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In lhc scopuig prucee. OC'k ssclu~sted, both m anling d ~ c r b d h  di Illt pubk 
11em1g% ULI FERC mscqs t l l ~  ~ota i t td  u?ipr& oil tho U I C I ~ S O  of'hmt~&I ria poll~~Lu~% 
lo tl~est~munciu~g srct 1, I~VIIIII~~~ZII ' ,  lhii GU~IIC~I L& ~mdeqlkilel) .Kld~r%~ed in tlre 
DFlS CCr otter; the tollm~ng cnnrrnt~xt~ 

1. I Ite IJMS r r e h t s  no wnwluuirm ijn i r t t p n ~ ~  fi~#~n iificiwaued sir enusriots bu 
the qumunding region. 

awam timi, wmdd occw ma noU*%?mlali =a, ot an area that dues nut incd &dad 
Air Qualm. standmck 

Evlatt> coiant~m wim,unclm,i: the 1'SKU. m b& NCH Yo& and L'1: do not meet scvclcnl 
fcdord ,tu q d n l  umdards, iurd in' rrundtwmnc~~i Ior orboh uLone aurl 
par;lc.nlaia matier h e  [kmrd Crmtormrt~, Rule \IILS kulgiodtn wtlure tekrai 
eenne<, srr~h a\ l I ICC' to arum thZ:t ~nwlniwa~~ri,je~% ~i)nf<x~n to Ilw appl~c~il~ie %tr 
Irnplun~mtauon Plan lo ctii~lpc  LEI^ prn11i*:a aeic not sowmng lriulriri~l dtr ~LLLJI! .~  
prol>Icm.; 111 ttonbxtatmxnt area 

rqsilrrd ti, demonstrale ~ v ~ l l j n n z t ~  '' 1 bKC goes on to reqnest that Uro5d\+abr's 
mljua ' p ~ i i i l d ~  a dckdxl ~ q l a ~ a t i u n  lu ~rlict~rm ur n d  t h ~  ptuja-I. ~vonld n ~ u ?  each 

C CF, i.i r\trend> coirwrned t1litt R~)itt1water i.i aslied to asriltre the air m t b ~ i i ~ s r  
uf Bmd8vster sflor ilrr DLIS proem h;~r heen compbted. 'ltrr msXvs> hP f. l>S to 
be done h; an inde~jadent p t  ol orderto catq r l d t n  and iud m?l?n d m  ra?& to 

oC2-2 bc subject ?o publrc mwsW CCL u mqniistua kLKO to SC* up 5 ~ ~ Q C L Y I  Llut w d d  
dbw tneorhr? cil Ihe prhl~i. '1 ch.~?ce to revre\% the dir rr.rn.rl}\~c art1 olbr uSmrnmiic ~111 

t l x  dwtuili~ni 

2. The DEN dws not account for thc mmbinrd a i r  erni.rdon.t of the H%ltlI and 
tlie LhG t'urlinx 

A s  CCF sjated ru tlre icopcng Iiemn~$ and rqusted sr WrItmg &t~ng tlre fiubllc 
co11unaxt pzllod, the prqeb dmuld be 2wihrat4 ns a shale ad not ~ ~ ~ ~ l i . d  III se&ow. 
m d $ep~~tf lcd i;oi.hl~n "ibc &c p ~ l l u h ~ b  ot%~? I'SKL *u3d hk Chr\ 
poll~&ni& ot rtie L.NG Camm jmlv as the? ari: ofiluadmg) aid the stqpurt tug., htn 

OC2-1 please see our response to comment FA2-5. Sedion 3.9.1.2 of the fi nal 
El S concludes that emissions from the FSRU, the LNG carri ers, and 
support vesselswould meet regulatory criteriawithin 500 metersof the 
FSRU. 

OC2-2 PI ease see our response to comment FA2-5 and OC2-1. AI l analyses 
submitted by Broadwater, reviews and comments by other agencies, and 
FERC' s conclusions have been avail able for pub1 i c review and comment in 
FERC' s docket. The docket is constant1 y expanding as new information 
becomes avai lab1 e. We hme repeated1 y encouraged and continue to 
encourqe informed comment on the contents of the pub1 i c docket 

OC2-3 As stated in Sedion 3.9.1.2 of the final EIS, emissions calculated for the 
Projed include those for the FSRU and LNG carriers. LNG carrier 
emissions encompass the compl ete delivery cycle, begi nni ng with the 
vessel entering U.S. waters, as it travels i nbound to the FSRU, unloads 
LNG at the FSRU, and trmels outbound to the boundary of U.S. waters. 
Tables 3.9.1-12 and 3.9.1-13 include emission summaries for the FSRU 
and Projed vessels including LNG carriers and support tugs. 
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Acctmitng lo 11)~ IIF,iS tire ormmbtm<i )i.itrl? Frtlrda* .rrorildbe ZXX iKXI p w t t k  rrt 
Cab11 Ucetoxde t 1 iorll~mr INKI I~  af \Iitmg~~t Ih~dc. 74,004 purxk crl i olnltli. 
Ckgm~ Ccmtp::yd* p (Wl$). I I ntillts~~ F~UX~BI filltfitr !)iimtde and 156 000 IP*)UII& 

or l~ra.  Petculatr Matter I3nrdtati.r rritrmatek tlre life of the proleit to LN: 20 \scan In 
20 yi)m the Iacili~ r\tll lure otttiltr?d o w  5 ttallion~urcl~ crl C&m )LIwlt>x~de 20 
milltcm paarc)?: nI htrogen Ohtda crier I millrim pixa~c)?: nl \ fx'ii 20 mrllicm yx~tmd.; of 
SuVirr I)torrct;., ard ma 3 trrrlitott puilik nl f~rw liart~~ulatc Matter 
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0 6 2 4  
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d e p d a u  b m r m t b  the r m d  leuding Yuuree dnitrrupn ~ o n f a 6 a t i n n  in tiire 
&and  
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lhatrlre Ekondrc&c~ Ikctilt~ wtll attn Tlra w~tsrn IWA to LN: Irtrtller mpardd to be 
062-5 ccmtp~h~nrt.re cunnhtnuig I b  EXRI and Ilbi? I*%C; c m r  etta.rsioirr CCE alqo klok- 

ahit arti mrunlj31~ n~x3r: to lr: mnckad & an znikpi&t cnM\ ,aid ~%rrilnblc F i  piuhllc 
re\ It?.% 

Litet.ii.lutr In tfrc DEIL \more tho~w#i  Iltewtnrr m*$m Formom rererrl 
and acoulatr infomraSwi is n d e d  to the ptential inrpsrds d the 
pip&e, the Yoke VlnotSng b>slll~ltt fY%ISX gf~d otheil Infm~ti'lteinm f t m  the 
I h w k a t e r  prujert. 
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OC2-7 1101 ?d d~it4" dle ~~lr3i lmns~l  NU\C"\S I ~ L X W S I ~  10 dd~mt!z~e tfie spi"~lIirl J I ~ I I & ~ ~ I O R  
purislrml uf tl*: %rk, a c  wr*inrm~nd Ula  '' p ix  to mttisrtlictruir thew rtr\bqrg&t(lcnt% 
dnd mabwc ;a- doon @%gc 7-6) am nr5 vtRii~ilrd ~riaib;. a find rlrimron inn IFr: 

Existing nitrogen loading in Long Island Sound isdiscussed in Sedion 3.0 
of the fi nal El S, and potential impacts of the proposed Projed associated 
with nitrogen arediscussed in Sedions3.2.1.3 and 3.9.1.2. According to 
the LISS (2006b), the more than 150,000 pounds of nitrogen discharged 
each day from wastewater treatment plants results in approxi matel y 40 
percent of the total nitrogen that makes its way into the Sound. While 
effortsto reducethis load have been successful, thissource isstill the main 
contributor to nitrogen loading in the waters of the Sound. Nitrous oxides 
or " NGx" is the colledive term for a group of highly readive gases 
containing variable amounts of nitrogen and oxygen (e.g., nitric oxide 
" N O  and nitrogen dioxide" NO;) that are produced when fuel is burned 
at high temperatures. It isestimated that 532 tonsof NGx per yearwould 
be emitted during operation of the Projed, including emissions from the 
FSRU, support tugs, and LNG carriers. Because natural gas is considered 
the" cleanest" fossi I fuel, the NGx contribution from combustion engines 
related to operation adivities are far outweighed by the benefits of 
increased " clean" fossi I fuel that would be brought to the region by 
implementation of this Projed. 

OC2-5 Flease see our responses to comments OC2-3 and FA2-2 

OC2-6 Sedi on 3.1.1 of the f i nal El S has been expanded to provide more detai I on 
the existing geology and seismicity associated with the proposed Project 
area 

OC2-7 The geological information provided in Sedion 3.1.1 has been updated 
based on more definitive details on geologic conditions at the proposed 
Y M S I ocati on, including expeded depth to bedrock based on information 
identified by Dr. Lewis. Complete responses regarding Dr. Lewis' s 
specific comments on the ElS are provided in Table2.2-5 (Appendix N in 
thisfinal EIS). 
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OC2-8 The quote In the comment rsfrom Sectron 3.2.21 of thedraft EIS, whr ch 
addressed refueling of m i n e  vessels durrng constructron On virtually al I 
major construdr on projects, it is not possible to prepare a ddai led SPCC 
plan prror to contracting wrth an engiwr ng, procurement, and 
construdron f rrm and dwelopment of detar led construdr on plans The 
rnformatron quoted IS not complete slncethis sectron of thedraft EIS also 
rncluded a recommendatron that BroadwaterlsSPCC plan befrled " with the 
Secretary [of FERC], for r w i w  and written approval by the Drrector of 
OEP " As a result, prror to canstruct~on, FERC would r w i w  
Broadwater's SPY;C plan for fuel I ng marl ne mnstructron q u ~  pment and 
vessels, and would authorize condrudion only if the plan is properly 
protedrve of the Long Island Sound environment. We be1 ieve that this 
approach r e t s  the envi ronmental r w i m  rqui r e m t s  of NEPA FERC s 
r w r w  and approval of canstrudron-related SPCC plans would not change 
any authorrty of the EPA to audrt SPCC plan contents or enforce SPCC 
plan rmplementatron. 

OC2-9 Impacts associated with potential use of both of the onshore locdions are 
addresad rn Sedrons 3 5.2 3, 3.7.23, and 3.8.5 of the final El S. As noted 
in those secti ons, the onshore fad I [ties would be used to support offshore 
operations This would rnclude providing warehouse space for supplres 
and materr al s, off I ce space for workers, and dockr ng areas f or tugs By 
select1 ng exrstr ng faa Iitres for Project-related use that would be sd mr lar to 
current use, we do not antrcrpatethat signifr cant ~mpactswoul d be 
aswciated with use of ather of the onshore locations. 

OC2-10 Thank you for your comment. Sectran 3 3.1 2 of thefrnal EIS has been 
expanded to descrr be the potentral for i nvmve spa  es to uti I ize hard 
substrate In addrtion, the tsd descrr besthe potential to minimizesediment 
canverslon along the2 mrles of trench whwe stone replacement was 
prwiously prop&. 
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4. \%atcr Quality 

L inimnc spccm dm to Ltro;&wicr 

5, C'nntmrmatd Sediments (pp. 3-17] 

0C2-13 pTrmiem and nil~er biological paramefen, tlie aiseawnzni ?ellei OII tie app11c~wt.q 
repat of .̂ nsuttn!g cuppw c imfet~mon ivouid be boloiv EPYs uiibwtb sstst q ~ d y  
crircnaTC'C'F, mserts tlrat an Ilrdependent asseumeirt nerds to he urnlpl&d for tlte 
m a - f d n g  p'aInt ImpacZs, Kel:ing sde$ rrrx the h~fonmiitakoii thm the s~ppBt=?rt 
romnpl~)~uisps thr study and lmlps inndl anlbi@t;r in ihr mviy~nt~matiil inlpilds. 

062-1 2 

'ilw.the F\e;ut~vz S~unman d tlre nFIS \tar%$ "Since wne uaw drs&;hargr% tar the 
I N ~ I  cmnm i%nuld Ire as'i~x~,fl*dx~?d~ C M I I I I ~  ~nbbo-rd ~~?jrrt~~chinw v'der dii~haged 
r m  camm h ~ r t h ~ t l  ~t Llic bSKI I r a  h e n  ci~ltnarcd lu be an a\cmgc o r 3 6  dcge i i  k' 
XvannGr than att~lnent wtIdrtiotin .as a result. tllc unpacrs to water c p t n l i  iiottld be 
irilnor trot urmtuld WLIW Wn the 11re of die I??>pL" 1.flet mi u~ tile wsr%%t,iet~t urcttm the 
ptpcllnt ~ b n a l  inlpdbls ulIttc*i '-nimng pzrioids ot lor\ gm J f n ~  &e ieinperatwi 01  hi) 

iiaiunl E~& W ~ I I I I  the nse ~ o u l d  decrzase h m  130 d e w s  F <it: i t  cut\ tc: 

- 
T)iirt: ti, a cnn~rad~ction bolulco~ malyiis and tn.lp data it1 ~ h c  coitm~ma~cd rcdzmmtr 
i ad~on  Tke DLIS &tss ..itte-~px'lfi~ ~ecb111211t ~ L ~ I \ X O I  l!a\+ f o ~ a d  thd iu~fanmlant 
conccnhst1ow 111 scdm~~mt  aaka1g the psplmc tuutc m below ER-L% m ~ d  TUGS 
n~undwds Thwetore a113 impact 3iqwiat:rzd tv~th a>f~trnlnated srdimeim. rt s ~ c h  
seh- mi: ptesad \\oiild bz uls~gnlticait and tm~psuran 'Ho%~e~m.  whet1 xzadtng 
the pr~norts S C C X ~ ~ ~  11.5 sl'vtcd h t  "copper, t~~crcr~rx, h;ul u ~ r c  rspurl~d -2 
ioncentr~itmlii hciucen 111elr FK-I dnd FR-Zl ' in the viirnit) al U?e p r t y ~ t  not 
klow as stated ot: 3- 17 The map data oi F~grte 3 1-2, 3. 4 rt?pr-sdlb eontafnuiated 
%~11rnenf nr mld-wlge i:Pl~ile the p ce iqn"t o%envhrIntinp, sn analrsis qlunild be 
mnducted of podble dispeishn and in~pacts to t l~e  e-ituatg befwe ntaL%~~g s 
rmclwim of"~i@cnnt and ternpumra'. - 

I \ r *  ,rr~dics arc ~.itt.rl ur tllr L ) t l '  rv h.wh tllh *~:a~c.nlc.nt np tor eithrl. c:i>c. I ~ I  
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OC2-11 sedion 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS has been modified to include information 
regardi ng potential i mpads to Long I sl and Sound from i nvasive species 
transported from foreign waters, although the LNG carriers would not be 
expeded to discharge ballast water in Long Island Sound. 

OC2-12 There is no discrepancy in the two datements. One survey was conduded 
in the general vicinity of the Projed area and one was conduded 
specifically along the Projed route. Metal concentrations along the Projed 
routewere below effeds rangelow and Technical and Operational 
Guidance. The reported concentrations from the two sampling efforts are 
within the same order of magnitude, and all are below the effeds range 
median screening thresh01 ds. 

OC2-13 Rather than use anti-fouli ng paint that contains copper, we hme included a 
recommendation that Broadwater use silicon paint for the hull of the FSRU 
and any other structures requiring anti-fouling paint. sedion 3.2.3.1 of the 
final EIS has been updated to refled this change. 

sedion 3.2.3.2 of the fi nal ElS has been updated to provide additional 
detail on the mqnitude and extent of thermal discharges associated with 
Projed operations. As described, the FSRU water discharges would 
approxi mate ambient temperature, the LNG carrier discharges woul d 
approxi mate ambient temperature within 75 feet of the discharge point 
(within 1.5 F), and therewould be no impad to water temperatures4 feet 
or more from the riser. Additional details on thermal impads are provided 
in the FERC docket for the Broadwater LNG Projed (Docket No. CP06- 
54-000, Accession #20060130-4017 and #2006130-5060). It is also 
important to underdand the vol ume of heated water discharged relative to 
thevol ume of water held within the Sound and the vol ume of fresh ocean 
water that enters the Sound on a daily basis. Even a cursory review of 
these parameters confirms that the Projed could not possibly influence the 
overall temperatures in the Sound nor the extent of seasonal oxygen dress. 
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AifiwmB thrim a l a n & & e p ~ d p ~ a m l u x t  hihemil* 
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pider mh *elk, mfr, pa$? ,Rfraoins, hmifutq burrowing menrme% I&W% 
firth snd oihep itnakW@# p@ehe W d d b M l y  di@& stakA.of22gf.5 w& 

QQ-16 [ O f d d M ' .  W3dS h t  d b & X h ~ e  ofw Sp&E% 0f an -2 ~~d 
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OC2-15 The Long Island Sound Study IS referenced multrplet~mfs I n 
Section3.21.3ofthefrnal ElS. 

