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1 mitc to oppmz the tiqucficd astunl gas faciiity pmpncd to be built by B d W  
Fnc%y in rhe middle of W I l d  Sound. 

I N39- 1 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 

o b l c  to a sailha, particddy whcn 

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 behnd 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. 

N39- 1 

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 hghest density of recreational boating is within 3.5 miles of the 
shoreline; therefore, most recreational boating would not be affected by the 
proposed safety and security zone around the YMS and FSRU. 

souhve$mty winds in the S o d .  A sailboat k u d q  for w c s m  Long bland Sound 
uoutd e i h  have to W k  south of chc facifity befon reaching if, pufting iu course akrng 
theLongldarlabonwherrtbncnmgmdpa~beraamPfurnGvlrodPa( 
JeffmchortoIDjlDonhofQ:lLdlimdI~~~whmcverwiuhvrd.d~tb: 
sailboa! mi& have b d m  rrachiiog it. Sailboau mow a alow E m  m favorubk 
wind* a milboa! would be Wing t i ~ ~ t  dnocrn and mnocqumt delays. 

1 N39-2 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. 

~ l s l a n d S o ~ m d i s a m r j o r ~ w h y d C o r n a a i n d a d t h c m a h s h a r o f  
~ U B n d m p y r h c ~ i t y o f I i f c t h u t c b c y d o .  IbcSoundhpafvqahmoa 
impmy elemmi in defiw the "- of p h "  of the region. It i s  heavily mod for 
mcnanw, mt jun adlbwts (mine is  r rk t ivdy  small. 29') bur p o w  boaM and 

1~39-2 r fisbamcn 7 h c ~ o f a ~ i n d u s t r i a l f h c i l ~ i n t b e 4 o f I h e S c u o d  
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The LNG mdustry has a rclrrriullly good &ly rcrc 

IFJ39-3 
grrs ta to ~iiq~rd 1 N-39-3 As stated m the fmal EIS (Sections 2 1 1 1 ,2  3 1 1 ,3  10 2 1, and 3 10 2 2), 
type of fwiliry d 
nonitxtmggljm 

federal regulations, mdustry standards, and classification society rules 
would govern the safe design, construction, and operation of the FSRU and 

1 wgm WRC: not to suppon &is itl+miv& ppd. would serve to minnnize the nsks to the extent possible The proposed 
offshore location of the FSRU further reduces the nsk to the public 

v=Y MY yours, 

4 
Franklin BImme 
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MEMORANDUM 3 
-g 

FROM: Dr. Stephen T. T d w  Ph.D. - 
u 

P r o f w a r  ofBiology, C.W. Post M g u s  of Long island Udvmity C!.Fr,&- gy- cs 
SUB3ECT: Coma on the B M *  LNO Pmjst &a& mental Impact 3 m m i  

'Ibc overall cooclwion reached in be Draft Eovironrnental lmpa~l  S~lremen~ (DEIS) for the 
Broadwrun LNG hjcn popd  for Long lslaod Sound (November 2006 document) is that minimal 
impem mould d t  frwm the co&m nod operation of the LNG taminal; ho-, scvcral 

ptians upon wXch fhegc conclusions am kd appear to rrflec-i m am offhe 

- .. 
The discuxiii ofthe potential i&wts of the LNG pipclioc on marine life foc- on American 

lubsters, flonuvus ranerlcmnrr, and comncrcially and &onally im- f i i  spcsics, but 
w;hieh is inccgral to the d i s d a n  of these 

The DEB without paviding say re 
I d  in shallow thnn 30  fee^ deep Qg. 3-45] and thus pipeline i d l s t i r m  wwld haw 

h w h g  &txe *of rbeir &es. H m w ,  Sclafarri /2aCII) d that, 
surveys of distribution afjumtile lobgtns in tang klisnd Souad, more juveaile 

mortal;& of adult IobsDem 

F B ) d u e t o h ~ ~ f  
$ % m ~ ~ f i ~ ~ m i ~ ~ t ~ ~ t h i s i s ~ m ~  

monality of iobstrrs in Long Island Sound 
remaining stock an well dacrtmcntcd, 

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. 

k e .  1986) whch is much !ihsllowcr Gun the depth of the prvposcd'trcnch (-95 A = 29 metem). Oar 
potcnl~al impact of backfilling the proposed bench with ruek, which is nm mentioned in the DEE. is 

federal and state resource agencies; and the 2-mile portion of the trench that 
Broadwater has ~ r o ~ o s e d  to backfill with engineered material could be . . u 

covered with a layer of native substrate, thereby eliminating the conversion 
to hard bottom substrate and potential invasive species habitat. 
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L spread of this invasiw species in Long Island Sound. 
r hother denifimt irmission in the Dmtl EIS is the data &om the qumtnti*ve h T h i c  wv dome 
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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 laborato~y 
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 impingelentrain less 
than 0.1 percent of the standing stock in central Long Island Sound 

I 
. . . . 

z c ~ u p l ~ ~ ~ h t o ~ i .  \ \ h ~ ~ h  >iipprrt the I ony I>l.;nd SI)J?~ l i d  web I ~ R ' \ c \  1,I')Sh) rewrti'd L I ~ ~ \ : I I ! I . I I I  
d i , ~ ~ s i t  c, ,I!' net zooplunktun irurn 1 on$. Isl,~llil Suurld 111a1 wcii. h;&r thnn 2IIII It00 inJ~\,!dn.~I, y r  

L cubic meter. Thw, losses a f  and p h ~ o p l d t o n  f m m  a M m d m p i n g m e ? r t  w l l  easily 
number in the triilians. 3% proposal 1s d e  in the DElS to m a fine-mesh screen (4 2 inches) on 
intake pipes. t o  lmer the rate o f  innpiamentiennniment. If, fur a w e m " s  a&, a gcmm of 0.1 
inches (=2.54 nnn) is used, this aiU acttrde vi-ally n u  pk top lan l r tm and ouly I?lo 

1 rnvettArate larvae (Johnsgn & Allen, 2005). But this Is a mwt point b e a m  the ~ o p s e d  flow rate 

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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s rrrpofld ( J o h n  L Allen, 2W5) for msrine 

flow rate uf 0.5 Rim (the sme as pr~gosed £01 the Brmdwter prr?ject) ".. v+ould allow most 1 ~ -  
o & m  to avoid hpio@meot at the h&e s m e m ,  but mter  mix though the facility d l  
undmo meshsoicd, pressufe, h p e m b a ,  and ebmicd W a X I  [= oMo&a b i d ] )  shock. S o w  

eggs and k n e  m y  sun~ive my om of these &verse mdt ians  (Cada et al. 1981. Mmssig 
et d 19%8), bat tbp. combheon of &#e streir;ses wll be lethal to almost all organisms passing t h n g h  
ihe f ~ i I i i  She fuFther stet& that "[u]njntil s h w n  o t h d ~ e ,  we m& a s m e  tbat all fish and 
invcrtct>rstc:. wall Jic 3itcr iot1iin111:111 ad ,ii~inll:uict~~~\ ,.spo~ure IO ttlcw Io11r ~fivIrn!unm: .>ire.> 
! i ~ l o r s  *' I I I < I I X ~ A ) I I  (2004) COIICI~IJLXI 11) h u ~ i  ~g t ! ~  Lhc 1'0n I't4i<ul 1iqui.i h:itkir.tl Gtis (1 V(j) 

sing faciiity would effectively '~steriltzei%u men water e o l w  (83 R depth} of a I q e  m a  
m m d  tbp. facility. 

P h w p l h n  and m p M t m  e n w m d  in tbe Etrodwater intake wnId not only be lost a the 
future tpc&meot of their they would also be lost to the faad uieb which 
snpporZs the d u s b l e  finfi of tbe Souad, These losses o f p k d n  will be 
exacerbated by tbe daily dischqe of sodim WcHoribe fi.e. cbloriwt bleach) nnd tuuls?emter 
d e s c ~ k d  for nonnal opemlons o f t k  B r o a d e r  facility Cpg, 3-59 Dr& EIS). Lighhg of tbe 
&md areas of the FSRU, WIG& m d d  be visible !XI a dismce of 0.6 miles Ipg. 3-59 Draft EIS). 

p o d 1  cue for tbe depth agulation of larvae of severnl s p ~ h s  of bivalve moH& nnd o 

e m p h d  that h ~ t s  doe to en~ommtiimpingsmmt of plankton will occur on a~ontinual basis 
while the Broadwater project rs in o p e o n  

Pomtial m w s  of o d o m  sopptt hcilrtrios to the rill-s of Cdeenpeft md Port J e E m n  are 
eff&ivaly h s s e d  in the DErfS. But the fact i a v r t  as the exmple, ihe propod  
15.1 aerc? opmiiom site wonld occupy m a t  of ae rhn t ,  The exlsting w a t h n t  here 
mcludes Mrtchell Pa& with i t s  earowl and ice sk ; docks for t m i e n t  vessels, co 
fisbhg bonts, and the Sbelier Islrmd ferries; as well as urn- restcl~rsnts nnd dmps The 
site plan calls for ". .a werehoux for s o q e m d  b d l i n g  of spare tools, and eq~pment: dock 
space for be- four togs, a wwbhop fa tug maintenmw, and a ware&ont s-tng area eaprible of 
suppHing eontaiaer txmfer erancs, iqemrueks. and a petsomet tmder  and boarding area " Large 
con-s d d  also be s t o d  hen. The facilirj would all be smunded a prim& m d t y  
fmm, wbieh can be esrirnated to be 3 101) A (4.6 miles). The st-ent Ulaf ". of these otshon 
facilitia as proposed by Brad\lialet, would not ieault in land use wuwdon  or imwts'"& 3-90 
DEIS) is paenrlq abmd. Additional details ofthe impaets of the achvihes itssocratd with the land- 
b u d  frtciltty cam L sunn mmtlan of 'Lontaincr tmnsfm eraoesi' Tbh implies that the 4 

!XI tbe Iaod-bas& faeitity. to k cmed away by "large moks'" 
I ;u,gc co~iia~ricr\ t)rnuyht I I I  h! wate~ I I ~ c ~ ~ ~ I ~ ~ c  t u ~ g c > .  flu I I B L ~ C I I A ~ I I I  u t  t d p  M I I ~ I  bafgcs In tow 
throngh Ihr n;rrr<)\r critrdnce lo Orient 1 I irxrr iu l~ l  iiiirr iirecnp,rt fiarir)z ,cs \i.~ii,ui cunwrns: about 
porent~al n;i\ 1gt1run;tl h~card.; 11.) the k e , ~ \ )  r~~cruati1~n.11 tw~al rr:11T1c r r i  (hi. xn. I 

I N40-7 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. 

