
1.0 INTRODUCTION 

On Jmua-y 30, 2006, Broadwater Energy LLC and Broadwater R pel i ne LLC (jointly termed 
Broadwater, or the q p l  i m t  i n this Envi ronmental I mpact Statement [El q) fi led m q p l  i cati on with the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC, or the Commission) for the Broadwater LNG Project 
(the Project) under Sections 3(a) m d  7(c) of the Naturd Gas Act (NGA). FERC issued a notice of the 
q p l  i cati on i n the Federal Register on Februq 17,2006. 

In Docket Numbers CF0654-000 and CF0653000, b road water' seeks authorization to 
construct, i nstd I, operate, m d  mai nta n a l i qudi ed naturd gas (LNG) i mport, storage, and regasif i cati on 
facility m d  a n w  offshore naturd gas pipeline m d  m c i I I q  facilities to connect to the existing interstate 
natural gas transmission system. The proposed Project would transport up to 1.25 billion cubic feet per 
day (bcfd) of imported naturd gas to the region that includes Long lslmd, Nevv York City, m d  
Connecticut. All offshore Project faci l i ti es would be in the Suffol k County, NAN Y ork waters of Long 
I sl m d  Sound; onshore support faci I i ti es woul d also be wi thi n Suffol k County. 

Broadwater is prop09 ng to construct, instd I, operate, and manta n a floating storage m d  
regasification unit (FSRU), a yoke mooring system (Y M S), m d  a naturd gas pipeline m d  associated 
faci I ities. The proposed FSRU would include the fol Iowi ng man components: 

A Q ngl e berthing m d  unloading facility that would accommodate LNG m r i  ers with m g o  
capacities rmgi ng from 125,000 to 250,000 cubic meters (m3); 

A totd LNG storage cqaci ty of 350,000 m3 (qproxi matel y 8 bcf) ; 

Cl osed-l oop vapori zati on equi pment cqabl e of m average sendout capm ty of 1.0 bcfd at 
f ul l devel opment and a maxi mum sendout capacity of 1.25 bcfd; and 

Uti l i ty systems, craw quaters, and service faci l i ti es. 

The proposed Y M S woul d con3 st of the fol I owi ng ma n components: 

A moori ng tower i mbedded i n the sea floor; 

A moori ng yoke that would connect the FSRU to the mooring tower; m d  

Flexible sendout trmsfer l i nes m d  a pi pel i ne to the subsea pi pel i ne, communication m d  
control I i nes, m d  a smart pi g2 l aunchi ng faci I i ty. 

The proposed natural gas pi pel i ne m d  associ ated faci I i ti es would include: 

A 21.7-mi l elong, 3(li nch-di meter natural gas pi pel i ne; 

A hot-tq subsea connection to the existing l roquois Gas Transmission System (I GTS) 
pi pel i ne; and 

Vdves, asmatpigreceivingfacility, mdunderseacommunicationmdcontrol lines. 

1 Broadwater Energy LLC is jointly owned by TCPL US4 LNG, I nc. (a subsidiary of TransCanada Corporation) and Shell 
Broadwater Holdings LLC (a subsidiary of Shell Oil Company). Broadwater Pi pel ine LLC is owned by Broadwater Energy 
LLC. 
Pipeline pigs are cleaning and inspedion devices that are inserted into a pipeline and propel led forward by the pressure of the 
natural gas or other gas or fluid in the pipeline. 



Both temporary a d  permanent onshore facilities would be required during construction a d  
operati on of the proposed Project. To the extent practical , Broadwater proposes to use exi sti ng faci I i ti es 
to avoid or mi ni mi ze envi ronmentd i mpact associ ated with the onshore f aci l i ti es. Proposed onshore 
faci I i ti es would include: 

Existing office and waehouse facilities to support activities during both construction m d  
operati on; 

An existing waterfront facility with berthing for up to four tugs m d  dockside crme 
capabi I i ti es during both construction m d  operati on; m d  

A l(lacrepipestorageaeawithinanexistingdevelopedareaatthePortof N w Y o r k I N w  
Jersey duri ng construction. 

LNG mriers would be used to supply the FSRU with LNG, with two to three mriers ariving 
per week. The m r i  ers would trmsi t from the Atl mti c Ocean into the Project Waterway (ddi ned as the 
waterways that begin at the outer bounday of the navigable waters of the United States m d  extend to the 
FSRU). 

The Broadwater LNG Project would not i ncl ude faci I i ties that are outside of the Commission' s 
jurisdiction. However, as described in Section 1.3.1, the U .S. Depatment of Homel m d  Security, U .S. 
Coast Guard (Coast Guard) is a cooperating qency for the Nati ond Envi ronmentd Policy Act (N EPA) 
reviaw process for the Project in accordmce with the interagency qreement mong FERC, the Coast 
Guad, and the Special Programs ~ d m i  nistration3. The Coast Guard, with input from std<eholders, 
provided expertise in reviwi ng matters related to navigation safety, vessel engineering, vessel safety 
stmdads, m d  port security. The Coast Guad also has regulatory responsi bi l i ti es for certa n aspects of 
the import terminal (the FSRU) m d  for the LNG m r i  ers that would deliver LNG to the import terminal. 
As pat of that responsibility, the Coast Guad assessed the potentid navigation safety m d  maiti me 
security risks associated with the Project m d  identified strategies for mmqing potentid risks. 
Addi ti ond i nformati on on the Coast Guard' s responsi bi I i ti es is presented i n Section 1.3.1. I n addition, 
dter this find El S is issued, the Coast Guad wi I I issue a Letter of Recommendation that wi I I provide its 
determi nation of the suitability of the Project Waterway for the trmsi t of LNG mriers to and from the 
proposed FSRU (described further in Section 1.3.1). 

I n summary, the proposed Project being reviawed by FERC and the cooperating qenci es would 
consi st of the fol I owi ng: 

The FSRU , Y M S, m d  natural gas pi pel i ne i n Long I sl m d  Sound; 

Onshore support facilities in Suffol k County; and 

LNGmrierstrmsitingtheProjectWaterway. 

The rema nder of this i ntroduction addresses the fol I owi ng: 

Project purpose m d  need (Section 1.1) ; 

Furpose and scope of this statement (Section 1.2); 

1 nteragency Agreement among FERC, the Coast Guard, and the Research and Special Programs Administration for the Safety 
and Security Review of Waterfront I mportIExport Liquefied Natural Gas FaciI ities. 



Permits, qproval s, and regulatory requirements (Section 1.3); m d  

1.1 PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED 

This section summarizes the need for the proposed Project based on reported current and future 
trends in naturd gas demand, supply, price, m d  reliability. At the ti me that the draft El S was issued 
(November 2006), the sources we4 used to assess supply m d  demmd were current. In preparing this final 
El S, we revi w e d  reports of national m d  regi ond energy supply m d  demand that were pub1 i shed after the 
draft El S was issued. As a result, information on supply m d  demand presented in this section of the fi nd 
El S has been updated to ref1 ect the most current data 

The rema nder of this section consists of the fol I owi ng subsections 

Summay statement of purpose and need (Section 1.1.1); 

Natural gas demand (Section 1.1.2); 

Natural gas supply (Section 1 .I .3); 

Natural gasprices(Secti0n 1.1.4); 

l ntegrating supply m d  demmd (Section 1 .I .5); m d  

Need for LNG imports(Section 1.1.6). 

1 .I .I Summary Statement of Purpose and Need 

The Project entails establishment of m LNG marine terminal cqable of receiving imported LNG 
from LNG mriers, and storing m d  regasifying the LNG at m averqe sendout rate of 1.0 bcfd at full 
Project development. The termi nal would provide a nevv source of rel iable, l ongterm, m d  competitively 
priced naturd gas to the Long Island, NAN York City, and Connecticut ma-kets by connecting to the 
exi sti ng naturd gas pi pel i ne system. 

Broadwater esti mated that qproxi matel y half of the naturd gas sent out from the FSRU would be 
trmsported to NAN Y ork City, about 25 to 30 percent would go to Long I d a d ,  m d  the rema ni ng portion 
would go to Connecticut. I n a report prepa-ed for the appl i cant, Energy and Envi ronmental Analysis, I nc. 
used its historicd market hi ndcast to estimate that current gas consumption in the NAN York City, Long 
I d a d ,  m d  southern Connecticut region is qproxi matel y 700 bcf per year - and has been growing at a 
rate of 2.7 percent per yea. In the past 10 yeas, electric power generating fa3 l i ties in the region have 
i ncreased output by about 5.6 percent per yea, m d  mnual consumpti on of natural gas by those faci I i ti es 
i ncreased by about 100 bcf. I ncreased suppl i es of natural gas provided by the Project would hel p meet 
the growing energy demmds of the region while d so hel ping to meet regi ond air qud i ty objectives. I n 
fact, Connecticut's Public Act 02-64, which limits sulfur dioxide (a) emissions, could reduce or 
eliminate generating cqaci ty at cod- m d  oi I- fired plants at Bridgeport, M i ddletown, Devon, M ontevi I I e, 
NAN Haven, m d  Norwd k (CSC 2004). 

I n an environment of i ncreasi ng naturd gas consumpti on, LNG i mports from overseas would 
provide a needed diversification to current supplies provided by pi pel i nes ori gi nati ng i n the U .S. Gulf of 
M exi co and Canada Gas from those a-eas accounts for qproxi matel y 85 percent of the gas consumed i n 

The pronouns" we," " us," and " our" refer to the environmental staff of FERC' s Office of Energy Projeds (OEP). 
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the NAN Y ork City, Long Id  a d ,  and Connecticut region, m d  production from those areas is projected to 
diminish over the next 20 yeas. The proposed Project would reduce the region's future need for 
additional transportati on i nf rastructure (new or expmded i nterstate naturd gas pi pel i nes), faci l i ti es that 
have been difficult to bui Id in the region. 

1 . I  .2 Natural Gas Demand 

1 . I  .2.1 National Trends 

The U .S. Department of Energy' s (DOE' s) Energy l nformati on Admi ni strati on (El A) reported 
current and projected energy demand in its Annual Energy Outlook (El A 2005a). According to that 
report, the totd pri may energy consumption within the United States wi I I increase from 98.2 quadri I I ion 
British thermal units (Btu) in 2003 to 133.2 quadrill ion Btu by 2025, m d  the demmd for naturd gas 
within the United States will increase at m average annual rate of 1.5 percent through 2025. Nealy 
75 percent of this increase is attributed to gasfi red power generating fa3 l i ti es and other i ndustri d 
q p l  i cati ons. The I SON E reported that the i ncreased demand for natural gas to fuel electric generating 
pl mts is in part because the use of naturd gas minimizes capitd costs m d  increases energy conversion 
effi u ency whi Ie fa3 I i tati ng compl iance wi th envi ronmentd regulation (I SO-N E 2005a). 

The 2007 Annual Energy Outl ook (El A 2007a) d so proj ected an i ncrease i n energy consumpti on 
m d  demmd for natural gas. In its 2007 outlook, EIA projected totd energy consumption of 
124.4 quadrillion Btu in 2025, which is approximately 7 percent lower than that projected in the 
2005 outlook. That change was primarily attributed to higher projections of worldwide oil m d  natural 
gas prices, m d  the assou ated economic consequences. However, the 2007 out1 ook projected i ncr- i n 
demmd for natural gas prior to 2020, since recent1 y proposed power generati on f a3 I i ti es using naturd gas 
will be used to meet increasing energy demand. After 2020, further increases in energy demmd were 
proj ected to be met by cod -f i red and nucl ea f aci l i ti es. The demmd for bi of uel s and renwabl e energy 
sources is d so expected to i ncrease unti I those sources of energy provide approxi matel y 5 to 7 percent of 
the totd energy demand. 