OC2- 1 0 With the I mplmtat ion of the FERC staff rrecommendati ons, &I oor 
impacts are rxp&ed to be 263.6 acres W i o n  3 I .2 2 of the fr nal El S has 
been stpanded to further charaderize the d e n t  and magnitude of i mpads 
to the seafloor As descri bed in Secff~on 3.3 of the fr nal El S, we antrcipate 
that with actrve backfilling of the pipdinetrench in coordrnatron with 
federal and stde resource agencies, recovery of the drsturbed seafl oor 
would be enhanced 

0 ~ 2 - 1 7  Thank you for your mmment. Asdiscussed ~n response to comment OCI- 
135, Sedron 3.32 2 of thefrnal ElSprwldestheedimated number of 
ichthyoplankton thd would be I mpl nged and entra ned as a result of the 
proposed Project, i ncl udr ng berthed LNG carriers Esti mat4 entrainment 
and i mpr ngement I osses for EFH-des~gnated s p a  es are provi ded in the 
EFH assessment, which was provided as a draft in Appendrx E of thedraft 
ElSand rsfound rn Appendrx Jof thefrnd EIS. 
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nmulil na be expected to ,educe rnottal;tg *f achxlt lohiivrr inoa&8r rhzj txronld ticit haw 
m i m e d  om of tlw area " Because ~nudr of tlir labster impal-1 mst.ssme& srcliwi is 
based unndsfoneeptious, CC'I.: rraberts the lobster swtion needs to be rc-r.wluatrd 
witla mcrre :iesupi1te in for mitt hi^. 

mill* for J tm~ ~nIndlll&J Inh\hma~ '~oncicr~&ipcrnrct~irg 1olr;tennw ar?d 
f i ~ m x r ~  is not a m~~crtv to ywu~-.xlg thuh m1lrrtune iullta~ mcl IISC of d ~ e  wokt body 

062-21 >or s it a ret~~r.d\ for h c  o~c-~"aUr~du~uonm lobster nun~b+m CC I b&eves Ullr wil l  
contribute ta the decline of our reginn'x ~ltcllfisbing and fin k h i n ~  emnomim thzt 

OC2-18 Thank you for your comments. The lobster assessment in Sedion 3.3.1.1 
of the final ElS has been updated with the results of recent field surveys in 
Long l sl and Sound. 

Sedi on 3.3.2.2 of the fi nal El S has been expanded to more ful ly describe 
potential i mpads to plankton associated with impingement and 
entrainment. The comment misrepresents the use of the term 
"conservative" because the quote in the El S in the impingement sedion 
specifically concludes that "these &i mates are I i kel y conservative 
estimates (substantial overestimates) of d u a l  entrainment or 
impingement." Sedion 3.3.2.2 of the fi nal El S explains why we believe 
the &i mates are, in fad, over &i mates. 

OC2-20 Thank you for your comment. The final ElS has been expanded to 
incorporatethe results of recent field dudies, additional literature, and 
technical comments provided by federal, date, and local agencies; 
organizations; academia; the private sedor; and the public. As stated in 
Sedion 3.1.2.2 of thefinal EIS, impadsto the benthic habitat would 
primarily be limited to construction and total less than 0.1 percent of the 
benthic habitat in the Sound. During operations, the primary i mpads 
would be associated with impingement and entrainment which, assuming 
homogenous densities of organisms in the horizontal and vertical profile, 
would total lessthan 0.1 percent of the plankton community in the central 
basin of Long Island Sound (see Sedion 3.3.2.2 of the final ElS). 

OC2-21 Sedion 3.7.1.4 of the final ElS presentsthe impadsto commercial fishing 
and states that the overall impad would be minor. Sedion 3.6.8.1 
addresses the economic i mpads and has been updated in the f i nal El S to 
present an assessment of impads to commercial lobdermen from the 
proposed moving safety and security zones around LNG carriers. Long 
Island Sound supports about 474 commercial fishermen, and the Sound is 
only one component of a regional fishery. Any catch redudion attributable 
to Broadwater would not result in a measurable i mpad to the region' s 
fishing economies. 
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p p u ~ g  ploxa (Chiiririd~ ~t is  i?ido&as) md thz Federall>~-1rse.i e~uhu~gered m&e.lfT ttml 

OC2-23 (Sic,i nir Ls'oii,vcillr 1 rnlrn Rrodw&~'% mciiorc / ;~i l l f i~t ,  mil uK4~iri: f*ltI~i~fir 
~rrpesfiiel.i CC'R agrees that m~.dhratiot: with t11e RS4 arid the Matimlal lfat4ire 
I;iyherifs: Sei7icr is reqtri~rd prior to coiwtmrtion. 

I Tcnmd tnma irrwdvt~bb to itli wl~,e mecta\ a d  Broad- asrn.~ sedmlmt m1i\r;151aw and 

OC2-22 We have expanded thetext in Sedion 3.3 of the final ElS to more fully 
describetheavailableliteratureand field dudiesassociated with these 
resources, based on additional input from federal and date qenci es, 
academia, non-government organizations, and the pub1 i c. 

OC2-23 l n a letter dated June 8,2007, FWS concurred with FERC' s determination 
that the Projed would not be likely to adversely affed federally listed 
species. FWS determi ned that the proposed FSRU is not in the vi ci ni ty of 
I i kel y foragi ng areas for either I ided m i  an species (shoal areas for roseate 
terns and intertidal zonesfor piping plovers) nor is it expeded that the 
location of the FSRU is within major migratory pathways of these species 
or in thevicinity of migratory stopovers or staging areas. 

OC2-24 As dated in Sedion 3.2.3.2 of the final El S, the proposed Projed would 
result in a mi nor and highly localized i mpad on water temperatures in the 
immediatevicinity of the FSRU. It is important to understand thevol ume 
of heated water discharged relative to thevolume of water held within the 
Sound and thevolume of fresh ocean water that enters the Sound on a daily 
basis. Even a cursory rwi  w of these parameters confirms that the Projed 
could not possibly influence the overall temperatures in the Sound. 

OC2-25 There is simply no technical basis for determining that the proposed 
Broadwater Proj ed would exacerbate i mpads of sealevel rise or global 
temperature changes. 

OC2-26 No changesto water temperaturewould be associated with the subsea 
pi pel i ne or the FSRU operations. M i nor and highly I ocal ized i mpads to 
temperaturescould beassociated with theriser (within 4f&) and theLNG 
carrier discharges. These minimal and highly localized impads would not 
be expeded to affed conditions related to hypoxia or lobster dieoff that 
primarily occur in the western basin of Long Island Sound. 
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OC2-32 As descri bed in Sedion 1.1 of the final EIS, our analysis of energy and 
natural gas suppl y and demand in the region that Broadwater would serve 
included rwiew of a wide variety of dudi es. The reports we rwi  w e d  were 
prepared by government agencies, task forces, industry groups, private 
consulting firms, and utilities such as LI PA that may be concerned about 
only a portion of the market area. Thus, LIPA's energy plans were 
considered on1 y as a part of our overall assessment. As indicated in 
Sedi on 1.1, there is a consensus that the demand for natural gas is expeded 
to increase due to a combi nati on of increasing demand from el edrical 
generators, increasing population, and increasing per capita energy 
consumpti on. At the same ti me, net pi pel i ne imports, pri mari l y from 
Canada, are expeded to decrease subdantial ly, although additional LNG- 
derived gascould beavailable in New England if the Algonquin Ead to 
West Hubl i ne Expansion Projed was approved and condruded. 

OC2-33 As descri bed in Sedion 4.3 of the fi nal ElS, delivery of natural gas from 
proposed but not yet condruded projeds that could deliver incremental 
supplies of natural gas from Canada or Massachusdts through exiding or 
improved pi pel i ne systems (for example, Algonqui n East to West Projed) 
would require infrastructure improvements to transport the gas to New 
York City and Long Island. Although it would betechnically feasi bleto 
provide gas through those sydems, the i nfrastrudure improvements would 
result in environmental impads that would be greater than those of the 
proposed Broadwater Projed. 

OC2-34 Sedion 4.0 of the final EIS waluatesa widevariety of alternativesto the 
proposed Broadwater Projed. The alternatives analyses compared 
quantitative i mpads and concluded that the alternative projeds, singly or in 
concert, could not satisfy the projeded natural gas and other energy 
demands of the New Y ork City, Long Island, and Connedicut markets with 
less environmental impad than the Broadwater Projed. These alternatives 
encompass energy conservation, renewable energy sources (including wind 
and tidal power), and other exiding and proposed LNG terminal and 
pi pel i ne proj eds. 
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FERC is required to review the appl ications for LNG terminals that are 
onshore or in state waters i rrespedive of the number of applications 
received, approved, or rejeded. For those projeds that hme been 
approved, the marketswill determinewhether they areconstruded; and the 
markets are regional, not national. The Neptune Projed and Northeast 
Gateway Projed in Massachusetts have been approved by the Coad Guard, 
and construdion has been initiated on the Northead Gateway Projed. Only 
a few FERC-approved projeds are under condrudion, and those are in the 
Gulf of Mexico area Some of the approved proj eds have been terminated 
by the owners prior to condrudion dueto business and market-related 
issues. Thistrend is expeded to continue in regionswith multiple 
proposals combined with an insufficient market base. 

WII cinrie fimi ho\t~le countnd~ in thd hfrddle Fsst and Rums mal,~ligtl~e l i b  mnre 
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.36 Sedion 1.1.5.4 of the final ElS has been revised to addressthis comment. 
In summary, regardless of thevol ume of gas displaced, displacement alone 
cannot supply significant additional volumes of natural gas to the New 
York City and Long I sland markets. Currently, the 24-inch-diameter I GTS 
pi pel i ne is the pri nci pal transportation route from the north; transporting 
significantly more natural gasthrough this pipeline from Connedicut south 
to Long Island and New York City would require construdion of a pi pel ine 
"loop" (additional pipeadded to theexisting sydem to expand capacity) 
but would hme associated i mpads to the Sound. Further, additional 
onshore or offshore compression would need to be added to transport a 
larger volume of gas through the IGTS pi pel ine. 

L'CL: beiiaw tlrdrllua opburt was hmrd~l\ rqo~*d mtlw ULLS bcc~11.d tt *ouJJ'urcwasc 
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TIE rod u i  Brmdnxter to the mna~~y iutd real negdtve uup& to the est~li?t'.'s a;oq stein, 
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OC2-37 Flease see our response to comment OC2-34. 

OC2-38 As discussed in Sedions4.4.1 and 4.4.2 of the final ElS, siting an LNG 
terminal in Atlantic waters outside Long Island Sound would not be 
environmentally superior to the proposed Broadwater Projed for a variety 
of reasons, i ncl udi ng envi ronmental i mpads to offshore, nearshore, coadal, 
and onshore resources. 

OC2-39 Flease see our response to comment OC2-38. 1 nfrastrudure cost was not 
considered in our evaluation of LNG terminal type and location 
alternatives. 
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OC2-40 Sedion 4.3.2 of the final ElS has been updated to providethe most recent 
information on other proposed LNG termi nal projeds, including the Safe 
Harbor Projed proposed by the Atlantic Sea Island Group. At the ti me the 
draft El S was i wed ,  the Atlantic Sea Island Group pi pel i ne proposal was 
not yet dweloped. Only recently has the appl ication to the Coast Guard 
been accepted. The impacts of pipeline construction are dependent on the 
sensitivity of theenvironment that would be disturbed. As described in 
Sedion 3.3 of the fi nal EIS, the Broadwater pipeline would be constructed 
in an offshore area with a soft sediment bottom. To satisfy the objedives 
of the Broadwater Proj ed, the Safe Harbor pi pel i ne woul d require onshore 
and potentially offshore pi pel i ne system improvements possibly including 
crossing sensitive nearshore and shore1 i ne habitats. 

Asdescri bed in Sedion 3.7.1.3 of the final EIS, thereare no shipping lanes 
in Long Island Sound, and the FSRU has been located to moid most 
commonly used transit routes. There are defi ned shipping lanes on both 
sides of the proposed Safe Harbor terminal site and the impacts associated 
with establishing appropriate safety and security zones around the terminal 
wi I I need to be wal uated by the Coast Guard. For Broadwater, the Coast 
Guard has completed this wal uation and determined that, with 
implementation of the recommended mitigation measures, the i mpacts 
would be manageable. Sedi on 4.3.2.1 of the fi nal EIS has been updated to 
present additional information on theSafe Harbor Energy Projed location. 

OC2-42 We hme conducted an adequate review of the proposed Safe Harbor 
Projed asa potential alternativeto the proposed Broadwater Projed in the 
revised Sedion 4.3.2 of the final EIS. Our conclusion isthat this 
alternative is not environmentally preferable to the proposed Broadwater 
Projed and would not meet the objedives of the Broadwater Proj ed. 

OC2-43 We are not mare that an FSRU was at any time proposed for an LNG 
terminal offshore of Massachusetts. Suez, the applicant for the Neptune 
LNG Proj ed, did not propose an FSRU at any point in the application 
process; and Excelerate Energy, the appl icant for the Northeast Gateway 
Deepwater Port Projed and the firm that first introduced theSRV system to 
the U.S. (Gulf Gateway Deepwater Port) does not include an FSRU in its 
proj eds. 

OC2-44 PI ease see our response to comment OC2-40. 
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Pmgrmrt Coordinator 

OC2-45 Sedi on 1.1 of the fi nal El S presents our analysis of the energy supply and 
demand for the region based on a review of technical reports prepared by 
government agencies, task forces, utility companies, private consulting 
firms, and others with appropriate expertise. Sedion 4.0 of the final ElS 
addresses a wide spedrum of reasonable and very real alternatives and has 
been prepared in compliancewith NEPA regulations and CEQ 
implementation requirements and guidelines. 
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MEMORANDUM 

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

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

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

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

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

lubsters, flonuvus ranerlcmnrr, and ummcrcially and &onally im- f i i  spcsics, but 
which is inccgral to the d i s d o n  of these 

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

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

mortal;& of adult IobsDem 

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

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

Thank you for your comments. Section 3.3.1 of the final EIS has been 
updated to refled the results of recent lobster studies in Long Island Sound 
as they relate to depth distri bution and migration. 

in d i ~ u s s i u n b f ~ f i l l i n ~  of'thc proposed pipeline trmeh with ruck (pg. 3-44 L>liIS), the 
suggestion is made thar h i s  would provide habitat for potential attachment of oystem and musscls. 

IN40-2 Section 3.3.1.2 of the final ElS has been updated to identify the speciesthat 

This is 8n inoomc~ awumption: o y s h  (Cruuurrrru virginicu) md m w l s  (Mytilus ecfuIb) found in m y  utilize hard substrate, including invasive species As stated in the fi nal 
Long Island S o d  are h ) r m  to m u r  from  he intertidal zone w a den& of 10 mctrrs ( A ~ M  and EIS, the final backfilling methods would be determined in concert with I Dan&. 1986) rhieh is much ! i h d l m  Uu ch. depth uf the propod'trcnch (-95 R - 29 m m ) .  Ow 
potcnt~al impact of backfilling the proposed bench with nxk, which is nm mentioned in the DEE. is 

federal and state resource agencies; and the2-mile portion of the trench that 
Broadwater has proposed to backfi II with engineered material could be 
covered with a layer of native substrate, thereby eli minating the conversion 
to hard bottom substrate and potential i nvasive species habitat. 