I N40-8 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 facilitv 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. 
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, rhe patmtkl irnm of tlte B d W e r  LNG FdIities pmpsctd f a  Long I s l d  
and the oomm~t. ;es  o f w n p r r  and Port JeRmn,  Ware prossly undmstated and, sf such, 

do not accmtely pmy the mximmental and socrd costs d t b e  pro~ent. 
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I N40-9 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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BRO~WATER LNG PROJECT (CP05.54.OBO AH2 CP86*55.000) 

Dfl;4F"FEEJVIRBNMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
COMMENT FORM 
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I  N41-1 Thank you for your comment. We have revised Figure 2.1-1 to more 
accurately depict the location of Branford. 

1 ~ 4 1 - 2  AS discussed in Section 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, during LNG off-loading, 
the LNG carriers would uptake water for cooling. Upon discharge, the 
water would mix and cool rapidly to within 1 OF 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. 
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GOMIVIENTS (continued) 
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FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION 

BROADWATER LNG PROJECT [CPOE-54-000 AND CP06-55000) 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
COMMENT FORM 
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COMIAENTS (continued) 
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I N42-1 Section 4.3.2 of the final EIS evaluates the potential of each existing, 
approved, and planned LNG terminal in the region to serve as an 
alternative to the proposed Broadwater Project. Based on t h s  analysis, we 
determined these alternatives would not satisfy the projected natural gas 
nor overall energy needs of the target market with less environmental 
impact than the proposed Broadwater Project. 

1 N42-2 We recognize that energy efficiency and alternative sources of energy 
generation are important components of the national, regional, and local 
energy plans. However, based on the studies referenced in the EIS, we 
have concluded that, even with such measures, there will be a growing 
demand for natural gas in the markets targeted by the proposed Project. 

1 N42-3 Specific responses to the specific technical comments made by the experts 
that testified to the Connecticut LNG Task Force are provided below as a 
subsection (PM5) of t h s  appendix entitled "January 16,2007 Connecticut 
Meeting Summa~y." The issues identified by the experts are addressed in 
the final EIS, particularly in Sections 3.1 and 3.3. Some the issues simply 
required clarification. For example, Broadwater does not propose to drive 
pilings to the bedrock strata at the proposed location of the FSRU. 
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BROADV~ATER LNG P R N E G T  jCP06-%.000 AND CP06-55.[108) 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
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I N43-1 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, 
deberthng, 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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1 N43-2 Please see our response to comment IN42-1. 

COfdMENTS (continued) 
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1 N43-3 Please see our response to comment IN42-2. 

1 N43-4 Please see our response to comment IN42-3. 
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I N44- 1 Thank you for your comment 
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The EIS has been prepared in accordance with NEPA requirements and as 
such is focused on the aspects of the proposed Project w i t h  U.S. 

1 N45-3 
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jurisdiction. Carbon emissions associated with the proposed Project withn 
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 llkely 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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(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. 

1 N45-4 Evaluations of the potential impacts on commercial shipping (including 
feny 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 feny 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. 

1 N45-5 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; t h s  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 

1 N45-6 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 prelimina~y 
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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(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 hghly 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. 

Individuals Comments 



IN45 - Creig 0. Peterson 

1 N45-8 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 unllkely 
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). 

1 N45-9 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. 

I N45-10 Section 3.9.2.2 of the final EIS discusses the cumulative impact of air- 
borne noise that would be generated from normal operation activities. It is 
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 eveIy 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. 

I N45-1 1 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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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 W45-6. 
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 . l ,  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. The Coast Guard evaluated the safety and security 
aspects of operation of the FSRU (and the LNG carriers) and made the 
prelimina~y 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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I N47- 1 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. 

1 N47-2 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. 

1 N47-3 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. 

1 N47-4 We have addressed the Synapse report in Section 1.1.5.4 of the final EIS 

1 N47-5 Section 4.0 of the final EIS evaluates a wide varietv 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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t h a t  
oo nat rbqusrc t h e  audueer~alzze tzan  of a l a r g e  por t ion  of  -,be sound. 

B r o a c w a t e r  Lnergy uaa f a i l e d  t o  i d e n t i t y  any compell~xlg l o c a l  OE 

woula i u s i r l y  ibe iilyjilc, rlidi c h i s  propssed LNG tseminal 

have on t h e  environmental, eeonor-ic, -ecrea t lena l  ana hzator rca l  v a l s e  

lorg  raland sound 1 N47-7 
CLIe gas  fZoIn t n e  t a c l l l z y  would 90: beoefxt 1.Z o r  C;cnnectzcut 

w o ~ l o  be s e n t  eisswhere 

Pablzc Use 

- rn* t h r e e  hazard zones aeaocla ted  m t h  t"l Shel l  p r o j e c t  esuld 
;;gn~E-cantly ai-fect  lmpcrtani n a t u r a l  resources w l i h ~ n  7 0  square m l e s  

t h e  a.ndsstrtal .complex. 

- Because Bzordwster would be ~n t h e  nidd2.e of  LIS, surrounded by t i c s -  
hhe 
use t h e  Sound, tnere wouLd have t o  be a r e s t r i c t e d  area  arould t h e  
"+Ci l l t$  
f o r  reasons of a a t e t y  end s e c u r i t ) .  

" ?+is quarant ine  WILL r e s u l t  rn  t h e  i n a b ~ l x i y  of t h e  publzc t o  use 
t h i n  

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 prelimina~y 
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 whch 
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. 

t http /iuf W.3 mat1 yahoo codyrnlShwL~flbm=Tnbcxdhh7s~Tti=7~11 281 16955-4568 1!18iZOt)7 
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p 2 r t i o n  o r  t h e  S o u n d  - a a h a f t  ztl tF.e h k a t o r ~ c a l  'Public Trus t  
Doct rme. '  

1 N47-8 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, and3.7.1.4 ofthefinalEIS. 

LIS i 8  held i n  t r r i s t  f o r  t h e  cAtizens of Connecticut and New York. 
Predcmnant c a m u s  rrrocgnrzed a5 akb-~ect  t o  t h e  EyDlic " rus t  Bnctrlne 
8 re 
t i d a l  and navigable waters.  American case  Law ha€ held t h a t  t i t l e  t o  
lands  
underlying t i c a l  and/or navigable M a t e r a  a r c  he10 by t h e  S t a t e  i n  z t a  
suverorgn oapaclty a s  LLuStOe tar L1.e n e ? e f ~ i  of t h e  c+t;sens 2f t h e  
F t a t e  
* l a  have :tie crght t o  dae t h e  waters and adjacent  land t o r  n a b ~ g a r ~ o u  
anu t o  
'*fish, hunt, o r  bathe. .  . ." 

Because a l a r g e  segesnt  of t h e  wnters surrour.dlng t a s  piatform nwnt 
b e  "nu 

I beating" i n d i o r  'Yo f i sh ing"  a rea  f o r  s a f e t v  reasons, t h i s  could becow 
i ha 
E ~ r s t  mnnnpo* on Darts of Long islaiuc: Sound waters,  Thls  c o n f l i c t s  
witn t h e  
r e a l l t v  t h a i  these  wate is  are  fof  t h e  jtre of c i t i z e n s  and any i n t r d s i o n  

l i m t s  of that p&l+o 's  use muai b e  +n t h e  pLbl l r  ln t r rnsr ,  ano not  en 
uncaaaenable rn tes ferencc  of  t h a t  use I n  t h r s  case t n e  p l a t f e r n  m i l  

1 N47-9 The potential that authorization of the proposed Project could serve as a 
cnmlnatlno t h e  n q n t  of a l i  people to f-bh, l n b s t e r ,  and boat precedent for further mdustrialization of the waters of Long Island Sound is 

B n ~ a  co-optiqg of publ ic  waters f o r  one p r i v a t e  use s e e s  a precedent addressed m Section 3 5 2 2 of the fmal EIS 
51tiire r n d u r t r ~ a l  Jees of th. Sound, it &a a s l ~ p p e r y  s lope .  

?he Dace i s  a highly used and t r r r k y  p a r t  of Lo?g Is land  sou?d and 
thii i  
FC03ECC ~ ~ 1 1 ,  c a n s t r a i n  t h e  s x i s c ~ r i d  L t . a t . C i ~  

IN47-10 

. Ria-:her t b e  r i g h t s  noT 5helL 311, nor o i  anybcQ e l s e ,  s t 3 u l o  be put  
above 
t h e  r ~ g h t a  aE Hew Vark and Connectlcur r i t f e e n 3 '  t o  use: and anjoy Lils 

Sound. 

- - cadwaier wnuld u n f a i r l y  exclude c ~ t l z e r s  p o r r i o ? ~  of t h e  
sound. Enviromenl 

Thp cons t rdc t ion  of t h i 5  pro3ect tS  p i p a j l n e  WX-l move a toerendnLS 
BI(ULI1C 
o f  seolment, and, i f  pzekiou* pipel-ee a p p l i c a t l n n s  a r e  any Indic&tzor ,  
l C  

IN47-$0 Cw~li  produce thousands of barge anchor holes - each e i q  enouqh t o  
c s n t a r  n a 
l a r g e  SUt' - and potentially p r i r a n e n r l y  change rhe  i a y e r s  of 1,ong 
1 9 1  and 
Sound s e d m e n t  s t a c t i r e s  t h a t  haue taken mi-lrons of ynais t o  fam. IN47-11 
- Water Quelltry in t h e  lmmeorare area cauld  bw nngativaly a f f e c t e d  by 
pzucesa water zntsLe8 and a s c h a r g e e ,  sewage wastewater treat.mnt, 
s t a - m a t e r  runaff,  liquefied n a t u r a l  gar  rp iLls ,  and any r e s u l t s  of rn 
onecard Eire and f i r e  nuppranainn chemlealc. 

http Nus E D 3  marl yahaodynvShwL&~~bo~hbox&MsgId=781 I 281 16855- 4568 lilBi2W7 

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 techmcal 
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, recovely of the disturbed area 
for the Broadwater pipeline corridor would be expected to initiate shortly 
after active construction and be complete from withn a few months to up 
to 1 to 2 years (Newel1 et al. 1998). 