The above projections assume no chmges in environmental regulations related to energy 
production. If more stringent a r emissions stmdads a e  promulgated, the long-term shae of cod -f i red 
production would not I i kel y i ncrease as r q i  dl y as projected. I nstead, the amount of energy produced by 
natural gas, nucl ea power, m d  other sources would I i kel y i ncrease relative to the case with less stri ngent 
stmdads. El A (2007b) performed m and ysis of how the projections would chmge if a wand-trade 
system were implemented to reduce greenhouse gas emissions; the md ysi s projected that natural gas 
used in electricity generati on with the regulation would be 20 percent higher in 2030 thm without the 
regulation. El A (2007~) d so consi dered the effects of i mpl ementi ng cl e m  energy portf ol i o stmdads to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions; that analysis projected that naturd gas used in el ectri u ty generation 
would i ncrease relative to current I evel s. 

1 . I  .2.2 Regional Trends 

In 2002, the Nevv York State Energy Resource Development Authority (NYSERDA) reported 
that (1) natural gas demand wi thi n Nevv Y ork State was expected to grow about 1.2 percent annud l y, with 
the md ori ty of this increase due to natural gas demmd for electric power generati on; m d  (2) more thm 
twclthi rds of the projected growth was for use in the area from Rockl m d  m d  Orange Counties through 
Long l d a d  (NYSERDA 2002). The most recent NYSERDA projection (NYSERDA 2006) estimated a 
I .I-percent annud growth between 2006 and 2015 in both base load m d  ped< demmd. The Task Force 
on Long I dand Sound (TFOLI S) projected m i ncrease i n naturd gas demand i n the Long I d a d  aea of 
about 3.3 percent mnud l y m d  between 1.5 m d  1.7 percent mnual l y i n Connecticut (TFOLI S 2003) as 



that state' s population grows and the state' s electric generati on is evol vi ng from pri mail y oi I -f i red units 
to pri mai l y gasfi red units (CSC 2004, 2006). The most recent projections for naturd gas demand i n 
Connecticut, reported by the Connecticut Energy Advisory Board (CEA B), estimate a 1.4-percent mnud 
i ncrease between 2005 and 2009 (CEA B 2007). 

The report of H ausman et d . (2006), issued by Synapse Energy Economics, I nc. (stated that the 
region " . . . has and will continue to have mp le  naturd gas import capacity to supply the regiond 
demmd for most days of the yea . . ." m d  that q a c i  ty shortfal Is " . . . would only materid ize during 
peak demmd periods during the winter heating season . . ." . (Addi tiond information regadi ng the 
malyses included in the Synqse report is presented in Section 1.1.5.4). However, as described 
throughout the studies and pl ms  referenced i n this section, naturd gas suppl i es are tight duri ng both the 
winter heating season and the ti me of pe& demmd for electri u ty, which occurs during the hottest days of 
summer. The I nteri m Report of the Long Id  m d  Sound LNG Task Force (2006a) stated, " . . . l t is cl ea that 
there is a red need for addi ti ond gas suppl i es on a year-round basis in the Northeast m d  specifically i n 
Connecticut." 

We received comments suggesti ng that recent increases i n naturd gas prices (specifically those 
that occurred duri ng 2005 and 2006) m d  vai  ous demmd reduction strategies i mpl emented by authorities 
i n the region would el i mi nate or substantially reduce the need for additional supplies of naturd gas in the 
region. However, the Connecticut 2007 Energy PI m (CEAB 2007) states that, while there qpeas to 
have been some reduction i n mnud demmd in response to price i ncreases and demandsi de mmagement, 
peak el ectri u ty demand (duri ng the summer months) appeas to have not been responsive. As a result, 
peak demand is expected to grow at a rate faster than mnud demmd. In the long term, the effect of 
higher naturd gas prices is likely to result in a reduction in the rate of increase in demmd; however, 
mnud and pe& natural gas demands are sti l l projected to i ncrease, especially i n the nea term. This is 
consistent with comments of the Chairmm of the NAN York City Energy Policy Task Force on the 
Project, who encouraged consi derati on of the Broadwater Project as a m m s  to help ensure the energy 
diversity, reliability, and affordability that is vitdly needed for the future of NAN York City m d  the 
metropol i t m  aea FERC recognizes that, even with conservation measures, pl mni ng authorities conti nue 
to concl ude that i ncreasi ng the supply of naturd gas in the region is m i ntegrd pat of the short-term m d  
l ong-term energy pl ans. 

New York City 

Pe& demmd for natural gas mong the customers of KeySpm Energy Delivery NAN York m d  
KeySpm Energy Delivery Long l d a d  in the Nevv York CityILong l d a d  maket is about 2.2 bcfd 
(TFOLI S 2003). Pe& natural gas demmd in NAN York City, exclusive of interruptible services, is 
forecast at qproximately 2.4 bcfd for the current winter 2007 through 2008. The locd distribution 
compmies that serve Nevv York City project that demmd will increase between 1.0 m d  1.6 percent 
mnud l y over the next  AN years (Rqpazzo 2007). Whi l e population growth, chmgi ng home heati ng 
regimens, and increased per q i  ta energy demmds a e  components of the projections, the trend towad 
changi ng to naturd gas as the fuel of choice for electric generati on wi l l be the pri may reason for the 
i ncrease. 

Demand from New York City's Electricity Generators 

Under a mmdate from the Nevv Y ork State Reliability Counu I, NAN Y ork City is required to 
ma ntai n on-si te electric generati ng q a c i  ty equd to 80 percent of p& demmd. The NAN Y ork City 
Energy Policy Task Force (Energy Policy Task Force 2004) reported that Nevv York City's 
8,816megmatt (M W) generating capacity exceeded this 8Dpercent threshold by less thm 1 percent in 
2003, and that the generating q a c i  ty at that ti me I i kel y was not suff i u ent to meet projected demand for 



el ectri u ty - even when combined with a system of demand-side mmagement, distributed generati on, m d  
electricity i mporti ng. 

I n that same report, the task force i ndi cated that to accommodate growth, ensure rel i abi l i ty, reti re 
envi ronmental l y i neffi u ent faci I i ti es, m d  stabi I ize prices, the u ty would need to add generating capacl ty 
at a rate of about 8.5 percent per year between 2003 md  2008 (Energy Pol icy Task Force 2004). Whi le a 
bd aced energy portfol i o that i ncl udes wi nd, sol a ,  hydroelectric, biomass, m d  distributed generati ng 
techno1 ogi es may diversify the region's energy prtfol  i o and buffer the system from price spikes, the 
pri mary means of m&i ng NAN Y ork City' s future generati on requi rements I i kel y would be naturd gas. 

9 nce 2003, the City has added generating cqaci ty at Con Edi son' s East River site (123M W net 
increase in capacity), KeySpmls Ravenswood addition (250 MW), and NAN York Power Authority's 
(NY PA's) Pol etti Fimt (500 M W) - each of which uses dud fuel-fi red (naturd gas or oi I) combusti on 
turbi ne generators. A stori a Energy is adding 1,000 M W of natural gasf i red generati ng cqaci ty that is 
scheduled to come on1 i ne by 2008. A fifth project, proposed by Reliant Energy m d  certified by Nevv 
York State, would repower m existing 1,263MW generating facility with 1,816M W natural gasfired 
combustion turbines. This repowering would result in a net reduction in a r emissions m d  water 
wi thdrawd s, along with the i ncreased generati ng capacity. I n addition, envi ronmentd requi rements I i mi t 
the use of d ternative fuel s at dud-fuel faci I i ties to 720 hours (30 days) per year. 

According to a recent aticle in the NAN York Times, two private compmies a e  competing to lay 
the first cab1 e under the Hudson River to import electri u ty into Manhattan (NAN Y ork Times 2007). A 
recent proposal by the Cross Hudson Corporati on entai Is construction of a cab1 e that would extend 
8.5 mi l es, connecti ng a power plant i n Ri dgefi el d, Nevv Jersey to midtown Manhattan, and del i veri ng up 
to 500 M W of electricity. The Nevv York Power Authority grated Hudson Trmmission Partners a 
contract to construct a si mi lar project that would provide as much as 660 M W of el ectri u ty. Both of 
these projects a e  in the preliminay stqes, but if permitted, they would help to replace existing 
generati ng capacl ty that is to be reti red. 

These projects have moved Nevv Y ork City toward its capacity goals. Neverthel ess, in 2004 m d  
2005, NY PA and Con Edison issued requests for proposds designed to provide addi tiond sources of 
el ectri u ty to NAN Y ork City (NY PA 2005). 

Long Island 

Demmd for naturd gas on Long l sland has been increasing at about 8 percent per year for the 
past severd years. Peak naturd gas demmd on Long Island, exclusive of interruptible services, is 
forecast at qproxi mately 0.9 bcfd for the current winter 2007 through 2008. The locd distribution 
compmy that serves Long I sl m d  projects that demand wi l l i ncrease between 2.0 percent mnud l y over 
the next f AN yeas (Rqpazzo 2007). I n a 2006 comment to FERC regadi ng the M i l l enni um R pel i ne 
Phase I expmsion, the NAN Y ork State Public Service Commission noted that " Moderate load growth 
downstate is expected over the next several yeas in the core gas load. The greatest growth is expected on 
Long l slmd up to 5 percent per yea." 

9 mil ar to the situation described for Nevv Y ork City, ppu l  ati on growth, chmgi ng home heating 
regi mens, and i ncreased per capita energy demmds a e  components of Long I d a d '  s i ncreasi ng demmd 
for natural gas. However, the shifting fuel preference in the generati on of electri u ty is the pri may reason 
for Long I sl ad' s i ncreasi ng demand for naturd gas. 



Demand from Long Island's Electricity Generators 

The Long I dand Power Authority (LI PA) is designated as the " provider of last resort" for m a y  
Long I d m d  customers. This means that L I PA is responsi bl e for offeri ng a power supply to my  customer 
unwi II i ng or unable to arrmge for m dternative power supply. As the provider of last resort, LI PA has 
assumed much of the responsi bi I i ty for ensuri ng that Long I d and has sufficient generati ng capacity . 

Ll PA (2005a) indicated that 2005 p& summer demmd for electricity on Long l d m d  reached 
about 5,267 MW. A nevv summer p& demand of 5,792 M W  was set in 2006 (LIPA 2006). P& I 
demmd is expected to grow about 90 M W per yea (LI PA 2004). 

Ll PA currently contracts with KeySpm Energy to purchase electri u ty. KeySpmls faci l iti es, all 
but one of which a-e naturd gas or dud-fuel faci Ii ties, m generate about 4,885 M W for Long Island. As 
of 2003, Ll PA had contracted with other on- and off-l d m d  facilities to generate addi ti ond capacity of 
qproxi matel y 784 M W. l mportati on of energy to Long l d m d  is limited by t rmmi  ssi on infrastructure. 
This infrastructure is I i mi ted to four I i nes connected to the NAN Y ork Power Pool grid (Lines 901, 903, 
Y-49, m d  Y-50) m d  two I i nes connected to the I SO-N E grid (the 1385 Li ne and the Cross Sound Cable, 
which was recently aqui red by Babcock m d  Brown). These six lines provide Long l d a d  a transfer 
capacity of about 1,790 M W (TFOLI S 2003). 

Given the current peak of about 5,792 M W, the projected 9(1M W mnual increase in demmd, the 
on-l d m d  generating capacl ty of approxi matel y 5,000 M W, m d  constra nts on importation of energy, 
LI PA (2004) mti u pated that without actions designed to increase generating capacl ty electri u ty supply 
shortfd Is woul d occur in the near and long term. 

To address these shortfd l s, and following a pub1 i c pa-ti u pati on process, Ll PA generated m 
energy p1 m (L I PA 2004). Components of that plan i ncl ude energy purchases from a 14(1M W wi nd farm 
to be constructed by FPL Energy and six projects expected to generate 73 M W of energy efficiency ga ns. 
LI PA has contracted for energy purchase from the EQU US Project (49 M W) and the Vi I I q e  of Freeport 
Project (10 MW), each of which a-e gadoi l facilities. Further, LI PA is committed to three naturd gas 
f i red projects: Cal pi ne at Bethpqe m d  R nel awn Power at Babylon that would generate neal y 80 M W 
each, m d  Cai thness at Bel I port that would generate 326 M W. Ll PA d so is committed to addi ng 660 M W 
of import w a c i  ty via the Neptune Cable, which will connect Long l d m d  to the mid- Atlantic energy 
grid (the Pennsylvania Nevv Jersey M aryl m d  Power Pool, or PJM). Neptune begm commercial operation 
i n July 2007. L I PA is also con9 deri ng repoweri ng the Ba-rett Stations, I d m d  Park, Fa- Rockaway, m d  
the Glenwood Lmdi ng Power Fimts. 

