranes™, This implies that the 4
tugs will be bringing in large containers o the land-based fagility, to be carted away by “large trucks”™,
Large containers brought in by water necessitate barges. The movementof tugs with barges in tow
through the narrow entiance to Orient Harbor and into Greenport Harbor raises serious coricérns about
potential navigational hazards to the heavy recreationil boat traffic in this area;
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Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS has been updated to provide additional
detail on potential impacts to phytoplankton, and the final EIS concludes
that there would be no significant impact to phytoplankton communities
associated with water discharges or lighting. Any minor influences of
lighting on predator-prey relations and plankton could negligibly affect
plankton populations but also could result in a correspondingly beneficial
effect on the species that prey upon them.

The commentor has stated that the onshore facilities would be on a 15.1-
acre site. We do not know the origin of that number. Broadwater did not
state that it would use 15.1 acres onshore, and we did not use that number
in the EIS. If the commentor used the borders depicted in Figures 2.4-2
and 2.4-3 to estimate the area of the facilities, the calculation is not
appropriate. The borders depicted in those figures indicate the area within
which a facility would be selected, not the actual border of the facilities
themselves. We have clearly repeatedly, and correctly described that new
construction for the offshore facilities would be limited to a security fence
and checkpoint. Impacts associated with use of the onshore facilities,
including impacts to marine traffic, are addressed in Sections 3.5.2.3,
3.7.2.3, and 3.8.5 of the final EIS. As noted in those sections, Broadwater
would use existing onshore facilities to support offshore operations. By
using existing facilities for Project-related activities that would be similar
to current use of the facilities, we do not anticipate significant additional
impacts.

Individuals Comments
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Tn summary, the potential impacis of the Broadwater LNG facilities proposed for Long Island IN40-9

Sound and the communities of Greenport and Port Jefferson, NY are grossly understated and, as such,
do-not accurately portray the environmental and social costs of the project.

Literature Cited

Abbott, B.T. and S;P. Dance. 1986, Compendium of Seashells. Armerican Malacologists, Inc.,
Melbourne, FL. 411 pp.

Cadaetal 1981, p. 111-122 Tn: Jensen, L. D. {ed.). Issucs associated with impact assessments:
Proceedings of the Sthvsational Workshop on Entrainment and Tuipingement.

Conover, $:AM. 1956, Phytoplanktorn: Bulletin of the Bingham Oceanographic Collection Volume 15:
Ogeancgraphy of Long Island Sound, 1952-1954, pp. 62-112.

Deevey, G.B. 1956, Zooplankion, Bulletin of the Bingham Oceanographic Collection Volume 15:
Oceanography of Long Island Seund, 1952:1954, pp. 113153,

Houde, E.Duand J. A Lovdal 1984, Seasonality of securrence, foods and food preferences of
ichthyeplankion in Biscavne Bay, Florida, Estuaring, Coastal and Shelf Svience 18: 403-419.

Huowiell, P, 3 Benway, C: Giannind, K. McKown, R. Burgess and J. Hayden. 2005, Longsterm
population wends I American Jobster and their relation to temperature in Long Island Sound. Journal
of Shellfisheries Research 24(3): 849-858,

Johnson, W88 T3 M, Allen: 2003, Zooplankton of the Atlantic and Gulf Coasts:
A Guide to Their Identification and Ecology. Johns Hopking University Press, Baltinwore. 379 pp.

Levinton, 1.8. 2001 Marine Biology: Function, Biodiversity, Ecology, 2% Edition. Oxford University
Press, New York. 513 pp.

Muessig, PLH., LR Younf, I, 8. Vaughan-and B, A. Smith 1988. Advances in field and analytical
wiethiody for estimating entrainment mortality factors. p. 124:132 In: Barnhouse, L. W, R. 4, Klauda,
8.13. Vaughan and R. L. Kendall (6d.). Science, law, and Hudson River power: a case study in
environmental impact asséssrient. Arerican Fisheries Society, Monograph 4, Bethesda,

National Underses Rescarch Center. 2006, Space Invaders: Non-pative ascidians in the Long Jsland
Sotmd; htipdAwws nore sconnedishout/evenisleverni00 dndex bt

PBS-& HLMS. 2003, Charles Poletti Power Project, Studies to Determine the Effects of Entrainment
dnd Inpingernent, Volumes and 2. Prepared for New York Power Authority,

Petersor, W.T. 1985, Abundance, age structure and in-situegp production of the copeped Temary
longicorais i Long Istand Sound, New York: Bulletin of Marine Science 37:726-738.

N-961

The comments provided have enhanced the review of the Project and, had
they been provided during the lengthy scoping process, would have
enhanced the draft EIS. However, as explained in our previous responses,
we have conservatively assessed the impacts of the Project and supported
our conclusions with field surveys, scientific literature, and the professional
judgment of numerous scientists who have spent the last 2 years carefully
understanding and evaluating the project. We appreciate that a document
of the size and scope of the draft EIS would contain some mistakes and are
thankful for reviewers who pointed out those errors and drew appropriate
conclusions based on their magnitude and content.
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DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
COMMENT FORM

Comments may be el ot the FERC table or
mailed 1o the FERG:

Wi el o il yoor sovnvents, pleass saod an
ariginaland ben coples 8 veur camitente e

tEgaie RO Baas, Seoratary

Forderal Eoiry Reguiabry Commigson
BRE Frat 8L ME, Hoomild
Washington, 00 2%

Relerare Docket Nos, CPOSSA000 and CPOG-55-
0 e il il both sopien, @ label trv oy
ot golrcomivents i thealanion ohhe Gas Branch 3.
[HG2E.

Comments may be submitted to the FERC via
the lnterneton the FERC's websile:

S e rasirustions gt i fers gov unidar the e
Pl itk i e ik b v LIk Guide: Propasg
gl somments i e same manner yiu wadd ey
e proviringa fetler and gave (e cormmants fo a fig
apyour hard delve, Felors you s bl coremants
yoel pend o cresiecan atoount by clioking oo Big
up”under New Uamr?™ Youwlbe ssted o eseci e
tppaint subrmagon vii amereking, This eubmisbion is
commidered.a Comment o Fling”

£ g

et € BB PR

COMMENTS (PLEASE PRINT! <adifional s it i
Thite MBE AT pe el MMTSE ot THE i
ENCRENHEINTRE. SR EITENT_ RUTs ELANFORD i)

o it

. PERIT A
Tl FEST S JEE

Abiboremit  The FAlbR e iy idte. Bk g o

ke My lse iy

e (AFEKE T THE S )

b i s g T T ’Qj’* ‘E)_?g @}{{, ,t;’»} 3!%.{ & e'n??f.a f,'{

L (3L

p——

e

o e F e S b
Y TN *“f}rﬁf}ﬁ) £ ,e,;vgg{.;“‘ﬁﬂ}

TEL TG s dd A TS

Dormmentor's Name snd Malling Address [ Pleass Brint Cleatld)

IN41-1

Thank you for your comment. We have revised Figure 2.1-1 to more
accurately depict the location of Branford.

As discussed in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, during LNG oftf-loading,
the LNG carriers would uptake water for cooling. Upon discharge, the
water would mix and cool rapidly to within 1 °F above ambient
temperature at a distance of about 75 feet from the point of discharge. The
thermal plume would tend to rise from the discharge point toward the water
surface, losing heat all along this path. Thus, thermal discharge from the
proposed Project would not be significant enough to influence global
climate change nor be influenced by global climate change.

IN41-2
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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

Brospwarer LNG Prouect {CPOB-54-000 anp CPUB-55-000]

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
COMMENT FORM

Comments may be left abthe FERC table.or Cortimignts may be submitted Yo the FERC vig
tmalled to the FERT: the Intemet onithe FERC's website:

1f you praferto sl your somments. piéase sendan Seshebaiugions sthip N len g e the e
ofiginalant wocoties ofyour cormments i Fiiing™ fink. and the link to the User s Guide. -Prepars
- . youreamments.ii the same fanner youwould fyog
(;ll:ﬁg;!; ;:d a; x;:;iﬁcmmsw were providing a letler end s eoommenis o a e
86 it «:’, YQJE aR o {A ¥ ¥ dirjaur riaid drive. Beore you can submit gty
Washi:‘ tc;n” -:»é IXZ"I&E&:"H ol reed 16 credle an seocunt by clicking by “Sign-
g, 4 g under *Mew User?™ Yo will beasked by select the
Referente Docket Nos. CPOG-SHD0N and CPUEs5. | 1pe of submission you are making, This sybmission is
000 on the origingt and both-sapiss; and tabel one copy | Considered-a ‘Commenton Fiing
gfgaur seriments Sr the alention ot e Bas Bravch 3,
2E,

COMMENTS (PLEASE PRINT] —atultional space oo opposts s of paga

Lam sironzly-Gpposed to the Brondwater LNG profect in Long Islaid Sound.
Asgsulor, | am deeply concermsd aboat the safety fssues thutwill divectly impact me that arige |
witl esiahlishing safety zones around both the terminaland around inbouad LNG tankers. My
yisband and | have expericnoed near collision on two ions in fog i the Reee aad Plum
Gt -As vou know, there isonlya smatl window of opportunity to sail through these passages
with i nivsir ciirent and it is busy. Teannot imsigine encountering.a LN fanker passing
throtigh thoss narraw waterways in restrieted visibility. This past year, To-good weathier, we
encaustered a submerged submarine (At was being towed by 8 Coast Guard vessel. Tn this ease,
- we called the towing vessel to determine how much dlearance wg needed fo leave. [Uwas notat
sl sbviess, We modified ourcourse censiderably and avoided col lbsion but Were cohsiderably
detaysd in amivingat our destination:

T addithon o shese persanil sufety concerns | have curgfully reviewed the arghments pro snd

Comimentor’s Name and Maifing Address [Plsase Print Claarky))
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COMMENTS {continued)
it tmore biroadly and have coneluded Uhanthe project B Tatally flawed Tor hese reungni:

Loy Tband Sound 15 our regional heritage and wo privaie entity Tas the fght o
coinpronise its ssthiotic beuitty, fmit its use by Tuaers, or threaten iis ecology. Congrass
bas dectercd it an Esraary of National Significance. Tie Lotig Leland Sowid Srawardship
Al vigavd recently by Presideit Bugh defincs itas 4 “nationsl remsure of great culitural,
gnvironinental and ecoloyical importanne” L

+ . Tagree witlithe couchusion reachied by Atiorney General Richind Bluenthel (hat the
Coast Guard 1s clearly jucapable of providiag e nechasary seeurity, Inaleterto Rioidin ]
Salas, Secrerary of FERC, dated December 20, 2008 he sad inpart, “How, newly
Asctosed Toformation shawy tiar salery ek of thig project ars [or preater than
previoasly realived becatiss the Coagt Guard will elearly lack thir eapacity 1o protect the
public 85 déemed Dusessay tnderits toen foport Feparding the Broadwater proposal, This
s infomarion shiows that e Coast Guasd's pla 1o expand and upgrade s fleet isa

colossal Taflure and provides sireng uew evidence that the Coast Guard cannot aildress IN42-1  Section 4.3.2 of the final EIS evaluates the potential of each existing,
accidents or aiiscks on the proposed Broadwater Energy facility of tankers supplying it.” approved, and planned LNG terminal in the region to serve as an
¥ The 115 government has falled fo créate & comprehensive 1ong-tepm ebieray plas, Partet] It tive to th d Broad . . .
- cuch 1 plon would defne sepianal sequisements for energy growth and conservation. I alternative to the proposed Broadwater Project. Based on this analysis, we
the abserics of adequate guidsties, realitic aliernalives 1o the Broadwaler profect have determined these alternatives would not satisty the projected natural gas
IN42-1 been inadeauately addressod 1o the drft RIS, Borexumple, the need for the Broadwater nor overall energy needs of the target market with less environmental

terminal i inselicienily jusiied given theé two LNG rerninals in sasfers Canada that

witl come an-line i 2008, two years hefors the Broadwiler fenminal. Ag many a5 fifleen impact than the proposed Broadwater Project.

L ather NG wrminaly on the gast coust ace also under feliew:
™ ¢ Thersies of grevier energy eifivioney sl alternative cuergy genstation have been 4 _ . ) )
IM42-2 divrdssed inithe Draft BIS a5 having Hile impacton gmwig eitergy nteds, el several IN42-2  we recognize t_hat energy efficiency and alternative sources of energy
L. ;Ld(kpi:ldml sridias strangly suppert the epposite C;zanclusion. , ] generation are important components of the national, regional, and local
o Nationdl “enetgy secusity” reguires reducing ovr dependence on imported energy from ener lans. However : .
sristable regions of the wotd. That gonl spplies o fmported LNG a5 will a5 9il. Most of h gy P 1 d d th > bas.ed on the studies reference.d in the EIS’.We
e LN el s Sinported from highly ussable oF porestialty hostile vountsies. ave concluded that, even with such measures, there will be a growing
- «. Pl Theatt EES fails 1o provide afeaitat selbntific datd tosupportits conelisions ona demand for natural gas in the markets targeted by the proposed Project.
] st of Bnporant fssues. Ou December 7, 2006 expert witnestes estified befose the ]
Cotwseticut Loug Island Sound [NG Task Pore, They presented cramples-of the failure
o tise up-to-date dat or o propierly scknowledge where data is facking that arg cssontisl
IN42-3 fior propesly dhmrsrizing the envioniental impact of the Browdwater project. Amoag IN42-3 Specific responses to the specific technical comments made by the experts
ettier tashed that wese inadegpiately wensd wis g complex and ungertain behaviorof that testified to the C ticut LNG Task .
easthonakis tidt can comur al the proposed tenminal Toeation. Other lestmony poisted oul esulied o the Lonnecticut L las Force are provided below as a
thiat the depth of the mud laver at the:modring site, in theubsence ol adegieite dabs, subsection (PM5) of this appendix entitled “January 16, 2007 Connecticut
- remadus Highly unckrtaly, possibly sequising much longer pilings Lo reach bud vock. Meeting Summary.” The issues identified by the experts are addressed in
fis eonelnston, [ the proposed Broadwater terminal tnnecedsary, potentially highly the ﬁnal EIS’_ pal‘u_cularly in Sections 3.1 and 3.3. Some the issues Sllnply
angerons, and an alfront not ooly 1o the citizes miost iffected in Contiectivit and Now York, required clarification. For example, Broadwater does not propose to drive
bulte the gaton atharge pilings to the bedrock strata at the proposed location of the FSRU.
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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

BroaowaTer LNG ProJecT{CPU6-54-000 anp CPO6-55-000)

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
COMMENT FORM

Comments may be leftat the FERC table or
miailed to the FERC:

1 Yo prefer fo al yiaur comments, please send an
prigingl and feo:conles of your camiments i)

Magalle R, Salas, Secrafary

Fedaral Energy Regufaliry Donission

BEE TS NE, Foom 1A

Washingion, D0 20426
Referance Cockét Nos. CPOS:54-000 ard CPIG-ES
B00 on-the original and both coples, and fabel ons copy
of your comments for the aftanfion of the Gag Branch 3,
DGE2E.