Organizations and Companies Comments 



OC2 - Citizens Campaign for the Environment 

:hdr it n1.q p r o ~ i J t  1w11t.r glih~tmtc ii.~r I I I I ; I C ~ L . I I I  (11 Idisilc of'thr C U I V I I I ~ I I  I I I I I ~ C ~ ~ I T  IrJ~~hnitiuni, ~ h i h  
i1.b h ~ d  mqlur inlluzl, 11r1 ard xc.allups md othcr hcnillic ~: IUIIJ  uli Gt.orq's ISsnh a1i~1 nhiilr nas k c n  
I I C H I J  rcpnL4J. i l l  ar,trrn I 'tltp I,lru~d Sound (h;~l~or. ; i I  L iildvrG~ Kcbc~rch C entzr. .!@I61 t?t~v~drni :  
~lduitiv~isl I u d - b v ~ t o ~ n  ,~ ihs~r i~cc  111 liic l;~rru cf r w k  i i~nng  rh,. p ~ ~ l i n c  ~ rench  mighl ; .~~n l r~h l l t r  lo ltle 

L spread of this invasiw species in Long Island Sound. 
r hother denifimt irmission in the Dmtl EIS is the data &om the qumtnti*ve h T h i c  wv dome 

1 I Irv Ule ~madGatt t r tm.  which ate briefly -bed on pg 3-39. Ueihods md specdie results an: not. 
1 ~ 4 0 - 3  I s;o\idcd, r i j ew~i ic r  i e  ; i l , r i ~ d r : ~ k r  A gcni,rd 1lrr11g ii l n ~ l r  u i k n i i l i ~  i ~ ; \ n i i ! ~ r a t ~ i  

ci~coontcrcd Juring 5 l t l ~  slirvc.?b. hut \bi~ltout k ~ n r  ing the panicular SJXX.C~~'S .uid I ~ C  ~ltlr!lt*.rs 

I I ~ncvlirltcrcd tlicre is no wi\! 111 ~ U U I : ~  thr ~ )~ lz r i l~ ; i l  i~n~x~ct . :  ot tllc prupowd dredging I hc  inwitzhr[ttr 
~p+xic~ tnemii)~iid, c. g anphip7ds bhrln~r. ~.rnb\. ;uc \cry lnlprtclnt prc). Itctns liar lltc cvlnmcrci.~ll\ 
n d  rncrcati~!n.~ll\ ~~!irh~rtdi.t ,iuti,11 jw:i..s fo~ri l~i  I I I  L . ~ I I , ~  I ~ l a n d  \ ~ u n d .  

I i.,%.ir c.:u~ir.~ ~ w r a l i o m ;  '1 he 1i11:rkc 1, prtllwx'd ~ ~ Q I I L  n dcplir 01 $11 11 twc.]t~u litt ulatet lirie (pe 3-8 
1): 1 s )  r l x  ~Ut:ln~li: i% n1,ld.. 1h.n .' , ]11>! lu]~\.ud.toil a i d  ~udp11it1it~t11 vtrrrl!i~~.~liI~e~ ~ 2 1 i c i d ! ~  m e  
itlui;ilcd 1.3 the r o ~  (0. Ih Ill vi:hr: \r.iti.~ c t~ lwnn  ~ i i  Long I.l;uld Y,rlilwl ~ l i ~ r i ~ ~ g  bun nlct and ISc. f.111" . . 
alld 1112 11lp1 1.11 Es5unlpllvn is thdl blncc~ Illc illldk.' i; uel l  kc'lo\b lilis dcptll r.nlgc lkl~l l  Illlp3Cta 10 
f ~ . : ~ ~ ~ l . ~ o r ~  wi!l 1e gca11> r~xiuccd I 1r,1 <>I all, wt~il\. w111,. .~tratilicatiu~l 01 \v;ttcrs 111 I L I I I ~  1\!%1d So,Uld 
dcwb <rcct~r ct1ri:lg .u,nmcr ~ l i , ) ~ ~ i i s ,  V ~ I ~ U Y ? ~  i 1956) ..i181v,cd t t , . ~  ~ h c  k c l ~ i c i  d i s ~ r ~ h ~ ~ t i k ~ n  < t f  

pIiyt~~pl;~iIAttr~l %.;i< fairly uliforn. fs,>111 surfact 10 hw!!<>111 111 I ~ I I $  l\la~!J h,>.111d. Pcl~.r%)n ( I ' > & ~ J  
,tudicd 111: vzriicjl di>!nhuti,iii ofdill'rrcnt l i t ;  stage5 a! tk abuntiiint c o p ~ " h i  I d ! ~ t , ~ r r ~  11#11gt~.ur811+ in 

I I h n  Idaad Sonnd and found that d i l e  ems we&mstabmht in Ibr: urp 5 m of The w a r  c a l m  
c d ~ l ~  S L ~ ~ ~ C , \ ~ V C  l i lk \iiib8e t i . ~ .  lai\.xl. juvcrtiles and .~dultsj HAS ~ , ) C I I I ~  d.,cp! . I I  rlw uiilcr coltllnn I 1 duuI:b I I \ L ~  dl or  ncnr 1h0 \?&IIWTII st!iFxc. Thc l~ t t c r  author i. <ired a> ltlc %ourCc for t11c sIS:~iic~i~ 

. - 
L~IOA!\\:IIL~ t~p.:r.itl,~n .IIC prohdbl! grcjssi? i~n t l c r r~ t i i i~ ,~ laJ  Kc~ultb d ' thi .  P.>ietti Ich.h\upladton 
I ' C O ~ Y I I  (J'L%S .Y J!I.MS L(k13) a113 t l l ~  I3~3dw;1t;r ..nld> ,,I' ~ > I : I I I ~ . I ~ I ~ I  J ~ C  ~ . u ~ ~ u l i a r i z ~ d  in the L)r.~it 1 1%. 
and <uc ~ 1 5 4  ~ h r  b.ista t,,r cx l iu l .d i c~~~  i,t'dlc 1111nikrs .,I Ix\:il t is l~ r x ~ w c ~ c ~ l  ILI tv 
impiu~cd ' cn i r~ incd  t q  rhc t $ n , a J ~ ' a e i  ~ ~ l x i a l i v n .  :\ I ~ L ~ I I  .Iir uI '  - (I i 1 rtiill  i - 13Rp1t1j is commonly 

I 
. - 

used for w c h  san~pling. hlvre\rr .  IIuutk lrld I .<# \  Jul (19841 icclccltcd tila1 ~ . n l y  .thr111 IIIL ut'i;~fi 
: u l s c  Ins\ bc rc1;alied h? O 3.; 3-moi n!d\lr 111 i ~ i r h o ~ u  .uc~s of B~x:i.nynr. i l ~ r  l'luntid It I.: sl ll?il (111 IIg. 

I  N40-5 ; -58  01 rlie 1)L'lb t k a ~  scQr\,lt,.i ~nt;rbc klr 111r. 1inwtlfi;lic.r 1 N i r  tcin~in.ll will i~npinru 'entr i l i~~ r n ~ l l i o n ~  

I I ) r ~ t ~  1.1s ~ r f  c ~ ~ t r ~ i i u ~ ~ ~ n t i i u ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ g c ~ n c m  ~iiortnlicv dub. rtrr t-s~~ii~:tte.L I I I I J ~ ~  <%f 18.2 11igd t l i  P 1 ' 3 ~ d t ~ r  
, Il1,'i hiI1io11 guliu~i. pcr ><at)  for 1;drni.d op.n11~11is "1'1 SI<O : E I ~  I V( i  cirric,r , I~KI .~ I~<JI IS  >peak O I I I ~  
01 ~ch~hsonIanh t~~ : i  ~ I I I I I  #ib,~cr lartiic, IUI u, 11uthin2 ur 1hc m y r i d  b w l r ,  I ) <  ~ ~ I I ~ ; ~ ~ ~ ~ E I I ~ I ~ ~ I I  AIIJ  

I 
. . . . 

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

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

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

As discussed in response to comment S42-17, Sedion 3.3.1 of the final 
El S has been updated to provide additional detail on the benthic 
communities documented along the pi pel i ne route, based on Broadwater's 
field dudies. Additional detai Is regarding the benthic studies conducted by 
Broadwater in April and May 2005 can be found in Resource Report No. 3 
-Fish, Vegetation, and Wildlife in FERC's docket for the Broadwater 
LNG Proj ed (Docket No. CP06-54-000, Accession #20060130-4018). The 
document describes the protocol and provides detailed results of the vi deo 
surveys of the seafloor and, more importantly, the col ledion and laboratory 
analysis of benthic samples along the proposed pi pel i ne route. 

While Peterson (1985) did report that the depth distribution of an individual 
copepod species varied by l if&qe, Peterson (1983) reported that the 
general phytoplankton and zooplankton community of Long Island Sound 
was generally confined to the surface waters during summer and fa1 I. 

As discussed in our response to OC5-15, the final EIS has been updated to 
identify the expeded impactsto phytoplankton and zooplankton associated 
with water intakes. Aswith ichthyoplankton, Sedion 3.3.2.2 of thefinal 
El S concludesthat the impact would be negligible (less than 0.1 percent of 
the dandi ng dock of the central basin of Long Island Sound). Because the 
percent of plankton losswas calculated based on the proportion of the 
volume of central Long Island Sound that would be used by the proposed 
Projed, changes in the density &imates due to net efficiency would not 
alter the conclusion that the proposed Proj ed would i mpi ngdentrai n less 
than 0.1 percent of the danding dock in central Long Island Sound. 

Sedion 3.3.2.2 of the final EIS has been updated to moreclearly describe 
potential impadsto phytoplankton, although it was never intended to 
convey that intake screens would prevent phytoplankton entrainment. In 
fact, entrainment estimates assumed that there were no screens. The 
comparison of the impacts to water resources for the proposed Broadwater 
Projed to the Port Pelican Proj ed is grossly inappropriate because the Port 
Pelican Projed would use over 100 million gallons of seavater a day to 
vaporize gas, resulting in reducing the seawater temperature by 20 F as 
explicit1 y described by Thompson (2004). The Broadwater Projed would 
not use any seawater to vaporize LNG. Because FSRU water would 
primarily be used for ballad, the temperature of discharges from the FSRU 
would approxi mate ambient water temperatures. 
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I T iIj.3 li fwr A Y ~ I ~ J )  ib well beyond rl~c .;r-~mming spcidj  repunc.4 I Johiljl)n 1'2 .411r~rl. .'UO> I tilr liiarilir. 
/~~t)pl:mkltni. ~r izlu, l~r~g crab , U I ~  bhnrnp i a~vdc  (0.1 frher.). b1\.3iic mullujk I d n u  10 01 I\'.*.<!, fibh 
Isvnr: (0.1 t i :wI ,  and adult c,~pcp.pikis (lJ.(105 f~acc) .  Tliui. ihc 111.,uyhl tnat pl.uAtm n.ill somehow 

I I w.o~J i ~ l q > i i ~ g c ~ ~ , ~ ~ l t  .mdtnr t ~ ~ t r x ~ i n v n t  it) ik,t i n : i ~ ~ e  u;l:cr ot i 1 1 ~  tir,>duuxt:r faci111~ is nnnsensc. 111 a 
d ib russ io~~  ,qi rhc Port Pclicnt~ 1 iuiiid tiainr.il ct:ia (I.%(;, pr,*;e.;snax fxilit) p n ~ p w d  ihr cua$tal 

I b ~ s i m  %ampson (2004.5 mklnded that use. of pi &:mesh s& i n a i  (4 2 tnckes) and i n ~ e  
I l t ~ u  r d c  u i t l  7 l'~.;cz (ale s w i e  3s piopp,sed for ttic Hrrnd\rator prnle;.i) '' u.ould a l l ~ ~ u  n i ~ ~ s t  liirgsl 

;~40-6  I o~~~i ! i tb ln>  J Y S I ~ , ~  i r !q,~~~geri~ei~t  dt the i11t.d.~ \tiuctwcs. 111.11 uatvr pa,,~ng :hruuph thc iiiciiity 11) 
1 I undmo meshsoicd, pressufe, h p e m b a ,  and ehmicd @4aOGI [= eMo&e b i d ] )  shwk. S a m  

cntraincd eggs :tnd lZ1r\.;i2 mdy s r i rv i~s  .in> or!< of 1l;c.c .*.I\ rrrz i011,iiiioils ((.3d3 CI ill. 1981. h4utssif 
21 dl. 1'188 1. hut ihc r.nmhinmun ~l'rhes:: \tr<%<c.-. U I I I  k 1eih:ii i l l  . ~ l i ~ i r ~ \ f  all ~ ~ ~ I I ~ \ I I I S  11a\si11g ihrough 
I I I C  fxi~l i ty  ' >l!c Lrt t : ;~ >wlc.d rk.1~ -'[u]lliil ,hosrn othri\ri.v, ur: lnurt tr,ulnr rh,u ,ill lihh .uxl 
invcflcl~rstc:. wall Jic 3itcr i1~11iin111:111 ad , ~ I ~ ~ ~ I I ~ : u ~ c ~ I L I \  , ,s~wt~ure IO itlc% Io11r C I I V I ~ I I I U ~ ~ :  .>ire.> 
! i~ t t i r s  *' I I I < I I I : I Y ~ ~ I I  (2004) COIICI~IJL~ 11) h u ~ i  ~g t!~al Lhc 1'0n I't4i<ul Liqui,i h:itk~r.tl Gtis (1 V(j) 

sing faciiity   odd effectively '~steriltzei%u m e n  water e o ! m  (83 R depth} of a I q e  m a  
m m d  the facility. 

P h w p l h n  and m p M t m  e n w m d  in the Etrodwater intake wnId not only he lmt a the 
f u ~  tpc&ment of their they wodd also be lost to the faad uieb which 
snpporZs the d u s b l e  finfi of the Sound, These lasses o f  pk&n will be 
exacerbated hy the daily dischqe of d u r n  WeHoribe fi.e. cbloriwt bleach) and tuuls?ewter 
d e s c ~ k d  for nonnal opemlons o f t k  B r o a d e r  facility Cpg, 349 Dr& EIS). Li&&g of the 
&md nreas of the FSRU, WIG& m d d  be visibXe !n a dismce of 0.6 miles Ipg. 3-59 Draft EIS). 

p o d 1  cue for the depth agdatian of larvae of several s p ~ h s  of bivalve moH& and o 

e m p h d  that h ~ t s  due to enhnmmtiimpingsmmt of plankton will nceur on a~ontinual basis 
while the Broadwater project rs in o p e o n  

PamGal m w s  of o d o m  snpptt hcilrtres k, the rill-s of Cdeenpeft and Port JeEmn are 
eff&ively h s s e d  in the DErfS. But the fact i a v r t  as the exmple, ihe propod  
15.1 acrc? opmiiam site wonld occupy m a t  of ae rhn t ,  The ex~sting w a t h n t  here 
meludes Mrtehell Pa&, with i t s  earowl and ice sk ; docks for t m i e n t  vessels, co 
fisbhg bnats, end the Sbelier Island ferries; as well as n m m  restcl~rsnts and dmps The 
site plan calls for ". .a werehoux for s o q e m d  b d l i n g  of spare tools, and eq~pment: do& 
space far be- four togs, a wwbhop fa tug maintenmw, and a ware&ont s-tng area eagxible of 
suppHing eontaker transfer erancs, iqemrueks.  and a pstsumet tmder  and boarding area " Large 
con-s d d  also be stored hen. The facilirj would all be smunded a prim& s d t y  
fmee, wbieh cao be esrirnuted to be 3 101) A (4.6 miles). The st-ent t h d  ". of these otshon 
facilitia as proposed by BradWct,  wedd not ieault in land use wnwdon  or imwts'"& 3-90 
DEIS) is paenrlq ahsurd. Additional d&ls of the impaets of the achvlhes itssoeratd with the land- 
b u d  frtciltty e m  L sunn mmtlan of 'Lontaincr tmnsfm eraoesi' This implies that the 4 

!n the Iwd-bas& faeitity. to k cmed away by "large meks'" 
I argc C O I I I ; I I ~ I C ~ \  t)rouyht I I I  h! *,watt7 !~~cc ' ,~iwtc I U I ~ C > .  1 ' 1 ~  I I B L ~ C I I A ~ I I I  111 Id& U I I ~  btirgcs In tow 
thr,nigh Ihr n;rrr<)\r critr<ince \ < I  Onenf 1 I irxrr iu!~l iillrr iirecnp,rt fiarir~z t:>i ,cs \eiii,ui cunwrns: about 
porent~al n;i\ ~g.tlrun;tl h~card.; [I., the k e , ~ \ )  r~~cruatil~n.11 tw~at tr:~!'f~c r r i  thi. xrv I 

Sedion 3.3.2.2 of the fi nal ElS has been updated to provide additional 
detai I on potential i mpads to phytoplankton, and the final El S concludes 
that there would be no significant impad to phytoplankton communities 
associated with water discharges or Iighting. Any minor influences of 
Iighting on predator-prey relationsand plankton could nqligibly affed 
plankton populations but also could result in a correspondingly beneficial 
effed on the species that prey upon them. 