These issues are addressed in Sections 3.2.3.2 and 3.10.2.4 of the final EIS. 

Individuals Comments 
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L IN 47-12 

t n ~ k e i s  plaanea t o  Bnrvios t h a  t r d u s t r l a -  conplex 

IN47-$2 

* P ~ s b e r s e t ,  Ina ludmg jdvenzle f i s h  and la rvae ,  hill he zmprhged u t  
entro-ned from t h e  i n t a k e  of t b e  5.5-9.2 m;lLlon g a l l o n s  of Lang fB1and 
scund watar used by t r c  L a c i l i r y  every day 

. Fisher ies  c a l l a  he  zmpacted by r rvas ive  spec ies  brought 20 Lang 
I s l a n d  
sodud L;i.on the hall last  watsi  of che appmxuaaiely 153 a d d i e ~ o e a l  
Eoreian 

iiLi a i r  e u s s l o n s  from t h e  SLpplamextr- vesca ls ,  tanxars,  and any 
Other 
Broadwater assacsa ted  f a c i l x t i e s  muat be emnsldered an  t h e  asaeasrent  
of a t r  
inpas ts .  

- Eroadwatsf WaLid s e t  an ~ n ~ u s L r L a l  pracedel t  t o r  fu ture  Lone I s l a n d  
IN47114 [ s o m a  

d e v e l q e n t  p r o j e c t s  

Xncreasoa of weter and scdlment te.?peratore f r o a  d lscsarges  and gas 1N47-13 

, Tqe ..obster dzsnase t h a t  confrrbured t o  t h e  l o b s t e r  d ie -of rs  and t h e  
o y s t e r  d leeases  aseocLated with t h e  o p t a t  dre-off# have both been 
lxnked i e  
i?creased WaLer t e w a r e t u r e .  

HYPaxlc conditaons m Long I s l a n d  Bound, a problem both s t a t e s  Ilavn 
bean --- 
eombatlng, a r e  l i n k e d  t o  lncirrased teirperatures.  

The sourd is a l ready a s i g n i f i c a n t l y  erreased body of weter :here 
1N47-14 

may be 
c u m ~ l a t l v ~  liwtcts when t h e  e c v t r o l ~ ~ r a u ~ a l  r i f a c t s  at a s i n g l e  p r o j e c t  
cctnbine wlth e lbhec  temporary o r  p e m a e c t  lmaacte aeaoclated with 
Paste 
present  o r  reasorably forosaeab;e Lutuce pro jec ts .  1N47-15 
l3 l i g h t  of  she SoLnd's t rouoled  pas t ,  and when coesxaar& 
cdmulntrvely, 

pre3eot w r l l  r a v e  an unacceptable adverse iwp;iot on t h c  S o ~ n d ' ~  
ft.tuca 

- svenlnq v i s t a s  w t l -  be rurned by Broadwoter l n d u a t r l c l  l ~ g h t i l g .  It 

lN47-$7 [ 
cantina.eusly l i q h t  up t h e  rllght tky a?d could Impact mrgratxng bxrda. 

A 'disiial Lmacts  from rndus t rxa l  f a c - l i r i e a  surh a s  t h i s  one a i s  
 worta ant 
to consxdei. The hur.dr&s of thousands of us w?a :Lve o r  s t r o l l  along 
t h e  
Souno's shares,  f i s h  from i t s  s tacks ,  and ada t  on ~ t s  water#, s e e  Long 
I s l a n d  Sound a s  a sdnctuary - a iray t o  seek re fuge  f r m  t he  bectzc 

1N47-16 
C l U t t C i  

of our modem l ~ v e s .  The mere p r e s n ~ , c e  of a Paclilty such a s  t11z.s w i l l  
1x:r-nge upon t h a t  way a: l l f e  Ecenomcs 

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 0C2-24. 

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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1 N47-17 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 

1 N47-18 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 reauired for the Coast Guard and results in a need for 

u 

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 
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T the  
Coast f%ard's reper t  ZouM t h a t  additimnal resour-s, s t a f f ,  and f i r e  
f ight ihg w a b i l i t y  are ntcessery t o  make Broadwater safe, and s e m d ,  

IN4?-l8 L e r a l  
looill cost  s u r t n g  prowision could make citr-s 

~espons ib le  f o r  
footxng a portion of the tonn's f i r a t  respmders'  M U .  

- Electr ic  and gas efficiency prqgcahDs w e  a m ~ g  the mest 
cost-affective 
ways f o r  ~ c w  York and Connecticut t o  m e t  gr- dema~~d, t o  aceonpliall 
c l i m t e  W g c  Omissiar redwrian goals and t o  reduce energy b1118. 
This 
mims Chat investments i n  eneTgy conservation w i l l  ac tual ly  qllow 
consumers 
l i k e  you and ne t b  m e  reductions i n  out natural  %as d e l e c t r i c  
bill*. 

1 AdepUacy oi the PBRC DEIS 

The DeIs &ad questibllable documents that  have been superseded by 
i,,-99 [ D t t e z  

d o m t i o n .  
' . The PEIs is a f a i r l y  sloppy general overview of the gealogy of LIS by 

people who eitber didn ' t  have knowledge or  didn ' t  take enough tima t o  

tlra beat reference materiel in support of t h e  arguments. 

- There is net ther  aLktistioaL analysxs nor quant i ta t ive  data provided 
i n  
the DEIS, and a s  sucn it i s  useless t o  make good predkt iona on impact 
ana 
recowry. 

- The DEIB does not firevide su f f i c i en t  f ac t s  to Betenntne BraaduraCer18 
*act on Long le ian4 Sound. 

The docmest wes poorly r e s e a r a e l  and gloawd w e r  nuzierous isaues 
using 
m i n i m a l  I l tera tuse ,  analysis oc synthesis t o  reach i ts  conclusion of 
~~l 
*acts. 

The nEIS 10 inefScquate to determine We operatton and *act of this 
facility. This was indicated By t h e  6 pages of deta i lad design 
questions 
t h a t  FERG still n e e  froaq Broadwater. Without tlro fu1i design there  

2hm ERBrgency Baspanee Plan tha t  i q a a t s  the c=tizrans' financial 
l i a b i l i t y  
and personal e a f e t r  is not: included i n  this DEIS, a s  such the  public i a  
u n p l e  ta p ~ o v i d e  e9slment an that Assue. ~t is unfair fo r  c i t i zens  t o  

an oppnrtunlty t o  commnt on that Emergency Response Plan p r io r  t o  

issuaane of any pennits t o  Bmadwater. 

The h a 1  EIS has been expanded to incorporate recent field studies, 
literature, and technical input f?om a c a d e ~ ~ ,  organizations, the public; and 
federal, state, and local agencies. 

In general, the detail included in an EIS regardmg a particular resource is 
strongly eorrelated with the potential that the resource either wiU 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 Fmal EIS was written to be undmood by the 
layperson. For those intaested in additional data and analyses, extensive 
supportmg mfarmahon is avalable on the public docket for the Broadwater 
Project on the FERC website [www.fmm~, Docket No. CP06-54-000). 

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

Please see our responses to comments W47-19, IN47-20, IN47-21, and 
W47-22 

The purpose of the EIS is to assess potenQa1 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 pokntial environmental impacts during Project 
con&uction or operation. 

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

Individuals Comments 
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- - /  COMMENT FORM 

I N48- 1 In accordance with NEPA, t h s  EIS has been prepared at the direction of 
the Lead Agency For t h s  proposed Project, the Lead Agency has been 
FERC We have received technical mput from a wide range of experts 
representmg academia, organizations, the pnvate sector, the public, and 
federal, state, and local agencies Designated cooperating agencies that 
assisted in the preparation and review of this EIS mcluded the Coast Guard, 

Comments may be left at the FERC tsMe or 

the Corps of Engmeers, the EPA, NOAA, and NYSDOS 

Comments may be submitted to the FERC via 

C~mmmtor"6 Wain6 and Nlaillng Aclhss [Plee~r P&t cwiy)) 

mailed to the FERC: ,.he Internet on the FERC's website: 1 
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Roger D. F I d  ., - 
101 Van mt Manor R d  ": r 

b -  

m S e t a u k q  NY 11733 . . -T-l,$'" 
Ianugn 22' 2007 " .  

Magalie R Salas, S 
Frdefal m r g y  Refflttatorr. &mmisstcn 
888 Fim St. e, Rwxn IA  I , 
Kr&iogt4n, DC 20426, 

&ket No. C-54 

1 am mure b u t  fhe d w f s  of the tmhnical evduatim pmcm iw the LNG s ~ c ~  
k ~ n g p w  fur h n g  Island Sound by Emadwater Energy LLC under CPW-54, but 
there are swml i m m t  questions that remain unanswmered w &dressed about U I ~  
enviroment in wh~ch this structure IS :a q m e .  I am a f m l t y  member ul the Marine 
Science$ Resweh Center at Stony B& Untvmt$ as well as a residmt of the V%I!ee 
of Paquott whch abuts Port J&emn Harhr. I am thus I in the pmject on both 
professiom1 and personal p b s .  