Coriments may be submitted to the FERC via
theInternet on the FERC's website:

Soe thr ingruations st iz e gov under the *g
Filng™ ik and the link to the User's Guids, Prepsre
your cormments in this Sama manner you would i you
Wit providing 5 letier gt sove e sommenis e Tle
on your-hard trive, -Before you can submit comimels
you wil need fo oreste an sosount By eliding on "B
up"under "Hew Lser?” You wil be deked tosalect the
Ypa of submission you e making. This submission is
considered 8 ‘Commention Filng.”

COMMENTS (PLEASE PRINT) wstcifional space o optosiio side of pans

Ve sirongly spposet o e Broadwater LNG projectin Long istand Sound. My judgrent s based Upion
| iy expariences a5 & sallor o the Sound and a5 an lnformed ciizen,

&5 4 Bt | deeply converhed abuut the safety issues hatwill directly impaet me that-arise with
Cmutanlishing sefely zomes around both the terminaland sround inbound LG fankers: Lhave expertenced

siar coltsion g bag onsin g iiha R

Continted of the dppasite side:

Pligrn Gut | cennod bnaging snciintening 8 LNG

ket passing through those hamow Watardays T s tiched visiblity. Wil the Soast Guard mstict LNG
tahker pastane under those conditions? Wrat heppens even undergood visltility condifions 11
“imacveniantly Tind mysel within the wiclumion one of o taoked Wialt action will & Cosst Guand ssoon
sl taki? Wl it warn me dnd Wil | be sulbjsct o a fine? Why shiould | ke burdenad with imaking the

- griret jUdEARAt that Darm mitrg fian 750 yards away of more than two miles shead of mose than ane
el sstersd Ddoobl mostseaman oo visslly meke 5 sufficlently scourate distanes Judgmant

Commentor's Nemi and Mailing Address (Pleaze Priat Claariyl)

IN43-1

N-967

As stated in the Section 3.10.4.5 of the final EIS, “Minimum visibility
conditions would need to be satisfied before the LNG carrier would be
allowed to proceed inbound.” Incoming LNG carriers would remain at sea,
outside Long Island Sound, until there is a long enough time span of
suitable weather for the carrier to enter and complete berthing, unloading,
deberthing, and departure transit.

As part of implementing the proposed moving safety and security zone, the
Coast Guard would conduct routine Broadcast Notice to Mariners,
notifying the public of the implementation of the safety and security zones.
Escort tugs and Coast Guard vessels escorting the LNG carriers would also
serve as an additional layer of on-scene notification.
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COMMENTS (continued)

*

In

ireaddition to these Dersonal safely concerns | hove corefuly reviewsd the srguments proand son rice |
Leoadly and have concluded Ual the project s fatally flaved forthesereasons;

Long lskand Souind s our regidnal heritage and ng privete grtily Tos e fight i Sampreiniss it
esthetic beauty, limitits use. by boplers, or threaien its woolugy, Congresy has declarsd it an Estolry
of National Significance. The Long lstand ‘Sound Stewardship signed recantly by President Bush
defines tas w  netional reesure of great culturdl, ehv and el i noe.”

bagres wihdhe consiusion reached by Aty Génersl Richard Blumenthal thatthe Cosst Guard g
clearly Incapabls of proviling the necossary Secuiy. In g laller o Roman Salas, Secretary of FERC,
dated Decemiber 202008 We said n pat, "Now, nevwly disclosed information shows that salely reks
af this project gre far grester than previogsly realzed because the Codst Guard will dleatly ok the
capacily iy protect the public as deersed necessary under s pwr repon reganding the Broddwater
prposal. This new information shows that the Cuast Guard's plan to expandand upgrade s fleet is
anofousal fallung and provides strong new evidens sl the Coast Blard cannot address acoldents
ar sftacks o ihe proposed Broadwater Enegy facity ol tankers supphying it”

The WS governmeant has falled o creale @ comprehensive long-term energy plan: Part ol sucha
fian wolis dstine feginnal requiremants Borenergy growtvand consenvalion. In e absence of
adeguate guidelines, rialistc allriatviis 1o e Brmadwater project ave bren insdequately

addragsed in the dralt BIS. Forexampls, 4 dforthe B ninal is insufficienily justified
giveh the two LNG ermingls Inosastem Canadg Dat wil come ondling in 2008, two vears before the
Broadwsler larmingl, As many as i ther LNG lerminalson the =ast coast are aso underrayiew,

The role of grealer snergy effichency and altermalive engrgy generation have boen dizmizsed i tha
Dyaft IS & having Bttle impact on growing enengy reeds, Yel severalindependent studies strongly |
5 tihe opposite condusion, i
i *snergy seounty” requires reduciag ou ondmported eneigy fron unstable
regiong ol the wend. That goal applissde imparted LNG sgwell s &l Mostof s ING Wil be
imporied Trom highly unstable: o polentially hostie counties.
Tha Dralt BI85 falls o provide sdegquate soiantfic data o support e sonclisions an g numberof
imnporiant ssues, On Decemiier 7, 2008 eperiwilnesses leelifia tefore e Copnectiout Long 1siand
Soyund LNG Task Force. They presented axanmples of the Tallure 1o use up-lo-date dats or to properly
ackronledne whisre datla is lacking hst are exsential for progidy charasleraing e environmenta
irnpiast of thit Broadwater piojact Afchy other issbis that wéte | quately realed was the
complex and woeriain behavior of sarthquekes thatean coour st the froposed terming! losation,
Other festimony pointed gut thatthe depth of the mud layer at the moodag site; in the abesnes of
adeguste dala; remding highly wriceriain, possibly retuiing miuch lorger plings to reach bed rock:

afffonttodie ot only citizens m: | in Gonnectiout and: New York, but o the nation al large,

| l’!niﬁ"lﬂfﬂ}s‘p,uyu d inval lally Bighly danigsrous, and an

L1 F

IN43-2  Please see our response to comment IN42-1.

IN43-3  Please see our response to comment IN42-2.

IN43-4  Please see our response to comment IN42-3.
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Thank you for your comment.
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Unof 1 FERL:

IN45-1

IN45-2

IN45-3

IM45-4

IN45-&

IN45-6 £

ated POF of Z0070L18+<0086 Reoeived By FERG OSEC OLF1BE/2007 in Docket#: CRO6~54+0G0

ORIGINAL

Magalie R, Salas, Secretary

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
888 First Street NE, Room 1A
Washington, DC 20426

P
RE:  DocketNo. CPO6-54 Wt e Py, 53

The draft EFI for the Broadwater LNG project fails to adequately addeasnmbgpﬁ’m Among
these sre:

1. Mﬂmmm The scientific community is in gencral agreement that a
globalwmngumd 18 ocourring and that this is most likely a direct consequence of carbon
emissions; The draft EFI sddresses emissions in'a limited geographic area. The project’s true
extent is much wider. Accounting should be made for the total global carbon emissions as &
consequence of the construction; operation and retirement of: the sources of LNG, the supply
carriers, the FSRLL, YMS; pipes; concrete; efc. Similar globsl accounting should be done for
other forms of environmental degradation related tothe project. Mitigation plans should be
demanded.

2. Marine mammals. The Marine Mamma) Protection act limits speed 10 10 knots, The bulk of
the document; inchuding the Coust Guard’s WER, bases transil fimes past & given pointon.a 12-
15 koot speed. Any suppositions using 8 higher speed need t0:be roexarmined

3. Isduced corveston. Some studies sugges: thet the composition of natural gas from varied
sources may be enough different to induce unexpectedly rapid corrosion in pipelines. The
consequences wonld be uniplanned disturbances to the marine environment for inspection, repair
and cleaning of the lines overihe lifetime of the project. The corrosion would reduce the
reliability of smaller pipes at the end of the distribution line with consequent environmental
damage ‘on shore. Since the Broadwater consortium fists & number of potential LNG sources, the
draft needs to address this concermn.

4. Ferry yo-entry sgge. COTP L1 Sound Zone regulations establish, around ferries, & noentry
zone 1o commercisl vessels of greater than 300 tons. Fresumably the 1200 yerd circular radius of
the zone is to ensure the safety of ferry passengers in the vicinity of large, unwieldy vessels. It
would seem particularly unwise to gran prior exemption rights 1n the case of LNG carriers
conveying large quantities of volatile material. There should be oo exemption. Any sections of
the Draft EFI (e.g. disruption to comimerce) should reflect this prohibition.

5. YMS. The robustoess of the YMS is & key factor in the overal] safety of the project. Design
failures are not unheard of in fbricated structures. 'With a shield of security over the design and
an apparent lack of detailed geologic study of the gxact site, the public should expect more than
the third party review recommended,

6. Eecuritv god safetv assumptions. There are two major assumptions behind the safety and
security snglysia in the WSR. First is thay Broadwater operations would be anunlikely terrorist
target; that it is too remote and that any events are unlikely to induce the terrar of a dlose-in

N-970

IN45-1 The EIS has been prepared in accordance with NEPA requirements and as

such is focused on the aspects of the proposed Project within U.S.
jurisdiction. Carbon emissions associated with the proposed Project within
U.S. jurisdiction are described in Section 3.9.1.2 of the final EIS. It is not
known at this time which LNG chain or chains would provide LNG to the
Project. At least in the beginning, it is expected that an existing LNG chain
and currently operating LNG carriers would deliver product to the Project.
Globally, this means an alternative destination for these vessels but does
not mean that they would not otherwise be operating somewhere in the
world.

As stated in Sections 3.4.1.1 and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS, when transiting in
Block Island Sound and Long Island Sound between the Race and the
FSRU, carriers likely would be traveling at a speed of about 12 knots,
based on current navigation practices in those areas. Broadwater has
provided draft vessel strike avoidance measures and has committed to
continue coordination with NMFS. In addition, we have included a
recommendation in Section 3.4.1.2 that Broadwater continue consultations
with NMFS to develop a set of whale strike avoidance measures specific to
the Broadwater Project.

We are not aware of any studies that indicate that pipeline corrosion can
result from slight changes in gas composition. FERC is aware of
allegations that gas composition changes led to gas line leaks in Prince
George's County, and we investigated the Washington Gas Light (WGL)
assertion that gas composition was a “key contributing factor” to gas
system leaks in two different proceedings, Dominion Cove Point LNG’s
application in Docket No. CP05-130-004, et al. (Dominion Cove Point
LNG, LLP 2006) as well as AES Ocean Express, LLC complaint against
Florida Gas Transmission Company in Docket No. RP04-249-001 (AES
Ocean Express, LLC v. Florida Gas Transmission Company 2007).

Based upon the research and studies conducted by the parties in both of
these proceedings, the Commission concluded the claim that re-vaporized
LNG caused an increase in leaks in pipeline seals was based upon a flawed
analysis (Dominion Cove Point LNG, LP 2006). The Commission also
determined there is no evidence that re-vaporized LNG would have a
detrimental effect on seals which had been properly maintained (Dominion
Cove Point LNG, LP 2007). Further, the Commission concluded that none
of the tests, studies or actual experiences have demonstrated that re-
vaporized LNG that meets the proposed interchangeability standards will
cause LDCs or their end users problems (AES Ocean Express, LLC v.
Florida Gas Transmission Company 2007).
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IN45-3

IN45-4

IN45-5

IN45-6

N-971

(Continued)

We revised Section 2.4.2 of the EIS to provide additional information on
gas interchangeability and on the agreement between IGTS and Broadwater
to address gas interchangeability issues as documented in the IGTS letter
dated April 11,2006 and filed in the FERC docket for the Project.

Evaluations of the potential impacts on commercial shipping (including
ferry service) due to the proposed safety and security zones surround LNG
carriers were based on the premise that no vessels would be permitted
within the safety and security zones (see Sections 3.6.8 and 3.7.1.4 of the
final EIS). As a potential mitigation measure to reduce the reported
impacts, the Coast Guard indicated that it would consider, under certain
conditions, allowing a ferry into the safety and security zone around a
carrier (see Section 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS). The Coast Guard would be
responsible for enforcement of the safety and security zones proposed for
the FSRU and the LNG carriers. Decisions regarding whether or not
vessels would be granted access into the proposed safety and security zone
around an LNG carrier would be made by the Coast Guard and would be
dependent upon specific conditions at the time.

FERC and the Coast Guard have evaluated the design of the YMS, and if
FERC provides Broadwater with an initial authorization, both FERC and
the Coast Guard would continue with design reviews (see Section 3.10.2.3
of the final EIS and Section 8.4.2 of the WSR [Appendix C of the final
EIS]). This would include reviews of final geotechnical engineering
studies associated with the YMS design. An independent certifying entity
would conduct the design review to confirm or refute the findings of FERC
and the Coast Guard; this is an accepted practice in the review of major
projects. The proposed Broadwater Project would only be authorized to
proceed to operation by FERC only if the detailed design information
meets all relevant design requirements.