The commentor has dated that the onshore faci Iities would be on a 15.1- 
acre site. We do not know the origin of that number. Broadwater did not 
date that it would use 15.1 acresonshore, and we did not use that number 
in the El S. If the commentor used the borders depicted in Figures 2.4-2 
and2.4-3tostimatetheareaof thefacilities, thecalculation isnot 
appropriate. The borders depi ded in those fi gures indicate the area within 
which a facility would be seleded, not the adual border of the facil ities 
themselves. We hme clearly repeatedly, and corredly described that new 
condrudion for the offshore facilities would be limited to a security fence 
and checkpoint. Impads associated with use of the onshorefacilities, 
including i mpads to marine traffi c, are addressed in Sedions 3.5.2.3, 
3.7.2.3, and 3.8.5 of the final ElS. As noted in those &ions, Broadwater 
would use existing onshore faci I ities to support offshore operations. By 
using existing facilitiesfor Projed-related adivitiesthat would be similar 
to current use of the facil ities, we do not anticipate significant additional 
i mpads. 
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, rhe patmtkl i m m  of the B d W e r  LNG fdiities pmpsctd f i  Long Island I N40-9 The comments prov~ded have enhanced the revlew of the Projed and, had 
IN40-9 sound atld the oomm~t. ;es  u f w n p r r  and Port JeRmn,  mare prossly undmstated and, sf such, they been prov~ded dur~ ng the lengthy scop~ ng process, would have 

do oat accmtely pmy the mximmental and social costs oftbe pro~ent. 

I [ I n  

enhanced the draft El S However, as expla~ned ~n our prwlous responses, 
we hme conservatlvel y assessed the I mpads of the Proj ed and supported 

Litem- Cited our concl us~ons w ~ t h  f ~ d d  surveys, sc~ent~f~c literature, and the profess~onal 
judgment of numerous sclentlsts who hme spent the last 2 years carefully 

AhboM. RT. and S.P. Dance 1986, C o w d i m  of Seashells. h e n =  kialaaalrtgisrs, k, understand1 ng and eval uatl ng the pro] ed We apprec~ ate that a document 
Melbourne. FL 411 pp of the sze and scope of the draft El S would conta~n some m~stakes and are 
w e t  d, 1981 p 11 1-129 In. knswt. I,. D. {af.) ~ m e s  sssoeiated with i m p t  assemmts: thankful for rev1 wers who pol nted out those errors and d r w  approprl ate 
P P ~ ~ & I U ~ S  of the 5th miion& Wwk&op on Enmaimnt and hpingement concl us ons based on the1 r magn~tude and content 

('on$lvr.r. S A.51. 1U>O. Ph!wpliuliiron. Llu l l : t i~~ ,d'i1,1. 1ltlr#l1*111 O~:.lnngaphic Collr~tion \'irIi~nlv 1 5 :  
Occ;m~ipr,iphy ot I  rig 1sl.111il Snwld. 1'15?-1'15J, pp. (J? 112 

Dcc-vcy. Ci.11. I'iSo /~a)pl,i~thrun L$ullrlln ~ $ 1  111~. D inghn  Oc.s;uio~~,r3l~Ilic ('nlln.li~~r~ b'dIu111c If.. 
i)xi.;ningrapil~ of 1 . m ~  Islurid Solind, 1W7 IVM. 11p. I I ;-I55 

f{~rii(k. 1.. I). a11;l 1. I\ l . ~ , % I r l  .%i. S~-3wmli1). ul  ~ n ~ u m l k c .  I i n ~ l l ~  uld fad :)rc!ercnre\ ot 

iihrh\.npIsnlion In Iliicaynr IIay, Florih F.;~uuine, C',~nst.d u l J  S l v i l  Sciclics 18: 403-419. 

deo, 2085. L o n p m  
m h n g  Wand Sound doumd 

of ShreUEishwes R e s m h  24(3) 849458 

Johr~svi~. H'.S P I )  M. Ai1r.11. ?MI5 Z1wpl.~l1ktt~1 01 ihc ,'~~I.III~IL~ 6113 (hit' ('OBS~S. 
.A (iuidz to I'hcir loer~l~fi~;ll~r,~~ ;uld Fcol,>m. John. f I o p t ~ n s  I ' t ~ ~ v v r s i i )  I'rcit. ISalri~now. 37Y pp 

L e ~ o t o ~  J S 2801 Ma~nt? Biology. Funchcrn, Bjodiversiv, EO~OQ, zd, Mition Word U n i d t y  
PI(:=, New Yerk. 51 5 pp 

Mmssi& P. W., J. R. Yo&, D. S, V a m  iuuf I). A. Smith 1988. Ad%m~f(:s in field and aml@cd 

l'clerwn, W I' 1985. i \ h i r ~ l L ~ r ~ ~ v .  age itr~urwc aid ill situ cw prtrducriun ~ ~ i t h ~ .  uulpryxd 7;,n111rd 
Iorr~i~."rrt~> in 1 on;: lil;tnJ S$rilnd. Yrw Ynrk. Rul1cr111 \lrniile Sc~cnic '?''?(I ; 3R 
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The Honorsble Magdie K, Salas, Saretary 
Federal Energy Rcgul&uy Cammission 

Kc: B r o a d w ~  Energy Company, I..L.C. 
Docket Numbers: CP06-54-000 and CP06-55-00U 

'Ik bllowin~ comments address coacnns, i w m i r s  and m r  Ytudies raised by Ihe 
DEIS. Thank you vety much for tbe opp,mmity to comment on the UEIS. 

Tbe m b  on thc DEIS will bo wgaeized according to topic. 

TLI N FEPC ~ t r b ~ a t e  A O ~ M  + tx *..d after m m~ ~ W S L  armed is 
compkttd closer to the time of wnstrurtiou fbia udysh tollst isdkate that the 

Sedi on 1.1 of the fi nal El S has been revised to provide a summary of the 
most upto-date information on supply and demand for the region from a 
wide vari ety sources. We recognize that these estimates wi I I change over 
ti me, but as reported in Sedi on 1.1, there is a consensus that demand for 
natural gas is expeded to increase due to a combination of increasing 
demand from eledrical generators, increasing population, and increasing 
per capita energy consumption. At the same ti me, net pi pel ine imports of 
natural gas, primarily from Canada, are expeded to decrease subdanti al l y 

OC3-2 The Commission mud review applications for proposed LNG and natural 
gas projeds when they are submitted. This includes an analysis of 
environmental impads, safety and security, and the Projed need. If a 
company receives authorization to build and operate an LNG terminal or a 
certificate to condrud and operate a natural gas pipeline sydem, the 
company then will decide whether to condrud the projed based on the 
need in the area to be served at that ti me. The substantial investment 
needed to construct LNG termi nals and pi pel i ne systems weighs heavily 
qainst their deployment in areas that wil I not provide a supportive market. 
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t ircmscd demand for -turd p a  la cbe r p t d f i i  cntqy maAda k vdi~I. If tke 
0'33-2 projected demand for MM g n ~  bu not m a t e r i . ~ ,  tbra tind FERC xpprorab 

R d W  pmposa to begin "detailed enpioccring and deoign s h d i a "  (p. E S 3 )  only after it 
mwivrs dl necessary R!KC u p p v d s .  

r 
Oi:'< '3 lhae is no opportunity fur public comment on or analrJiv of Bmadwaler'3 li~lal --- - L 

* JWh Bdws(er'8 ESRU sw3 YMS are novel M g o s  tbat haw yet to be heloped 
s FSRU aod YMSworrl 

OC3-4 

to thc conditions 4e.g. b m  
) ~ i f t h c ~ v a l h a d b s e n  
ign of tfic projsct may havF 

bvPn altered sn&"orlhc m d  may haw km & W d .  - - Therefore, barw tbe d a b  for Broadwater In novel, .nlpac u d  nntastd, PERC'I 
Find CtrMkate should not be ylnted until tbr d&dkd c n g h c d q  d m  p h  b u  

CC3-6 k+n comptctd by ~raidr*tn. and tbua Cu bcca u oppmtnnky for pnbk rt lrt ioy 

BmadwatR plans to begin b w a m  pipeline itwtallafion during the winter of 2009 to 2010. 
Howmr. the YMS would mt be W l a d  until aAn tbe pipeline. in thc fall of 2010. While 
Wxaayrn~LS rr dws not save &pub& goad. 

0 ~ 3  , r YMS bp yti r be desigmi. F-. o n ~ y  s p e c ~ w  projections for deph of 
alacial ldkc d ~ m e n t  in the area of tbe YMS cwrmtly exist. The depth of saiimcnt to bodrock 

OC3-3 As descri bed in Sedion 2.0, we believe that the level of engineering detai I 
provided by Broadwater is sufficient to determine the I i kel y Proj ed i mpacts 
in the final ElS with a Iwel of certainty consident with NEPA objedives. 
Further, Sedion 5.0 of the fi nal EIS includes many recommendations 
requiring Broadwater to provide detailed design features. 

OC3-4 FERC, theCoad Guard, and thecertifying entity would continueto r w i w  
the design, construction, and operation of thefacility, if it receives all 
necessary approvals. 

OC3-5 Please see our response to comment OC3-3. Final FERC approval to 
construct and operate the Proj ed would be contingent upon Broadwater 
satisfying the requirements included in the Commission Order. 

OC3-6 Thank for your comment. For the reasons given in responses to comments 
OC3-3 and OC35, the fi nal design specifications would not be required 
before FERC could satisfy its NEPA rwi  w requirements. 

Sedi on 3.1.1 .I of the fi nal EIS has been updated to more ful ly describe 
geologic conditions at the proposed Y MS site including the approxi mate 
depth to glacial deposits. In addition, Sedions 2.3.1 and 3.2.3.1 of the final 
EIS provide supplemental information on YMS installation, and there is no 
geologic evidence that the Y MS could not be installed at the proposed site. 
Those sedi ons describe the standard engineering methods as we1 l as 
additional information relative to geological conditions at the site. Whi Ie 
additional geotechni cal i nvdigati ons woul d refine Y M S i ndal lati on 
methods, the refinements would not be expeded to increase the magnitude 
or extent of the potential environmental i mpacts described in the fi nal El S. 
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The trenching activities to i n d l  chc pipcline mil disnrpc the s d o o r  habirat ud M c  thc 
water column, an csmtial fish habitar lflht YMS needs to he installed in a differem 
location, ltrar the pipeline will neui to be exlmdcd w i n g  additional habitat didisrupcion and 

OC3-3 dcgrdution. If thc YMS m o t  be &ly Wlal, tbcn the pipeline will be and 
I t$e cntirc pipefinc -Moo will have &a-i an oftong Island 

r 

9C3.9 TLtrrton, p h  alter Bmdwatcr'r pm]l+t vhednlt ro thit rnmmtmcth of the 
plpehc begha AFTER the t r tdht ioa of tbc YMS b campleted and dctcmlned to k 
ufr, operable nod fmibk. 

OC3-8 As indicated in our response to comment OC37, the existing geologic 
information supports that the proposed Y MS site is feasi ble, and there is no 
substantial basis for moving the Y M S I ocati on associated with geologic 
conditions. Further, Broadwater would be required to provide FERC and 
the Coad Guard with final design information for they MS prior to 
receiving final authorization to initiate condruction as described in Sedi on 
3.10.2.3 of the final El S. Therefore, FERC would not authorize 
construction of the pi pel i ne if the Y M S cannot be safely and securely 
installed i n its proposed location 

Tbe DEIS rdatcs ttvd '?k seafloor would begin to m v e r  immediately following 
consmrtion, end the benthic community should recover within I to 2 years." @. ES-R.) 

Many bmthic species, esperdy the ones in Ihe detper of the Sound, belong to a 
community that has ban defined m beings lare sage camunity ( R M  1978). Swh 
wmmdtia dmlop over tht course of many ycam m d  only if& wnditiarr, arc right 

OC3-9 Y MS indallation and pipeline installation would both use standard 
installation methods and exiding information supports thefeasi bility of the 
proposed constructi on. 

The extent of seafloor i mpact would total less than 0.1 percent of the 
seafloor acreage in Long Island Sound and would therefore not be expeded 
to have substantially i nfl uence the overall geochemical cycles i n the 
softbottom habitat of Long Island Sound. Becauseof the physical 
didurbancethat would occur during plowing, it is expeded that the benthic 
community would be physically disrupted and displaced, and would 
experience a high degree of mortality in the area of plowing. However, 
recolonization of the plowed area isexpeded within 1 to 2 yearsfollowing 
the disturbance (Nwel l et. al. 1998). 1 n addition, post-construction 
monitoring would be conducted by Broadwater to ensure that qency- 
approved success criteria are met. This discussion has been expanded in 
Sedion 3.3.1.2 of thefinal ElS. 
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In LIS. hnc axnmunidc4 may trike anpvhwc from 3 to 10 years ti, fully esrsblish themselves 
(Rhoads and G c m o ,  1983) umler ideal wmiitioru. late succr~swnal stage eammunities, 
copecially in the dccpa arcas of LIS. will take m long m 10 years to raovcr, and even longer 
if waditimu arc nor idcal. This sbould mt be ccnsiduul a minor impsct. 

Rdokuutian of the p i ~ h  m even if back-filM will own mainly Gtoa the 
wlumn and not from adj-t -. Only tht extreme 
likely w bc ramlonimhy migrating adjacent henlhjc orgiisms. m rbc majority of the e o n  
will be a f f i  lcaving undisturbed rcgions a aignificpnt distance away from the central 

eIy low lmls of oxygen 

7 

Furthennore, since the effects of backfilling the wch is "unccnain" according to the DEIS, 1 it is dsa a possibility ibn the lu will never m n r  (he bmtbic m d t y  u, mimy urs 

ij(;" " 3 i ln tbc DEB, rhc numba/iipect of ancbor surs crated d m  pipclii ~~~tiw is 
unclear. In addition, will how these anebor acan bc tmtd i.c. will tby be filled in? Tbis is 

:3-11 M i o n  3.3.1.2 of the final ElS has been expanded to more fully discuss 
benthic habitat recovery &mates based on available and pertinent 
literature. AI l avai Iable Rhoads and Germano I iterature was reviewed; 
specific recovery times were not reported, although at 10 years past, 
recovery was observed. M i o n  3.3.1.2 also discusses post-condrudi on 
monitoring reports and results for several similar I inear projeds some of 
which indicate successful recovery of the seafloor within afew months to 2 
years after installation. In addition, FERC has included a recommendation 
that Broadwater file plans describing methods to mechanically backfi I I the 
trench ( M i o n  3.1.2.2 of the fi nal El S). The plan mud incorporate 
interagency coordination to identify the appropriate methods for backf i I I i ng 
and detailed pod-construction monitoring criteria to assess recovery 
success. 

As dated in response to comment OC3-11, the discussion of benthic 
recovery has been updated in the final EIS ( M i o n  3.3.1.2). This 
discussion specifically documents the mai I able information on the seafl oor 
recovery associated with the I GTS pipeline projed. The information 
i ndi cates that recovery has been problematic in nearshore oyster beds but 
that offshore areas have largely or complete1 y recovered where a plow 
comparable to the proposed Broadwater plowing method was used. 
Federal and state agency representatives would determine appropriate 
backf i I I i ng methods and post-condrudi on monitoring criteria to ensure 
successful recovery. 