Table 11-9 in R m m e  Report 11 lists the design critcna of the YMS. 
ns for tidal currents is less than 0.45 d s  10.9 knats) for 99 5% of the 

ttmo Tidd ~mts are nor like othet  en^ immta l  as wave height or 
wind susrs that we event relate& because maximum ues will accurtwice - 
a day tn L ~ n g  Is lad Sound, w ~ t h  slrungcr currents during spring uks.  Thus 11 Ir very 
likely thar the Y9.5:'~ vdue will regularly bc exceeded and the YWS and FRSU will need 
to be dwgned for stmnger currents. Cummm~al  aavigstian software suggest *hai 
mmimwn tidal curmts at the site of the YMS are about 0.6 m/s (I .20 knots) AIM, 
ctrrrcais In Long bland Sound are the result uf both tides and wmds. Evtadels of  Long 
Island Sound c~rcula~on &at use meas& winds snd pressures to cAulate currents. Bnd 
current measufemclnts &-1ves, have sham &a% surface currents of ncaily 0.8 rnls 11 -6 
knols) arc common ar the YMS. with several hours of flow over 0.9 knors o ~ c u r n r ~ ~  on 
I I I ; ~ ~  tiibl cycle If the rnwlrnucl currrnt being used toc"sign the t m ~ n a l  and 
mwnnp, system 13  indeed 0.9 knots, thm it is considerably less than the maximum l~kely 

The o b S ~ ~ a t i 0 n  &a? actual uurrcnr speeds are higher than those usul tu dcslgn d:e YMS 
am! l.KSI; systcnl has several consequences for the YMS wd FSRU design and 
openoon I'irst. the FSRU 13 designed to p:vol around the Y.MS In response to the 
prevruling w~nd, wave m d  cumnt conditions. During storm conditions the w i n k  wwavcs 
and cuncnb probably won't align The FRSU (with at!nehed LNG tanker) will ally. at 
some angle to the wind, waves or cumen!, and drag forces will be somewhat larger &nn ~f 
the wind, waves and currenc w-rc dligned. The FRSU will have c l w ~ i c  rhrusten ro help 
contml thc FRSU alignment during LNG [ankcr docking. These thruaren may also be 

I N49-1 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 



1 ~ 4 9  - Roger D. Flood 
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need& to aligt~ the FRSU for minhmunr Brag when wmd, waves a d  eunent donha@ 
rtre FRSU rnay also need pmpulsion umuntts to corn- the e m &  when drag is above the 
dssigncriteris. Second, Tablke 3 1-4 @ 57, A ~ d i x  D, &a& BIS) ftsu 0.9 hots as Ihe 
operational limit for LNG v-1 qqxoach, a ~ b b y - $ I &  moring, and dep~ure. It 1s not 
clear whethe "ssrde-by-side mooring" re& M the act of tyjngug the WG tanker or the r m.t~ o r u r  LNG vwml bflngnrd ~umg ~ d e  hr mu. Hawra, it IS- thu ~h 
LNG tanker will be alongside for abut 25 hum whrle cargo is unloaded. Available 

tanhpu- Report 6 discusses several euthqusices lhat have occwed in Ccrnnm11cur 
and revetal earthquake$ l h a  here i ~ c w t d  in ttpslaie N w s  Yotk that have causd m e  
damage She repon docsn.1 rnenholr h o  e a r t n q h  that occurred w ~ i h ~ n  the P&I 26 

lN49-3 

~ B P S  to Ihe east and southeast of the FRSU ste. A mapihude 3.5 d q u k e  occtund UI 
Long Island Sound on October 21,1981, s h u t  25 mi?@ esst eftbe m w  FRSU ate. 
A magnrtudle 4.1 &quake occurreti neatSagH&srtrer, LI, on &arch 15. t992, about 50 
miles wt afthe p r a m  ER1;U site Both earthqualtes were fdt on Id, were rcganed 
m rhe nmwapcns, and .lue m the c u m t  USGS gvthguake catalog T ~ E  1992 d ~ a l t e  
at Sag Harbcr was onglaally giveti a magnilude of 2.8 and lepotled tu h a v e o c c W  
w t h  of Long Island, but its magnilude was rerjsed to 4.1 and iu lmtion was fiMiz& 
near Sag Harbor (http l l w w w . b c - e d ~ r r s ~ ~ ~ t o n o ~ a m r y ~ .  A local newspapn 
article dambes b a g e  c a u d  by the 1992 Sag Warbar eanhquake, ~nciuding cracked 
planter, cfaked cowrete steps and &slod@ marble 61cs 'taased on this in fon~~ton ,  the 
-WE prO$&ly Should be g~ven a Mercalti magrtIMdc of W to VI. W m n  
Obwatory has pndirrcd a map ahowing where im of mawbdc 2.7 or 
above is Irkely tn the nonheaaand the YMS site fails within me o f t h m  anasof likely 
e u & c  activity. Ttte DraR EI[S that pipelines c a n ~ 5 W B R d  thC diglocadOn 
caused by mall eanhqualres, but i t  is unclear wh* a nearby -&o will cause 
sedtmmt f a I w  when the pipclmne IS in place. Wttho~t more exiensrve analysrs of 
sedtmw charactm.stics or YMS dynmics aa ctose to an mhquake (evw though 
passibty a small €&quake), ir seems prudent to m i s t  that all of the sttuchgzs and 
p~pelurcz bc designed ta mist &age &om a muby h q h  including rrwfimcnl 
r~lm. - 

madel mlts suaests k t  at many tines ccurmls may not fa l l  belaw 0.9 knots for 25 
hours in a row, perhaps for mwe than a wmk at B time. Pnhapv Ihe FREU and IT& 
system need to be desjgnBd to wrthsland currents &a1 could be up to at least race  the 
present denim limits Then: w111 alsD need to be am eclvtwnmental model prediet~ng 
e m w  at the Rt$U sltc so hat I,NG Tanker arrjvd em bc scheduled to mur W g  

done In,tW~cn Black I s l d  and Mon@& 
Pant, The approach trr Long 16tand Sound between Block lsland and Moutituk P a t  is 

ly limited fo vm~els with draA isw than 38 Lei, md F~gun; 3.7-3 meets  ;haf 
fw WCd vessels actmlty usd this muM at the p r m t  trme. LNG hiker  urn of thlr 
route is Iikely to substantially infircase large vase1 mffIc in this me. Ihe 1- WJG 
mkem are awd to have dnrL of39 f a t  when fully toadad Win the Iatgm LNG 
tankers be semt a l y  p&~dly h11 no that this mute can be used? Will  mutine use oftlus 

1 N49-2 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. 

1 N49-3 Section 3.10.2.3 of the final EIS has been revised to provide additional 
information on the design issues raised by the commentor. 

1 N49-4 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 necessaly to minimize or preclude the potential for damage to the 
YMS. 

1 N49-5 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 
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mute for LNG tankem mlt In future drsd ing  dapening or sw+ng of fhis route? 
Also, the p r o w &  LNG ranker muia pass claw Lo7he Pecotlre Wq, me of 28 
eshtanm in the Nahonal Btaary Pragram WEP). The 7550-yard LNG Hazard Zane 
extends into the Peoanic Estuary. and SuEoUc County is in the~mcess of defining an 
v l n v e  leasing plan for t h h ~ .  

, AnmkaffiguxegintheDFaREIS 
incomctly show the lim~ts of thewew York tgnitorial ma. The boundary -tially 
atends north frorn a point (frreemilaeast of Matauk rather Wan slmting towvds thtr 
north-no&casl. An accurate rqpresenutibn of this boundary is naessary for proper 
p I m n g .  A shape file wfthe State-Federal boundary om be found at 

h d n  Burial. A6 is nutcd in ~k Dnfl EIS. merit1 ofthr plprltna pre~~oub(y 1n8uLld 
Ir! L o r k S o u n d  have not bten propcrly buned and asa  mul t  are cas~ly located 
fram any sutface sinp equipped vrih m aehmmder Data we have collected d m  ahow 
an unbked pipeline in Long Island Sound, a d  I agree with the oament In the IhaR 
EIS thar the natural backfill models pmposed by Bmsdwatw Energy LLC ue wt 
ly~plicable to Long Isfarid Sound The pipeline needs to be hkf2llgd to protect I# &om 
e ~ d e n t a l  or tntentional damage and the surface n& to be Ieft mnooth to make it more 
d~Ffcult to ldentlfy tkprewse locatran ofthe pipeline, 

l j e h a  The Draft PIS notes that ibe hcl~pon on the FRSU IS to be perm~ned Tor 
emery.mcy use only, dlthw~gt~ many dclarls hdvc not ye1 been decided. 'f iere >s alredy 
cons~dcnble low nyng, nolsy hellcopter vaflic over I ~ n g  Island and any hellcopter 
flimts to/fram the FRSU would add& that burden. The &ture of the emetaenc< needs - .  
robe better defined, and only flights relard includc mdca!  emerg6nc:m S ~ K I U ~ ~  b 
allowed This should also apply ti) any hellpons on LNG umkm. 

Pwt J:E- Harbor. Thc Gnshorc Faniiiics ReWrt note8 hat 'Tmt 
~LffeGn ~ a r b o r ~ l m - i s  an inponant potentla1 shellfish producing area, but shcil5sh 
hmcst~ng is pmh~bired or mhtcted in much of !he I h r ,  inc:ud~rrg the area 
sunourid~ng the Pon Jcffmol~ site." While rhir: sentence IS correct, i t  also nee& to be 
not4  thu large areas of Port Jefferson H h r  arc easrmtlally open to shellfish harvestng 
fmrn November I to April 30 and as such the harbor IS an irnwrtat~r conrrnmial and 
rgereattonal resome (t;ttp /M.dcc.sWtnte.ny 

Please let me know iff  can provide ;idditimd infmstion about thcle commarrs. 

1 N49-6 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. 

1 N49-7 The figures in the final EIS depict the state boundary lines rather than the 
3-nautical-mile bounda~y 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). 

1 N49-8 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. 

1 N49-9 Section 2.4.1 of the final EIS has been revised to describe the proposed use 
of the helipad in emergency situations. 
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ORIGINAL 
January 18. ZW 

Magdie R Salas, Sr~refary 
Tcderal energy Kegrrlatury Comnussinlr 
$88 Firct Street, NE 
Wn%hingwn, UC 'LWZC, 

Re B~r*adanrer Energy 113mket Nos, CW(E-54-0hn. CKK 55 MKl. and ~ . ~ ( l f i - ~ h . - N k b  

Dear Secretary Snlas. 

I dm wnrinp dr s ctt17en who lwer wi th~n a halt blt~!k crt Long lrland Sound to rcque\r 
that FERC deny d prrnnc w the Broadaater L%oje~t Thc ymupcbsed LNG tortninal In thc 
middle of lnng l i la r td  "iund w ~ l l  bc 8 senoin halard to an rstoary of nat~unai 

IN50-'i clgnificanee that aonlribr~bs $5 5 billion to the regional ecunomy every y a r  We arc 

already apendfng nrtilloni tttciean up lanp lsiand Sot~nd. rnil la~ns that WIII have heen 
wa\rad if you allow this c~ivironmcntally 

IN50-2 
ei11111b 

the wntenof h n g  iblsnd Snu J an: held 

There are far inore cuvt rff'efecttve wnyi m increase our energy supply thdn putttng thrr 
must ex(3en5cvc fucl ulurce i n  the rntddle of Tun8 Island So11r;d. A full explnrabnn ttf 

fN50-3 these aLternatkve% vhnuld k explored :n the F:nv~ri~nmnlal Impact Sralrment bef.~ilre a 
declcion I* tnadc 

Sincerely. 

