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Thank you for rhe opportun~ly to comment on the Draft Environmcnial impact Sta~cmm~ (DEIS) 
for the proposed Bruadwakx Energy F'rujecr, 1-WC h k c t  No. PF05-4-000 Audubon 
Connaticut, the state organization of Lhc Ndunal Audubon Society with rnon: dwt 12.000 

works to pmtw birds, other midlife and their habitat$ using science and 
tion, and legiative adv0uu:y BY at b e f i t  of hmaaity and the earth's 

Audubon suppods the ut i laon of*, celean and reliable wurcea of enwgy. GIabal wammg, 
IES of bnds, o t h  wildlife and 

their habiiW, as wall as to Natuwl ~ B S  is among the 
deaaest and most efficient of all fossil &Is and should play a role in mating Ihe mion's 
energy reqmremenu as wc transilion to renewable energy so- such as wind and solar power. 
E~lergy consma(ion ar~d invc.zn11 In new, eucrgy emcient programs should also play a kcy 

OC7-1 Section 3.4.1 of the final EIS has been modified to include information 
regarding potential impacts to the federally endangered roseate tern based 
on available input from the FWS. In a letter dated June 8,2007, the FWS 
concurred with FERC's determination that the Project would not be likely 
to adversely affect federally listed species. FWS determined that the 
proposed FSRU is not in the vicinity of likely foraging areas for either 
listed avian species (shoal areas for roseate terns and intertidal zones for 
piping plovers) nor is it expected that the location of the FSRU is within 
major migratory pathways of these species or in the vicinity of migratory 
stopovers or staging areas. 
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Long Is!and Sound wm designated an Eshmy of National Significance by Congress rn 1987 and 
is a cntrcal resource fur birds and other wildlrfe in the Connocticul and New York regon with 
more than 400 species ofb~n i s  found In or mlmd thr Sound at wme point dur in~ thsr lltt 
cycle. More lka6 10% of tbe US, p m a t i w .  Lrves wibin 50 mlrts ofthe Sowd &d benefits 
fmm iits recreatiad, edWlo& and emnode  . AfcoKting to the EPAVs Long Island 
Sound Office, the estuary conhibum an emmated $865 billwn to the regional ewnomy eat$ 

year. 

National Auduborr Society has rowpized Long Island %und as a resource ofnational 
rmportancc on a par wth the Chesapeke Bay, Klor~da Everglades. San Francisco Bay, and 
Mississipp~ R~vrr  Audubon Connrct~cur, toplllcr with Audubor~ New York and Nnuonal 
Audubon Society's Policy Off~ce in Washington, D.C , have joined together in a joint Long 
Island Sound Cmapagn that IS ddcated to lmpruvlng water quality and protecting hahirat in the 
Sound, two key m a s  that w11l have the most benefit rot p p l e  aad wildlife. Audubon has 
n c o ~ ~  29 lmporrirnt Bird Aress (It3As) around b e  Sound 16 in Coru~ecticut and 13 m New 
YO& with many mom wires idendfttxl es poteubal B A S  in the future. A list of c m t l y  
idenhfied Importas8 Bud Areas in the Sound and a map ofther locattons are included as 
AttD&mealis I UU1II. 

In 1985, the EPA, along with the states of C o ~ s ~ c a  and New Yo& S m e d t b e  t ang  Island 
m d  Study (LISS), a i i - s ~ e  psrPnershtp fonsisring of federal and stW agencies, uGgroups, 
w n m e d  orgarti&ons, and mkviduats ddcated to mtori~g and protecting the Saund. In 
1994, the LiSS ~arapleted a Compmhmsive manva t ion  and Management Plan (CGW) that 
idmfied seven issuea of en- in the S o d :  (I) low dtmIved oxygen (Iypoxia}, (2) toxic 
mnmination, (3) pathogen wntaaaindan, (4) floatable debris, (5) living mmes and habilaf 
m m g m a f  (6) land use and dcvalopme and (75 pnrblic inuotvamr and education. Smw 
1994, the ~ 1 s  of the, C W  have guided federal ea and thc mea of Cornmucut and 
N m  Yark m investing b~llions ofdollm m clean up, mmtiaa,  and 
Long bland Sound. 

r- 

I The Bmadvnerpmpolu musl be assused in light of its impact on the ecosystem of Lmg Island 
Sound, which continues to bc. s d  by many of the pmblms idedified in the CCMP, and the 

I I itment of f e d d ,  st&, and I d  go as well as the; ciuzens af the 

Gircn the ~mprtance of the Sound for birds and otha wildlife. Audubon has prcv~ously stated 
that the revlcw pnwm ftw the pmpowd Rmadwafer Energy Project must include ccarful studies 

OC7-2 

Audubon Page 2 

tedon, to iGpmmtia ,  r m d ~  and h a n g  (ht chief goats of the C C W  that 
may be a d v d y  affated bybye Bmsdwatm Fanlity are: (1) pmt-8 and nstoringthe 
&und's quatic hbitatr and living marine raw-; and 1211 i m p ~ g  atsd m c i n g  public 
access to the Sound, d o s e  waters and marine envimmm& twaet more Amtrricans than any 

As stated in Sections 3.2.3 (water resources), 3.3.1.2 (benthc 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 limited impact to marine habitat 
resources and public access. Impacts would be avoided or further 
minimized with incorporation of our recommendations identified 
throughout the final EIS. Additional information on potential impacts to 
public access is provided in response to comment FA4-5. 
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by =Cognized to ensure thsr a pfo@tof.tihis scde is not detrimental to thenatwid 

forward. This teslimmy is included with ths document ES Antrcbmntr Ilf arid IV, The 
mfoom&on pnviously requaad include& 

I>& on bird usape of lang Island Sound including 
o Disuihuhon and t~mint? of walm bird usawe of the Sound durinr mimtron and 

w~ntcrin& x w n s  inci;dinp but nut lilnil&l to: Kd-throated L&n, &trr Scsup. 
~*1145, l~np- ta ikd h c k ,  Red-bruulrd Maganm, Razorbill. N o h m  G m e l  
snd Canmion T m  

o Identification of foragiog masof the i d l y  endangered Romte  T m s  that 
nest on F a h e r  Island including idmfieation of specjfie weas in the Sound that 
are bp-8 for their p a y  base. 

I&ntification ofhabitilts that ocw in the Sound's b f f i i c  environment bdudina 
o Dlstnbution and nlabve abundance of habitat types 
c Determination of wtuch are key r e s o w  for uildlife. 

Potemial advetse i m w l a  to any State or FedmUy l i d  speetes !?om the comction 
- 
- - 

Pokntldl adverse impacts to w w  quality and the a q a i c  ecosystems o f l ang  Island 
Sound From the consnuctlon and operation ofthe Broadwater lacility. 

- 
lac UElS for the Broabvatrr LNG h j c d  f& to a d d m  these s p u i f t  nruural M O Y K ~  

issun. I~lstmd, thr DEfS draws mnclus~ons h ~ u l  the ptuptrsed pwjsl 's lack of rnvuur~rnmld 
impact based on sec0~daiy sources, questionable methodobgies, and swaeplne g m d i t i e s  
while failing to provide specific hab~tat data andlor analyses. In particular, the nutcment of bird 
usage of Long Island Sound in the DElS provides a woefully ~nadequatc basis upon which to 
evaluate the environmental intpacts of thls proposed project, spcrifieally: 

No rnmtnm is made of any sc~mtific 1 , Add swem, or dara lhat wen: 
f wfiat spmes would be found in the vkmty of 
wnclusion given is ithat 
s is a grnssly sjmplifid of the avian wage of 

the effahom watm of Long Island h d .  That the bids in tha vicinity of the sff8hom 
facilities would be bul plrase refer to Awd 

005 (dttrehmmts 111 and 
2005 testimony befote Govlernw Rell's 

Long Island S o d  Liquid N d  Gas Taste F o m  Public nearing on fhr; Broadwafer 
En= Project hhcrein h l u a  as AWettamt V for morn detdl wn binf spcoim found in 

I theGu&.-~one ofthe bird s~mics that Audwbon ieentiliail in those d a m -  is even '+ mentionad in DElS for the  madw water LNG Psv~mr 

Audubon Page 3 

OC7-3 Thank you for your comment. Section 3.3.5 (avian species) of the final EIS 
has been expanded to more completely address potential impacts to avian 
species. Section 3.3.1.2 of the final EIS also has been expanded to include 
details of the benthc habitats along the proposed Project and the potential 
impacts to these habitats and marine resources associated with them. 
Section 3.4 of the final EIS discusses potential adverse impacts to 
threatened and endangered species. This section has been updated to 
include information regarding potential impacts to the federally endangered 
roseate tern based on information provided by FWS. 

OC7-4 Section 3.2.3 of the final EIS discusses potential impacts to water quality 
during construction and operation of the Broadwater facility. Potential 
impacts to aquatic ecosystems are discussed throughout Section 3.3 and in 
particular, in Sections 3.3.1.2 and 3.3.2.2. 

OC7-5 Thank you for your comment. Section 3.3.5 of the final EIS has been 
expanded to more fully describe avian species potentially present within the 
proposed Project area and potential impacts to these species. 
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Lircking any data abut what p i e s  might ~tcurinthe! uicinity of the proposed oFaahore 
faclliv or the path of its pipeline, there h no way to walnate the validity of Bmadwater 
LNG Project DEIS's anclusron thaf the wmtmction snd operauon of the f~d i ly  will 
have 11ttle or no impact on birds. 

= Xlddilionally, the DElS bo ignore the complexity of &e Long Island Sound 
eeo~ystm by evaluating reso- ~ v i d u d l y  aud @ling to exmme the 
interconnrn~vity of that many disparate taxa o f o r ~ ~ s m a  t h a i d y  upon the Sound. 
L~.tale cansidcmcton s given to tk potmial impacts to prey species and thP eKm thase 
impacts may have on food awlabtlrty for predldar specie& 

ng b e  basic qwshons about the 
of the Sound, ~ncluding questions ahout bird usage, is essential to a~suring the maximum 
protatlon of important coas(al and emurine murccs ,  including finfish, sbcllfish birds, and 
othcr wildlife. Comprehensive sludres by mgruuad experts to answer these quesuonr must be 
requited by fedcral and state pmnitling asnlclu as pPrt olthe enwronmtnral revlew process, 
must be adequately funded by the applicant, and must hr pea-reviewed to ensure thcir accurdcy 
and confirm their lindi~~gs Appropriate SlaIe and Federal Wildlife Agenc~es, university experts, 
and othcrs wlth cxpertlse 10 wildlife lspues should be involved In h e  d r n l ~ l  and rcvicw of these 
studies The lnformauon pmwded in 1)HlS for !he Bloadwnter LNG Project appuvs to Ignore 
auailablc dau and ex~ertise on the natwzl resources or the Sound. Two key examples ol'Lhe 

L failus of the DEB &consider available data are pvlded below. 

- 
In Audubon's previous (esitrnony submined to the FERC Pre-filing Process Rev~cw of the 
I 3 d w a t e r  Energy Project and dated May 18,2005, we suggwtstod that there k c a h l  
evaluation ul'thr relallve i~nporcance of vanous benthic communittes and other a r w  withcn lhe 
Sound to birds. The DBIS is woefully inadequate In evalunbng the potential impacts of pipelme 
cunmction an these bmUuc cummuniues or othcr arcaq. +apecidly thr S m f o d  Shual. 
Stratbrd Shoal may be among lhc mast productive OF-waer areas for b~rds in Long Island 
Sound. This shod has hi&rioaliybeen an impowt &at&& mi mintatow -vwarea fw 
diving waterEowI, includrng Surf and ~ht l .e-&n~ed 
made of thie in lbfi DEE. Additionally, little is Itnm h u t  the relative 
Shod to pieckomus water bards. Sb.etford Shoal m y  provide i a a p o ~  habitat f a  m y  prey 
n w e t i  !.#$ma which &me birds rely. No mention of this ism& in the DEB, Additional field 
siudies A warranted to rule out n&tive Impacts to the functionality of the Stratford Shoal area 

- as a w i n t m n ~  and nligrarory stopover m for waterfowl and oQer open-water birds. 

Thoughmore than 400 $peeis orbirds am found m or around h e  tang Island Sound ecusptm, 
Audubon has idcnbfied 35 bpec~es that regularly occur in the offs!hore environs whew Ihe 

Audubon Page 4 

OC7-6 In general, the final EIS has been expanded to more completely describe 
the environmental setting as it pertains to identification and evaluation of 
potential impacts based on additional input from local experts from 
academia, federal and state agencies, and the private sector. Specific 
details are provided in response to specific comments below. 

OC7-7 Thank you for your comment. Section 3.3.5 of the final EIS has been 
updated to more completely describe avian species and potential impacts to 
these species from the proposed Project. This section was updated to 
include a discussion of potential impacts to avian species from construction 
of the proposed Project through Stratford Shoal. 

OC7-8 Section 3.3.5 of the final EIS has been revised to provide additional 
information on the bird species that utilize the offshore habitats of Long 
Island Sound. 

Organizations and Companies Comments 
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Brodwata  fscility is propod Comprek ive  lists of avian w that ublue: tho offshore 
aquatic habitats of the Sound at some point in the year. whcth~rr as a foraging area in the nesting 
season, or as wintmng or migratory stopover habitat, ue included as attachm~nu to all our 
previous teat~mcmy and can be found in AcUcbseolr 111, IV  and V included with t h w  
comments and labeled Attachments 1.2.3  in tach of these documents. 

- 
Spec~fidly, rio rne17tion 1s made of lhe presence of the t d d l y  c n d m g d  Hoscate 
Tcm in the offshore waters of Long lslmd Sound. Thto species ncats on Fdkner Island, 
appmximutely, 12 mles from the propscd location oilhe facilly. 

- No mmllon is made in the UElS of b e  foragmg 6luLies Lh.1 w m  conducted by the 
Cotmaticut Department of Envirunmcntal Rotation (CT DEP) in 1% and 1997 or any 
o d m  studies thar justify thr conclusion that Roscatc Terns would not he wpwtcd 

= In fact, &ex foragng stabes &ow Lhat the Roseate Term that nest on F&ex latand 
regularfy irwel lo the Nurib Shore of Long Wand to forage. Smce the pmposed 
Bmadwata facility w d d  lie wmxirnstfiy between Ealknec Island and the North Sbars 
of Long Biand, and at a d~stance and direction simtlarlo tftat the btrds M y  fly to 
farage, iit is pussiblo that the T m '  flight path might any  thern over Be site, or Utat b 
site ilself &&hi be utilized as a f m n g  area Tbir hhp&rcrcrrnclrrL-as 
the DEIS dots - t h t  no St& or Fdarlty 11ftted Bgacres of birds would wm in the 

Add~tionally, since the C"T DEP s t u l a  involve n relatively l~mted data set. collected for 
just over a 2-year p e n 4  10 years K ~ O ,  nddrrional field srudie RIV wwancrd to rule out 
the presence or any potm.tial unpack to Roseate Terns nsult~ng &om the construction 
andlor operation of thc Broadwater facility. Foraging arcas may change as prcy 
dismbution changes from year.10-year and updated inionnation IS required lo mle out the 
w m c e  of Roseate Tern in thw waters These birds regularly and repeatedly make 
the blp from F&er Island to foraging am16 on the North Shore of Long Island jusl to 
briw hack one mall fishtcr thm yaw The umod activl6a &wid be e v a l d  for 
thc~;pucent~al to cause a significant p ~ ~ i o n  bf ~osca t e  Tern flight patterns m d  
energetics mulling in an advasc tmpact on this federally cndangscd spec~es. 

Ftmher, little 18 haurn abaw the foraging bchano nB bland 
Sound, and since c a d & &  rn in 
Cam-cw aud i in New Yo&, tbae Q again nro bssB ta q n  the 
mnclusion that no slate or f & d I y  listed &ts caw ln the sna of or would be  

OC7-9 Please see our responses to comments OC7-1,OC7-3, and OC7-5. 

C o w o n  Tern rre additionally c o o ~ i d c d  -t~d to the stuvival of k federally 
m h m  Tmw in Eong I s W  S o u  
in c l w  proximity to C o m o n  Tan colonies in the No US. Nyarive i m p m  to 
Common Terns could alsa impact the mdpm& R-k T ~ B .  