The risks posed by the FRSU and the associated LNG carriers, including
the risk of a terrorist attack, were evaluated in a Project-specific safety
assessment. The risk of a terrorist attack was evaluated with input from
experts in homeland defense. As stated in Section 8.4 of the WSR
(Appendix C of the final EIS), the Coast Guard made the preliminary
determination that with implementation of the recommended mitigation
measures, the risks of operation of the FSRU and the associated LNG
carriers could be managed. Also, if a terrorist attack on the FSRU were to
occur, and if it were successful in causing a large LNG release and pool
fire, the consequence analyses show that the thermal effects would have a
duration of 1 to 2 hours and an impact radius that would not threaten
onshore areas.
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IN45-6

IN45-7 [

IN45-8

IN45-8

IN45-10

IN45-11

ated BDE of '20070119-0086. Received Ly FERC OSES 017167580

1/16/2007 in Docketl#; CPOB-H4=00

atgack with 2 large body connt. We question this. Modern news styles endlessly repeat stories
over muliiple forms:of media, A Jarge scale thermal event inthis area, which is surrognded on all
sides by tens of mitlions of residems, would, unquestionably, be frightening: The slightly remote
location on open water could make an assault easier by permitting unimpeded attack from a
variery of directions. These comments along with the WSR admission that terrorist technigues
may change over fime suggest the first assumption of the analysis is shaky. ‘The second
assumption (primarily based 61 Sandia modeling) is that double hall constriction would teduce
the fikelihiood of breeching the LNG tanks 1o the fimited-scenario shovm in the hazard zones of
the WSR.The: modeling needs closer examination. J. Havens(Fall 2003, Procesdinggof the
Maritime Sateiy & Security Coangil, pp.30-31j suggess that dascading failure brought onby
siich events as brittle metal fracture and rapid phase transition could open the vegsels to much
farger releases of gas: He says modeling methods for predicting thermal intensity of large pool
fires need: turther experimental dara for verification. Havens also poinis out that unconfined
vapor dloud explosions (UCYE) canoccus if the-cargo cortains significant amounts of gas
components heavier than methane and that a UCYE hazard may occur from.a higher boiling
point gnrichment of companerns brought on by contact wath water. Also, we do niot secia public
diseussion of damage which:might-occur from the-crash of a large commercial of military
aireraft [Since the modeling may be flawed and further experimental data needed, the wisest
analysis-woild be 1o work from s worst case scenario, Worst case here defined as release of all
the LNG-and any other fammable substances on board: Study of worst case-extentof
asphyxiation, hypothermal damage and of thermal radiation woulkl allow the public.a better
chance 1o judge potential dangers and enable first responders an Gpportummty toacquire enough
training and equipment for 4 disaster.

Consuliation with petentially affecied. It is unclear whether certain high interest entities have
had in-depth invalvement with the Coast Guard WSR working groups, Theentities would
incliide residents and property owiriers, dnd the operators of the Plum Island research station
which are within one of the 3 hazard zones of the present mode]. The chance of 4 drifting vesse
getting close enough to Millstone Power station aind the fuel farms in New Haven to present &
safety hazard was congidered 10 be very remote. We wonder ifthis and theother working
assimptions precluded any senous discussion with facility operators as to.their safety limitsin
the event the working assusiptions were o prove wrong. Trideed, Millstone wag denfed
permission to convert Unit 1 to gas power because of safety congemns 1o the adivining nuclear
plants. First responders in all the shoreling towns should have had, at.the very least, a working
group o identify local needs and coticerns,

. Meteorelogic concerns. The draft E1S pves short shrift to light and sound polbution from the

operation ol the FSRU Fog homns, gas faring, opération and warning lights, security arex
marking buoys, mechanical noises from operation on-beard and from all the secutity, supply at
suppornt craft vwill be distorted, amplified and redirected by the fog, low hanging clouds, water
reflections etc. common to-a imaring environment. The potéotial polyphony.of light and souad
fequires a higher fevel of stidy to address effects on the habitat and visual blight

Adrift gnd the Weather Breeching of an off-course ship receives some consideration.in the
dratt EIS but simple grounding remains an issue, Bathywraphic maps:should have'been used to
create a-closest-approach ling to shore fora drfting FSRLNGr gas carvier, Such maps would
enableus to detérmifie where harbors.and shipping lanes might be blocked, g concern of the €
Lotg Ystand Seund Task Force Hazard zones from these closest approach lines couid identify
inland areas of particular nsk. This s of conggrny because, as the draft notey; allisiony, collisior
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(Continued)

Havens (Havens 2005) addressed issues associated with consequences after
an initial release, although none of them were related to the potential for
double-hulled LNG tank breaches through groundings, collisions, or
allisions. Havens also identified areas for further research, including
cascading failure due to brittle fracture and rapid phase transition;
experiments with large pool fires; and the potential for enrichment of
higher boiling point components potentially resulting in an unconfined
vapor cloud explosion (UVCE).

We have addressed cascading failures and the appropriateness of the
methods used for the risk analysis in Section 3.10.3.2 of the final EIS.
While experimentation with large-scale pool fires may be useful in fine
tuning modeling methods, modeling in accordance with the Sandia
guidance gives thermal hazard radii that are, according to the Haven’s
article, the “best available™ estimates.

Regarding cascading failure, sequential failure of tanks would extend the
duration of the thermal hazard and is expected to increase the thermal
hazard radius by 20 to 30 percent. A report by the Government
Accountability Office (GAO) (GAO 2007) presents a survey of experts
who work in areas related to LNG risk, hazards, and consequence
modeling. Regarding the worst-case of a cascading tank scenario, 12 of 16
agreed that the fire or heat hazard distance would not increase by more than
20 to 30 percent over the single tank failure base case. Use of that basis
would result in a thermal hazard radius for a worst-case scenario that would
not extend to any onshore area. As for thermal hazard modeling methods, a
total of 11 of 16 experts in the GAO survey were of the opinion that current
methods for estimating LNG fire heat hazard distances are “about right” or
too conservative.

FERC staff believes that a scenario involving an incident with an aircraft
and the FSRU is highly unlikely. However, if a scenario did occur, we
believe that the incident would not significantly alter the worst-case
scenarios examined in Section 3.10.3 of the final EIS. We also believe that
the scenario would result in an ignition source and therefore impacts would
not significantly extend beyond Hazard Zone 2. The outer limit of Hazard
Zone 2 for the FSRU is about 7.8 miles from the nearest shoreline and is
substantially farther from most shorelines of Long Island Sound.
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The worst-case modeled in the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) was
simultaneous failure of three FSRU cargo tanks. This is a highly unlikely
scenario. Cascading failure may be more likely but would result in a
shorter consequence distance, with reduced intensity over a longer period
of time. The use of thermal radiation as a worst-case impact in lieu of
asphyxiation or “hypothermal damage™ is consistent with the guidance
provided by Sandia (2004) and the review of experts presented in the GAO
Report (GAO 2007).

The Coast Guard determined that the Plum Island and Millstone facilities
would not be affected based on the water depths in the vicinity of the
facilities: Hazard Zone 2 of a grounded LNG carrier that released LNG
would not reach either facility. If Broadwater receives initial authorization
from FERC, it would be required to coordinate with the federal, state, and
local agencies to develop an Emergency Response Plan-as described in
Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS. The plan would address local needs and
concerns along with a wide variety of potential incidents and response
procedures. If the plan is not sufficient or if either FERC or the Coast
Guard has additional concerns regarding safety or security associated with
implementation of the plan, Broadwater would not be authorized to initiate
construction.

Section 3.9.2.2 of the final EIS discusses the cumulative impact of air-
borme noise that would be generated from normal operation activities. Itis
estimated that the combined noise from operational activities would not be
discernable above ambient noise at a distance of less than 1 mile from the
source. Foghorns mounted on the FSRU would be heard at a distance of

2 miles, and would need to sound every 20 seconds in poor visibility. The
noise generated by the foghorn would be barely perceptible onshore.
Sections 3.5.1 and 3.5.6 of the final EIS summarize the visual and lighting
elements of the FSRU, YMS, and proposed fixed safety and security zone.
Section 3.3.5 of the final EIS includes a recommendation that Broadwater
file its final FSRU lighting plan with FERC for review, and Broadwater
would not receive authorization to proceed if FERC does not approve of the
plan.

Section 3.10.4.4 of the final EIS has been revised to address the potential
hazards associated with an incident that results in an LNG carrier
grounding.
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and breaks from mooring diting storms or iKing would be the tiost difficolt 16 assist with service
ships. Discusseanis lacking on the 1eehniques and hazards of off-loading LNG from a yrounded
and immovisble ship. While the vessels are in ‘more daager and under loss control, weather
conditions may also produce other dnseen hazards. As noted s above, additional experimental
data is warranted for proper modeling This should consider storm mixing and réactions over ice

. Geppolitical/econeriic. consequentes Using LNG makes us even more dependent on foreign

sourees'of supply. Supply may be less secure and from questionabile regimes Increased supply
candefay us from developing effective conservation policies and new energy rechnologies.
Neither contracred supply solrces rior costoimers have been identified The Broadiwater project s
oneofa number of LNG supply propasals resulting from receit chinges to pipeline and energy
regulstians. These changes will, effectively, create monopoly supply-positions. for the first few
built: Many of us believe the policy changes were flawed from the start that 2 more regional
policy is iigeded fo determing siting of the lirnited rumber of 1erminals required 16 meet
projected negds We also believe thar Broadwater is:an ill conceived project. Iis safety analysisi
based on Aawed assumptions and miodeling that would place an untried design in 2 body of wats
of national significance, closely surrounded by tens of millions of people: Even the modicur of
security identificd inthe WSR would inconvenience the public and create sigmificant cost
inereases for manpower and gquipment

Cieig Q. Peterson

A6 Walnut Hill Read

East Lyme, CT 06333-1023
Janvary 8, 2007
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Off-loading of a grounded vessel would be a component of the Emergency
Response Plan, which is addressed in our response to comment IN45-9.
Our response to comment IN45-6 addresses the issue of additional data for
modeling.

The Commission is responsible for reviewing applications for authorization
of energy projects. We have no legal authority to conduct regional studies
of energy needs or to develop energy policy. However, we have conducted
an extensive review of available studies on energy needs for the region that
would be served by the proposed Project, and we provide a summary of the
relevant information in Section 1.1 of the final EIS.

We addressed portions of this comment in response to comment IN45-6.
While the combination of technologies proposed for the FSRU is a new
concept, the separate LNG receiving, storage, regasification, and sendout
technologies are proven. As stated in the final EIS (Sections 2.1.1.1,
2.3.1.1,3.10.2.1, and 3.10.2.2), federal regulations, industry standards, and
classification society rules would govem the safe design, construction, and
operation of the FSRU. The Coast Guard evaluated the safety and security
aspects of operation of the FSRU (and the LNG carriers) and made the
preliminary determination, as reported in Section 8.4 of the WSR
(Appendix C of the final EIS), that with implementation of the mitigation
measures it has recommended, the risks associated with operation of the
FSRU and LNG carriers would be manageable. The outer edge of Hazard
Zone 2 would be about 7.8 miles from the nearest shoreline; therefore, a
major incident at the FSRU would not, directly affect onshore populations.
Finally, Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS describes the requirements of the
Emergency Response Plan that Broadwater must prepare, including a Cost-
Sharing Plan for both emergency responses and security activities that
involve federal, state, and local agencies. FERC must approve the plan
prior to authorizing construction of the proposed Project.
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DEC 15 2008

Dear Brogdwater.

1 am writing Ahis letter ag an indication of my supportfor your project. L encodrage you to
Lse this lstler as. & demonstration of my support g5 the New Yerk Secretary of State
maves farward on:a determination of your apelication for a Consistency Determination
wriger the New 'York Coastal Zone Management Act (Docket F-2006-0544).

My supportis based on the Toltowing:

The Crast Guard report saitd that the Brosdwater project can operate safely in the
Saund with the addition of thelr recommended safety and secunty measires

Tre Pederal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERCY Draft Erwronmental impact
Sraternent (DEIS) said that Brosdwaterwould have lmited adverse envfoniméental
impacts with the mitigation measures proposed by Broadwater and the
recommendations proposed by FERC and the Codst Guard.

The project wilt help reduce regional enargy prices and what | pay as.a consumer. |
cannot think of many new eneray projects that are built with private money and save me
THONEY (00

Intrder to.make progriass i meeting ouwrair quality tiosls. we need more natural gas.to
raplace fuel sources such ag ot and coal in oider power generation facilities.

Thia. Sound is an important body of water: But we must recagnizs that itis & working
Sound as well ~with much commeres o the Sound, Those who tlaim this project sl
“industriatize the sound’ need tovist the Soundand see the Sound as treally i
Broatwater has conrmitted 10 haiping to reglure and enhance the Sound thiough thelr
Saeial Iivgstment Program —this means additional dollars toward many impofant
conservalion programs

Finally, somiponeis proposing & practical. solution, Ti caniciusion - if Aot now, when?

Thank you fortaking my. kstter into consideration

Sipcerely, i
%{,‘,Q (Frpetan,

Full nama: oo € ‘G&M—

Srrest Jo J{uggggm 2g&2

(
Tawny G"'Ga o Bines

State: M ‘juzL.
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Thank you for your comment.
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» More than &0 townsz in Hew ¥ork and Conpedtivet, 55,000 citizens., 100
grpups, all four U,S5, Senators, nearly the enblrze LIS Congresgionak

Tegation LOREEDIneY & 1 Blumenthal, © Lgut Gov.
B
Jodi BeLl afd SULFOLE Coupty Execurive Sveve Levy have spoker oub
against
the ili-concebvad BY pran

- Broatwater wobld fndustrialize and privalize Long Island S06Und making
E
Iarge area off Limits to residenis;

IN47-<1 [:- Brosdwaber would bé énvirenmentally destructive.

< Broadwater is unsafe snd Whecessar{ Ensrgy and Altsrmatives

= Broadwat $m Rt apy. Our reglon's adtual needs dre very
gpeaific - .
we Nave @Hg Will SoRtinus o Have anougly yas on ell but the peak demand
days .