The record pe& demand i n August 2006 demonstrated the need for addi ti ond energy generati on 
for Long I d a d .  The increase in p& use over the 2005 pe& was approximately 10 percent m d  was the 
I a-gest-ever I-year increase of ped< demmd (LI PA 2006). The chai rmm of LI PA noted that, if demmd 
conti nued to grow at half of its recent rate, addi ti ond projects beyond those noted above woul d be needed 
in 2010 or 2011 (Ll PA 2006). 

These ci rcumstmces a-e i ndi cati ve of an i ncreased demmd for naturd gas among Long l d a d  
electricity generators. Moreover, because the nevv generating capacity is designed to help meet ped< 
electric demmd, n w  and retrofitted faci I iti es may be less I i kel y to contract for interruptible natural gas 
service. As such, it may become ha-der for naturd gas suppliers to meet both home heating demmd m d  
demand by electric generating faci I i ti es on the coldest days. 



Connecticut 

Pe& naturd gas demand in Connecticut, exclusive of interruptible service, was forecast at 
qproxi matel y 0.8 bcfd in winter 2003-2004; m d  at that ti me, the state's l ocd distribution compmi es 
projected that demmd would increase between 1.5 m d  1.7 percent mnudly in the nea- future 
(TFOLI S 2003). Connecticut's 2007 Energy Fl an (CEA B 2007) stated that annual demand g r m  by 
qproximately 2 percent in 2005 m d  2006, and pe& demmd grew 7 percent. As in NAN York, 
Connecticut' s projected i ncreases i n naturd gas demand wi I I be driven I agel y by the naturd gas needs of 
el ectri cd generati on plants. 

Demand from Connecticut's Electricity Generators 

The Connecticut Sl ti ng Counu I (CSC) (2004) projected that totd energy output requirements for 
Connecticut would increase from about 6,851 MW in 2002 at an mnual average growth rate of 
1.6 percent over the next several years. The most recent projections a e  for m mnud increase of 
1.3 percent from 2006 to 2015 and a p& i ncrease of from 1.8 to 1.9 percent (CSC 2006). I n 2003, 
Connecticut' s avail abl e i nstal led q a c i  ty was about 6,138 M W (I SON E 2005a). Trmsmi ssi on l i nes 
between NAN Engl m d  and NAN Y ork, NAN Brunswi ck, m d  Hydro Quebec all ow Connecticut to make up 
for this generating deficiency. However, high-vol t q e  transmission lines do not penetrate southwestern 
Connecticut. As a result, I SON E reports that, in order to supply electri u ty to hi gh-demmd pockets, up 
to 2,209 M W of generating capacity m be forced to operate despite costs that exceed revenues 
(TFOL I S 2003). 

Whi l e i ncreasi ng demmd wi I I continue to be pwti d l y off& by demmd-si de mmqement, use of 
renwabl e resources, and i mporti ng el ectri u ty , the CSC reports that southwestern Connecticut rema ns 
susceptible to supply deficiencies and vol t q e  instability associated with insufficient transmission m d  
inadequate generation resources in the region (CSC 2004). I SO-N E reported that between 170 m d  
300 M W of generati ng q a c i  ty would need to be added i n southwestern Connecticut by 2006 (TFOL I S 
2003). To hel p d I w i  ate this problem, two I age transmission projects have been qproved and are under 
construction (CSC 2006). 

To partially address the projected shortfdl m d  to offset potentid reductions in generating 
capacity assou ated with faci l i ty retirement and environmental regulation, the CSC has approved seven 
q p l  i cati ons for naturd gasfi red facilities. Located throughout Connecticut, the totd qac i t y  of these 
plats would be about 3,682 MW if all a e  constructed. All n w  facilities a e  to be gas fired 
(TFOL I S 2003). Each has been qproved i ndependentl y of the proposed Project m d  I i kel y woul d receive 
natural gas from existing naturd gas trmsmi ssi on pi pel i nes located nea- the Project, perhqs requi ri ng 
construction of short connecti ng pi pel i nes (I aterd s). 

In its most recent l(lyea- forecast, CSC (2006) noted that " Natural gasfi red electric generating 
faci I i ti es a e  preferred over those burning coal or oi I primarily because of higher eff i u ency, lower i ni ti d 
cost per kW, m d  lower a r pol I uti on." As a result, CSC projected that the shae of el ectri u ty generati on 
served by naturd gas would i ncrease from 20.1 to 50.0 percent from 2006 to 201 5, a 10.7-percent mnud 
i ncrease. 

I Our f i ndi ngs a e  consi stent with the CSC (2004, 2006) proj ecti ons: the state' s fuel mix for 
electric generati on will change dramatically in the next 20 years, driven by the cost-effectiveness of 
naturd gas generati on i n m&i ng emi ssi ons regul ati ons. 





Cdifornia, Florida, a d  Nevv Englad. From nineto 12additiond LNG importfacilitieswould belocated 
in the Atlat ic a d  Gulf Coast regions, with Atlat ic Coast facilities located in the South Atlatic, Mid- 
A tl a t i  c, a d  N w Engl a d  regi ons. 

1 .I .3.2 Regional Supply 

In response to m a y  n w  and replacement energy infrastructure projects proposed within the 
Long l d a d  Sound region, the State of Connecticut assembled a task force (TFOLI S) to "assess the 
state' s process for bal mu ng energy rel i abi I i ty a d  the need for trasmi ssi on expansi on proj ects, both for 
Connecticut a d  for the region, with e n h a d  protection of the natural resources of Long I dand Sound." 
Their directive was to " evd uate the necessity a d  benefit of electric, gas, a d  telecommunications 
infrastructure crossings of Long Id  a d  Sound." The task force assessed the current regiond energy needs 
a d  i nfrastructure. The fol lowing summaizes information reported by TFOLI S (2003) unless otherwise 
noted. 

Southwestern Connecticut is threatened with supply defi u enci es and vol t q e  i nstabi l i ty due to 
inadequate trasmi ssion a d  generati on resources within the region. As a result, two md or trasmissi on 
projects have been qproved a d  a e  under construction (CSC 2006). As facil i ties repower a d  
additional generati ng q a c i  ty is added, Connecticut' s electric generati ng fuel mix is expected to i ncrease 

I from 27 percent natural gas in 2006 to 50 percent in 2015 (CSC 2006). I n N w  York a d  Long l d a d ,  
L l PA a d  Con Edi son wi l l be required to me t  a steadi l y i ncreasi ng demad for el ectri u ty by usi ng a 
combi nation of demad-si de maqement, i ncreased trasmi ssi on q a c i  ty from off the I d a d ,  renevvabl e 
resources, and repoweri ng or construction to generate a additional 100 M W per yea through 201 1. I n 
d l aeas, naturd gas is the preferred f ud for repowered a d  n w l  y constructed generating f aci l i ti es as 
fuel oi I combusti on is I i mi ted by a r qud i ty regulations. 

Long I d and a d  N w  Engl a d  have essenti d l y no i ndi genous sources of naturd gas (about 47 bcf 
of natural gas was extracted from the Finger Lkes region of Nevv York State in 2005); naturd gas 
consumed in these areas is i mported via severd i nterstate pi pel i nes. Gas from the Gulf of Mexico is 
trasported to the region through several interstate pi pel i nes: the T r a m ,  Tennessee Gas, a d  Texas 
Eastern pi pel i nes serve N w  Y ork and Long I d a d ;  whi l e the Tennessee a d  A l gonqui n pi pel i nes bri ng 
gas from the Gulf to N w  ~ n g l a d ~ .  The Tennessee Gas a d  I GTS pi pel ines provide Nevv York and 
Connecticut with access to western Caadd s reserves via connections to the TrasCanada Li ne, as shown 
in Figure 1.1-1. Because N w  York a d  N w  Engl a d  are at the end of these transmission systems, they 
a e  subject to the uncerta nties of trasport and demad at d l  upstrean locations. Energy a d  
Envi ronmentd And ysis, I nc. (EEA 2006) reported that as of J a u q  2006, the q a c i  ty of the l GTS 
pi pel i ne to provide naturd gas to Nevv Y ork City a d  Long I dand was about 580 mi I I ion cfd a d  that the 
averqe throughput to N w  Y ork City a d  Long I d a d  i n 2005 was about 380 mi I I i on cfd. 

In 1999, the Maitimes & Northeast pipeline bega transporting about 0.4 bcfd of naturd gas 
from Nova Scotia to gas uti I ities and power producers in N w  Englad. Access to this reserve m m t  that 
N w  Englad was no longer at the end of all supply I i nes. However, the Nova Scotia fields are relatively 
smd I, and their longterm potentid is uncerta n. Construction of the proposed I dader East pi pel i ne 
would i ncrease i nterconnecti vi ty by provi di ng about 0.3 bcfd of trasmi ssi on q a c i  ty between 
Connecticut a d  Long I d a d .  

5 A portion of the gas in the Algonquin and Tennessee Pipelines originates at the Everett (Massachusetts) LNG terminal, and 
some of the gas in theTransco pipeline originatesat the Cove Point (Maryland) LNG terminal. 
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Connecticut; and the I GTS pi pel i ne bri ngs gas from the Ontai o/Nevv Y ork border through upstate NAN 
Y ork i nto Connecticut and eventud l y onto Long I sl md  m d  NAN Y ork City. Connecticut has access to 
about 0.6 bcfd of pi pel i ne cqaci ty m d  about 0.2 bcfd of LNG vqorizati on m d  propmda r peak cqaci ty 
to be used duri ng brief periods of very high demmd (TFOL I S 2003). 

1.1.4 Natural Gas Prices 

According to EIA (2005a), naturd gas commodity prices in the Nevv York and Connecticut 
region have shown a clea tendency towad i ncreasi ng average prices and i ncreasi ng price vol ati I i ty. NAN 
Y ork City gate prices averaged $2.93 per thousmd cubic feet over the 3year period from 1995 to 1999. 
Over the next 3 years (2000 to 2002), NAN York City gate prices averaged $4.37 per thousand cubic feet, 
m increase of 49 percent. I n 2003 m d  2004, average price l evel s increased m addi ti ond 35 percent. 
Supply interruptions in the Gulf of Mexico associated with H urri m e s  Katri na and Rita caused prices to 
spike to all-time highs in fd l  2005. City gate prices were simila in 2006. As shown in Table 1.1-1, 
Connecticut has experienced a si mi I a si tuati on. This is consi stent with the observation that the regi ond 
i ncrease in demmd is outpacing the regional i ncrease of supply. 

TABLE 1 .I -1 
Historical New York and Connecticut City Gas Pricesa 

1995-1 999 2000-2002 2003-2004 2005 2006 
Period Period Period periodb periodb 

New York 2.93 4.37 5.90 8.22 8.18 

Connecticut 4.97 7.15 6.53 9.67 8.93 

" Prices are reported in dollars per thousand cubic foot; source unless otherwise noted. Source: EIA 2005a 
2006 values are averages of reported monthly gate prices. Source: EIA 2007d. 

I n addition to climbing naturd gas prices in the region, the volatility of natural gas prices has 
increased. I SON E (2005a) concl uded that, without at least one or two nevv LNG projects serving NAN 
Englmd, prices are likely to be volatile during the pe& winter months m d  competition for gas supply 
wi I I continue to heighten between the tradi ti ond gas makets m d  the power generators. I SON E (2006) 
stated "An essenti d long-term strategy to enhance seasond ava I abi l i ty is to expmd the regi ond naturd 
gas supply and delivery infrastructure, especid ly for LNG." 