B l  Msrn Street 
bwtun. fl IK3.W 

f c. I lonorable HIM S pttzer. Honorable Jodi Kell 

I N50- 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. 

I N50-2 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 ~etrochemical ~latforms. 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. 

I N50-3 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. 
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ORIGINAL 
DOUGLAS HILL, ENF.SC,O., P.E. 

18 Jantrdn, 2007 

\lags!a K Salai S c c r t t a ~  
Fcderal I nerg Repnlat61g C~)rnmis\!on 
888 Firs rt . X r Kmm i A 
X dihisgtim. 1)f. 20426 

ISANfHONVCWRT 
HUMIffiTON 

VEWMlRK 11743.1327 
U S A  

T E L E P W X 6 3 1  121 55a4 
7Z TELEFAX 631 621 2 W  , 

hltinttotl baa Rrair~lk 7, PI-1 1 3 {LWIC copy) G 
k?J 

Keterrnic Ur,~het Nos CP06-53-000 altd C PO6-55-OUU Hroadrrarer I N(i Projnt 

Dear F+cret.in, 

nh an ctlglrlccr and cilerg ditalpt. I can apprcclarc the cni)clol;cd~c rfl.IS, u l ~ ~ c h  pro; ~dcs a 
ueal t l~ at relwani ~nft>r~nat~onun the cnvironmcr~tal suctabrlp of rllc proposed I \t rcnn~:~al 19 
panlcular. the IIEIS re5pondi well rd the prini~pal ts3uei. mwt.3 by thise opposing rhc prowl on 
t ong Esiand, \tho seen1 ubliv~ou~a l o  the presetlt and cmcrgfngcnrQy 81lccdr of thlc rnphtci rk%c 
dttbro~ii issues include the so-called "mdustr~aiczattw~" of Lon# island hund, rtis exaggcrarcd 
r iwal iinp&c". and llic finding\ uflhe Irigeiruour repori h) ' iyndpr I iwrv) I Ic.ilni>rrrrii tnc 

- 
I mnai tlit.rrii,rt querriail the vaLuou- ststrtnrrir fhat In the rhrrtur of rlrr Hrttnlh*nter FSRC, 'the 
rcgtcm \ mcrcawnfi encrg? .~lcrnimd\ norrld  nut he ~nct"{pp f 5 16, 5 i il tlttc nigpehfs Illat 
rlectrlc ptlucr plant% ao~cltl colrlc to a #!all. liolises uo~ l ld  iiot be IILIICI~, e l i  I IIC. r~81$111 c ~ ~ t c r # j  

tlelnsnd.iu~ll hc insr, and w ,thour a11 dbulrdanr x.~ppl> ol iiaturdl gda u~doutxsdl~) lit wav tiat 1 %  

far uorse for the environrnmt 

You deecrtbc clrs siruarron more prcciscly under Alrcrnaciie L n s r ~  \nurse% 

Ilic arca f~kcly would cxpcricnce ashartage o f ~ ~ a t ~ ~ r a l  gas tor p u c r  
generariati ~f the Brodwater Prolect, ora i~rnilar new so.lrcr prolect, is nor 

I N51- 1 The statement from the EIS quoted by the commentor is referring to the 
region's increasing energy demands, not the current uses of energy. 

adverse eo~rrm~inci~fal ettrcls 
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= Wc w ~ l l  d w n d  more on ~mp>r('i.J otl s t t h  ~ir  vconomic and iiarlonal %r,orl[j pcndfl~e;; 
* I IIC~LI dir qudlrt: ui%uld he uo rx  d i i ~  to the e ~ n i ~ s ~ c ~ t ~  of more alp pullutatit~ I r ~ n r  nil such 

%(I,. \(I. and imcfcuri 
r TBwrrt. t\rtmlJ k niirre riil traffic tram namcrolr', rmdil ta11kt.r~ In I oltg L~land \uunJ a ~ t h  

greater lrkrlthood of oil spills I hesc +p!II, wtukl llkrly be clmc to ih~hr' where a6 you 
poldr out. theecolog~cal eunwqurnces arc inore scrrous than ~n the m~ddlc. ~ r f  the ho~ind 
I he %p~llcd o ~ l  uould pcntst for months, nut riapc>ratc fthc i~illural gas 

r Most ~nrpoflant ofall, in my vlrw. the carbon dioltidc emlsslntrs fmm the,r. pldnls tiauld 
iscm.t.h by 38 jrercenr twern~gh~ 

Yuur report hdrely incntlon.. (only p 4.11") $rccnbou,c @s emissliitr.; I t  docs 1101 cn~pha\~rc rt~c 
advnniageh r,fnarttrdl gas a3 an ~mmcdiate siibstrrurr for 011 ti) rCIJuht. cubon dlox~de emlril,lns 
Tlrli cdn bc sect, !!I thc following tdhic 

Natural wx ~~~~~M ,Lf 32 0.7 
-- - 

' Low rulfur hr! 6 

Su~tch~ngtho 2.045 M W  of KeySpan btcsrn mrbtnes fiom oil ro natural gaz it the cqu~;.rlmt ot 
reylacln& 813 MR -that a. 30 percent w~ th  renewable energy Cumpatre rill*, w~th the I40 M W  
\rind f a m  south of Lon& Icland planned by lile Long trlnnd Po\ker Authorir) Taking into 
acciunt f k ~ r  relattve akatlabrl~~y (on the order of BD percenr for fn\a~t fired gelier.ltors and 25 
percent tor thitld tLlrb~ne\), it wmlld take about I3 such wcnd farms to ach~cvc ocntual'y the 
ieductlen ~ncarhon diax~dc crnts$ons that rwitching fmni 011 rrr ~iafural gas accompir.;hcr 
u>ernrght 

lo run oil or1 In [lie absence 01 zcri  tce h) natural gss Tllc mc ut natural gas to replace gawllnr 
and Fucl o,l !n rrhictes can he great!) expanded 

You cab that the tlradwrrter bFRU, been from 9 miles away. w u l d  appar to bc rkesirc ol paper 
cllp at arm', length Ep tS-L3) rf you clleckpur numbers, I lhtnk that you nil! find that thc 1 215 
foal Icnglh a19 mrlec suhtends. an angle that is 8 6 itzhchfs th~dc 2 feet away This is holfthc slrc of 
a uandard )nth-and-a-doancr p a p l t p  I P J I ~  hi& up your thurnh at arm'c iengch, it 15 about tffc 
?ire rF>nur thunrhs~l 

I N51-2 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 OC 1-64 regarding greenhouse gas emissions. 

I N51-3 Thank you for your comment. Whle 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 t h s  
EIS. 

I N51-4 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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r I Ilc tcllow~ng trrrnb need tn bc added to tllc. Iict nf acrol~)rn\ and ahbrev~rtn,~~, 

IN51-5 I K L J  fccdgac recciv~ny ~mit 
( iBS grvr t ) . -bad  structure 
SRV shufilr dnd regarlfi~aflw ves\el 

hank yuu for ~ h s  upponu1u9 to comntent on the DCIC 

Br. I?ouglar Hrll, F.E. 

I lo~~glnr  ll11l 15 a prote%loi~al engrneer reg~slrmf In Heu, Ywk State As an energy .inai:&t. lie 
ua5 For 25 >ear$ arsncinred uitli the knerg! Technology Systems A~la!>s~r I'fogammc of [lie 
irrleniattnnal I rirrw Agency. m1t1ail3 rcpresrullng the tb~!rtl Siiitec or, the prqect st  
Drookhavcrr Natronnl I.aburatot).. thenaapro~ec~ liead. and suhirqurntly a5 con~ultanl Thrr 
prqecl drvelr>ped the ILO%RKAI. mndcl. now urdcly wed around the wnrld. tor pro lmt ingc i i c~  
f~ltum\ acciudin~ to the ova~ lab~ l~Q.  coif. eficrcric}. and <3perdhi>nal ~ h a r a ~ l r n r i n %  ot L.rl%t!np 
.~nd ;mnlalpdred new Irc '~rn~lag~r\  lirr doqt~lring lran\prlnlng using .ind \,I\ Ing clcrgt l i  1492. 
tttgahtrr 151th aliJI!*t< fion. Rroirkhsre~i I <tb and ithe?) \CI* Yark Stntr tneri?) OIficc 11s r i d  
MAKKAL to project energy Futures for hew York St&, asmmmg variurrv tulurc rcsrrictior nn 
cxrbm~ dlox;dr rmsbb!onu The rr%uh% lndlilated he relative rmpurtancf of conser\at~un. 
re~iewables. nitclear poucr alld switching from cclal and all to natural g.i in rcducinp fiiturc 
carhon dlox~de emtrilow (See D I l11lft.d) Thr Bulredl Apple' ~iletronokum i V m r  lark rn d r r  

Gmemhnwe. t'n'lume YW, knnals ofrhe Sew York Acadcm) oi"Pctcnec~. 1998. pp 139-1 50 ) lu 
1991, Ur )ImII %a$ co-aurhoroi tlic i ' a q  iir1nn:f Fricrg) Pftrn prepcurd Iw ihe I nng I~land 
Keg~oltel t'llwn~cig H w r d  

I N 5 1 -5 Thank you. The Acronyms and Abbreviations section of the final EIS has 
been updated to include definitions of FRU, GBS, and SRV. 