OC3-13 M i o n  3.1.2.2 of the final ElS has been updated to more fully describe the 
number, size, and potential impadsof anchors based on an expert review of 
anchoring methods. 

Organizations and Companies Comments 



OC3 - CT Stop the Pipeline 

OC3- 14 FI rst, the comparison of ml nor depresslons f rom anchors to borrow plts IS 

I napproprlate Second, hypoxl a affeds I arge contl nuous areas of the Sound 
and does not appear sporadl cal l y In depresslons, as would be necessary to 
justify thedlredlon of thlscomment Sedlons3 122 ,  3 2 3  1, and 3 3  1 2  
of theflnal ElS hme been updated to provlde more detall on the potentlal 
I mpads of anchor1 ng 

The DElS docs mention a "dynsnsically positioned Lay barge" lhat would elimioatc all 
anchoring i m p a s  and cable swerps although i t  might &mob dimenu and cause iourara 

'lbr volumr of b o g  I s l d  S o d  mfcr d for Ih: FYRU b d M  Md LVG tallrat ud 
cooling apprwcbeJ 10 billion @rma per ywr and 300 billion gallom for Ihe .oricipkud life 
of cbc p o j a  Most of mla will be ue& wirh a biiidc sod warmed by 3.6 &gmm 
F a h m k i t  sbove tbc unbimt m n w  TIE anurnpion hn! rhis will k a m h r  i m p s  b 
an untested hyporhcris dm~ n q u h  funha rrscrpch How \will an ana biocide, mn within r FP* level& Mi lDM.Dd trmpmmre hpx~ I d  organism nd in!luna dr go& of  

OC3-15 Flease see our response to comment OC3-14. 

OC3-16 Flease see our response to comment OC3-13 

0 ~ 3 - 1 7  Sedion 3.2.3 of the final ElS has been expanded to discuss concerns 
regarding water discharge temperatures, biocide, and invasive species. 
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r In tbc FElS, pkuc inch& a d(uudon o f u b m k  history 1. h o g  L h d  h o d  rrrd bow 
ac3-19 i that d U  be toirkgatad agmM in b t b  th d d g a  ud opmtbn of Broadwater. 

i 

0!3?-20 i The 1)EIS fails to wmidn the major impact thar trmchingiplowing will have un thc release of 
1 conurrmnan~ including heavy d& from the sediments of 1,lS. .- 
. - 
i AlthovCJl B n u d w r  did tet s a q l a  in 2005 a l q  h piprlinc mute, thrir srrmpting 

OCS-2 i uzhnlquc: IS not included and their nsulIs sn not coaPistcnt with othn xinnif~ samplq 

ln mtrh of cennal aud watan LIS, the orgnnic rich lad firrc-gninad sediment rend to m x i c  
d byplxic pure wata conditions; chcJc conditions eaa -la at Ibc 1,IS fkxx tn 10 ctn below 
rh w r f e  CpElsonal communiwion Cwmo.) Uodn w x i c  wnditiocg the majority of 
m d s  and o h  conlMlinanu rrmaio bolmd to pvCicla aod arc unavailable (Khnlid. n al. 
1978). When venching/plo\wing uccun, &K anoxic sedimmb will mmc into cmmct with 
oxygenuad wakv d muh ins mlcer of fhc bund bclvy mnals and & wocaminsnrs 
into th uata column w b e  fhcy will bccomc b i + d l y  avartable m i d ,  et al . 1978). 

~uinrochcwncrmlmvvillbcanlertvofxvml,nducadehemiealspeeia, 
indud@ hydrugtn sulfide. . S u l ~ l o e b w n t o b e t o x i c r ~ m o s ~  
orgraims at veryiag c o n c c n m .  Ammonia has bcca ahohown to &l*niora c f k u  in 
IobotaJ rn cwn very low a m r m m  in Q: mminc c n v i r u w  (McLeeae. 1970.) 

Safimcat rescupenrioa will .Lx, l o w  lh: level tn which r t i v c  
nd iadon)eaap?wmra .Sad imeor~w i l l l l so  uloggiog. 
for f i lm-fdiog organism like or~lcnr mxl Mhet bivalves. 

rr*mntln wtll rrltw bmvy matah m d  Mbtr sedc cosiE.mlP.mu ocz 22 ( n u b  a d  u n m L )  into tbc water rolraan that wUJ mot be YluQlilbrat and 

OC3-18 The potential for Iiquefaction is afunction of both material type and 
earthquake size. Sedion 3.1 .I .3 of the final El S includes a 
recommendation that would require Broadwater to determine the potential 
for seismicsoil liquefaction beneath theYMS, and identify mitigation 
measureddesign features necessary to minimize the potential for damage to 
theYMS dueto Iiquefaction. 

OC3-19 Sedion3.1.1.3ofthefinalEISprovidesadiscussionoftheseismichistory 
of Long Island Sound. 

OC3-20 This issue is discussed in Sedion 3.1.2.1 of the final EIS based on 
historical sampling in Long Island Sound (M ecray et al . 2000) and Projed- 
specific sampling. The Proj ed-specifi c sampling protocols conducted by 
Broadwater were provided to the appropriate federal and state agencies for 
comment prior to the field effort. The resultsfrom this effort also were 
provided to appropriate agencies for review and comment. Because 
analytical results from this study were generally be1 ow ecological screening 
thresholds, the existing heavy metal concentrations in sedi mentswould not 
significantly affed aquatic or benthic resources. 

Sedi on 3.1.2.1 of the fi nal El S has been updated to include additional 
information about the environmental sampl i ng conducted by Broadwater. 
The specific sampling protocol and detailed laboratory results are pub1 icl y 
mailable in the FERC docket for the Broadwater Projed (Docket 
No. CP06-54-000, Accession #20060130-4014). The reported 
concentrations from both the historical sedi ment sampling (Mecray et al. 
2000) and Proj ed-speci fi c sampl i ng efforts are withi n the same order of 
magnitude, and all are below the effeds rangemedian screening 
thresholds. 

OC3-22 Please see our responses to comments OC3-20 and OC3-21. Sedi on 3.1.2 
of the fi nal El S has been updated to include a discussion of ammonia and 
sulfides in sediments. 
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0 ~ 3 . 2 7  tcmpcruy;" chb d@lcnat p- nesdr to be Prrtbcr addreucd b cbc FEIS tbrocyh t furtbrr of chc gcocbembhy of LIS and (br crab of. mitlgtlon phn. 

Iubstcr popdmoas in LiS hrvc slrtady bcrn significandy dcplned for a variety of facmrs 
including hypoxidsnoxic co~ditioru and diwarc, Tbe pipeline wrstmction, thnmgh sediment 
and wntamim relessc and tiK FSRU opendoa. through thcnnal SOU%, will add firha to 

Pbuc w h t c  t tbc FEIS the bnp.c( ofrddltloarl b ioebda i  ud thcrmd mara 
hum Broadwater om tbr lobrter popltkw h a qoratlt.dve way over tbe U ~ m  of the 

Anti-fouling paint will m be rrspplicd for rbc life of the pjcc t .  Mosl of the copper is 
lcafhd into rh ~arcr  wl~mur during rhe fun few yran of use. A R u  *e wppm lcvcls 
dana4c sad the e f f c c t i v ~  of ptwmring marine build-up d aaechmcnr of organisms 
pmumably lraonr = well. Since thc FSRU ant YMS will be slatioaary, it is  lmcku why 
anti-fouling paint will be naxsrary at all, espaially since then will k a relrav of copper 

OC3-23 As stated in Sedion 3.2.3.2 of the final ElS, pipeline construction could 
result in a highly localized and temporary impad to DO Iwels at the point 
of d i v e  plowing, and DO levelswould return to ambient conditions 
immediatel y after plowing. As discussed in response to comment LA15-6, 
discharges from the FSRU would primarily be ballast water, and the 
discharge temperature woul d approxi mate ambient conditions. As 
discussed in Sedion 3.2.3.2 of the fi nal EIS, discharges from the FSRU 
would not influence water temperatures. Broadwater &i mates that the 
cooling water discharge f rom steampowered LNG carriers woul d 
approximateambient temperatureconditions(within 1°F) within 75 feet of 
the point of discharge from thevessel, which would readily comply with 
NYSDEC thermal water quality criteria. Impadsto lobster would not be 
expeded becausewater temperatureswould return to within 1 "F of 
ambient Iwels within 75 feet of the point of discharge from thevessels. 
While it seems obvious, it is worth restati ng that the volume of discharged 
warm water is orders of magnitude I ess than the vol ume of the Sound and it 
cannot possibly influence the overall water temperature. In addition, warm 
water rises and would not affed the bottom habitats used by lobster. 

In  che FEIS, p k u t  Ladude a dIrcuilra abam whnhcr the Wthl w of mt l - foabq 
prhrtonrkFSRU d Y M S a r a  be OC3-24 Sedion 3.2.3.1 of the final ElS includes a recommendation that Broadwater 

moid the use of copper-based anti-fouling paint and use si Iicone paint for 
the hull of the FSRU. 
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kt an tui&, it in di& slnvments tikc t k  chal raix rh: iir of rh: public a d  
citizens to J i s m  olha ~ratnocnrs tither made by FERC or contained in Ihe DEIS. It would 
4avc FERC bmcr in terms of oublic busr to ocasc with thc sunaeatioo Broadwater is 
coolrinan wih polacting laland  his also go-  IT^ o e v d  mmmm 
hushout tbc DElS mgarding the issw of "indusaialidon." C t d y  E R C  prparrrs have 

m y  of the commcnu rcganiurg rhis topic: ic u mt lhar Broadwucr will 
connibutc to "widcspesd" indumialiucion, although thm rnnains a poseibility rmd sbould 
not Ix ocrued so dimniuively in ttx IIEIS; it is  thal &asmuata IS h e  in&.ukliratioa of 
Long lskad ~ o m d .  Piacing k bc%Rc lo h e  anbal bario with the necessary mclusionlry 
lane IS Lhc wrarion of an indusvial lane uxnpletcly off-limits for oher commnrial, 
mdonal snd naval uw. To reimae: Bmadwsta IS cbc industnaluaricn of Long Island 
Souod.7hjsi$~ramemiTarrtrucunr~aizcofBrosdwaVrwseplsccdmkGC;rar*1 
Canyon or Y e l l o m  N d o d  Partr. Whm a naaoal m u s e  is  pmencd to an indusmal 
u s c , c v r n i n p r R h ~ s l ~ ~ m ~ o f r h : o v n a l l v a l u e s l a n a a o a l ~ o l n c c d t h c  
anaLtfeaalis,in&cd,iadu~ 

OC3-25 Sedion 3.5.7.3 of the fi nal ElS has been rwised to more clear1 y identify the 
Projed i mpacts as they relate to the Comprehensive Conservation and 
M anaaement Plan (CCM P). The CCM P focuses on fi ndi na a balance 
betw&n dwel opmhnt and brotedi on of the environment. i s  such, the 
proposed Projed would be constructed and operated in compliance with 
dozens of federal and state environmental regulations, as well as many 
Projed-specifi c federal and state permits that are more protedive of the 
environment than existing federal and state regulations. Therefore, we 
beliwe that the Proied would be consistent with the CCM P. 

OC3-26 Broadwater submitted a coastal consistency certification to NYSDOS and 
to FERC that contains Broadwater' s analysis of the proposed Proj ed' s 
consistency with N w  Y ork State coastal policies, including applicable 
policies of the Long Island Sound CM P and the Local Waterfront 
Revitalization Programs adopted by Smithtown, Southold, and Greenport. 
NYSDOS is responsible for determining whether the Projed is consistent 
with the applicable policies. It is our understanding that NYSDOSwiII 
make that decision after the final ElS is issued and will provide FERC its 
decision. 

Sedion 3.5.2.2 of the final EIS acknowledges that the exclusionary zones 
represent industrialization of the Sound. Specifically, the EIS states that 
commercial and industrial structures in or under offshorewaters of the 
Sound include cab1 e crossings, natural gas and petrochemical pi pel i nes, and 
two petrochemical platforms. However, approval of the Projed would 
result in an industrial/commercial useof the Sound that would differ from 
most existing industrial or commercial usesfor two reasons. First, the 
Proj ed would be a permanent visible structure as opposed to most current 
industrial applications conducted on the shore1 ine, below the surface of the 
water, or as a transient activity on the surface of the water. Second, it 
would be farther offshore than the two petrochemical transfer stations 
currently in operation. 

063-27 OC3-27 The potential I mpacts of the Safe Harbor Energy Projed are descrl bed In 
Sedl on 4 3 2 of the fl nal El S based on the aval I abl e I nformatlon 

063-28 OC3-28 Flease see our response to comment OC327 Safe Harbor proposes to 
I nstal l a pl pel I ne between the island constructed offshore Long Island to the 
exlstlng Transco plpellne 
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BI&W (c,g. YMS) snd it would not k ~ocated in as fragiie M a m  as h a g  IW 0 ~ 3 - 2 9  The final EIS has been updated to provide additional information on the 
! h w r d  an k h a q  of N u i d  ~ign~fiunre. ib. ~.h,  i ~ h r  i q  h j c i t  v v l d  k .bl. lo environmental settina of Lona Island Sound and additional detail on 

potential impacts. A< descri ted throughout Sedion 3.0 of the fi nal El S, 
constructi on and operation would result in mi nor i mpads to the 
environment because of incorporating Proj ed siting, design, and miti gation 
measures; our recommendations specified in the fi nal EIS; and constructing 
and operating the proposed Projed in compliance with all federal and state 
regulations and permitting requirements. 

OC3-30 Sedion 2 5 of the final EIS has been updated to provide additional 
information on the engineering design that is perti nent to underdanding 
potential envi ronmental impads associated with the proposed Projed I n 
addition, Sedion 1 1 of the final ElS has been updated to describethe 
energy needs of the target market at the ti me the fi nal El S was prepared 

OC3-31 In Sedion 3.1.2.2 of the final EIS, FERC includes a recommendation that 
either mid-l ine buoys or a dynamical ly positioned lay barge be used to 
minimize the anchoring impacts to the seafloor during condruction. As 
described in our responses to comments OC37, OC38, and OC3-9, Y M S 
indallation is readily feasible based on specific geological information, and 
there is no valid technical rationale for scheduling YMS installation before 
pi pel ine indal Iation based on geologic conditions. 

besitate lo u m t ~  mc fw frrrthcr infomaion or qucrrions regding my commencs. I can man 
tarily k rcnckd by pbnc st my oflioe: 203-772-2090 or by wbq to the following add-. OC3-32 It is not FERC' s practice to require posting of performance bonds as 

conditions in the El S process. However, other regulatory bodies at the 
federal, date, and local levelscould, if deemed necessary and appropriate, 
include performance bonds as conditions to their permits. 
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Khali4R.A.. PauickJr..W.H. & GambeU,RP. 1978. Effect of dissolved oxygen on 
cbemical eamfdons of beavy metals, pbosphonrq and nitmgea in an estusrine s c d i t .  

t. Mar. Sci. Rcs. Center S p M  

Zajnc,RN., Lpwis,RS..Pmp:,L.J.. ' F w i c h e l l . D . C . , V o ~ .  aod DiGirno- 
C0hen.M.L.. 2000. Relationship Among Sa-Flour Structure and Benthic Communities in 
Lang lstdnd Sound ar. Relpbnal cmd &nhoscope Scsles. lour. Cmml  Re$. l6(3):627-640. 
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ORIG\NAL 
Cross Somd Ferw Services, Iptcr, 

z FW sr. (w~erraal 
P 0. Box 33 Fa~r (860) 60 0263 

E-mait rnf@lon@MW cmn 

Magalit- R Salm, k r e t a r y  
Fednal Energy Regulatory Commiss~on 
488 First S k ~ t  Kk.; Room I A  

RE: Docket No. em54 

htu FERC: 

We arc writing m eomrnenl on ~ h c  h f l  Fnvimnrnen~al Impact Statement, dated No\rrnbcr 2006. 
for the Bmadwater LNG Pmjccr In Long lsland Sound. 