Anduhon Page 5 
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Audubon Connecticut is deeply cgnccmal about the lack of ronsideration for the natural 
murcea of Long island Soand euidenccb in the DEE far the Bra&wata LNG Prqlect and 

OC7-10 mimtifically mund data wllschon prior 0 ~ 7 - 1 0  AS described above, the fmal EIS has been expanded to incorporate 
The project dmuM nDd be appyrved nntil 

nred mtfi the public, d ux additional mformation on species occurrence m the vicinity of the proposed 
mvimmmd inpack of the Byrdw* LNG Project eaa be fully evaluated Project This mformation was incorporated mto our assessment of impacts, 

as described throughout the final EIS 
Thank p u  in adwartoe for p u  W~~SIMO~ of OW M 

Sincerely, 

Thomas R. Ekiptil 
Executive DitecCor 

Aahment I - Lib? af Audubon lsAs mund h g  lslsnd Sound 
A N b M  II -Map of A u h h  IBAs mmd Long Island Sound 
A ~ h m e n t  III - Teshuny s u b d u  to EERC PE-Filing May 18'. 200$ 
A h b e n t  IV - T estimeny submitred to Coast Gusrd Scqping H&g, Sqember 21,2005 
A m b e  V - Testimony submitted tn Governor W'a brig Island Sound Liquid N d  Gas 
Tmk Force Pubhc Wesring on the BmadlwatmEnhgy~]& Novabar 2% 2W5 

To comeme and resrore natural e car ) . s rurm. f~~~~ng  on blr& other w~idIr/e and ;hear habrtou 
fur the benefit qfhumanlry andthz earth's broiogicol dnrrsrry 

-Audubon Mission 

Organizations and Companies Comments 
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FILER 
OFFICE OF THE 

C - ~ ~ Z - T ~ R Y  
- "  

flPf SM 23 Ail; 53 

&. Mms R. Salw, 
ion 

Ibe New E n g h d  Energy Alliance npTeamu di- in- within the cnsrgy 
iodwtry !lowever, Al!i~ncc m n b m ,  who u~cluda the hgest energy provldas in New 
EmIan4 share a about the a d s s w  &Sthe r&~n'e 

foasidcrcd by tbc A I f h x  to darrvc timely action. While the Allicmcc does nor 
sdvocaIe for specific pjaxs, it bcliwa the uur for sdditionel LYO facilitjcs within the 
ragion h axqxlling lad the nud well mtablidrch It rlso believw the regulatory 
ptocw has bben thomgh and nflem the mcd to brlanca careful cowideration of 
potcnti~~l d v a ~  impu* end miuytiq d o n s  with tbs ncad f a  timely decisions to 

Thc DEB p r i d e s  m asaummt of the need for addmml LA'% qplia. The Alholct 
armmeads tbe agaxics involved in the d a v t t o p m  of the DEE for incocporatmg key 
fsaors thai drrnonstrue &and wbuld like to offer some addttionsl infomation. 
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L wnsuqdrn of m t d  gas end those h m  -&iy d h m a g e  acw s&liea. New 
FqW is II prime cxample ofthst dwbotomy. 

OC8- 1 Thank you for identifying t h s  report. We considered this report in the 
revisions to Section 1.1 of the final EIS. We also revised that section to 
include the most up-to-date projections available at the time of final EIS 
preparation. 

OC8-2 Please see our I 

R e g  thc aulysir ofdtanaiveq in psrtinrlu mhtr potential LNG facilic~es, 
mccisnv these not locatad m a  mriur lord caxm in New E&& the Allhue 

-esponse to comment OCS-1 

OC8-3 The information referred to by the commentor regarding the potential 
decrease in Canadian natural gas exports is consistent with the projections 
from several other studies reported in Section 1.1 of the final EIS. 
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LNG ficitiliro m Sadhem Ncw Endsad with tho aptcutton that fhciliti*i in Canrda 
can meet anrieipated need iadefinitely. 

Ibc Allisnce q m a  that s tbmigb wwmmu of cmhmental rmpana and slfi?y 
~~ ir 8 ncmmry wJ impownt pml of lh approval procasa It believes that iasuea 
md~mPinscreviawprooearohouldbemlldocamcntodradaddreDsed~thpt 
action6 outlined in tbe EE1S p v i d e  rcasonahk mumcz lhgt approptirte d o u s  will be 
aLm to mitigrte potential adverse inpaas. h noted &me, rho Alliance believes the 
nad fm Brosdvnta, and olhm similar ficilitim. is wtlldcammWd *od ooorpclling 

New E u g l d  Energy A U h m  
77 Franklin S M  Suitc 507 

Organizations and Companies Comments 
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Ilrllo, in3 name Y s %n11 l erlaxid 1.01 the 6 gad>% I Iraxe hren the llashot Sedl 
Ceurtrs R~se~vcher  at The Nnrituae Aquatiunl d X o m d ~  Conneatair I rn~  \%txruip to  
idcnt~f% Inaccuraetci In rhe tnlrrnnillrorr cm pcnnrpzdb 111 the Drdlt Euv~rnnmtutal Impact 
Sialoinel lbs tltc 

In section 3 3 4 1 on page 3-66, the pnrtiarir prrj oi harbor and g a y  zeaic: i s  iaeorrecrl.; 
~dcntrlicd Fur bultr sp i~ ic i .  lhc du~umcnt indrc~lc-, that thi: scrli Sccd prrrndrrl) upon 
~dlmuling fis:~, selnlori, c~yhulopods ;md c r n s t s c s ~ ~ \  llus a d genu~,!l dcccriptron d 
pre) cutlsmnsd by p~lmtyeds awes% the \%odd aud avntlabb In most field gi~idcs 

r Huvtet a1 tt ic, lint iik.cif?e cnougli to d r m  an5 conclorron.; ahout thc rntpact thti projea 
lldv apcin plnwpsds 111 I m g  l s l d ~ ~ d  Sound 

Rei~des prov~ding your panel rvitir nrtxe acurr ie  dam orr the pre% specie5 nt harbor teak 
in T orrg Tyland Sounil, I %ant to  xndicntr That tirr malontx. ot r h r ~ r  prr? tu not llhi 
sihooling ti49 such as herrrng but h c r ~ t h ~ c  f ish spscic.i l'ho Lung Isl<m;uld Soimd harbor 
seal feeduig h.&its a e  situslat to studies m hlame, Mas~achusstts atld New .Terse\ tlmt I 
hnxa cnndlictrd In *rue locat~onc thz m;yorst> ofthr lire\ n s c  hentine fish cpectai 
73 5% 1, mr~l-~odst Wit~nr. L j 3 ° ~  111 Nmrrtch~l Soiind 76 6(*6 ID C,tpe Cod Bay and 57O0 

- ni Nu% Jr3~3d?. 

OC9-1 

mlonaalrm Ihr regon lha111b CIUTI;.II~~> used In tht &all LIS iStnlilar to liwbot r:ds, Ihe 
rnqonl) ril p r q  nFgra3 %c.da 15 compracd urbolihri li\h lhc ~ndjnr~ti  ofpn> In our 

023-3 qt11d7 \mdlanir (3XUa), red \%lute hake (21°i}, wmtn flounder f7"b). qql~rd { h  5"o).  

qc~~lpui (God. stcaw / j o g )  and ndn intdo~pane flnundzr (lo 07 B e  rsuiamulg 10 5" 0 R as 
compnscd of i ~ d c c t t  ntlier fiih spoo~e.: 

uTU1c p q  ibdb rcd liabt, lo% u u t s r  flotinder. 7 O o  Ulaok Sc:l his<. 4 5Ue .4Uiinlic hcrntlg 
and 4.jU'a butterfish The cternainl~rg lUao u s s  cornpr~sed of sqiid, sLteO au~doucpaue 
Cluundcr, rwlzlr flitunder. icdfiqh. ?i.llos~il-ldil tloutidcr, bluehsck l ~ c n ~ r r g  atid unkl~oun 
Ilouackr i~)ecieii 

OC9-1 Thank you for your comments. Section 3.3.4 of the final EIS has been 
updated based on tlns information. 

OC9-2 Please see our response to comment OC9-1 
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35070123509i Reoel-red! FEPC QBEC 0L#23'2037 0' 54 DO Elrl Docket# Z F D 6  54 C O O ,  ET 9L 

n * - 
l h m  'ilat~lr and wwthent C m a d ~ t ~ ~  I IS Senli am\ e m e z s f m ~  I IS In \~~gtr$l wid 111 

arvrrrn LIS m 0aobt-r The3 myrate back to hIanre and southern Canada \iart~trp m 
"Lprd 1h1.htotigl1 hfrr} Pcdk irruriti ,d Shcrli-ild I\lland 111 Norndlalk d i ~ d  F15hcrs I ~ l i i n d  In 
N ~ w  k od. ale In H a ~ h  A~IIRI and boat b'lsrd rurTve\is mdicate t l r d  nnluat ceah 
ob ent Itstel m LIS fi on, December to .4pri1 .4Rho11&i tlte sxna ai~ilioimt of tune ail) a l e  
seal oT-eivzitlzrQ 111 1.W ib unhoonn. 111:. hwc-bor ical pop~tlatton cpci~di xpp~oxitn;tt:li 5 
tnonttts rcs~tng M L ~  ihr~grrrl: rti the waLaru of ld%~ll~luding PI ogmmt knrric., I& rllr ihc - - - - 
pi-oji'ct'c unpact upmi essc~it~al habtmi ofthcu Era. 1 run conczmcd about prcl 
atailabtl~ty in IdS and the poterrudl negactw lmpaeu on enelyy at~arlab~litr, to de%eloptng 

nk?nk quu for the opportuiutr to cotnmax ou the haft EIS and p~or tdc  fir;tlscr 
tnlnnrat~on on tilt fccdmg Iral>tri of <i.alnlr: tti I.nng hland Sound Plea-x cons~der tiicc* 
corri-ctlcmi d11d addli~cf~~c aq w i t  iisqew the drill1 FIS ruid lhe poie~~ltdl in~p,tcti thiu, project 
ha% on pintilpcds Please fccl f iec  to  mx1taet 111~ rot further mforn~aiion 

ETxhor Scd  Ccnsrli Rerzatcl~er 
Chr hluclt1m6 ,\i~usrrum ,*L hilrnirlh 
10 North U7ntet ST 
Nan<all, LT 06x54 
203 X52 0700 eht 2270 
dfi.ri~m&n~n~aclrrn~caq~~artitu~ erg 

OC9-3 Thank you for your comment. Sections 3.3.1.2 (benthos) and 3.3.2.2 
(fisheries) of the final EIS describe potential impacts to biological 
resources that may serve as prey items. Operation of the proposed Project 
would be expected to result in a negligible impact on prey species, 
including ichthyoplankton (less than 0.1 percent of the standing stock in the 
central basin of Long Island Sound) and juvenile and adult fish. 
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ORIGINAL 
MPJ@E 

YPF Repml Enargy North Amerlc 

RepaolEnergyNomtAmeno-rR&)hereby~mmeo$loaa*mdescnpbonof 
m e ~ p a t L N G p m ) g t n m e M E m l a u n e n t i l l I ~ S t s l w n e n t C W S ) W w e s s s u e d & b  
BmPdwWrtff iPmJsd~CPOSMUplonNownbsrl7 2WCi Specr"raty Repsdwauldbnem 
d P r t y a a n e d W h e W i n M s D E l S r e g a r d l n g t r s a b r @ o t W C a n s p a t M t e m i d i n  
S e r l J o h n  N e w D N ~ b f m w g s s m a c k a t s h t b h Y w k a n d N e w E n g b m d e m  C;rMpxt 
L N G , ~ n ~ b y a r a m W c d R a p s d , k d e v e l o p h e m W ~ m p a t w d r e g a a m s r b o n M h  
FaintJohn N t n v h m s c k  Cenaja AwwpWne UmRrvrraAdc~ins.wUdeIruergsshnb 
Carlaoort LNG Mwd m Hartlhas & N- PIR(ne W r n e s ' )  n h U n m  StaDBs neer 

I'm Like  Robbinr Dr . U  dMl . The U/Mdlsmlr,TX 7738Ct * Telephone 281ihnl-7NB 

0610-1 

OC1 For comparison purposes, only the additional gas (0.4 bcfd) is relevant. 
Section 4.3.2 of the final EIS has been modified to reflect that 
approximately 0.7 bcfd of natural gas from the Canaport LNG Terminal 
would be delivered to the Maritimes & Northeast pipeline and would be 
available for transport and delivery by all pipelines interconnected with the 
Maritimes & Northeast pipeline system. 

mrnrstner-nd ~ e p s o c n e r s b y a n r n e n ~ i m q u u t a n - o t m e - ~ ~ ~  
~ h t h o B r o a b w ; r t c n P E l S  F o t s n d t r e m w t ~ 4 3 2 o t ~ D U S m o n p a g s c l Q m  
m ~ ~ d . ~ P h o r s ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0 4 M d 0 f R p l U ~ p l s h o m ( h s C 9 ~ p J t  
~ ~ ~ g r m l n e l  W M e t r s M a r l h m e s P r P s s w ~ ~ ~ m n h ~ ~ e s s e ~ n c s y w r d t y ~ ~  
M a n b m a p p s l m d 0 4 b d d , I h s t a e t s m s l R ~ m ~ t o ~ O 7 3 b d d d n a a r d p s  
hDmthprCenapatLNGtermnillcmMmUmm s a s h o v n i n t e ~ t o b ~ & ~  
~NRqec:(CFU%335et@metka~fbd~.(tutCa~mskmonSeplamter8 MC8 The 
~ W ~ B 3 R e p e c l s a c o m b n a t b n d m a e m c n l c a p a a t y c e s u ~ M m e P h i r o e N  
p c o t e d r r l ~ c a p a r t l t m a e a v a * b b b R e p s d T h d ~ f . a L o t e m r m d e r s d n h  
~ S n a ~ b ~ ~ ~ r ~ b s ~ ~ b d w r v m 8 t ~ o 7 3 b c W o f ~ p . l g c ~ r c b d ~ ~  
LFlG n B ~ ~ U r r b s d ~ ~ m g n d ~ a r a a s b a l l d b m r r k e r , o e M d b y W  
gmf n d t k a s o ~ t o o w m a t t h . ~ p c r t i f f i m d m b e ~ m p r w d s a d Q m M l  
~ l ? u p C & f t t K i c a n e r x r m , ~ U S m a r k e t s  r d J d r g H e r E n g b d a n d h Y u k  

Section 4.3.2 of the final EIS has been revised to provide additional 
information on the Canaport LNG Terminal and the infrastructure required 
to transport natural gas from the terminal to the region that the Broadwater 
Project would serve, if implemented. The target markets for the 
Broadwater Project are New York City, Long Island, and Connecticut. 
New York Citv is the largest of the three and also the one that would 

Ssand, tbeDElS&bsn SscQan432(pagocZO)WhCanaponLNGQmnMlwcubnolbeW 
mrrupplymheneedadv~medgssto~hgdmanan,alldlhatsubatant$rupg&bb 

CCld  2 dmmlmm mwkiln @aha Syssna wL3 be ~xprlr-d to mssl reganal market Meds Hwea 
unoemDELSdoarnddenbfyrpecmmaksbKathm,mmmmdt,ub~gar,wpp)ytrrmb 
~ L N G h q e 4 f l 1 e d M n D o j u ~ t h e ~ ~ o t s o d , a M c a d s ( e t e m e n ( .  Fa- 
%ra he neclcet gmwth n um hR New atd Ncw Frghnd mgqn pm to h m a e d s  - u 

require the most infrastructure upgrades to receive Canaport gas. To 
transport significantly more natural gas from Connecticut south to Long 
Island and New York City, the IGTS pipeline would need to be modified to 
increase its volume. We determined that those infrastructure changes 
would result in greater impacts than those of the proposed Project. 
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Hi* ' L  QR~G~NAL 

SOUTH W R K  GIIQUNDWATER TaSK FORCE 

- .  
Ma@~e R Sdm $ m a r )  F 
Federal Energy Regulatoq hmissia, e LC- 

888F1rst St NE, Ram 1A 
Washmgtun, DC 2WZh 

RE: OEPmC3U Gas BC.RCL 3 
Broadwater IA.C Prujert 
k k e t  No. C:PO6-54-000 

CW55.000 

Dear Ms Sasw 

Attahad k m t h  plmsc fiad an o k g d  and 2 "pies of 

I h ekghtm page lecta a d d r e d  to )w wth wmments born the h i h  lork 
(;rfn,t&~acr Irtsk horce on I.ERC's D t I S for the Emartwater LNCi Rojr~l, rud (b) 
accompanying appcnd~uo I thnugh 8 

2 A compkte M [letfs& 8ppmdicps) fw .'W 3, PI-l I 3" with  refer^^ Docket No 
CP06-54 

3 An extn cup) off& cumpttle ler 

Julre Penny, lbChsir 

('c CiUvenw Mi01 Spitm. -or H i l l q  Clinton, Senator Chuck Schumer; Reprejenrntivr 
Tim Bishop, Suffolk Ctwnty t:xecutive Steve k y ;  Assembbman Fred Ttuele. Senator KCT 
laVallc, Iqs lator  Jay Schneidman; Tom Pohl, N Y S  Mfiw of Cmleral S e ~ w s ,  KY S 
Secretar). rzFS~ate 

PO Box 2360 * Sag Harbor = Naw York 11963 = PhandFax. 631 329-9560 
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OR\F\NAL 

SOUTH FORK GROUNDWATER TASK m~6$ '-++ 
"&. *# ,. <,*2 

COMMENT ON BRMDWATa I?.&. I. S. 
Bq lulle Penq 

My husband$cnv up cur the North F& &long lslsnd in the '40's and 'SO0'$, potti% thruuyh 

aionl?, the sand 

We art nvt unique in w IWC of L I S d  and nd wntcn sumnding Ihc Twin Fo&s 
Pwhobgjcalb and npiriw, ~DI locals and &ors dike, h w a r n  src our rktapy and uur 

to QW p w c k  and our souls Besuty and a 

HUGE L"MAfYaL Elm m D E  7FO PR t L  SOUPJD 

%t the faleral gwernmmt hHs already "am 5400 milliun of Taapaya's mu* to re*~talirc 
the Sound film pclllution. a d  thin  yea^ ~~ S2S million tr, presavc puhl~c land for 
mc>logiul and recrcatjonal rcasuns that incluQ the S d ,  snd has a $1  million &>liu efftm lo 
restore the dcvasated lobster populahon of* hd," tells us what an int+ put L. I .  Swnd 
plays in the lives ud in the amnomy of Long Idrod. 