IN4T72 GF phHé Vear (4 Few during the wintery, so, DN sur energy planning: we
ried . .
o foous of facilitiss designed for those peak pericds: Broadwater s
fatel

designed te help with these peak problems.

« B snopmoud facility 1ike Broadwater is not designed to mest the
needs S%
Gonfegtiout and Mew York and is ot well suited Lor New York and
Connecticut .

IN47-3C fegquifenents-4t s degigned tu fégd the national grid]Betber
INErastructure )
far grorage of satural gas which is well suited to meeting peak demand.
The
THG Facility Being BUilt in Waterbury,. Copb., 18 better sutted. for
Conpectiout®s nesds.

¢ Manimizing electiis apd gas efficiency plograms €8 adhieve ensrgy
| independence should be the it order of business. We gan affect
} demarnd: for
nétural gag by bullding o Connscticny and Rew York's existing energy
e S S SR BB SYARE . AT CEfewable pertiolin standards; vand by investiog
(‘“ A
W a8 efficienty programs.

= ¥e cap expand sur success in slectric efficiency into the natursl das

Ares
[ ax wall. Synapee Bosigy mics has ded that over the next
decade;
we CAT . Save encugh energy. in New York apd Conmecticut: through
IN47-4 gffigisney sl
rengwable Lnvesumerits folmove than Sfizer predicted intreases dn
natural gas
e mE L
[ o Bven $f we gon¥hoinvest in more SEivays, renewables and ertivisncy,
INAT-6 | oux
nesds Ars Bn thelr way to belng metb by obher mew LNG import facilities
W oand

Titp://us.F503 mail yahoo,comfym/ShowletterTbox=Tnbox&Msgld=7811 28116855 4568.. 1/18/2007

IN47-1

IN47-2

IN47-3

IN47-4

IN47-5

N-977

As described throughout the final EIS, the proposed Broadwater Project
would be constructed in accordance with federal and state regulations and
permitting requirements, as well as additional FERC recommendations to
further avoid and minimize potential environmental impacts.

Based on the studies referenced in Section 1.1 of the final EIS, we have
concluded that the markets targeted by the proposed Project (Long Island,
New York City, and Connecticut) have a need for additional gas supplies,
not just in times of peak demand but throughout the year. The proposed
Project is specifically designed to service these markets.

As described in Sections 1.0 and 2.0 of the final EIS, the Project has been
designed to meet the natural gas needs of New York City, Long Island, and
Connecticut. The only inferred benefit to the “national grid” would be that
some of the gas currently dedicated to the target markets could be
transported elsewhere.

We have addressed the Synapse report in Section 1.1.5.4 of the final EIS.

Section 4.0 of the final EIS evaluates a wide variety of alternatives to the
proposed Broadwater Project that could provide projected natural gas and
other energy demands of the New York City, Long Island, and Connecticut
markets. These alternatives include energy conservation; renewable energy
sources, including wind and tidal power; and other existing and proposed
LNG terminal and pipeline projects. We determined that each of these
alternatives either could not meet the projected long-term energy needs of
the New York City, Long Island, and Connecticut Markets or could not
meet these needs without resulting in greater environmental impacts than
the proposed Broadwater Project.
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As described in Section 1.1 of the final EIS, there is a general consensus
that the demand for natural gas is expected to increase due to a combination
of increasing demand from electrical generators, increasing population, and
increasing per capita energy consumption. At the same time, net pipeline
imports, primarily from Canada, are expected to decrease substantially.

We have determined that the Project would have limited impacts if
constructed and operated with the mitigation measures we have
recommended in the final EIS, and the Coast Guard has made a preliminary
determination that the risks associated with the FSRU and the LNG carriers
would be manageable with implementation of its recommended mitigation
measures.

As described in Section 1.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) and
in Section 3.10.3 of the final EIS, Hazard Zone 3 is the area within which
an unignited vapor cloud could be present, with a maximum theoretical
distance of about 4.7 miles. However, gas would travel only in a
downwind direction and would not be present throughout a circular area
with a radius of 4.7 miles from the release point; the 70 square miles
referred to by the commentor was apparently calculated based on the area
of a circle with a radius of 4.7 miles. The actual area covered by an
ignitable gas cloud would depend on meteorological conditions but would
generally be in an elliptical or cigar-shaped cloud. The impacts on natural
resources associated with a release of LNG are addressed in each of the
resource sections in Section 3.0 of the final EIS.
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The impacts on recreational boating and fishing and commercial fishing of
the proposed safety and security zone around the FSRU are addressed in
Sections 3.5.5.1, 3.6.8.1, and 3.7.1.4 of the final EIS.

The potential that authorization of the proposed Project could serve as a
precedent for further industrialization of the waters of Long Island Sound is
addressed in Section 3.5.2.2 of the final EIS.

There would be approximately 1,562 anchor footprints along the proposed
21.7-mile pipeline route. FERC commissioned a third-party assessment of
Broadwater’s proposed anchoring impact estimates. This technical
assessment (Jaap and Watkins 2007) estimated that if mid-line buoys were
used on all eight anchors, anchoring impacts (footprints, drag, and
associated cable sweep) would total approximately 64.1 acres. As
discussed in Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS, recovery of the disturbed area
for the Broadwater pipeline corridor would be expected to initiate shortly
after active construction and be complete from within a few months to up
to 1 to 2 years (Newell et al. 1998).

These issues are addressed in Sections 3.2.3.2 and 3.10.2.4 of the final EIS.
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As discussed in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, the LNG carriers would be
required to exchange ballast water at least 200 nautical miles offshore, prior
to entering Long Island Sound. LNG carriers would take in water from
Long Island Sound to offset the LNG cargo that would be offloaded to the
FSRU. Therefore, LNG carriers are not expected to discharge ballast water
into Long Island Sound because they would arrive in Long Island Sound
laden with cargo (see Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS). In the unlikely
event that LNG carriers did discharge ballast water, the discharge would be
conducted in accordance with federal and international regulations,
including EPA’s pending ballast water measures for foreign vessels, to be
enacted in 2008, that are intended to minimize potential impacts of invasive
species.

Please see our response to comment FA2-7. Air emissions from all direct
and indirect sources were considered and evaluated in Appendix K
(General Conformity) of the final EIS. The General Conformity analysis
indicates that all “Reasonably foreseeable emissions from direct and
indirect sources associated with the construction and operation of the
Project not subject to air permitting are considered in this analysis.”

Please see our response to comment IN47-9.

As stated in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, discharges from LNG carriers
and the FSRU would not increase the general water temperature of Long
Island Sound. However, there would be limited water temperature
increases in the immediate vicinity of the FSRU and berthed LNG carriers
due to the discharge of cooling water from LNG carriers and the section of
exposed riser that would connect the FSRU to the buried pipeline below the
seafloor. Please also see our response to OC2-24.

As described in Section 3.0 of the final EIS, the assessment provided in the
final EIS recognizes the historical conditions of Long Island Sound and the
recent efforts to improve the quality of the Sound. The Broadwater Project
would be constructed and operated in accordance with the laws,
regulations, and federal and state permitting requirements designed to
protect the environmental quality of the Sound.

Individuals Comments
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IN47-17  The visual impact of the FSRU at night is addressed in Section 3.5.6 of the
final EIS. The Visual Resources Assessment used as a part of our analysis
of the potential impacts to visual resources is available on the FERC docket
for the Project; this document includes simulated night views of the FSRU.
Although Broadwater has committed to providing down-lighting and other
measures to minimize impacts, we have included a recommendation in
Section 3.3.5 that Broadwater submit a detailed lighting plan for the FSRU.
Section 3.3.5 of the final EIS has also been updated to discuss potential
impacts to migrating birds from lighting.

IN47-18  Because the Coast Guard has not yet prepared a proposal for additional
resources (see Section 8.4.2 of the WSR [Appendix C of the final EIS]), we
cannot identify the funding source for the additional resources. If
additional funding is required for the Coast Guard and results in a need for
additional tax revenue, the additional tax would be a nationwide federal
tax, not a local one. Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS describes the
requirements of the Emergency Response Plan that Broadwater must
prepare, including a Cost-Sharing Plan for both emergency responses and
security activities that involve federal, state, and local agencies. If funding
agreements cannot be developed to the satisfaction of the participating
agencies and Broadwater, FERC would not authorize Project construction.

Individuals Comments
N-981
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the
anst_Guard‘s report found that additional resources, staff, and fire
fighting capability are necessary to make Broadwater safe, and second, |N47-20
IN47-18 | =
federal and local cost sharing provision could make citizens
responsible for
footing a portion of the town's first responders' bill.
+ Electric and gas efficiency programs are among the most
cost-effective
ways for New York and Connecticut to meet growing demand, to accomplish IN47'21
climate change emission reduction goals and to reduce energy bills.
This
means that investments in energy conservation will actually allow
consumers
like you and me to see reductions in our natural gas and electric
bills.
| Adequacy of the FERC DEIS IN47-22
+ The DEIS used gquestionable documents that have been superseded by
IN47-19 better
information.
+ The DEIS i; a fairly sleppy general overview of the geology of LIS by
lN4w7 20 |: pecple who either didn't have knowledge or didn't take enough time to
i seek
the best reference material in support of their arguments.
« There is neither statistical analysis nor quantitative data provided |N47'24
in
IN47-21 the DEIS, and as such it is useless to make good predictions on impact
and
recovery.
|N47-22 [ + The DEIS does not provide sufficient facts to determine Broadwater's
impact on Long Island Sound.
— + The document was poorly researched and glossed over numerous issues |N47 25
using E
IN4 _23 minimal literature, analysis or synthesis to reach its conclusion of
e LA mAl
| E impacts.
- - Ti:xe DEIS is inadequate to determine the operation and impact of this
facility. This was indicated by the & pages of detailed design
IN47-24 questions
s that FERC still needed from Broadwater. Without the full design there
can be
no draft finding of "no significant impact.™
— - The Emergency Response Plan that impacts the citizens' financial
liability
and personal safety is not included in this DEIS, as such the public is
|N47-25 unable to provide comment on that issue. It is unfair for citizens to
not
have an opportunity to comment on that Emergency Response Plan prior to
the
issuance of any permits to Broadwater.
http://us £603.mail.yahoo.com/ym/ShowLetter?box=Inbox&Msgld=7811 28116855 4568... 1/18/2007

The final EIS has been expanded to incorporate recent field studies,
literature, and technical input from academia; organizations; the public; and
federal, state, and local agencies.

In general, the detail included in an EIS regarding a particular resource is
strongly correlated with the potential that the resource either will affect or
be affected by a proposed project. Section 3.1.1.1 of the final EIS has been
updated to incorporate the most appropriate geological information
available for Long Island Sound as it relates to the proposed Project.

Per NEPA guidelines, the final EIS was written to be understood by the
layperson. For those interested in additional data and analyses, extensive
supporting information is available on the public docket for the Broadwater
Project on the FERC website (www.ferc.gov, Docket No. CP06-54-000).

The final EIS presents the most current information pertinent to assessing
potential impacts of the proposed Project.

Please see our responses to comments IN47-19, IN47-20, IN47-21, and
IN47-22.

The purpose of the EIS is to assess potential impacts to the environment.
The specific design criteria mentioned are related to the detailed
engineering of the proposed Project and would not be expected to
measurably influence the potential environmental impacts during Project
construction or operation.

As stated in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS Broadwater would be required
to develop an Emergency Response Plan in consultation with the
appropriate federal, state, and local agencies. The plan would include a
Cost-Sharing Plan to provide funding for agency participation in
emergency response actions and would need to be approved by FERC
before Broadwater could receive approval to begin construction.

Individuals Comments
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FeDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

BrOADWATER LNG ProJECT (CP0B-54-000 Anp CP06-55-000)

.DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
COMMENT FORM

Comments may be left at the FERC table or
mailed to the FERC:

#you prefertomall your comments, pléase send an
original arid two-gopiss of your commints fo

Mapalle R, Salas, Segretary

Federal Ensrgy Requistory Commission
858 Firgl b, N.E, Room 1A
Washington, DC. 20426

Reference Docket Nos: CP08-54.000 and. CP6:55
004.0n the original and-both coples, and label one copy
of your somments for the affention of the Bas Branch 3,
DGRE.

Gomments may be submitted to the FERCvia
she Internet on the FERC's website::

Seie the instructions at httpwww.fere.gov under the e
Filing” link and the fink to the User's Guide. Prspire
your comments In the same manhet you would ifyou
ware provitfing & letter:and sava the commants to & file
ot your hard drive. Beforeyoucan submit somments
you will peed fo create an sccount by clicking on “Sign
p” unier “New User?” You will be asked o select the'
typa of submission you are making. This Submissionis
considered & “Comment on Filing.”

IR Y ""3

COMMENTS (PLEASE PRINT) aoditonalspaca on opposfie sikis of page
TR ﬂ'étw; CEER A Besbe v meii gy Bein gt el 00 TR Broo pparie
DAt e SRR g Geverste. Rl el Th
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‘.
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& CROMATE jnedtiy tve Eme RIS VILAL oo e 4G . Seastl 6 € TEY
H

PERLGDE

g peioriee T Pragren

A TRE Stae pu va\? i BAVE BALTTS L e Sniug

Commentor's Neme and Malling Address (Please Print Clearty))

Thipes Baporlyed]

L) T eyl B0

Routh Steonel brpes 0T 00355

¥

In accordance with NEPA, this EIS has been prepared at the direction of
the Lead Agency. For this proposed Project, the Lead Agency has been
FERC. We have received technical input from a wide range of experts
representing academia; organizations; the private sector; the public; and
federal, state, and local agencies. Designated cooperating agencies that
assisted in the preparation and review of this EIS included the Coast Guard,
the Corps of Engineers, the EPA, NOAA, and NYSDOS.