Several factors may be contri buti ng to the observed increase i n price vol ati I i ty . Because sources 
of natural gas a e  I i mi ted i n the region, unusud conditions along my  one pi pel i ne m si gni f i cantl y reduce 
total regional supply. I n addition, because gas makets in NAN York City, Long Island, m d  Connecticut 
a e  geogrqhicd l y i ntertwi ned, weather patterns affect much of the region si mu1 taneousl y causi ng I arge 
demmd f l uctuati ons throughout the enti re region. Because NAN Y ork City, Long I d a d ,  m d  Connecticut 
a e  near the end of most i nterstate pi pel i nes, aea prices a e  sensi ti ve to my  event that occurs along the 
consi derabl e length of upstream pi pel i ne. Further, a si gni f i m t  m d  i ncreasi ng proporti on of el ectri c 
power generation in the Northeast United States is gas fired. As a result, periods of extreme winter 
weather produce si mu1 tmeous spikes i n the demand for el ectri u ty m d  the demmd for home heati ng gas. 

An mdysis of the recent spikes in NAN York City gate prices (the delivery end of the pi pel ine) 
compaed to the Henry Hub prices (the supply end of the pi pel i ne) concl uded that the spi kes are the result 
of constra ned i nf rastructure that cannot meet trmsmi ssi on needs duri ng periods of p& demmd (NCI 
Energy Practice 2007). From the beginning of December 2006 through mid-Jmuq 2007, the NAN York 
City gate price was slightly above the Henry Hub price m d  followed a similar pattern over time. 
However, from mid-Jmuq through the end of Februq, a period of cold in the Northeast, the NAN Y ork 
City gate price was signifimtly higher (1.5 to 5.0 times) thm the Henry Hub price. In Chicqo, an aea 





weather conditions. The report d so noted that increased gas capaci ty is l i kel y to displace fuel oi I-fi red 
el ectri cd generati on m d  WOUI d resul t in air qud i ty i mprovements. 

1 .I .5.2 Long Island 

As noted above, the supply of natural gas on Long l d m d  was limited prior to operation of the 
I GTS pi pel i ne. Even now, natural gas is not ava I abl e i n severd Long I d m d  areas. I n addition, L I PA has 
contracted for energy purchase from the EQU US and the Vi I I q e  of Freeport Projects, both of which a e  
gadoi l facilities. Further, Ll PA has plans to issue a request for proposals to operate one or more n w  
combi ned-cycl e power pl mts that are d so natural gadoi I f i red. 

After developi ng a plan that incorporates demand-si de mmqement, development of renwabl e 
resources, and d ternati ve energy sources, L I PA has stated that they support devel opment of m addi ti ond 
pi pel i ne connection to Long I d m d  (KeySpan ci ted i n TFOL I S 2003). This connection would help meet 
on-l d m d  demmd, which is expected to conti nue to increase at 4.5 percent per year; provide rel i abi l i ty 
benefits; and offer m additional source of naturd gas supply. The majority of the projected growth is 
associated with non-i nterrupti ble contracts that represent 98 percent of the compmy's contracts. Given 
Long I dmd's current consumption levels m d  the maxi mum delivery rate of 0.8 bcfd due to system 
constra nts, the need for addi tiond naturd gas is apparent. This conclusion is consistent with a report 
prepared for LI PA (Levi t m  & Associ ates 2007) i n which naturd gas supply m d  demmd i n the state of 
N w  York were projected for the yeas 2010 through 2020. These projections were used to estimate 
potential economic benefits associated with the proposed Broadwater project that might accrue in N w  
Y ork State. Direct benefi ts to gas utility customers were estimated to be $4.6 bi I I i on, of which 41 percent 
would be red ized by N w  York City users, 17 percent by Long l d a d  users, a d  42 percent by those 
outside the two regions. Direct benefits to electric uti I i ties were estimated to be $10.2 bi I lion, with Nevv 
York City redizing 43 percent, Long ldmd users 19 percent, and those outside the two regions 
38 percent. 

1 .I .5.3 Connecticut 

CSC (2004) stated that "The choice to use natural gas to generate electricity has placed a 
substanti d demand on the naturd gas industry. The chd l enge to provide large qumti ties of fuel for the 
generati on of el ectri ci ty is countered by the priority to provide fuel for resi denti d heati ng." Coupled with 
the limited mount of dud-fuel capability in N w  England, CSC reports that ISONE believes that 
reliabi l ity may be affected by gas pi pel i ne interruptions or by electricity generationlhome heating 
conflicts that aise during extremely cold weather. CEAB reached a simila conclusion when they 
advocated the enhmcement of naturd gas infrastructure i n rel ati onshi p to its growing dependence on 
LNG as a component of Nevv Engl ad' s naturd gas supply (CEA B 2005, 2007). The 2007 Connecti cut 
Energy Fi m states, "The CEA B believes that an effective long-term state energy policy wi I I require the 
State' s pol icymkers to t k e  action to address both the supply m d  demmd elements of the state' s naturd 
gas equation. On the supply side, the state must encourqe the expmsion of both naturd gas supply m d  
pi pel indstorqe cqacity. In terms of increasing trmsportation capm ty, this includes building n w  
pipelines, developing n w  LNG import termind facilities, or a combination of these options." These 
opi ni ons also are expressed i n N w Engl ad' s 2005 Regional System Fi m ,  which cd Is for devel opment 
of addi ti ond gas infrastructure - including expmdi ng pi pel i ne capacity, LNG storage capacity, m d  LNG 
importcqability (ISONE2005b). 

I n attempting to identify d ternatives to construction of crossSound gas projects, TFOLI S (2003) 
noted: " N w  gas pi pel i ne cqaci ty to Long I d m d  would reduce the mount of fuel oi I consumed, which 
would provide regional a r qud i ty benefi ts that would be enjoyed by Connecticut, and would reduce the 
risk of oil spills into Long ldmd Sound as a result of fuel oil deliveries. Additiond pipelines or 



expan9 on of existing ones to Long I d a d  d so could d low fuel oi I use to be reduced a d  provide back-up 
del iverabi I i ty i n case of m interruption on any existing pi pel i ne. Further, such a project would faci I i tate 
gas del iveri es to rapidly growing portions of Suffol k County, m d  provide a competi ng source of naturd 
gas." They further stated "The integrated use of nevv, well planed, and envi ronmentd ly preferred 
infrastructure projects to provide market access to c l m  energy supply will reduce air emissions 
associated with obsolete m d  emergency generating fa3 l ities, which could possibly reduce cost to 
consumers. The certification m d  permit proceedi ngs for f a3 l i ti es proposed to cross Long l d m d  Sound 
should consi der d ternati ves to ensure that both state m d  regional rel i abi I i ty needs are met with the I east 
adverse impact on the environment." 

After rw iw ing  proposed m d  dternative gas projects, TFOLIS did not identify any viable 
d ternatives to gas pi pel i ne construction within Long Island Sound. 

1.1.5.4 Alternative Approach Suggested in the Synapse Report 

The Synapse report (Hausmm et al. 2006, Synqse 2007) postulated that, by implementing I f o r d l e  energy conservation measures and renwabl e energy source " roughly 75% of the mti ci pated 
growth i n regi ond gas demand over the next decade m be el i mi nated . . ." . The report further suggested 
that those measures along " .  . . with other gassaving options, such as gas demmd-side mmqement, 
expanded use of combined heat and power operations, and repoweri ng of existing power plants . . ." 
could "eliminate or wen reverse the trend towa-d i ncreasi ng gas use." The Synapse report also asserts 
that this d ternati ve represents a " soci d l y preferabl e" alternative for ma ntai ni ng rel i abi l i ty and price 
stabi I i ty i n the N w  Y ork City, Long I d and, m d  Connecticut energy ma-kets. 

FERC' s revi w of the Synqse report i ndi cates that the conclusions m d  opi ni ons expressed i n the 
report contrast with those reported by Nevv Y ork I ndependent System Operator (NY I SO) (2005), CEA B 
(2005, 2007), TFOLl S (2003), I S N  E (2005a, 2006), the N w  EngI m d  Counci l (2005), the Energy 
Pol icy Task Force (2004), NYSERDA (2002), Ll PA (2004, 2006), Nevv York' s natural gas provider 
KeySpm (cited in TFOLl S 2003), the Long l dand Sound LNG Task Force (2006), and Lw i  t m  & 
Associ ates (2007). The opi ni ons stated in the Synqse report are based on three key concepts: 

1. The authors stated that they "were unable to find my  studies which provide specific forecasts 
of wen a shortfall i n meeti ng peak demmd i n this region." Thei r research suggested that the 
ta-get region has a sufficient naturd gas supply to satisfy the region's naturd gas demmds 
" on most days of the year." 

2. The authors assert that " naturd gas use in Nevv York m d  Connecticut m be reduced through 
mmqement of both electricity m d  naturd gas demand, through implementation of 
renwabl e energy implementation goals, through expmded use of combi ned heat m d  power 
m d  through improving the efficiency of existing generating plants." The report further 
suggests that these approaches, combined with naturd gas storage to me t  ped< demmds, 
would result in a socid ly preferable alternative for meeting the energy needs of Nevv York 
City, Long l sl a d ,  m d  Connecticut. 

3. If conservation m d  renwabl e energy did not eliminate the need for addi ti ond naturd gas, 
the Mari ti mes & Northeast pipeline expmsion, combined with two LNG terminals currently 
under construction i n Cmada, a-e " more qpropri ate supply side options." 

I Rega-di ng the first concept, we note that NY SERDA' s State Energy P1 m (2002, 2006) modeled 
gas demmd under a series of scena-ios that accounted for (a) increased demmd in N w  EngImd, 
(b) current and neal y compl ete pi pel i ne i nf rastructure, m d  (c) changes i n fuel preferences. NY SERDA 
concluded that approxi matel y 0.4 to 0.8 bcf d of pi pel i ne cqaci ty would need to be added to N w  Y ork' s 



infrastructure to meet gas demmd by the year 2010 under normal winter conditions. That requirement 
would increase to between 1.0 and 1.6 bcfd under more severe weather conditions. The NYSERDA 
report also noted that increased gas capacity is l i kel y to displace fuel oi l -f i red el ectri cd generati on and 
would result in a r qual i ty improvements. 

I n addition, the Long I d a d  Sound LNG Task Force, which was establ i shed by the Governor of 
Connecticut, stated the fol Iowi ng in its interim report (Long Id  m d  Sound LNG Task Force 2006): 

" ... To m e t  reliability obligations, as set by the Department of Public Utility Control 
(DPUC), each local gas distribution compmy must have enough natural gas supply to meet firm 
sdes customers requirements based upon the coldest day in the last 30 yeas. This is the 
maxi mum mount of gas this distribution compmy requires on peak demmd days. Such a 
stmda-d insures that f i rm customers retain service even duri ng periods of a long sustai ned cold 
spel I.. . . As a result of electric generati on pl mts w i  tchi ng to naturd gas a tremendous demmd 
for naturd gas has quickly emerged.. . . Based on the above, it is cl ea that there is a red need for 
additional gas suppl ies on a yea-round basis in the Northeast m d  speci fi cd l y in Connecticut." 

Further, L l PA has stated that it supports development of m additional pi pel i ne connection to 
Long ldmd (KeySpan cited in TFOLIS 2003). This connection would help meet on-ldmd non- 
interruptible demmd (which is expected to continue to increase at 4.5 percent per yea), provide 
rel i abi l i ty benefi ts, m d  offer m addi ti ond source of natural gas. 

Find l y, the and ysis by NCI Energy Practice Navi g a t  Consul ta ts  (2007) of the recent spi kes i n 
N w  Y ork City gate prices relative to the Henry Hub prices suggests strongly that existing trmsmi ssi on 
i nf rastructure is stra ned duri ng periods of high demmd. 