Now we have a m n g  mul&ti-aational ~ m h n c o m i r r g  in to tmd upon people and 
munic~~alit~es alike sl$in& "Give us 950 of %our S d  so we wean make a orofit and 
destr4 all ymr ~ o n i  "-fXmrae, th the mb&r"~tarnp. B W m p l i a n t  fERk is  pushing 

I 
PO Box 2360 * Sag Harbor . New York 11 963 * PhondFax 631 329-9560 
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Hlwdaaca's efforts crrmes as surprisr given the Hush Admimslration's reckless and crim~nal 
d i srqpd  o f  the environment and for peuplr's health and wdfarc 

PEAR ANP) ANXIETY 

Nor, shrrkl we be affli.cr& vi&, ur br: mrojened lo a tkwand anxiety that we ntvtr, in our 
enilrc lustory, of this, uur 
critical r e a r  e, 
ferreation, an 1;mb and 
thdt of ~ f l .  children, grandogldren d p t - @ c & l d ,  fear of-mruajon o f  vlrr prow) 
and real estate v a l w  chrc to acnidalts, terrorist acts, hurricanes to the platfono w t o  the tankers 
In 2004 il rmin i ition 01. va r r n s  B 1.3 

) 1 1 1 nik i r .  2%~ a ~ ~ % ~ i a ~ r n n I  ~ b ~ ? , " " , ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i t ~ ~ ~ u ,  r h u s  

OC 1 1 - 1 The Sandia assessment referred to in the comment was conducted 
specifically for the proposed Cabrillo Port Project. We have revised 
Section 3.10.3 of the final EIS to compare the Cabrillo Port analysis to the 
risk analyses conducted for the proposed Broadwater FSRU. In summary, 
due to project-specific differences, which include tank sizes, spill sizes, and 
operating environments, the consequence analysis specific to the Cabrillo 
FSRU is not applicable to the proposed Broadwater Project. 

See Wow Rom the website of Gansumer Protact~an attorney, Tim Riley 

I gn i tab le  L N G  V a p o r  C l o u d  
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[PHWEB) May 2,7006 In U a m  2005, the U S Coast Guard requested tMc Sandha Naoonal 
Laboratodes re* the 'independent Rlsk AsMsrment ol the Ptoposed Cabclllo Port LNG Deepwater 
mn ~rojwz on the coast of Hallbr, cak~aolil 
AccwdtnQ to the newest Sand& Report, based upon the wont uedlble (nm&mal w aoodeqtal event 
release of 53 mdmn qalIans (700.000 m3) from two tanks of I*, lt was determtned rhat a wtna 
speed of 2 m/s (4 5 mph) rerultad In me worst case In whlch me lbmmabbe vapor doud extended 
about 7 3 mlks (6 3 Nautkdl U l l s  or 11 7 km: downwlnd from the proposed omhon LNG floatlnp 
SlMage dnd Rega51hcrmon Unlt 

Consumer pmtedm advocates and filmmakus l lm IWy and Nayden M y ,  producers at the I rlG 
documentary nlm m e  R l s l s  and Oanga of LMG. are very axwarned &out ~ h s  sver&nqmq worst 
case' $cenaflos for LNG spllls 

"736 new Sandla 7 m~le 'wont case' scenario Is even more fnghtenlng than thrn eartler 'worn case 
repo~ted In December of 2004. w h M  determtned an ofkhore nammdbk LNG vapor c h u  couM extena 
appmnmatdy 2 mtles."sa~d co-prwwcr nm Nley 

'Vfnat Is equalty dIsturDinp: accorctlnp to ua producer Hayden klq, 'Sandla admmed In Its 2004 
re- that Y 1s rebuq on, the dynamics and dlr&n of a large spin and me hazards of such a 
rpcll, arc not fully understood '9 that means Sandla dcesnt realiy know haw m m  mrrtrer an LNG 
vapor cloud a u l d  actually extend " 

-Liandla hutnw dkxjrsed that, 'It Is wldent mat there Is a lack of law-scale split data ror model 
comparuon.'Sar&a also urged that, 'experimental valsJdtlm shOvM k uwr tdkm~; '  and we dyree," 
Y~IO nm %lev 

April 2 2 22005 

TL~A-f front US' C'unprussinnal Rccnrd H B U ~  PkWr A F P U ~ Z ~ B  ~ w n  " - 
Energy Bill H.R.6 Energy Pdicy Act or 2005 sEc. 32e. LIQUEPA~TION OR CASlHCATlON 
hATURAL GAS TERMINAIS nI p.p W 4 :  

Mr. KENNEDY @., m) 

"1 will tell rn) wlleagues, in Rhodc Island we wouM wclwme thc chance lo have uur pas 
piped in irnm some. other uunm because the fact ufthc matter is. our State knows as w e m  
bier state that an LNG &ity ~rnawq thst XM were to nta  raw that explode, it 
drcimute u SO-mik radius. 

W@KewlgtaLe~urGvesovgwur~ovmow~,ovaourstarrrt)." 

Mr. Mlartrry [D., Mh) 

"lf'yuu just want the Federsl to deckle in the middle u f ) w  drstrict where rhis 
m ~ s t  uitrac~ve oZuII terrorist targels will be Soatah that you voac "no.* but undastand 
the cow-% on the floor today " 

FYI Mr Mrkr,v rs af$v fk Ctlror &mh#r uf Hmw HumlarWl ,%c~rtw (bnmtrik~ 
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Does The, U S Coast Guartt 

Consider LNG Dangerous 3 
Cuncntly, S 

Has one of the fatr operat i4  LNG imptrljrtinn fscilides in the continental USA 
Below fs A Cupy Of t b  Cum G w d  Staudiug OIderd 

At The S a v d  Port for Initial Action To Ti&@ 
Upan LNG R i d w p  

"INITIAL ACTIONS TO TAKE 1N THE EVENT CIP A WOmT-CME DlSCHARGE 
OF W G  

1, Order the evacuatisn of all USCG 
personnef fram afiected area, '' 
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Why is 

@LNG@ 
Vulnerable & Dangerous 

And Why 

Would Our Brave Coast Guard Evacuate 

3 
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Liquid Natural Gas 
Zs Not FI 

So long  a s  I t  s tays  i n  i t s  

"ZTs.emo~ Bottlerf 

But.. . 
Upon breach of its boale 

It Rapidly Becams An 

Ignitable Vapor Cloud 
That Will Drift hmwjnd - On Shore 

Bilfow~ny and S p d u g  as it Becume~ Ignitable 

[anywhere b i t e n  5% to 15% of Gas to Qxygenl 

It Will Ignite F m  Any Smee i t  Facountm 

Cell Phooq C~garette Li@ier, Attic Fan, fight Switch, A h  or Boat 

Result.. . 

Organizations and Companies Comments 



OCl I - South Fork Groundwater Task Force 

Unofficial mRC-Generated PDF of 20670112-0103 Rrafeived by FERC OSEf 01/11/2007 In Docket# CPO6-54-6C 

Fiery Mass 

Destruction 

Nor should federal and twd r a x p a ~ n  have tu gay irks for the mra Jcrviecs that 
B r m h a t e r  will be dunning us for fin, pollre, esco as the Coast O u d  does n ~ *  have 
the reswrces to carr). t b  w t  (a did, iits t a x w ' s  m o w  that &wluid~ 
should nuf be going fur providing r pri*rate uwpontions] as m s  as indicated in 
she DEE they are looking to municiwtia ro assist tanker t&c 

r Ntw; should webe @at& to the i m r d  air poLtiun msad b) the ISRU. tug bvats and 

/ tankers "The American L u n  A l r r i l i o n  State d thc  Air  Rtmn 2OMn 3 s  'The manne 
0 I 1 sources of air pollution include 4 s  ranRinp, from IW boats and ferries to rocreatiunal boars 

 hut tcx, many i: S citles still &CI from air prllutinn " Emissions from Ixals :ike tugbuaa and / tankers are huge polhum ud ~'fuul the uir in pn chi: lib Houston Los Angdn. and Yew 

D i d  exhaurt is P major m u m  of dangermas panick pdlurion (roat), which thoatns the 
live of milbns of A n u r i r w  u r b  yur .  D i e d  exhaus( threatens the health of chihifen. 
m o m ,  people wjth asthma and oGIung diseases, as w d l  as people with cardiovascular 
divasex and diatxtes. Died  e x h ~  alto har b&n linked lo asthma attacks. k~ attacks. 
strokes and lunp, ancm Tbc KPA cab died exharut 8 '+ikely human carcinogen." 
Cleaning up d i d  ub8ust is P public b d b  h p m t i v t  

T u g a s  and t d a t  m u  great a ~ ~ u r s  o f i r  pclllutirnl..- will posib)). be the 
be~lh for f u m t s  tPlilitat;nS the tartas shouk! tbe North Fork. SMter  Island, m l  the 
South Fork be 

..herhead from 2 & 2 ~ ) 5  Ib Wmnc---;he closest monitoring to the Twn Forks tbr 
basclines of Carbon Mtmoxidc, N~trogm Dioxide, Sulfur Dimtide. Pwiculatc Matter arc 
c h d d b  Farther sway fFBm ihe ~ & n  Forks [Holtsville, W l o q  E i d o w n  Park) 

As described in Section 8.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), if 
FERC provides Broadwater with initial authorization for the Project, the 
Coast Guard would prepare a proposal to obtain additional personnel and 
equipment to implement its safety and security recommendations. The 
Coast Guard provides escorts for LNG carriers elsewhere in the countsy 
and for some other privately owned vessels, such as gasoline tankers. The 
Coast Guard would not seek the assistance of municipalities in escorting 
carriers. Municipalities would be invited to assist in development of the 
Emergency Response Plan, as described below, but they would not be 
involved in providing security for the LNG carriers. 

As described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS Broadwater would be 
required to prepare an Emergency Response Plan; development of the plan 
would include participation by federal, state, and local agencies, and the 
level of involvement of those agencies in response to an emergency would 
be determined at that stage. The plan would need to be approved by FERC 
before Broadwater could receive approval to begin construction. If the 
needed resources are not available and properly funded, FERC and the 
Coast Guard would not allow the Project to go into operation. The 
Emergency Response Plan would include a Cost-Sharing Plan, as described 
in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, to provide funding for agency 
participation in emergency response actions. 

OC 1 1-3 All Project emissions would comply with federal and state regulations and 
Project-specific permitting requirements. For additional details on 
potential impacts of emissions, please see our response to comment LE4-2. 
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OCl l -4  Section 3.9.1.1 of the final EIS discusses current ambient air quality 

Bado(j4t ttdtiqsbuuld bt duac im the au*as that r i U  miÎ w kc affatcd tfmiu Wading OC 1  1-5 Section 3 9 1 2 of the final EIS has been updated to provide additional 
.,,I-4 [ RireriShonchnm on llert to .B ofthe  Twin For% md arpcci.lly Grrcapott i f t b q  plul to detail on alr emissions and coordmation between Broadwater and the 

ute it to beaie tugbarla there. federal and state agencies responsible for identifymg appropnate mitigation 

r we should nvt have 10 h m  i n c d  emissions fined upon us page 3- I 72 of rhc DEIS .wys (namely EPA and NYSDEC) 
Bruadwater hns yet ro ' jmw~dr afull arr yurc11h owlvsis" (but doesn't pinpoint rhe exact area 

O5 -5 1 ,ha! must h analydod) 'Lie..h.a at! rn~ngonn~ r e q u ~ m r t ~ n  rrqurrd o ~ ~ ~ I O ~ I Y I I O I Y  

The East End haa one d t h e  b ighat  b m r t  rannr and proatate canrer mtts in tht country. 
""II-" Why ~)tLould wc c0mpn.d ibis with cmiuioms d w  tm rlli pmjat that w w l d  incnau lung 

L cancer, asthma, at? It's u a n  

SAFCTT 

OCl l -6  Our assessment, as described in Section 3.9.1 of the final EIS, indicates that 
Project emissions would have a negligible impact on regional air quality, 
and there is no indication of any impact to human health. 

While menlion is made in the DElS tS191) to the 1944 LNG fire in ('levdand and a blast at 
Sonatrach's Skikda in Algeria, there nu mcotktn in the DEIS of mha dis;utm,. wh as the 
explosiun ofa 28-inch hiigcnan LNG dcrgrnund pipdine engulfing an esl~rna~ed 27 yulve 
kibmaers In Nigeria killing once-rich man&ovcs, L&ng real& and 4 crops. ~7 that an L LliG pipeline la* l e v e l  a h o w  in .%4aryld in Much 2WS. 

The Washington Pos rppwted "it we3 found rhac subtle m~laular  differences In the inlpuned 
liquefied mtud g.u the utility begm uaing in Au-qust 2003 were drying up the n ~ h k  scalp of 
agmg metal cm@ngs that link &ions of the pipe " I t  alw m s  !hat leaks are c a u d  by the 
vny compositian of the i m e d  gas itsslf-dich from ou+ domestic mtud p s  

the irrrporiad ~ W G  "&uses the mbba d s  in u-wnd pipe c o u $ i  to 
shrink " --Haw d m  ihio apply to ~h Bmadmra pro@, as then: is of this 
inctdGnt . n t h  m the DEIS? Fraudwetar, 11 - Ths Sag H&r 
Expnesg J m r y  19,2Mil5) 

LAPSES CAUSED BY R U W  E-OR 

to prm L I. h d  and its pupulous &urn safety 

A httlpPost Iotellig- arlicIe ty Invesligntive Eric Nalder, says w d s  a sprB in 
the Pscific Wunhwn. 

OCl l -7  The incident that occurred on August 2005 in Nigeria was not associated 
with an LNG pipeline; it involved a high-pressure natural gas supply 
pipeline. The incident was widely reported as an LNG incident because the 
pipeline that ruptured provided natural gas to Nigeria Liquefied Natural 
Gas (NLNG). NLNG operates a liquefaction plant that produces LNG 
from natural gas. 