Cmss Somd Ferry S e h  is a privately owned and opefated ger and vehicle ferry scrviea 
operatrq between NW LondonR CT and O r i d  point,-hng Island, NW Y a k .  We own and 
operatg eight ve9sels. %~VM of which  any eers, frucks, and wrll:eyr aMi one high sjx&- 
w w m d y  WSSI. We Kew own and m t e  the ferry fscillries which stwe thtw 
vessels (terminal buildings. @mg l a ,  d& and ramps, etc.) Additionally, we own a mbsidiary 
mmpspty. Block Island Feny Services, which s one high-s+ ferry w n a l l y  h m  New 
Lmtdon to Bfack Ishand, m. These operalions .carrjed o w  5m,a00 veh ic l~and  ovef 1.4 mllfon 

The potential impact of Be Broadwater LKG project on ferry transponarion henvan New London. 
Orrel~t Pomr. and Blcck lsland will be dctermiocd by the bqucncy and riming of Be LNG carrier 
hamits, the size of the safcty!sccurity zone lhat is eslllbliw around those LYO &en, and 
whether cummmial frrria wil bu p r l i a t r l  tu tnwel wrhin thc safely and wurity wws. Our 
vessels Hill LW Be intended mule of the 1,NG carricn up to 68 hmcv pcr day khwm the bow of 
0600 d 24400. Due tu h e  time mir ive  ~laturt. uf owopere!ion, any deviation fmm our vcuslu' 
nornlal mutes to accomnlodate LNG carriers will cause delays, potentially dismpting an entire day's 
schedule. Our f q  schedule is precisely structured bayed on B i  m a x m r k ~  speed of our vessels, 
public demand, and thc limited availability of docking facilities. The delay ofooe -1 has a 

1 o f f .  m tlre m h  Be& n d v e b  
commefce in aeneral 

'bur high-$+ fmy serviec frmn New to Hmk Island will h a p N I y  m p t i b l e  to 
delays. Ow ferry. JESSICA W, transits "the hn, the toLonglslaadSo~Elto 10 
times p e ~  day fiam Miiy through Octubcr The ~ntended the WCi cadets mlI dsa transit 

m h e  EIS, Ule Race is a nav@tiod choke pint wfre~ LNG 
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0 ~ 4 - 1  In response to the concerns expressed by Cross Sound Ferry, the 
assessment of impads to ferry operations has been revised in M i o n  

- carrier transits may muse delays of other wAc. 'f'k Drafr EIS concludes that "ifvesxls arc 
delayed, the Hajr could be dplm)rimatrl? 30 n~inutes. As a r~sult. delays to commcmial ~rafic m 
the Race are not expected to be sipnitimt." (p.3- 145) We smctgly rl~sagrcc with Lhts conclusion. 
Any +lay, and csp&iily a delay of 30 minu&, would have av&y significant ncgrltivs impact on 
our hrgh-speed m i c e  to Block Island. Elwhere in the Draft EIS, a 7NOfst-cs~e delay of 15 
minutes applresN @ 3-150) mom h&-& Block Island fmy. Tlwe delay W ' m w  seem la 

r the delny is 15 minute or 30 dnm, orrr hj&-s+ fcny d m  not 

maximum capacity (530 
passengem per uip}. Delapng fmy 15 or 30 rnin an entire day's sehdde,  

. - 

high-speed schcdde, &will Itw our cus~omcrs to other alternative modes o l  'J;m*purwon such ns I hr less expunin rlur speed feny opcraton. or the airlines Ibis rwuld be i d  d c u i i l  
L to our business rrnd could u l r i e t y  lead to its default. 

"Intpacrs on Feny Systems" arc discusd be~imlng on page 3-149 of the DraA E1S. In Ihs 
discuvion, estrmates arr I& for the likelihood of' potentrid conflicts b e r w m  exisling ferry routes 
and the proposed I-Ku'C m i e n '  roures. We a p r  that ?he probability for delays due to ferry and 
LNG canicr schedule confl~d ww f o d  to be grcatesl for Cross Sound's Orient I'vinr.Nm London 

some portion ofa 3-mile long seetion of the 

dayliIJht hmm. We also estimate that there would m l y  bp a w r  thaa a I&minutc interval, 
during which st 1- one of our v m l s  did not O C L : ~  mne portion of the 3-mile d o n .  

r The conclusion o f t k  DraR FIS's discussion oinimpacrs on I " q  Systems" m s  -The potential 
impacts of 1.M carrier mc to ferry owrativnh would range from no effect to pcriodlc mlnor 

3c4-3 I M&(Y h W d  ~ U Y  m r  the life of the Pmjecttt *. a ' f i  opatw'',  wUTatimau thc 
potential impacts uTI.NG carrier M c  to range from periodic minor impact8 IO h u e n t  @ur 
lrnpaL*.$ uvet the life of the Project. Many of our customem are repeat customers I U I ~  n ~ w h  of ow 
gro~lb is influend by word <of mouth. Delays in ow semicc will producc di<w!isfied customers. 
who will choose alrrnuuivc means of travel in the future. Our .mice mmpete3 d m d y  with 

3.7.1.4 of thefinal ElS 

The 3CLminute delay includes the esti mated time required for a slow-speed 
vessel to move from the path of an LNG carrier, wait approximately 15 
minutes for the LNG carrier to pass, and then return to its previous 
position. The 30-mi nute delay is a worst-case &i mate for slow-movi ng 
vessels in the Race. It does not apply to ferries in the open waters of Long 
Island Sound or Block Island Sound, or to high-speed ferriestransiting the 
Race. 

OC4-2 In response to the concerns expressed by Cross Sound Ferry, the 
assessment of impads to ferry operations has been revised in the final EIS. 
The draft EIS presented an assessment of the combined probability, over 
the course of aweek, of a conflict between aferry and an LNG carrier. In 
thefinal EIS, weaddressed theimpad of an LNG carrier that arrivesduring 
ferry operating hours to assess the Ii keli hood of conflict. 

OC4-3 As noted in the response immediately above, the assessment of i mpads to 
ferry operations has been revised in the final EIS. The final EIS refleds a 
potentially higher impact of LNG transits to Cross Sound Ferry than was 
presented in the draft El S. 
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- Wc IUV c.iu11ourly opilmiruc that our w m s  will bc adrirrrsni ~ f t h  L a  G w d  perrnltr 
m e ~ ~ d  ferry trarurt w h l n  the I.V(; safely end =unt). unes lhrs pass~blllty 1s ruled w ~ t h  

mid f m a ~  may bt within an ~ N C  m r n  d w  rrnd scemt)i zme under c e m  

- A s m e d  in Ik WSR (Appendix Dt, rhc Coasl f i d  wuld a h  ~ g u h r i y  cchatded fcrnru 
~ ~ i d e  the LNG camem' dety and wiunty toner. a s m ~ n g  !hnt he slipe~lic safi, and mur i t )  
wnd~uoru  at h e  time of w e  arc awzpublr to the Coast ( i d . "  @. 3- 149) 
"To alleviate pomual  ferry and LNG c m c r  schedule wnfllctv in the Rnce and clscwiwre along *the 
L.NG carrier mutes. the Cwqi Guard geacmlty would rllow f e q  operation urthln h e  1.NG camer 

periodic m i w  impasu Lhat would occur over the life of che Rnlwt .  By mllmvlag conditional ferry 
m n i t  oTI.NC; wmer safety w d  wuriry ? o m ,  the Coasl (iuard would wdwr  thr p~tenr!al Impact 
lo chc ferry 3yslrms to the lowest Irvcl poss~ble " (p 3- 150) 

We arc advocating that a suongcr m i t i o n  tc mkcn by h e  Coau Guanl which would guarantee 
conunerc~al ferries, ngula td  undcr 33CFR104, be a l l o u d  to W r r t  u t h i n  an LNCi camicr's safer). 
d sccunty mne aI MARSEC I (Maritime Stiunly Ixvel I ) .  ' f i e  current lanyuage in thc DmIl 
EIS &KS not commit to an cxccplinn for fcmw, brd stater 11 ap a pursihilit) W r  mqxcr hat  the 
wurit) env~ronmrn[ is flud and that clrcumsmces may br: d~Kercnt in X I 0  ilowevrr, t d r r s l  
Regulations created d~tf'rrrnt wurity posturn haPal on h-a~ Irvcls when bey  c& chr 
MAKSU' y!&m Wc believe lhat a l l o ~ i n g  rummcrctal ferriw tu lnrnirt W(i c m r r  d e i )  and 
sex-unty w w  at MARSEC 1 wrii Iim~t pofcntial ncgarjw imp&! to ferry opedrons. while 

- prcxrviny the safe0 and stcunQ of the I .Kb d e n  

Vice Ih-sidcng C w  Sound Ferry S m i u s .  Im. 
Chmer. Block Island b c q  Services. LL(' 

OC4-4 Although the Coast Guard would generally consider al Iowi ng ferries to 
pass through the safety and security zones around the LNG carriers, it 
cannot commit to aformal agreement to allow that activity. If the Projed 
is approved for operation and if the threat environment of the waterway 
remains at its current level, the Coad Guard would permit ferries to transit 
through the proposed moving safety and security zone around the LNG 
carriers. The Coast Guard would discuss the specifics of such transits with 
Cross Sound Ferry. As discussed in Sedion 5 of the WSR (Appendix C of 
the final EIS), the threat environment is dynamic. Therefore, as the threat 
environment changes, the Coad Guard would reevaluate the specifics of 
the transits by the ferries and communicate any required operational 
revisions to the ferry company. The Coast Guard may also reevaluate 
al Iowi ng ferries to transit the safety and security zone based on changes to 
MARSEC levels. In addition, if authorized, it is expeded that Coad Guard 
would require Broadwater to schedule LNG carrier transitsto minimize 
i mpad to other waterway users, to the extent pradi cal , as recommended by 
the Coast Guard in Section 8.4 of the WSR (Appendix C of the final ElS). 
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\lagalre R Salai, Secretan 
i culzral h w r g ,  K<gnldlorv L'omm~ss~un 
XXX Ftrst Stred, NF Room 14 
1Vash:ngton DC 20.426 

A s  one oflhe uorld's leadmi: conselration orgmuzatious with a m~ssiotl of 
prnteminprhe land and \%arzL on i~lirch h ~ o d t ~ e r i t t ~  depeodi, The 'i5ntre 
Coi?cmrancy ntll llmtt it\ coIlirn<& to the tnxImnmmLll i\cue rar~odbt tlre 

Y ~ ~ ~ ~ I I ~ L - I I L  (CIS) Ylcas;: notc 11161 ;I conserialmil wgJuir&ruo ~ninrniltcd to Ioqlng 
cooperative partnelships thzzt piewiTe acologrcally s~gmiicant hab~tae. The Katurr 
Cotiscnanc\i doc? not oitzn take pnsnioin on  spccufic dc\elrrpntmnt propcrial\ m the 
urea9 n h m  we worh Howe~~~~tr  lhe potetlti~l ~ e \ ~ e ~ ~ l t *  d t h e  EIIY~IO~ICBI Il?rd&ti pil(led 
hv tllc ptopascd 'Llroaclwa?cs [project and flu: u u ~ d ~ ~ ~ ~ a c r o ~  of thc: && E1S cunlycl ~ t s  

to aritc-ulat.e otrrtvreivs at rhls rime 

I n o  broad scts itf cf~csv$oS this proposfid pmji'ct lu~tst bc ad~lrcsscd m more cicEnll ru 
the final EIS. 
7 IVlrat rftectc rvill corranrctron and operation st 111s FSRT' haire on the Tang 

15lCUld Solttid CbtUdl?, d% d \\ h ~ k  md 
1 \.t. hat ats h e  hkel\ man\-iromueni,~i Liinreqimces tf sut~lathlng p e r  ~~m,ng, \itch 

as a firs, leal,, rxploc~on, ot f.li1ur-e d r h a  YZS, ahcthsr dill li) neglrgence, 
~ntetitronal hum,m aets, or acts of nutnr') 

B P ( ~ I L ~ H ~ ~ ~ T  Y n i r p .  GI parlncrihip bcl\\ een Slrctl dr~d ths Ir<~tltl'iC&mds Corporalrun 
proposes a $700 null~an floating .;toruEc and regtnrficntlon mitt nltr  3 m.mt of a 
Itq dad natural g& tcrrncttal. t tnol~mg cold stolagr of natural to rcducs %tolago and 
tl,w%pr~fiat~m ..aha, \&i)ulil I% the lirsl ol 11% hiad The dr%cgn tq a ~ ;h~p l tke  \e<crl 
nltsrii~ed to u 1 MS thal IS ntiertsnslon of other flaatmg~odarrlion ve.irols used mlltc 
energy u~dus~ty hi h n g  Island Sound, Broad-\iater proy0;zizj tlir FSM- to be 
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fnius.;s on lniprotsing anbt  qunlll) m an &%turn  and mrnidmttrg the rrrl\gr3r11: urlln: 
x+huk 8)s:cni its chcn~:cQ, pl~~sscdl md btol,+g?c%l prupcrltcb, &q u 611 I*\ rt+ 
zconotilic, lecteahcnsl and acsthelac values fi-S EPA 2001> hvthing slnce tlie 
dez~g~atlon ha9 d~liiv~~ihed I ~ C  S.~unci'$ nnponawe To tho co-itrarp trt 1994 a plat1 
lo nim~age the Sotutd inr the regton'\ henelit enrslrged from the In11g Iqldntl Scu~ld 
Sbdz (''LISS'7. and nlurc thmi $500 nulllun in tau dollms lia%e hean alloc,ltzd to 

.and Scnatc crzallttg thr: I on:: Is1:md Sound Stiwjrdshrp IcL lbrs dct ,~ulhon~cs 525 
nlrlhon G~m~uall) m iicdilrai lirnds undir rhc susp~~zq  uLlhc LPX lo prolccl kz) coartdl 
srtes along the Long Island and Cotn~eft~cut shore ni ,an effort to save die SCRIII~ 

Efi~rrq are nnde&.a? to reulore ridal setland lrahtrai and annto\inrateli, 15 miles 

u G", -La ,  - %,, 

Since 1092; &XBL chernicd drsclqargea *ire& J I ~  the S r w d  and rtstrrbutiliics Iiaqe dccreased1.r 88 
~"r iwd (LlSS Xc)ll(ij 

T u  he 5u-c hu Soind 15 n%t -3  ilhrrut r tb  prchloms There iro <t11 i*il.tr p ~ i l ~ t ?  ~rincerns slrd hoe1 \ 
irf irhileri uc-ri\~!.~ng ,I l n ~ ? I  vitmmcn~.<l I dtert 

OC5-1 To clarify, the proposed location for the FSRU was dweloped by the 
applicant with input from agencies and dakehol ders. As part of our 
regulatory responsibility, we have revi w e d  and analyzed the i mpads of 
the proposed Projed. A great deal of effort and resources have been 
expended to restore Long Island Sound. Notable is the attempt to limit 
nitrogen inputs from w a g e  treatment facilities. Our r w i w  indicatesthat 
the Projed would contribute minimally to the existing overall nitrogen 
inputsto the Sound. As stated in Sedions 3.2.3 (water resources), 3.3.1.2 
(benthic resources), 3.3.2.2 (fisheries), 3.3.3 (fisheries of special concern), 
3.3.4.2 (marine mammals), 3.3.5.2 (mian species), and 3.4 (threatened and 
endangered species) of the fi nal El S, construction and operation of the 
Projed as proposed by Broadwater would result in a limited environmental 
impact. I mpads to resources would be avoided or further minimized with 
incorporation of the recommendations we have identified throughout the 
f i nal El S. 
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The prolect ~n\.ol~.i.s construction of art underwater pipdit~i: to conntcr thc FSRT; to 
the rxlsLmr:sttbwd Ir~qwi4 C:&% I r d n ~ t n ~ \ ~ o i ?  S)~tmnprprline m dtr. Lolrq Isl-md 
Soulad Ihe 1 SRII pipeline 1+111 bc agplaaimaczl\ 30 u ~ c l r ~ s  w:dc and 221111lcs loug 
The p~pcllne wil l  he concrete-coated and olsrdied bei~enlh the qeabed uslng a ilum- 
\pcid. lo%\-sriergr zub5cd plcw ;uld allos+ed to b~ckfill nsLiuall\, dllhougl~ i f  r b ~  
rz~unt~lrincadsLlon m rlrc ULIS rs Sollni\r.d, rhc actich ail1 bc a&-hllcd foliri\bmg 
constmchoo hi i u c a  wilere tln5 ni&l~od is not~oss~hle .  a trench =ill be dredrcd aid - 
rlicn haektllled irtth 1niponi.d .-clean matziial ' hi '~ulnorahle ' locat~onn, addirlonal 
yroleit~otl of the p~ptli~nc 11*1iy he needed and atll  he cwerrd w1tl-1 ConLrete nlailrng or 
~mnor stonc 