As noted in the second concept listed above, the authors of the Synqse report assert that local 
storqe faci l i ties, investments in energy efficiency, renmable energy, m d  conservation represent 
"economically m d  socially preferable alternatives" for meeti ng demand requirements. Although we do 
not address " sou al preferences" i n this El S, we do note that to offset the El A (2005a) projected i ncrease 
in Connecticut1 N w  Y ork naturd gas demmd6, the Synqse report stated that the following would need 
to occur: 

N w  York reaches its god of having 25 percent of its energy from renmable resources by 
201 3; 

Connecticut reaches its god of havi ng renwabl e energy represent 7 percent of totd retai l 
sdesby 2010; 

Connecticut achieves its god of increasing its proportion of renwabl e energy by 1 percent 
each yea after 2010; 

N w  York saves over 16,000 gigawatt-hours of electricity mnudly through efficiency 
measures; 

Connecticut saves over 4,500 gigawatt-hours of electricity mnud ly through electric 
effi ci ency measures; m d  

6 The Synapse report used the energy demand information for the area as reported i n El A (2005a). 

1-17 



A totd of 25 percent of projected demmd i ncreases i n Connecticut m d  N AN Y ork is offset by 
i mpl ementi ng demandsi de management progrms, andlor i ncreasi ng combi ned heat and 
power operations in the ma-kets, andlor repoweri ng agi ng gasf i red plants. 

Our revim of the Synapse report indicates that the calculations presented in the report a-e 
accurate, m d  the energy saving objectives I i sted i n the md ysi s are I audabl e. However, the presumption 
that the obj ectives out1 i ned above m generate a si gni fi cant reduction in pe& m d  base load demmd 
whi le i mprovi ng, or at least mai nta ni ng, the rel i abi l i ty of the energy grid is unred i sti c at this ti me. For 
those objectives requi ri ng investments, the ma-ketpl ace has not identified enti ties wi I I i ng to assume the 
risk m d  provide f undi ng to f ul l y i mpl ement these undertki ngs. Further, CEA B (2007) states that peak 
el ectri u ty demmd qpears to have not been responsive to recent price hi kes. As a result, peak demmd is 
expected to grow at a rate faster thm mnual demmd. I n addition, d though residents of Long Id  a d ,  NAN 
York, m d  Connecticut currently have access to " green energy progrms" (which, for a price premi um, 
i nj ect renwabl e energy i nto the ma-kds), to date these progrms have not generated behavioral changes 
of the magnitude hypothesized in the Synqse report, as indicated in the fol Iowi ng exmples. 

LI PA currently offers nealy d l  of its 1.1 million customers the opportunity to patiupate in a 
Green Choice Program. Those who opt into the program pay a surcha-ge (typical l y I ess thm 
$10 per month) to have electricity placed onto LI PA's grid that was produced in m 
envi ronmental l y friendly way. That el ectri u ty displaces generation that would otherwise 
occur at f ossi l -f uel burni ng pl mts (L I PA 2006). M i  u pati on i n m d  wi thdrmal from the 
program a-e vo luntq  and require that the customer notify LI PA severd weeks prior to the 
month in which they would like to chmge status. According to a recent article (Nmsday 
2006) 2,131 customers (qproxi matel y 0.2 percent of those eligible) have 9 gned up for 
pa-ti u pati on. 

I n Apri 1 2005, United I I I umi nati ng Compmy began offering its 340,000 Bridgeport and NAN 
Haven customers the opportunity to pa-tici pate in a green energy progrm cd led Connecticut 
Green Energy Options. At the m e  ti me, Connecticut Light m d  Power begm offering its 
1.1 mi l lion customers access to the m e  program. Those who opt i nto the progrm pay a 
surcharge (typi cd l y less than $10 per month) to have electri u ty placed on the Connecticut 
grid that was produced in m environmentally friendly way. That electricity displaces 
generation that would otherwise occur at fossi I-fuel burning plmts ( N m  Haven Register 
2006). According to a November 2005 aticle (DOE 2005a) 5,500 customers (qproxi matel y 
0.4 percent of those el i gi bl e) have opted to partici pate. 

l n f d 1 2005, Con Edi son begm off eri ng its 3.5 mi I I ion resi denti d customers the opportunity 
to participate in a Clem Energy Choice Program. Those who opt into the program pay a 
surcharge (typicd l y from $5 to $20 per month) to have electricity placed on the NAN Y ork 
City grid that was produced in m envi ronmentd l y friendly way. That electricity displaces 
generati on that would otherwise occur at fossi I-f uel burning plmts (Con Edi son Solutions 
2006). Con Edi son notes that customers m contract at a fixed annud cost per ki I owatt-hour, 
thus reduu ng uncerta nty with respect to monthly energy costs. As of December 2005, 
pa-ti u pati on rates were below 4.6 percent (DOE 2005b). 

I n generd , the md ori ty of the pub1 i c across the United States has not demonstrated a wi I I i ngness 
to pay what a e  typically from $5 to $20 monthly fees to substitute green energy for energy generated via 
fossi I-fuel combustion or nuclea reaction. According to the DOE (2005b), customer patiu pation rates 
have exceeded 6 percent in only 3 of the more thm 500 green energy progrms, m d  typical pati u pati on 
rates are below 1 percent. This is despite the fact that many of these progrms have now been in 
exi stence for severd yeas. 



Find ly, if the efficiency ga ns, conservation efforts, a d  increased energy provision from 
renevvabl e resources were realized to the extent hypothesized in the Synqse report, it is not evi dent that 
the result would be a reduction i n naturd gas consumpti on. Because many fossi I -f uel m d  nuclear energy 
supplies exist in the area, these ga ns woul d I i kely be used to faci I i tate the reduced use of other fuels with 
greater associated envi ronmentd costs. Col l ectivel y, the ga ns achieved through better management, 
i ncreased eff i u ency , m d  renwabl e energy use coul d only moderate, not reverse, the proj ected i ncreases 
i n gas consumpti on. 

Section 4.3.2 of this El S addresses concept number 3 of the Synqse report, the trmsmi ssi on of 
natural gas to the a-ea from LNG import termi nds in Cmada In summq, the LNG terminals in Canada, 
when coupled with m expanded M a-i ti mes & Northeast pi pel i ne, a-e not cqable of serving the N w  
York City, Long I sland, m d  Connecticut ma-kets without signifimt expansion of the trmsmission 
system. The magnitude of the expansion would result in environmental impacts that would be 
substantidly greater thm those of the proposed Project. Further, although a Ma-itimes & Northeast 
pi pel i ne would provide additional naturd gas at the downstrean end of its pi pel i ne system, the volume of 
gas provided would not fully meet the growing demmd for naturd gas in the N w  York City, Long 
l d a d ,  m d  Connecticut ma-kets. 

We received comments suggesting that, a substmtial volume of n w  naturd gas could be made 
available through projects constructed in the Canadim Mariti mes or N w  England. Assuming that 
demmd for natural gas in the N w  England ma-ket did not increase in response, the supply of natural gas 
in the Connecticut market could be increased through displacement. This m m s  that gas currently 
trmsported through Connecticut to Massachu&ts remans in Connecticut. We agree with those 
comments. However, regadless of the volume of gas displaced, displacement done cannot supply 
si gni f i m t  addi ti ond volumes of natural gas to the N w  Y ork City m d  Long I sland ma-kets. Currently, 
the 24-i nch-di meter l GTS pi pel i ne is the pri nu pd trmsportati on route from the north. To trmsport 
signifimtly more naturd gas through this pipeline from Connecticut south to Long I slmd m d  N w  York 
City, the I GTS pi pel i ne would need to be modified to i ncrease its vol ume. This could be done through 
construction of a pi pel i ne " loop" (addi ti ond pipe added to the existing system to expmd cqaci ty) but 
would result i n associated i mpacts to the Sound. Further, addi ti ond onshore or offshore compression 
would need to be added to trmsport a I a-ger volume of gas through the l GTS pi pel i ne. By pl a3 ng 
additional naturd gas that is under pressure nea- the I GTS terminus, the proposed Project would provide 
natural gas di rectl y or via di spl acement to d l three ma-kets whi l e avoi di ng the envi ronmental i mpacts 
assou ated with I GTS upgrades and construction of addi ti ond compression f a3 I i ti es. 

1.1.5.5 Alternative Approach Based on Seasonal Supply and Demand Cycles 

Commentors have noted that (1) there a-e p&s i n naturd gas demmd duri ng periods of extreme 
cold during winter in Connecticut, Nevv York City, and Long Island, m d  (2) the demmd for electricd 
power in those areas p&s during summer heat waves. The commentors have suggested that it may be 
possible to meet the growing demmd for naturd gas from el ectri cd generators (which typi cd l y p&s i n 
the summer) using the exi sti ng natural gas i nf rastructure because the demmd for natural gas is generd I y 
at lower Ievelsin thesummer. 

Historicd ma-ket behavior suggests that, in the past, this may have been possible. During 
summer, a portion of the naturd gas ava l abl e i n the area has typi cd l y been stored, either i n natural gas 
storagecaverns in western Pennsylvania m d  N w  York State, or by converting it to LNG m d  storing it in 
relatively smd I LNG storage tanks throughout the a-ea. The stored supply was then drawn down during 
the wi nter as the demmd for natural gas increased. However, in response to the heat wave at the end of 
July 2006, the El A (2006) reported m unexpected drawdown of 7 bi l l ion cubic f & of the stored supply 
of naturd gas. The summer drawdown suggests that the existing gasfi red electricd generation has 



diminished the excess supply that was previously avalable in summer and that as the number of gasfired 
electric generati on stations i ncreases, the summer demmd for natural gas wi I I I i kel y i ncrease further. 

9 mil arl y, whi l e the demand for naturd gas by tradi ti ond wi nterti me end users rema ns strong, 
the demmd for wi nterti me del ivery to gasfi red generati ng stations is i ncreasi ng. This i ncreasi ng demand 
rel ati ve to supply m d  storqe capm ty contri butes to the i ncreasi ng vol ati l i ty of naturd gas prices i n the 
region. 

1 .I .6 Need for LNG Imports 

The desire to address increasing price I evels, i ncreasi ng price volati I i ty, m d  most i mportmtl y, to 
ensure the integrity m d  rel i abi I i ty of the Northeast' s home heating m d  energy distribution networks has 
been noted by the NY I SO in its recent pub1 icati on Power Trends 2005 (NY I SO 2005): "The nation in 
generd, m d  the Northeast in particular, must fashion an effective fuel diversity strategy for deding with 
the i ncreasi ng use m d  dwi ndl i ng domestic reserves of naturd gas." As noted earl i er, this sentiment was 
echoed by the CEAB, which advocates enhmcement of natural gas infrastructure in relationship to 
Connecticut's growing dependence on LNG as a component of N w  Engl a d ' s  naturd gas supply 

I (CEA B 2005, 2007). Connecticut' s TFOL l S (2003) d so noted the envi ronmentd benefi ts associated 
with i ncreased gas pi pel i ne q a c i  ty , as di d I SO-N E (2005a). The Nevv Engl and Counci l (2005) stated 
" Nevv England needs more LNG i nf rastructure i ncl udi ng i mport termi nd s before 201 0 i n order to meet 
i ncreasi ng demmds." The Energy Pol icy Task Force (2004), NY SERDA (2002), L l PA (2004), m d  Nevv 
York's naturd gas provider KeySpm (uted in TFOLIS 2003) dso have expressed support for 
development of addi tiond energy supplies m d  infrastructure to meet growing energy needs in the 
Northeast . 

If regi ond prices a e  to be stabilized and if the integrity m d  rel i abi l i ty of the region's home 
heati ng and energy networks a e  to be mai nta ned, n w  sources of naturd gas - preferably from regions 
outside of the Gulf of Mexico m d  Cmada - are needed for the Nevv York City, Long lslmd, m d  
Connecticut region. 