Individuals Comments 



IN52 - Catherine H. Smith 

Unofficial FERC-Oeaerated PDF of 20070126-028P Received by FERC OSEC 0 1 / 2 3 J Z 0 0 7  in Docket# CP06-54-00 

- 
f.onz,rcncur id nn p r u m  of115 warcrr ahnuld bc handd 0 . i ~  <of h e  c * ~ l u n l c  Ircnr1.i oionc pnt?it 
ir.itr~ Alrhough rhr b r r f i  Fnirroriractirni Impm arrtrrnsnl 131 IS) h rht I-ckml Larrg? X ~ p ~ l d l r w  
(rimmimios (FFKt.3 rrtbtc thnt Urnadurlrt crmlil cumdabrth ~ f f i r t  ulifr ququrilb. mamr rstd r l s l l l  

rt-uerrca atr ,,u?lrn md m a m t  irzn'ipnrr, Broldu.rrrr conunues to k ~i'ppofled I i mdusrrn 

III d b n u n ,  1 i i r l l ~ i e  E I~C i l r i l l d w x i ~ z  P ~ O ~ L C I  1s U ~ C C ~ S S S ~  Out I C ~ O B .  c A I _ I U ~ ~ I U ~ C ~ I  ACC (7n i r e ~ d i c  - wc 

Ids-A [ l inc  andim11 cn~mrmir tu haie C P U W & ~ ~ ~ U P  *U bur &C pakdlcmand dxia ufthc isat  (a fcu di8r.n): ~ t ~ r  
.n ~~lirj w m nirt inria planotq. w need lo hxtis <XI achnas  dcuped h r  ~ho,c prah ~xnrxii, Kroxifs.>!rr 
,- wir  .rie-ipcd ro help u ~ h  lirric p a k  p:ablrm* bvnspw I rlrrg Fcontrrmri. i r ~ .  riznriud&d rbrr rsrrr I ~ L  

=+I  drcrdc i,c can *.iw mr tigh ttlurp m t rc iv  $ rsk and (*itnn~curiv iha,ntg!,lr~lfarrriu.i 2nd XI -cvrlrlr 
nnistnrrnlr m rnrrrr tirnii ntS%t p r r d ~ ~ i ~ r l  ~ r ~ c i r  13c.i ti,ill.r 'ggi-. u r  

I N52- 1 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. 

1 N52-2 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 
necessaly timeframe to replace the energy potential associated with the 
proposed Project. 
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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 ~vith 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 estuaxy 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. 

I N53-4 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 t h~s  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 W54-1 
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I N54-6 The Executive Summary is intended to hghlight the key findings of the 
EIS. For additional details on the specific water use and impacts to water 
quality, refer to Section 3.2 of the final EIS. 
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1 N54-7 Portions of the concern raised in this comment have been addressed m 
responses to comments W54-2 and IN54-3 Further, we prepared the EIS 
m accordance with the reauirements of NEPA and the FERC and CEO 

- I  
. 

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 llkely 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. 

N54-9 Please see our responses to comments W54-7 and IN54-8 

I N54- 1 0 We prepared and circulated the draft EIS to provide the public with the 
opportu~nty to comment on our environmental assessment We appreciate 
the information provided by the commentors, and where appropnate, we 
have revised the EIS m response to comments Further, in this appendix, 
we have provided responses to comments raised dunng the comment 
period. 
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tirlrtnc hodii rrdl bs ptnrittcd lo psi\\ tlirnugli I 111s I \  una~beptdblv I N55- 1 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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I N55-2 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. 

1 N55-3 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. 

I N55-4 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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1 N55-5 Section 3.9.1.2 of the final EIS describes the air emissions during off- 
loading and operation of the proposed Project. 

1 N55-6 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. 

1 N55-7 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 EIS). 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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the etunt. o C Y I  1 and In.tr:\ 'ilAmhntt;ln ri.s~&pnr% ntelt-il ti1 Iuttg ti.land lrr pusr,mt:c 
rhetri and Illerr fgtnt~l) .i salct: hVr ori (hi: Nr>nii %litr~e iiiliingly pdt d pictnturn tn i ~ s  

tnier, tor a q l ~ d l ~ t i  of life %Inch I <  uridttri~nsblc crn rntltt pans ut I nng l,i,acl I ncc CT 

titil\ t,iidrrrtood thr: dt tfc~encc ~ P I I :  I rno\cil H e  arr  un\\~llilig iu ~ 1 . c  llri\ up dnd n e  
\llitul~l 1,111 bc rcqtici~cd dl, <cr I linpltjrc \(>I ,  z k r  .r\u%i 11\ In prc\ cntlng tlic 

I , ~ d i ~ ~ ~ ~ . i h i . i ~ ~ m i  L I ~  111~ i i t t i ~ i t i  \p11ro\ 1119 11% 11Sfo.itli.\.iler I Ul i  I ' ~ & ~ I L L I  ntiulil lhc 111s 
gr,r\c-,t nii\iaLe dild sn diltunr to 1i1u pithtic ~ L I U  sir: r~%irrtnb~hlc for prtjtecring 

1 N55-8 Please see our response to comment IN55-7 

c i  (ro\crwii,r Eliot 5prrfcr 
AYS Department o i  %late 
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Msgalie R Salas, Secretary 
Federal Ensrgy Regulatmy  on 
888 First St., NE Rmm 1A 
W d h g t o n ,  DC 20426 

Re: No& 

Thin letter ia regding the S h d  Oil and TransCanada (aka B d w a t e r )  
proposed LNG Wfq that is ta be constructed mid-long Ialaad Sound. I 
was scheduled to be speaber number 69 at the January 11" public hearing in 
Shoreham but dus to time amstraiate, wae not able to epeak For the official 
-14 I this pmpoeal. As yw olfice dm the 
tt.lmacripta of this meeting, I wholeheutdy e n d m  the mauy conarm 

mee m r h i a  the clef- 

Liquded N a h d  Gas (UJG) s p l l  over water. 

ThinreportiaoffenrefdwhendnP]ninPtheeafetgregionafroma 
Adexplosion due to LNG dense. B d w a t e r  has claimed and FEW 
appeara to endonu, that tho proposed LNG terminal will bo aafe at ite 
p p o d  locution. For amall - 1  spills or breach* thia might b 
true. M y  canoern focusee amund Sectlon 6 of the report dealiqq w i t h  the 
YNTENTlONAL LNG BBgACH, BPILL, AND HAZARD ANALY8ESW. The 

"Currently, the potantid for an inten- LNG aylo tank brsach, the 
dynamics and dIeperaian of a large spill, md the b a r &  of such a spill, rn 
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f' 

. .  , . *  ,. ~ w l y p e h W m 4 .  
Second, for an in tent id  event, axisthg eqrerimental data on LNG spill 
dynamics, dmpemioq and burning over watar m e r  spill volumes that are 
more than the spill v o l t h o  being 

With the above caveata, the anal- are d y  best gueaees et what might be 
erpected a h d d  sn overt hostile adion a g m h t  the te&l m w  a mqior 
LNGroleaee. ~mywork&gyeam,Ihadveryhighaemdtgclearancea 
snd wam at timen involved with the detschon, muntermeaaure and 
exploitation of US and foreign weapon -ma. I know 1% hand the 
capabilities of many portahle syRtems that have been exported ta third world 
and potenttally hoetile oountriee. A h ,  one only hes to lwk at the damnga 
inflicted on the USS Cole to realize what can happen fmm an uneophieticated 
mapan. Is an attack on the t e r m i ~ I  likely -NO; but a d d  it happen - YES. 
No one could have ihmgimsd the &zing of commercial airlina on 911 1 for uae 

their data pint?- E don't 
-=The d 

nt. waauonota 

presentad ngairurt the prgiect. Long Ixland in facing energ+ ahortagerr, buL the 
BroamPster~inmtamectoatowlvetbem. 

I N56- 1 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 
~rimarv hazard to the ~ubl ic  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 H e  Park Gou4 Csnbrpoft, NY 1 1721 JERluary 10,11007 
Wrn the Fd-1 finerw flegulahry Commlr*iron, We lhny of Engmeers, the 

US Cmst Guard, and Ule New Y& S1&e Bf3.mat of t h t ~  
In Oppasibon fa the B m a a t e r  P w m I  

Good evening My name is Marge Acasta I have o Maslers degree in Environmental Sclence and 
have taught Envrronmenlal Science on the hgh school andlor colbge level for over 15 years 

I've had my dasses perform quality assessment tests on varlous marine ecosyslms tilrobghwi 
I ong Island ~nctuding Caumsstc State Park, w e ,  using nets water testing kits and field guides, 
students were dellghted to find incbcators showing the Sound, there, to be in a womlerhtlly healthy 
clmdltm. 

Since 1 Ike only a m i k m  C e n t e m  and less m)m N~Ftt'lpDlt HaI;)or, I've &m =me of 
the same types of m v i W  wiVl my dauphtw, neph-, graMstxl, end tMr friwds, most timtas 
with sidarresulls. I ~ m i ; r t t e  wry M ths Mrrssing of k i n g  sud-c a treaslrre at our d i w a l  
far l a m &  m&t t , on  snrt for the p m  anmletnt of ~ i c  h u t y  

I k m  how benu- this m y % t a m  rs. Burim &dl- elsMem,  I've men the 
-&UMJ M s  of dwging gl a mrim -ysm and hanr long it W s  to r-m- I've also 
W tlhe u @ e m t  w n m m  8% sailirtg ~nat, m b ~ s  mar  a plat m the H&@nsa& Rtver 

With hot humid air w s s d  by tfle @M's  errtissim of rivetr w&er wed b mI 
ry. Elma&ata has W it wit1 use some wdar from the Swnd  and dixharge ~t 

et an& a sli&lly hi@er Bnprethtrt~, but Jsmy miht  ware tdd t h e  pwr *Rtwo&rkrEt 
mise VPe river twnpratlre by nm Ihan 5")F N-I- to say, the flora 81 fauna by Nre indus@~al 
p l M  w m  t a a y  of this .!hem1 d i m *  

The mums of he  above pollutaMs m r e  knm and warby, but &a the w m  c;m be rntles 
m y .  h y m s  who kn- -logy, k n m  that changirtgava m e  fact= or o m  ~pedas  cEln I N 57- 1 
dm@ay 8n m y & m .  

Thme are several REAL qbestions [hat the Drafl Envtronmeotal Impact Statement ha5 glussed 
over and HdltCh ne8d further evaluat~on 

Cart you assure us that dredging for 25 mlles of p~pdlne arid thousands of square feet for footing 1 and anchorage ofthe faality WIII not s~pnif~unlly lnjurs the fragile balance of the Sound' 

- How -I you be sure that the constant Intake of water from the Sound and dlsGharge into toreigr~ 
2 waters wlll not resull In some residual water from each area being m~xed bnnglng toreign species 

~nto the Sound'  log^ alone tells us this IS the most ltkely consequence uf such procedures 

Bes~des salting lo the Sound myself on many occasrons I have had the wonderful opportun~ty of I N57-2 
raklng dasses on the ferry to Bbck Island Do you really th~nk I would expose children to the 
danger and traurna of passing an LNG tanker w~th 11s armed rsmrt? 