IN48-1

Individuals Comments
N-984
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Roger D, Flood
101 Van Brunt Manor Road 77
East Setauket, NY 11733 S5y
Taniusry 22, 2007

g

) 1021 sy 24 A 30
Mugalie R. Salas, Seeretary - - B
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission “ 1‘*
888 First 8t. NE; Room 1A T e
Washington, DC 20426

Dacket No. CPO6-54
Dear Becretary Salas:

T arn Unsisre about the details of e technical evaluation process for the LNG strictire
being proposed for Long Island Sound by Broadwater Energy LLC under CP06-54, but
there are several important questitons that vemain unanswered oF unaddressed about the
environment in:which this structiure is to-operate. [ am a faculty membier in the Marine
Sciences Research Center at Stony Brook University as well as a resident of the Village
of Pequott which abits Port Jefferson Harhor. '1.am thus interested in the project on both
professional and personal grownds.

Gcean Curvents: “Table 11-9 in Resource Report 11 lists the design criteria of the YMS.
The design criteria for tidal currents 18 less than 0.45 mv/s.{0.5 knots) for 99.5% of the
tirve. Tidal currents are not like other environimental pardimeters (siich as wave height or
wind gosts thet are event related) because maximurm Sdal clrrent values will occtir twice
a day in Lotig Tstand Souad, with stronger ¢ureents during spring tides,  Thus itis very
likely that the 99.5% value will regularly be exceeded and the YMS and FREU will need
to be designed for stronper cutrents. Commercial navigation software sugpest that
maximum tidal curvents at the site of the YMS are'about 0.6 m/s {1.20 knots), ‘Alse,
currents in Long Island Sound are the result of both tides and winds, Modelsof Long
Island Sourid girculation. that use measured winds and pressures to calculate currents, and
current measurements (hemselves, have shown that surface currents of nearly 0.8 m/s (1.6
kriots) are common at the YMS, with several hioues of flow over 0.9 knats océuriing on
many tidal cycles, If the maximum current being used to design the: términal and
miparing system isindeed 0.9 knots, then it is considerably less than the maximum likely
current:

IN49-1

INAB-1

The observation that actial currént speeds ave higher than those used to design the YMS
and FRSU system has several consequences for the YMS and FSRU design and
operation, First, the FSRU is designed to pivot around the YMS in response to the
prevailing wind, wave and current conditions, During storm conditions the winds, ‘waves
and currents probably won't aligre. The FRSU (with attachied LNG tanker) will align at
some angle fo the wind, waves or current, and drag forces will be somewhat Jarger than if
the wind, waves and current wers aligned. The FRSU will have electric thrusters 1o help
contral the FREU alignment during LNG tanker docking. These thrusters ray also be

N-985

Section 3.10.2.3 of the final EIS has been revised to provide additional
information on the design issues raised by the commentor.

Individuals Comments
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rigeded to align the FRSU for minimum drag when wind, waves and eurrent don't align.
The FRSU may also need propulsion umifs to counter the currents when drag is above the

~ designcriteria. Second, Table 3.1-4 (p'57, Appendix D, Draft BI18) lists 0.9 kiots a5 the

operational limit for LNG vessel approach; side-hiy-side miooring, and departure. It isnot

L. clear whethier "side-by-side mooring” refers ro the act of tying up the LNG tanker or the

state of the LNG véssel being tied along side the FRSU. However, itis stated that cach
LNG tanker will be alongside foe about 25 hours while cargo is uniovaded. Available
wiodel resulis suggests that st many thmes carrents may pot fall below 0.9 knots for 25
Hours in arow, pertvaps for more than @ week st time, Perhaps the FRSU and YMS
systems need 1o be redesigned to withstand currents that could be up to at least twice the
present design limits. There will also need to be an environmental model predicting
currents at the FRSU site so.that LNG Tanker arrival can be'scheduled to occur during
anfervals of low current,

Earthquakes: Report & discusses several earthquakes that have occurred in Connseticut
and several earthguakes that have occurved i upstate News York that have caused some
damage. The report docsn’t mention two earthquakes that occurred within the Jast 26
years to the edst and southeast of the FRSU site. A magnitude 3.5 earthquake oocwrred in
Long Jland Sound on October 21, 1981, about 25 miles east of the proposed FRSU site:
A magnitude 4.1 earthguake occurred near Sag Harbor, L, o0 March 10, 1992, about 50
miles east of the proposed FRSU sife; Both earthquakes were felt on lsnd, were reporied
in the'newspapers, and ars in the current USGS earthguake catalog. The 1292 earthquake
at Sag Harbor was originally given & magnitude 6f 2.8 and reported to have oocired
south of Tong Island, but its magnitude was revised to 4.1 and itz location was finalized
neat Sag Harbor (hapi/aww b edi/research/westonabeervatory). A Tocal newspaper
article deseribes damage caused by the 1992 Sag Harbor earthquake, including cracked
plaster, cracked concrete steps and dislodged marble files. Based on this information, the
earthquake probsbly should be given & Mercalll magnitude of 110 V1. Weston
Observatory has produced a map showing where anearthynake of magnitude 2.7 or
above is likely in'the portheast, and the Y M site falls withinione of these areas of likely
earthquake activity. The Draft EIS sugpests that pipelivies can withstaid the dislocation
caused by small eanthquakes, but it is unclesr whether a nearby eanthquake will cause
sediment failure when the pipeling isin' place. Without more extensive analysis of
sediment characteristics or YMS dybamics o close to an saithquake (even thoigh
possibly a small carthquake), it seerns prodent to insist that all of the stractures and
pipelines be designed to resist damape from & nearby santhquake; incliding sedimenit
failure.

Tanker Approaches fo Long {sland Sound: The Draft EIS presents two tanker foutes to
the FRSL site: one-north-of Block Island and one between Block Tstand anid Moritauk
Pont. The approach 1o Long Island Sound between Block Island and Montauk Poat is
presently limited to vessels with draft less than 38 feet,-and Figure 3.7-2 suggests that
few tracked vessels dctually used this route at the present time, LNG tanker use of this
roue is likely to substantially increase Jargs vessel traffic in this aren, Thelarger LNG
tankers are expected to have drafts of 39 feet when fully Iceded. Will the Jarger LNG
tankers be sentonly partially fll sothat this route can be used? Will'routine use of this

IN49-2

IN49-3

IN49-4

IN49-5

N-986

Section 3.10.2.3 of the final EIS has been revised to provide additional
information on the design issues raised by the commentor, including design
loads with a berthed LNG carrier.

Section 3.10.2.3 of the final EIS has been revised to provide additional
information on the design issues raised by the commentor.

Section 3.1.1.3 of the final EIS has been updated to include additional
information regarding earthquakes in the Long Island Sound area. The
potential for liquefaction is a function of both material type and earthquake
size. Section 3.1.1.3 of the final EIS includes a recommendation that
Broadwater (1) determine the potential for seismic soil liquefaction beneath
the YMS; and (2) file with FERC the survey results quantifying the
potential for liquefaction, including any mitigation measures or design
features necessary to minimize or preclude the potential for damage to the
YMS.

As stated in Section 3.7.1.3 of the final EIS, the Montauk Channel route
would be an alternate route, and vessels with a draft greater than 38 feet
would not be permitted to transit that route (also see Section 2.3.3 of the
WSR [Appendix C of the final EIS]). The Montauk Channel route would
be used only for suitably-sized LNG carriers under suitable conditions.

Individuals Comments
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route-for LNG tankers result in future dredging, deepening or sweeping of this route?
Also, the proposed LNG tanker routes pass close to The Peconic Estuary, .one of 28
estuaries in the National Estuary Program (NEP). The 7550-yard LNG Hazard Zone
extends inito the Peconic Estuary, and Suffolk County is fn the process of defining an
aquaculture leasing plan: for the: Egtusry,

Boundary of the New York teritorial sea: A number of figures in the Dra EIS
incorrectly show the limits of the New York territorial sea. The boundary essentially
extends north from a point three miles cast of Montaiik rather than slanting towards the
north-nottheast; Araccurate tepresentation of this boundary is necessary for proper
planning: A shape file of the State-Federal boundary can-be found at
http:/ichartraker. nicd noaa. gov/csdl/mbound. higr.

Pipeline Burial: As is noted in the Draft EIS, several of the pipelings previously installed
in Long Island Sound have not been properly buried and as-a result are easily located
from any surface ship equipped with an échosounder. Duta we hiave coliected slso show
an wpburied pipeline in Long Island Sound, and T agres with the commient in'the Draft
EIS that the natural backfill models proposed by Broadwater Energy LLC are nut
applicable to Long Istand Sound. The pipeline needs to be backfilled to protect it from
aceidental or intentional damage and the surface needs to be left smooth to make it more
difficult te identify the precise location of the pipeling.

Heliport: The Draft EIS notes that the heliport on the FRSU is 1o be permitted for
emergency use only; although many details have not'yet been decided. Thers is:alrcady
corisiderable low-flying, noisy helicopter wraffic over Long Island and any helicopter
flights to/frorr the FRSU would add to that bitrden. The nature of the emigrgency nesds
to'be better defined, and only flighis related inclnde medical emergencies should be
allowed. This should also apply to any heliports on LNG tankers,

Port Jefferson Harbor: Ths Onshors Fagilities Resources Report notes thist "Poit
Jefferson Harbor also i5.an important potential shellfish producing aren, but sheilfish
harvesting is prohibited or resiricted in much of the harbor, including the drea
surrounding the Port Jefferson site” While this sentence is correct; it also needs to'be
rioted that large areas of Port Jefferson Harbor are essentially open to shellfish harvesting
from Movember 1 to April 30-and as such the harbor is 4n important commercial and
recreational resource (http:/www.dec stateny. us/website/reps/partd 1 b him1#008).

Please Jof me know if'l can provide additional informiation about thesé comments,

Sincerely,
2y

Rogerd.

CPOE~HA~au

IN49-6

IN49-7

IN49-8

IN49-9

N-987

In the final EIS, we have provided information within each resource section
in Section 3.0 on the potential impacts associated with the transit of LNG
carriers along the proposed routes.

The figures in the final EIS depict the state boundary lines rather than the
3-nautical-mile boundary lines. The limit of the territorial sea is essentially
12 nautical miles from the shoreline, as depicted in Figures 3.2-1 and 3.2-2
of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS).

As described in Section 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS, the pipeline trench would
be backfilled and monitored following construction based on backfilling
methods and success criteria established in coordination with federal and
state resource agencies.

Section 2.4.1 of the final EIS has been revised to describe the proposed use
of the helipad in emergency situations.

Individuals Comments
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% %
January T8.2007 3
’ %Y, 2D
Magalie R Salay. Secretary . <25 i—/’%\
Federal encrgy Regulatory-Commission g Ly
888 First Street, NE . &
Washington, DU 20426 ’ ;. ,.%

Re:: Broddwater Eneriy Docket Nos. CP0S:54:000, CP06-55-000, and CPOG56:000
Dear Seeretary Salas:

L am wieiting a4 citizen who lives within & haft bleck of Long 1sland Sound to-request
that FERC déiny o pemiit fothe Broadwater Project, The proposed LNG teamenal in the
widdle of Long Istand Sound will be.a Serions hazard to an éstvary of national
significance that contnbutes $5.5 billion to the regional economy every yeal.
alveady spending miillions telean up Long Island Sound. millions that will have been

We are

wasted if vouallow this environmentally damaging project to:ga forward,| Furthermore,

the waters of Long Islend Sound are-held in publictrustand cannot be 561d off to private
entities.

There are far more cost-gifective ways to increase our energy supply than puttitig this
most expensive fudl sourtein the middle.of Long Iland Sound.. A full exploration of
these alteraativis shoiild beexplored in the Environmental Trapact Statement before:a
degision wimadg

Sincerely.

bt Ko foude

Tlizabeth Raisbeck
B Main Street
Gruton, CT 16340

Lo Honorable Eliot Spitzer, Honorable Jodi Rell

IN50-1 FERC, along with input from cooperating agencies, has included multiple
conditions in the EIS that Broadwater must comply with in order to proceed
with the Project, if it is authorized. We have determined that with the
implementation of these conditions, construction and operation of the
Project would not significantly impact the existing environment of Long

Island Sound.

IN50-2

NYSOGS is responsible for issuing easements for use of underwater lands
of Long Island Sound that are in the State of New York. As described in
Section 3.5.2.2 of the final EIS, the proposed Project would not represent
the first time the waters of the Sound would be used for private purposes.
Commercial and industrial structures in or under offshore waters of the
Sound include cable crossings, natural gas and petrochemical pipelines, and
two petrochemical platforms. Section 3.5.7.4 of the final EIS addresses
environmental issues associated with the Public Trust Doctrine. However,
legal issues related to public trust lands are not a component of our
environmental review process and therefore are not included in the final
EIS.

IN50-3  Section 4.0 of the final EIS evaluates a wide variety of alternatives to the
proposed Broadwater Project and concluded that they could not provide
similar volumes of natural gas or energy equivalents to the New York City,
Long Island, and Connecticut markets with less environmental impact than
the proposed Project. These alternatives include energy conservation;
renewable energy sources, including wind and tidal power;, and other

existing and proposed LNG terminal and pipeline projects.

Individuals Comments
N-988
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DOUGLAS HILL., ENG, 5S¢0, P.E; 15 ANTHONY COURT

HUKTINGTON

HMEWNORK. 11743:1327
Usa

TELEPHONE 631-421.5534
=3 TELEFAX 631:421:2999

1% January 2007

Magalie R. Salas. Seeretary =2
Federal Energyv Regulitory Comimissiofy (}“3_ g
888 First$t., N.E. Room 1A o ’
Washinglon, DU 20426 i :
Avention=Gas Bravch 3, PI13[ong copyd v

Wy
Referenie: Docket Nos: CPU6-54-000 and CP08-35-000, Broadiwater LING Projest: &

Dear Secratary,

Lamy pleased o have this,oppostunity 1o comment Upoiy s Bratt Fuvhionmental Inpact
Statement, Brogdwater LNG Profece,

As anenginger.and enecgy-analyst, [oan appreciate the encyelopedic TIELS, which providesa
wealth of relevant mformation on the environmental suitabibity of the proposed ENGitermisal: In
particidar the DEIS respoiids well s the prindipal issved rarsed: by those opposing the projestion
Long tstand: whoseemooblivious tothe present and emerging enerpy needs of this region: These
dubiolis ssues mede theso-called “mdusteraiization” of Long fsland Soaind, theexpgperated
visual impaet, aod the findings of the ingenutus réport by Synupse Hnergy Pobinonigs; tne:

However, the: purpose of an E3SJs, among othér things, to identify potential benefivial
enviromrigngal inipacts, a5 you state ar the outset, Although thedraf} iy replete with compartisany
rhat shiow that alternativel withe Broadwater prigiest would have seorseeffecis: 1 find nio-expliei
stafemient ofithe project’s benefits:

Lomust Brerefore question the vacuous st that in'the absence of the Hroad PSR, “the
Begion s ierehiing dosrgy demands would not belmet {pp B5-16, 5 FOY Thissigiests-that
eleitiic piwerplants would vometarx hall, hbuses would not be hented, cie. Thie regions energy
demands will beane, and without an abundant supply of fiatural gas ondoubiedly. ind way 1hat s
farwyrse for thegnvironment.