%i]wiuc fccl and l~ould  stcrux Lhc 'SKL m pldcc dull bc a Ciipporl strucLurc for Ih t  
comectnlg p~pslmo 

narticulate.; tlrat can re%~llt in a sene& i ~ t  t e i ~ ~ n t ~ ~ w r h r e a r c  lncludliia dcrninentai 

condnctad lue pu>rdtd except tlmt tlref mcludsd vrdrog~q~hv of ths wa floor tu 
a\iess tllr ~niaimel n?mniuaitr. \\ 1 ~ e 1  p~lntlrd out in Lrsllrnons gnen hq Dr. 
Kon~mLqae and Peter .4ilslcr on 7 Ucccmbcr 2006 at rr hearup ofthe Cm~ecticut 
Stab Ssnala'a h t rg  l \ lmd Lly~ild \dlu~al Cia.. lmk I OIL<, abSicsbrnp md qualhfymp 
the colnpui:t~on m d  \trttnrctttre of henthic i-nn~mrxn~t~es by 1132 of v~deoqraplix 1s 

e i t r ~ r ~ ~ e l i  ditlicnlt &* I-IIOSL spitcici that liic 111 Ihd c ~ u l ~ m ~ n i  arc d~llizult lo scc 'ind 
l ~ ~ ~ l t l r v  

I mpads associated with the temporary turbidity plumes during adive 
construdion are discussed in Sedion 3.2.3.1 of the fi nal EIS. The turbidity 
concentrations associated with subsea plowing would be largely assimi Iated 
into Long Island Sound within 12 hours of sediment disturbance. A review 
of scientific I iterature indicated that the lowest suspended sediment 
concentration and duration combination that caused sublethal effeds in 
estuarine fish was650 mg/L for 5 days (Wil ber and CIarke2001). The 
maximum estimated concentrations during adive plowing for the 
Broadwater Projed do not approach the range at which sublethal effeds 
hme been demonstrated to occur in estuari ne fish. Based on the relatively 
small sizeand short duration of theturbidity plume, construdion would not 
result in any significant impad to water quality or marine resources; any 
temporary i mpad would exist during and immediately fol I owi ng d i v e  
construdi on. 

Details regarding the benthic studies conduded by Broadwater in Apri I and 
May 2005 can befound in Resource Report No. 3 -  Fish, Vegetation, and 
Wildlife in FERC' s docket for the Broadwater LNG Projed (Docket No. 
CP06-54-000, Accession #20060130-4018). Neither the text in the draft 
EIS nor in the final EIS charaderizesthe benthic community based on 
video surveys. Benthic community charaderizations also included benthic 
grab samples at 27 sites along the proposed pi pel i ne route. However, 
Sedi on 3.3.1.2 of the fi nal El S has been expanded to more ful ly describe 
the benthic communities. 
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The X I S  protides sotne sitrepiup general1tli.6 reziudlng the hmtllic carrununLtleu 
that mc Idryl:, h a i d  on g i n s  ~ ! r K ~ r c ~ i ~ ~ s  :n scdtmcnt Qpc\ md  hi, drztnhr~t~rln uf  
lbese ~edrrner11.s 111 Long lhlmd Sorit~d (Scitron 3 3 I 1) I11c ULi% prwldc.5 nu 
quait~ktive &%.rs&sinmt of the baitlrlc coikLmuulnes pi esetit aloiig the rorde ofthe 
p ~ o p o ~ t d  ptnelinc.; or ;if the Y i l S  

Queit~ons linger over the abdlty of bentluc ccnununittes t o  recover fisrtu drsnubances 
ascoctattxl wtfh the con%tr~~iThoti of l)tl~11ne1, m large pa17 hecilli\e d, i~ilmr d~tKcult to 
o h l m  Subtle dtllerzclcei la t(?pcigraph!, cir g a m u i / r  ol the ~edrrnznt dt tl?lruc ittrs 
1t1n1 affect S ~ ~ C I C S  m m p o ~ ~ t ~ m i  I ~ ~ p o h u i g  ~ i ~ f v .  ul~ulj~abttecl ~ub\*atcs to 
oolomzat~un by bentluc org'ilumn coidd r&\ult fix a clr'tnge 111 ~ . i rn~inunt t~  
c\,mprxltlnn and itructnrt or pmrtde opportumilcs far the a\taltl~ihment ot non- 
naltvs urt db~xc SPI'CLCL 

Tanker Traftic 

13~goouny 121 2010 tiic 1 SKL wailld Ilxeitc two ro h ~ c  LUG ~hrpcncnt\ p u  VGLL 

apprortrrmatel\ 1W O U O ~ '  of LNG 

<n> addrt~onal lanker nat1.i~ rnto Tong I;.!and Sound pcqes the rlrreat of hr in~lag  
nlarme m\ &:%v ipe~li-s (t 1.i b.~Ild,t wder and iletaLhrnent ~ r m n  gddr hirlls) mto i11c 
Sound ,mi3 nelgIib(mng waters. Fsen full\-loaded ta111,err; crrnilnz rro~i? foreign pork 
t!pleally have a small amount of bailitst water, \xshrilh cL>uld sontarn m a m e  species 
iSt~lc\  22(K)6) IIIC DbiS h ~ i g g ~ : ~ , t ~  llmdt mobt ballast watir ++rwld bc chchiirrgcd 1n 
,rutandt~onal rintet-, (200 nautical rnllfi off'~fmte, Sealon 3 2 12) some hailsst \xatrr 
x.%ould be re1eilsi.d m L m g  Isl,md Soilnd 

, ,  . . ,  - . .  
, , : ' !  " I , , '  ': . 1.. . , .  r ,,,*.,'. . :,-.I:, ' : , ' . . . , I , , , , V  'f,,.,', ,.,, r s ; < , . ,  

, , / , t , ,  .; , :i;>,,.:.>z6,, ,It( $.,, I , ,  ;,.\.', 

I !1e ')' I \  . I I \ ~ o  ,.I ,.:L~%l !,<I 1,1<;1c > l t l l l ~ ~ , ~ l ~ l  ~ l . , l l ~ l ~ , l ~ l .  :!r.)lc<l .l',,. l,l..l Il1c 

~ I I I K ~ ~ . ~ I ! : I I . ~ ~ ~  .,I  i ~ ~ \ , t k ~ \ :  .li,,,i,,. v.$ I>;III.I~I ,.\ . [ \ , I  :,:II,I.I;~,~- ; t 9 ~  ' IF  l ' ~  , I L I . ~ I I I  811 
L)\ ; I IC I I I I ~ ! I I ~ ~ ~ I ~ ~ I I ~ I I  \ I ,UIIIIII< ~ ~ J I ~ . L I I I ~ . I ~ . ~ I > .  but t11?-< <1.111il,?iJ\ I..)v< 11.3. ~ : L I I  1~1.t':cI 
.Ill.l \\; .Illl!ll,l 3 1 1 . 1  ..,:1,1i <,.I 1li.111 \ I .~~L11~11! ,  .I. I):lll i ) l ' l l l l \  l C \  I?.\. 

OC5-4 Please see our response to comment OC53 

OC5-5 Please see our response to comment OC53 

OC5-6 Potential impadsto benthic habitat are discussed in M i o n  3.3.1.2 of the 
final EIS. This d i o n  also discusses post-construction monitoring reports 
and results for several similar pi pel i ne proj eds. The fi ndi ngs of several 
post-construdi on monitoring reports in the region are described, including 
some areas where recovery appears to have occurred successfully. I n 
addition, FERC has included a recommendation that Broadwater file plans 
describing methods to successfully mechanically backfi I I the trench 
( M i o n  3.1.2.2 of the final EIS). The plan must incorporate interagency 
coordination to identify the appropriate methods for backfi I I i ng and 
detai led post-construdi on monitoring criteria to assess backfi I I i ng success. 

OC5-7 Thank you for your comment. Flease see our responses to comments 
OC5-3 and OC5-6. 

5-8 The final EIS has been updated to include the draft Water Quality 
Monitoring Plan (as Appendix I) that was designed to monitor discharges 
from the FSRU and LNG carriers (while berthed to the FSRU). LNG 
carriers are not expeded to discharge ballast water into Long Island Sound 
because they would arrive in Long Island Sound full of cargo (see 
M i o n  3.2.3.2 of thefinal EIS). In theunlikely event that acarrier did 
discharge ballad water, the discharge woul d be conducted in accordance 
with federal and international regulations. These regulations would include 
EPA's pending ballast water measures for foreign vessels, to be enaded in 
2008, that is intended to minimize potential i mpads of i nvasive species. 
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OC5-9 Please see our response to comment OC58. AI l potential sources of LNG 
would be obtai ned at least 200 nautical miles from the U.S. coadli ne. 

OC5-10 Sedion 3.2.3 of the final ElS identifiesthe current status of regulations 
being considered by EPA and the I M 0. AI l Proj ed-re1 ated vessels woul d 
be required to adhere to all applicable date, federal, and international 
regulations and conventions designed to prevent operational or accidental 
pol I uti on of the marine environment by ships. As is regulated for al I 
international shipping traffic in Long Island Sound, vessels associated with 
the Projed would be required to comply with applicablefederal and 
international regulations, including the I nternational Convention for the 
Prevention of Marine Pol I uti on from Ships (MARPOL). 
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OC5-11 M i o n  3 2 3 2 of the final ElS has been expanded to address potential 
concernswith invaslve species LNG carriers are not expeded to discharge 

hnanre  S P Z G I ~ F  niag dso aftash b gsm and t i dk  i f  Eoab 1 ha i SIttl and YblS 
prnv~de ildhle rrte.; tn the ~en l e r  of 1 ong lsliind io~rnd inr polenbd diet1 speuec to 

ballast water into Long I dand Sound since they would arrive in Long 
co lon~~e ,  hscorne ebahltihed, and disperse ur o t l i ~  rites wthrn i*?ns Island hound Island Sound full of cargo In the unll kely went that a carrier did discharge 

ballast water. the discharae would be conducted in accordance with federal 
Ir dt~cu\hrd m the DFIS, ~ u r b r n  w11I pa\% r l~o~ igh  tmpnrhnt hal>~iat occupltld at 

certain blues d t l~z  3ear bv tale and endangried whales and sm tclitlzs. collisions 
~ZLWCLXI iiiiih~m in~d Ih;hc dnin~dTz ~3111 hi: lithrl 111 ddition lo t i ~ c  la~t"nri, ~ u p p r l  
traiXc p ~ i r r d t ~ ~ g  tirdtdtc~n and av,istanLe to t , n & e r i ~ ~ ~ l l  I>a%..si to t r s e l  0111 to Ineet 
tsnk~rs. iu~d guide taidcst~ to tlie FSR1.T and l ~ c b  o~r t  to s a .  Xlthorrgh the .w161mt of 
talker traflic har hectr quantified. a thorough asiossmetrt of dddtttot~l siippoit boat 
tsdtlic has not 

and i nternatibnal regulati&s. These regulations include EPA' s pending 
ballast water measures for foreign vessels, to be enacted in 2008, that are 
intended to minimize potential impads of invasive species. In addition, we 
have included a recommendation in M i o n  3.2.3.1 of the fi nal El S, 
requiring Broadwater to use a non-toxic silicon-based anti-fouli ng paint on 
the hull of the proposed FSRU and any other structures requiring anti- 

Tkts ~~~f t f~ tra i iu i  booilt ir<&c irndli(m it  is san~ztiinedpo~es i ~ n  irdditlono! z i ~ i i  to thsse 
I-riro otlci cirdangrrui apccir.:. thia $hi>xid lie cj6iunifit.d iu udsete rho rid io I ~ C ' I C  

fouling paint. According to Broadwater, the proposed FSRU m& require 
surface cleaning of the hull which would be conducted no morethan once 

karruul Iz&;lw of fndr  fronl buch 1,li.G trsrclr lrrll introduce jwlirlilrrdrirs In dlr2cl 
ecndrs\entton ol the caret111 <llcx-tk to ckureilhr: tt~xtjli in the S D L I ~ ~  

Rmrarnment 

'the t ro~cn ga? \\auld bc %tu rd  r*tlhtn thi: hull o i  lbc kSRC m \pci:iall: rl;srgncd 
t,mks, aanncd ~n lv  p a .  mil fim szur lo the p~pclznc ' I h  udm~nng. lo bs 
accon~pllshed d m &  a s u h r r g a i  combustlotl raponzatlm process. moilld send 
1 XOrlrmu~h t u b  111 a i%;ltcr Irdth licalnd I>> hurnirlp ndiulsf gas The mtetllron 
~bould be io retau) the haled u,tLer ~ r t b t n  a closed i w p  s.rstetr, to armd direhargc: 
into thc Soutld 

The FSRl- and tmCers am eupzcted to use altoui 28 2 mgd of szdnatcr, moyt ot tlit 
\i,laEGr 1s iisrocliiied x*rtll thc ~ a p o r ~ t t i o n  prwcsi bill 11 dso hclritias ~oollng xiakr I'or 
the tankers v:iirie n~crcled at the FSRU a3 %-+ell as water ~ysoo~atedmitl~ a small 
u a ~ t e ~ a t e l  treahnznt plant 

TIm section on enfiatltnem denlc onl) art l i  artrannlaa of~cli&yopln&a% but doeq 
not dzscr~ss att ;dl th2 rEei?s of entra~ntwnt ofphvtoplnnkton or zooplaiktun \Me 
beltere thdc I \  a gnr% nversrglll .&the den\~ties ol d i a e  other pldnLt~ni 1ar r.sieecitht 
domi:lss of tcl~tI~?oplnnh~on m d  tho3 jcnv as ihc bnsz of the kow1 web for all of 
I ,> . IJ  % I  I I I ~  \ i ) ~ ~ t ~ , ~  . I I I , ~  .1,11 . I I I ! I I .~  I>I..III -. \ \ 5 ~ ; ~ ~ .  ,. 1)111111;. II.I.:II .ill L ?L.I.. I; 
1\.11<1.. , 1' 1 8111;. 1. I.. 1,1 \<.t111,1 .II?  ' I . , .  >!l~.llltlirl .1111I "ll\l.~'~l.llll l ~ ) l l  .il'll / <  ~ , l l i . , l l l \ i ~ ~ ~ l l  

%rX1 k abuiidmt m Ihc uater dc~lurrm \4lrcrc cnirainma~l Lan occur ihe.poirnirir1 
t~i?ii;im?sni uf-uh piirilirlon .\kr~?d/d he citmrutid io ci'ticrwini l h t ip~~uv i iu~  e)]i~iz fa 

per year 

We hme consulted with NM FS- Proteded Resources Division about 
potential i mpads. M i o n  3.4 of the fi nal EIS has been updated with 
additional information regarding the potential i mpacts on threatened or 
endangered mari ne species associated with operati on of Proj ed-rd ated 
vessels including mitigation measures to minimize potential impads. 

As is regulated for al I international shipping traffic in Long Island Sound, 
vessels associated with the Projed would be required to comply with 
applicable federal and international regulati ons, including the International 
Convention for the Prwention of Marine Pollution from Ships (MARPOL). 
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OC5-14 LNG carrierswould withdraw water for cooling. Virtually every boat with 
an engine in Long Island Sound takes up and discharges cooling water. 
The cooling water requirementsfor LNG carriers are relatively large but 
are similar to those of other large d i d -  and steampowered commercial 
vessels currently using the Sound. The intake and discharge of cooling 
water would be episodic, coi nciding with transit and offloadi ng operations. 
The averqe daily w a t e r  intake by LNG carriers for cooling would be 
about 22.7 mgd. For context, the Sound holds about 18 trillion gallons and 
receives new daily inflows of about 444,000 mgd. Therefore, Broadwater's 
intake would be 0.005 percent of the dai l y i nflow. The next generation of 
carrierswill be larger, but will likely be diesel-powered requiring Iess 
cooling water. Asexplained in detail in Sedion 3.2.3.2 of the final EIS, the 
large majority of thewater intake by the FSRU and LNG carrierswould be 
associated with ballad water. No seawater would be diredl y required for 
the vaporization process. Sedion 2.1 .I .4 of the final EIS describes the 
regasif i cati on process. 