The Maryland incident referred to did not involve an LNG pipeline. The 
explosion was due to a natural gas leak that was reportedly caused by 
changes in natural gas composition after a local gas company switched to 
LNG as its gas source. FERC investigated The Washington Gas Light 
(WGL) assertion that gas composition was a "key contributing factor" to 
gas system leaks. We found that the application of hot tar and the increase 
in operating pressures on WGL's distribution system were the principal 
causative factors of the leaks experienced in Prince George's County, 
Maryland, smce the reactivationof the Cove Point LNG Termmal 

';4cccrrditrrg .to rue f i r  Pdmr T9uu off;cars -0 chef errgcwerer d a  cbr@-e rrnd o 
j m r f l e ~ p e s r 8 e n t  w b  rhz sjhp weit tlre PoCor Tern could& -rp~iIed /hc nl tn 
IMco Po~wagw w s f h t  b i q ,  I j a w - n d r  bolbttm$ ~ I M ~ I  rrrfirvg rn Mnler lo k e p  
r k  s h p  'sm$te lav u d  8: &b#e CL!~ 'I 

hsn OCl l -8  We have addressed most of the issues raised in this comment in our 
$land from Polar Texas'' response above to comment OC11-7 However, we revised Section 2 4 2 

By Eric Nd&~ fhaattle Pos-TMLemccr. M m h  25,ZWS) of the final EIS to ~rovide additional mformation on the agreement 
u 

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. 
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A p~upram-AIR. America's Investigative R e p o r t s 3 1  PBS c h i ~ r m l  13, which aired or! Friday. 
Jan 5 .  2(N6 prcsrnts an epik3gue of the spill TUY rcpnni by Ndder in Ml~rch IOOS 11 intervimw 
and tjllows Enc Nalder as he tracks down Us story on the spill tidm the lanker. Polar Tcxlts 

11 happens that a vuhdlgblowrr, J i  LE& vjdEata@ (;urreipt&ioudy) the Polar TBX~~S' efticers 
who triad to cow up the spill by h m s i n g  and wq a m o v e r  the s~dt of the tanker as it 
war; u d m y  to c uf the spill un the boat, bj www-hosing its sides h. 
Irm Lesv also had shin's I w s  t b t  said (nor that t k  were washinv ofthe - . - 
oil ,  but that it was .'a man ovnboard W.) All this was lal& corrubora;cd by motG- 
member, an cymitt~ean, Ale% D a l w d  say* "they did a carnc~flage j o b  Thc ship's otfims 
did not repun the spill 14) the Corn Chard as t h q  were supposal tu. It was Jim Legg who d ~ d  sd 
What makes R!RC ur the C o a n  C d  think that human error and cover-ups won't also plague 
Broadwater' And, how can the FERC and the C'OPSI h a r d  lplsrantez us that 11 won't" 

--Alcohol and drug impairment cause accidents of net) kind, including tanker rhips --The 
Exxon Valdez and rhc  Staren Island Far). spring to  mind The aforementioned program 
tracking Ndda on his invcstigatiolls inlo tanker problm me& ths pn i f i nu~  and I 

u a  and abuse of alcohol that is epldanic m o n g  tanker c m s  Quite dia&i% asit escalates 
the po;tm~d tot %rims &dar ts  and d m e  

OC 1 1-9 The Coast Guard has made the preliminary determination that operation of 
the FSRU and the LNG carriers in the waterways proposed for use by the 
Project would be manageable with implementation of the recommended 
mitigation measures (see Section 8.4 of the WSR [Appendix C of the final 
EIS]). As described in Section 3.10 of the final EIS, the Coast Guard 
would periodically inspect the FSRU and would inspect each incoming 
LNG carrier; in addition, FERC would conduct inspections of the FSRU. 
One of the prima~y purposes of these inspections would be to find and 
correct any problems associated with operation of the FSRU or the LNG 
carriers 

Were"s anathar rrwpt from artidie in tk Seaitfe Putt-IriteIItge~er by Nalda dimk how 
our own federal w a b m  undermine saFet). 

&FEU* [my emphasis] 

I Fie P-E ft~eaYim (HI ond~r  . ~ ~ o d ~ o r y .  Polar 
~ u ? ~ h ~  oflie1 I& urn rec&nl& d Ly qY CCoart Cwrd as amme eispnct r e  my.cfely 
od sprN 1i8 P ~ I  Sin~~d In Ocfober. 

I m d c w s  wth acw m m  and i d  w m p q  docurnmx r e d  scnous lapses on 

vespcls that arc wosjdered t o  he the M tankers tn t h c  world " 

o a s a n t ~ m 8 d ~  d d e d "  
-k P w - I w e i b ~ w ~  Erie Nalder, 3ir2ZQSf 

H U W N  ERBOE rEk MACHINE FAILURES 

Here's arurther snide, this one o n  Wurnan Emf, also fmm the 
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SEATTLE POST-INTELLIGENCER 
http i!sea'tlcpi nusource cu~specia ls iu1l tmk~'2  17'159 polarrife24 html 

"Even best-buin trnkers have had pmblems 

Munun m r ,  rrmctdns frilums laam rtsk of nukar all spill 

Morr /hurt rvrr, orl-a~ltrlr .defy hrttgec on fk high-tech rprrrpmrtr~ f h r  g~cidr~,  vlerrc urd slop, 
II hor haw hrr r~ culkd rhr mmr rrlruhlc shrps on rurth. 

11, I~rhrtrury 2003, the Prdur Reooltrrrvtr wclvo~7&rr~ nil irr Murrtrrct (.'d,I.. w hrrr u rnrr~firrl 
I d  ttr u hgh-,urrsnm ltra causrd hot bttrtkr or1 fo coNecf WI thr h u t  plurirrg watrd /hr pr1.c 

7hr .shy? .wrlr.d or11 o j  fhr G o l k r  Gutr ewn <I.$ rrrgt~~terv w k r d  dIi d p  ufd dl ttrghr, rrarrrrg 
mrl ~ r r d  rr.u.rldtfrg hrcgc rccriotrc of f ~ r p  

.4r feast /ftie ftrgowt.r worked 22 hopir.; sncn~hi - a viol.7rron of frdtrnl wort Irnr~rv nrwrrtrtd 
utter rhr hxowr ~ b l d c  thwrgh lhrrr we rxr eplrons 1n u11 entergetfly. 

Otw womn r~p r r rd lhC l~  whrrr hr HWF c a l l ~ i  to hrlp m a r d  5:.70 n nr.. Ihr orher r8ngrrreeru 
It.tsrr "r~d-qwd. gmfi urd mm~tlarretrr. * 

?k hlu~f. r r t~r rku~~d 10 r k  led,  deslroyedo 6.6W-wlr r l r c l r i d  breaker. Ihr faHkrr ~ r r r n r d  
buck lo nrdnn In .b F'nmri.wo h y .  

Jhr Ccurr G r d  bn?(. mnhiq of rhr rprsxk when t k  .Veo/tiz POSI- I~I~I I I~~I ICPI  r r p f r d ! ~  
mtprired u h l  it. .4pprendy rwmkr the lu&r's u&ers na ru ouTrcr reporled rf. 

I k e  P-IMd wt W ~ I I  t i  m w t e d a  o e w o e w ~  who m&wd smoke 1Wdm IS) rk clftcmurh 
4th r q ~ / o * t m  In what caulafbe m m e d n s  an clnerspr te & +ew*w rqfimwnts a 
medtcui rep!  n@ By ike W m r r  c l m $ m  Ih*. mdw i h f & ~  mi murr acc~&i&m&md 
wipty. bttr asnt~ illtess, 7L e4pmTji. llorr Wtmn nffi'ni~~iai~i Pafie-v, tla/rJI, &dm% remft 
plrarw cwih 
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I~ in l r~rr  lo rrltorf nrch u daaaagzq rxl,luautr otdutr r r q u ~  - orr q p r e t u  I m  r~rolat~vtr -- 
rrflec~s LI hrrd&nvrr hr lmr .l.:i~m, Ltldc:: r<f~trwrr 

/he ,fir</ of lhr twu. urprr-rrdutdotrl h8p.v. I& I'd01 Eildeavour, huo exprrrtued or Ieuvr four 
htrnurr er rw utd  wlh i twf i i lur r r  kr cnticul .srruu/~on%. It brr tmwh *zrrpttrr nrrmwtrr~~rrtt r t r  CI 

tvrldlrjr urru r m  .4rwcnrrzs kr .4yrrl 2002. lur l  Nowntkr, rrr SIrrrrtrR hsstrn, \rrddvrrlr. 1 rrrrd 

I h n t r ~ ~  jrrd rJln v/~.w~gr I U V I ~ L J ~ .  Mv i f~crdmi.~ rmhdthu F~drmw.  .4 q>rl/ III Murch cmwd 
utr o~.erfiIIrd brrrrker.fw1 ton* andart Aprtl colli~mr rn Ilw .hr lh  (.'h~ru .%u. 

Ik 854-/nni h i p  .ifnrck o ('him.w hnik currier ,n d r c p f i  rw1 rr~rbke thr w q t  rhr Etduolrx/r 
rtkntm1rr.v rrp~lurly m Ihr rurrm ~ I S * I I . U ~ S  o j ! k  .%!I h r  I.&ds u f h r  .Ctr I.iut&t.wo 
xu,: 

.4,flel rhr ~ld!ilfinoti. a  Coasi Gturd r e p r   dam*^, lht ~ h l p ' ~  htgh-trch bwrablz yrrrdlwol~rllrr 
14 NI \tr~ik r t r  Ihr '100 jwrcrtrt a)uad"~ms~~ro~r jorcug rk crew 10 rhrr hv t r  rhr ~mbocrrd 
r.ti.grw iirrrg trsptur rrrg~tre. the $,hip itmpd rtdo !he Srt~gopxc shrpwrd wkrc  11 M bee4 

I h p  colit was tmdsed tw rtqurreo ud ordv nrlrror damagr - a ccropd h f l  - htr -8th ~o l l r  aotds 
cutr he far n m  vtolrtu, a d o  h d .  dtrucr hr cm~ldpr~enare u dm~bls hrrti C1~1moPhlt1~1r 
/Ire/ gowrul murugrr ..(tdn~uo I alder told hrr sh~p capwrrts JCI a Jritn 17 2004. leifur Ifmi "drrr 
to rhr wruns tnrrure of thr rrrrrdc~. whch nuldhvc hdrnrrch more scnrltr.i courqwturr " k 
uwrfrd rhsm lo bznterjdtm company  rule^ " 

t"Evm best-Mlr tankers kv4 lrad pnoblm 
Human enw, mhlnc f r i h  h y s  lave risk af maja oil pill" 
By Eric Nadlcr, Seatrle Past- 

OC 1 1 - 10 The British Petroleum pipeline incident involved oil pipelines that were not 
- 

lnridtnb lib Ihe abavc, which took conridcllbk ~kutbimg to uncovtr, and, incidenvs 
I * r  t k  mirsivcspilb in A h l u  doc to ronwieeindaccd b m b  ia p i p  baansc British 
Pemlcnrn (BP) sclpertal tb Lrrp their p i p  im gad m i r .  wpkd with weak oversight 
by atate and f e d d  reguhcoy tot i t ia  c h U n d e r  the oy l  Bmb Admiobtmtiom--& l o  
undrmine d e t y  nthm than toughm (pa to s b m  that r e  would k prudent not 
to aUow Bnudwara info LI. Sonmd. I Lave no rm&n to bdicve that Broadrater, owmcd 
by SLcBITmeuCansdc b any mom honmi w fDlZhmmingtsia Me corpomliona depicted 
above. la fact, 1 Lave every m n  In bdirvt that there art c~ery bit .sdishoeest and 

regulated as interstate pipelines. However, as described in Section 3.10.9.1 
of the final EIS, the design, construction, operation, maintenance, and 
testing of the Broadwater pipeline would be conducted in accordance with 
the regulatory requirements of an interstate gas pipeline. Sections 3.10.2.1 
through 3.10.2.4 of the final EIS address the regulatory requirements for 
the design, construction, operation, and maintenance of the FSRU and the 
YMS. We have included a recommendation in Section 3.10.2.2 which 
would require that the facility be subject to regular FERC staff technical 
reviews and site inspections on at least an annual basis throughout the life 
of the facility. 
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OC 1 1 - 1 1 As described in the final EIS, the applicant, Broadwater Energy LLC and 
Broadwater Pipeline LLC, would pay for construction and operation of the 
proposed Project, including implementation of all mitigation measures and 
regulatory compliance designed to avoid and minimize potential 
environmental impacts throughout the 30-year life of the proposed Project. 

QUESTIONS OF UBIUTIY NOT ANSWERED IN DEIS: 

Who pals fbr degradation to ccolom' (ba lk .  ballast accidents. intakt/c~unake of millions of' 
gallons ot'Sound water to cool mactunrr) which w l l  be 'warmer" and un tdn  "b~ocrdes " 

Wtt~i pays for accidents from small lo wtanrophicr' (1)hmage to puple's pruprr), to their 
hdth. injunes or death? Who pays for first-rate medical care in case oCtnjuqn) 

Who ps~.s fur femcdiation to Saund's+tvrenrdintion$ ia even pBdble @ven the cirmmsranwes* 
W11 be on our own as sre Wnna victims). 

Why should caxpaym have to pay for serviccv to our muruapalicres for perwnnel and oqurpmcnc 
that would ltc used t8cilitare the interests of' a multlnatrod corporalio~i' Every aspect should lw 
pard for Liom Bruadwater's own pocket 

WJI FERC rqwre Broadwata to post a S I billon hnd (to be renmcd back ro SI biltlon drier 
subtractiq any claims againsl 11 due to injury to hea:th or propen) damage9 

IIUktRlCANES AND NORUEASTERS 
7 

Global warmlng will make hurricanes more numerous and krocious Thts was not dealt with in 
the DEIS Whik it makes mention of hurricanes that haw hit us. 1938 being the most severe, 

oc 31 -16 / global xarming is piweeding more rapid4 than had been predictal While we havm't 
c l t n e r i d  a CAT 4 ur 5 to date. we're entcrinv an uncertain time Dwinu Hllnicane Katrina 

1 man) platfirms were npped from thew rnoonr&(l assume those were sup!&sed to mthstand 
Cat 5 hum~knes too, as the) clium Broadwater could mthsthnd ) A brdw wh~sllcbli~wcr at  he 
FPA spoke OUT onjua h o ~  bad the dmp,r was rn h e  (I refer )nu to m) tarller 
~uhrmsuun oi$eycanl*r 5.2W6 ) 

Raenlry. a masskc ia shclfjust broke away in the Canadian hniz due to global wunning 
There is  fear of its ic&s m h i a l b  ampacting shipping lanes Sure)).. tbs adds a new 
wnnkle 

NEED AMD m X N D  

- Bropdwaln h a a ~ ~ t  PmYPd_thC n&d or m- Plus. LNG, wme$ 
from the same putiridg voh~ik mew uf'lhc world rs  doc^ uil. I r& yuu to: tbc Find Jartwry 
13, Z W b  Repn.  "me ~ R r u l l ~ I ~ ' G ' I ~  Tmni*e(-Am .4a+is and 
Asressmcd u f A h r m h "  by Synapme E- Fmnomiia. I t  elucidntes how Broadwater's 
'nead" r.lsc*urmt h &leadin& debunks it I L ~  an "inexpensive" source a8 prices are s 
rqplatal by the o m  of thc gas from which Uus w r n d t y  cumes (I say, j u t  l w k  a! 
Rusk's  pria threats ~n Europe last bear ) And, by anificial mampulntion from wmpanies 
themAues (look at trumped up gosoline p r i c e ,  for caampk ) Listen, their game plan a~d  

- modus operandi i s  to moncrpdi?t a market thm drive up the prices 

OCll-12 As stated in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS, Broadwater would be required 
to develop an Emergency Response Plan that includes a Cost-Sharing Plan 
to provide funding for federal, state, and local agency participation in 
emergency response actions. 

We have addressed potential impacts to people and property in the final 
EIS for the proposed Project; however, legal issues related to financial 
liability are not included in our environmental review process and therefore 
have not been addressed in the EIS. 