Youdeseribe the situation mord presiscly under Aliemiative Energy Sources:

- 'The arca likely would experience a'shoitage of natiral gas. for pawer
generaticit if the: Broddwatés Projéct, ora similar Rew-soutee’ project, isinog
implemented. These shortages could'in turn lead toan hereased reliance on fuel
oil and other non-renewable fuch supply sources for power genceating, facilitics
443y

This 4 chearly evident on Long Jaland, where three-quariers {2,045 MWLol KeySpan's sicam
turbines are dualfuel. These can be switched overnight between natiiral gas-and oil; depending
upon fielavailability and comparative price; Switthing froifi natral gas to'oil hasia oumiberiof
adverse environmental effects:

IN51-1

N-989

The statement from the EIS quoted by the commentor is referring to the
region’s increasing energy demands, not the current uses of energy.
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» Wewill depend more on imiported:oll, with its ceppomicand nationgl segurity: penalifes,

o Localairquality wonld bewerse due to thiemssion, of more aie potiutants from oil, such
as Wil S0 nd mercory,

* There woukl be morewoil traffic_ trom aumenous smath tankers i long ' tstand Sound s with
greater likelihood of o1l spitls, These spills-woukd likely beelose 1o shore where. as vou
point sut, th logicat conmsey arg miore serious than:inthe middle o the Sound.
Thespilled oilwould persist for manths, nobevaporase Tike natural gas,

& Meostimportantof all, inmy view, the-carbon dioxide emi from thes
ingreave by 30 percent vvemight.

plants would

Yooy repoet bargly imentions {only p.4-47]) grecnhouse gas emissions. [.doos ot cing the
advantagesof natural gadasan immadiate substiture forol e reduce carbion'dioxide emivsions:
This can beseen in the: following tabie:

Fuel

INS1-2

TTRPATARAT BOMMBY  Ragio

E30e250
BEOTAMM B0

23000 47 l ()
bCaLhd gals ’ !

Coal 68-77 TA-1.6

Qil*

v EE0:000 7
Naturalgas S0 32 0.7

* L sulTor N6

Kwitching thy 2,045 MW of KeyBpan sean turbiies from ol 16 natural gas 15 the equivalentof
replacing. 613 MW —that is. 30 percent. - with renewable energy. Compare this with the 190 MW
wind farm south of Long Island planned by the Long tsland Power Authority, Taking inta
autount their rélative availability {on the order of 80 percent for fossit-fired generators and 25
percentfor wind turbines), i would take: about 13 such wind farms to achicve sventually the
reduction in carbon dipxide crmissions that switching from ol teenatural pas accomplishes
avernight.

Thesdvamiapes of & copitts supply-of nataral gas o the segion-are not lindited To dodnicity
wenerativn, of coirse, Asyou note the resideiives-and busi Cx o casiérl Loy Tsland contiinae
tosrunon oft i the absence of Service by natural gas: The wse of patural gas io replace gasoling
and fuel o3k i viehicles can be gréatly expanded.

Idéally, to-demnnsirate the henefity of the Broadwater. LNG termingl, theie should be a side-by-
sidie comparison of hsenvirenmental impacts, guantified o the xtent possible, with those of ai
equivalentamonnt of additional impaoried oil.

IN&T-3

Finally, a few minor points:

You say that the Broadwater FSRU, yeen from 9 miles away; wolld appeiar to be the sizd of paper
shipatarm’s length (p ES-1 3. I vou-check vour numbers, 1 ihink that you vill udthat the 1,215
Yoot Tength at 9 miles sublends-an angle that 15006 inches wide 2 feevawdy. This is Aalf the sizeof
wstandard inch-and-a-guarter paperclips Wyou hold up vourthumb at serds Tength; it is aboithe

stge ol vourthumbnial

ING1-4

f
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N-990

Section 3.9.1 of the final EIS has been updated to discuss the potential air
quality benefits of the Project over reasonably foreseeable projects using
fuels other than natural gas to meet energy demands. Please see our
response to comment OC1-64 regarding greenhouse gas emissions.

Thank you for your comment. While we believe that natural gas provides
an important alternative to imported oil, we believe that a quantitative side-
by-side comparison of the two would be speculative for the purposes of this
FIS.

The commentor is correct. In attempting to relate the FSRU appearance to
a common, universally recognizable object (a paper clip held at arm’s
length), we slightly overstated the relative size of the FSRU to an observer
located on the nearest shoreline (9 miles away).
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»

The tellowing terms need 1o beiadded 1o the listof dcronyms and abbreviations:

FRES

GBS gravity-based structurg
shuttle-and regasificalion vessel

SRV

The barnig Island region bas for a-fong tirme been ghleto take advantage o1 3t5 coastal Incation o
import oif rather thanto use voal tomedt itsenergy negds. Theworld situation, both as regards
thie climate and nativnal secirity. makes it urgdnt that we ndiv takid advanage of ol coaial
Toeation to nmpor natdral gas in preference fo.oil

Ihopethat e fictial wiformation presented i e Broadwatds enviroimmental tiipact Stadgmem
will prevail nver the'lncat NIMBY hystoriaand demagoguery-so that-this region is.provided with
ihenatural gas: it wall sumely need i gicatquantity

Thank you for-this opportuiity tdeommenton the DEIS:

ool Steve Levy, Soffolk County: Exectitive
Jop Cooper, Suffalk County State Lepisiaior

Douglas 131l is:a professional engimger registered in Mew York State. As an energy unalyst, he
was for 28 vears associated with the Energy Technology Systems Analysis Programme of the
Intesnational Enerpy Ageney,initial Iy representing the United States onthe project at
Brookhaven National Laboratory. then as project-hieail, and |
project developed the MARKAL madel, now widely used around the arid, for projecting snergy
furores secording: to the availabilitv, cost, effictency, and operational cCharacteristios of cxisting
anid anticipated peistéchnologies For atquiring, transpoering, usingand siviog cocegy, In 1994
togesher with andlysts from Brooklaven Labiand (then) New York State Energy Offico. Jie used
MARKALw praject energy futiees for New York State, assuming Varivis Tature festrictions on
carbon:dioxide emissions. The resulls indicated the relative importancs of conservation,
rengwables, nuclear power and switching from voal and oil to.natural gas in reducing future
carhon-dicxide emissions. (See D LU Ged ) The Baked Apple 2 Metropulitin Neve York in the
Gresihois g, Violume 790, Annals of the New York Academy:of Seibntes, [996: pp; 139-150:1 o
1991, D il wasco-authoraf the Lowg Iland Evergy Pl prepared lor the Long Island

feedpas reeciving it

D Douglas Hill, BE.

Regignal Planning Board.

IN51-5 Thank you. The Acronyms and Abbreviations section of the final EIS has
been updated to include definitions of FRU, GBS, and SRV.
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T i wnitig 9 expiuss. qv sieany opposiuun 1o e placement of the Shell's Bmadwater and Broadwiter
Prpetine proposals withan the waters of the Tong Bland Shoni The Seand ecotival forindng trspuriatin,

fet 1 aind | uses and tie Broaduster proposal threiens vach.

Lot Tsbaed Sound ssour L heatage and a | Iy ts valugd By the onzens ol Nea' York and
Conneenetand i porabn of ts watees should be banded ovee for thetexclusive Benelit 6F une poviie

ennry.. Althaugh the Draft £ | Trmipact 8 {IHISY By b Fe@:al Energy Regubatory
Commusion: (FERE) swies thar Broadwater could cumulapely sffect st iquality, ranse i tebal
vesuvirtes; dr quality avid ek transpon, Broadwiet continies to be supporred by indusiey.

IN52-1

Taddition; | helieve the Bevad project i urregion’s wetud] veeds arg sy dpcoific —we

v s sl connte wohave soough gascon all But the peak demmand dagsoof the vear b fow during tie
wuter), sir, inibis chargy phaning, s deed 19 Toons on Tacites designed. for.those prak pencds; Browdwarer
a4t designed 1o Hedp wath these prak problenis,  Senapsy Hoergy ooty s concluded shir e thic
aextdocade, we'cmn mvg onvugh mmergr a Ieos Yok and Consectent throughyefficienty gnd semevabile
SRS o ot T oo predicied s reases deniarl gas d8é

IN52-1 [
ING2-2 I:

IN52-2

Tt vy, we v better i toch swinald b fess pivig

et s oF the Sound. T ugé o to el dis propissl

1gi Thé wiviraniment and less ety

Fancerehy;

arhenae b Sk

N-992

Based on the studies referenced in Section 1.1 of the final EIS, we have
concluded that the markets targeted by the proposed Project (Long Island,
New York City, and Connecticut) have a need for additional gas supplies,
not just in times of peak demand but throughout the year. The proposed
Project is specifically designed to service these markets.

Section 1.1.5.4 of the final EIS addresses the Synapse report. As noted in
that section, although we agree that the proposed solutions to the long-term
energy needs of the region presented in the Synapse report are conceptually
sound, they are not practical because they would require major (currently
unidentified) commitments of capital for development of renewable
resource energy projects and a major commitment by energy users to
change use habits, including financial commitments to replace existing
equipment. We do not believe it is appropriate to presume that these
commitments would develop at the appropriate magnitude or in the
necessary timeframe to replace the energy potential associated with the
proposed Project.
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Christopher Zurcher
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{203) 384-B523
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Magilie R, Salas, Segretary | N53-1
Federal Energy Regulatory Comniission
BE8 First: Street, NE
Washinghon, 10, 20426
Tt Broadwater Energy Docket Nos: CP06-54-000, CPOG-55-000, and CPUG-56-000
To Whom It May Concern:
Wihen ] fivst Redrd about Broadavater I thought, *No way,” The sore Thear from FERC about
Broadwater, the more T think, “Maway! How can they say that?” .
Trealize vou are part of this Bush aduinistiation, burthat shouldn’t preclude anyone from doing the
ight thing. And we dll know what dhe right thing 1s. A
Yo kiiow i well as anyone, and just asenergy consulants Synapse Fom Caribridge have shqwn, | N 53_ 2
enérgy conisetvation dud improved energy efficiency is th . And thoseshings already s, o we
dow’t have 1o destray-an Estudry of National Significance Yo liavie those thirgs.
It wais our very own Cimgtiess that designated Tong Island Sound & netionsl tredsure; How oar FER(“.
go againg our GwA Congress? ['don'tthink that fust because bigenergy ie nvolved that that would oty
gotng agatnst our own Congress, would i ; )
Gimehne HER, Tiorne, T ask that yousdény the Shell'sapplication 6 build
Broadwater, It would neganively affect the ecology of Long Island Sound and sef a-deriperous phecident | N 53_3
by allowing the whiring of 2 portion o f this public trust. 3 : ) .
1 suggest vou take another look at aliematives and a slew of other things and rewritimg the DEIS
realistically.
You're net plaving with @ bunch of dumbibells, vau know, And seithers Shell.
Don't delay the implementation of real solitions we kigw about long before Broadwater came along:
Pontmulke 4 décision that will1 out dependence an foseign fossil fuels
Wostaf 0L PLEASE DON'T DESTROY MY LONG ISLAND SOUND ANDNSHORELINE,
106 Broad-St. #2
Meriden, CT 06450
(203 364-8523
Cer
“The Honerable Bhiot Spitzer
Executive Chamber
State Capifol
Albany, NY 12234 IN53-4
The Honorable M. Jodi Bell
Office of the Governor
Btate Capitol
210 Capilel Ave.
Huetford, CT 06106
N-993

We recognize that measures to reduce demand for electricity and natural
gas have been undertaken and will continue in the future. However, as
discussed in Section 1.1 of the final EIS, the demand for electricity and
natural gas is expected to increase in the region even with those measures.
As reported in the final EIS, we have determined that the Project would
have limited impacts if constructed and operated with the mitigation
measures we have recommended and would not “destroy” Long Island
Sound.

As described in Section 3.5.7.2 of the final EIS, implementation of the
proposed Project would not be in conflict with the designation of Long
Island Sound as an estuary of national significance.

As stated in Sections 3.2.3 (water resources), 3.3.1.2 (benthic resources),
3.3.2.2 (fisheries), 3.3.3 (fisheries of special concern), 3.3.4.2 (marine
mammals), 3.3.5.2 (avian species), and 3.4 (threatened and endangered
species) of the final EIS, construction and operation of the Project, as
proposed by Broadwater, would result in a minor environmental impact;
and impacts to resources would be avoided or further minimized with
incorporation of our recommendations.

Section 4.0 of the final EIS addresses a wide spectrum of reasonable
alternatives and has been prepared in compliance with NEPA regulations
and CEQ implementation requirements and guidelines. Although it would
be technically feasible for many of the alternatives reviewed to provide gas
to the region, the infrastructure improvements required to transport the gas
would result in environmental impacts that would be greater than those of
the proposed Broadwater Project.
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The Commission is in the process of reviewing Broadwater’s application
for the proposed Project. It has not made any decisions on the Project and
will not do so until after this final EIS is issued and we have considered all
relevant information in the record.