Natural gas qpeas to be the fuel of choice in the United States for n w  power generati on, 
resi denti d heati ng, m d  commeru d m d  i ndustri d q p l  i cati ons. This is due i n pat to the eff i u ency ga ns 
of n w  techno1 ogi es, lower i ni ti al i nvestment costs, relative ease i n siting n w  pl mts, m d  lower pol I utmt 
emissions from use of naturd gas. Continued devel opment of alternative energy sources, renwabl e 
energy sources, and investment in energy efficiency programs wi I I offset some of the Northeast region's 
energy needs. However, the constra nts on pi pel i ne transmission of naturd gas m d  consumer behavior 
i ndi cate that there is a need for an i ncrease i n the supply of naturd gas i n the region, pati cul a l  y in N w  
York City, on Long I sland, m d  in Connecticut. An increased supply of natural gas could ease regiond 
price i ncreases, reduce price vol ati I i ty, improve a r quality, m d  d low the region to avoid power shortqes 
whi I e it conti nues to devel op m d  implement d ternati ve m d  renwabl e energy projects. 

Traditional natural gas supplies from the Gulf Coast and western Canada will meet only about 
75 percent of the projected increases in demmd i n the United States. Wel I head and del ivered naturd gas 
prices were projected to gradud ly increase between 201 1 m d  2025 (EIA 2005a). The most current 
proj ecti ons forecast that the i ncreases woul d occur from 201 3 to 2030 (El A 2007a). The i ncreasi ng I ong- 
term trend is in response to the higher exploration m d  development costs assou ated with smd l er and 
deeper gas deposits i n the rema ni ng domestic resource base (El A 2005a). Use of LNG would diversify 
the energy portfolio of N w  York City, Long l d a d ,  m d  Connecticut m d  dso could ease the upwad 
pressure on natural gas prices associated with a tightening domestic gas maket. 



LNG imports a e  already becoming an i ncreasi ngl y important part of the U .S. energy market. 
LNG import terminals are currently operating in Everett, M assachusetts; Ld<e Cha-l es, Louisi ma; Cove 
Point, Maryland; El ba Id  a d ,  Georgia; have pl aned or completed e x p s i  ons of their facilities to meet 
the growi ng demad for LNG suppl i es. Addi ti ond faci l i ti es a-e proposed or qproved for construction 
el w h e r e  in the United States. These sites wi II provide LNG imports for the Gulf, NAN England, Mid- 
Atlatic, South Atlatic, a d  Paclfic Coast states to help meet the need for naturd gas in these ma-ket 
a-eas. LNG termind projects recently approved by FERC or the Coast Guard in the Northeast include 
Weaver' s Cove LNG in the greater Boston area; Neptune LNG a d  Northeast Gatmay LNG offshore of 
Gloucester, Massachusetts; a d  Crown Lading LNG on the Delaware River in NAN Jersey. Two LNG 
termi nd projects proposed for Mane - Downeast LNG a d  Quoddy LNG - a-e currently being reviewed 
by FERC; and the W e  Harbor Energy Project, proposed offshore of Long l d a d ,  is under revi AN by the 
Coast Gua-d. In addition, Caada has permitted the Bear Head LNG Project on C q e  Breton I dad ,  Nova 
Scotia; the Canqort LNG Project nea St. Johns, NAN Brunswick; a d  the Nova Scotia LNG facility in 
Gol dboro, Nova Scoti a While the development of the Bea Head LNG Project has been del ayed, the 
LNG from these terminals, if constructed, would be regasifid; and some may be shipped as far south as 
Boston, M assachusetts through proposed expansions of the M a-i ti mes & Northeast pi pel i ne. However, 
with the current interstate pipeline constrants, none of the proposed expasions or n w  termind 
proposds rn fully meet the demands of the ma-ket in the Long Island, N m  York City, and southern 
Connecticut regi on (see Sections 4.3.1 a d  4.3.2). 

Natural gas provided by the Broadwater Project would increase the diversity of the region's 
energy portfol i o a d  could hel p stabi l i ze natural gas prices. I n addition, the Project could i mprove the 
rel i abi I i ty of gas di stri buti on i n NAN Y ork City a d  on Long I d a d  a d  increase the naturd gas supply to 
Connecti cut. 

1.2 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THIS STATEMENT 

FERC is the federd agency responsible for authorizing q p l  i cati ons to construct a d  operate LNG 
terminals that a-e onshore or i n state waters, a d  interstate natural gas trasmi ssi on f aci I i ti es. As such, 
FERC is the lead federd agency for preparation of this El S, in compl i a c e  with the requirements of the 
Nationd Environmental Pol icy Act of 1969 (NEPA), the Counu l on Environmental Qud i ty (CEQ) 
regulations for i mpl ementi ng N EPA (40 Code of Federd Regulations [CFR] 150&1508), and the FERC 
regulations i mpl ementi ng N EPA (1 8 CFR 380). 

The Coast Gua-d; U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE); U.S. Department of Commerce, 
Nati ond Oceanic a d  Atmospheric Administration, (NOAA), National M ari ne Fisheries Service 
(NM FS); U.S. Environmentd Protection Agency (EPA); a d  NAN York State Department of State 
(NYSDOS) were cooperating agencies for development of the EIS. A cooperating agency has 
j uri sdi cti on by law or specl d expertise with respect to envi ronmental i mpacts i nvolved with the proposal 
a d  is involved in the NEPA aalysis. 

This find EIS has been prepa-ed after public revim of a d  comment on the draft EIS (see 
Section 1.4). The distribution I ist for the find El S is provided in Appendix A. Our pri nu pd purposes in 
prepari ng this El S were to: 

I denti fy a d  assess potential i mpacts on the naturd and huma envi ronment that would result 
from i mpl ementati on of the proposed actions; 

Describe and evd uate reasonable d ternatives to the proposed actions that would avoid or 
mini mize adverse effects on the human envi ronment; 





1.3 PERMITS, APPROVALS, AND REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS 

1.3.1 Coast Guard 

The Coast Guard is the federal agency responsible for issuing a Letter of Recommendation 
regadi ng the sui tabi I i ty of the Project Waterway for LNG m r i  er traffic to a d  from the proposed FSRU. 
The Coast Guad exercises regulatory authority over LNG faci l iti es that affect the safety a d  security of 
port aeas a d  navigable waterways under Executive Order 10173; the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation a d  M aagement Act (M S4) (50 United States Code [USC] Section 191); the Ports a d  
Waterways Safety Act of 1972, as mended (33 USC Section 1221 et seq.); and the Maitime 
Transportation Security Act of 2002 (46 USC Section 701). The Coast Guad is responsible for matters 
related to navigation safety, vessel engineering a d  safety standards, a d  d l  matters pertaining to the 
safety of facilities or equipment located in or adjacent to navigable waters up to the last vdve 
immediately before the receiving taks. As qpropri ate, the Coast Guad (acting under the authority in 
33 USC Section 1221 et seq.) also wi I I i nform FERC of design- a d  constructi onrel ated issues identified 
as pat of safety a d  security assessments. If the termi nd is approved, constructed, and operated, the 
Coast Guard would continue to exerci se regulatory oversight of the safety a d  security of this facility. 
The faci l i ty would be regulated in compliance with 33 CFR 127 and due to the novel configuration, 
specifidly with Part 120.017 Alternatives. Although the facility may be located in navigable waters of 
the United States, the Coast Guad would regulate it in accordancewith 33 CFR 127. 

After review of the FSRU site proposed by Broadwater, the Coast Guad informed FERC of its 
assessment of the port safety a d  security aspects of the FSRU, based on the maagement of maine 
traffic in a d  aound the FSRU. The Coast Guad has authority for future FSRU security p l a  revievv, 
qproval , and compl i a c e  verification, as provided in 33 CFR 105. 

As part of its responsibility, the Coast Guad assessed the potentid navigation safety a d  
mai ti me security risks and identified strategies for maagi ng potenti d risks. The assessments addressed 
the suitability of the navigable waters of the United States located in Long l d a d  Sound, Block l d a d  
Sound, a d  Rhode l dand Sound to support LNG mrier traffic. The methods used and results of the 
a a l  ysi s a e  presented i n the Coast Guard' s Waterways Sui tabi l i ty Report (WSR) , which is presented i n 
Appendix C. 

l n accordace with the requirements in 33 CFR 127.009, the Coast Guad C q t a  n of the Port, 
Sector Long l d a d  Sound, is prepai ng a Letter of Recommendation regading the suitability of the 
Project Waterway for LNG mrier  traffic to and from the proposed FSRU, based on the safety a d  
security of navigation. The Letter of Recommendation is in response to a Letter of I ntent submitted by 
Broadwater on November 9, 2004, in accordace with 33 CFR 127.007; Broadwater submitted a 
mendment to the Letter of I ntent on Apri 1 26, 2005, to d i ghtl y modify the specific location information 
for the FSRU. Both the initid Letter of Intent a d  the mendment are presented in Appendix D of this 
El S. The Letter of I ntent requested a determi nation regardi ng the sui tabi I i ty of the Project Waterway for 
LNG mrier traffic in association with the proposed FSRU. 

Fol l owi ng i ssuace of the fi nal El S and adoption of d l or pats of that document to ful fi l l the 
Coast Guard's N EPA obligation, the Coast Guard Captain of the Port, Sector Long l d a d  Sound will 
issue the Letter of Recommendation. The Letter of Recommendation will be based on the WSR 
(Appendix C) a d  all appropriate environmental a d  yses, a d  will provide Broadwater with the Coast I 
Guad' s find determination of whether or not the Project Waterway is suitable for LNG mrier  traffic 
associated with the Project. 



This El S describes effects on the environment that may occur in connection with the Coast Guad 
acti on to issue a Letter of Recommendation regadi ng the sui tabi l i ty of the Project Waterway to support 
the assou ated LNG mari ne traffic. I f a Letter of Recommendati on i s i ssued f i ndi ng the Proj ect Waterway 
to be suitable m d  FERC approves the LNG facility, Broadwater subsequently would be required to 
submit pl ms  or procedures for Coast Guad approvd and may submit alternative standards in accordmce 
with 33 CFR 127.017. The Coast Guad also would initiate rul em& ng procedures to establish safety m d  
security zones around the FSRU m d  LNG carriers. Some of these future actions and their impacts are 
described in this El S. Others are SSI and are not releasable to the public (in accordance with 
49 CFR 1520). These future actions would be subject to additional environmental revim in accordmce 
with the Coast Guard's National Environmental Policy Act Implementing Procedures and Policy for 
Considering Environmental Impacts, as described in Coast Guad Commmdant l nstructi on M mud 
16475.1 D. 

1.3.2 FERC 

As the lead federd agency for the Broadwater LNG Project, FERC is responsible for ensuring 
that the Project is in compl i mce with the rel want environmental regulations m d  other requirements. 
Table 1.31 1 i sts the federd and state permits, approvd s, m d  consul tations that would be assou ated with 
the Proj ect. 

FERC m d  the Coast Guard a e  requi red to comply with regulations, i ncl udi ng but not I i mi ted to 
Section 7 of the Endmgered Species Act of 1973 (ES4), the MSA, Section 106 of the Nationd Historic 
Preservation Act (N H PA), m d  Section 307 of the Coastd Zone M mqement Act of 1972 (CZM A). Each 
of these statutes has been tdten i nto account in the preparation of this document. 

Section 7 of the ESA, as mended, states that my  project authorized, funded, or conducted by a 
federal qency (for example, FERC) should not " j eopadize the continued existence of any endmgered 
species or threatened species or result i n the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species 
which is determined ... to be critical" (16 USC Section 1536[a][2]). FERC, or the applimt as a non- 
federd paty, is required to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) m d  NM FS. See 
Section 3.4 of this El S for the status of the ESA review. 

Section 106 of the N H PA requires FERC to td<e into account the effects of its undertakings on 
properties listed in or eligible for listing in the Nationd Register of Historic Places (NRHP) -including 
prehistoric or historic sites, districts, bui I di ngs, structures, objects, or properties of tradi ti ond rel i gi ous or 
cul turd importance - m d  to afford the Advi sory Counu I on Historic Preservation (ACH P) an opportunity 
to comment on the undertaking. FERC has requested that Broadwater, as a non-federal paty, assist in 
m&i ng FERC' s obl i gati on under Section 106 by prepai ng the neesay  i nformati on m d  md yses as 
requi red by the ACH P procedures i n 36 CFR 800. See Section 3.8 of this El S for the status of the N H PA 
revi m. 