OCll-13 Section 3.10.1 of the final EIS provides information on the properties of 
LNG and natural gas. As noted in the section, when released on water, 
LNG does not mix with water but rapidly vaporizes (regasifies) to natural 
gas. The resultant natural gas would either readily bum (if an ignition 
source is present) or form a vapor that would either quickly dissipate or 
bum if it encounters an ignition source and the gas-to-air ratio is sufficient 
to allow ignition (5 to 15 percent). Thus, an accidental or intentional LNG 
release may result in a temporary impact to the environment, but would 
likely not require longer-term remedial clean-up actions. Additional 
information on the potential environmental impacts of an LNG release is 
provided throughout Section 3.0 of the final EIS. 

Broadwata Is there salely to b t i t  rtlielf la d the public. 
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OC 1 1 - 1 4 Please see our response to comment OC 1 1-2. 

OC 1 1 - 1 5 Please see our response to comment OC 1 1- 13. 

OCll-16 As stated in Section 3.10.2.3 of the final EIS and in Section4.3.5 of the 
WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the design basis for the YMS is a 100- 
year storm, which equates to a Catego~y 5 hurricane on the Saffir-Simpson 
hurricane scale. 

OC 1 1 - 1 7 The EIS was not prepared by Broadwater. Section 1.1 of the EIS presents 
FERC's analysis of need in the region. In addition, in Section 1.1.5.4 of 
the final EIS, we have addressed the January 2006 and March 2007 
Synapse reports, updates to the report, and additional information provided 
by Synapse during the public comment period. 
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The follow* la frm tke Ma> 13, 7,005, "'Pacifjc Cam BuGmss Times" 

Hmdiy IhtIr~f lH~urnrs  limes Edrw 

E j r l Y i F  W r a l p  has beem big - &dy in Cnltjrrr~rnut 

7k Krrsh Adminrsnmon rs 8mcnrluR ~k twdd fur rk Ih~ned Slu/rs 10 hrld fwr!rnrs to rwrltorr 
nru\vlr yin~t~tiorr Ihrs . \ ~ r ~ r r ~ c w l r d z r r c ~  .wrct! fofrr!l ihc t!c~o~mnty (I/ tht* Wtw ( ; M I X [  

Rut the Z~BW 13 #ha NuHh A - h  b m m i r r g  &I weturd g~bros, ~ c r  mu& sw that =me 
b e l h  pricos m f d  pliun~c liy B& percent ur 

"/f.%nt~ r e d  bern.r.r.tr l h  bnev of the I N ( ;  debme. )m w// we cleur/v l h l  the ~ I I ~ I E F  O f ! ~ a n ~ r ~ l  
go$ knv lnrnrlwd l k  rcorronrri r ~ ~ r u h l r u / ~ v  ul rwn. hrrtr .4rnrrrcmr cu~~w~nrerr utd 
h~rsow \ws ure fiilrtrg rippd off PI%? trnrr M C  ~uku II ~ k m @ r  t~ iurtr 011  (1 hrailer 

7W% k m ~ e  fk nirrrtu mkf p e f n r  ~ n r w l  gas, mfkng" I r k  S&65j*e Ihcrstrd cithtc 
J.etI acwnwr Iht )nga rtwves m Alrrgka uxdMwco *dl r m  be r e .  I d t e d ,  r: W I ~ C  

nr&r 'WILW IU Ship Wil;-t Qatar or .9~~1rafin tu EhlMTd or fmw k h  f Nwr'h , ~ H J ~ ~ C C I ~ J  
WJlFCt!$ FCIfKIitI bolfbd lip. ??& 7halwLS h2 k 0 W g  5$$e khrr. f %  Ml: 

Lasib nrmlahle rr N) hrflion cubic feel ihor I.ko&obil. ( . ' m o  Phrlltps. mardP P &rr~ 
rr~jectmng hock rnlu rhr purmdmport of /hew North S ~ R -  oil dnllrng. 

7hrs nszrwrr d m  rs sn ma fhol it could d i q h ' c  ae-rhrd of m e n t  (I..\: rnrporIsfor 
dc~0dr.s~ ij u sr~~glr 48-i~ch yijirliftt wcrc con~Inarizd to b n t ~  it lu t k  Imzr 48 sIu1r.s. 
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I,:IYII u or.r. the lirggish M I  ,qiartis U ~ C  i t rnsr r t~  m u ~ c a r a ~ ~ < e  rhnr the 1 i S. gowrrrnwtu I ~ I  
nrmtrs ~ o r r  u.111 nt l~jmrl  rwtrrralgrrsprrce\ ~hunfJ~k.vfu! l  be la .  S l . 2 5 j ~ r  ~hutrnrrdrnhic f r r t  
358s IS a t 8  o m r w o s r  demdrkar curries mth rt ~k 1mp!~m180?1 Jdiru N&h .~w~c@I reirnrrs 
are so vor~r i h t  p ~ m s  cnrtfdjrl~trge 80 pe+renlf.m m#fretrl lewfe 

F~r,~rn~~~nr~r!oJr.vs me quuNyp~ggps/i (hry nmW r o r k r  oppse the . 4 l u r ~ / ~ r y c l i r u .  rhe~r % / u p  
corrfr~~r~tutrmrv o w  p h r ~  lo ryr~rr np h d  u>&iN urt:us r r r  (..f)hKrrrl~r, lo  Wvrm, i~r~  to nlcet 

7hr hd m ~ ~ r q e  i r  M#-, wMch ~ W P U &  z i p  i @tee& of ( 8.X m ~ r a l g a r  or#~w PYC:~I 

rhrot~lgl, ils srytpi~ild ore si? wst U.P 10 Qe tisaimb&. M m c o  cs a b e m e  cfnvh-viru@d 
Pmrer, /k gownfme&a1~ned orl compmy. ie-ses lo brrrrff I ~ ~ ~ ~ I W I G ~ ~ I I ~ ? ~  IQ detrlqt, trc 
r a~ t ra l  gur fm fda 

In  rk Wull Street Jamnu1 orr Mq, 6. Pemr  tqhref IHIF Romrre;. hemed/or ot/rwdd hip lo  
d r~u lop  ihr gas firm ' rwrr I/t+ rntcr& mr. " 

Nahrrul &!us IS o b & t h r ~ ,  and r k r e  'r rho r r a w t ~  for the c ~ r r z r r l p ~ c e  mlwr I&N the /UCI t k l  
) w / ~ r u I  xus (kws IH>I hDYe rhr brYI tf/xdtfrcuI ~~~v i1 tne r t l 3 .  ~hll t  nw& I t r r y  .G.him,/r,wrt l q r  

OC 1 1 - 18 The 30-mile radius suggested by the commentor is not applicable to the 
Broadwater Project. As described in Section 3.10.3.2 of the final EIS and 
in Section 1.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the public could 
experience burns at locations up to 1 mile from a pool fire (the worst-case 
heat hazard distance, or Sandia Zone 2). Section 3.10.3.2 also lists the 
maximum extent of an unignited vapor cloud (Hazard Zone 3) as 4.7 miles 
from the FSRU, and Section 1.4.3 of the WSR lists a maximum Hazard 
Zone 3 distance of 4.3 miles from a release from an LNG carrier. 
However, FERC staff believe that scenarios that would cause a large 
enough hole to result in a vapor cloud of this extent would require the use 
of explosives. Therefore, an ignition source would be present to ignite the 
vaporized LNG and create an LNG pool fire; there would not be a vapor 

COAST GUARD"S S A m W  AND SEGURIW A G S E m E N T  I S  INADEQUATE 

a un page ES-6 of tho DES puvling 

"/he WY/I corsIt&r rhirr /here ore cu r r rdy  no Iw, credible threms ogorr~s! the pro~nxrd 
Nrcrrk+wutrt / i i l ! ! v ,  althorrgbperiaitc rhrroc ~ s a w t r l s  nrtrsr be cothrcted to o t ~ n r r  !hot lhr 
vrc7drJI.r. me0ntrr.v mplucr rrmurn cqoproprmte. lkpr@mwd 1oc.uttorr uf tk ITRlf h a y  a 
numkr  o /np t f i n rm  .ufcry m d  wcwity bewfits amxtar.d with xu rcnralerwsr e p c o l t v  11 rrh 
rr";~wct to llacat rad cnllFequritce srwe tr u.mld be renroLrfiom pprr[nlror~ crrrwrs 7he ('msi 
Guard hu.~ r m r d  t h t  w m l d  s e w  Io  lexun the I*( ! 3 o t r ro~~ rwr r r x~  cis a t q e t ,  brrt the rtmutr 
In urwrr would creme ~6 Im enfwremrrlr chullrngrr " 

cloud. Even if an unignited vapor cloud would be present 4.7 miles from 
the FSRU, that would still leave more than 4 miles between the edge of the 
cloud and the nearest shoreline. If a release from an LNG carrier along the 
proposed route occurred and the maximum size unignited vapor cloud 
formed, it could extend onshore in some areas until reachng an ignition 
source, but there would not be a "30 mile dispersion" that "could create 
havoc and great death." The individual resource sections throughout 
Section 3.0 of the final EIS provide information on potential impacts due to 
ignition of a vapor cloud withn Hazard Zone 3 

OCll-18 
dent-with a 30 m i  di 4 eteate haw hnd gnat death Sa, What h u t  

OCll-19 -Nor Bisclusscd in the DEIS Wurkcr "S wnts hr themtest d m g e  in  
So, What if the FSRU and101 tankars w m  by one or mum of ttce d a d  

Evar, laken ov@ The fmrisls ccnhd we& upm fhe FSRU or LNG tattkdsl could 

14 

OC 1 1 - 1 9 The safety and security analysis performed during the development of the 
WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) included potential terrorist actions as 
described in Section 5.5 of the WSR. Sabotage can be considered a 
terrorist activity and was therefore considered in concept in the Coast 
Guard's assessment of security and safety. 
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generate quite u giant and ignitable vapor cloud indeed The FSRUltanktrs could be attacked b) 

ingemus  and have exprmsed their "intoit" to destroy or1 and gas infiaflnic~urrs tn the LISA 

r I take tt that FERC? USCG has nul b o t M  to 4 "LNG Faeilitk in Urban Areas " hy 
Richard Clarke, our fomtez anti-renorim c a r  dur iq  911 l I aefnted it tu FERC m sub&it;stoni 

CCll-20 to )W of September 19, 2WS Attached hcr~wrth are 12 pages tiom said Repun I thwght the 
boneheads in Hornriwd Sauritv ~ontrihral to  this DEIS---haven't thn  r e d  Clarkc's Renort' 

L WHY ISN'T THE C O N T E ~  OF CW-~S REPORT MENT~ONED N 1 t i k  ~ L I S :  
Shameful that 11 IS no1 ather consdered or bspuled (SILL: attached 12 pages ot Clarke's rrpon 
Alw 
* 

i , . I ' < P " . . "  

The rep*, .LNG f.CTlltis In UIQlrn Ana+," was w p a d  b~ munknnrmrirn exoert Racnard 
Oar*@, rvrio h a  wmd in bum RayurM)ran a& NLmmtrc . . .7 , - 2 ,  . . , % P p -  6 ,  - t  *I 

The first par-@ of Clarke's Report starts 

oc 1 1-20 Richard Clarke's report relates to other LNG facilities and locations, 
specifically to LNG in urban areas. The proposed location of the FSRU is 
more than 9 miles from the nearest shoreline and even farther from the 
nearest population center. The security and safety assessments conducted 
by the Coast Guard and reported in the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) 
are specific to the FSRU and LNG carriers and incorporate some of the 
concepts mentioned in the Clarke report. 

" I .  MI.,INOIKZLoC;I". 7raditm~y11 rt& n m ~ n ~ t *  calcrr~otr m a t M q g i a s  arc ~ ~ ~ ~ x f i c a r t s  
10 d d  C ~ ~ @ C ~ I W ~ L ' I C I ~ ~  lk E T w i & y  r#& ~ou.yosrd & I r m o ~ t s I s ~ r n p ~  T r & f f ~ t ~ t  rirk 
aw*wnsepfir n r e z W ~ s  wm~Id harc &&mi~~wd ihar r h ~ o h h 8 1 t y  Oft#~o~jb!l,. an~ /~ /oyr~~g  
h r ~ ~ ~ ~ h d c c ; m r a e r c i a I ~ x ~ p w f ~  cltmrcrft $0 OQstlrov fk Ww/d T& Cerfer zero lPlr 

nr.q.qrzr ( I t 1  utrenmf~w j ~ u  ;an nrerhaoCdq~ Jor drtzrrn~rting rec71rr~' rr.sCs urn.' C~P.Y/ 

CUIC~IIUIOILC" 60 READ ~ W R T  BY OUR EX-TERRORISM CZAR! NOT TO, 
I S  A D E R W C ) N  08 mRC AND TWE GQASTCOARD'S DUTY! 

Beluw is jnfurmation w n d d  &inn thc websile of e0-er h o t ~ t i r m  Attomcy, Tim R r l q ' s  
Web Site 

ENERGY INDUSTRY COWRUPTION & ENERGY 
rnRKET MANIPULATION 
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Ponder the Following Questia~s as You Fill Your Gas Tank 
1 W d d  The  her^;^ lndu~try Ever ManjpulPte The Fuel Marlre or Fuel Prices 3 

2 Would the  ern^ Industry Eva d Us With The A p m f l c e  Of m Energy Supply 
Sbrtagr! 

3 Would The Energy Idustry Eva Misicad Us Wzth Falsr- SaEcty Claims 1 

. s -  E ~ b A s - W i n t h e  
-Insistirrg That We Ned To 

c ~ f  Hallibunon was imolvtd in pa)ment of S 180 million In bribes to w n  a w~lrect for a ~ l u r d l  
gas propcct In Nigeria, ot~uiding ro officials 
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The $4 billion liquefied rtslurd gas phnt was built In the 19905 by a consonium that 
~ncluded Kcllo~&, Hrown & Roo! during a time when t i S  v~u-preudent Ihck Chmq he~ded 
Iiallibunon " (Bus~ncss Repon Onl~ne. I;& 6. 20041 

- Rol~ant h e r @  urd the aatc dCalif&a said todny that the c o w  will py 345460 million ro 
settle claims that it proled from the California 

mew York Times. Aug 15,2005) 

"NEW YORK [Reuam) - U S wl sennczs @%at naflibunon Co . pfa&ued kq m r a l  p r o k  into 
rrs offshore opcrairons, di4cfod in a wdator). filing that improper payments to N g d a n  
u%ciZcisis my have b m  made in o h  to win a Uibal iun do#@ conrha " 

(CNN M o m ,  Nov 5.2aM1 

MUNTmmRY, PUa - A JUQ ordered Exxon Mobil Gorp to pay $ t t 9 billion in drunayff 
Friday &er finding the uil giant had cheated the gate of Aiabanta out ofnaturd gar ro)alfies " 

(Ventura SIW, Nuv l l, 2 W  f 

'SEC pmbes brim Nqtiwrs invnIviag H&bm ab~diw 
rq News, June 1 1.2004) 

'tIOUSTON -- t:won Corp traders upenl) discussed man~pulating the Calrlornia pcrwer n~arker 
ad juked about stealing hum yandmothers during the Wenern enera crias In 2000-2001. 
ac:cordlnff to ~ranxripts of tdephow calls fild w i ~ h  the Federal 1~~ Reguldnr) (:ommir4on 

'-The rransenpts, some l i t tad with profa~v ,  we4 filed b) a public u t l i i~  district near Seattle 

"The calls on the tnm-u am ceniral to the Justice wrtmmt's investigauon of Emon's 
trading practices " (Vmnim Cauw Star, June f,2W) 

'Federal energy rrgularors seldom scrm to do their j o t s  until thc state of C'rlitomia gives them a 
suirt k ~ c k  Thic time, crate Atty Cen Rill lnckyer hail to deliver H Florsheim 11) rhr fmn) of 
Federal Enerca! Rermlstorv Commssum C'hairmw Parnck H W a d  111. in the form 01 a Lawsuit 

"?me to fmm, FERC mils jgru, thet d e m o n ~ d  Ihe  w t w u s  tacit= Enron 
traders u d  to the C a l i f i a  
kaep preending they didn't exist. During tbr: hej& of the atrrtc's traders 

of w i n g  fsist eongmion on pow linca, ignming plice ~ a p s  end prondsing ta make 
a d 1 e  mwer that the corn- mer inteaded to deliver Thq. even imentcd a name fbr tlretr 

ts toptewel work- were by a tbdetal jury un 
other- they dk@y m-atcd pdm by sln,niw 

pawer plants during a mo-day periud " (Vmfura Gaunt) Stsr, April 9, ZU(14) 