Are you wllllng to destroy Me wonderf~l beauty, enjoyment and l~vel~huod the Sound affords us 
arm our hldren so Mat hw otl conlparlles car! add to thew already incredik profits'? Even 
Synapse Enerw Economics states Bmadwatef s massive woaoserl faul~tv urmecessarv for Lona 
liland's new$k,heve other, Safer altsrnatives at hand, and'snyone who thlnks hvo f ireg" OII- 

companies and a foreign LNG shipping company wtll brrriy lower gas pnces to Long Island (or 
NYC) IS rlut based in realltyl 

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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Alabama Gov Bob Riley and resldanls of Harpswell. Mame saved lhe~r winmun~ttes from the 
ternbie threat of s~rn~lar LNG fawl~tces s~mply by refuscng to sell or base the requ~ied land We ale 
ask~ng New Ywk to care as nluct~ fords restdents and do the same 

1 am also micl ing a letter I wnt pr-usly tu Ule Fedaml Emw R e l i s t w y  Gommtssran. 

Thank y w  for the wftunity k, s m k  b e  you. 

Mrgcsmta 
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4 H a M  P& $1721 & ~ 1 1 , 2 W ?  
S btmsrrt b* fha F&m amnriwbn, tSlc, m y  Co~pa of Engineers, the 

US Gm& Gwd, and th MM Ym-k ale Daphlrtmnt af &&a 
In OpmZiwr to he, Bm&atar P m a l  

Pb m Bnvtmmmta!ist, l'tn mlfi too amre of ttm mm&MRy ob mWn B haw 

are r m i n i m  of 
fLsllart will d t s m e  quickly and will be 

E)fl In our mi& sup& 

As ari American. I'm ashemad that our government's callous refusal to prepare for a worse case 
scenario in Naw Orleans and its ~rwrnpetent rescue oversight IS what caused most of the loss of 
I~fe, not Katilna 

And as a New Yorket I'm stunned by our government s suppresaon of warnmgs and lnactmn on 
news of 911 1 1 have relatives, friends a i d  fellow activists ~ h o  bbllevltrg Ow too early assurances 
that the air at Ground Zero was safe worked there 10 rescue and recovery and are stdl sufferins 

Farg~vct m ~f I"nt ske@jGiPl and u d t b  mw e , g ~ u m v  and ?j611walw? data m w 
DEIS, awh as 

Thwe 1s no ev dence however suggesting that I NG IS ox(~los~ve in unconfined O[KN> aieas 
Exper~ments COnUirClwd :o data have all been neqatrve " 

- 
The LNG facility at Shikda Alg~nn totally renovated by tlall~buiron as a state of the art facrlrty and 
demolished by an exploscon 5 years later In 2004 IS In dlrect conlrad~crrorl w~th this data Vhtle 
the DOE FERC and ExxonMobil rushed to blame the explosion m a rnalluncl~cri~ng boiler a 
Ihorcugh 1nvaal1gahor1 by tt lu plant ownei Sonatrach indicates instead that a large amount of 
liquid gas escaped froni a pipe arid formed a cloud of h ghly flarntnable end expios~ve vapour that 
hovered over the facility" In other words, the $800 million expiosion that killed 2'1 workers and 

This e,r*~,lasion atm brought to lgsrt a&, miausly  ram& by tlta US G& Grrarrrl in im, that 
im& LNG m a i n s  about 14% flmmable hydm-s mainly pqa r re  and so is h a l y  
m o s r v e  

As stated in Section 3.10.1 of the final EIS, LNG is not explosive. Natural 
gas from LNG, if confined, can explode. The Sklkda incident was 
investigated by a team that included FERC staff. The initial explosion has 
been attributed to natural gas vapors being drawn into a fired boiler, where 
they ignited withn a co~lfined 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 finalEIS. 

The comment regarding FERC's requirements for setbacks and safety 
7ones (NFPA 59A 'I i s  annlicable to land-based facilities and references . . . . -. , . . . . . . - . . , . - - r l ~ ~ ~  ~- ~~~ 

I 
Moieover "FERC regulat~ons requ~re safety zones arourrd 1 NG fac~lilies Setback distances m < ~ s t  -1".01xrr\ li11c.s rh:rr c:rn he huilr llpoll": i t  is nor :rpplic:rhlc to the I.'SI<(J. 
be great enough so thar flammable vapors will not reach the fawl~ties' property lrnes and heat Sccrio~l 3.10.3 dcsc~ihc.; the ~ncrhods ~lsed to d c r c ~ ~ n i ~ l c  the c\lclll ol'lllc 
radiation from a potential fire w~ll no[ rmpact those beyond ttle facilities' property line " (Center for 

IN5%= LNG) However, James Fay. the MIT LNG expert has said that a consorvat~ve estimate of the li:r/:rrd /o~lcs ol'rlic proposed I'ro~ccr. i~lcludi~lg rlic p<)rc~lri:rl c\rcllr i)l':r 

distance vapor clouds can (ravel is about 4 5 miles This is clearly beyond Rrondwater's per~rr~eter \':rlx)r diqxrsion clolld. 
even including the 1.5-mile exdusioiary zone This figure (DEIS Map and clrurlar overlay) clearly 
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' 
I h a  miEm to t b  m w  on LNG 
twfey, d m  lheuf m i i e  s 
insuwn An m f p t l i b m  
h m  iwaflM this is: 

"far or LNG k&s into the valuum s v  R tha MI walk, a h ~ a t  transfer path will be p m i d d  ti 
tha mnermk. Whut mrtigat~w actran, evMuafly tha W G  in the kmk will boil and M M ~  ~TWS pfDblan 
is well reso-@ tgnks mu& lypicelly be rentrbisFfed in 5 lo 7 ye-) Phannara, the &r vemisd 
watls are m a N y  oonstructd of cam steal to r d m  the cost aftha tank, ancl so are sus68PiW to 
b r m  fWwe I f d d  to LNG tmem&ras. nus. a failure aftha inne~~raswl mll I e d  to a release d 
LNG into the v m m  spam, Mi&, In turn, can lead to f&lure ofthe Doter msed The douMe wall d m  
mt mean  DUMB w i n m e n t  m the case o f a y a ~ m ~  l N58-4 
In th~s case, Ws failure of one s m e  r can lead to ths failure of all five AM~tmally, ~f insulat~oi 
is uused b e b n  double wlls or in the tank WRSW~M, is it flammable? As imdible as thal 
mey a m ,  it tras h n  the msa with p s t  insulation used in LNG stowge tank eonskuctron. 

These are only a few qusritions I h m  raiating ta your DEIS. My letter win amess dhers. Hwver, ew. 
a GWW st& Of LNG h d s ,  as wen as m n t  evanfs like sll ? and Wns, demnd thal, inritmd af 
the minimal effects of Bmsduvaw on the 8 m d  and its s w d i n g s ,  you I wnano 1N58-5 
'~sibillties, a n d ~ h a r  thwva 1s anm you can prstad Lung I s l W  end major 
dims* IM this Crrcliity pastas Sinm I don't think )nxr have the resources to protect us, if they even exitcis 
please reject this diwmtmus p r o p i .  

Thank you fw the opgartunity to s p &  befwe you 

Wigs Amste 

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 EIS) and Section 3.10.3 of the final EIS 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 prelimina~y 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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- - -  
oltrnna 9, bsuees - ThufceaY, May 06, 2004 

Report sheds new light on LNG Mast in AIgerEa 

14-W-W A w w i y  rwdsed  ilot.uMela p!uv~Jea llriponnrlt nslgnlz nto tnr: chaln of events lhat led to :tie :al.iap exjllosloll 111 

a LNG farillti. in tf;e Atr1~2r1 nation of Alyrria Suvernl saenhsts who spiiaake In LNG reszurctl sad  h e  documcnl ~ndlcetes 
that a slmiar acc dent cuule occur dl LNG planls bkc t h o  p r o m e d  lor Mob-le Bay and elsewhere in the bneno States 
l ~ t ~ b d ~  r e p o ~ t ~  1 h m d  a b u k j  stelm barlor tor iho massive axpr j io~r  ard 61c at ttlr qwernmern owmi SkikOa. Algena, plant. 
Those report3 were lnnrrecl accnrangio the new rlocun6nt pesm~ted by Sorial13ct1, owner of theoestroyeft LNG plant. A 
display I~tled 'The Inc.dent at the Sklkaa Flan1 Uescr~pton and Pl6lil:r81laly Concl~sions' !nalmtr?s lmtehll that a laroe 
,mount of liqldd gas ascaped honi a ppa an3 torll~ad a ,c..,obd of hlghly A:i~ri wt.te? .me oxplosWe $awur tt0.4' I Ovt3ed aver 
~ l f c  lacriily. The coud oxpodeo aher coirwrlg irltv i .~~rtiu;l with a fla~rrn wurce 