The CZMA cd Is for the "effective management, beneficial use, protection, m d  development" of 
the nation' s coastd zone m d  promotes active state i nvol vement i n achi evi ng those god s. As a m m s  to 
reach those gods, the CZMA requires patiu pati ng states to develop manqement programs that 
demonstrate how these states wi l l meet thei r obligations and responsi bi l i ti es i n m m q i  ng thei r coastd 
aeas. In the state of NAN York, NY SDOS is responsible for reviwi ng federal qency actions m d  
activities to ensure that they a e  con9 stent with N m  Y ork' s Coastd M mqement Progrm (CM P). For 
the Broadwater Project, the NY SDOS revi m i ncl udes m eval uati on of the Project' s consi stency with the 
Long l dand Sound CM P. Because Section 307 of the CZMA requires that activities associated with 
federd authorizations comply with m d  be conducted i n a manner consi stent with the enforceable pol i u es 
of a mmqement program, FERC requires that Broadwater seek a determi nation of CM P consi stency for 



construction and operati on of the proposed facility a d  assou ated vessel operations. Section 3.5.7.1 of 
this El S addresses the CM P a d  the status of the consistency rw i  AN. 

TABLE 1.3-1 
Major Permits, Approvals, and Consultations 

Agency Permit/Approval/Consultationsa Agency Action 

FEDERAL 

FERC Authorizations under Sections 3(a) Under Section 3(a), FERC 
and 7(c) of the Natural Gas Act determines whether or not 
(NGA) importation of natural gas is 

consistent with the public 
interest. 

Under Section 7 of the NGA, 
FERC determines whether or 
not to issue certificates of public 
convenience and necessity 
authorizing natural gas 
companies to transport or sell 
gas. 

National Environmental Policy Act Preparation of an Environmental 
(NEPA) Impact Statement. 

Advisory Council on Historic Comment on the project and its effect Comment on the undertaking 
Preservation (ACHP) on historic properties under and its effects on historic 

Section 106 of the National Historic properties. 
Preservation Act (NHPA) 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) Authorization for activities that will Consider issuance of permit for 
occupy, fill, or grade land in a placement of structures or work 
floodplain, streambed, or channel of in, or affecting, navigable waters 
a stream or other waters of the of the United States. 
United States under Section 10 of the 
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 

Authorization to discharge dredged or Consider issuance of permit for 
fill material into waters of the United placement of dredge or fill 
States under Section 404 of the material into all waters of the 
Clean Water Act (CWA) United States, including 

wetlands. 

Approval and coordination for 
disposal of dredge material. 

U.S. Department of Commerce Consultation regarding compliance Consult on marine and 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric with Section 7 of the Endangered anadromous endangered and 
Administration, National Marine Species Act (ESA); the Magnuson- threatened species, essential 
Fisheries Service (NMFS) Stevens Fishery Conservation and fish habitat, and protected 

Management Act (MSA); and the marine mammals. 
Marine Mammal Protection Act 

U.S. Department of the Interior, Consultation regarding compliance Consult on endangered and 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service with Section 7 of the ESA, the threatened species and 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and the migratory birds; general 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act consultation regarding 

conservation of fish and wildlife 
resources. 



TABLE 1.3-1 (continued) 
Major Permits, Approvals, and Consultations 

Agency Permit/Approval/Consultationsa Agency Action 

FEDERAL (continued) 

U.S. Environmental Protection Section 404 of the CWA (veto power Oversee issuance of 
Agency (EPA) - Region 2 for wetland permits issued by the Section 404 permit. 

COE) 

Section 402, CWA, National Pollutant Review and issue permit for 
Discharge Elimination System activities associated with 
(NPDES) Permit pipeline and aboveground 

facilities construction. 

Clean Air Act permits for construction Permitting authority delegated to 
of a stationary source of air pollutant the New York State Department 
emissions and for operation of the of Environmental Conservation. 
source 

U.S. Department of Homeland Title 33 Code of Federal Regulations Ensure navigation safety; review 
Security, U.S. Coast Guard (Coast (CFR) 127, Ports and Waterways procedures, methods and 
Guard) Safety Act (PAWSA); Waterfront equipment standards for design, 

Facilities Handling Liquefied Natural construction and operations and 
Gas and Liquefied Hazardous Gas approve alternative standards; 

review and approve the 
operations manual and 
emergency manual; review 
waterfront facilities handling 
LNG; issue Letter of 
Recommendation. 

Title 33 CFR Part 66, Private Aids to Review, authorize, and inspect 
Navigation private aids to navigation. 

Title 33 CFR Part 105, The Maritime Review and approve Facility 
Transportation Security Act of 2002 Security Plan. 

Title 33 CFR Part 126, Handling of Inspections of facilities handling 
Dangerous Cargo at Waterfront packaged and bulk-solid 
Facilities dangerous cargo and vessels at 

those facilities. 

Title 33 CFR Part 154, Facilities Review, approve, and inspect 
Transferring Oil and Hazardous facilities' plans and operations. 
Material in Bulk 

Title 33 CFR Part 156, Oil and Review, approve, and inspect 
Hazardous Material Transfer facilities' plans and operations. 
Operations 

Title 33 CFR Part 158, Reception Review reception facilities for oil, 
Facilities for Oil, Noxious Liquid noxious liquid substances, and 
Substances, and Garbage garbage. 

Federal Aviation Administration 14 CFR Part 157, Section 1577.7(a) Conduct aeronautical study of 
(FAA) the proposed location of 

emergency helipad and prepare 
advisory determination. 



TABLE 1.3-1 (continued) 
Major Permits, Approvals, and Consultations 

Agency Permit/Approval/Consultationsa Agency Action 

STATE 

New York State Department of Section 401 CWA, water certification Review and issue water quality 
Environmental Conservation certificate certification. 
(NYSDEC) 

NPDES Permit Review and issue NPDES 
Permit for hydrostatic test water 
discharge. 

State Pollutant Discharge Elimination Review and issue permit for 
System (SPDES) Stormwater discharge of stormwater 
Discharge Permit generated during Project 

construction and operation. 

SPDES Industrial Permit Review and issue permit for 
discharge of process wastewater 
generated during Project 
construction and operation. 

Solid waste registration Review and authorize 
registration. 

Temporary water use permit Issue permit for hydrostatic 
testing. 

Preconstruction air permit Review and issue permit-by-rule 
in lieu of Title V permit. 

Consultations regarding state-listed Consult on state-listed 
threatened and endangered species threatened and endangered 
regulations and the Fish and Wildlife species that may be affected by 
Coordination Act the Project; general consultation 

regarding conservation of fish 
and wildlife resources. 

Hazardous Substances Bulk Storage Review and issue permit for bulk 
Permit storage of non-petroleum 

hazardous substances. 

Petroleum Bulk Storage Permit Review and issue permit for bulk 
storage of petroleum products. 

New York State Parks, Recreation, Section 106, NHPA Review and comment on 
and Historic Preservation, State undertakings potentially affecting 
Historic Preservation Office cultural resources. 

New York State Department of State Federal consistency review with Consider consistency with 
(NYSDOS) Division of Coastal Coastal Zone Management Act CZMA and New York and Long 
Resources (CZMA) program policies Island Coastal Management 

Programs. 

New York State Office of General New York Public Lands Law Easement or lease for use of 
Services state-owned submerged lands. 

New York State Department of Public Safety advisory report pursuant to the Evaluate Broadwater Project 
Services (NYSDPS) NGA relative to standards and plans 

for inspection and maintenance. 

" Many of the permits listed provide agencies, the public, and other stakeholders the opportunity to review and comment on the 
Project (for example, FERC's NEPA process and COE's Section 101404 Permit). 



1.3.3 Other Permits, Approvals, and Reviews 

I n addition to FERC, other federd qenu es have responsi bi I i ti es for i ssui ng permits or qprovd s 
to comply with va-ious federal I m s  m d  regulations. For exmpl e, COE would i ssue permits under the 
Clem Water Act (CWA) m d  the Rivers m d  Ha-bors Act; EPA has regulatory authority under the CWA 
m d  the Clem Air Act (CAA); m d  the Coast Gua-d has responsibilities relating to LNG waterfront 
facilities under 33 CFR 127, the Ports m d  Waterways Safety Act, m d  the M a-i time Transportation 
Security Act. The NAN York State Depa-tment of Envi ronmentd Conservation (NYSDEC) has been 
delegated the responsi bi l i ti es under the CWA m d  CAA . Major permits, qprovd s, and consultations 
required for the Project a-elisted in Table 1.31. 

The Energy Pol icy Act (EPAct) of 2005 m d  Section 3 of the NGA requi re that FERC consult 
with the U .S. Department of Defense (DOD) to determine whether or not proposed projects would affect 
traning or activities on milita-y instdlations. In a letter to the DOD dated January 18, 2006, we 
requested that DOD inform FERC of "my defense or military establishments in the project area that you 
bel i eve may be affected by the project." We did not receive a response to that letter. With the exception 
of correspondence with COE, we have not received my  comments or concerns from my brmch of the 
mil i t q  or my  mil i t q  instd lati on in reply to our scopi ng notice issued on August 11, 2005 (see 
Section 1.4). We did receive a letter from the U.S. Navy indicating that it is coordinating its revim with 
the Coast Guard (Kenny 2006). 9nce the DOD has not identified my  effects on tra ni ng or activities on 
mil i t q  installations due to Project implementation, we currently concl ude that the Project would not 
have m effect on mi I i t q  i nstd I ati ons, m d  therefore, concurrence from the Secreta-y of Defense may not 

I be required under the EPAct of 2005. Because we did not receive comments on the draft El S from the 
DOD on this issue, we wi I I notify the DOD of our concl usion in writing. 

l n its October 31, 2006 l etter to NY SDOS, Broadwater indicated that a permit from the Federd 
Aviation Admi ni strati on (FAA) would not be requi red for the proposed hel i pad since it would only be 
used for emergencies. After the deta led design of the emergency-use hel i pad is completed, the FAA 
would conduct m aeronautical study of the proposed location of the hel i pad and prepa-e m d  advisory 
determination. The FAA, along with the Trmsportation S e t y  Administration (TS4), would be 
responsi bl e for determi ni ng whether or not a nclf l y zone woul d be appropri ate for the Proj ect and, if a ncl 
fly zone i s necessary, establ i shi ng that zone. 

Addi tiond state m d  local permits may be required for the onshore support facilities. As 
described in this El S, Broadwater has proposed using existing facilities to house its onshore support 
services staff, equipment m d  suppl i es. Because the faci I i ti es that would be used have been operati ng i n a 
mmner si milar to that required for the Project, the required permits may be in place. Permitting 
requirements, if any, for the onshore faci I i ties woul d be determined when Broadwater selects the onshore 
facility sites. 

FERC encourqes cooperati on between appl i cants and state m d  l ocd authorities, but this does 
not mem that state and local qenu es, through q p l  i cations of state m d  l ocd I ms ,  may prohibit or 
unreasonably delay the construction or operati on of facilities qproved by FERC. Any state or l ocd 
permits issued with respect to j urisdictiond facilities must be consistent with the conditions of my  
authorization issued by FERC~. 

' See, for example, Schneidewind v. ANR Fi pel ine Co., 485 U.S. 293 (1988); National Fuel Gas Supply v. Public Service 
Commission, 894 F2d 571 (2d Cir. 1990); and Iroquois Gas Transmission Sydem, L.P. et al., 52 FERC fi 61,091 (1990) and 59 
FERC fi 61,094 (1 992). 