I'o urn up---In an 1ndun9 riven by corruption and manipulation and uwcrwntsb~lity, FER(:. 
CC1 I ~ r o u l r e m  and the u n d e r - n m r d  C n n  Ciard hrr not d e m n a r u d  8 need ibr LNG thar 

OC 1 1 -2 1 Section 1.1 of the final EIS provides information on energy demand and 
supply in the region that would be served by Broadwater if the Project is 
implemented. Section 4.0 of the final EIS provides our assessment of 
alternatives. Although some alternatives or combinations of alternatives to 
the Project could meet the energy needs of the region, those alternatives 
would result in greater environmental impacts than those of the proposed 
Project. 
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Unofficial mRC-Generated PDF of 20670112-0103 Rrafeived by FERC OSEf 01/11/2007 In Docket# CPO6-54-6C 

0 ~ :  1 1 -?? d t m a i w e s  can nM p r o r i d ~ ~ r o a d w a t e r ,  the Coan Guacd and our local fire, pAct can not 
pntrecr us In the event of a-worst-caw S L P I & O ~  In k t ,  uccu8ding 10 '51and;ng Ohders" 31 the 

LIST OF SUBMISSIONS 

3 "Huw tanker mghi have c a u d  spill in 8-6 But p m p m  tells mrsd juq 
the oil couldn't have come from Polar Texas" - 5) Eric Nalder, ,%eitfe Pag- 
Jit!ei/@et~er, March 25,2W5 

4 .'Safery Lapses Plague Oil Tankers. Post-Exxon Valder changes In operalion. are king 
evaded, undermined" . .%atfie Povt-111telli~mcrr. Kric Kalder, 11?2/OS 

5 . E r n  best-built tankers have had problems, Human error, machine falures dwqs 
leave risk o f  major url spill" - Bj Eric Nadler, Srurrlr Po.*-latr.N~xrttirr March 2 4 ,  
2 0 0 5  

6 "LNG Faulhim in Urban Amas - A Searity Risk Managemnrt Anabsis For PIItom~y 
I Petnck Llnch Rhode Idand" by Pdncpd Inveaigatar Richard A Clarke* May 

2OO6* pp 1-1 2 

7 ' rbe P101x)d Od~oLldwata I.NG Irny~rl Tcfrrunal - An .2nalys?s and Aws~rne ln  111 
rUlernal~ves" b) Sjnapsc Fnerg). E C ~ M B ~ I C S .  Inc Frontispage. Table of Cunlrnl. p I 

8 Exoerpts from Web Site ofTim Rib, Con Pmtectjon Mtemey nr LNG 

PU Box 2360 
SagHarb0r.W 11963 

3- 1 B~tonline net 

m s  
Eliot SpitsE.r, M u r  HiMary Clint@& Senam Chuck Schunar, R ~ p f c f ~ n t a t ~ v e  

Ern %shop, Su@dk Coun~ E m t i v e  Steve Levy, Asmnbfyman Fred Thiele, Scnstm Ken 
hV&, Legidator lay QMdemcan 

Broadwater would be required to develop an Emergency Response Plan as 
described in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS. The plan would address the 
emergency response and security requirements for a wide spectrum of 
scenarios, including worst-case scenarios. 

Details of the protocols for the Coast Guard, Broadwater, and state and 
local agencies would be included in the Emergency Response Plan that 
would be developed, as described in response to comment OC11-22. 
However, some Coast Guard protocols would be Sensitive Security 
Information and would not be released to the public. FERC must approve 
the Emergency Response Plan prior to final approval to begin construction 
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U~offloial FERC-Generated POP of 20Q70130-0054 Receiged by FERC Osee [11/29J2007 In mcket# CP06-54-OQ 

Z1 

L,. , ;INAL 

SOUTH FORK GmUNDVVAYIER TASK FORCE 

Magalit R. Salss, &retar) 
Fedtxat EM$V Rq&ta9 Ga 
88SFmc St NE, Room 114 
W&gtus DC 2M26 

- 
-d 

RE: UEPSZE1 GIJ Bmeb 3 
Bmdrvrttr LNG Project 

No. CPDg5Q000 
CWb-5woe 

war Ms Salw, 

A n a c M  h m n b  pie hnd for FERC: m origind and 2 copies of 

I I;ollow-up commcnts tiom the h u h  I.brk G'ro~t&~~rrr lark I , ' i  on the hbllc 
Hearing on Broadwatn ac Proddl Mtddle Schnill, Shoreham, un January I I .  
2007. and two rm~lur~uns from the 'i'own of Southampton 

2 A mplere set (lata BE aawwmts) far 'T3-s~ 3, P1-I I 3" with RcFerence Oocka 
No ~ ~ 5 4  

3 An extra copy ofthe camplcft set 

Cc Govmor Eliot Spit- Stwe Ress?er, NTS W S ,  R i c M  T o m ,  US A m  CUP 
of Engineers, NY Distrjd 

PO Box 2360 - Sag liarbar * New York 11 953 * PhondFax- 63 1 329-9560 

Organizations and Companies Comments 



OC12 - South Fork Groundwater Task Force 

Unafiflclal. FERc- ene era tad P ~ F  of 20010130-00.54 Received by FERC OSEC 01/29/2053 ln ~oekstW ~ ~ 0 6 - 5 4 - ( 1 0  

I 

WUTW FORK GROUNDWATER TASK FORCE 

Magaliz R Salas, Sarc?tpry 
Federal Energ) Regulatory G o d i o n  
BB8Firsl St ME, Room I A 
W & g m  E X  22846 

RE: OEPmCtEI Gar Branch 3 

Doc& N e  CBOCKOIliO 
CMSSUBu 

FOLLOW-UP COMMENT ON PUBLIC HEPlRINC 
BY J u k  Penn) 

Tlus constihrtes the foUuw-up to my wr(rfm s a d  ccitkismn ofFERC's DEIS for Broadvvaler 
d d t d  Janunr) 6,2007 and scru to IERC' by Cn~ticd mu1 rnum r a n p i  rapend, and, m) ornl 
cntrctsms at the 'Publtc Hcanng" at Prodell MddL School In Shorcham. NY on Januar) I 1.2007 

There was a t mation thet Sea Ken LaV* a t  the hearing when 
be &oed what the genmal public fads 0s. '*... tkjFflw wif4 Fmck PTC virh S h b  " 

Whcn I asked USCG Captain Bo)wn--at the BroPdwarer's plblic hearing in Shoreham on I, 1 1/07 - - -  
.Whar are ~ h e  ''.Ysliding ChknChkn in a "Worst Caw M O T - - C a p l a i n  Boyon looked absolutely 

shccpirb and could not uwwcr me In fact. hc ww dumbslwk d spshlcss 

Parple in lk audience said d m d  "Hr; can't answer1 See1 HF can't mwer!" 

i had jusi read whal ihe ''3m&q @mk4' were for n LNG 
which mys 

' . I f fmaLACTION I"O T m U \ r  mIEE O F A  W R S T - U S E  DmWARC;E 
OF m' 

I 
Pa Box 2360 * Sag Harbor * New York 11963 * PhondFax: 631 329-9560 
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Y n Q f f i c i a L  ~ R C - ~ e n e ~ a t e d  RDF o f  20070139-9059 Received by ERG OSEC DLI'P912Qa7 i n  Decketd ~ ~ 0 6 - 5 4 - 0 0  

r"- 

0612-7 C And, apwently, us wthw +&a made &xu, there have been datcns dt i d d e n t s  withLNG OC12-7 Section 3 10 4 1 of the fmal EIS lists LNG carrier mcidents Historically, 
rankers Add them to my lie t b  cank fmnd in my Januiiq 8,2007 *tten c m more than 44,000 transits performed by LNG camers, there is not a 

single example of a sigmficant LNG release 

To sum up Many uf the spcalceto had done their hontcwork---un the issues of"~ed'," 
"Wq," *&lorn," uAir Quliw," '"~csr-" ''Wi~y ofLifen @to nume just s f e w w h y  put 
FERC's DEI S tush- 

.4mxnblyman Steve Engicbrigh-a gw1ogis1-and reacher, was pmirularf) damn~ng and rutspoken 
in the poor qlrdit) orthc IIEl!; and crfiis hlatam b i  toward5 H r n a h t n  

The tisherman and their wives who spoke nere especially doqurnl Cram pure expaicna alone, and 
brought up points FERC m e -  thought ot: ur, cwld conceive of Khe) also made poiat; abou~ L I 
Srwnd'~ W n g  g r d s  and how fhey w d d  be tisgmented and tiispiam tishennm in a domino etFbci 
was compdling indeed, tu waeBiU Taylor, East tiamptwn Town Waterwap M w e r ,  Snran 
Vorpahl, an Itampton be]- both who alm d e  C 4 f i ~  points These people know whst 
they're talkihg about You dun't l . . k W s  ace oh rk I i ~ h e  Sound is a billiunk-~fkllars 
jndustr) 

Both the draft and final EISs were prepared by experienced scientists and 
engineers in compliance with NEPA guidelines, CEQ regulations for 
implementing NEPA, and FERC's regulations for implementing NEPA. 
We have revised the final EIS to address the issues raised by commentors 
where appropriate, including comments made by scientists with Long 
Island Sound expertise. FERC is neither a proponent nor an opponent of 
the Project, as suggested by the commentor. We consider the commentor's 
statement that FERC is "ramming Broadwater" down the throats of the 

Lstcn to what Ihcst pcuple salJ '1.0 what 1 said 7 0  tk environmentalists To Ihc ximists, l o  our r eimt~d officials To tvmY.>* ut. us wHo LIvI;.s =Kt 1 . h ~  c:nLurn\:E wldorn, 
, , I khuWge, expenise a f t k ~ ~ l p t c ,  ard tktir dmp feding &VUI the LMW I d d  Sound and wr waters 

ted to ~ a r  (wtweiiejls and is atperiw ro 
*I- the patsies you am--in 

our throats YOU W O W  F3E US, NOT FOR SHELL . E m S C A N m A  

I'm attaching hcmvith two ~iohtcions that Ihe Town of S 
061 2-3 C E r h a i m  Broahatm fliw in the k c  of N Y ' s  Coestal 

South Fork O m d w s t a  Tuslr Force 

PO mx 2*# 
riSgHarb0r.W 11%3 
Phoneffnx (Btl)  329-9S!3 
Jpmj I W a l t e e  PI 

ml. 

CC m D~smd 

Mam a l u m a u w  Mll'lcatum p l p c h a c  A n d  ~u to mentun ~ h c  rau drpDa~. ofplarn old m r a l  ga, In thc Gulf In 
dl ulhoflh Amen-whrb 1Tw u d d  l o r n  our unk b) m)Da 

- 
people of the region to be wholly inaccurate and not reflective of the 
extensive efforts by the state and federal agencies involved in performing 
the review of the Project. 

OC 12-9 Broadwater submitted a coastal consistency certification to NYSDOS and 
to FERC that addresses the applicable policies of the Long Island Sound 
CMP and the applicable local land management plans. Section 3.5.7.1 of 
the final EIS lists the coastal policies but does not present an opinion 
regarding consistency because NYSDOS is responsible for determining 
whether the Project is consistent with those policies. It is our 
understanding that NYSDOS will file its determination with FERC after the 
final EIS has been issued. 
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YnQff ic iaL ~ R C - ~ e n e ~ a t e d  @OF o f  20070139-9059 Received by ERG OSEC DLI'P912Qa7 i n  Wcketd ~~06 -54 -00  

Westing: 0%109/07 01 M1 R1 
Depomtxnt Tom AWimw 

Catepory' Mrsaeilanrws 
BY' Etiaen H6kk 
G e m  S m m n  

Span+orS. Ha-. Gmb06L1, W, m. H u n t  
IlrLY ID: 5291 

Re4liaiution Regadin@ the Broedwa* LNG Pro)=t 
WHEREAS, by Remlutlon No. 807 01 June 13,2006, tMs Baard expressed concerns and 
opposltlon to the location of heavy Industrial uscs In coastal areas, whlcn would Include the 
proled kmwn as the Broadwater LNG Project, and 

W H E W ,  Mere Is currently an envlmnrnental revlew being conducted by the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission wlth regard to the Bmadwater LNG Project; and 

WHEREAW, numerous mncems over the pwec l  have been 

--lmppropriatemes~of pemltting a heavy indumal use in Lang Island Sound, a 
publlc resourn, by a prtvate e n w ;  

--the pmposal Is InmnJstent wlth tne Long Wand Sound Cwstal Management 
Program and the tong Island North Shore Herltage Area Management Plan; 

--the p*eb a u l d  pose safety and acurlty threats for midents of the East End; 

--concerns that cooltng water mieased from the termlnal muld have a detrimental 
effect on manne life tn the Lonp lsland Sound and surmund~ng waternays; 

--heavy industrial uses are ~nmrnpatlbk wlth protecting the natural rrtsources and 
wlth recreational urer In coastal zones along the shores of Long Island 

--the project $ n d  In Me best Int of the Town of SouWmpton and VHI East 
End of long Island 

WHEREAS, thk Board is deslmus of the aforernentloned mnoems, and thls Town Board's 
opposltlon, belng made known and mnsiderrd jn connection wlth the Federal envlmnrnental 

, and now Cherslbn br! it hereby 

RESOLVED, that the Town Board of the Town of Soubrnptnn affirms Its strong oppcs~tlon 
to Me Bmadwattr LNG Praect: and be It 

FURTnER RUjOLMD, that tblm Clerk Is hereby authofid m d  dt 
=pies of thts Rwlumn, aft4 the prfar Rmlutlon No, 807 af &ne 13,2606, to the Federal 
E~ergy Regubm tammiMan for mlderatlon wlth the airrent Federal ermtmnrnental 
review, and k It 

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Town Planning and Development Admlnlstrator IS authorized 
and dl&& to pmvlde any addltlond lnfomatlon and take any other actron which may k 
requlred In mnnedon wlth the current Federal environmental review to ensure this Town 
Board's wnarns and opposrtlon are adequately amsldered, and k It 

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Town C l d  Is authorized and directed to prwlds cdplm or 
this Resolutlon and the prior Resolution No. 807 of June 13, 2006 to the following; 
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YnQfficiaL mRC-Generated POP of 20070139-9059 Received by E R G  OSEC DLI'P912Qa7 i n  W c k e t d  CP06-54-00 

Resolution laO7-116 M&Iw of January 9,2007 

Hon. nmdhy Bishop, Member of Cow- 
Hon. Ellot Spitmr. Governor d the State of New York 
Hon. Kcnnem P. Lavalle. New York State Senator 
Hon. Fred  W. Thiele, New York Assemblyman 
Hon. Steve Levy, SuRolk County Execsltlve 
Members of the SulTolk County Legislator 

Firuncial hp&ct  
None 

RESULT: ImmII hs m a D E D  [UNMUIPnCHWI 
I(OVER: ~avick Heaney, SUWNIW)~ 
SEEONDIR~ Nancy ~raboski, -unc(lwoman 
AYtS: Heaney, Grahwkl, Kenny. kbnt, Nun4 

Updated: 1/9/2007 4:38 PM by Usa Dunlap Page 2 

N-759 
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YnQff ic iaL ~ R C - ~ e n e ~ a t e d  RDF o f  20070139-9059 Received by ERG OSEC DLI'P912Qa7 i n  Decketd ~~06 -54 -00  

Miern~rlallrlng Rwotulion In Suppart of NY State AasemMy 
Bill A m ?  and NV ?btreb Senab Bill 58M9 Reganfin@ CeFtain 

tndustrial Ui6t68 h C~asCal Zanm 
WHEREAS, the Town of Southampton, as a seaslde community, has long valued Its manhrne 
heritape and, aaordkiqly, Its caastal natural resources; and 

WHEREAS, the 1970 Master Plan and the 1999 Comprehenslve Plan Update dearly 
articulated goals that have gulded the Town over the years and defined strntegles necessary 
to pmted our quallty of IHe and natural resources, lndudlng its coastal waters, bays and 
beaches, estuarine waters and Udal wetlands: and 