The analysis of impacts presented in the final EIS was prepared by
experienced scientists, engineers, and planners, including the input of
experts at the cooperating agencies. Our analyses are based on a thorough
understanding of existing conditions in the Project area and relevant aspects
of the Project. If the Project is implemented, we have included
recommendations in the final EIS for monitoring that would either verify
our assessment of impacts or result in additional mitigation requirements or
other corrective actions.

Our assessment of the potential impacts of the proposed Project began in
November 2005, when Broadwater requested that FERC initiate the pre-
filing process. From that time until issuance of this final EIS (more than 2
years), the scientists, engineers, planners, and others who prepared this
final EIS conducted site inspections; reviewed a large volume of relevant
literature (see Appendix B of the final EIS), and discussed the Project and
its potential impacts with local experts, including experts at the cooperating
agencies. After we issue the final EIS, the Commission will decide
whether to authorize the Project, after considering all relevant issues and
the information in the record.

Section 4.0 of the final EIS evaluates a wide variety of alternatives to the
proposed Broadwater Project and concluded that they could not provide
similar volumes of natural gas or energy equivalents to the New York City,
Long Island, and Connecticut markets with less environmental impact than
the proposed Project. The alternatives we considered included energy
conservation, renewable energy sources, and other existing and proposed
LNG terminal and pipeline systems.

Please see our response to comment IN54-1.
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Portions of the concern raised in this comment have been addressed in
responses to comments IN54-2 and IN54-3. Further, we prepared the EIS
in accordance with the requirements of NEPA and the FERC and CEQ
guidelines. As such, the EIS is intended to be a summary of information
we considered and understandable to the general public. Detailed data and
other information we used in our analysis are available to the public either
(1) in the Project record and filed in the docket for the Project (Docket No.
CP06-54); or (2) in publicly accessible documents that we have cited in
Appendix B of the final EIS. In addition, the introduction to Section 3.0 of
the EIS provides our definition of impact levels and durations. Through
our NEPA scoping process and with the assistance of scientists and
engineering staff affiliated with our five cooperating agencies, all of whom
are based in New York or Connecticut, we believe that we have
collaborated with area scientists, environmental professionals, and scholars
in preparing this EIS.

The final EIS identifies the environmental impacts that are likely to occur.
In our environmental analyses of projects, we recommend either design
changes or mitigation measures to eliminate or reduce impacts, particularly
if we initially determine that an impact would be significant. If we cannot
reduce an impact below the “significant” level, we identify that in the
project’s EIS; and the Commission decides whether that level of impact is
acceptable based on consideration of all the issues associated with the
project.

Please see our responses to comments IN54-7 and IN54-8.

We prepared and circulated the draft EIS to provide the public with the
opportunity to comment on our environmental assessment. We appreciate
the information provided by the commentors, and where appropriate, we
have revised the EIS in response to comments. Further, in this appendix,
we have provided responses to comments raised during the comment
period.
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As indicated in Section 2.2.1 of the final EIS, all marine vessels not related
to the Project would be excluded from the safety and security zone around
the FSRU unless given specific permission to enter the zone by the Coast
Guard Captain of the Port.
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Section 3.10.3 of the final EIS describes the potential results of a release of
LNG from the FSRU based on methods accepted by experts in LNG risk
analysis. Additionally, a spill of LNG would not reach land and have
access to an aquifer, and LNG does not mix with or dissolve in water.
Therefore, aquifers would not be affected by an LNG spill.

As described in Section 1.3 of the final EIS, FERC has authority to
authorize LNG import facilities under Section 3 of the NGA. Broadwater
has followed the standard procedure for applying for authorization for an
LNG terminal and has not appealed to FERC to usurp local government’s
authority.

No portion of the waters of Long Island Sound would be sold if the Project
is implemented. NYSOGS is responsible for issuing easements for use of
underwater lands of Long Island Sound that are in the State of New York.
As described in Sections 3.5.2.2 and 3.5.7.4 of the final EIS, the proposed
Project would not represent the first time that the waters of the Sound
would be used for private purposes. Commercial and industrial structures
in or under offshore waters of the Sound include cable crossings, natural
gas and petrochemical pipelines, and two petrochemical platforms. Section
3.5.7.4 of the final EIS addresses environmental issues associated with the
Public Trust Doctrine. However, legal issues related to public trust lands
are not a component of our environmental review process and therefore are
not included in the final EIS.
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Section 3.9.1.2 of the final EIS describes the air emissions during off-
loading and operation of the proposed Project.

The only stack proposed is the emergency flare stack located at the top of
the flare tower, which is depicted in Figures 2.1-2 and 2.1-3 of the final
EIS. Gas turbine exhaust is recovered and transferred to the SCV system.

The procedure for issuing a Coast Guard Certificate of Fitness is currently
in place for existing vessel traffic requiring such certification. If
Broadwater is authorized to operate, the Coast Guard would extend the
procedure to the LNG carriers associated with the Project. Other
requirements associated with safety and security are required by the
Captain of the Port Long Island Sound for all foreign vessels, as described
in Section 2.3 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final FIS). Additional safety
and security measures for the Broadwater Project, if approved for
operation, are presented in Sections 4, 5, and 8 of the WSR.
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Please see our response to comment IN55-7.
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Kevin Wanrd —
40 Boundview Drive =, B s
Shoreham, NY 11786 Lo WA
January 12, 20607 gé = gg‘f;
=) o
Magslie B. Salas, Secretary ’g% T 35:‘
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission ge v om
888 Firat 5t., NE Room 1A 2 &

Washington, DC 20428
Re: Docket Noa, CP08-54-000 angd CPOS-56-000
Dear Ms. Salss:

This letter is regarding the S8hell Oil and TransCanada (aka Broadwater)
proposed LNG facility that is to be constructed mid-Long Island Sound. 1
was schediiled to be speaker number 59 at the January 11" piblic hearing in
Shoreham but .due to time constraints, was not able to speak. For the official
record, I vohomently spposs this proposal: -As your office reviews the
transcripte of this meeting, I wholeheartedly endorse the many concerns
expressed by the other speakers.

Tam a retived engineer with over 40 year's experience working in the defense
industry. As an engineer; I evaluated many technical analyess and data not
only for what was stated but also for what might have been omitied. At the
mesting I was prepared to present my concerns about BAFETY with respact
to the Sandia National Laboratory Heport (SAND2004-6258) regarding
Ligquefied Matural Gaa (LNG) spill over water.

This report i often refarancbd when defining the safety regions from &
firefaxplogion due to LNG relesse. Broadwater has claivied and FERC
appears to endorse that the propossd LNG terminal will be safe at its
proposed location. For small manageable spills or breaches, this might be
trus. My concern focuses arcund Section § of the report dealing with the
“INTENTIONAL LNG BREACH, SPILL, AND HAZARD ANALYSES". The
introduction to this section is quoted in the following two paregraphs.

“Currently, the petential for an intentionsl LNG cergo tank breach, the
dynamics and dispersion of & large spill, and the hazards of such 8 spill, gre
ot fully understood, for two primary reasons. First, the combination of LNG
ship designs and current safety management practices for LNG
transportation have reduced LNG accidents, ac that there ip Llittle historical

N-1001
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Swond, fnrnnmtantional event,anshngexpenmenta] data on LNG spill
dynamica, dJsparm«m, andhurmngmrwntermsrsmﬂvolumaath&tm
g 5 ¢ losg than the spill volumes being

‘With the above cavests, the analyses are really best guesses at what might be
expected should an overt hostile action againat the terminal caues & major
LNG relesse. During my working years, I had very high security clearances
arid ' wag at times invalved with the detection, countermeasure and
exploitation of US and foreign weapon systems. 1 kubw firet hand the
capabilitien of many portable gysters that kave been exported to third world
and potentially hostils countries. Also, one only has fo look at the damage
inflicted on the UU8S Cole to realize what can happen from an unsophisticated
weapon; Is an aitack on'the terminal likely ~ NO: but sould it bappen - YEB.
No one could have imajgined the seizing of commereial airlines on 9/11 for use
as wespons with the attack on the World Trade Center and the loss of life.
‘The collapse of these structures gave architects and structursl enginesrs a
new data point which hopefiilly hes beon addressed in the design of the new
structure. Do we want to risk experiencing another unlikely (but poasible)
evert to provide sclentiste and fluid dynamiciste their data point? T don’t
think so. The environmental senaitivity of the beantiful Long Island Scund
estuary is not the place for such an unplanned experiment. We can not risk
theas analyses being wrong.

‘When making your decision, please cotsider carefully all the arguments
presenisd against the prqject. Long Island ia facing energy shortages, but the
Broadwater project is not 8 means to solve them.

Sincerely, a
Kavin Ward

40 Soundview Drive
Shoreham, NY 11786

IN56-1
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The modeling approach used by FERC, the Coast Guard, and Det Norske
Veritas reflects the best available methods, uses conservative assumptions
that would err on the side of public safety, and uses the most protective
results. This modeling approach has been accepted on many other
proposed LNG projects, including offshore projects with the potential for
spills on water. A report by the Government Accountability Office (GAO
2007) provides additional substantiation for the validity of the approach
taken in the risk analyses for the Project. The GAO Report (GAO 2007)
presented a survey of experts who work in areas related to LNG risk,
hazards, and consequence modeling. The report determined that the
primary hazard to the public would be heat from a fire. A total of 11 of 15
experts were of the opinion that current methods for estimating LNG fire
heat hazard distances are “about right” or too conservative.
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4 Harbor Park Court, Centerport, NY 11721 January 10, 2007
Statement before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, the Army Corps of Engineers, the
US Coast Guard, and the New York State Depariment of State
I Opposition to the Broadwater Propossal

Good evening. My name is Marge Acosta. Thave a Masters degree in Environmantal Science and
have faught Enviranmenial Science on the high school and/or college level for-over 15 years.

Ive had my classes perform quality assessment tests on varicus marine ecosysiems throughout
Long island, including Caumsett Siate Park, where, using nets, water testing kits and field guides,
students were delighted fo find indicators showing the Sound, there, to be in a wonderfully bealthy
condition.

Since Llive only a mile from Centerport Beach and less from Nerthport Harbor, 've'done some of
the same types of activibes with my daughter, nephews, grandson, and their friends, most tires
with similar results. | appreciate very much the blessing of having such a treasure at our disposal

* for leaming, recreation and for the pure enjoyment of scenic beauty.

| know how tenuous this ecosystem Is.. During first-hand studies elsewhers; 've seen the
devastating effects of dredging ona marine ecosystem and how long it takes to restore. I've also
had the unpleasant experience of sailing into waters near-a power plant on the Hackenssack River
and being blasted with hot humid air caused by the plant's emission of river water used 10 cool
down its machinery. Broadwaler has said it will use some water from the Sound and discharge it
at anly & slightly higher temperature, but Jersey residents were told thewr power plant wouldr't
raise the river temperature by more than 5°F. Needless to say, the flora & fauna by the industrial
plant was toially changed because of this thermal discharge.

The causes of the above pollutants were known and nearby, but often the source can be miles
away. Anyone who knows ecology, knows that ehanging even one factor or one species can
destroy an ecosystem.

There are several REAL questions that the Draft Ervironumental rpact Stetement has glossed
over and which need further evaluation:

Carn you-assure us that dradging for 25 miles of pipeline and thousands of square feet for-footing
and anchorage of the facility will not significantly injure.the fragile balance of the Sound??

How can you be sure that the constant intake of water from the Sound and dischiarge into foreign
waters will not resull in some residual waler from esich arsa being mixed, bringing foreign species
intothe Sound? Logic alone tells us this is the most likely consequence of such procadures.

Besides sailing in the Sound myself on many oceasions, | have had the wonderful opportunity of
taking classes on the ferry to Block Island. Do you really think | would expose children to the
danger and frauma of passing an LNG tanker with iis armed escori?

Are you willing to destroy the woriderful beauty,.enjoyment and livelihood the Sound affords us
and our children so that two off companies can add to their already incredible profits? Even
Synapse Energy Economics states Broadwaler's massive proposed facility unnecessary for Long
Islarct’'s needs; wehave other, safer altematives at hand, and anyone who thinks twe foreign oil
companies and a foreign LNG shipping company will bring lower gas prices 1o Long Isiand (or
NYC)is not based in realityt

¥
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As stated in Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS, the proposed pipeline would
be installed through use of a subsea plow, and we have included a
recommendation to actively backfill the trench. This technology is
recommended by NOAA for reducing damage to the seafloor and greatly
reducing recovery time (NOAA 2005a). Backfilling and post-construction
monitoring methods would be developed in coordination with federal and
state resource agencies.

As discussed in our response to comment LA15-6, LNG carriers are not
expected to discharge ballast water into Long Island Sound since they
would arrive in Long Island Sound laden with cargo (see Section 3.2.3.2 of
the final EIS). In the unlikely event that they did discharge ballast water, it
would be conducted in accordance with federal and international
regulations-including EPA’s pending ballast water measures for foreign
vessels, to be enacted in 2008, intended to minimize potential impacts of
invasive species.
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Alsbama Gov. Bob Riley and residents of Harpswell, Maine saved their communities from the
terrible threat of similar LNG facilities simply by refusing o sell or lease the required lahd. We are
asking New York to care as much for its residents.and do the same.

Lam also submitting a letter § sent previously to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.
Thank you for the opportunity to speak before you.

Marge Acosta

Individuals Comments
N-1004
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4 Harbor Park Court, Centerport, NY 11721 Jaruary 11, 2007
Statement before the Federal Energy Regulatory Comimission, the Army Corps of Engineers, the
US Coast Guard, and the New York State Department of State
In Opposition to the Broadwater Proposal

As arvenvivonmentalist, I'm only too aware of the unpredictablity of nature & how controlled
labioratory experimeants & extrapolations often fall far short of actual real-ife events. FERC's
assurances about the safety of Broadwater are reminiscant of government assertions during early
nuclesr testing in New Mexico & Nevada: the radicactive fallout will disperse quickly and will be
harmiess upon reaching ground level. it couldn't getinto our food chain. Butin real atmospheric
conditions, the fallout Tall quickly over a refatively small area & wound up as radivactive strontiunm
80 in our milk supply.