Tna exact nature of Itw. cloud IS Ilkmy to M. sharply deoated as Indubtry advowtcr nrld even n u m t ~ r  of rrrdependent 
~1enns15 Irave drguod lhat an LNG vaDoJr cloud. rt it *ere k2 rolrll WUJM br relst~vely snap and wwld  not exptode ~ o s 1 0 f  
the 27 wupre vrho .nee were ktlleo by !he torce of the olast, accorhny to the r*.port Tne report hsts a 'leu casbailes by lire,' 
tnough I& fire burneo tor eghi hours 
The Sonatrach report was present& at at1 ~ntern~troilal LIvG wlt!6?1c?cc hel l  In tnc MmOk Fagom nntlO., uf Qdldr ill late 
Idarch Ofinals wlth the US Uepartrrurtt vt Ellelgy (DOE), the Federal Fnergy Regutetop Conw~iuion (FERC:) and 
ExxonMooll duchned to ancuss the &<:cr$nent wlth tl!e Mub.aa Rcqistaa 

the days anor the am.dent, of fwar  wrin the DDE. FERC an0 cxxonMobll as kvell as AIdDall~3 Pnt  Author~!y dlrcrlot 
Jlniliiy L y ~ r l s  btlashrd b u l  the expusirln c n m e d  lo ce Pntlrey relaleo lo a ~ndlluncl~urtiiy bo~rcr LNG ~;i;lills n tnc llnline 
S1;cius t r . , ~  aiguic wnuM not have bollen llke the Ines u$ec 31 lho )ilaril mri Ngvrl.? so 3 5rr.ilar ncc.dti11 53uW :t,~l ULLUI a' 
ar. ! NL; lac. lltv $:I AUWIK.P 
Blrl sevomi ~ ~ e i f t - j k  wlto ~ x n r l i r l ~ d  UIP ne.v repprt told mo PActule Reglstar tnat llsc i y ~ e  bf ;icnucrI gcsrritf:~ 'I 11 coul3 
a:c.:ciir at on LNG iacurty ill tlllb ~UIIBY r~qi1lO CSF Df lnP h/Fe 0, nufn&r ul bwlrls at.s*rrt klllldst ally xrlrrct: or IgnIrIcn 

j *am a GLefatle tightar lo a plot bht, muid h a w  WM a v a p o r  aluud 

Fx*onlddtni an9 Cnenlefr E n e ~ g f  hdve h l k ~  prokwsed v..i6rltnU L Nti  faouoas on I t  a rrlores of I.luLnlc Boy : osc: lr, 
restdrnlml neirjhbo~rhucrls Bdh C U I I I ~ I ~ ~ E S  ~ i l i u  their factlincs .*auld not wet ndartdv i ~ w d a ~ i r - .  eien In tnc event of d 
rarastrnph~c accident ExxurrMubl would ulact. Is piant or, lano owned by thd Poit Abtttibrirv 'dl Uit! lolrrul Navy horn M. 
Ghmlem would build an Pinto Ialsnd - -~ 

P Ilatbk this lels us ttial deaLrlg with LPIC 6% a tncky am rtar;g~tnu5 b~lsiness.' sad J:rnius Tav, professor nrmntus at ttlr 
MassacnJSetls ln?:.tute 01 TLCIII~OID~Y ano one ufthe nat,on's leadlny LNG sctr$~bal.; 'I1 rt:rs aprerciilly 7 .IRIY bige gas 
iedk ttiiit 61t1it uir fw a rrhik bt:fcrt: ikn rxplos nn lhnt cpiiainy doavi i  qrve you a lo1 of taltn In !holr gas ,lr?'anIor 
rrqJl(rlmo1, wltn .I(. this gas Ie.lktfig o.rt I guess this rwarlb sor~ielrl~teh lhdt equrpment donsn'l work ' 

kay sa.l  rhe tallure may have imporlarll i rnpl~c~trw~s for the slhrg entnia ujeu by FERC w h t ~  gr:>ntlnq perrnrs trtr ne# 
nnsnore LSG ta~~ktcs Iri vartir~riar Fav sald FFRC roavlres onlv llidt mtliudrws ~ r o v o  mcv can conlain a rauour b13ud and 

oompany wouM have a 10-minulc, leak That% it But deatk thts one kept laakng far a mueh longer lame penorl " 

Fay and Mhm satd the repwl 1s M n g  a cnbcai piem o l i n f m b o n  Whefher fhe fuel thilt Imked from the pipe f the plant 
was LNG or a LPG, such as propctne, or soma combinahon of both L W  and LP(S: wore prawn€ tn s o m  quanlitim st  the 
""tkda plant the repart sad, though the damago to the faeiIQ was so artenslve, It rnsy bimogsjble to k n w  axactiy what 
.i oigm lormed the vatlpcr cloud 

Few would be sur(laseb if LPG proved to bs the culprit - the vapours ate known ta be htghly votahh, and wane to wpWe 
vvhen erpcrjh to fiarne Pure LF?G -which IS a m t  to0 $b mdharre - ufually 16 thmugMto erpiodie only In oonlirurd s p m ,  
such as ei b&g w the hull of e ship, according (c eclmWsB 
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In  m d d o n s  &e in Mob~le by the DOE, FERG and UrronMcMI, on-ls m e d  t h e  "LNG d m 8  not explobe "+hay 
a h  mead thatrf sn rapour cloud famd and wao somstracr Ignrted, Me n m  would m a  Utrmtgh Ute c lwd  so slow& 
that s person sampiy muld walk ahmd of b and atay out d d m g a r  
Wik m e  saentists agree that may bo hum ui"pure" LNG, which would bo eniirs& msthane, the scienMolitrJraturs 

Jggeats that much of the LNG edr lwd to lacilrbas around the ccuntcy typlcsliy 1s conteminaW with somequa* o l  more 
exptdw TPG" masas, such as pmpene 

1 A lSBD Coast Guard shldy titied '1L;J Rmmh at  Ghlnrr Lake," &-that LNG Imttecf into thb coo& is &en far from 
pure and st lavbalj that vdpour dwds made horn 'lotpure" LNG aoldally explode as readily as ttle t~iytl y vulabir LPG. Whrri 
natural gas is super-muled irnd turlled into. Ilquid, as rrt~cl: e 14 % of the t u r ~ l  rdrgu rtupped r a  LNG rf~;r{ actually be LPG 
ul ottltl tlvdlucalbw! luzb, d ~ ~ ~ l d l l l ~  1u the Cum1 Gubld lrwii Nblulal u l ~  ~ ~ l l l a ~ l l i  Itltbt! UtnPr fuels WI,L'II 11 is uulnurd . . 
fro111 ?he "rour~d 
-NG corltairnng the50 su calli.u 'hryntrr nydroczronris' #s krulvrn as "hot gas" stld has n hryhcr oncrqy nnt rn t  :han purr 
matnane The Co&t Gwrd  repon rrveais rhat vapaur clouds of LNC; contaln ng 3t bast i s  C & ot Itlose ofner lbelscan 
detonntc. just hke pllrn propane gas The agenw mnciu,lsd to I& rnport tha: fhs drserum 'spenal rnnsf!lerattori, as the 
o o m e r a a l  lA3 being i m p o M  inin the US East Cmet has abaut 14 % h~ghar hydmcdrbons " 

S ~ v r r a I  ~cicnusn sa~d  tncy wrm linawatt? nf thc Coast SuarOs repofl Tnpy a:sn wpr* kinawere Innt LNG arrlvlng In tne 
Uilrtnd States surnefbrncs contalneo ~tgnrf~cont quanulres of ether gas-, such .3s propane, bb,fanEt and uit~nrm Ttey aqrrrd 
Ihat .n lignt ofthe Sk~koa Inc~oenl. slntemenls rnndr by the .NG bnotr;In, and iedrral oliic,ais rvqaidrng irie riclosive 

"lrs prnlty clear that tttrs was not ibotage: Fay said dlscuunbnq runlours that lerror~slr. rtrdy have rtied to udnlaye the 
racrlrtv 'I think there 15 a strana susmc~on ha t  me axplos~on wn~ch o ~ c d ~ r d  c l l d  t ~ m r  Lur r~  or8 LPG e x d u ~ ~ o n  UI a11 LtIG 
axplo?iun II 11 *ale CPIG. ilus koukr LH, the fiwt rrw& LNG rxp lw~un that occdrreu ar\ywttnc " It IS alsu k c  of rho larqost 
vapour cloud explcsions UQ iecor3 aworallrq !o sc erttihts 

T h e  W that them was a vapour doud w hugr?,kd Bill %eman embeer hassd i n  Gatilamia who M a  Mud& LNG 
ardneis, &a imusr, far b& onahmu and offshorn p m @ 6 .  "tin dan? know if it w m  en LN$ vspaur oloud or an LPG 
duud or a mr of both, but, a i h t  way, it m n s  rt IS the lad of a d a n t  that MUM h a p p n  here 

w e n  paintmi out thMshrvoml b m n a k  pmplsod far the Wn[ll& wouM deal with both W G  and LNG At the krdnal 
+ro~ored  for Long Beech, Californ~a, for inmnce, Powers sald the LPG fanks would be &ht next t o  We W G  faaiity Pwers 
also faB [ll was nDlewarthy thst Halbburtcn had m M u m  a rretor renwahnn of the Slokb plant In 1989, u W ~ n g  all eftha 
by safnv equlpnrent and c o m d a r  sysiem 

A halhtrftun nebstle taurs Ihe rwar:lped LNG trtr~iiriel a a nlooel uf innuvrn Arrs~<r; r i  ~orkrnan;hp 
"Walllhilrton s pleased to announce that tts rwe~!tIy ~ u ~ i ~ l r c e d  LNG Revatrlp Prycut nl ShMa A$enn, ha9 passed an 1s 
perforn~arlce testa," reads Ulr cdrnparly news  release snrlouruYny the poje-t's -ompiohon 'K t lH 's  work ~rrcludrd trxtai~stva 
ievall,p 01 thr 1t11%i? LNG tiairn aslo dssuoaled utliities 3rd oulll~anes an0 n ccrnplnlr: revamp c t  the rctn,, 0% a a 'u i t t~~o l  
powdl aid Lolllrol systerln Orer 9,W1?,000 coralruclion man-ho$~rs +,&re expended " 
The Iti rr arliu:al+ LNG ~eya?;ilica:~un planls or ':rains'lhnt wcrp r.?.mni;lM t y  l ia  Irhirtun were qejtr i l~ed INI If.* C X ~  ~ ) : . i c t ~ i  

Powers sad  Hallibunon's eng~lews had m e d  a weak hnk m 8 1 ~ 1  vdfety plannrny for the factl~ly 
7 M t  h~gnl~ghls the Iltlpollaircl- of wnirly these faallties in places wnnrr nn rnaner wh-~t. popic w* not OP at ria* I1 a 
mrnpany like Hallilr~non riJsred a scenario that LOIN cause this, trrat leltj us ttba: we cannot account tor all w s s ~ h o  
azcnief~t xrna~iu.; at LNG ia~ i l~ues '  Powers wd. 
'Halliburtr:~ wooid have exhostrely chrcrcd rn~t cvev oussrbte arxdent cnain ot i.vnnis ant1 acco4ntt.J rar !t courete~rd $1' 
he s;>rl 'Tbcy v+oltd do that b ~ t h r r  rhcy g ~ v r  ~1 a clean Ell or hralth Tnat". how tnev opetale T ' I ~  ~i~usc lidL%! air>ply r~ i~set~! i  
m.5 a;-.sc<cn: pass:bliaty 

Individuals Comments 