WHEREAS, the Town has adopted laws, polldes, management plans and procedures 
pmvld~ng fm w n d  protection and management of all coastal watersheds, vltal to 
ma~ntalnlng the quallty d the Peconlc and south shore bays, as well as the network of 
ponds and streams whlch Ue In wlth the shore; and 

WHEREAS, bllts before the M Swre Ancmbly (A9257). I n ~ u ~  by FLssemblyman Fred 
Thlcle, and before the NY State Senate ( S 6 H 9 ) ,  lnhoduad by Senator Kenneth P. hvalle, 
entitled, 'An act to amend the ex-ve law, In rfdstlon to IndusWsl uses ln oxstdl a m , '  
are currently under consid~~~ltion; and 

WHEREAS, these proposed bllls prwlde for certain lndustnal uses In coastal tones, establish 
a .sure coastal ?om lndustrlal control mrd, and euthorlzt cenain IndWrlal uses with a 
pemt ;  and 

WHEREAS, these proposed bllls set& to proh~blt, enurely, the m r u c t l o n  of new heavy 
Industry in coastal areas, lncludlng -re bulk prcduct transfer lacllltles and ccrmlnals to 
receke, store and process llquened natural gas (LNG); and 

WHEREAS, It Is f w d  that these klnds of heavy indumal uses are not only lncornpahble 
w ~ t h  protection of the snvlronment, natural beauty and recreation potential of these aastal 
areas, but also Mst they are declared to be agalnst publlc policy, and, hrchermore, 
represent a potential slgnincant danger of poltution to the coastal zone; and 

WHERUS, thesa Inibattves on the part of Assemblyman Thlele and Senator Lavalie to 
advance leglsletlon restrlctlng heavy Industrial uses In coastal areas wlM serve to further 
expand the efforts of tha Town of Southampton to p m k t  our quality of l~ fe  and our coastal 
natural resources; now, therefoe, be It 

RESOLVED, Mat Che Town Baad of the Town of Southampton strongly support5 A9257 end 
56549 and u rge  the Assembly and the Senate, rrspactlvely, to mwe fomard to adopt the 
pmpovd legislation, that would provrde Iw cPrtsln IndusWal uses but would prohibit heavy 
~ndustrlal u s ,  lndudlng ofbhore bulk product tramfer facilities and terminals, thereby, 
hdplng to protect the wablltty of our mastal natural resources and to ensure our quallty of 
llfe for years to come. 

UpdaM: 6/6/20D6 12~59 PM by lanica Wllrcn Page 1 
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Nackgmund 
I in tl~erecirrd the limup inr the SouUi I ink 13 a prnf*laiomUy &fled, ncmpmlit 
aunswatlon org.tn~zat~m. d~dicdkd tu ~ I C S ~ I W ~  t lmf~agd~nit turai  r$Souice4 that 

Ccncral Cmimct!tr 
'Uio s ca~zfnl ai.&essttiaLt of tk~c mtntttc DFJS tot t i r cppo%al  n a  are decptv concefned 
that sipliEanee and m a p t t r u l ~  of pomtT~al mr noiuncntd. tco:mmtc, and puhl~c sd&v 
Inipactq w ~ l l  far nub~w~gll Wic sdx ettlqed heticfitc lrrmlnted bx Rrilndnnter Fncrgv $\n n 
ro.jull UG nQ Llui \.uurqml lA13 proposal. .is 11 Lila to m e 1  the puhq ul?lactL\n, o l d a  
\ a~~nnd l  Em~ronmcntnl ~~Ireicy Act (W PI\) 

.% yuu h u .  YEPX zIacI\ call$ upon ,a U fcdural .tgoncim to L L ~  ail p~:tctlcablc mean% 
to - % ~ s u t c f n ~  all h c i ~ c a r ~  6 a lat'c, haltl i ful .  ~i ruduc tn~~ ,  ard a ~ t ~ ~ c t i z a l h  arid cultural 
plcasin~ arixoiildmfs 'hFPA also caUcuporl fidmsl irgcnc1~6 to 'sttaur tha vridcst 
beneiiwsl usen oCtl~em;?rr~timenl ~~i;i!irmt dtgradautirt, iwk to hrdltlr cn \afrlq, irr ~tl iel  
utld~sirdhbhla md im~nkncied cullrdqutrnces .' 
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Thi.; naaonw~dc a&sk%hrncnt hlio~iid  awfully mcniporafe the h a 1  thinking and ccmomic 
ds\rssndnl ul fhr US Cwmt i i l l . i~cl  as wzll ar the Dqmtmrnl 01 IIornda11~1 Securrt~ a d  

Zhtm%er thepritpnsed nomr ~ e e k s  to de%elnp tins ficrlity nr one of  the moh.thcz-~?lv 
popd.il;dwn%talalmetrupuhreg~ons sn Lht: UnlieJ SL~ter - e regmu hdL ha5 ahcidJ? 
h c ~ n  thc targot ot tbc naban'a most burnfie t~rrmlst  s t ~ s c h  and-rthrih a~nl?num In h~ 
re:rgnt7ed h> 1 lfxtbd S t a h  nnic:si~ ax a wltretahlc md l&llrly tmnrist target Clearly, st 
15 mkswpable fit1 tlri. piopilpl.*ud Lilundv%afa L~INILI I  .mcI t k  r2guLi1 p d ~ ~ ~ ~ i n j  ol 'lt~ 
attmdmt I,NG tilrl,n~, would rcpmmt  a h%& xaluc t m r r i t  targot In a hcm rip popri:ittcd 
metmpol~tan reginn ruhe t~f l~c  &fed of ani nuoccnntul attack x%ouId be iulxqtznt*aIl\ 
inagnttlcil 

- 
H e m n ~ n ~ e ~ ~ d a t i o g ~  tor a \ a t ~ o n a t d r  I,N(: .laxcs%r~icnt 
Grum the inmiher n f l  ?G temiinal a p p l ~ w t ~ m ~ s  n m  pend~trg hefore I'FRC, we stmngly 
r~~uinn1Lnit f ia t  $our ,lgbncj 1 . h  tixi, mrll.it~~e lo ,tmsidtl tlm dpplicdllun III "L mutux1 
o t  a t  ovcraII LUG stratcg) tor the nation T l i~ i  stratcgl; maluatuon *hnuld c d c ~ i d  ucl l  
hetnnd the potanha! rirbq ofeach rndlr rdual temilnal in ~nclude a comprehen~n~e infety 
a ~ d  ILCWI~Q a f ~ m ? t n ~ n t  thdt unuld ulfrn~atih ulait~f) t l ~ ~ r n o u  zpyrmprrate Incshom fbr 
an1 lulure Lmnrnah bawd on a mare ctrm~wohetwi-~e appurtocli irr snl imnmmtal d i d  

s e w 1 3  crxnlrrtlent~ona - 

locai cdEcticlals to asqwc tliar thclo will bc saficlcut ~cunwczs availablcfo pmidc 
.id@qi~il@ proiectlon of any h d t m  I d ~ ~ l ~ t i m  Ulat n1.n ~(rlw on 1ule C?earh. gLwn ll>e 
nurnbcl oi appitcatine [)mdu&, ~t IS all lwt ctttaln that tbe LS Coait Guard r i U  Inck 
auCIicient roauurcoa lnrndnj ilf no1 aU) ports to hnndlt. Ihc n~ukr~udi; irf8cx;wttj 
r ~ i p ~ n ~ l h i h b m  tint aindl  cn~ounier rf sexctdl Lh(; prujccti &IS arrthoLLod as anhcp~iad 
tt~rouglwut the liatlinl The federal govet~rtnent bac nn nblipiltro~i to ptmirde a ql~ec~fic 
isswvnzni u r ~ i t 6 o ~ t 2 d  XOCUILI C U ~ I T  to the C'nd%t (;tijail kitionrvtdz ad1 ahaid of . " 

FFRC'r mcr;minul author~tahon of nmirnur  nrw I NG taerltt~~i, across thi countrb 

In the a h \ m c ~  of a i%cl I-dcfin~nd nab onal ctratcgy. the piaccnlmt m d ol?ci l~on rf I .PIC; 
iamwk ndl bt dri\cn :nnuxv b~ ~ r ~ c l t v ~ d ~ ~ a l  curputdle mitts& .d ~ d u c n u c  Lildn tltc bmt 
en>numne~~td  and a a ~ u n l ?  ndsilr ofihe puhltc .tL l a r p  it a linilth~, dpprodch ~ o ~ n p l d e l r ~  
unarlwptahb 

\loru~>i.r,nc Z L ~ C S ~  [hi pr~spcct  thal t h ~  \JILL). i~nd qwur~ty 01 UIL.'II lhrT t ~ n n ~ ~ ~ l a  and 
tanka9 can he left to  the p r n a h  sectnr In tnud  the rame ara% tlut atrpolt FecutiL). ha\ 

0613-2 bcm tran\tcncd to ib.; pohhc scctor hacau~c of mutirn's m h w l  rnlc trt o w  rtahonal 
rnfrastrtlcture aqd its h ~ g h  %slue as a target for terinnxt al(;icb. ~t ;n ecsenhal that the 
tfi.dcl.d g@,,cilunmt ib.: k 1 d  accountable for t lx  long-tam ra&j and scciu~tj  of LNG 
facrfihe.; and tar thn sr uel l  

In tlrc rnor~tfrpl tirat f o l i n ~ ~ c d  tmrv~.nd athcl,a of Scptcn~hcr 11. B)01, tbc public a m  
Ilonrfic;d to lcani &at FBT ilnillpts hrid rditntfiod the cmnlhne~~t  nt tutddle cagtcrnmcn ni 
413 flyhi sclroels au a poz,a$lr m a r s  rrf prilsiding ?il-<2aeda nperalriea vrith b p ~ d l v t d  

OC 13- 1 The Commission is responsible for reviewing applications for natural gas 
pipeline projects and LNG terminal projects, as required by the NGA and 
the EPAct of 2005. If a nationwide assessment were conducted, it would 
certainly identify the New York City region as a market in need of 
additional natural gas both for projected growth and for needed reliability. 
Section 4.0 of the final EIS evaluates multiple alternative systems and 
terminal locations for providing a new energy source to the region. 

OC 13-2 The comment that the safety and security of the FSRU and LNG carriers 
would be "left to the private sector" is incorrect. As stated in 
Section 5.2.2.2 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS), the Coast Guard 
is responsible for accomplishing the tasks that by law, only the Coast 
Guard is authorized to conduct, but may share other law enforcement 
responsibilities with state or local law enforcement agencies. Enforcement 
of the safety and security zones is a law enforcement function that cannot 
be delegated to private security forces. Private security forces could 
provide notification to vessels approaching the safety and security zone 
around the FSRU and provide onboard security for the FSRU, but private 
security forces cannot act as law enforcement representatives. Broadwater 
would provide funding for state or local law enforcement agencies for their 
involvement in the Emergency Response Plan, and for enforcing the safety 
and security zone as described in Section 6.2.3.2 of the WSR (Appendix C 
of the final EIS) and in Section 3.10.6 of the final EIS. 

As explicitly described in the final EIS, preparation of the EIS and the 
WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) included consideration of the existing 
literature regarding various LNG release scenarios and terrorist threats. 
Specifically, Section 5 of the WSR addresses risk associated with the 
proposed Project, including potential aerial attack scenarios and the use of 
stand-off weapons (Section 5.3). In addition, Section 5 of the WSR 
includes risk management strategies. The Coast Guard has made a 
preliminary determination that the risks associated with the FSRU and 
LNG carriers would be manageable with implementation of its 
recommended mitigation measures (see Section 8.4 of the WSR). Further, 
both the WSR (Section 1.4) and the EIS (Section 3.10.3) address worst- 
case accident scenarios and have listed previous LNG-related incidents 
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trnlning tl1d could he oned to quppnrr tawrwt actwitlei: a t  lennt 3 nlntli hefmr the 
atla& m Sax+ k OLL Be rwrv know thnl th~s m:m:mndt~m ~ p m l  

For thoce of us living In tllc Yew I ntJl klrtroliol~hrr xea we are righthllj v ~ g ~ l a u t  that 
SUL*~ czlori: r*g,vdui~ l a ~ ~ t m d k h * d t ~  not be ipxuiad .ig?.m Rog~stL~Mj. \tr: haw 
Icambd finm aut cxpcncttcb tlut the grnctnrnmt afficlal., :c\m ntth ihb hwt a t  
mtet1txona) cdn he all 'inn willing Ln lgnre,  dm? or mirirrni7~ legtimate Lhnats or 1u.iu6-s 
thal urrlfitd uith a iargw pol~cv oblectlr cfi :fidtlic~r t.ei;pecrrbc agulcrcs 

To that cc?d. ac wwh to go on nrccatd as wlling %our attwtion to m obvious agtctf and 
qecul itv thrut  that v+~Il Iomn rndefinitrl). acinss nur region rlinnld the R R r  anttlnnre 
Lhr; cunah~rction dnd o11rratlou dlh i :  Bi~.idi+.ttu LNGI.~LIII~> It 11i.1 o k n  k w r  b.l;d uf 
tlkc 9 11 atiach that m t c l h g c n ~ ~  oftiieisl> had f~1la.l to connect thc dok For ymt sr71vds 
cnnp~deratmn w e  n e w  the t'ollosmg thleat qcarannn and a& that tt not be r , m d  

1 On Kmc~nba 21 2003, thc D q i a ~ t ~ m ~ t  ofHomctands Secirlt] issucd a pri-is relkasr: 
utlzd "'Statrmeta IT? tLeUt?parln~eni uf l lamrland h u r ~ i y  ue rantmued 41-Qaeda 
Thrcnrs "Tile reiemed nored tllnt ' r k  i/epatn$cnt dHr?mclaifii &cut in /c#ri,rir% 
bumc~r?dd uk?ilAi-pristtri i <wtziinic~d mnicrehli~? iibiufim in,ludmng inin: crilgbjdr. tu 
Larrvorii utruchs an crrirwd i~~ f~ . s t rucn~re  a,  well cu farg&gIrqmdnstacralgau. 
~ h e n ~ i ~ n i  n ~ t i  oflist I' izl/i~d~'liffi R ~ ~ P I  mls f i i c ~ i f f i ~ ~  

2 In lanuaq crf 2004 the C ~ P I > ~ T ~ - '  todependent reseadl unn, the <'ongenatot~al 
Refictch S ~ Q C  (C'RSj q ~ r t e d  ~ n t l ~ r c l a ~ a t ~ a n .  ~afctb a~~drcguh t lon  of LxG mipo~t 
tcrmlnals Tltc CRT q ~ e c ~ f i c a l l ~  ~toti*t that 'T,hii ir rnhsrenrli ~l;i~tge.rge,r~$ and 'tr 
i&~~sr ,chrre i s  a b ~ u c t i ~ ~  to tenurotr ' Thc ~cport  ~vmt 011: to note -~m&rninure11 Jen 
r ?IC; s.î cfy rh,$o~ cliiry~~ejlwrrve~~-~rddiehc rhei,~nhahiafi o f t 7  c~trrr~nph:~ acc~derif w 
uicir,b i r ,  t r~ i / lyx~~utn i?g  " 

4 hfalui i h(; exporle~u mchlde lhr ndtwns rrl ' lt~drrii~a~a Algm1.~ Qalar, hf.ddun.4. lhe 
Ziutcd Arab Emcntei, X g a i a  and L~b%i 
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&%IS) ~rrcvcals unclaksrtrcd c~tmratab that sornc 23-30 noir-ststc y o r y i  pasmu sudi 
nlirhilrs upl111ou~h LOO1 .kt t11~ inrut: ~ i x a s  wr~lten. the d<zsummni 1darlrfizd6weral nim- 
saw gmircrlq~z rnclu(11ng U-Qaeds, a d  arr r;ml nth* non-mle &*oircrl~ps L r t m  A1grn.s. Mnc.~. 
and tile hiradle Fast 711s stud, tr~ddtcatd that inice tlic commsncr;tnnt of tlie war l i t  Imq, 
Ihe UY .?urn> had wtiiluwd d studq uCt?lc luss or hdtc-uplaa La da Inan? as 1 dllTtrcnt 
h1d.i ul  po+lable S a115 The vludj 011 lo <i+&mbi? snmd 01 Ihi? allnrtr htmg 
m~yloved to reduce thcprol~fnntloti o t  the~eas;lporrs i n c l u d ~ ~ ~ g  a mxuiile by-back 
progam In both Iraq and I fghn t t lm S L I ~ ~  proyam.; ctuarlg cl~monwdtu t h ~  
piol~feriltrnn dthebe-ivca[~orb intrr the p n a a l  prl,dattrm 