OC5-15 As discussed in responseto comment OC2-19, Sedion 3.3.2.2 of the final 
ElS has been updated to identify the expeded impadsto phytoplankton 
and zooplankton associated with water intakes. As with ichthyopl ankton, 
the impad would be negligible (Iess than 0.1 percent of the standing stock 
of the central basin of Long Island Sound). 
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.;pi.cie~ s~reh i ~ s  lohmer m Lo118 Islmd Somid ~mrj not be appropliate (Sectloll 3 3 2 2. 
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- 
I liernari~?eIj ibe bitfigen thar Rriladti otcr t it!ff~ure ti71 e#@er!: mot efi~rrainfiwcrr u*dl 

hme on the abrinriuri'e qi idlp/?) /op/unktm. ;oapii~nklon mi! ich!hi O ~ I I I I ? I C ~ O I I  11 zlh f 
3,criid 3  tie rczdii ofthe FSRf' 7hi.r 01" r f~~~e \~n iee"norrMnisoadm ail 
xntlet~at~nd~rri: an how o.wiarioi~a of ?he FSRT'rnight iffit?, trfee~tebr~te fish 

- fx".;el~~~rrnir h r d  und ~cix izailit dzrl?ii~riiiii~f r~roimi i??t .%Rt 

iirire6,d the site ar &iiktz rhr prohnbil~ti* of entr uirir~ic at nl &#erern lams7 ool ik vwr. 

Zli: s:etlons on nois* tn the B1~adwntr7 DElS focus p ima i i l~  on lr7.21~ that ac either 
lethal or dam.agirr$iit tificlr or narntnal% The nF,IS ~ e p r t s   hat ppllc: dmirig  luring 
s<~~)i r tn~bL~~t i  id tlw YhT\ nia? mnz soulid that are potsnt~~iilr ddtnaglng to 
marinc u~a~nrnds  and die) iuggst dm1 mea~urm, such rrilmpulg up thls 
cot~lniction actrrir! utll cause mat-tne m,znmal% ta avoid thz area Ot gleater 
concern to uc 19 die axsragr lelel cot irpzrf 111g aoiir c%ttr?intrdtnrsl?ge from 120 dB 

065-18 uilhrn W hwlle% and 108 dB wrlh!n 1 "Imtl~s oPtlic kSKU No d~siussion +b pro%td;d 
as to :to\+ ltlus m~glil niTzcl ~ h c  hchdt lor loragmg of lish, inmtiz tunlcs, ormmlnnc 
nlanunals that occw a~ th tn  &we piostrnittei ofthe FSRU rf i :  usk tlae ilpplicnnr ro 
cidd~eeab rh, cowern urid idantiij ho11 r i r  ufEci\ mighr he n~trig(~,iited 

Lighting 

- 
\i nirntlntied & m e ,  thz FSRlJ and 'r hlS -111  Irave tixed Ilgiit~ttg assomated \-rch 

tliesc structures Umng mlgdt~ou, bi~db mdir bc atllilctcd lo iu~d d ~ b ~ r ~ o n k d  b> 
11gllkd stmctt~leu. espcc~all?. on nightu a ~ t h  loa cloud cowl antlorfog They ma) 
end up \tr~hntg ths ihuotrl~e~ or tracon~c \*aabaned from c~rclmg arour~d tlta 5tmetute 
and eventcc~~l~ fa11 a m  rlie d e b  or rntu the 9c.t and [be SYO diictds\ion I A  p7017d~ld in 
fi7eitEIS to orsets the eflec-t~ o f  fire f~foposed Iqht~tig on ,?i,grnrotj hiidr oi msurrzter 
titnt coiiirj he tnkti  t o  mi, tigate h e w  effrrf c I Pri r , nqoi tunt i i irid ~fitriila ' ~ e  

- rrddre%cart m the /?nul FfS 

- 
:i coluar! oi hi: Ycdcrdh hnndar~g~r~d Ezhcac' Icn? L\ 1oca:~d on i aihc~cs lslmd 
appro\unat~l\ 12 11311cb wulh urth* kS1.1I1 1h1,  tin^ rigtilarl: li>rcigcs along ~ I I L  
north sl~ire of l m g  I.ilmid ?el no tnetltron 11 t71.ule of the pm<iblr eff'h-~s, dt11e 
FSRU operatto~ii on the tern'.; f l ~ d i s  to its rzgtdarb uqed foraging sites m rts use tlf 
the region mui id  tliz FSRIJ as fnrag~iig llahitat Tlr ueh rhar rhe oppkcoar cn*?ducl 
oa o~~c18,rrenE gf haat d(zi11 opwotici:?e ni f h ~  1 ~ 9 1 1 ,  i t i~qht R ~ & ~ C I  theiiighf paii:s of 

- IZorenre Serrzs hetnam fherr rc?ioq rife nriiijeeii;r?g staea 

OC5-16 Flease see our response to comment OC5-15. 

OC5-17 Sedion 3.3.2 of the final ElS discusses potential Iighting impadsto marine 
resources (including phytoplankton). 

OC5- 1 8 Potential i mpads of underwater noise on various marine resources are 
discussed in Sedions 3.3.2.2 (fish), 3.3.4.2 (marine mammals), and 3.4.1 
(threatened and endangered species) of the final El S. In addition, FERC 
has included a recommendation that Broadwater coordinate with NM FS to 
identify proper noise thresholds and any appropriate mitigation to moid 
and minimize potential impacts to marine resources. 

OC5-19 Sedion 3.3.5 of the final ElS discusses potential Iighting impadsto 
migratory birds. In regard to federally listed birds, FWS concurred with 
FERC' s determination that col I i si ons with the proposed FSRU would not 
be I i kel y to adversely affed federally I i sted species. 

OC5-20 Sedi on 3.4.1 of the fi nal El S has been updated based on mailable input 
from FWS regarding federally listed m i  an species. In a letter dated June 8, 
2007, FWS concurred with FERC' s determination that col Iisions with the 
proposed FSRU would not be I i kel y to adverse1 y aff ed federal l y I i sted 
species. 
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RII er (!he Peconlc Rurer) The relat~vei? natural stale r?f Rtrertiead 15 one rrt the 
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?d ~t rs In Ihi. ~dsicrn hcdllhvplntlrrn oi'rht. c\ludry U1dl13roadwdtitir pnbpows t~ 
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Rtoadxate propoieb a large project, e uiltel!, out of scak r%itki its sufloundmgs The 
IrSRl1 sould be appw~tmat~1.i 1300 TLL litng. 200 Scci bvldc and N ~ C  75 io IClb Tc;t 
&o\ 4 wa Ie! cL tahmirled lo hc s h o ~ l  thi: srzc 01 tlic Qwcn Ha! I1 'Ih.: LNG 
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r&rsatmchoe thnf ciul  dejpde or dmttu3 habitat and 01 p~tcut~rljh dogadc air m ~ d  
%%atel qualmty (inclitdmg p m n d  ~ 3 t e r )  For e~arnplil, tlizrz stl l  Ilkel> he 
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malls, d:spa\d n s l i ~ ,  cLaporsllon pundi. m d  contprcunr statinns jSLdci's 2Lili6) la 
adQl~on LK(i li an etlcrgb UhtIblVC iriXlCCSb U l ~ l  ri:l~dscs C& (&lU-~r~~!d\~. l l~r  

ki oonch~ston. it baenls n ~ e g u ~ d c d  nl  k s t  Eot the t%dcrZd go\icrnnluit to fit~ance the 
T m g  Island Sound Snrdy 113s lrundredr ot rn~lllans nt raypayer dollars to rniplenient 
the itudq'h rec,rm:~ii.ndatio~ili, a~idthe~i  place into tht s~nc'%tein a noxel mergu 
pialSom~ ci  cnnrntoitb pruportkouk wll~sc unpacts hav2 11~1 b;m ddcq~ldlcl) st:td~od 
At the veq ii.a~t. the pnrttes that ~wndrtaed tivt LISS 8ho11ld bz e11gagi.d to a s e 5 s  thd 
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a> t111% L~LI~IL? rs thi: lint oSrts knid. Bruadtidlershvr~ld bc rrq~nred lo reftau cach end 

ano of UI; pmtiti e shotlitlg m l ~  C O I L S ~ I X I ~ L O ~ ~  and operst~on urilt not have s 
ll<&'IfI%B eff'e~t th2 BStlMl J 

I1 111~ L ~ ~ ~ ~ r o i i r n c ~ ~ i a l  ihtcal  nfa  Pdcnt~al hfish<w I.? Sim$~c~nl 

The conu%itnts 111 iedton I %et ftxili Iikelj Impacts of Ihr project ~f all gne. aesorhng 
14 plm~ and 1-0 rrutshaps ~~.rccur Suih iiabrlit~ c.iluzoi bc prcsunrcd iriroaduatcr (2004) 
cut~tmdr i11irt I! ihozi. tliu lo~~itii>n in Iring blmd Sutmd h d u t c  o ~ i o ~ r ~ 1 s t c . n i  sdrc 
a.itci and \rr,tthe~ eut~il~rrons )r,u-rtt~md mid rts pmrcinllty ta h e  hoquoi% pqrol~ne 
h%aiIable s tom dntn i a b ~ ~ f s  this O~RUII .4cco1dmg to the TJS Liu~dfallmg IIutllcanz 
Ptnbah~l~t) Pmltct (Cirat 200fJ. tlierc lh a 99 perceilt p n ~ h b i l i e  that thc gm>grap!itc 
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The proposed Projed would primarily be located within the open waters of 
Long Island Sound. Broadwater proposes to uti I ize existing onshore 
faci Iities in New York for condrudion and maintenance operations for the 
proposed Proj ed. The on1 y development along the coast or shore1 i ne 
would be limited to a guardhouse and afence. The Peconic Estuary is 
more than 30 mi Ies from the proposed FSRU. Therefore, we know of no 
basis for suggesting that the proposed Projed would affed the Peconic 
Eduary. 

OC5-22 Sedion 2.0 of the final ElS descri bes all facilities and improvements that 
would be included as part of the proposed Broadwater LNG Projed. The 
proposed Projed has been developed, in part, to minimizethe potential for 
additional infrastructure; there is no technical basis to suggest that 
additional we1 Is, power I i nes, roads, ponds, or compressor stations would 
be required for the Projed. 

OC5-23 Flease see our response to comment OCI-64. 

OC5-24 In developing the final ElS, wecarefully considered the findings and 
recommendations of the LI SS, and we have concluded that the proposed 
Projed is compati ble with those recommendations. In addition, many of 
the organizations involved in development of the L I SS have been consulted 
and have provided comments as part of our review of the Broadwater 
Projed. We beliwe that we hme provided sufficient detail in this final El S 
to assess the type and magnitude of potential i mpads, and appropriate 
measures to avoid and minimize potential i mpads in accordance with 
NEPA requirements. 

OC5-25 Flease see our response to comment OC5-24. 
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OC5-26 section 3.10.2 of the final EIS dmri bes design standardsfor theYMSas 
they relate to hurrrmes and other slgnrfrcant storm events. As rndrcated I n 
Sedion 5, FERC requiresthat theYMS bedesigned to withstand a 
Category 5 hurricane. The largest hurrrcane reparted in Long Island Sound 
rn the p& 150 years was a Category 3. The YMS would be attached to the 
&loor by four prles drrven over 100 feet' into the substrate, not moorrng 
lines as suggested by the commentor. 

The comment that the "minimum safe dr stance from a worst-case scenarr o 
tanker ~ ~ ( p l o ~ ~ o n  IS w e n  miles*' IS Ir kely referrrng to the proposed Cabrr IIo 
Port pro]&. We have revrsed Sedion 3 10 3 of thefrnal ElSto compare 
the Cabrillx, Port analysis to the risk analyses conduded for the proposed 
Broadwater FSRU. In summary, due to project-specifr c drfferences, which 
ind ude tmk sizes, spill srzes, and op~zting environments, the consequence 
analysis specrfrc to the Cabrillo FSRU IS not applrcable to the proposed 
B rodwater FSRLI. 

OC5-2.8 ThecausesofhistorrcalLNGfamlrty~ncrdentshwebeenaccountedforrn 
thecurrent design standards for LNG tmrnals and regasification facil [ties. 
For example, theMaryland incrdent r@erred to by The Nature Conservancy 
resulted rn FERC makrng specific code changes The Algerran rncident IS 

not drrectly applrcable to consideration of rssues related to Broadwater 
bemuse that incident occurred at an LNG processing facility, nd a 
rqasifrcation terminal. Nevertheless, the inu dent was i ndigated by 
FERC staff to assesstheapplicability of thacausesof the incident and the 
applrcabr I rty of wrrectrve adrons for regilslfrcation fam Irties These 
I ncr dents are also dr s c u d  r n Wr on 3. I 0  of the fr nal El S 
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OC5-29 Thank you for your comment. Please see our responseto comment OC53. 

; A ptthh-ly a\ at l8la hasrluie urvenioq of henth~c and pelag~c flora urci fa~tilii 
r+rtIirn Ulc pnljid aza trto%l hc urdcrtakvn. - FrRC mukt ccnn.tder &I enurronnienlal tlireatc a*.;octatad nit11 the I VCi 
teru~in~il a id  rclatcd i n l i i ~ ~ t r u ~ t u r ~  rncludti~g potunt~d itupacts fro111 
h~~rrtcutes,  urd 

OC5-30 We have assumed that the comment refers to environmental threats that 
would harm the FSRU and the related infrastructure. In Sedions4 and 5 of 
the WSR (Appendix C of the fi nal EIS), the Coast Guard has addressed 
potential threatsto the FSRU, including environmental threats. Our 
responseto comment OC5-26 addressesthethreat of a hurricane, which we 
consider a worst-case envi ronmental threat. 
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OC5-31 Sedion 3.10.3 of the final ElS addressesthe consequence modeling that 
was conducted for the Projed. This includes eval uation of worst-case 
scenariosthat could result from an accidental or intentional release of LNG 
from the FSRU or from an LNG carrier. 

OC5-32 All Projed-related information that is not considered Critical Energy 
I nfrastructure Information (CEI I) or Sensitive Security Information (SSI) is 
mailable to the pub1 ic in FERC's eledronic docket for the Projed (Docket 
Nos. CP06-54-000 and CP06-55000). Individuals can obtain the CEI I 
information by signing aconfidentially qreement. Appendix B of the final 
El S I ists reference information for the publicly mailable studies that we 
reviewed during preparation of the final El S. 

OC5-33 As a regulatory qency, FERC's responsibility is to review applications as 
they are fi led. Sedi on 313(c) of EPAct of 2005 also di reds FERC to 
establish a schedule for the regulatory review that ensures an " expeditious 
completion" of the proceeding. If the New England states complete a 
regional siting study, FERC would take the conclusions into considerati on 
during its review of subsequent regional applications for LNG projeds. 
However, FERC does not be1 ieve that a regional siting study needs to be 
concluded prior to conducti ng the sitespecifi c review of proposed projeds. 
Such a review, if not completed before an application was filed before 
FERC, would surely conflict with the" expeditious completion" diredive 
from EPAct. 

The" siting" component of FERC' s review is addressed through a 
multidisciplinary and crossqency review of (1) the suitabil ity of the 
location proposed by the applicant; and (2) the environmental impact of the 
proposed Iocations versus other Iocations that could achievethe same 
objedives. When FERC reviews a proposed projed, it evaluates a range of 
alternative sites. These alternative sitesare by necessity based in the same 
region as the proposed site. 
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0C5-33 (Continued) 

Asstated inSedions2.1.1.1, 2.3.1.1, 3.10.2.1, and3.10.2.2of thefinal 
El S, federal regulations, industry standards, and classification society rules 
would govern thesafedesign, condrudion, and operation of the FSRU. 
Sedion 3.0 of the final El S indicates that impads to the estuary would be 
minor, and Sedion 4.4.2 provides information on alternativeterminal 
I ocati ons. 
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