In addition, the NGA, as modified by the EPAct of 2005, requires that the Commission consult 
with the state in which a LNG termi nd is proposed to be located regarding state a d  locd safety matters. 
I n December 2005, the governor of NAN York designated the Nevv York State Depatment of Public 
Service (NYSDPS) as the state qency that FERC should consult with on safety a d  siting matters for the 
Broadwater Project. NYSDPS submitted its Februq 28, 2006 Safety Advisory Report to FERC. In the 
report, NY SDPS addressed state a d  l ocd consi derati ons for the Project a d  provided comments from the 
NAN York State Depatment of State (NYSDOS), the NAN Y ork State Emergency M aqement Office, 
the NAN York State Depatment of Transportation, a d  the NAN York State Office of Homeland Security, 
as wel l as the comments of severd locd governmentd entities (Suffol k County, the Town of Huntington, 
the Town of Riverhead, a d  the Vi I I q e  of Poquott). 

The EPAct of 2005 d so stipulates that, before the Commission may issue a order authorizing a 
LNG termi nd , i t must " rw i  AN and respond specif icd l y" to the safety matters rased by the state qency 
designated as the lead for the state a d  locd safety matters. Appendix E presents FERC' s response to the I 
NY SDPS advisory report for the Broadwater Project. 

1.4 PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT 

On November 4, 2004, Broadwater filed a request with FERC to implement the Commission's 
prefi li ng process for the Broadwater LNG Project. At that ti me, Broadwater was in the prel i mi nay 
design stage of the Project a d  no formd q p l  icati on had been filed with FERC. The purpose of the pre 
filing process is to encourqe ealy involvement of interested stakeholders, facilitate i nterqency 
cooperation, a d  identify a d  resolve issues before a application is filed with FERC. On 
November 29,2004, FERC grated Broadwater's request a d  established a PreFi li ng Docket Number 
(PF034-000) to place information filed by Broadwater a d  related documents issued by FERC into the 
pub1 i c record. AI l of the information Broadwater filed with FERC prior to January 30, 2006 is in Docket 
Number PF0304. Broadwater's application a d  d l  Project-related information filed on or after 
Jauay 30,2006 by Broadwater and others are in Docket Numbers CW54-000 a d  C W 5 3 0 0 0 .  

As noted above, on November 9, 2004, Broadwater submitted a Letter of Intent to the Coast 
Guad, a d  on April 26, 2005, Broadwater submitted a amendment to its Letter of Intent; both the Letter 
of Intent and the amendment are presented in Appendix D. The Letter of Intent initiated the Coast 
Guad' s revi evv of the safety a d  security of the proposed Project as a pat  of its prepaation of a Letter of 
Recommendation that would be issued for the suitability of the Project Waterway for LNG carrier traffic 
by the C q t a  n of the Port of Long I d a d  Sound. 

Broadwater conducted a series of open houses on Long I d a d  a d  i n Connecticut in November 
a d  December 2004, and in A pri 1 2005 on Long Id  a d .  The purpose of the open houses was to inform 
qenu es a d  the general pub1 i c about LNG and the proposed Project, and to provide them an opportunity 
to ask questions a d  express thei r concerns. FERC a d  the Coast Guad pati ci pated i n these open houses 
a d  provided i nformati on to the pub1 i c on the j oi nt rw i  AN process of the Project. 

On February 10, 2005, FERC formd l y introduced the prefi l i ng process to various Project 
std<ehol ders by i ssui ng a notice entitled Pre-Filing Process Review, Broadwater Project, Docket No. 
PF05-4-000. This pref i I i ng notice was sent to qproxi matel y 2,200 interested parties, i ncl udi ng federd , 
state, and locd offi u d s; qency representatives; conservation orgaizati ons; and local libraries a d  
newspapers. After the prefi l i ng notice, FERC issued its Notice of Intent to Prepare an Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Broadwater LNG Project, Request for Comments on Environmental Issues, and 
Notice of Joint Public Scoping Meetings (NOI). The NOI, which was issued on August 11, 2005, 
expla ned that FERC would be the lead federd agency in the prepaation of an El S to analyze the 
environmental impacts of the proposed Broadwater Project, a d  the Coast Guard would be one of the 



cooperati ng federd agenu es. It also expl A ned that FERC would be responsi bl e for approving the LNG 
terminal and pi pel i ne, m d  that the Coast Guad would be responsi bl e for determi ni ng the sui tabi I i ty of the 
Project Waterway for the FSRU m d  LNG carier traffic through m assessment of safety m d  security 
i ssues. 

On August 16, 2005, the Coast Guad issued its Notice, Request for Comments; Letter of 
Recommendation, Proposed Broadwater Project, Long Island Sound i n the Federal Regi ster. Thi s noti ce 
expl A ned that the Coast Guard would be conducting m evd uation of the safety m d  security of the 
Project i n response to the Letter of I ntent it received from Broadwater. 

FERC' s NO1 was sent to interested parties, including m a y  of the same interested parties as the 
pref i l i ng notice, as wel l as i ndi vi dud s and orgmi zati ons who provided comments on the pref i l i ng 
notice. All of the notices i ssued by FERC and the Coast Guard encourqed Project stakeholders m d  
interested paties to provide input on environmentd m d  safety and security issues that should be 
addressed during the Project revi AN process. Both the NO1 m d  the Coast Guard notice specifi cd l y 
requested comments by October 7, 2005; however, both FERC m d  the Coast Guad accepted comments 
throughout the ti me the draft El S was tm ng prepaed. FERC received more thm 4,200 comment I etters 
in response to the prefi l i ng notice and the NO1 . Although m a y  comment letters addressed sped fi c 
envi ronmental concerns, the md ori ty expressed opposition to the Project with either general comments or 
without stati ng specific envi ronmentd issues of concern. 

The Coast Guad received more thm 2,300 1 etters from concerned pati es. The md ori ty of those 
letters expressed concerns about health and safety, security, pub1 ic access, m d  industrialization of the 
Sound. 

FERC m d  the Coast Guad conducted joint pub1 i c scopi ng meeti ngs at two locations on Long 
l d a d  m d  two locations in Connecticut in September 2005: Stony Brook, NAN York on September 13; 
Wading River, NAN York on September 14; East Lyme, Connecticut on September 20; and Branford, 
Connecticut on September 21. These m&ings were held to provide the generd public with m 
opportunity to learn more about the proposed Project m d  to pati u pate i n the md ysi s of the Project by 
commenti ng on issues to be i ncl uded i n the El S and i n the safety and security md ysi s. A trmscri pt of 
these comments is pat of the pub1 i c record for the Project. 

I n addition to the pub1 i c notice m d  scopi ng process discussed above, FERC conducted qency 
consultations, pati u pated in severd i nterqency m&i ngs and conference cd I s, and met with concerned 
qenu es and non-governmentd orgmi zati ons to identify issues that should be addressed i n this El S. The 
Coast Guad parti u pated at m a y  of these m&i ngs; coordinated with FERC' s LNG engi neeri ng group to 
revim safety m d  reliability issues of Project design; conducted a Ports m d  Waterways Safety 
Assessment (PA WSA) workshop on May 3 and May 4,2005; conducted a Harbor Safety Working Group 
m&i ng for the Broadwater LNG Safety Risk Assessment on December 15,2005; and establ ished a Sub 
Committee of the Area M ari ti me Security Committee to provide input to the Coast Guad' s revi m of 
potenti d risks to mai ti me security. I n addition, FERC and the Coast Guad have coordinated regul a l  y 
throughout the revim process. 

FERC staff conducted many site i nspecti ons of the Project aea, i ncl udi ng j oi nt i nspecti ons with 
the Coast Guard. These included an aerial survey, severd on-water surveys, and many surveys dong the 
shorel i nes of Long I d a d ,  Connecticut, m d  Rhode I d and. 

Prior to issuance of the draft El S, FERC prepaed an advance draft El S that was distri buted i n 
whole or pat to the cooperating agencies (the Coast Guard, EPA, COE, NM FS, and NYSDOS) for 
revim. Sectionsof thedraft ElSwerewritten with thecooperation and assistanceof theseqencies. 



The draft EIS was ma led to interested qencies, individuds, and orgmizations and was 
submitted to EPA for formd pub1 i c notice of ava l abi l ity. FERC posted a notice of ava labi l i ty of the 
draft El S on its web site on November 17, 2006; m d  the formal notice of availability for the draft El S 
was pub1 i shed in the Federd Register on November 27, 2006. Those notices indicated that the draft El S 
was available and had been mailed to i ndivi dud s and organizations on the distribution list prepared for 
the proposed Project; they also descri bed procedures for f i I i ng comments on the draft El S. I n accordance 
with the CEQ regulations implementing NEPA, the notice of availabi l ity m d  the Federal Register notice 
establ i shed a comment period of at least 45 days, ending on Jmuary 23,2007. 

I n a separate noti ce dated December 15,2006, FERC mnounced the ti mes, dates, m d  I ocati ons of 
pub1 i c comment m&i ngs that would be held to receive comments on the draft El S; this notice i ndi cated 
that the m&i ngs would be held jointly by FERC, the Coast Guard, m d  COE, and that NY SDOS would 
pa-tiu pate in the m&i ngs held on Long I sland. Both the Federal Register notice m d  the FERC notice 
described how additiond Project information could be obtained from the Commission's Office of 
Externd Affa rs m d  on FERC' s Internet web site. Due to a typogrqhicd error in the address of one 
m&i ng location, FERC issued m errata notice on December 28, 2006, that corrected the address. On 
November 24, 2006, COE issued a separate notice that it would jointly hold the pub1 i c m&i ngs with 
FERC as a pat of its permit q p l  i cati on rw i  AN process. 

During the draft EIS comment period, FERC, the Coast Gua-d, COE, m d  NYSDOS conducted 
pub1 ic comment m&i ngs on Long l sl md  at m i  thtown (Jmua-y 10) and in Wading River (Jmua-y 11). 
FERC, the Coast Gua-d, m d  COE conducted pub1 i c comment m&i ngs i n Connecticut at NAN London 
(Jmuary 9) m d  Brmford ( J m u q  16). On Januq 16, FERC also met with the Connecticut Long Island 
Sound Task Force on LNG to discuss the draft El S. The pub1 i c comment meetings provided interested 
groups and i ndivi dud s the opportunity to present oral m d  written comments on FERC staff' s md ysi s of 
the envi ronmental i mpacts of the proposed Project as described i n the draft El S. I n addition, we received 
sepa-ate written comments on the draft EIS throughout the period from issumce of the draft EIS to 
preparation of the preli mi nary find El S. The public comment m&i ng trmscri pts m d  d l  written 
comments received on the draft El S are pat  of the pub1 i c record for the Project. Comments that we 
received that specifidly addressed the draft EIS and FERC staff's responses to those comments a-e 
provided in Appendix N of this El S. That appendix also provides information in response to generd 
comments on the Project that we received. 

The text of the El S was revised in response to comments on the draft El S, as qpropri ate, m d  as a 
result of updated information that b m e  ava I abl e fol Iowi ng issumce of the draft El S. We submitted a 
prel i mi nay f i nd El S to the cooperati ng qenci es (the Coast Gua-d, EPA , COE, N M FS, m d  NY SDOS) 
for revim m d  comment and then revised the document as qpropri ate. AI l substmtive chmges included 
in the text of the fi nd El S a-e i ndicated by verticd bars that q p e a  in the ma-gins of the document. 

The fi nd El S was ma led to the agenu es, i ndivi dud s, and orgmizations on the mai I i ng I i st (see 
Appendix A), including d l  those who requested a copy. The find El S also was submitted to EPA for 
issuance of a formal pub1 i c notice of avai I abi I i ty . I n accordmce with CEQ' s regulations i mpl ementi ng 
N EPA , no qency decision on a proposed action may be made unti 1 30 days after EPA pub1 i shes a notice 
of ava l abi l i ty of a f i nd El S. However, the CEQ regulations provide an exception to this rule when m 
qency decision is subject to a formd internal process that d lows other qenues or the pub1 ic to make 
thei r vi ANS known. I n such cases, the qency decision may be made at the same ti me the notice of the 
find EIS is published, allowing both periods to run concurrently. If FERC issues Broadwater 
authorizations for the proposed Project, they would be subject to a 3Gday rreheai ng period. Therefore, 
the Commission could issue its decision concurrently with EPA' s notice of avai Iabi I i ty. 