Ag ari American, I'm ashamed that our government's callous refusal to prepare Tor a worse case
scenario in New Orleans and its incormpstent rescue oversight is what caused most of the logs of
fite, not Katrina.

And, as a New Yorker, I'm stunned by our government's suppression of warmings and inaction on
news of 9111, | have relatives, friends and fellow activists, who believing the oo sarly sssurances
that the air at Ground Jerp was safe, worked there inrescue and recovery and are still suffering
the consequences, some life threatening.

Forgive me if I'm skeptical and untrusting of the safety assurances, and selective data in your
DEIS, such as:

"There s no evidence, however, suggesting that LNG is explosive In unconfined Open areas.
Experiments conductad to date - have all been negative.”

The LNG facility at Skikda, Algeria, totally renovated by Halliburton as a state-of-the-art facility and
demolished by an explosion 5 years later, in 2004, is in direct confradiction with this data, While
the DOE, FERC and ExxonMobil rushed ta blame the explosion on a malfunciioriing boiler, a
thorough investigation by the plant owner, Sonatrach, indicates, instead, "that a large amount of
liquid gas escaped from a pipe and formed a cloud of highly flammable and explosive vapour that
hovered over the facility”, In other words, the $800 million explosion that killed 27 workers and
injured scores more was caused by an unconfined vapor cloud.

This explosion aiso brought to light data, previously reported by the US Coast Guard in 1980, that
imported LNG contains about 14% flammable hydrocarbons mainly propane and so is highly
expiosive. :

Moreover “FERC regulations require safety zones around LNG facilifes. Setback distances must
be great enough so that flammable vapors will not reach the facilities” property lines and heat
radistion from a potential fire will not impact those beyond the facilities’ property line.” (Center for
LNG) Howsver, James Fay, the MIT LNG expert has said that & conservative estimate of the
distance vapor clouds can travel is about 4.5 miles, This is dlearly beyond Broadwater's perimater
even including the 1.5-mile exclusionary zone. This figurs (DEIS Map and circular overlay) clearly
demanstrates this.

In your DEIS, it states, “Broadwater has not selected a specific design for the storage tanks” and it
doesr't state what doubls hull systems are mandated for LNG carriers

IN58-1
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As stated in Section 3.10.1 of the final EIS, LNG is not explosive. Natural
gas from LNG, if confined, can explode. The Skikda incident was
investigated by a team that included FERC staft. The initial explosion has
been attributed to natural gas vapors being drawn into a fired boiler, where
they ignited within a confined space. A subsequent, larger explosion was
attributed to a secondary gas accumulation within an outdoor area that was
at least partially confined by surrounding process units and buildings. This
is consistent with the characteristics of LNG and natural gas described in
Section 3.10.1 of the final EIS.

The comment regarding FERC’s requirements for setbacks and safety
zones (NFPA 59A) is applicable to land-based facilities and references
“property lines that can be built upon™; it is not applicable to the FSRU.
Section 3.10.3 describes the methods used to determine the extent of the
hazard zones of the proposed Project, including the potential extent of a
vapor dispersion cloud.

Section 3.10.4.2 of the final EIS describes the IMO conventions and design
standards for LNG carriers.

Individuals Comments
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L have written 10 the Center on LNG to-ascertain the basic construction on most LNG tankers inuse
foday, sinte their wabsite simply indicates double stes! hulls with primary and secondary

insulation. An excerpt from Lockheed Martin's Rgsk Assessment report on LNG {July 1988) shows
how important thisis:

*ff.air or LNG lesks into the vacuum space between thi two walls, & heal transfer path will be provided &
the inner tank, Without mitigative aclion, evenrtually the LNG in the tank will boll and vent. (This problen
is'well recognized; tanks must typically be refurbished in 6 1o 7 years). Furthermore, the outer vessel
walls are generally constructed of carbion 'steel to reduce the cost of the tank, and so are susceplible o
brittle fracture if cooled to LNG temperatures. Thus, afailure of the inner vessel will lead 1o g release of
LNG info the vacuum space, which, in turm, can lead to failure of the cuter vessel. The double wall doss

niob mean double containment in the tase of cryogens.”

IN58-4

I this case, the failure of one storage container can lead to the failure of gll five. Additionally; it insulafio
is used between double walls or in the storage tank construction, is it flammable? As incredible as that

may seem, it has beer the case with past insulation used In LNG storage tank construction.

“Thess are only 2 few questions 1 have relating to your DEIS. My lefter will address others. However,

ave

acursory sfudy of LNG hazards, as well as recent events ike 811 and Katrina, demand that, instead of
the minimal effects of Broadwater on the Sound and its surroundings; yau fook at worsg-case seenarie  |N58-5

‘possibilities, and whether there is anyway you can protect Long Island and NYC from another major

disasler that this facility poses. Since | don't think you have the resources to protect us, if they even exis

ploase reject this disasirous proposal,
Thank you for the opporiunity to speak before you.
Marge Acosta

N-1006

Section 3.10.4.2 of the final EIS describes the IMO conventions and design
standards for LNG carriers.

The risk assessments described in Section 1.4.3 of the WSR (Appendix C
of the final FIS) and Section 3.10.3 of the final FIS address what the Coast
Guard and FERC consider worst-case incidents. As presented in Section
8.4 of the WSR, the Coast Guard made the preliminary determination that
the risks associated with the FSRU and LNG carriers could be managed
with implementation of its recommended mitigation measures.
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Report sheds new light on LNG blastin Algeria

14.04-04 & newly released document provides imporantinsights tito the chiain of events that ted 16 the Januery explosion of
a LING fagiiity in the Alrican nation of Algend. Several scientists who specialize in LNG research said the dooument indicates
that & similar acoident could occur at LNG plants §ke those proposed for Mobile Bay and sleéwhers in the United States.
inttial reports blamed o faully steam boller Tor the massive explosion and fire at the govemment-owned Skikda, Algeda, plant.
Thosé reporis were incorrert, according to the new document presented by Bonalrach, ownerof the destroved LNG plant. A
display tiled “The Incident at the Skikda Plant: Description and Preliminary Conclusions™ indicates, instéad, that 4 large
amount of liguid gas escdpeid from a pipe and formed a cloud of highly fammatlie and wxplesive vapour that hovered over
the faciliity. The doud exploded after coming into cortact with & flame soornce.

Theexact nattre of the: dloud is likely to be sharply debated as Industty advosales aid sven 4 number of Independent
scientists have arglied that an LNG vapour cloud, 1 it were 1o Torm, would be relatively small and wiould not sxplode. Most of
Hie 27 poople whe disd were Killed by the force of the blast, aceording 1o the report. The weport lists & "fow casualies by fre”
though the fire: burned far slght hours.

The Sonatrach report was presented ab an intetnational NG corderence held inthe Middie Bastern nation of Gatar inlate
Mamh Qfﬁdals with the us Dapartmant of Energy (DOE), the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission IFERC) and

with the Mobile Register.

the days after the acoident, officials with the DOE, FERC and ExxonMobil, as well as Alabama Port Autherity difsctor
Jimmy Lyons, shressed that the explosion sesmed to be'entirely related to & malfunctioning bailer. LNG glanks in the United
States they argued, would not have boilers like'the ones ised at the plantin Algeria, so 2 similar accident could Aot occurat
an LNG facility In Amenca:
But several scientists who examined the new report told the Mobile Register that the type of acdident deseribed in it eould
acesit aban LNG faciity in this counlry, regardless of the type or number of bollers: present. Alinost any source of ignitien,
fram o cigarette: lahter foia pitot Bght, could have gnited a vapour claud.

Exxonblobil and Chenlere Ehergy have bolli proposed bullding LNG facilities on the shorea'of Mobile Bay, tlose t6
residential neighbourhaods, Bolh companias said theh facilifes would not impact nesrby maidents, eveninthé eventofa
catastrophic acsident. ExxonMuobil would place s plant on land ownad by the Port Authority at the Torner Mavy home poit;
Lheniere would bulld on Pinto Island:

Y think this telig us thiat dealing with LNG is a tricky and dangerous business.” said James Fay, professor emeritus atthe
Massachusatts Institite of Technology and one of the natlon's leading LNG stientists. "Wwas apparently a vary large gas
leak that went o e while befors the explosion: That centainly doasn't give you o fotof faith in thelr gas detection
sguipment, with alf this gas leaking out. | guess this means sometimes that equipment doesnt work.”

Fay shid the failure miay have mportant implications for the siting criteria used by FERC when granting permits for new
onshere LNG faciilies. In particular, Fay sald, FERC requires only that companies prove they can canlaly & vapolsr ¢loud and
fire resulfing frony & 10uminute leak of LNG at the plant.

“The fire burned for eight hours, and thet tact does ssem unusugl, | would have thought ibwonld have burned up more
guickly,” Fay said. "Maybethere wasn't anyone to'shut the equibment dowh. Maybe allofthe workers perishad inthe blast,
and the equipmient just Eeplrunning, spewing LNG out So it just kept burning and buming. . FERG's ries just say a
company would have @1 0-minute eak, That's it But cearly this 6ne kept leaking Tor a ruch longer time period,”

Fay'and others said the report is missing a onifical piece of information: Whiether the fuel that lsaked from the pipe at thie plant

was LNG or a LPG, such as propane; or some ¢ombination of both. LNG and LPG were present in some quanbies at the

~vikda plant, the report said, though the damage to the Tadility was so extensive; it may be impossible to know exactly what
dofgas formed the vapaur cloud,

Fainwould be sirgiiséd it LPG proved 1o be the culprit— the vapours are kagwn to be highly volalile, and prong o axplode

when exposed fo flarme. Pure LNG - which is almost 100 % methane ~ usually'is thought to explode anly in-corfined spaces,

sugh ag o building or the hull-of @ ship, according to scientists.
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& in presentations made in Mobile by the DOE, FERC and ExxonMobil, officials sttessed that "LNG does notexplode.” They
also sald thet if an LNG vapourcloud formed and was somehaw ignited, the flame would move throtigh the cloud st slowly
that e person simply could walk ahead of It and stay-oul of dinger.

‘While sume scientists agree that may betoe of "pure” LNG, which would be entirely msthane, the soientific iterature
dfgests thal miuch ' of the LNG shipped to faciliies o ‘thie typicatly ie tont; b with some quantity of rore
explosive "LPG" gases, such as propane.

AS80 Cogst Guard stutly titled "LNG Regédrch 4t Ching Lake, " slates thal LNG Imported into this countey is often far friom
purs, and it reveals that vapour clotids mads from "impure” LNG aclually explode a5 readily a5 the highly volalile LPG. When
natural gas is super-cooled and wimed into a liguld, as much as 14 % of the lotal cargo shipped as LNG may actually be LPG
ot othet hydrocarbon Tusts, according 1o the Cosst Guard repoit. Natural gas contains these dther fuels when it is pumped
frori the ground.

LNG containing these so-called "higher hydrocatbons” is kKnown as "hot gas” and Ras a Riaher energy content than pure
wisthane. The Comst Guard report reveals that vapour olouds 'of LNG: confaining et least 13.6 % of these othar fusiscan
detanate just like pure propane gas. The-agency canclided in its report that this desenves "spediat considerstion, as the
commercial LNG being imported into the US East Coast has about 14 % higher hydrocarbons.™

Several scientists said they were unawarg-of the CoastGuard’s report, They-also were unaware that LNG armving inthe
United States sometimes contgined significant quantities of other gases, such as propane, bidans. and ethane. They agreéd
that in light-of the Skikda incident, statements made by the LNG industry and federal officials regarding the explogive
potential of LNG vapour clouds may need 1o be re-sxamined.

“Is:pretly clear that this 'was not sabotage,” Fay seid, discounting rumours that ferronists may have hied to damage the
Hacility. "l think there s a strong suspicion that the sxplosion which ocourred could have beenan LPG explosion or an LNG
axplosion. If Wwers LNG, this would be the first major LNG explosion that securred anywhere." Risalso one of the fargest
vapolr cloud explosions on récord, dccording to scientists.

*The fact that there was 8 vapour cloud Is huge," said Blll Powers, anenginess based fn Cabloria who has stidied LNG
inale, sniug anad offchore proposals,. Wie dop't know iF i was oo LNG vapourcloud or an LPS
dloud or mmix of both, but, etherway it means it is the lind of accident that could happen here.”
awers pointad oul that several lsnvinals proposed for the United States would deal with both LPG and LNG, At'the terming!
wroposed for Long Beach, California; for instance, Povwers said the LPG tanks would be dghi next to the LNG fagiity. Powers
algo Telt it was noteworthy that Halliburton had condiscted & major rencyation of the Skikda plant in 1999, updating all of the
key safely equipment and compuler systems.

A Halliburton website touts the revamped LNG 1 |as amodel of A

"Halliburton'is pleased to announce that its recently comipleted LNG Revamp Project at Siokda Algeria has passed allits
performanis lests,” reads the sompany news release anscuncing the projectS complelion "KBR's work Included extensive
revamp of the thiee LNG treins and assuciated utiities and awiilisnies and'a e revampel the complex’s slecticsl
powet and.conlrol systems. ... Ower 9000000 construclion man-hours were expended”

The thires separa'ie LRG regasification plants or "irains! that were revamped by Haliburton were destroved in theéxplodion:

Powers said Helliburton's enginsors had missed a wesk Bk in their safety planning for the Tacility:

"That highlights the importancs of putting these fadiiities in places where, no matter what, people will not be at risk, 1fa
company like Haliburion missed & scénario that could gause this, that tefls us that we cannat account for all possible
ascident scenarios Bt LNG facilities " Powers said.

"Haliburton would have exhaustively checked out every possible sccident ohiain of svents and sccounted for it counterad it2
he'said. "They would do that before they give ite clean bill of heaith, That's how they operate. Thiy must hiave simply missed
this accident possiblity”

Soures: Washinglon Tirss
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