6 Jn '.u&uurt ot 2004, thc Hmtage Faundabon puhl~shcd an atllclc t~tlcd -'Tho Lkc of 
n~rec ted - rne rp  W eaponr io Pmted I'srtrcal Jntiariruchre ' t  Spmcer and Carilfnnn) 
,Alth.~u& t l ~ e d ~ r i i t .  *.us lbcuued an  t h ~  priItectiim of L olnerdbb d n s l i u ~ u u ~  1 ~ 1 t h  the 
Ijninlted 51.1lcs, ~t prowdcd w m c  valuahk mitght tnto thc prohCn;ztronmd ~aap-t~itt~c.; of 
III.~II-po~tnblc au tleId~so n s t o m  and fh6n wunLiparts the Altrtank gu~dccl rnasJ-a 
(,%T€3?vf) on thc black mat b d  7110 tollaw,ng c ~ c a p t  fim ttns stndy p r m i d ~ s  an 
inuhulni- c1rrnmdl-i 
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I1 It 16 well dvcumt-tited that $lie iitrpwttotlnn ~f cmgi and cnot,zrtla.i at ITS tanrirt\ 
x.asilv uniica futrllcrt dild Uul tho men 1~1th r~irnl ad*lrtrunal approplul~wnb, LalSo 
~nrpcctton wtll r m a t n  a ~qp~t icant  sccwrtj c o n a m  tor the future Citxm ththc small fwc 
of mvpoiiali1e m~hxrle qctem, and Uleir ~~rdznprcadpml i t e~s t~m,  we find rt  unld,elq that 
porl mpedluu1s coilrl bz r.saun.~bl> t.\p,pd;kd 10 inleic~pt stl?. s m ~ l l m u s i b & ) r k m  illat 
mtght hc pacbinl dhoard a hugc cnntnmcr shlp 

Coneht%torts. - ,Utliormgh rhurc mc mulr Important, &oi~otruc umnomn~ntal  a d  hafsh concctnr 18awl 
Itv tlic Rmadwakm f.UG tcrmrnni pil)mal. rth ~ ~ l n m a h ~ l ~ b  to a h~glr pmtilc ttrmt?zt 
~i tack  rn a hca\ 11y pupildid ci,axt.il area 1% ma1 n~dabls and ~ i n a c u e p h : ~  In jumt.~ i(e% 
I~~ tu r r  oi urnial ~c+eaxh i re  ucxe ahl-lrl ~dwrllfj a Ing~url and q.s t ta l) ly  wsclr: threat 
i cmar~o  ih,~i curiid be prprlrdtd bj .I urnglr utdnldiml arth a weilmn that ~ n u l d  be 
stotcd mthc ttu& ot a car and fucdfionra local bath 

OC 13-4 The waterways suitability assessment conducted by the Coast Guard and 
reported in the WSR (Appendix C of the final EIS) includes a Project- 
specific security assessment. Although it is not possible to eliminate all 
threats to security, as stated in Section 8.4 of the WSR, the Coast Guard 
considered the risks of operation of the FSRU and LNG carriers and made 
the prelimina~y determination that with implementation of its 
recommended mitigation measures, the risks would be manageable. 
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cxp~xts 'Vic Itax t rdciitdid ail obi tous and ifkcly sccnru to tlie rr& ,if w1u:lr (to our 

. a" 

ncrccommodthst :ou rcjcct Uni propo.iai and sot about the ta,L oi iompldurf n 
ctrateac Uatlnnal "inrewrnznt nf 1 XG prnjecw nutl~rtedahrne 
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M@e E mw,,S-orry 
F&d Eaesw l k p l a t n ~  C d & d ~  
m m s?m@r, H.E., &am 1A 
w-~~QB, n.c. w 

&lf: B m a d w e ~  LNG 
k t  %a. Sata Isoc&t6 i$cmf&*um and c2mi-m 

%Beard o~~&'E ofthe NWI' W~&Sd &WC&$8ll mt~ir~ly WJUeStS 6XZB 
cmtumn* bs inc1uWia the public r ~ a d  in totk prfipmil &&ta p? J&. 

tb pax& we  ha*^ educated tbe&dfadivid@k. bmh- l&.cummm&$druffi, a d  
& " r ~ t a + t % i d r a u t ~ ~ ~ ~ e n d w ~ W t $ i m ~ ~ ~ s m d n m -  
e n t  pdution.dniltt, p e  our A d  mtwd mm andhabitat% Wehve fundadstdmtcs 
i&m& q1.iversmma.~f pa]1ntirts "kg thv fiw sep in w t b  debtietlrr. Fe  hays mntited and 
pabc7ad wZth mmt]%rjawolrnw1$tx1&~tb pmldng, Irnpnsvb& a d  mnluwingi uunw quali&~ af 
surfiug -8, ib tiw waCmkd and he-yand, &'the N d t & k  a d  Lwg I&nd Sound, h u m  t$e 
mtea from onri-km aRe& 1 ~ 1  #&ag m@im, wjllIltf~ the f"tsh mishellfish id-, rmmtional 
"pp~trunld~~ md t4c e m m p  tffthb whit%, in tabi a f h  bWpm'RB md -t& 
q s m w  are mdminrrl. 

&u&ans bBth aehmied@d iiaths D& b b a s t m e ~ i  Iqzs @udyX plns pssible a h t a s k  
in mfgr~tosy. M pstkaw, $be &h and & d ' & h b m I  ikk to b m e l s n d d W ,  mcj 
& p t i @ ~ o f p ~  vdm All ~~ €bw& nwt br: ~ ~ & l y  stadid and 
b&re further d d d a n  &any plan. 

W~&akchaf the FklI$ideral m w m r y  Cmmis&n ~ ~ & d e r  adifPmnt, s r n W a m 8 W d  
plm in wmIsiwfi9n with iam&~ea andzqplatiws ta ~wmwp b & a n k  mdkhnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn t~ wiwrye 
emqg p d m  new, memMe sounew m f k  t h  mh~ ekk mdsitliik pa&& 
which p hE@-d&  at&&% ia ti b.igh19 pq%dat& area l ~ t P d  la New Vmk City. B e  ~ B B  

mm[ &at wa rnd ahem M e  h*d tc2 m i n  in Ihr? impmmd h&th dhm~ Itiktnd E3tmd mti the  water*^ that 
supply it Iddd na h j 9 M  in Bvm ef a p h  witk m.wMntim, a d  
M a w * * .  h&ttiw,w~bhCathBdmttrrplrta, &rielo@+-h. 
popasea fis* rand imfioiem tmhnoIe@ that me2 -miiwh& $Iobd nrarmins 

Thmetixe, use ark that you deny theourrent m a 1  submitted by the foreign a)rnmercial:fmprt~fit 
entitics Tran~C~anadi~ and Royal Datch Shell plc ("I3rnadu.ater Energy"). 

OC 14-1 As partially acknowledged by the commentor, the EIS describes potential 
Project-related impacts to fish eggs and larvae (Section 3.3.2.2) fish 
populations (Section 3.3.2.21, property values (Section 3.5.6.51, and safety 
and security (Section 3.10 and Appendix C). With implementation of 
Broacfwattr's proposed mitigationmeasures and our recommendations 
identified in the final EB, these impacts would be minor. 

QC14-2 Section 4.0 of the Tmal EIS des~ribes a wide variety of alternatives to the 
proposed Broadwater Project that could meet projected natural gas and 
other energy demands of the New York Cityi, Long Island, and Connecticut 
markets. These alternatives include energy conservation, renewable energy 
sources, incl* wind and tidal poww, and other existing and proposed 
LNG terminal and pipeline projects. 

OC 14-3 FERG, with lnput horn our cooperating agencies, has included many 
recommendahom in the EIS that would avoid and minimize impacts and 
enhance safety and ~security. Implementation of thwe conditions would 
result in minimal impact on the existmg eaviromeat of Long I s l d  
Sound It is especially important to recognize that the amter quality 
problems in the Sound are primarily related to nutrient enri~hment h m  
wastewater treatment plants. Continued efforts to improve nitrogen 
removal will continue to improve the Sound7s water quality. We do not 
believe that the Projet would exacerbate eutrophication ofthe Souad. 

The Coast Guard and FERC have evaluated the techmlogies proposed for 
use in the Broadwater Project, as reported throughout both the WSR 
(Appendix C of the final EIS) and the fmal EIS. While the combination of 
technologies proposed for the FSRU is a new concept, the separate LNG 
receiving, storage, regasification, and send-out khnologies are proven 
The American Bureau of Sikpping* a catdying entity, reviewed the 
prelimbay dezign of the FSRU and stated the following in a July 27,2005 
letter to Broadwater: 'Wkilst the concept of combmq a floatmg re- 
gasification unit and distribution network with a yoke moored LNG hull 
can be viewed as a first time combimtion of systems, the technologies 
employed are not in themselves novel and are covered by established Rule 
criteria." 

F~,asstate$~Sectiom2.1.1.1,2.3.1.1,3.10.2.1,and3.10.2.2ofthe 
final EIS, fedeml regulatiam, industry standards, and classification society 
rules would govern the safe design, construction, and operation of the 
FSRU. Projects that prov~de energy also add to the total emission of 
greenhouse gwes, but we do not have any evidence that the proposed 
design of the Broadwater Proje~t would unduly exacerbate global warming. 
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Rceket Nos. C W W 0  nnd CP06- 

i am a liblong Suffolk Cowry msidmt liviw on the North Fuh, My k i l y  and 
I all starled our weer8 ias m m c m a l  fi&m on Lwng i s h d  &d. We nuw operate 
a flm of commercial work vessels in hydmgraphic s w e y  data collection and 
manne p l a t f m  support servrves Eor tke petmiem indusetm. Mhtiomkly, we pmvtde 
m n c  enVimmLn;tsl e r n ~ f g m y  a d  d k m m  &=.to indusiry and 
m-t. Colleftivety, the Miller b u p  of m m e e s  ia  e d b l e  for a good living 

wnplomt  for ovm 20a familie+. 

We ob\iously wme cxcitod with the pmspocl of a commerc~d marine pro~ectof 
the scvp and sin: pmposed by Urwdwerer. Ibis kind uf facility and owation q u l r s  

near term and ongoing seFvioes of the ww! we offir. Quite frankly, wesee the 
marine support &&this p q ~ !  rcquircs as a pafed hand-in-glove fit for Broadwater 
and our family of w~nprulicr. 

the of L e  shanBm benefits W Brosdwster h@s p m f d  8s a reefon our 
camunity shou1d support U s  pjmt is the promise of the arhaneemenr of jobs and 
oppomitles for basinas hem m Suffolk County. The &aft Environmental 
Statmmt woncludas that then would be a pasir werkforcll of abut  4W workm dmng 
the cunstrucrlon p o d  and a b u t  60 full-11me workas would be unployed to operate 
Bmadwarcr. Thm iohs would movidc pood salaries. which in turn would be used to 

, r p m h a . ~  goods a n i l ~ l ~ c c s  0' Long 1;and 'Togethk "th the S W O  uvin* a r h  1 o q  
Island homwwncr would uveon their m q y  h~lls atch year, the rconimtc btnrfit.~ 

L would F a t e  thmugh Long Island's; emnomy. 

I beltwe the pwjm IS a benefit to residents and buslnessrs on Iang Island. Just 
becaw II IS an lndmuy doesn't mean kt 1s bad 

Thanks vwy much for your time. 

Sincerely, 

OC 15- 1 We would llke to clarify that neither the draft EIS nor the final EIS address 
Broadwater's specific claims of homeowners saving money. However, we 
address the general issue of price stability in Section 1.1 of the final EIS. 

Organizations and Companies Comments 



OC16 - Long Island MidSuffolk Business Action 

Unofficial FERC-Oeaerated PDF of 200110123-0098 Recelved by FERC OSEC Oltl7JZ007 in Docket# CP06-54-00 

ORIGINAL 
I m g  Island MidSuffolk Uusiness Acrion 

PO BOA 135 * C e n w m .  NY 11'121 631 7 5 7 - 6 W T  = kax 63!-757-.M07 
wwwl~mba net fl e-mail: info@Iimba.net 

C- Ea~,?l'~Z:~i~t mi* K rn r a > -  1; 

w ~ h . n ~  I ~ W Q .  Federal Enagy -1m Qmrnlsaion 
1 

n * n,-" 

tir, fa,(ir.raa 
P1 I ' 

. ,m ,  < ,,,," ,"* BsaF- St hfJE. kJom 'A -i<;y 
I( ,a, Washiwon W: 20426 Q - ,  -.-, . 
l(rllj tirbia 

-: : 
$0 "*in 

5 rti 

m rani r,, ~ ~ c ~ 5 4 - M X f  3 
Ih,',,i* A 

b liUIh I ~ ~ ~ I ~ ~ ~ ~  y OC 16- 1 Thank you for your comments 
t i '  #A, l ! ,h ,  7 ,  

t h t I  , ,  ,,* qhws. b k E d  at this proposal and hts rrvlde a tattative m m m w t  
t,. . , ,  , a ,  1 ,.,lh,, 

6. .  , . , ,LI. . . l 
., , . ,  " , .  

We fael that the evidence presmtcd so Ijv indicate lhm i s  a need for this facility if we 

& n n .  1 .  k! 
arc going to build modem gas burning baseload elearic p w e r  plants 

L + u d ' * l h n r i , i  
&.*I#\ < ,?khe 
mR-h&*, 

W e  dm believe W there will k tninimal darn* to the mark  en\rironrawt In 
addiliad tbae will be &vary posltin impad. on air qunliiy whcn thc electric 
are v a a d .  

La the examination of this proposal cmuinuc. We osbd the additional c i w ~ l y  supply If 
ior any reason this facility eannol be buih, rhen la's fim out w h a  else may be done 
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To Whom it Mrry Cnnmm. 

The NolwdR Rver W M h l e d  Inith6ve e a mlwbry priwt~ubl ic endrmmental partnership 
in muttwuestem ConnedM that e t h s t l s  water quality and nrsaurczli p m d l o n  rssues in th~s 
walershed, MlIdr dts rbor. lnrtrable 
members lndude thft New York), federal 

b 

t LNG tamrlnel on d i e d m u s  (a s and 
catadromous) Rsh species In Long Island Sound IS of -m to tM Inibtlve. One goal of the I Acbon f i n  Is to restwe anadromous Ibh -e in the Nowolk Wver. Which IS hOme to 
alwutfe. Americen d, tr(uebadr haoing, and &n b- trout The ln~tiabve is padimlady 

O,z, 7-1 conmrcd aWut h a  etfecl of the propwed BrOadwater terminal on these Ikh species. 

The m R  Emranmental Impad Statement (EIS) does not address the potenhal rrnpects of 
construction and operation of Me Broactwater LNG terminal on LFese fish specws ShoulC the 
p r o m  Brcadwattr f~ollty flctg&veIy thaw flsk speaas. ~t m M  undBm~ne the 
prograss made by wr pahership in rwtorlng dlwfmmour Rah to heir historic range mithin the 
Norwslk River's main stem We ume the CMmkrsDn to mrslder both the short term and lona 
krm imp& of msWm and &ratim of fhe p lermlnal on diadmmtws fish in tie" 

L final Eia 

Thank you for your comment. Section 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS discusses 
potential impacts to a wide variety of finfish species in Long Island Sound, 
including diadromous species such as the alewife, American eel, blueback 
herring, and sea-run brown trout. As stated in the final EIS, the prima~y 
impact to finfish species would be entrainmentlimpingement. Based on 
these data and the volume of water taken in, the total potential 
impingement/ entrainment of ichthyoplankton would be less than 0.1 
percent of the estimated total ichthyoplankton stock in the central basin of 
Long Island Sound. This represents a negligible long-term impact on 
ichthyoplankton and on the general fisheries resources of the Sound. 
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